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Public relations research has vigorous agendas on theorizing publics and 

organization-public relationships, but the conceptualization of publics is mostly separated 

from the theorization of organization-public relationships. This is reflected in 

organization-public relationship research, where the matter of who is a public is usually 

ill-defined. Research involving organization-public relationships and interactions also 

assumes that relationships are inherently mutually beneficial, without fully investigating 

the utilities of a relationship for publics.  

An identity approach to organization-public relationships and publics' interactions 

with an organization is proposed in this study. This identity approach is grounded in the 

identity perspective based on social identity theory and self-categorization theory, and is 

able to connect the research areas involving issues, publics' communicative behaviors, 

and organization-public relationships. A 3 X 2 X 2 experiment is conducted, where 

participants (N = 483) are randomly assigned to one of the three issues related to 

diversity, politics, and environment. In each issue, a nonprofit organization or a for-profit 



 

 
 

organization (two types of organizations) either fully discloses its position on the issue 

(affirmation) or does not have any clear stance (non-affirmation).   

Results of this experiment show that issues affect salience on certain identities, 

and individuals' overall identity salience and an organization's affirmation on a particular 

issue significantly affect individuals' identity expression and perception of the 

organization as an ingroup, which in turn impact individuals' communication and 

relationships towards the organization. Such results indicate that publics' interactions and 

relationships with an organization are used to reinforce their identity and essentially 

related to their identity building. This project builds a foundation to theorize publics as 

identity-activated individuals based on issues, and their communicative behaviors and 

relationships as identity expression and identity connections. The significant moderating 

role of organizational type in these processes indicates that an individual’s overall 

perception of a specific type of organization matters for public relations research. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Public relations by name approaches publics and relationships as worthy of 

particular scholarly interest. Since Ferguson (1984) suggests that organization-public 

relationships are a unique body of knowledge to which public relations can contribute, 

relationships in public relations have been studied so extensively that relationships have 

become an identity of the discipline (Coombs, 2015),. The progress and trajectory of the 

research on publics and relationships in public relations represent perhaps the most 

noteworthy theoretical development of the field.  

Despite the remarkable success of the field advancing relationship theories, there 

are many areas that still require attention. First, the mechanisms through which 

organization-public relationships come to life are understudied. Scholars so far have been 

focused on the measurement and types of OPRs (e.g., Grunig & Huang, 2000; Hon & 

Grunig, 1999; Huang, 2001; Hung, 2004, 2005; Hung & Chen, 2009; Jo, 2006; Jo, Hon, 

& Brunner, 2005; Ki & Hon, 2007a, 2007b), and how publics may communicate in 

certain ways with an organization depending on cognitive variables (cf. situational theory 

of publics, Grunig, 1978, 1989; situational theory of problem solving, Kim & Grunig, 

2011; Kim, Ni, Kim, & Kim, 2012; Kim & Krishna, 2014). However, the question of 

how publics relate to an organization, and therefore form a sense of connection, has not 

been well answered.   

Second, research in relationships fails to take into account that interactions 

between publics and organizations are not entirely interpersonal. Coombs and Holladay 

(2015) pointed out that one of the most perilous assumptions made by scholars of OPRs 

in public relations is that interpersonal theories and knowledge can be grafted on, or 
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applied to, public relations, without considering to what extent interpersonal relationships 

alone can fully address the parameters of OPRs. Such practice eventually contains and 

limits the development of a discipline by hegemonizing the scholarship, where scholars 

tend to adhere to already well-established dominant research tradition without 

challenging the assumptions (Coombs & Holladay, 2015). This is not to deny that 

interpersonal theories have contributed significantly to the field, but a more nuanced 

perspective on how individuals relate to an organization is needed.  

Third, even though public relations research emphasizes building mutually 

beneficial relationships, overall the literature is more focused on benefits that 

relationships can bring to an organization (Coombs & Holladay, 2005; Hung, 2007). The 

utilities and benefits of relationships for publics are deemphasized in public relations 

research, making supposedly mutually beneficial relationship only one-sided. One way to 

address this vacuum of research is to examine the purposes and motivations of publics 

forming relationships with an organization. These motivations of the publics’ represent 

how publics utilize their interdependent relationships with a specific organization and 

how the relationships serve their tangible or intangible needs.  

Last but not the least, the current conceptualization of OPRs is projected as a 

static state. OPRs are mostly studied as if the connection between an organization and its 

publics exists in a static environment (Heath, 2013; Ki & Shin, 2006), without 

acknowledging that the shift of context itself, regardless what an organization may do in 

such a situation, may shift the nature of the relationship. Heath (2013) contends that an 

organization is linked to other organizations, whether it be competitors or peer 

organizations, in an industry. An individual’s perception of the industry might influence 
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the individual’s perception of the organization. Therefore, a shift of perspective on the 

industry itself may as well shift the perspective on the very relationship between publics 

and the focal organization. Even groups of people who hold stakes or interests in an 

organization are linked, the behavior of any of which might influence how each group 

positions itself with an organization.  

This dissertation is not aimed at providing an ultimate answer to these questions. 

Existing in this constellation of gaps in the current literature, this project proposes 

research aimed to at least narrow these gaps through the lens of individuals’ identities. 

Every individual is a product of their surroundings. These surroundings engineer and 

crystallize who we are in ways that, perhaps unfortunately, put us into some categories 

defined as social identities. Based on this approach, the current project is situated at the 

forefront of social identity theory (cf. Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner, 1982) and theories 

that stem from this perspective.  

Social identity theory attempts to understand how intergroup dynamics are 

produced (e.g., Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, 1981). The core of the theory is that 

“maintaining psychological distinctiveness between the ingroup and the outgroup is 

functional for individuals” and “individuals categorize their social worlds, categorize 

themselves into ingroups and others into outgroups, and engage in social comparisons 

between those groups” (Harwood, Giles, & Palomares, 2005, p. 7). The theory has 

provided a strong foundation of research on individuals’ personal identity, social identity, 

and intergroup relations and communication for decades, and may be valuable for public 

relations as it brings nuanced understandings of how relationships are established based 

on one’s sense of self and one’s group memberships. More importantly, social identity 
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theory is used to examine a variety of issues ranging from intergroup communication in 

the communication discipline (e.g., communication accommodation theory, Gallois, 

Giles, Jones, Cargiles, & Ota, 1995) to stakeholder relationships (cf. Crane & Ruebottom, 

2012) in business. These studies engage the concept of social identity and advance 

knowledge based on each discipline’s research traditions.  

Indeed, social identity perspective can help to improve our understandings of 

publics’ interactions with an organization. Publics in public relations research are defined 

as groups of people who share some common interests (Grunig, 2006).  The power of 

engaging social identity in research lies in the theory’s ability to connect many research 

problems at the individual level to those at the group level or societal level. Such 

transformation provides a promising direction to examine publics’ interactions with an 

organization, the objective of which is to project individuals into collective groups to 

further explain how individuals who share similar identities may behave in a similar way 

when interacting with an organization.  

Based on social identity and a variety of studies on this concept in different 

disciplines, this dissertation conducts an experiment to understand the role of identity in 

influencing publics’ connection to an organization. The following chapter (Chapter 2) 

proceeds in two major sections. The first section reviews the conceptualization and 

theoretical development of OPRs and publics in public relations. Particular attention is 

paid to the limitations of the current approaches, which helps to provide the rationale for 

the project. The next section of Chapter 2 turns attention to social identity theory and 

self-categorization theory, and some important theories stemming from them. This 

section aims to contextualize insights from the two theories for relationship research that 
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can be potentially meaningful to the theoretical advancement of public relations, and 

particular attention is given to an identity-based stakeholder theory and communication 

accommodation theory as the two theories give predictions on the hypotheses to be tested 

through the experiment. More specifically, acknowledging the differences and 

connections between publics and stakeholders, this section explains how treating 

stakeholders as identity groups enlightens a complementary way of understanding publics 

and organization-public relationships. This section also uses communication 

accommodation theory to develop hypotheses related to publics’ communicative 

behaviors and raises questions such as how issues influence publics’ social identity 

salience and how OPRs can be approached as publics’ identity project.  

Chapter 3 is dedicated to explaining the method of the current investigation. In 

this chapter, the design of the experiment is provided. Procedures and participants 

recruitment are delineated. The design of the pilot study, which is aimed at pretesting 

instruments and stimuli, is also described. Chapter 3 also provides an overview of the 

statistical analytic strategies to be used. Chapter 4 reports the results of these statistical 

analyses, and Chapter 5 contextualizes these results by discussing their relevance to 

public relations theories and practice. Future directions and limitations of this project are 

also provided in this chapter.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

In this literature review, research questions and hypotheses are contextualized 

based on theories related to organization-public relationships, social identity, and self-

categorization theory. This review is structured into three main parts. In the first part, a 

detailed review of the theoretical development of organization-public relationships is 

provided. Limitations of the current theorization of OPRs are discussed. Following this, 

the literature review summarizes key insights from social identity theory and self-

categorization theory. Particular attention is given to how these two theories enlighten 

and improve the current conceptualization of publics, whereby a refined understanding of 

how identity-based publics are activated and the subsequent consequences of activated 

identities on their interactions with an organization. Research questions and hypotheses 

are proposed accordingly to investigate how identity-activated individuals build 

relationships and communicate with an organization.  

Development of a General Relationship Theory in Public Relations 

The systematic investigations into the concept of “relationship” in public relations 

is often attributed to Ferguson’s seminal piece in 1984. Ferguson (1984) employed 

Kuhn’s notion of paradigms and positioned relationship research as a unique 

paradigmatic focus of public relations. Since then, relationship research has changed 

what accounts for effective public relations and made clear that a major function of 

public relations in an organization is to contribute to building relationships with 

organizational constituencies (Grunig, 2006; Leadingham, 2006). An emphasis on 

relationship in public relations activities and practice inspired a theoretical movement 

away from treating public relations only as media relations for publicity purposes, 
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towards using public relations to produce mutual understandings with publics 

(Ledingham, 2006). This idea is well captured by the strategic management paradigm in 

public relations (cf. Grunig, Grunig, & Dozier, 2006), which stipulates that public 

relations in an organization should be structured and managed to provide the greatest 

value to organizations, publics, and society. Relationships in this sense are emblematic of 

this value that public relations can contribute. 

Theorization of organization-public relationships. The most rigorous attempt 

to systemize relationships research has taken place under the strategic management 

perspective of public relations (cf. Grunig, 2006; Grunig & Repper, 1992), in particular 

its conceptualization of organization-publics relationships (OPRs). This line of research 

encompasses antecedents to OPRs (cultivation strategies, e.g., Grunig & Huang, 2000; 

Shen, 2011), typologies of OPRs (e.g., Grunig, 1993; Hon & Grunig, 1999; Hung, 2005; 

Hung & Chen, 2009), and dimensions of OPRs (e.g., Broom, Casey, & Ritchey, 1997; 

Grunig & Huang, 2000; Huang, 2001; Hung, 2004; Jo, 2006; Jo & Brunner, 2005; Ki & 

Hon, 2007; Ledingham, 2006). 

Dimensions of organization-public relationships (OPRs) have gained significant 

attention among public relations scholars to operationalize and measure OPRs (Broom, 

Casey, & Ritchey, 1997; Grunig & Huang, 2000; Ledingham, 2006). The most well-

known dimensions of OPRs are control mutuality, trust, relational satisfaction, and 

relational commitment (Grunig & Huang, 2000). Control mutuality represents the 

unavoidable power asymmetry commonly found in almost any type of relationships 

(Grunig & Huang, 2000), which is defined as “the degree to which partners agree about 

which of them should decide relational goals and behavioral routine” (Stafford & Canary, 
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1991, p. 224). Trust is defined as “the belief that others will not exploit one’s goodwill” 

(Grunig & Huang, 2000, p. 44). In OPRs, trust reflects one party’s confidence in the 

social exchange process. Trust and control mutuality represent the cognitive dimensions 

of relationships, while relational satisfaction represents affection and emotion (Grunig & 

Huang, 2000). Relational satisfaction is characterized as a “favorable affective response 

to the reinforcement of positive expectations in a certain kind of situation” (Grunig & 

Huang, 2000, p. 45), and relational commitment is defined as “an enduring desire to 

maintain a valued relationship” (Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande, 1992, p. 23). 

Relational commitment comprises of affective commitment and continuance 

commitment. Affective commitment in relationships is the emotional attachment one may 

develop towards the other, and the continuance commitment is one’s desire to continue “a 

certain line of action” (Grunig & Huang, 2000, p. 46). Taken together, control mutuality, 

trust, relational satisfaction, and relational commitment are strong indicators of quality 

OPRs, and have been widely adopted by public relations research to measure 

relationships between an organization and the publics. Much research in current public 

relations literature still uses these dimensions and Grunig and Huang’s (2000) established 

scale to conduct relationship-related studies (e.g., Sisson, 2017; Sweetser & Kelleher, 

2016).  

In line with the scale development, many scholars continue to investigate and 

explore the dimensions of OPRs (e.g., Huang, 2001; Hung & Chen, 2009), and refine the 

measurement of OPRs by increasing their reliability and validity (e.g., Jo, 2006; Jo & 

Brunner, 2005; Ki & Hon, 2007a). For example, scholars have also integrated cultural 

factors into the model (e.g., Huang, 2001; Hung, 2004), among which face and favor 
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becomes another reliable relational dimension in non-Western contexts. Pressgrove and 

McKeever (2016) extend and validate the scale in the context of nonprofit relationship 

management. These studies further increase the validity and reliability of the scale, and 

have nuanced the understanding of OPRs in a variety of contexts.  

In addition to OPR dimensions, cultivation strategies, usually referred as 

antecedents to relationships (Grunig & Huang, 2000), are another frontier of relationship 

research. After examining interpersonal communication theories and conflict resolution 

and negotiation literature, Grunig and Huang (2000) articulated a series of strategies such 

as disclosure, assurance of legitimacy, and networking (see Grunig & Huang, 2000 for a 

comprehensive review of each strategies) as ways for organizations to build relationships 

with their publics. Later on, Shen (2011) continued on such inquiry and established valid 

and reliable scales to measure organizational relationship maintenance strategies with the 

employees, symbolizing the emergence and consolidation of a theory of relationship 

maintenance strategies. Relationship maintenance strategies, defined as “organizational 

behavioral attempts or efforts to keep a relationship in a satisfying condition and in 

repair” (p. 399), fall into two categories: symmetrical strategies characterized by 

openness, networking, and assurance of legitimacy, and asymmetrical strategies 

characterized by distributive negotiation, avoiding, and compromising (Shen, 2011).   

Relationship research in public relations also started to crystallize different types 

of OPRs to describe the status of a relationship an organization may have with its publics 

(e.g., Grunig, 1993; Hon & Grunig, 1999; Hung, 2005; Hung & Chen, 2009). After 

reviewing three studies on organizations’ management of relationships with publics in 

Mainland China and Hong Kong, Hung and Chen (2009) summarized eight types of 
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relationships and further concluded that different relationships developed by an 

organization with its publics are directed by the different interests that publics may have 

in an organization, advocating for future research to further investigate the dynamics 

between relationship typologies and relational dimensions.  

Finally, another existing, yet under-researched, line of inquiry is concerned with 

the outcomes of certain relationships on organizations (e.g., Huang, 2001b; Kang & 

Yang, 2010; Ki & Hon, 2007b; Ni, 2006). Positioning relationships as an organization’s 

indispensable resources, Ni (2006) found that relationships contribute to the 

implementation of an organization’s strategies by gaining external trust and internal 

commitment. This contribution is maximized when an organization develops different 

relationships with different publics for different strategies. For example, if an 

organization implements strategies related to issues management, an organization might 

want to maximize its relationships with the government and relevant nonprofit 

organizations. Huang (2001b) found that the effect of public relations practice on conflict 

resolution is mediated by organization–public relationships. It should be noted, however, 

that research exploring the subsequent consequences of OPRs on organizations and/or 

publics is still relatively rare. Most of the research so far has been focused on relational 

outcomes, rather than on further consequences that such relational outcomes may bring to 

organizations or publics.  

All the aforementioned research can be positioned into a general public relations 

theory. Research on dimensions, cultivation/maintenance strategies, and typologies of 

relationships indicate a model of OPRs (Broom, Casey, & Ritchey, 1997), which is 

further positioned as a general theory of public relations and a future public relations 
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paradigm by Ledingham (2006). Toth (2010) echoed the emergence of a relationship-

oriented discipline by concluding that relationship perspectives permeate all six identified 

paradigms in public relations, indicating a shift in the discipline from a view of 

persuading others to a view of “relationship construction and cultivation” (p. 719).  

Yet, there are still many areas that need to develop along this main research line 

of public relations. The current project aims to fill a gap by investigating the antecedents 

to relationships. More specifically, considering that public relations scholars have long 

grappled with how issues influence publics’ communicative behaviors (e.g., situational 

theory of publics, cf. Grunig, 1989, 1997), it is worthy of attention to investigate how 

issues might influence relational outcomes as well. Before investigating the avenues to 

improve the current conceptualization of OPRs, a review of the historical development of 

the conception of publics is necessary. 

Definition of publics. The tracing of how publics are conceptualized in public 

relations carries two purposes, the first of which is to provide background information to 

contextualize an alternate definition of publics that opens up new ways to inquire how 

individuals might develop a relationship with an organization. The second purpose is to 

derive the connections between publics and stakeholders, as it is helpful for readers later 

to understand the limitations in both areas in explaining people’s behaviors and 

interactions with an organization when they are aggregated in groups. Building these 

connections can also help readers better understand the insights based on the recent 

developments in stakeholder theory that focuses on stakeholders’ identities, which plays a 

significant role in the current project’s approach to studying the effects of individual 
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identities on the relational and communicative outcomes of these individuals towards an 

organization.  

The prevalent definition of publics in public relations can be traced back to 

Dewey (1927), who defined public as a group of people who face a similar problem and 

decide to do something about it (Grunig, 1989, 1997; Grunig & Repper, 1992). John 

Dewey’s conceptualization of public is conditioned upon the formation of problems, and 

is positioned as a democratic entity in face of the state. According to Dewey (2012), 

“political facts are not outside human desire and judgment” (p. 43), and the state 

“represents an important although distinctive and restricted social interest” (p. 54). The 

problems are matters that public deems problematic and that need to be addressed by the 

state. It is the dynamic between public and the state that gives life to public and 

democracy.  

Extending upon Dewey’s conceptualization of a public, public relations scholars 

have embarked on the journey of exploring what public means for public relations theory 

and practice. One of the first and most successful attempts was made by Grunig (1978). 

He articulated Dewey’s notion of public as (1) facing a similar situation, (2) recognizing 

what is problematic in that situation, and (3) organizing to take certain action. His 

attempt, therefore, was to “demonstrate how the behavioral definition of a public can be 

operationalized to allow a public relations practitioner to analyze his (or her) publics” 

(Grunig, 1978, p. 100). The aforementioned definition by Dewey and the strategic 

purpose of theorizing publics have prompted a line of research regarding how and when 

to best communicate with organizational publics (e.g., Grunig, 1989, 1992, 1997, 2006; 

Grunig & Hunt, 1984; Grunig & Repper, 1992). Even though public defined from a 
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strategic management perspective in public relations has less of a democratic inclination 

and political concerns as in Dewey’s, the problem-centric characteristic has been carried 

over. That is, publics form around specific issues created by organizations that can affect 

them, and the activities of publics bear consequences for an organization (Grunig, 1992).  

Based on such a definition, publics and stakeholders are nested concepts, as the 

notion of publics combines Dewey’s problem-centric nature of public and stakeholder 

theory. Publics form when stakeholders recognize one or more of consequences created 

by organizational activities as a problem (Grunig & Repper, 1992). A stakeholder of an 

organization is defined as “an influencer, beneficiary, or risk bearer to an organization’s 

wealth-creating capacity and activities” (Smith, 2012, p. 841). In public relations, 

stakeholders are a broader category than publics, and publics are more specific groups the 

precondition of which is that they are stakeholders of an organization (Kim, Ni, & Sha, 

2008; Rawlins, 2006).  

The nested approach to stakeholders and publics is better illustrated through 

public relations scholars’ academic exploration of segmenting important constituencies in 

the organizational environment. Segmentation is indispensable to strategic management 

of public relations, as excellence theory posits that the goal of public relations is to align 

organizational goals with the expectations of the strategic constituencies, and public 

relations contributes to organizational effectiveness by identifying, segmenting, and 

building long-term quality relationships with those strategic constituencies (Aldoory & 

Sha, 2007; Grunig, 2006; Grunig, Grunig, & Dozier, 2006). Segmenting individuals 

based on their certain characteristics becomes a necessity to study publics’ behavioral or 

communicative preferences.  
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Public relations theories based on this tradition indeed have a history of breaking 

down organizational constituencies into identifiable issue-conscious publics. When 

situational theory of publics (STP) was first proposed, it attracted a significant amount of 

attention. Empirical studies have extensively tested the application of STP in various 

contexts (e.g., Grunig, 1978, 1989; Heath, Liao, & Douglas, 1995). Recently, the theory 

has been updated into situational theory of problem solving (STOPS, cf. Kim & Grunig, 

2011; Kim, Ni, Kim, & Kim, 2012; Kim & Krishna, 2014), a more generalized and 

extended communication model whose focus remains on a problem.  

The core function of STP, as well as STOPS, is to segment publics according to 

their communication behaviors about issues that are the results of organizational 

behaviors (Grunig, 1989). Communicative behaviors are predicted by three independent 

variables in STP. They are problem recognition (“the extent to which individuals 

recognize that a problem exists,” Aldoory & Sha, 2007, p. 340), level of involvement 

(“the extent to which people connect themselves with a situation”, Grunig, 1989, p. 5), 

and constraint recognition (the perception of obstacles that limit the ability to solve the 

issue, Grunig & Hunt, 1984). The original proposal of STP included a fourth variable 

called referent criterion, defined as the previous experience with the issue, which was 

dropped later from the model because of its instability to predict publics’ communicative 

behaviors. The variable was added back into STOPS and directly predicts situational 

motivation of communication, a mediator in the model that eventually predicts publics’ 

various communicative behaviors. The theory categorizes individuals as non-public, 

latent public, aware public, and active public (Aldoory & Sha, 2007), and their 
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engagement and communication with an organization become more intense from non-

public to active public. 

The issue-focused approach to publics provides researchers with many benefits. It 

is a convenient yet targeted way to study and predict individuals’ communicative 

behaviors. Following along this line of research, the current project preserves the issue-

focused approach, while seeking improvements at areas related to the transformation of 

issues into individuals’ collective action towards an organization and the dynamics 

between groups of people and an organization as a result. One of such areas is building 

the connections between research on issue-focused publics and organization-publics 

relationships.  

Disconnection of publics and OPR research. Currently in the public relations 

literature, one may find a distinct disconnection between the two most prominent areas in 

public relations research. OPRs research rarely references theories of publics (e.g., 

Avidar, Ariel, Malka, & Levy, 2013; Bortree & Waters, 2008; Brown & White, 2010). 

Most of the research does not specify what it means by “publics,” and sometimes 

consumers or individuals who are aware of the organization become an equivalent term 

to publics. As a result, in organization-public relationship research, publics become any 

individuals, sometimes even not directly related to an organization, without any sense of 

focus or segmentation that is intended by publics research. This disconnection hinders the 

advancement of a relationship theory, as a segment approach to publics is still valuable to 

an organization because an organization needs to focus its limited resources to 

communicate with targeted constituencies in order to improve effectiveness (Grunig, 

Grunig, & Dozier, 2006). Such a disconnection can be attributed to the lack of a bridge 
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between issues and relationships. Finding a connection between the two is key to solving 

the current conundrum, where one tradition is not speaking to another.  

Limitations of the current approach to OPRs. In addition to the disconnection, 

there are also several major limitations regarding how OPRs are conceptualized. Heath 

(2013) challenged the very notion of OPRs, arguing that relationships are much more 

complex than what is accounted for in current OPR research. Similarly, Coombs and 

Holladay (2015) delineated the untested assumptions in the current conceptualization of 

OPRs in public relations research. This section introduces and consolidates some major 

criticisms regarding OPRs, which paves the way to instigate new ideas to improve one of 

the most fruitful lines of research in public relations.  

Even though dimensions of OPRs have been established by the previous 

literature, and an instrument exists measuring such dimensions, the instrument arguably 

fails to capture the complexities of organization-public relationships. First, the 

dimensions of OPRs are, arguably, too simplistic. The reductive nature of OPRs can be 

largely attributed to the singular context where major studies were done. Namely, many 

studies on relationships tend to favor multinational corporations. The congregation of 

research in the corporate context overlooks the unique aspects of relationships between 

other types of organization and its publics, such as non-profit organizations, institutions, 

or government agencies. For example, the dimensions a person relies on to judge the 

quality of the relationship with institution of higher education may be very different from 

a multi-national corporation, but the current dimensions of OPRs fail to represent the 

complicated nature of OPRs among various types of organizations and publics. More 
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importantly, most of the current research on OPRs focuses on a focal organization and its 

publics, failing to consider that relationships do not exist in a vacuum.   

Smith (2012) defined relationship in public relations as a “system of mutual 

interdependence around common interest toward which resources (stakes), attitudes, and 

behaviors are contextualized” (p. 840). In this sense, relationships are composed of 

systematic linkages that bear consequences on two involved parties, whether such 

consequences are attitudinal or behavioral. Even though Smith’s discussion is focused in 

the context of stakeholder-organization relationship, it questions the simplistic nature of 

the current dimensions of OPR and the extent to which the current dimensions can fully 

represent the complicated linkages between various kinds of organization and their 

publics.  

The simplistic conceptualization of OPRs in public relations research becomes 

more urgent because relationships by nature exist in the “constellations of 

stakeholder/stakeseeker combinations that make up the relevant fabric (network 

complexity and political economy) of society” (Heath, 2013, p. 427). Studying 

relationships based on only one public and a focal organization without considering the 

broader context such as the sector and the industry where an organization is situated is at 

best an incomplete, if not biased, understanding of relationships. Heath (2013) 

reconceptualized relationships as Organization-Others Relationships (OOR). Others in 

this context encompass all the relevant entities that occupy the “constellation” of all the 

linkages. OORs are more accurate and realistic than OPRs to represent relationships, but 

how to measure OORs is still “a road untraveled” in public relations research, according 

to Heath.  
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Second, a hidden assumption exists in theorizing relationships. Relationships are 

assumed to be inherently mutually beneficial (Coombs & Holladay, 2015; Heath, 2013). 

The strategic management paradigm anchors the notion of symmetry to the ideals of 

relationships, as the paradigm assumes that relationships naturally bring benefits to 

publics and organizations. This is based on the ground that organizations need to adjust 

their practice to the publics’ expectations in order for a relationship to happen (e.g., 

Grunig, 2006; Grunig, Grunig, & Dozier, 2006). This perspective ignores the fact that 

relationships can be manipulative and deceptive (Heath, 2013). Heath (2013) argued that 

“relationships are inherently subject to manipulation; they can be manipulated and used 

to manipulate” and that “merely adopting an OPR perspective does not guard the field 

from the perils of manipulation and other dysfunctions” (p. 428). The manipulative and 

deceptive potentials of a relationship challenge the foundation of the relationship 

management perspective in public relations research: that organizations or publics want 

to or should build relationships. To avoid the pitfall of relationship research blindly 

accepting that relationships are inherently mutually beneficial, more insight needs to be 

gathered from a codefinition approach (cf. Heath, 2013). Important questions need to be 

answered such as why publics may or may not want to establish a relationship with an 

organization, and also what a relationship entails for publics not just for organizations 

(Heath, 2013).  

Third, and perhaps the most problematic tradition in studying relationships, is to 

the interpersonal relationship theories onto OPRs without investigating to what extent 

interpersonal relationships represent the parameters of OPRs (Coombs & Holladay, 

2015). A typical incompatibility between the two is the synchronous or asynchronous 
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communication mode (Coombs & Holladay, 2015). For example, interpersonal 

communication is often dyadic and synchronous, meaning that communication and 

response between the two are instant. In contrast, in an organization-public relationship, 

instant communication is rare, if not impossible. As illustrated by Heath (2013), unlike 

public relations scholars who see relationships as positive, interpersonal communication 

scholars see relationships as “fraught with relationship problems” and dysfunctions, and 

are motivated to understand why relationships may not endure or be positive (p. 428). 

Therefore, it is not that public relations scholars should not approach interpersonal 

communication literature for insight. However, public relations scholars need to realize 

and embrace the complexity of relationships, be aware of the differences of the nature of 

relationships in an interpersonal context versus an organizational context, and 

acknowledge that relationships can be problematic.  

Identity as a promising direction. The issue-focused approach to publics, 

coupled with social identity perspective, can shed light on how these dynamics come into 

life that influence relational and communicative outcomes. An issue-focused identity-

based view of publics also makes it possible to build the connection between the current 

conception of publics and organization-publics relationships.  

More specifically, previous research has established evidence that certain issues 

trigger individual identities. Intergroup threat theory (cf. Stephan, Ybarra, & Morrison, 

2009) posits that certain issues polarize individuals in terms of perceived exclusion and 

threat to group memberships. For example, issues related to diversity and inclusion might 

trigger social identity salience in terms of race, gender, and sexual orientation, given that 

minorities, women, and LGBTQ individuals have been historically and even at present 
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marginalized. In other words, the status of these groups has been under constant threat, 

and the contextual cues of mentioning the lack of diversity in certain industries or 

companies might highlight the threats and therefore bring about the salience on these 

identities.  

In this case, an issue becomes a catalyst that motivates an individual based on his 

or her social memberships. The triggered memberships can easily transform into 

collective action as they are threatened. As a result, an organization’s position in relation 

to an individual’s threatened or activated identities might significantly influence the 

dynamics between the individual and the organization. In order to fully understand how 

such dynamics come into play, the following section first reviews social identity and self-

categorization theory in detail.   

Social Identity Theory and Self-Categorization Theory 

Self-categorization theory is nested within social identity theory (Hogg & Terry, 

2000; Hornsey, 2008; Turner & Reynolds, 2011). The two theories shed light on how 

group processes are anchored on one’s identities, and how one’s development of sense of 

self bears consequences for how a person interacts with an organization. Middle-range 

theories along with the social identity perspective such as communication 

accommodation theory and intergroup threat theory are also reviewed. Research 

questions and hypotheses are developed based on the insights provided by these theories.  

Social identity theory. Social identity theory (SIT, cf. Tajfel & Turner, 1986; 

Turner, 1982) was initially proposed to understand how intergroup dynamics are 

produced (e.g., Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, 1981). Social identity theory essentially 

posits that intergroup relationships are a product of a person’s social comparisons 
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between ingroups and outgroups (Harwood, Giles, & Palomares, 2005). The theory has 

attracted much attention in social psychology since it was first proposed, and has 

provided a strong foundation of research on individuals’ personal identity, social identity, 

and intergroup relations and communication.  

A survey of social identity research indicates three broad research agendas: (1) 

how an individual’s identity emerges (or, in other words, how an individual categorizes 

him/herself), (2) the consequences of the categorizing process on ingroup and outgroup 

interaction and relationships, and (3) the outcomes of an individual’s categorization 

process (in communication, the particular interest is given to individuals’ communication 

behaviors). Social identity theory emphasizes intergroup relations and group processes, 

and posits that underlying intergroup interaction and relation is a function of “uniformity 

within a group” and “attitudes concerning the relevant out-groups,” and that the desire to 

maintain and enhance one’s self-esteem drives competitive intergroup relation and 

behavior (Tajfel & Turner, 1986, p. 10). Ingroup status is defined by shared identities. 

For example, an undergraduate student may perceive him/herself as a student in a specific 

campus, and therefore considers the other students on campus as ingroup members. In an 

academic department, people with different ranks may categorize themselves as members 

of different groups—tenured faculty, staff, graduate students, and undergraduate students. 

 The theory establishes the link of a person’s sense of self to a person’s group 

memberships, and ultimately to a person’s behaviors and interactions with others. 

According to Tajfel and Turner (1986), on a grand scale, social identity theory can even 

explain individual mobility and racial conflicts. By social comparison, which is to 

compare an individual’s ingroup to an outgroup, an individual may try to leave the 
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current social group, or an individual may engage in social creativity through which the 

individual actively constructs positive distinctiveness. In addition to these two options, an 

individual can also engage in social competition through which the individual directly 

competes with an outgroup to advance the status of the ingroup. According to social 

identity theory, our social identity influences how we interact with ingroup and outgroup 

members, with personal motivation of enhancing group prestige or maintaining group 

distinctiveness.  

Social identity theory and self-categorization theory are so intertwined that the 

boundaries between the two theories are hard to parse out. In fact, the two theories 

combined are foundational to the identity approach (Hornsey, 2008). Social identity 

theory and self-categorization theory both stipulate that individuals’ behaviors and 

cognition are a function of how they define themselves as both individuals and group 

entities. More specifically, “human beings are both individuals and group members, that 

they have personal and group aspects” and “that the psychological nature of individuals 

has to be apprehended within an understanding of groups and membership in society” 

(Turner & Reynolds, 2012, p. 400). Despite the fact that the two theories are 

fundamentally connected in explaining intergroup dynamics, self-categorization theory 

sheds more light on how the self-categorization process happens, and distinguishes 

personal identity from social identity. More specifically, “personal identity refers to ‘me’ 

versus ‘not me’ categorizations—all the attributes that come to the fore when the 

perceiver makes interpersonal comparisons with other ingroup members,” while “social 

identity refers to ‘us’ versus ‘them’ categorizations—all the attributes that come to the 
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fore when the perceiver compares his or her group (as a collective) to a psychologically 

relevant outgroup” (Onorato & Turner, 2004, p. 259).  

Social identity theory consolidates concepts such as social identity and 

identification, but it is mainly focused on predicting intergroup dynamics and personal 

behaviors through a person’s group membership. How individuals’ identities are 

activated in a way that impacts their relationships with an organization is an ultimate 

question that the current project aims to answer. Self-categorization theory, a theory that 

is often considered as a complementary theory nested within social identity theory 

(Hornsey, 2008; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987), provides additional 

valuable insights to approach organization-public relationships from an identity 

perspective. Therefore, in the following section, a detailed review of the core aspects of 

self-categorization theory is provided.  

Self-categorization theory. Self-categorization theory (SCT) posits that social 

categories form in a way to serve the function of maximizing in-group similarities and 

intergroup differences (Hornsey, 2008, p. 207), through which group prototypes are 

applied. And self-categorization is the process through which an individual categorizes 

him/herself on various levels of abstraction (Oaks & Turner, 1990). A prototype is a 

“cognitive representation of features that describe and prescribe attributes of the group” 

(Hogg & Terry, 2000, p. 123). For the purpose of demonstration, an organization may 

have a group of people who support the organization’s practice, and a group of people 

who are against. The two groups each would establish a prototype of the other, and will 

interact with the members from the other group based on such a prototype. The prototype 

contributes to a depersonalization process where individuals see themselves as prototypes 
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of the ingroup while the others as exchangeable outgroup members (Turner et al., 1987). 

According to Harwood et al. (2005), SCT centers on “the psychological origins of group 

processes” and positions prototypes as “functional and rational” analysis conducted by 

individuals as a result of the contextually salient identity (p. 10).  

The notion of contextually salient identity is important to understand how 

individuals might interact and potentially have a relationship with an organization. 

Contextual identity salience indicates that the importance of a person’s particular identity 

is fluid and influenced by contextual cues, rather than stabilized and unchanging. For 

example, what it means to be Chinese in America might change throughout time, with 

significant events constructing the meaning around this particular identity. Therefore, 

contextual identity salience “rests on the extent to which they (specific social identities) 

render maximally meaningful a particular context,” and is situated in the nexus of “social 

comparative factors, self-esteem motivation, uncertainty reduction, and social 

explanation” (Hogg, Terry, & White, 1995, p. 263). It is the very proposition of 

contextual identity salience that grants a person’s sense of self as a dynamic construct and 

the theory its flexibility to predict human behaviors (Hogg et al., 1995). Evidence of the 

utility of the concept can be gathered from consumer research. For example, Reed (2004) 

conducted two experimental studies to explore the role of identity salience on consumers’ 

judgment of a brand and their purchase intention. The study also demonstrates that a 

person’s identity salience is influenced by both contextual identity cues and an 

individual’s evaluation of the importance of that identity in that environment. Therefore, 

what might serve as identity cues and how contextually salient identity influences an 
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individual’s relationship with an organization are important lines of investigations for the 

current study.  

Two factors are believed to be responsible for such a process, normative fit and 

comparative fit (Turner & Reynolds, 2012). Normative fit indicates “the degree to which 

perceived similarities and differences between group members correlated with the social 

meaning of group memberships and in a direction consistent with such meaning of the 

group identities” (Turner & Reynolds, 2012, p. 403). In other words, normative fit 

indicates whether an individual confirms to the preconceived expectations, and whether 

these expectations are enough to account for intergroup interactions in a specific social 

context (Hogg & Terry, 2000). For example, a Republican and a Democrat are expected 

to differ in terms of their stance on many social issues. The patterns of interactions 

between a Republican and a Democrat therefore would be consistent with a Republican 

being more conservative and a Democrat being more liberal. Similarly, when a Chinese 

student and an American student discuss world politics, nationality becomes a salient and 

accessible identity. However, the Chinese student or the American student might change 

the topic when the self-evaluative implications of nationality become unfavorable, for 

example when the conversation involves issues of global warming wherein neither of the 

countries has contributed significant and progressive efforts to curtail carbon dioxide 

emission. In other words, the “social meanings” of nationalities in this case become less 

prestigious, and even arguably undesirable. As a result, each individual may activate a 

more prestigious identity such as being a student in a prestigious university so that 

nationality becomes less accessible, and the interactions may proceed around the newly 

activated identity.    
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Unlike normative fit, comparative fit indicates that “pretest views on any issue in 

any given context” would polarize groups and make prototypical (representative) a 

position or a view of a group within a given situation (Turner & Reynolds, 2012, pp. 403-

404). According to comparative fit, “a collection of individuals tend to be categorized as 

a group to the degree inter alia that the perceived differences between them are less than 

the perceived differences between them and other people (outgroups) in the comparative 

context” (Turner & Reynolds, 2012, p. 404). Comparative fit can be evaluated based on 

meta-contrast principle (Turner, 1999; Turner & Oaks, 1986, 1989), which is based on 

the ratio between the intergroup difference and the intragroup difference, or the ratio 

between the intergroup similarity and the intragroup similarity (Turner, 1999). For 

example, when a group of Chinese students are put in the same room with a group of 

American students, nationality might be the salient identity in that situation. If one group 

leaves, the meta-contrast in terms of nationality disappears, individuals in the group left 

in the room might start to self-categorize by other identities such as regions, gender, or 

any identifiers made salient depending on the specific situation.  

Identity Perspectives in Communication Research 

Social identity theory and self-categorization theory have provided a solid 

foundation for communication, especially intergroup communication scholars, to develop 

a coherent and consistent research agenda. Intergroup communication scholars have 

noted that social identities interact with media messages affecting media viewing, media 

selection, audience evaluations, and policy outcomes (e.g., Atwell Seate, Cohen, Fujioka, 

& Hoffner, 2012; Atwell Seate & Mastro, 2016, 2017; Mastro & Atwell Seate, 2012; 

Mastro, Atwell Seate, Blecha, & Gallegos, 2012).  
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More importantly, research in intergroup communication has established that 

group memberships based on individuals’ identities have significant impact on collective 

mobilization and behaviors. In intergroup leadership research (cf. Hogg, 2001; Hogg et 

al., 2005; Hogg, Van Knippenberg, & Rast, 2012a, 2012b), being able to establish a 

relational identity, which is defined as “self-definition in terms of one’s group 

membership that incorporates the group’s relationship with another group as part of the 

group’s identity” (2012a, p. 233), can help gear distinct groups into a harmonious state 

and act towards a common goal.  

This connection established through intergroup leadership research is significant 

for the current project. On one hand, it points to the diction that individual identities can 

indeed fuel collective action, through a sense of comradeship established through shared 

identities. On the other hand, this connection creates dynamics that are important to 

understand how an identity-based group establishes relationships with others. When a 

particular identity-based group perceives the other group as ingroup, members from this 

particular group start to orient their goals and activities around commonalities other than 

differences of the two groups, and a relational identity is established (Hogg, 2001; Hogg 

et al, 2005).  

Research on intergroup leadership provides some evidence that when group 

members establish a relational identity with an organization, the members’ subsequent 

interactions may be favorable towards the organization to support this relational identity. 

Questions remain how issues transform into individuals’ relational and communicative 

outcomes towards an organization. Based on social identity theory, self-categorization 

theory, and the plethora of research in intergroup communication related to social 
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identities, the rest of the literature review proposes key research questions and hypotheses 

of the current project.  

Issues and Identity 

The interplay between normative fit and comparative fit creates a self-category in 

a specific context, where individuals assign themselves into groups. This explanation of 

how individuals categorize themselves in the space of personal identity and social 

identity (a social field, cf. Hogg & Terry, 2000) gives important insights on how issues 

are related to individuals’ situational identity, which eventually explains how issues 

might impact organization-public relationships.  

Generally speaking, an issue is a problematic situation deemed as worthy of time 

and attention of the public (Grunig, 1997). More specifically, an issue is “a contestable 

point, a difference of opinion regarding fact, value, or policy, the resolution of which has 

consequences for the organization's strategic plan and future success or failure” (Heath & 

Palenchar, 2009, p. 93). In short, it is a point of dispute, where individuals form their 

opinions. This point of dispute creates a contentious and competitive environment, where 

an organization’s alliance on certain issues shows an organization’s commitment to 

certain identities, and therefore may further influence relational outcomes.  

Issues faced by organizations such as environmental deterioration, global 

warming, corporate ethical conducts, and diversity create tension and debate. The stance 

of an organization on these issues may highlight certain identities, and the organization’s 

reaction to a particular group’s identity (by either confirming the identity, or distancing 

the identity) may trigger the individuals perceive the organization either as an ingroup 

entity or an outgroup entity. For example, in 2015, Starbucks was involved in a 



 

 

29  
 

controversy where religious evangelicals accused Starbucks of stripping off Christmas 

patterns on Starbucks’ red cups, a design that had been typically featured during the 

Christmas season by Starbucks. Later Starbucks issued an official statement that 

Starbucks stands by its principles of diversity and the plain red cup design is to welcome 

the stories from anyone during the holiday season. After the official statement, internet 

users’ opinions soon became polarized, with overwhelming support as well as criticism 

(Ember, 2015). This argument that an issue and the organization’s stance on the issue 

influence an individual’s self-categorization process is closely related to SCT, which 

argues that  

Self-category is a variable judgment formed on the basis of categorization-in-

context. A person brings to a situation relatively enduring knowledge about 

the self (personal and collective), and this information is used as a 

psychological resource in a given situation. This knowledge, in interaction 

with contextual factors, then produces a particular self-categorization and 

associated attitudes and behaviors. (Turner & Reynolds, 2012, p. 405). 

Recall that contextual cues can activate an individual’s certain identity, and an 

individual’s behaviors are subsequently influenced by the activated identity (Hogg et al., 

1995; Reed, 2004). Certain issues in this context may serve as identity cues, as many 

issues commonly faced by organizations are related political affiliation, race, gender, 

globalization, and immigration. For example, many organizations choose to separate 

themselves from the current Trump administration of the United States (Zorkin, 2017), 

and the CEOs of many organizations feel pressured to engage in social activism 

(Fullerton, 2017). It is not hard to relate the issues with the current administration to 
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tensions between the political right and political left, immigration, race, diversity and 

inclusion, and globalization. These issues may serve contextual cues in the current 

political environment that heighten individuals’ consciousness of their various identities, 

especially in terms of their political beliefs.  

Further evidence can be gathered from intergroup threat theory (cf. Stephan, 

Ybarra, & Morrison, 2009). The central argument of the theory is that the reason why 

issues trigger the salience of certain identities is that certain issues polarize individuals 

because of perceived exclusion and threat to group memberships. For example, issues 

related to diversity and inclusion might trigger social identity salience on race, gender, 

and sexual orientation, given that minorities, women, and LGBTQ individuals have been 

marginalized from mainstream society. In other words, the status of these groups has 

been threatened by historical reasons, and the contextual cues of mentioning the lack of 

diversity in certain industries or organizations might highlight the threats and therefore 

bring about the salience on these identities.  

Similarly, research from intergroup communication has established that 

conversation topics trigger identity salience (e.g., Ma & Atwell Seate, in press; 

Palomares, 2008, 2009; Reid, Keerie, & Palomares, 2003). Even though these studies 

only focus on gender salience, it provides preliminary evidence that the connection 

between issues and identity salience can be established. More importantly, these studies 

provide evidence that gender salience influences interlocutors’ communication behaviors 

in terms of their language use (Ma & Atwell Seate, in press; Palomares, 2008), providing 

further evidence that triggered identities can indeed transform into individuals’ 

behavioral outcomes.  
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By this point, it should be clear that certain issues indeed can trigger identity 

salience. An organization’s stance at this pivotal moment may have significant 

implications on how individuals who are salient on certain identities relate to them. The 

central argument here is that identity cues activate individuals’ certain identities, and 

individuals may be polarized and self-categorized into groups depending upon these 

salient identities. However, what is unknown is what identities might be triggered by 

certain issues. Regarding this aspect, a pilot study is conducted in this project to 

understand how five issues trigger the salience of certain identities. The procedures and 

results of this pilot study are provided in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5. A research question is 

proposed: 

RQ1: How do issues trigger the salience of certain identities? 

Identity, Self-Categorization, and Organization-Public Relationships 

After surveying the theoretical development of OPRs in public relations, Coombs 

and Holladay (2015) raise the question of how identity and identification affect OPRs. As 

they point out,  

People may deliberately seek out relationships with organizations that convey 

an identity that is perceived to be similar to the person’s current identity. They 

also may pursue one that is an “aspirational identity” they hope to achieve. 

These impression-management performances are designed to reflect a desired 

image to the self as well as shape others’ perceptions of one’s identity and can 

be seen as strategic (Coombs & Holladay, 2015, p. 692). 

It is intuitive to think that close relationships, whether it be relationship between an 

organization and its publics or relationship among two people, are built upon shared 
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identities. However, what a role identity may play in OPRs has not been fully 

investigated in the public relations literature. 

This study uses social identity theory and self-categorization theory to advance 

the understanding of OPRs by building the connections between issues and relational 

outcomes through individual identities. Identity therefore becomes an axis on which 

issues and relationships are both dependent, providing a solution to the conundrum of the 

vacuum of research situated in between situational publics and relationships. The 

following section further develops this argument. In addition, insights borrowed from an 

identity-based view of stakeholder behaviors and action further delineate the process 

through which identity eventually yields publics’ behavioral and relational outcomes.  

An Identity-Based View 

An identity-based perspective of organization-public relationships assumes 

publics to be independent of an organization, which is a contested area of how publics are 

currently conceptualized as mentioned in the previous section. This view is built upon the 

premise that organizational activities do not necessarily create publics, but influence how 

groups of individuals with particular characteristics may perceive and interact with an 

organization. The perspective offered here is in line with Botan and Soto’s (1998) 

argument that organizational publics are not reactive entities, and they are “social entities 

with at least some of their own internal dynamics” (Botan & Soto, 1998, p. 27). In fact, 

the rhetorical approach to publics strives to redefine publics as independent entities based 

on their communicative nature. For example, Leitch and Neilson (2010) introduce 

lifeworld organizations to describe publics, particularly activists or active publics, 

maintain a distinctive identity as a result of communicative exchange within public 
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sphere. In this sense, public relations is defined as discursive technologies to manufacture 

identification in discursive spaces, where shared meanings between an organization and 

publics are established. The key to advancing organization-public relationship research is 

therefore to explore such dynamics, and explore the role of individuals’ identity.  

As mentioned earlier in the review, both social identity theory and self-

categorization theory stipulate that a person’s sense of self can be derived from social 

identities, and a person’s reflection on social identities influences a person’s behavior and 

interactions with ingroup members and outgroup members (Onorato & Turner, 2004; 

Turner & Reynolds, 2012; Turner et al., 2006). An identity perspective acknowledges 

that individuals’ reflection on their social identities influences their interactions with each 

other (Harwood et al., 2005), and this argument may be extended into individuals’ 

interactions with an organization.  

In other words, these groups have their distinct sense of selves based on their 

social identities and have preexisting positions to an organization, and their following 

interactions with an organization thus serve identity purpose of affirming the 

distinctiveness of their identities. The interactions may further prompt the groups to 

reposition themselves with an organization, especially when activities of an organization 

reaffirm or distance their social identities in ways to prompt these groups to consider the 

organization as an ingroup or an outgroup entity. For example, during the Starbucks’ 

controversy around the red cup design, even though Starbucks’ official statement may 

have further polarized people’s opinions, the statement affirmed the belief of the 

consumers who tend to be more liberal and progressive, which came with overwhelming 

support from the group to the company.  
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To extend OPR research, a relationship can still be defined as a state between an 

organization and its publics (Ledingham & Bruning, 1998), but a refined definition of 

publics that accounts for the influence of identity expands the scope and meaning of 

OPRs. Considering the insights from identity-based groups as explained in social identity 

theory and self-categorization theory, this study defines publics as a symbolic community 

of people who share a similar identity that prompts individuals and the symbolic 

community to position themselves relatively to an organization, the consequences of 

which involve the particular group’s communicative interactions and relationships with 

the organization.  

This definition of a public is identity-centered. It acknowledges that a public is an 

independent aggregation whose positioning with an organization (depending on an 

organization’s standpoint or handling of an issue) decides the nature of the relationship 

they develop with an organization, and that publics within themselves also constantly 

shape and negotiate their variety of identities. This definition also does not approach 

publics and a focal organization in a vacuum. Instead, the relationship between a group of 

people and an organization exists in an identity space involving multiple groups. The 

interactions and dynamics among any of these groups might alter the nature of the 

relationship between a particular group and a focal organization.  

How an organization becomes perceived as an ingroup (or an outgroup) entity 

becomes a key question that can provide valuable insights on OPRs. Studies on identity 

in public relations research are still scarce. Given that stakeholders and publics are 

closely related concepts, identity-based stakeholder theory may be valuable to provide 
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insights on how identity gives a better understanding of the relationship between an 

identity-based group of people and an organization.  

Identity-based stakeholder theory. Stakeholders are usually considered a 

broader concept that encompasses publics (Grunig & Repper, 1992). Essentially, 

stakeholders and publics both aim to categorize groups of people related to an 

organization. Many insights in stakeholders are transferable to publics, especially in 

terms of group dynamics and the driving factors of a group acting collectively towards an 

organization.  

Stakeholders are defined as entities or individuals who have stakes or interests 

and/or who would exert influence on an organization (Heath & Palenchar, 2009, p. 16), 

whether it be consumers, investors, reporters, legislators, or competitors. Publics, in 

contrast, are groups of people who exhibit certain patterns of communication with an 

organization regarding a specific issue (cf. Grunig, 1978). Stakeholder theory aims to 

understand and explain the ethical and moral implications of organizational strategic 

management on groups who have stakes in organizational decisions (cf. Freeman, 1984), 

and is mainly concerned with “who has input in decision making as well as who benefits 

from the outcomes of such decisions (Phillips, Freeman, & Wicks, 2003).  

Three are three general approaches to stakeholder theory: descriptive/empirical, 

instrumental, and normative (Donaldson & Preston, 1995). Descriptive stakeholder 

theory focuses on whether the model describes accurately important 

parties/groups/individuals for a corporation in a constellation of interests. Instrumental 

stakeholder theory holds the proposition that “corporations practicing stakeholder 

management will, other things being equal, be relatively successful in conventional 
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performance terms (profitability, stability, growth, etc.)” (Donaldson & Preston, 1995, p. 

67). Following this logic, instrumental stakeholder theory emphasizes the exchange 

relationships a corporation can establish with key players through which interests are 

satisfied by critical resources and contributions provided by these key players (Hill & 

Jones, 1992). Put simply, this model of stakeholders is economic and privileges the focal 

organization’s point of view (Crane & Ruebottom, 2011). Compared to both descriptive 

and instrumental models of stakeholder theory, the normative approach acknowledges 

that individuals and groups have legitimate interests and these interests have intrinsic 

value regardless whether an organization has interests in them (Donaldson & Preston, 

1995). However, research from this approach usually collapses into an instrumental view 

of relationships between stakeholders and a focal organization due to a heavy focus on 

economic cooperation (Crane & Ruebottom, 2011).   

Parallels can be found between the instrumental view of stakeholders and the 

conceptualization of publics in public relations. Research in publics favors exchange 

relationships and the benefits these relationships can provide for a focal organization 

(e.g., Broom, Casey, & Ritchey, 1997; Ledingham, 2003; Ni, 2006). Outside this realm of 

publics research, scholars often find it difficult to make significant contributions due to 

the lack of relevant frameworks and language. Identity-based stakeholder theory, which 

contextualizes social identity in theorizing organization-stakeholders interactions, 

therefore provides a suitable framework to investigate organization-publics relationships 

from a different angle and push the theorization of relationships further.  

An identity-based stakeholder theory revolves around the ability of one’s social 

identities to form “cohesive social groups that lead to claims, mobilization, and action” 
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related to an organization (Crane & Ruebottom, 2012, p. 78). While economic-based 

approaches to stakeholders assume that individuals only make decisions and mobilize 

themselves towards an organization based on their economic and financial concerns, 

identity-based view of stakeholders emphasizes that in this more than ever globalized 

world that is filled with identity-related societal issues, individuals form associations with 

a brand as part of their identity-building project (Handelman, 2006). Following this logic, 

the stakeholder identification model (cf. Crane & Ruebottom, 2012) contends that 

stakeholders carry out certain tendency of behaviors and interactions with an organization 

as a result of their identity. The model positions identification with an ingroup as a 

significant facilitator for stakeholders’ collective action, an important step of theorizing 

an identity-based group’s collective action as their identity-building activities.  

From a normative point of view, identification itself is a process through which 

individuals start to represent themselves as important constituents (therefore becoming 

stakeholders) of an organization who need attention and demand change. Activists, who 

often have distinct and strong identities, constantly mobilize their salient identities to 

pressure organizations (Klandermans, 2004). As den Hond and de Bakker (2007) 

contend, “(t)hey are activist in transforming shared ideals, concerns, or grievances into 

organized contention, and they are a group in the sense that a collective identity enables 

them to overcome the problem of collective action” (p. 903). As reviewed in the previous 

section, social identity theory posits that individuals are prompted to work towards a 

common goal when they are “psychologically intertwined with the fate of the group” 

(Ashforth & Mael, 1989, p. 21). In this sense, once a group of people’s identity is 

activated and made salient, they orient their behaviors around that salient identity when 
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interacting with an organization, and more importantly their engagement with the 

organization is used as an expression of such a distinct identity (Crane & Ruebottom, 

2011). This notion not only challenges the assumption that collective action of a group 

only happens when the group have financial interests or stakes in the organization, but 

also points out that such a group act collectively as a means to affirm and express their 

social identity.  

An identity-based model of stakeholder group mobilization (cf. Rowley and 

Moldoveanu, 2003) stipulates that social identity is transformed into collective behaviors 

through individuals actively expressing their identities. Rowley and Moldoveanu (2003) 

suggest that “action may not be taken by the group to satisfy the members’ rational 

interests but, rather, to affirm the members’ collective identity” and “stakeholder group 

action… is not instrumental but expressive (of the actor’s identity)” (p. 211). Identity 

expression is particularly important to stakeholders whose identity is at stake. The very 

expression could be an end in and of itself, despite the “probable outcome of that action 

in terms of utility-based interests” (p. 209). In other words, when individuals’ group 

identity becomes activated by an organization, collective action is carried out not only to 

pursue personal financial interests but to serve identity purposes. For example, Starbucks’ 

red cup controversy triggers a group of people’s liberal identity, especially considering 

the political landscape at the end of 2015 when extreme right-wing politics had arisen. 

Individuals on social media not only openly dismissed religious conservatives’ 

overreaction, but even rushed to Starbucks to buy a cup of coffee as a way to show their 

support and solidarity with the company. In other words, Starbucks in this case becomes 

a vehicle through which individuals can maintain or enhance their liberal social identity. 
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This is only a simple example of how identity expression can bring about profound 

impact on an organization, which insinuates that stakeholders’ group behavior can be 

understood as the product of creation, maintenance, and expression of identity (Ashforth 

& Kreiner, 1999). 

A similar idea can be found in intergroup threat theory. The previous section of 

this literature review establishes the argument that issues trigger certain identity salience 

as many issues exclude certain groups and therefore post threat to the prestige of certain 

social identities. To address this threat, the threatened identity-based groups may act 

collectively based on their goals (Riek, Mania, & Gaertner, 2006). One of such results is 

that threatened group members relate to an organization through expressing their 

triggered identity (Rowley and Moldoveanu, 2003). 

Identity expression. Identity expression can be defined and operationalized as an 

organization’s capability to “construct and signal a person’s self-identity to himself [sic] 

as well as his [sic] social identity to important others” (Xie, Batra, & Peng, 2015, p. 53). 

Based on social identity theory, consumer research has shown that identity expression is 

the means through which individuals express their own identity and values (e.g., 

Bhattacharjee, Berger, & Menon, 2014; Thorbjørnsen, Pedersen, & Nysveen, 2007). The 

deep connection that is rooted in identity could have profound impact on how a person 

relates to an organization, which holds promise to bridge issues-centered approaches to 

segmenting individuals and organization-public relationships research.  

Even though the current conceptualization of publics is not solely based on 

economic interests, an issue-based approach to segmenting individuals can be 

complemented and augmented from an identity perspective. Publics are currently 
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prioritized through aggregating individuals who share a pattern of perception of 

problems. Identity-based groups prioritize how one defines him- or herself according to 

characteristics shared by a group or as a result of one’s activated group membership. In 

this context, identity may encompass several issues. For example, a salient LGBTQ 

identity in a situation is not only related to LGBTQ issues specifically, but also diversity 

and inclusion issues. An environmentalist is not only concerned with an organization’s 

actual practice that has an impact on environment, but also community well-being, 

animal protection, and/or global warming. Therefore, identity is a more inclusive and 

comprehensive concept than issues. More importantly, through identity, one can 

approach OPRs as an intergroup question and helps us understand when an individual 

would consider an organization as an ingroup entity. Compared to issues that only 

capture a moment, an identity-based approach to predicting qualify relationships between 

publics and organizations should be more precise and powerful.  

To summarize the insights from the identity-based stakeholder theory, an identity-

based view sees the emergence of groups of individuals as well as their relationships with 

an organization as a result of an identity project. From this perspective, issues trigger the 

salience of individuals’ social identities. A sense of collective identity creates a feeling of 

solidarity and commitment, which eventually prompts individuals to pursue actions 

towards an organization as an expression of triggered identities (Rowley & Moldoveanu, 

2003). If an organization makes clear its stance on the issue by giving identity-explicit 

messages, individuals may start to perceive the organization as either an outgroup or an 

ingroup entity, depending upon an individual’s standpoint. Such a perception may 
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eventually influence the quality of the relationships between the organization and its 

publics. The following research question and hypotheses are proposed.  

RQ2: What is the role of identity expression in individuals’ interactions with an 

organization, if at all? 

H1:  Individuals’ identity salience (H1a) and an organization’s affirmation (H1b) 

positively influence their identity expression, which in turn influence relationship 

quality (H1c). 

H2: An organization’s affirmation (H2a) positively impacts individuals’ 

perception of an organization as an ingroup entity, and this effect is moderated by 

individuals’ identity salience (H2b).  

Organization as an ingroup. Based upon the well-known notion of ingroup and 

outgroup from social identity theory, this section further explores the impact of triggered 

identity salience on relational outcomes, under the overall idea that individuals relate to 

an organization as part of their identity-building project. Using communication 

accommodation theory, this section develops additional hypotheses regarding identity-

based groups’ communicative behaviors towards an organization. 

Individuals occupy various identity dimensions simultaneously, and navigate 

these dimensions depending on situational salient factors (Turner et al., 1987; Turner & 

Reynolds, 2012). This view has already been embraced by communication studies that 

integrate social identity perspectives, among which communication accommodation 

theory (CAT) takes a prominent position (cf. Gallois, Giles, Jones, Cargiles, & Ota, 1995; 

Gallois, Ogay, & Giles, 2005; Shepard, Giles, & LePoire, 2001). The theory is inspired 

by SIT and SCT, and argues that communication is not only about exchanging 
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information, but also managing intergroup relationships (Gallois et al., 2005). Put simply, 

the theory explores how individuals or interactants communicate in a way to serve 

identity purposes.  

According to the theory, the distinction between interpersonal communication and 

intergroup communication dissolves because communicators swiftly move back and forth 

between the interpersonal dimension and the intergroup dimension of communication. 

The “walk” between the two dimensions is driven by situational factors, which is a result 

of both situationally salient identity and personal motivation (Gallois & Giles, 1998). For 

example, a conversation between an American student or an Asian student might move 

instantaneously from an interpersonal level, where two close friends communicate on a 

personal level without necessarily being aware of each other’s race, to an intergroup 

level, where one or another makes offensive remarks or comments on race-related issues. 

CAT points to the nature of individuals being both the epitome of their group, as well as a 

shared human identity. Such a view of communication gives a more realistic 

understanding of interactions, and reflects the foundation of self-categorization theory, 

which stipulates that depending on how a person self-categorizes himself or herself in a 

given situation, the person’s behaviors and interactions with another entity will be 

heavily influenced by such a self-categorization process (Turner et al., 1987).  

Such insights can be contextualized in the organizational context to study 

individuals’ collective communication behaviors towards an organization. If triggered 

identities can be transformed into individuals’ collective actions, as established in the 

previous section, then the preceding question is then how an organization may play a role 

in this process.  
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Communication accommodation theory provides convincing evidence that 

individuals occupy and operate at different identity dimensions when interacting with 

others, and an individual’s occupation of certain identity dimensions produce outcomes 

for how the individual communicatively interacts with another entity. One major aspect 

of communication accommodation theory is to explore why people emphasize or 

minimize differences in communicative interactions. As a result, people engage in 

convergence strategies where adaptation happens to minimize the differences such as 

choice of words and speaking styles, or divergence strategies where individuals 

emphasize the differences of their communication (Gallois, Ogay, & Giles, 2005). For 

example, when two people from two different regions who speak with different accents 

have a conversation, two people might converge at first during the conversation in terms 

of their speaking styles, speed, and choice of words to accommodate each other. 

However, individual motivations may change if a person suddenly makes a comment 

about the other person’s place of origin and makes the group membership salient. If the 

comment is derogatory, the competitive nature between groups might start to dominate 

the conversation, and the two interactants speaking styles and choice of words might 

diverge to distinguish oneself from the other.   

Following this logic, an individual might also engage convergent or divergent 

communicative behaviors with an organization, based on an organization’s position to the 

individual’s activated identities. This argument is also connected to self-categorization 

theory, which stipulates that individuals self-categorize themselves on different levels 

(Turner, Reynolds, Haslam, & Veenstra, 2006). For an organization, individuals may 

have at least two types of categorization: personal level where individuals perceive the 
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connection with the organization as resembling a connection with an ingroup member, 

and impersonal level where individuals do not feel such a connection. In other words, an 

individual’s perception of an organization as either an ingroup or outgroup entity affects 

how the individual communicates and relates to an organization.  

For relational outcomes, the perception of an organization as an ingroup entity 

when the organization affirms the individual’s identities may enhance the perceived 

closeness and relationship quality between two parties. Following the conceptualization 

of individual’s interactions with an organization as an individual’s identity building 

project in the previous section, an individual’s identity expression may mediate this 

process. In other words, the closeness or the enhanced relationship quality is a result of 

the individual’s identity expression.  

In addition, based on communication accommodation theory, how a person 

categorizes himself or herself towards an organization may have an effect on his or her 

communicative behaviors. More specifically, when an individual perceives an 

organization as an ingroup entity, the connection between the individual and the 

organization may become more similar to communication among the ingroup members, 

which means the individual may be more inclined to convergent communication 

behaviors. Two additional hypotheses are proposed regarding the relational and the 

communicative outcomes. 

H3: Perception of an organization as an ingroup entity positively influences an 

individual’s identity expression (H3a) and relationship quality between the 

individual and the organization (H3b).  
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H4: An individual’s perception of an organization as an ingroup entity (H4a) and 

identity expression (H4b) positively influence the individual’s convergent 

communication behaviors towards the organization.  

The Role of Organizational Type 

The notion that publics’ identity is situated in a multidimensional space also 

points to a direction where publics’ connection with an organization is not solely based 

on how individuals connect with one focal organization. This idea is emphasized in 

Heath’s (2013) essay that reconceptualizes organization-public relationships as 

organization-others relationships. Included in the “Others” are peer organizations. Heath 

(2013) gave an example of British Petroleum’s oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico, where the 

effects of this incident are not only detrimental to BP itself, but also to the whole oil 

industry.   

As mentioned earlier, one limitation of the current operationalization of 

organization-public relationships is that it is primarily focused on publics’ relationships 

with one focal organization, without considering that each organization exists in an 

interlinked system of organizational clusters, such as local small businesses, 

multinational for-profit organizations, and non-profit organizations. For example, a 

person’s perception of a multinational corporation would be different from his or her 

perception of a non-profit organization, especially considering a person’s activist 

inclination and trust towards private institutions in general. National statistics support 

such an argument. A survey conducted by the Independent Sector (2016), a coalition of 

nonprofits and foundations based in Washington D.C., sampled 1,300 registered voters 

through a telephone poll in March 2016, 38 percent of the participants thought non-profit 
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organizations have too little influence on public policy, compared to only 3 percent of the 

participants who thought so for corporations. Seventy-three percent of the participants in 

this survey indicated that corporations exert too much influence on public policy in 

America. A Gallup poll (2017) showed that only 21 percent of the American public have 

great deal/quite a lot confidence in big business, compared to 70 percent who expressed 

such confidence in small business. These national statistics provide a look into how 

individuals may judge organizations differently because of the different sectors to which 

the organizations belong.  

Similarly, consumer research also points out that the organization’s status as 

either a nonprofit or a for-profit organization has a significant effect on individuals’ trust, 

feeling of warmth, and inclination to patronize the organization as consumers (e.g., 

Aaker, Vohs, & Mogilner, 2010; Handy, Seto, Wakaruk, Mersey, Mejia, & Copeland, 

2010). Some public relations scholars have attempted to differentiate public relations 

practices between the public sector and the private sector (e.g., Kim & Liu, 2012; Liu & 

Horsley, 2007; Liu, Horsley, & Levenshus, 2010). This research mostly focuses on 

differentiating crisis communication practices for government-implicated crises such as 

natural disasters and for corporate crises.  

More importantly, in recent years, public relations research has witnessed 

significant efforts to conceptualize and expand nonprofit and activist public relations 

research. The conceptualization of nonprofit public relations is mostly situated in the 

concept of civil society, which is an intermediate realm composed of a set of autonomous 

organizations that check the power of the state and build social infrastructure” 

(Sommerfeldt, 2013, p. 281). Given that nonprofit organizations are indispensable actors 
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in civil society, nonprofit public relations in this sense plays a pivotal role in enacting and 

and contributing to civil society (Taylor, 2009; Taylor, 2010; Taylor, 2011; Sommerfeldt, 

2013). On a more practical level, an important turning point for public relations research 

in the non-profit sector has emerged as the researchers do not treat NGOs, non-profit 

organizations, or activist groups as the antagonists of organizations. Instead, it is widely 

accepted that non-profit and non-government organizations are independent entities that 

use public relations to realize their organizational goals (Leitch & Motion, 2010; 

Sommerfeldt, 2012; Waters & Bortree, 2007; Yang & Taylor, 2010).   

The current project aims to further expand the scope of investigation on the 

differences that a for-profit vs. a nonprofit organization may bring to public relations 

activities and practices. Therefore, the following research question is proposed to 

examine how a for-profit organization or a non-profit organization might alter how 

publics interact with an organization: 

RQ3: How, if at all, do organizational types influence the effects of identity 

salience and an organization’s affirmation on identity expression and perception 

of an organization as an ingroup? 

Summary of Research Questions and Hypotheses 

In summary, inspired and situated under social identity theory and self-

categorization theory, RQ1 explores how issues may trigger individuals’ identity 

salience, and RQ2 and H1 to H4 investigate how individuals’ interactions with an 

organization may be approached as individuals’ identity project. A hypothesized model is 

presented in Figure 1. More specifically in this model, it is hypothesized that identity 

salience and affirmation have direct effects on individuals’ identity expression (H1a and 
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H1b). An organization’s affirmation is hypothesized to have a direct influence on 

individuals perceiving the organization as an ingroup entity (H2a), but this effect is 

moderated by individuals’ identity salience. In other words, the more salient an 

individual’s identity is, the larger the effect of the organization’s affirmation on the 

individual’s perception of the organization as an ingroup entity (H2b). Perception of an 

organization as an ingroup entity also has a direct effect on an individual’s identity 

expression (H3a). Identity expression and perception of the organization as an ingroup 

entity have direct effects on relational outcomes (H1c & H3b) and an individual’s 

communicative behaviors (H4b & H4a). In addition, due to the lack of research that 

distinguishes between different types of organizations, this study investigates the 

moderation effect of organizational types on how individuals establish identity 

connection with an organization (RQ3).  
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Chapter 3: Method 

This chapter describes the method used to answer the research questions and 

hypotheses presented in the last chapter. The first section of this chapter delineates the 

procedures of both a pilot study and the main study, and details sampling techniques for 

the recruitment of participants. Then this chapter provides a description of the existing 

measures of key measures for hypothesis testing. The last section of this chapter details 

some major statistical analyses conducted to test hypotheses and answer research 

questions. 

Pilot Study 

A pilot study was conducted for two major purposes. First, the pilot study was to 

probe whether and how organizational issues trigger the salience of participants’ different 

social identities. In other words, the pilot study was used to gauge how stimuli work in 

activating individuals’ social identities to provide insights on the first research question 

of how issues activate certain identities. Second, this pilot study was used to select three 

issues that were able to trigger individuals’ social identity salience most effectively to use 

in the main study. Selecting only three issues instead of five in the main study could also 

help to significantly reduce the length of the questionnaire to avoid participants’ fatigue 

and make this project more manageable.  

Pilot study participants. Participants for the pilot study were recruited through 

SONA, an online research management platform supported and managed by the 

Department of Communication at a mid-Atlantic university where undergraduate students 

can sign up for studies to earn course credits. Convenient sampling from the 

undergraduate population is economic, and it helps to test the effectiveness of the stimuli 
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and the reliability of the items. In addition, college students might be homogeneous in 

terms of their age, but they are a very diverse population regarding their race, gender, 

sexuality, and ideologies. In the end, a total of 137 participants were recruited for this 

pilot study. The average age was 19.62. Among these participants, 69 were male (50.7 

percent), and 67 were female (49.3 percent). 49.6 percent of the participants self-

identified as Caucasian/White, 19 percent as African American or Black, 17.5 percent as 

Asian/Pacific Islanders, 5.8 percent as Latino/Hispanic, 0.7 percent as Native American, 

and 7.3 percent as other.  

Selection of issues. Five issues were tested in this pilot study to examine how 

they influence identity salience: a diversity issue concerning the lack of diversity in 

certain industry, a political issue describing the divided United States regarding political 

beliefs, an environmental issue concerning climate change, a labor issue concerning the 

minimum wage, and a community relations issue describing businesses nowadays invest 

more money into community relations than ever before. According to a survey conducted 

by the Associated Press and the National Opinion Research Center (“Americans’ 

Priorities,” 2017), health care, education, unemployment, economy, immigration, race 

relations, terrorism, welfare, government spending, and direction of the country are 

among the top priorities among the American public. Therefore, the aforementioned 

issues are selected to fairly cover these priorities among the general public. 

In addition to selecting issues based on the American general public’s priorities,  

five issues matter for public relations practices. In corporate social responsibility 

research, support of a diverse workforce, environmentally conscious 

practice/sustainability, employee relations, and community relations are common 
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research topics (see Aguinis & Glavas, 2012 for an overall review of CSR research; 

Jones, 2010). Recently, political corporate social responsibility is also on the rise 

(Scherer, Rasche, Palazzo, & Spicer, 2016; Westermann-Behaylo, Rehbein, & Fort, 

2015; Whelan, 2012). Therefore, a political issue that reflects the recent political 

development in United States is needed in public relations research to provide needed 

practical insights.  

Issue stimuli. Issue stimuli are composed by using information from the New 

York Times in 2017. Past research has shown that newspaper articles are able to prime 

individuals’ identities (e.g., Esses, Wagner, Wolf, Preiser, & Wilbur, 2006; Matheson & 

Durson, 2001; Schemer, 2012). Focusing on a single newspaper outlet is to ensure 

relative consistency in terms of the reporting style. In addition, the New York Times is a 

popular and credible source of information that is easily accessible to an ordinary 

American household. When composing the stimuli, the researcher first entered the key 

words such as “diversity” “political divide” and “climate change” to retrieve available 

articles, and selected the first non-opinion article.  

Information is selected, adapted, and presented in ways that the first paragraph 

provides a very general background information regarding the issue, followed by the 

second paragraph giving general statistics related to the issue, and the final paragraph 

includes direct quotes from a source cited in the New York Times article. To ensure 

consistency, the number of words is made roughly the same (between 230 and 250 

words). The actual information is presented in plain texts, to avoid confounding variables 

such as participants’ perception of the actual outlet. The stimuli for the pilot study can be 
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found in Appendix A. Results of the pilot study indicate that the stimuli successfully 

primed several of participants’ identities, which is reported in the results section. 

Pilot study procedure. Participants were randomly assigned to read one of the 

five issues (n = 28 for diversity, n = 32 for the political issue, n = 27 for the environment 

issue, n = 26 for the labor issue, and n = 24 for the community relations issue). Inspired 

by Palomares’ (2005) approach to measuring identity salience, this study asked the 

participants to write a reflection essay on the topic after reading the article. Then 

instruments measuring identity salience were administered to the participants. Given that 

different issues might vary in terms of their relevance to individual identities, the purpose 

of this pilot study was to assist selecting three issues that not only provide significant 

issue contexts for the main study, but also vary in its overall relevance to individual 

identities to study the direct effect of identity salience on outcomes variables.  

Key measures in pilot study. This pilot study choses to measure identity salience 

on the following broader social identity categories to initiate the investigation: race, 

religion, socioeconomic status, gender, political affiliation, sexual orientation, national 

origin, and physical/mental/ learning ability (Allen, 2010; Turner & Tajfel, 1986). Items 

measuring identity salience were adapted from Palomares’ (2009) gender identity 

salience measure. The measure was reported with great reliability (reported Cronbach’s 

alpha = .89). Minor adaptations were made in order to fit the purpose of the current study 

to measure identity salience on the aforementioned identities. For example, gender 

identity salience in this project was measured by asking participants to rate on the items 

such as “While typing my response, I was thinking about my gender,” and “While typing 

my response, I evaluated myself based on my gender,” “My gender mattered in terms of 
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how I provided my response,” “While typing my response, gender was central to the 

issue,” and “While typing my response, my gender was salient” on a 7-point Likert scale, 

ranging from 1 “strongly disagree” to 7 “strongly agree.” The same five items were used 

to measure the aforementioned identities, with each identity replacing the word “gender”.  

All identity salience measures achieved excellent reliabilities, with Cronbach’s 

alphas exceeding .90. Respectively, Cronbach’s alpha was .94 for race, .95 for sexual 

orientation, .95 for religion, .93 for socioeconomic status, .94 for political affiliation, .93 

for age, .95 for gender, .94 for national origin, .93 for physical/mental/learning ability. 

The sum of the items was taken to represent identity salience on each social identity 

(Mrace = 17.23, SDrace = 8.78, Msexo = 11.84, SDsexo = 7.21, Mreligion = 12.90, SDrace = 7.05, 

Mses = 19.74, SDses = 7.74, Mpol = 18.74, SDpol = 8.26, Mage = 17.80, SDage =7.80, Mgender 

= 14.75, SDrace = 8.07, Mnat = 16.62, SDnat = 8.11, Mability = 15.71, SDrace = 7.62). It is 

worth noting that the standard deviation of the salience on age was about the same as 

standard deviations on other social identities, indicating that even though age as a 

demographic variable lacked variation in this undergraduate sample, the salience of age 

primed by these issues as an identity did not.  

Main Study  

The main study was a three (diversity, political divide, and environment issue 

conditions) by two (organizational types, for-profit vs. non-profit) by two (affirmation vs. 

no affirmation) between-subjects experimental design. The for-profit vs. non-profit 

conditions were used to answer RQ3 regarding the influence of different organizational 

types on how individuals relate to an organization. 
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Power analysis for the main study was done by using G-power from an ANOVA 

standpoint as a rough approximation to gauge the sample size needed in order to detect 

direct effects and interaction effects of three variables in this experimental design. For a 

large effect size (f = .40, cf. Cohen, 1977, 1988), a total sample size of 64 is needed to 

detect the main effects and the interaction effects. For a medium effect size (f = .25), a 

sample size of 158 is needed. For a small effect size, a sample size of 432 (f = .15) and 

967 (f = .10) is needed to detect both main effects and interaction effects. This project 

took a conservative standpoint to assume a medium to small effect size (f = .15), and at 

the end adopted a total sample size of 500.  

Main study participants. After eliminating participants who did not pass at two 

attention checks (there were four attention checks in total embedded in the 

questionnaire), 483 participants recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) were 

included in the analysis. Six cases have missing values in this dataset. The pattern seemed 

to be missing at random based on observations. The missing values were dealt with by 

using Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) later in SEM analysis (Enders & 

Bandalos, 2001).  

MTurk recruits “workers” who sign up for an account to participate in tasks. 

Recently MTurk has become a popular platform for researchers to conduct experiments 

and surveys, because the program gives researchers access to many participants in a short 

amount of time at relatively low cost, and these participants recruited through MTurk are 

more representative of the general population (Barnhoorn, Haasnoot, Bocanegra, & van 

Steenbergen, 2015; Berinsky, Huber, & Lenz, 2012). Existing studies have already 

established that MTurk is a valid and reliable platform for online experimentation 
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(Behrend, Sharek, Meade, & Wiebe, 2011; Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; 

Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010). In particular, MTurk participants are more diverse 

in terms of their socioeconomic status, political affiliation, and geographical locations, 

which makes an MTturk panel a more representative national sample than undergraduate 

students and makes the results more generalizable to ordinary adults in the United States.  

For the current project, each participant was compensated for a dollar for his or 

her participation in the project. Debate exists on setting the appropriate compensation for 

recruiting MTurk workers to complete academic studies and a solution is hard to find of 

how much compensation is sufficient to meet the ethical standards while not 

overcompensating research participants and achieving the optimal balance of costs and 

benefits. However, research has consistently pointed out that compensation rates mostly 

affect the volume of the work an MTurk worker completes, without affecting the data 

quality (Bohannon, 2011; Buhrmester et al., 2011; Faridani, Hartmann, & Ipeirotis, 2011; 

Mason & Watts, 2010), and the compensation amount set in this study was approved by 

the Institutional Review Board.  

For the 483 responses collected, the average age of these participants was 39.35. 

The sample had slightly more males (53.8 percent) than females (46.2 percent). Among 

these participants, 6.8 percent self-identified as African American/Black, 5.2 percent as 

Asian/Pacific Islanders, 80.4 percent as White/Caucasian, 5.2 percent as Latino/Hispanic, 

1 percent as Native American, and 1 percent as other.  

For education, 6.8 percent of participants reported their highest level of 

educational attainment/degree as a high school diploma or GED, 29.4 percent reported 

some college but no degree or an associate degree in college, 42.7 percent reported a 
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college degree, 17 percent reported a master’s degree, and 1.6 percent a doctoral degree. 

In addition, 2.5 percent of participants reported a professional degree (JD or MD).  

For income, 12 percent of participants reported having an annual income lower 

than $20,000, 38.1 percent between $20,000 and $60,000, 34.8 percent between $60,000 

and $100,000, 10.8 percent between $100,000 and $150,000, and 4.1 percent above 

$150,000. Finally, 39.4 percent of the participants self-identified as a Democrat (n = 189) 

29.4 percent as a Republican (n = 141), 30 percent as independent or no preference (n = 

145), and 1.3 percent as Other.  

Main study procedures. Using the same issue stimuli as in the pilot study and 

based on the results in the pilot study (which are presented in the following results 

section Chapter 4), the main study had similar procedures. The participants were asked to 

read one of the three articles respectively involving issues of diversity, the political 

divide, and climate change. The stimuli were the same ones used in the pilot study. Then 

they were asked to write a reflection essay on the article about their opinions and 

thoughts on the article, and afterwards responded to the items that measure their identity 

salience. To ensure that participants were paying attention when reading the article, a 

timer was set up in the questionnaire administered through Qualtrics for both the article 

and the essay. This timer prohibited participants from moving to the next page until after 

two minutes. In other words, participants need to spend at least two minutes reading the 

newspaper article and two minutes providing their written responses. The responses 

themselves are not a focus in this study. Instead, this is to allow the participants some 

time reflect on and pay close attention to the issue. 
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Then, they were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions (a fictional for-

profit organization with a clear stance, a fictional for-profit organization without a clear 

stance, a fictional non-profit organization with a clear stance condition, and a fictional 

non-profit organization without a clear stance condition), where they read either an 

organization’s statement about the organization’s stance on the issue, or simply an 

introduction to the organization. As a result, each condition had around 40 participants.  

To ensure consistency, the first paragraph of the organization’s statement used the 

same introduction in conditions where only the introduction was provided. The for-profit 

organization used in this study is named Jayden Inc. that is a multinational general 

merchandise retailer based in United States, and the nonprofit organization named Jayden 

based in United States that specializes in foreign aids and rebuilding communities in 

developing countries. Reasons to select organizations with these two specializations are 

that these two specializations (multinational retailer and foreign aids) distinctly represent 

the nonprofit and for-profit sector and are commonly seen in participants’ daily life. In 

addition, general merchandise retailers have been used in previous public relations 

research to study organization-public relationships and interactions (e.g., Jo, 2006; Moss, 

Warnaby, & Thame, 1996; White & Raman, 1999), as well as nonprofit organizations 

that specialize in community building and foreign aids (e.g., Briones, Kuch, Liu, & Jin, 

2011; Wu & Yang, 2017).  

The organizational responses used in the main study can be found in Appendix B. 

After reading either the organization’s statement or only the introduction, participants 

were asked to respond to items measuring the rest of the variables. All the items were 

randomized, and a total number of four attention check items were randomly placed in 
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the questionnaire to ensure the quality of the data collected. These attention checks were 

used to filter out unqualified responses. However, all participants were compensated in 

MTurk no matter what responses the participants provided. For qualified responses, 

participants spent on average 17 minutes to complete the study.  

Key measures in main study. H1 and H2 of this study involve variables related 

to individuals’ identity salience, an organization’s affirmation, identity expression, and 

perception of organization as an ingroup entity. H3 is related to variables including 

relationship quality, and H4 is related to individuals’ communicative behaviors.  

Identity salience. Items to measure identity salience were adapted from 

Palomares (2009). There are nine items in total for this measure. Palomares (2009) 

reported that the reliability of the scale was .89. These items were used to measure gender 

identity in particular. Therefore, adaptation is needed to fit the purpose of the current 

study. Before measuring identity salience, examples of identity will be provided to the 

participants. Gender identity in this measure will be replaced by identity in general. 

Example items include “While typing my response, I was thinking about my identity,” 

and “While typing my response, I evaluated myself based on my identity.” These items 

were measured on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 “strongly disagree” to 7 

“strongly agree”. Based on the pilot study results, which were reported in the following 

section, only race, gender, socioeconomic status, and political affiliation were selected, 

and the average of all of the individual items measuring these social identities was taken 

as an overall measure of identity salience (Cronbach’s alpha = .95, M = 2.98, SD = 1.41). 

Affirmation. As mentioned in the literature review, an organization’s affirmation 

is defined as an organization’s making clear of its standpoint to a particular issue. 
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Affirmation in this study was operationalized by asking participants to respond to the 

following items on a 7-point Likert scale: “The organization provided a clear statement 

regarding the issue,” “I can pinpoint exactly where the organization stands on this issue,” 

“The organization has made their stance very obvious,” and “It is very clear how the 

organization will engage with this particular issue in the future.” The average of these 

items was taken to indicate an organization’s affirmation (Cronbach’s alpha = .93, M = 

4.35, SD = 2.14).   

Organization-public relationship. Valid and reliable scales concerning 

relationships have been well established in public relations research. Scales developed by 

Grunig and Huang (2000) were used in the current investigation. The scales consist of 

four dimensions: relationship satisfaction, relationship commitment, trust, and control 

mutuality. Relationship satisfaction consists of three items, relationship commitment five 

items, trust four items, and control mutuality five scales. The participants were asked to 

rate their agreement on a 7-point Likert scale for each item, from 1 (strongly disagree) to 

7 (strongly agree). The dimensions are measured with good reliability in a variety of 

studies (e.g., Huang, 2001; Ki & Hon, 2007a; 2007b) with Cronbach’s alphas all 

exceeding .80 for all the relationship dimensions except for control mutuality. The study 

therefore selected the existing items to measure relationship satisfaction, commitment, 

and trust. For control mutuality, items that have high item-total score correlations were 

selected, and some addition items were constructed and later validated through 

confirmatory factor analysis. The scale validation results were reported in the results 

section, including factor loadings, the invariance of these loadings across different issue 

groups, and the latent construct reliability Coefficient H (Hancock & Mueller, 2003).  
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Ingroup entity. Ingroup entity is aimed at measuring the extent to which 

participants will consider the organization as an ingroup entity that is representative of 

the group membership and group values. The measurement was adapted from Tropp and 

Wright’s (2001) inclusion of ingroup in the self (IIS) scale. In this scale, participants are 

asked to choose seven Venn-diagram-like circles that represent to what extent the 

participants think of the entity as ingroup. This approach to measuring the inclusion of 

ingroup in the self has been validated, and used in studies involving this concept (e.g., 

Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992; Reimann & Aron, 2009; Reimann, Castaño, Zaichkowsky, 

& Bechara, 2012).  

Identity expression. Items measuring identity expression were adapted from Xie, 

Batra, and Peng’s (2015) identity expressiveness. Their measure is aimed at capturing 

“the capability of a particular brand to construct and signal a person’s self-identity to 

himself as well as his social identity to important others” (p. 53). The following items 

adapted from this measure were used to measure identity expression: “This organization 

connects with the part of me that really makes me tick,” “Purchasing from this 

organization would help me express my identity,” “This organization says a lot about the 

kind of person I would like to be,” and “Connecting with this organization lets me be a 

part of a shared community of like-minded people.” In Xie et al.’s report, the 

confirmatory factor loadings of the first three items all exceeded or were equal to .80, 

with the exception for the fourth item that only had a factor loading of .68, slightly below 

the .70 threshold. However, overall, the measure showed great reliability, with 

Cronbach’s alpha reported as .86. In this study, the average of these items was used to 



 

 

61  
 

indicate an individual’s identity expression (Cronbach’s alpha = .95, M = 3.95, SD = 

1.63).  

Communicative behaviors. Communicative behaviors were measured in the 

current study to investigate the hypotheses developed based on communication 

accommodation theory. However, in the theory, convergence and divergence are defined 

in terms of speech communication. Studies so far have mostly used the speaking style, 

the speed, and the choice of words to measure convergence and divergence, which are not 

suitable for the context of this particular project investigating how individuals may 

interact with an organization. To address this difficulty, this study used communicative 

behaviors developed by Moon, Rhee, and Yang (2016). These communicative behaviors 

are categorized as positive proactive megaphoning, positive reactive megaphoning, 

negative-proactive megaphoning, negative-reactive megaphoning, avoiding, and no-

commenting. Megaphoning in this context is defined as expressive communication 

behaviors. The items used to measure these communicative behaviors have been cross-

culturally validated, and are all reliable, with reported Cronbach’s alpha .84 for positive-

proactive megaphoning, .85 for positive-reactive megaphoning, .84 for negative-

proactive megaphoning, .90 for negative-reactive megaphoning, .85 for avoiding, and .81 

for no-commenting. These items are measured on a 7-point Likert scale, from 1 “strongly 

disagree” to 7 “strongly agree.” The scale validation results of individuals’ 

communicative behaviors were reported in the results section, including factor loadings, 

the invariance of these loadings across different issue groups, and the latent construct 

reliability Coefficient H. A list of these items is included in Table 1. 

Statistical Analyses 
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Most of the analyses done in this project were conducted through structural 

equation modeling using Mplus 7.0. One of the many advantages of using SEM is that it 

takes into account the measurement error (for latent variables) that is ubiquitous in social 

science measures for the latent constructs, and is a more flexible framework to 

systematically examine direct effects, indirect effects, and moderating effects (Raykov & 

Marcoulides, 2000). Structural equation modeling is an umbrella term that involves a 

variety of statistical analysis techniques suitable for a variety of research purposes. This 

dissertation mainly performed measured path analysis, latent path analysis, and 

confirmatory factor analysis.  

Both measured and latent path analysis was used to conduct regression analysis as 

well as mediation analysis. Latent path analysis uses latent variables that take into 

account measurement errors. However, latent path analysis, like all statistical analyses 

involving SEM, requires the assumption of multivariate normality. This assumption is 

usually examined by investigating univariate kurtosis, univariate skewness, and 

multivariate kurtosis, and problems with maximum likelihood estimation may be present 

when the absolute values of univariate skewness approaching 7 and univariate kurtosis 

approaching 2 (Finney & DiStefano, 2006). In terms of assessing multivariate normality, 

same as assessing univariate normality, there is no consensus regarding the cutoff value 

(Finney & DiStefano, 2006), but some researchers suggest that when the value of 

Mardia’s normalized multivariate kurtosis is greater than 3 problems with the maximum 

likelihood estimation can occur (Bentler, 2004; Ullman, 2006).  

Given that multivariate normality is usually hard to achieve in the social science 

research, and that SEM is a rigorous method where the violation of this assumption yields 
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relatively unbiased parameter estimates but affects the estimation of model fit indices and 

standard errors, all the models in this project were estimated by using Satorra-Bentler 

adjustments unless otherwise specified, and the values of univariate skewness and 

kurtosis were reported for key variables. This technique, which is readily available in 

Mplus, takes into account the non-normality of the data when estimating standard errors 

of parameter estimates and goodness of fit indices. However, Satorra-Bentler adjustments 

complicate the model comparison process among nested models. Comparisons among 

nested models through chi-square test in this project all took into account the scaling 

factors when comparing nested models (Satorra & Bentler, 2010). 

In addition, the two-step SEM process was followed for the analysis involving 

latent path analysis (Mueller & Hancock, 2008). The two-step process involves the 

measurement phase and the structural phase. The purpose of the measurement phase is to 

guarantee that the measurement model (where all the latent factors are allowed to covary) 

achieves acceptable fit. If the measurement model does not indicate good fit, 

modifications are necessary, which may involve allowing the residuals of some indicators 

to covary. The purpose of the structural model is to test the hypotheses and investigate 

the structural path coefficients.  

SEM models in this study were reported with model fit indices such as 

comparative fit index (CFI, an incremental fit index), root mean square of error 

approximation (RMSEA), and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). The 

widely used cut-off values of these indices were provided by Hu and Bentler (1999). 

They specified the cut-off values of RMSEA .06 or lower, SRMR .08 or lower, and CFI 

.95 or higher. It should be noted that these fit indices have become more stringent in the 
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past two decades (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). Yet, Marsh, Hau, and Wen 

(2004) called for cautions in using these more stringent cut-off values and 

overgeneralizing Hu and Bentler’s findings, mainly because these cut-off values have 

inconsistent Type I error rates (incorrect rejection of an acceptable model) when sample 

sizes vary. More importantly, these single cut-off values on these fit indices fail to 

account for research in different situations (e.g., a multigroup analysis vs. a single-group 

analysis). Considering the current project implemented multigroup analysis of a complex 

SEM model, this project distinguished acceptable vs. good model fit and refrained from 

over-modifying the models to increase and achieve better data-model fit indices. 

Confirmatory factor analysis was used to validate the scales involving 

organization-public relationship dimensions and communicative behaviors. Confirmatory 

factor analysis can give information about how latent factors correlate with each other, as 

well as statistical information regarding construct reliability. For this project, Coefficient 

H (Hancock & Mueller, 2003), a reliability measure of the latent constructs, was 

calculated and reported accordingly in confirmatory factor analysis results.  

Finally, multigroup SEM was used throughout the analysis procedures for mainly 

two purposes. First, the study randomly assigned participants into three issue conditions. 

Multigroup SEM was used to examine whether specific parameter estimates were 

invariant in these issue conditions, therefore giving more accurate and unbiased 

estimations for each issue. Second, multigroup CFA was performed to examine whether 

the invariance of the factor loadings of these items measuring OPR and communicative 

behaviors was achieved.   
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Chapter 4: Study Results 

Pilot Study Results 

The purpose of the pilot study in this project is to understand how issues trigger 

certain identity salience, and to select three issues to be used as stimuli in the main study. 

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was an appropriate statistical procedure in 

this study as individuals possess multiple identities, and therefore identity salience as a 

construct should be defined by the composites of the observed salience on these 

identities.  

Multivariate analysis of variance. In this MANOVA conducted through SPSS 

23, the five issue conditions were used as the independent variable, and the social identity 

variables (race, sexual orientation, religion, socioeconomic status, political affiliation, 

age, gender, national origin, and ability) were used as dependent variables. Table 2 

showed pooled within-group correlations among these variables. The significant 

correlations among these variables were also an indication that the multivariate analysis 

was appropriate compared to having multiple univariate analyses.  

[INSERT TABLE 2 HERE] 

A significant Box’s M was found, meaning that the assumption of the 

homogeneity of covariance matrices of the dependent variables across the five conditions 

was not met. Levene’s test of equality of error variances of the dependent variables was 

followed with the Box’s M test. This test indicated that the equality of error variance 

assumption was met for race (p = .711), socioeconomic status (p = .759), political 

affiliation (p = .436), age (p = .141), gender (p = .220), national origin (p = .455), and 

ability (p = .919), but not for sexual orientation (p = .014) and religion (p = .005). It 



 

 

66  
 

should be noted that Box’s M test is highly sensitive to large sample sizes, and that each 

condition did not differ very much in terms of the sample sizes. Finding a significant 

Box’s M test result was less of a concern. In addition, the log-determinants of the 

separate covariance matrices in each group were also examined (log-determinant for 

diversity = 32.80, log-determinant for politics = 28.67, log-determinant for environment 

= 29.83, log-determinant for minimum wage = 31.59, log-determinant for community 

relations = 29.97, log-determinant of the pooled covariance matrix = 33.26). Log-

determinant of the covariance matrix is the logarithm of the total variance of the outcome 

variables. These determinants did not differ much across the groups so using MANOVA 

is justified (Olejnik, 2010). Therefore, this study proceeded with a MANOVA test and 

reported Pillai’s trace as it is a more robust test. In addition, nonparametric Kruskal-

Wallis H tests on the dependent variables were also conducted to determine whether the 

MANOVA results were confirmed, and the following reported MANOVA results were 

all confirmed by H tests. 

The MANOVA test indicated that there was a significant difference in terms of 

activated social identities among the five issue conditions, Pillai’s trace = .90, F(36, 504) 

= 4.06, p < .001, partial h2 = .225. The univariate F tests showed that there was a 

significant difference among the five issue conditions on race, F(4, 131) = 13.10, p < 

.001, partial h2 = .286, sexual orientation, F(4, 131) = 2.64, p = .037, partial h2 = .074, 

religion, F(4, 131) = 2.86, p = .026, partial h2 = .080, socioeconomic status, F(4, 131) = 

5.01, p = .001, partial h2 = .133, political affiliation, F(4, 131) = 10.11, p < .001, partial  

h2 = .236, and gender, F(4, 131) = 4.73, p = .001, partial h2 = .126. However, there was 

no significant difference among the five issue conditions in respect to age, F(4, 131) = 
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2.35, p = .058, national origin, F(4, 131) = 1.29, p = .28, and ability, F(4, 131) = 0.63, p = 

.64.  

Post-hoc analysis. In Table 3, post-hoc analysis showed that the diversity issue 

was able to activate the salience of race (M = 24.29, SD = 7.54) and gender (M = 19.07, 

SD = 9.17). More specifically, for this particular issue, race and gender were mostly 

activated, compared to issues of politics, climate change, minimum wage, and 

community relations. For racial identity, the diversity issue condition was able to make it 

the most salient identity, compared to the political divide issue condition (Mean 

Difference = 5.72, p < .01) and climate change (Mean Difference = 14.03, p < .001). In 

addition, there was also a statistically significant difference between the political divide 

condition and the climate change condition (Mean Difference = 8.30, p < .001). 

Therefore, diversity, political divide, and climate change have respectively high, medium, 

and low ability to trigger racial identity.  

For socioeconomic status, minimum wage activates this identity the most (M = 

24.14, SD = 6.89), followed by the diversity issue condition (M = 19.46, SD = 7.1), 

community relations (M = 18.96, SD = 8.24), political divide issue condition (M = 18.94, 

SD = 7.1), and climate change issue condition (M = 16.52, SD = 7.47). However, post-

hoc analysis showed only the difference between the political divide condition and the 

minimum wage condition, and the difference between the climate change and the 

minimum wage condition were statistically significant. In other words, the minimum 

wage issue condition was the highest among all conditions to trigger socioeconomic 

identity, but there was no significant difference among other issue conditions.  
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For political affiliation, post-hoc analysis showed that the climate change issue 

condition and the political divide issue condition activate the political identity the most 

(M = 22.04, SD = 7.57, and M = 23.53, SD = 6.44 respectively), followed by the 

minimum wage condition (M = 18.88, SD = 8.05), the diversity condition (M = 14.00, SD 

= 6.92) and the community relations condition (M = 13.96, SD = 7.95). The differences 

among diversity, minimum wage, and community relations, however, were not 

statistically significant.  

The condition that activated the gender identity the most was the diversity issue 

condition (M = 19.07, SD = 9.17), followed by the political divide issue condition (M = 

15.66, SD = 8.15) and the minimum wage issue condition (M = 15.00, SD = 7.21), then 

by the community relations issue condition (M = 12.61, SD = 6.89) and the climate 

change issue condition (M = 10.63, SD = 6.33). It should be noted that the difference was 

only significant between the highest condition (the diversity issue condition) and the 

lowest one (the climate change issue condition) at the .01 level, but the differences 

between the political divide and the climate change condition, and the difference between 

the diversity and the minimum wage issue condition were only significant at the .1 level.  

Based on the results of this pilot study, the main study of this project chose to 

investigate three issues: diversity, political divide, and climate change and focus on four 

main identities: race, socioeconomic status, political affiliation, and gender, for the 

following reasons. First, these three issues effectively triggered these different identities 

at different levels. The three conditions were especially effective in activating racial 

identity and gender identity at the high, medium, and low levels. Even though there was 

no significant difference between political divide and climate change conditions on their 
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ability to activate political identity, both conditions were high compared to the diversity 

issue condition.  

Second, these three issues are heightened in the current context and bear 

significant practical implications, as many organizations are (inadvertently) involved or 

pressured to establish their relevance to publics. Diversity has been an ongoing 

discussion in every industry. In face of the current administration in the United States, 

many organizations feel the needs to address the biases embedded in many decisions and 

policies from the current president. The current administration has also intensified the 

controversy around climate change to an unprecedented level. Therefore, investigating 

these three issues in this particular moment is timely and relevant. 

Lastly, the decision to focus on the four identities (race, SES, political affiliation, 

and gender) is out of practical consideration. Given the results of the pilot study, 

identities such as religion, sexual orientation, age, and ability were not significantly 

different across all the conditions. Because each identity has five items to measure its 

salience, focusing on four identities rather than all the identities can help to significantly 

reduce the length of the questionnaire and the fatigue of the participants.  

Overall identity salience. An additional purpose of this pilot study was to see 

whether an overall identity salience can be used by combining items measuring salience 

on individual social identities. First, a principle component analysis (PCA) was 

conducted on all of the items measuring all the social identities (race, sexual orientation, 

religion, socioeconomic status, political affiliation, age, gender, national origin, and 

ability). Each social identity’s salience was measured on five items, meaning that a total 

of 45 items were included in this PCA. This PCA without any rotation was used to assess 
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whether there is an underlying dimension of overall identity salience. This solution 

retrieved 10 components with eigenvalue greater than one, with the first one accounting 

for 45 percent of the total variance. Among these 45 items, 40 items had their highest 

loadings on the first component. Such results indicated that an underlying overall identity 

salience component was present. For the five items whose highest loadings were not on 

the first component, they were items measuring political affiliation salience, meaning that 

political affiliation was also unique among these social identities. Given the current 

context of this study where political discussions are the most visible ones in public sphere 

and people’s daily life, this social identity might be easier to trigger and more visible than 

other social identities.  

Second, as mentioned above, only four social identities (race, SES, political 

affiliation, and gender) differed significantly across the issue conditions and achieved fair 

effect sizes. In order to capture these identity differences in the main study as well as to 

reduce the length of the questionnaire, the correlation between the reduced scale and the 

full scale was examined to test the capability of these four social identities in capturing 

the overall identity salience. The two scales were highly correlated (r = .91, n = 137, p < 

.001). Therefore, the reduced scale was an adequate representation of the overall identity 

salience.  

Main Study Results 

Data analyses in the main study involved multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) and univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) for dependent variables such 

as perception of an organization as an ingroup entity and identity expression. To further 

investigate the relationship among these variables, path analysis and multigroup path 
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analysis using Mplus were also conducted to estimate path coefficients among these 

variables. Results from confirmatory factor analysis of the scales measuring organization-

public relationship and individuals’ communitive behaviors were also reported in this 

section.  

Issues and identity salience. Similar to the pilot study, a MANOVA was 

conducted to investigate how the selected three issues affected identity salience. The 

results confirmed the results in the pilot study. There was significant difference among 

the four dependent variables (race, socioeconomic status, political affiliation, and gender, 

Pillai’s Trace = .62, F(8, 956) = 53.65, p < .001). Tests of between-subjects effects 

showed that there was significant difference among the three conditions on the salience 

of all the identities, including the salience of race (F(2, 480) = 91.22, p < .001, R2 = .28), 

socioeconomic status (F(2, 480) = 27.81, p < .001, R2 = .10), political affiliation (F(2, 

480) = 81.39, p < .001, R2 = .25), and gender (F(2, 480) = 87.02, p < .001, R2 = .26). 

Similar to the MANOVA analysis in the pilot study, Box’s M test showed a significant 

result, indicating a violation of the assumption of homogeneity of variance and 

covariance matrices. Separate nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis H tests on the dependent 

variables were conducted and confirmed the following MANOVA results. 

Post-hoc analysis with Bonferroni adjustment showed that all pair-wise 

comparisons were statistically significant, except that the difference of the salience of 

political affiliation was not significant between the diversity condition and the climate 

change condition (Mean Difference = -0.15, SE = 0.18). For this identity salience 

(political affiliation), the political divide was the most effective condition to trigger the 

salience compared to diversity (Mean Difference = 2.11, SE = 0.18, p < .001) and climate 
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change (Mean Difference = 1.96, SE = 0.18, p < .001). For the salience of race, 

socioeconomic status, and gender, the pattern was the same across the three conditions, 

with diversity being the most effective in triggering these identities, followed by the 

political divide condition, and then the climate change condition. Estimated marginal 

means of these identities for the three issues are presented in Figure 2.  

[INSERT FIGURE 2 HERE] 

The average of all items measuring the identity salience of race, socioeconomic 

status, political affiliation, and gender was taken to indicate an overall identity salience 

(Cronbach’s alpha = .95, M = 2.98, SD = 1.41, Skewness = 0.40, Kurtosis = -0.59). 

Levene’s test of equal variance indicated that the equal variance assumption was met for 

the dependent variable identity salience, F (2, 480) = 1.04, p = .35. An analysis of 

variance with the overall identity salience as the dependent variable showed that the three 

conditions successfully primed overall identity salience, with the diversity condition the 

highest, followed by the political divide condition and the climate change condition, F(2, 

480) = 54.59, p < .001, R2 = .19. Estimated marginal means of the three issue conditions 

are shown in Figure 3. 

[INSERT FIGURE 3 HERE] 

Dependent variable identity expression. Identity expression in this study was 

measured based on Xie et al.’s identity expression scale (2015). The measure showed 

great reliability, Cronbach’s alpha =  .93. The distribution of this variable was slightly 

skewed (Skewness = -0.26, SE = 0.11, Kurtosis = -0.83, SE = 0.22). In the following 

ANOVA, identity expression was put as the dependent variable, and three issues, 

organizational types, an organization’s affirmation, and their two-way interactions fand a 
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three-way interaction were included in the analysis. A nonsignificant Levene’s test 

showed that the assumption of homogeneity of variance was met, F(11, 472) = 0.97,  p = 

.47. 

This ANOVA showed a statistically significant model, F(11, 472) = 4.30, p < 

.001, R2 = .09, with significant results for the main effect of the organization’s 

affirmation, F(1, 472) = 23.85, p < .001, two-way interaction of issues and the 

organization’s affirmation, F(2, 472) = 5.98, p = .003, and two-way interaction of the 

organizational type and the organization’s affirmation, F(1, 472) = 7.34, p = .007.  

More specifically, when an organization affirms individuals by disclosing their 

stance, an individual is more willing to engage in identity expression (M = 4.29, SE = 

0.14 in the affirmation condition, compared to M = 3.60, SE = 0.14 in the non-affirmation 

condition). In addition, the significant interaction effect of affirmation and organizational 

types indicated that an organization’s affirmation on identity expression was more 

effective for a for-profit organization than a non-profit organization, as Figure 4 shows.  

[INSERT FIGURE 4 HERE] 

The significant interaction effect of issues and an organization’s affirmation 

indicated that an organization’s affirmation in the diversity and climate change conditions 

significantly affected identity expression, but not in the political issue condition. To 

further investigate the moderation role of these issue conditions on the effects of identity 

salience and an organization’s affirmation on identity expression, multigroup path 

analysis was conducted in Mplus 7.0. In addition, by using identity salience as an 

exogenous variable in the model instead of issue conditions, multigroup path analysis can 
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give a more direct understanding of the effect of identity salience and help to examine 

whether the magnitude of this effect differs across three issues.  

In this multigroup path analysis, three issue conditions were treated as a grouping 

variable (0 = diversity, 1 = political divide, 2 = environment). Identity expression was 

used as the dependent variable, and identity salience (a continuous variable), an 

organization’s affirmation (a binary variable), organizational types (a binary variable), 

and the interaction terms among the three independent variables were included in the 

model.  

When the path parameters were constrained as the same across all three issue 

conditions, the overall model showed bad data-model fit, χ2 = 48.52*, df = 14, p < .001, 

RMSEA = .124, 90% CI [.087, .163], CFI = .72, SRMR = .050. Modification indices 

indicated that some constraints shall be released in the politics condition and the 

environment conditions. Specifically, in the political divide condition, the model could be 

significantly improved if the constraints on the effects of affirmation, the interaction of 

affirmation and organizational types, and the interaction of identity salience and 

affirmation are released. For the environment condition, modification indices indicated 

that if all the parameter constraints are released the model could be significantly 

improved. After releasing the aforementioned constraints, the model significantly 

improved, Satorra-Bentler Scaled Δχ2 = 42.49, df = 11, p < .001, and the overall model 

showed a good fit, χ2 = 5.56*, df = 3, p = .14, RMSEA = .073, 90% CI [.000, .166], CFI 

= .98, SRMR = .004. 

As the results in Table 4 of this multigroup analysis showed, identity salience had 

a significant effect on identity expression in all three issue conditions (b = 0.39, p < .001 
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for the diversity and political divide issue conditions, b = 0.30, p = .048 for the 

environment issue condition). An organization’s affirmation interacted with 

organizational type for the diversity issue (b = 0.73, p = .047) and the environment issue 

(b = 1.23, p = .006). This means that for a for-profit organization, making its stance clear 

on these issues gave an extra advantage on the effect of affirmation on individuals’ 

identity expression. Finally, it should be noted that for the environment issue, the main 

effect of organizational type (b = -1.69, p = .001) was significant, as well as the 

interaction effect of identity salience and organizational type (b = 0.37, p = .023). This 

means that for the environment issue, on average, individuals tend to engage a nonprofit 

organization more as their identity expression than a for-profit organization, and the 

effect of identity salience on identity expression was greater for a for-profit organization 

than a nonprofit organization.  

In summary, the multigroup analysis pointed out that the direct effect of identity 

salience on identity expression was consistently significant for all the issues, but it did 

not interact with an organization’s affirmation to influence identity expression. 

Organizational type did not have direct significant effect on identity expression in the 

diversity and political divide conditions, but it could moderate the effect of an 

organization’s affirmation on identity expression for the diversity and the environment 

conditions. Therefore, overall speaking, H1 was partially supported.  

[INSERT TABLE 4 HERE] 

Dependent variable perception of an organization as an ingroup. Perception 

of an organization as an ingroup entity (POI) was measure based on Tropp and Wright’s 

(2001) inclusion of ingroup in the self (IIS) scale. The distribution of this variable was 
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slightly skewed (Skewness = 0.74, SE = 0.11, Kurtosis = -0.60, SE = 0.22). An ANOVA 

with the main effects of issue conditions, an organization’s affirmation, and 

organizational types, three two-way interaction effects among these variables, and a 

three-way interaction effect of the three variables showed an overall statistically 

significant model, F(11, 472) = 3.04, p = .001, R2 = .044, and A nonsignificant Levene’s 

test showed that the assumption of homogeneity of variance was met, F(11, 472) = 1.40, 

p = .17. 

The main effect of issue conditions on the perception of an organization as an 

ingroup was not statistically significant, F(2, 472) = 0.50, p = .61, but the interaction 

effect of issue conditions and affirmation was significant, F(2, 472) = 7.93, p < .001. In 

addition to this significant interaction effect, an organization’s affirmation had a 

significant main effect on the perception of an organization as an ingroup, F(1, 472) = 

11.85, p = .001. The main effect of organizational types, F(1, 472) = 0.40, p = .53, the 

interaction effect of organizational types and the organization’s affirmation, F(1, 472) = 

2.34, p = .13, and the three-way interaction effect F(2, 472) = 0.31, p = .73 were not 

statistically significant.  

Similarly, a multigroup analysis was conducted using Mplus 7.0 to further 

investigate the effects of identity salience, an organization’s affirmation, and 

organizational type on individuals’ perception of an organization as an ingroup. When the 

parameter estimates were constrained as equal across the three issues, the overall model 

showed an bad fit, χ2 = 40.23*, df = 14, p < .001, RMSEA = .108, 90% CI [.070, .148], 

CFI = .74, SRMR = .51. This means that the effects of the three independent variables on 

the perception of an organization as an ingroup differed much in terms of the three issue 
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conditions. Modification indices indicated that releasing the equal constraints of the 

effect of identity salience across the three conditions, and the interaction effect of identity 

salience and affirmation in the environment condition, and the effect of affirmation in the 

political divide condition could significantly improve the data-model fit. After the 

aforementioned constraints were released, the model improved significantly, Satorra-

Bentler Scaled Δχ2 = 32.58, df = 6, p < .001, and the overall model showed a good fit, χ2 

= 7.34*, df = 8, p = .50, RMSEA = .00, 90% CI [.000, .087], CFI = 1.00, SRMR = .009. 

As shown in Table 5, similar to the effects of identity salience and organization’s 

affirmation on identity expression, identity salience positively affected individuals’ 

perception of an organization as an ingroup (b = 0.24, p = .036 for the diversity 

condition, b = 0.46, p = .001  for the political divide condition, and b = 0.51, p < .001 for 

the environment condition), and the interaction effect of affirmation and organizational 

type was the same and significant across the three conditions (b = 0.60, p = .039). 

Therefore, H2 was supported. Furthermore, in the diversity issue condition, the 

interaction effect of identity salience and affirmation was very different from such an 

effect in the other two conditions (b = 0.20, p = .056, compared to b = -0.097, p = .469), 

which can explain the significant interaction effect in the ANOVA.  

[INSERT TABLE 5 HERE] 

The mediating role of POI on identity expression. In this path analysis, 

variables such as identity salience, affirmation, organizational type, and their interactions 

were treated as exogenous variables. Identity expression and POI were used as 

endogenous variables, and per Hypothesis H3a, the parameter of the effect of POI on 

identity expression was estimated.  
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First, other than the parameters that were shown to vary in three issue conditions 

identified in the previous section, the parameter estimate of POI’s effect on identity 

expression was constrained as equal across three issue conditions. This model showed an 

excellent data-model fit, χ2 = 20.55, df = 13, p = .082, RMSEA = .060, 90% CI [.000, 

.107], CFI = .99, SRMR = .013. Therefore no modification was needed, and the effect of 

POI on identity expression was significant and the same across all three conditions (b = 

0.59, p < .001). Therefore H3a was supported. The parameter estimates are shown in 

Table 6. 

[INSERT TABLE 6 HERE] 

Organization-public relationship scale validation. A confirmatory factor 

analysis was conducted using Mplus 7.0 to validate the measurement of organization-

public relationships. According to previous research, OPR comprises of four dimensions 

including trust, satisfaction, commitment, and control mutuality. In this CFA model, trust 

had three indicators, satisfaction three indicators, commitment four indicators, and 

control mutuality four indicators. Relationship was treated as a second-order factor. 

The overall CFA model showed a good fit, χ2 = 118.83*, df = 61, p < .001, 

RMSEA = .045, 90% CI [.033, .057], CFI = .98, SRMR = .018. Standardized item 

loadings and the loadings of first-order factors on the second-order factor are presented in 

Table 7. The good model fit and great reliabilities of these items indicated that the scale 

of OPR was sufficiently established.   

[INSERT TABLE 7 HERE] 

Furthermore, a multigroup CFA was performed to examine the invariance of the 

factor loadings across the three issue groups. The first multigroup CFA model allowed 
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the loadings to vary freely in three issues. The overall model showed a great fit, χ2 = 

260.31*, df = 177, p < .001, RMSEA = .055, 90% CI [.040, .069], CFI = .98, SRMR = 

.023. Then a multigroup CFA model where all the loadings were constrained as equal 

across three issue conditions was tested. The overall model showed a great fit as well, χ2 

= 288.16*, df = 203, p < .001, RMSEA = .052, 90% CI [.038, .066], CFI = .98, SRMR = 

.055. The more constrained model was not significantly worse than the free estimates 

model, Satorra-Bentler Scaled Δχ2 = 15.46, df = 26, p = .86. Modification indices also 

did not show any necessary modification. Therefore, it can be concluded that the factor 

loadings were invariant across the three issues.  

Communicative behaviors scale validation. Communicative behaviors were 

measured based on Moon, Rhee, and Yang’s communicative behavior model (2016). 

These communicative behaviors included positive proactive megaphoning, positive 

reactive megaphoning, negative proactive megaphoning, negative reactive megaphoning, 

avoiding, and no commenting.  

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted based on this measurement model. 

The overall model showed an acceptable fit, χ2 = 438.35*, df = 120, p < .001, RMSEA = 

.075, 90% CI [.068, .083], CFI = .92, SRMR = .070. Combined with good reliabilities 

reported in Table 8, it can be concluded that this CFA model was a sufficient 

representation of the measurement of different communicative behaviors. Moreover, 

similar to the scale validation process of the OPR dimensions, a multigroup CFA was 

also conducted to examine the invariance of the factor loadings for these communicative 

behaviors. When the model allowed free estimates in each issue group, the overall model 

showed an acceptable fit, χ2 = 638.19*, df = 360, p < .001, RMSEA = .070, 90% CI 
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[.061, .079], CFI = .91, SRMR = .082. This model, compared to the multigroup CFA 

model where all the factor loadings were constrained as equal across the three issue 

groups (χ2 = 687.91*, df = 396, p < .001, RMSEA = .069, 90% CI [.060, .077], CFI = .91, 

SRMR = .094), was not significantly better (Satorra-Bentler Scaled Δχ2 = 46.05, df = 36, 

p = .12). Therefore, the invariance of the factor loadings across all the three issue groups 

was established.   

[INSERT TABLE 8 HERE] 

However, it should be noted that the correlation between positive proactive 

megaphoning and positive reactive megaphoning was high (r = .89), as well as the 

correlation between negative proactive megaphoning and negative reactive megaphoning 

(r = .98). This is probably because this study used a fictional organization, and 

participants did not have real-life interactions with the organization. Therefore, when 

asked about how they were likely to interact with the organization, their experiences were 

limited than the experiences they would have with a real organization. Such limited 

experiences with the fictional organization might contribute to participants not being able 

to provide detailed and nuanced responses to proactive vs. reactive communication 

behaviors. This aspect was also discussed as a major limitation of this project later in 

Chapter 5.    

SEM and hypotheses testing. The final SEM analysis treated all relational 

dimensions and communicative behaviors including satisfaction, commitment, trust, 

control mutuality, positive proactive megaphoning, positive reactive megaphoning, 

negative proactive megaphoning, negative reactive megaphoning, avoiding, and no 

commenting as latent endogenous variables. Perception of an organization as an ingroup 
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and identity expression were treated as measured mediators in the model. Identity 

salience, organizational type, and the organization’s affirmation were treated as measured 

exogenous variables. The model was the same as the proposed model in Figure 1.  

Based on the previous section, the effects of identity salience, organizational type, 

the organization’s affirmation, and their interactions on POI and identity expression, in 

addition to the effect of POI on identity expression, were allowed to vary in the three 

issue groups. The effects of POI and identity expression on the relational outcomes and 

communicative outcomes were first constrained as equal across all three issues. This 

model showed an acceptable data-model fit, χ2 = 3288.93*, df = 1988, p < .001, RMSEA 

= .066, 90% CI [.062, .070], CFI = .91, SRMR = .090. Modification indices showed that 

releasing the following constraints could significantly improve the data-model fit: the 

effect of POI on positive reactive megaphoning and the effect of identity expression on 

no commenting in the diversity condition; the effects of identity expression on proactive 

positive megaphoning, proactive reactive megaphoning, avoiding, and no commenting in 

the politics condition; and the effects of identity expression on satisfaction, control 

mutuality, negative reactive megaphoning, and avoiding in the environment condition 

Given that the aforementioned effects of POI and identity expression on the outcome 

variables may vary for different issues, the aforementioned constraints were released, and 

the model showed a significant improvement, Satorra-Bentler Scaled Δχ2 = 30.91, df = 

10, p = .001, and model indices mostly remained the same, χ2 = 3258.58*, df = 1978, p < 

.001, RMSEA = .066, 90% CI [.062, .070], CFI = .91, SRMR = .088.  

The parameter estimates of the effects of POI and identity expression on all the 

relational outcomes and communicative outcomes are shown in Table 10. As the results 
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showed, identity expression and perception of an organization as an ingroup both had 

significant effects on all of the four dimensions of relationships, which supported H1c 

and H3b. In addition, both variables had significant effects on individuals’ positive 

reactive and proactive megaphoning towards the organization, which supported H4a and 

H4b. A multigroup path analysis (for profit vs. nonprofit) was also run with identity 

expression and perception of an organization as an ingroup as exogenous variables and 

communicative behaviors and relational dimensions as endogenous variables. Results 

indicated a great data-model fit (χ2 = 1494.96*, df = 924, p < .001, RMSEA = .052, 90% 

CI [.047, .057], CFI = .95, SRMR = .077), where modification indices did not suggest 

any modifications, meaning that organizational types did not moderate the effects of 

these two variables on individuals’ communicative behaviors and relationship outcomes. 

[INSERT TABLE 10 HERE] 

It should be noted, however, that perception of an organization also had a 

significant positive effect on negative proactive megaphoning (b = 0.11, p = .003 for all 

three issue conditions), meaning that the more individuals perceived an organization as 

an ingroup, the more likely they were to proactively discuss the negative aspects of the 

organization as well. Yet, The interpretations of these parameter estimates, however, 

should proceed with caution as the effect sizes of these variables were very small, 

ranging from .046 to .063. Similar to this result, both perception of an organization as an 

ingroup (b = -0.09, p = .008 across three issue groups) and identity expression had 

significant negative effects on no commenting (b = -0.18, p = .003 for the political divide 

condition, b = -0.20, p < .001 for the environment condition), except for the diversity 

issue condition where identity expression’s effect on no commenting was negative but 
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not significant (b = -0.05, p = .40), meaning that individuals were likely to engage the 

organization in a proactive way, rather than speak nothing about the organization.  

The interpretations of these parameters are provided in detail in the next chapter. 

Individual figures with these parameter estimates for profit organization and nonprofit 

organization in the three different issue conditions were not provided as Table 10 is a 

relatively clear and direct representation. Detailed interpretations along with Table 10 

should be sufficient.  

Model modification. The effect sizes on the two negative communicative 

behaviors, avoiding, and no commenting were very small. This project displayed these 

parameter estimates because the negative and non-significant paths themselves can be 

interesting. However, one may be concerned with the acceptable but not ideal fit indices 

of the structural model. Therefore, another multigroup SEM model was run.  

In this model, items measuring positive proactive megaphoning and positive 

reactive megaphoning were combined as indicators of a single latent variable positive 

communicative behavior, and other communicative variables such as the two negative 

communicative behaviors, no commenting, and avoiding were excluded. In addition, all 

paths from POI and identity expression to the four relational outcomes and positive 

communicative behavior were constrained as equal across three issues. This SEM model 

showed a good data-model fit, χ2 = 1210.09*, df = 786, p < .001, RMSEA = .059, 90% CI 

[.053, .066], CFI = .96, SRMR = .065. The path coefficients in this model did not depart 

significantly from the results in Table 10. All the parameter estimates slightly changed in 

values but significance testing results of these parameter estimates remained the same. 

Yet, the improved fit indices may help readers gain more confidence in the results of this 
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project, especially in terms of the positive effects of POI and identity expression on the 

relational outcomes and individuals’ positive communicative behavior.  

[INSERT TABLE 11 HERE] 
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Implications 

The purpose of this project is to understand how individuals’ interaction with an 

organization can be approached from an identity perspective. These interactions in this 

study include their relationships with an organization, as well as individuals’ 

communicative behaviors towards an organization. To that end, this study tests the 

effects of individuals’ identity salience, an organization’s affirmation, organizational type 

on relational and communicative outcomes, and also tests the role of two hypothesized 

mediators in this process, individuals’ identity expression and perception of an 

organization as an ingroup. In this section, the results of this study are further discussed, 

and theoretical and practical implications are offered. 

The first research question investigates how issues trigger identities. The second 

research question as well as the first four hypotheses ask and propose ways in which 

individuals relate to an organization through an identity-building lens. More specifically, 

these hypotheses propose the influence of individuals’ identity salience and an 

organization’s affirmation on relational and communicative outcomes is achieved 

through individuals’ identity expression and perception of an organization as an ingroup. 

Finally, the third research question explores the role of organizational type in these 

processes. The rest of this section structures the discussion and implications based on 

these hypotheses and research questions originally proposed in the literature review.  

Issues as Identity Contention 

The first research question of the present project seeks to understand how issues 

function as an individual’s identity positions. Based on intergroup threat theory, issues 

can trigger certain identity salience as these issues make salient the threats and 
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marginalized experiences associated with such social identities (Atwell Seate & Mastro, 

2016; Riek, Mania, & Gaetner, 2006; Stephan, Ybarra, & Morrison, 2009), which may 

not only prompt the marginalized or minority groups to react but also the dominant 

groups to check and reflect upon the privileged identities.  

The results of this study confirm that issues serve as identity cues and trigger 

identity salience. In the pilot study, five issues each distinctly influence the salience of 

certain social identities. The diversity issue is most effective in triggering the salience of 

race and gender identity, but less effective in triggering class identity and political 

identity compared to issues related to the economic issue and the political issue. The 

environmental issue is as effective as the political issue in activating political identity, but 

less effective in activating gender identity. Similarly, the three issues eventually selected 

for the main study in this project affect individual identities differently, and vary in 

activating the overall identity salience.   

These results confirm the previous research that has established the ability of 

conversational topics to activate certain identity salience among two interlocutors (e.g., 

Ma & Atwell Seate, 2008; Palomares, 2008, 2009), and lend further evidence to position 

issues as identity contentions. Such ways to define issues do not contradict the definition 

of issues as points of disputes (Heath & Palenchar, 2009). The points of disputes in this 

sense are crystallized in the axes of multiple social identities and trigger concerns 

regarding inclusivity and intergroup power dynamics. Following this, individuals 

materialize their positions and reactions to these issues through reflecting on their 

identities. Therefore, these points of disputes become more specific and targeted through 

an identity lens, providing a pathway to use identity as a base to investigate the dynamics 



 

 
 

87 
 

among issues, individuals, and more importantly their connections and interactions with 

an organization. 

Interactions as an Identity Project 

The second research question of the study examines how an identity perspective 

facilitates our understandings of individuals’ interactions and communication with an 

organization. Social identity theory contends that individuals act upon their activated 

social identities to maximize the prestige of the ingroup and outperform the outgroup 

(Tajfel, 1972; Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 1984). Recent theoretical developments of identity-

based stakeholder theory have expanded the scope of social identity theory into 

examining stakeholders’ collective actions towards an organization, and positions such 

interactions as identity-related (Crane & Ruebottom. 2012; Rowley & Moldoveanu, 

2003). In this sense, individuals’ relationships and interactions with an organization are 

not only based on their financial or personal interests, but also part of their identity-

building project. As mentioned earlier in this chapter, nowadays many issues trigger the 

salience of individual identities because these issues disproportionally affect and threaten 

particular groups of people. An identity-based approach to individuals’ interactions with 

an organization focuses on how individual identities affect interaction outcomes between 

identity-activated individuals and the organization.  

In particular, an identity-based stakeholder theory proposed by Crane and 

Ruebottom (2012) proposes that individuals’ collective action, especially when such 

action is triggered by individual identities, can be considered as ways for individuals to 

express these identities. Therefore, this project hypothesizes that individuals’ identity 

salience and an organization’s affirmation positively affect their identity expression, and 
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in turn affect how they relate to an organization (H1) and how they communicate towards 

an organization (H4b). In addition, based on social identity theory, self-categorization 

theory, and communication accommodation theory, an individual’s interactions, 

including their communicative interactions with an organization, depend on how they 

categorize themselves in relation to the organization. More specifically, if an individual 

perceives the relationship between him- or herself and the organization as more 

resembling an intra-group relationship, the individual will be more likely to establish a 

closer relationship with the organization, and his or her communicative behaviors will be 

more likely to converge with the organization. These insights point out that identity 

salience and affirmation may affect relational and communicative outcomes through an 

individual’s perception of an organization as an ingroup (H2, H3b, and H4a), and 

perception of an organization as an ingroup may also affect their identity expression as 

individuals perceive the organization as an ally that can strengthen their position (H3a). 

The rest of the section is structured in the following way to theorize this important 

aspect of the study—publics’ interactions with an organization as their identity building 

project: first, the results of this study regarding RQ2 and aforementioned hypotheses are 

further described; then the implications of such results on issues and publics are 

discussed; finally, theoretical implications regarding research on publics and 

organization-public relationships are offered.  

The results of this study confirm most of the hypotheses under the second 

research question. More specifically, results show that issues trigger the salience of 

certain identities, and identity salience in turn directly affects individuals’ identity 

expression and their perception of an organization as an ingroup (POI). As shown in 
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Table 10, the effects are mostly significant and consistent across three different issues, 

except for the effect of identity salience on identity expression in the environment 

condition (b = -0.15, p = .17). Instead, in the environment condition, identity salience 

interacts with organizational type in affecting identity expression (b = 0.46, p < .001). In 

fact, not only are the direct effects of identity salience on identity expression significant 

in the diversity and political issue conditions, but also the interaction effect of identity 

salience and organizational type (b = -0.18, p = .009). This moderation effect is negative 

in diversity and politics, meaning that the effect of identity salience on identity 

expression for a for-profit organization is less than such an effect for a nonprofit 

organization in these two issue conditions. Yet, this moderation effect is positive in the 

environment condition, meaning that for an environmental issue, a for-profit organization 

can gain additional advantage from the effect of identity salience on identity expression 

than a nonprofit organization. Such results (1) show support to H1a, which stipulates that 

individuals’ identity salience has significant positive effect on identity expression, (2) 

indicate that organizational type can indeed alter the effect of identity salience on identity 

expression, and (3) issues also moderate this interaction effect in the sense that this 

moderation is positive for the environment issue but reversed for the diversity and 

political issues, meaning that for the effect of identity salience on identity expression, the 

effect is smaller for a for-profit organization in the diversity and politics issues and 

greater for a for-profit organization in the environment issue. However, it should be noted 

that overall it does not mean that identity salience does not influence identity expression 

because the indirect effect of identity salience on identity expression through POI is 

significant in all three issues.  
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For an organization’s affirmation, results in Table 10 show that organization’s 

affirmation on an issue interacts with organizational type in affecting both POI and 

identity expression (b = 0.62, p = .006 for POI, b = 0.45, p = .04, b = 0.50, p = 0.03, b = 

0.65, p = 0.03 for identity expression respectively in the diversity, politics, and 

environment conditions). First, the significant interaction effects support H1b, which 

stipulates that affirmation positively affects identity expression, and H2a, which 

stipulates that affirmation positively affects POI.  

However, only in the diversity issue affirmation significantly interacts with 

identity salience in affecting POI (b = 0.23, p = .007). Therefore, H2b, which 

hypothesizes a significant interaction effect of identity salience and affirmation on POI, is 

only partially supported considering that such an interaction effect is only present for the 

diversity issue. Multiple reasons can be speculated regarding this result. First, the 

diversity issue is a unique issue, where individuals’ identity salience alone is not enough 

to facilitate their perception of an organization as an ingroup. It requires an organization’s 

disclosure of position in order to have such an effect. Second, as the news cycle in the 

past two years has been constantly debating and discussing the political and 

environmental issues in this country, these two issues themselves might not only prompt 

individuals’ identity salience, but also trigger participants strongly pre-conceived 

perception of a specific organization they have encountered in real life. Even though the 

study uses an artificial organization as efforts to eliminate confounding variables related 

to a real-life organization, their responses to this artificial organization might be 

influenced by their perception of an organization that has been chronically salient in their 

cognition.  
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For the effect of POI on identity expression, which is H3a that hypothesizes POI 

significantly affects identity expression, it is consistent and significant across all the three 

issues (b = 0.59, p < .001). Therefore, H3a is supported by the results of this project, and 

POI partially mediates the effects of identity salience and affirmation on identity 

expression.  

Finally, taking H1c (identity expression affects relationship quality), H4b 

(identity expression affects convergent communicative behaviors), H3b (POI positively 

affect relationship quality), and H4a (POI positively affects convergent communicative 

behaviors) all together, this project hypothesizes that identity expression and POI are 

mediators of affirmation and identity salience in affecting relational and communicative 

outcomes. In other words, the effects of identity salience and an organization’s 

affirmation on these outcomes are achieved through individuals actively expressing their 

identities and positioning the organization as an ingroup. As results of this study show, 

identity expression and POI have consistent and significant effects on all the relationship 

dimensions (e.g., trust, satisfaction, commitment, and control mutuality). In addition, 

identity expression and POI have significant effects on individuals’ positive proactive 

and reactive megaphoning behaviors. Even though POI also has a small and significant 

effect on negative proactive megaphoning, the effect size is extremely small. Therefore, 

these four hypotheses are supported by the results of this study. All these results indicate 

that when individuals interact with an organization based on a particular identity-related 

issue, these interactions are ways for these identity-activated individuals to express, 

affirm, and validate their identity. In other words, the relationships and communication 

they have towards an organization reflect their motivations to engage an organization 
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based on the extent to which the organization supports their salient identity triggered by 

an issue.   

An individual’s social identities are one of the most important motivations for 

individuals to mobilize and act collectively (Harwood, Giles, & Palomares, 2005). 

Individuals are inclined to assimilating other individuals or groups in order to enhance 

identity-based groups’ agenda. Raising the prestige of an in-group is considered as a 

primary goal of an identity-based group, and this goal is influential in determining this 

identity-based group’s collective behaviors (Crane & Ruebottom, 2012). The results of 

this study confirm the utilities of engaging such a social identity perspective in examining 

and investigating individuals’ dynamics with an organization. Identity can indeed be a 

conduit through which interactions and connections with an organization are 

materialized, and this identity perspective has important implications for the theoretical 

development in public relations research. The following section further contextualizes 

these results and describes theoretical implications particularly to public relations 

research on issues, publics, and organization-public relationships and interactions.  

Connecting issues and publics’ interactions. A major contribution of this study 

is connecting issue-focused segmentation and aggregation of individuals to eventually 

their interactions with an organization. As mentioned in the literature review, the current 

view of publics is issue-focused and problem-centric. As a primary theory in public 

relations, situational theory of publics (STP) relies on a specific issue to investigate 

individuals’ communicative behaviors (Grunig, 1989, 1992, 1997, 2006; Grunig & 

Repper, 1992), which complements and reflects the strategic purposes of segmenting 

individuals to better understand their communicative behaviors. An issue from STP is 
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defined as a problematic situation in the eyes of a particular group of people (Grunig, 

2006; Grunig & Hunt, 1984), and the foundation of the theory is that individuals have 

tendencies to address and change the problematic aspects of their lives through 

information acquisition and information sharing. These communication behaviors, 

however, are organization-neutral, meaning that they are not really relevant to how the 

individuals may communicate with an organization, and the theory also falls short in 

connecting the problem-centric publics further to the relationships they might develop 

with an organization.  

Issues reflect identity contention, and this contention propels individuals to relate 

to and communicate to an organization from an identity standpoint. A connection 

established in the context of identity between this organization and its publics greatly 

predicts the relational and communicative outcomes of identity-activated individuals. In 

this sense, identity becomes a bridge between an organization and its publics. Publics in 

this sense are still based on an issue, but differ on the salience of their identity. On the 

other hand, an organization’s position on an identity-related issue affects how it is 

perceived by the identity-activated individuals in this “identity field.” The behaviors and 

interactions of these identity-activated individuals become a result of the different (or 

similar) positions of theirs and the organization’s. 

Conceptualizing issues as identity contention gives two advantages of theorizing 

publics for public relations research. First, publics assume an independent role. Publics 

are not a result of an organization’s activities. Instead, they interact with others, including 

an organization, based on their identities, and they relate to an organization based on the 

organization’s position. Second, in the “identity fields” created by a variety of issues, 
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publics’ behaviors and interactions can be conceptualized as their ways to express their 

identities activated by these issues. The connections between issue and identity-activated 

individuals therefore can be further expanded into investigating the utilities of these 

individuals developing relationships and carrying out certain communicative behaviors. 

In other words, these connections build a foundation to theorize publics’ relationships 

and communication from an identity perspective.   

Relationships as identity connections. Relationship research in public relations 

has been mostly focused on studying antecedents to organization-public relationships 

(cultivation strategies, e.g., Grunig & Huang, 2000; Shen, 2011), typologies of OPRs 

(e.g., Grunig, 1993; Hon & Grunig, 1999; Hung, 2005; Hung & Chen, 2009), and 

dimensions of OPRs (e.g., Broom, Casey, & Ritchey, 1997; Grunig & Huang, 2000; 

Huang, 2001; Hung, 2004; Jo, 2006; Jo & Brunner, 2005; Ki & Hon, 2007; Ledingham, 

2006).  

Relational outcomes in this study are measured based upon the established scale, 

namely satisfaction, trust, commitment, and control mutuality. Results of this study show 

that perception of an organization as an ingroup and individuals’ identity expression 

significantly influence all of these dimensions, establishing evidence that organization-

public relationships can indeed be studied and predicted based on activated identities and 

an organization’s identity position to the group. More specifically, the more that 

individuals perceive an organization as an ingroup, the more likely that individuals 

believe the organization will not exploit their goodwill (trust, Grunig & Huang, 2000), 

orient themselves based on the long-term goals of the relationship (commitment), have 

more positive expectations when interacting with the organization (satisfaction), and feel 
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more comfortable with the power dynamics with the organization (control mutuality). In 

addition, the more that individuals perceive an organization as an ingroup, the more 

likely that they interact with the organization as a way to express their identity, which in 

turn has all the aforementioned positive effects on these relational outcomes as well. The 

relationships individuals develop with an organization are a manifestation of their 

identity expression, caused by a combination of their triggered identity salience, the 

organization’s disclosure of their position, and their perception of an organization’s status 

relative to their identity-based groups.  

OPR research in public relations has mostly failed to address who publics are. 

Most of the research is conducted on any individual who is affiliated or interacts with the 

organization as part of the publics (e.g., Bruning, Dials, & Shirka, 2007; Bruning & 

Galloway, 2003; Hon & Bruner, 2002; Huang, 2001; Kang & Yang, 2010; Ki & Hon, 

2007). These studies use consumers, donors, university students, or even the general 

population as a public to a focal organization. Yet, this approach to organization-public 

relationships is limited in that it does not prescribe a clear path to how these relationships 

are manifested and how an organization can proactively maintain and strengthen these 

relationships. More importantly, focusing on the relationship status that a particular 

public has with an organization fails to capture the dynamics of relationship building 

activities. In contrast, the current project contributes to the theory building of 

relationships for public relations research by approaching relationships as identity 

connections between identity-triggered individuals and an organization in an issue-based 

context. This approach positions relationships as connections formed between individuals 

and the organization as a result of their own identity building process. In other words, 
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organization-public relationships exist in an identity field triggered by a variety of issues, 

where issues activate individuals’ certain identities and individuals relate to organizations 

depending on their position to these issues. This identity-based approach to organization-

public relationships has several advantages for public relations research and theory 

building.  

First, based on identity, the public in organization-public relationships is better 

defined and targeted. A public is not only a group of people who deem a specific 

situation problematic, as in situational theory of publics (Grunig, 1989, 1992, 1997, 2006; 

Grunig & Repper, 1992), but also a group of people whose identities are activated and 

ready to act upon the activated identities. In this sense, an organization’s affirmation of 

its position on the issue influences the relational and communicative outcomes. These 

findings also confirm social identity theory that proposes individuals have motivation to 

improve the prestige of the ingroups and outperform outgroups (Harwood, Giles, & 

Palomares, 2005; Onorato & Turner, 2004; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, 1981). In this 

case, through confirming their stance on an issue, identity-activated individuals perceive 

the organization as an ally, and the relationships these individuals develop with an 

organization essentially become an intragroup identity connection. However, this study 

does not investigate how intergroup relations outside the organization among various 

identity-activated groups can influence relational outcomes. Future research can expand 

the current project by examining how intergroup conflicts around specific issues can 

further impact a particular group’s identity connection or relationships with a focal 

organization.  
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Second, an identity-based approach to organization-public relationships provides 

a more dynamic view of the connections individuals establish with an organization. 

Previous research primarily embraces a static view of OPRs by examining the 

relationship status a particular group of individuals have with an organization at a 

particular moment (Heath, 2006). Yet, relationships can change when circumstances or 

contexts shift. In this study, OPRs are contingent upon issues, individual identities, 

organizational type, and an organization’s affirmation, which provides a more 

comprehensive view of how relational outcomes play out in a realistic and dynamic 

scenario.  

Third, this research also validates the utilities of individuals developing 

relationships with an organization. Organization-public relationship research has focused 

on what good relationships can bring to an organization (Huang, 2001b; Kang & Yang, 

2010; Ki & Hon, 2007b; Ni, 2006). What is lacking in OPR research is the benefits for 

publics when they develop relationships with an organization (Coombs & Holladay, 

2015). By positioning a relationship as an identity connection, this project points out that 

in organization-public relationships lies individuals’ intention to affirm and express their 

identities. This is in line with the notion that social identity-based groups have 

motivations to enhance group prestige (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). An organization in this 

sense is a vehicle through which identity-activated individuals enhance their identity 

agenda (Crane & Ruebottom, 2011).  

Finally, by extending OPRs as identity connections, the current project does not 

assume organization-public relationships only exist in an interpersonal dimension. Public 

relations scholars have noted that the current theoretical development of organization-
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public relationships heavily relies on interpersonal relationships theories (Coombs & 

Holladay, 2015; Heath, 2006). For example, the four well-established dimensions of 

OPRs are directly taken from interpersonal theories (e.g., Grunig & Huang, 2000; Huang, 

2001; Hung & Chen, 2009), as well as relationships cultivation strategies proposed by 

Shen (2011). Interpersonal theories, without any doubt, push the theorization of OPRs 

forward, but currently the way we adopt interpersonal theories for OPRs is rather limited. 

Scholars have romanticized, if you will, interpersonal relationship theories to support and 

emphasize that relationships are mutually beneficial, but in reality relationships, 

including interpersonal relationships, can be manipulative (Coombs & Holladay, 2015). 

Even though an identity perspective on OPRs does not completely challenge the 

interpersonal approaches to OPRs, in the least, this project points out that relationships 

that individuals have with an organization are utilitarian. Individuals perhaps choose to 

maintain a relationship with an organization because the organization supports and 

speaks to their identities. It reflects the increasing pressure the public put on 

organizations to be in line with their values and who they are. In this sense, a relationship 

is not a matter of two friends developing a long-lasting interpersonal connection where 

two individuals show mutual affection and support, but a matter of whether an 

organization initially as an outgroup entity can propel itself as an ally that lends support, 

as symbolic as it may be, to these individuals’ identity building.  

Communication as identity expression. Identity perspective not only 

complements the current understandings of organization-public relationships, but also 

helps to bridge an issue and individuals’ communicative actions towards an organization. 

Recall this study hypothesizes that identity and affirmation affect identity expression and 
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perception of an organization as an ingroup (H1a, H1b, and H2a), which in turn 

positively affect individuals’ convergent communicative behaviors towards the 

organization (H4). All of these hypotheses are supported by the results, which are 

discussed in the beginning of this section.  

Trying to predict how individuals communicate about an issue is nothing new in 

public relations research. The core of situational theory of publics is to predict 

individuals’ communicative actions based on their constraint recognition, level of 

involvement, and problem recognition about an issue (Grunig, 1978, 1989; Heath, Liao, 

& Douglas, 1995). Even though this theory is later expanded into situational theory of 

problem solving (cf. Kim & Grunig, 2011; Kim, Ni, Kim, & Kim, 2012; Kim & Krishna, 

2014), which is a more general theory with added individuals’ communicative behaviors, 

these communication behaviors are situated in the context of how individuals 

communicate about a problem, but not how individuals communicate about an 

organization. 

This study, on the other hand, focuses on the communicative tendencies of 

individuals about an organization, including positive and negative megaphoning, 

avoiding, and no commenting (Moon, Rhee, & Yang, 2016). Different from 

communicative behaviors in the situational theory of publics, the communicative 

behaviors in this project are specific to how individuals communicate about an 

organization. The results of this study confirm that individuals’ communication is a way 

to affirm and express their identities. In addition, whether individuals perceive the 

organization as an ingroup or not is also consequential in influencing their convergent 

communication behaviors, which are positive reactive and positive proactive 
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megaphoning, and decreasing their divergent communication behaviors, which is 

avoiding. In other words, when individuals project the organization as part of themselves 

who can advance their identity agenda, they not only feel the needs to communicate, but 

also communicate positively about the organization.  

According to communication accommodation theory, which has its roots in social 

identity theory and self-categorization theory, communication is not only for information 

exchange, but also to serve individuals’ identity agenda (Gallois, Giles, Jones, Cargiles, 

& Ota, 1995; Gallois, Ogay, & Giles, 2005; Shepard, Giles, & LePoire, 2001). In this 

sense, individuals’ communication behaviors are identity-related and influenced by an 

individual’s categorization of the self (self-categorization process) and categorization of 

the other. As a result, individuals may adopt convergent communication behaviors to 

minimize the differences and highlight similarities when communicating with ingroups, 

or divergent communication behaviors to emphasize the differences and maintain 

autonomy when communicating with outgroups. For example, when a speaker gives a 

speech to an audience that is mainly composed of ingroup members, she or he may use 

language that is particular to this group (accommodating the audience members’ 

language preferences) to establish rapport and a sense of closeness (convergence). In the 

contrast, a person who is proud of his or her place of origin may insist on using the 

regional dialect when communicating with a person from a different region to 

intentionally highlight the language differences (divergence).  

The insights from communication accommodation theory are translatable to 

explain individuals’ communication behaviors towards an organization. As the results of 

this study indicate, when an organization’s position motivates an individual to connect 
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with the organization as if the organization is an ingroup member, individuals’ 

communication behaviors become more convergent. Individuals’ connection with an 

organization therefore can be projected at an intergroup level, where an individual relates 

to an organization through an intergroup lens. If the organization is able to successfully 

position itself as a valuable entity that can enhance ingroup’s identity agenda, individuals 

tend to adopt positive convergent communication towards the organization. For example, 

in the diversity issue of this study, the more salient an individual’s identity is in 

evaluating this specific issue, the more likely the individuals are to express their identity 

and perceive the organization through an intergroup lens. An organization’s affirmation 

assists this process by interacting with organizational type in influencing identity 

expression and POI. In other words, by disclosing their position of investing and 

supporting diversity initiatives, individuals are more likely to consider the organization as 

an ingroup, and their interactions with the organization are more likely to be a conduit to 

express their identities. Consequently, identity expression and POI manifest into these 

individuals’ positive communication about the organization. Overall these processes 

support communication accommodation theory and hold promises to theorize 

individuals’ communicative interactions with an organization as their identity expression 

and results of their identity building.  

It should be noted that results of this study also show that POI has a significant 

influence on negative proactive megaphoning communication behavior. There are two 

aspects worth noting. First, the effect size of this particular communication behavior, 

compared to positive communication behaviors, is very small. Even though the effect 

exists, this effect is almost ignorable compared to the effects of POI and identity 
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expression on other outcome variables (e.g., the average effect sizes of positive proactive 

megaphoning communication is R2 = .67, more than 10 times the average effect size of 

negative proactive megaphoning R2 = .057). Second, even though such a communication 

behavior is talking negatively about the organization, it is proactive, meaning that 

individuals still actively discuss their opinions of the organization if the organization 

behaves poorly or does not meet the expectations. In other words, the content of this 

communication is negative, but individuals are still communicating about the 

organization. This opens up an area for potential research. This negative yet significant 

effect of POI on negative proactive megaphoning can be speculated that when an 

organization is perceived as an ingroup, it is held at a higher standard compared to other 

organizations. As a result, if the organization fails to uphold the expectations, individuals 

“retaliate” by actively spreading and communicating the negative aspects of the 

organization. This tendency has been noted as the black sheep effect (Harmon-Kizer, 

2016; Marques, Paez, & Abrams, 1998; Pinto, Marques, Levine, & Abrams, 2010), where 

individuals judge unlikeable ingroup members more harshly than similar outgroup 

members.  

Future research can further validate and test this retaliation tendency in the 

context of organization-public interactions, by looking into highly relatable 

organizations’ performances when they fail to meet expectations (e.g., when an 

organization who previously supports an issue but later retracts its support or supports a 

contradictory issue). This is a promising direction especially from an identity lens. When 

an organization is expected to be an ambassador that champions the ingroup values and 

norms, it can be assumed that ingroup members would react badly when the organization 
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betrays their trust and their values. Research on this aspect also has practical value, as 

many organizations navigating many identity-related issues nowadays tend to emphasize 

the connections they are able to establish by disclosing their positions, without realizing 

the potential drawback. How to maintain this identity-based bond, and what are the 

consequences from the sense of betrayal when the bond breaks are worth investigating.  

In addition, this study tests six communication behaviors as an initial step to 

testing the applicability of an identity-based approach to individuals’ communication 

behaviors about an organization. Future research needs to focus on further clarifying 

convergence and divergence in the context of organization-publics communication. One 

of the challenges to translate communication accommodation theory into the 

organizational context is that divergence and convergence as prescribed by the theory are 

anchored to two individuals, where convergence indicates speech similarities such as 

speaking style, vocabulary, tone, and pace and divergence indicates dissimilarities on 

these aspects (Gallois, Ogay, & Giles, 2005). Individuals’ communication tendencies are 

arguably less nuanced in the organizational context because the parameters of 

communication that can stem from an organization are very limited compared to 

interpersonal communication that includes both verbal and nonverbal communication and 

whose feedback is more immediate and less mediated. Nevertheless, communication 

accommodation theory provides a helpful direction to predict individuals’ 

communication about an organization, which is a primary area of interests in public 

relations research.  

An identity-based model of publics. Based on the results of this study, an 

identity-based model of publics is proposed. In this model, individuals exist in the vectors 
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of various identities that can be triggered by different issues. For example, in this project, 

a diversity issue triggers the salience of race, gender, and socioeconomic status. A 

political issue triggers the salience of political affiliation. In this “issue-identity field”, 

individuals’ various identities become axes defining the field parameters. Relational 

outcomes and communicative outcomes of these individuals manifest as consequences of 

the positions an organization and individuals occupy. An organization’s publics in this 

identity-based model are individuals whose identities are activated because of an issue or 

multiple issues, and ready to take action towards the organization that is involved in these 

issues.  

This identity-based model of publics complements the current understandings of 

publics through situational theory of publics. The latter focuses on how individuals 

communicate about an issue. As mentioned earlier in this section, this approach falls 

short in understanding how individuals communicate about an organization. On the other 

hand, the situational perspective on publics is disconnected from the relationship research 

in public relations literature. By using identities to position organizations and individuals, 

this model connects the segmentation approach to individuals to their communicative and 

relational outcomes, which are consequences of individuals’ collective action motivated 

by their triggered identities.  

To extend this model, there are several promising directions for future projects. 

First, future studies can investigate how different issues affect identities beyond the 

chronically salient social identities to improve the understandings of the relationships 

between identities and issues. These studies can even examine which identities are most 
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influential in driving individuals’ relationships and communication with an organization 

for a specific issue. 

Second, future research can look into how multiple issues together may influence 

relational outcomes. Furthermore, researchers can use this identity-based approach to 

OPRs to examine the consequences of an organization reversing their standpoint on a 

particular issue, or an organization having contradictory standpoints on different but 

related issues (e.g., supporting environmental protection but denying climate change).  

Third, even though the effects of identity salience on identity expression and POI 

and the effect of affirmation on identity expression and POI are mostly consistent, such 

effects slightly differ in three issues. Future studies can provide additional insights by 

examining how characteristics of certain issues might influence these effects (e.g., 

controversy of the issue, severity of the issue, and/or urgency of the issue).  

Last but not the least, given that identities are based on group memberships, 

identities provide opportunities to investigate how intergroup dynamics may also 

influence a particular group’s position to an organization. For example, an environmental 

issue may polarize individuals into two groups (Group A members who identity 

themselves as environmentalists and Group B who do not). As a result, the heightened 

tension between these two groups may prompt Group A to affiliate with neutral 

organizations to gain validation or legitimacy. In other words, it is the tension between 

groups that becomes an influential factor in determining relational outcomes, rather than 

an organization’s affirmation. In short, this identity-based model of publics opens up 

many arenas where public relations scholars can theorize individuals’ collective actions, 

communicative behaviors, and organization-public relationships.  
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Moderating Role of Organizational Type 

Consumer research has indicated that organizational type has a significant 

influence on people’s trust and feeling of warmth (Aaker, Vohs, & Mogilner, 2010; 

Handy, Seto, Wakaruk, Mersey, Mejia, & Copeland, 2010), but current research in public 

relations has yet fully investigated how the type of the focal organization might impact 

individuals’ relationship building and interactions with an organization. This project not 

only examines how individuals’ identity salience and an organization’s affirmation 

influence their relationships and communication behaviors to an organization, but also 

the role of organizational types in these processes, which is the third research question of 

this project.  

The stimuli of this experiment distinguish a nonprofit organization whose mission 

is to rebuild communities in developing countries from a for-profit organization that is a 

general merchandise retailer. Results of this study indicate that organizational type 

moderates the effect of an organization’s affirmation on the perception of the 

organization as an ingroup (interaction effect of affirmation and type b = 0.62, p = .006 

across all three issues). This significant interaction effect needs to be examined along 

with the direct negative effect of organizational type on POI (b = -0.65, p = .019).  

Combined together, the results indicate that individuals are less likely to treat a for-profit 

organization as an ingroup, compared to a nonprofit organization, but this gap diminishes 

when a for-profit organization discloses its stance.  

In addition to the significant interaction effect of organizational type and 

affirmation on POI, organizational type interacts with identity salience in affecting 

individuals’ identity expression. More specifically, for the diversity and political issues, 
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the coefficients of the interaction of organizational type and identity salience are negative 

and significant (b = -0.18, p = .009), meaning for a for-profit organization, the effect of 

identity salience on identity expression is attenuated compared to a nonprofit 

organization. Along with the significant indirect effect of identity salience on identity 

expression through POI, this significant negative interaction effect of organizational type 

and identity salience on identity expression in the diversity and political issues indicates 

that for a for-profit organization, the effect of identity salience on identity expression 

mainly works through perception of organization as an ingroup. In contrast, for a 

nonprofit organization, identity salience has both a direct effect and an indirect effect 

through POI on identity expression. Furthermore, for the environment issue, this 

interaction effect is positive (b = 0.46, p < .001), meaning that for a for-profit 

organization who is involved with the environmental issue, identity salience not only 

directly affects individuals’ interactions with the organization as their identity expression, 

but also indirectly through POI. In contrast, for a nonprofit organization involved with 

the environment issue, identity salience mainly indirectly affects identity expression 

through POI.  

At the same time, the interaction effect of affirmation and organizational type on 

identity expression is positive and significant across all three issues (b = 0.45, p =.043 for 

the diversity issue, b = 0.50, p = .027 for the political issue, and b = 0.65, p < .031 for the 

environmental issue). This means that when a for-profit organization implements actions 

to increase the diversity of their employees (the diversity issue), openly criticizes some 

public policies by the current administration (the political issue), or acknowledges 

climate change and implements conservancy measures (the environmental issue), 
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individuals are more likely to interact with the organization as their identity expression, 

and the effect of such affirmation on identity expression is less so for a nonprofit 

organization.  

To further interpret these results, the moderating effect of organizational type is 

more influential for identity expression, as organizational type moderates the effects of 

both identity salience and organization’s affirmation. However, depending on the specific 

issue, the interaction effects of organizational type differ. First, a for-profit organization 

attenuates the effect of identity salience on identity expression in the diversity and 

political issues, but increases this effect in the environment issue. Second, the magnitude 

of the interaction effects of organizational type and affirmation on identity expression 

differs across these three issues, where the effect is the greatest in the environment issue 

and the smallest in the diversity issue. In short, specific issues alter the interaction effect 

itself.  

Given that identity expression and perception of an organization as an ingroup 

mediate the effects of identity salience and identity expression on the relational and 

communicative variables, organizational type eventually alters the outcomes to these 

dependent variables by altering the effects of identity salience and affirmation (the two 

mediators in the model). Therefore, the current project highlights the importance of 

considering organizational type when investigating how individuals relate to an 

organization from an identity standpoint, which also calls for attention on the moderating 

role of organizational type on the relational and communicative outcomes in public 

relations research.  
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In addition, this study uses a nonprofit organization that specializes in community 

building and foreign aids, whose issue focus does not intersect with the issue contexts 

used in this study. Future research can examine how the intersection of a nonprofit 

organization’s issue focus and the issue context may bring different results. For example, 

a future study can investigate and compare the effects of affirmation of an environmental 

NGO vs. a for-profit organization in an environmental issue context, or an environmental 

NGO vs. a nonprofit organization with a different issue focus. Investigating the dynamics 

between the issue context and a nonprofit organization’s issue focus can enrich our 

understandings of nonprofit-organization-public relationships and interactions.  

Practical Implications 

Results of this study help to advance public relations theories from an identity 

standpoint, especially in approaching and positioning publics’ interactions and 

relationships with an organization as their identity-building and identity connections. 

This identity perspective also provides practical implications for organizations that 

attempt to address many issues that have only been aggravated by the current political 

environment in the United States and all over the world. The purpose of this section is to 

provide some clarity in complexity.  

First, an organization needs to acknowledge that not every issue has the same 

identity valence. Some issues are more effective in triggering individuals’ identity 

salience compared to others. In this study, the diversity issue triggers individuals’ identity 

salience most effectively, followed by the political issue and then the environmental 

issue. Yet, results of this project consistently point out no matter what the issue is, 

identity salience overall positively affects individuals’ identity expression and POI, 
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which in turn affect positive communicative and relational outcomes. Therefore, when 

approaching these issues, addressing the identity components of these issues can help an 

organization trigger individuals’ identity salience and achieve benefits of positive 

relational and communicative outcomes. In this process, an organization’s affirmation, 

especially a for-profit organization’s affirmation, with the triggered identity salience can 

be also helpful to position the organization as an identity ally. Corporations nowadays 

may be hesitant to address controversial issues, especially issues involving politics, as 

they are afraid of running the risk of alienating some individuals, but the results of this 

study confirm the benefits of disclosing the organization’s position on a particular 

controversial political issue involving the current administration. Overall speaking, 

participants of this study come from diverse political backgrounds, as around one third of 

participants respectively identify themselves as Democrats, Independents, and 

Republicans. In this case, by disclosing its position on this political issue, the 

organization’s affirmation overall has positive effects on relational and communicative 

outcomes, which provides evidence that overall the rewards of affirmation on this 

particular issue overweigh the risks.  

Second, two mediators in this model drive positive relational outcomes and 

publics’ favorable communicative behaviors. Based on these two mediators, which are 

identity expression and perception of an organization as an ingroup, an organization can 

invest efforts into channeling a variety of issues into identity building activities between 

the organization and the publics. An organization can implement campaign strategies that 

address how the organization can be seen as an identity ally and encourage individuals to 

actively express their identities. For example, for a campaign whose purpose is to inform 
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the public about the organization’s diversity initiatives, an organization can consider 

giving target audience background information about what diversity entails and how 

diversity is framed and discussed in the current context to increase target audience’s 

identity salience. Then the organization can couple these identity messages with a call for 

the target audience to actively express their identity. In the end, the organization 

implements message strategies to disclose its position on this issue to facilitate the 

publics’ perception of the organization as an identity ally. In short, an organization can 

approach issues strategically from an identity angle and implement strategies that 

highlight individual identities, encourage identity expression, and strengthen the 

perception of the organization as a worthy ally. Eventually, these strategies can help to 

drive positive relational outcomes and publics’ favorable communication about the 

organization.  

Finally, perhaps most importantly, results of this study should incentivize 

organizations, especially for-profit corporations, to actively participate in public dialogue 

on social and civil issues. Nowadays it is inevitable for public relations and 

communication practitioners to find themselves in situations where decisions need to be 

made to steer the organization in a constellation of social, political, and environmental 

issues.  

Corporations are facing increasing pressure to actively contribute to fully 

functioning society and engage advocacy on important issues (Heath, 2006; Vogel, 

2005). Results of this study show that disclosing positions on at least these three issues—

diversity, politics, and environment—can help organizations to build identity connections 

with identity-activated publics, which eventually help to drive positive relational and 
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communicative outcomes. Discussion in the previous section on the significant 

interaction effect of organizational type and affirmation suggests that for-profit 

organizations should in particular disclose their positions as their affirmation has a 

greater effect on these outcomes than a nonprofit organization. On the other hand, the 

nonprofit organization in this study is portrayed as an organization that focuses on 

foreign aids and community building in developing countries. Given that the direct effect 

of affirmation is not significant, a nonprofit organization may not directly benefit from 

disclosing its position on issues related to diversity, politics, and environment. However, 

a nonprofit organization can still achieve the positive outcomes by engaging in 

conversations and messages that trigger individuals’ identity salience.  

Limitations of the Study 

Several limitations of this study caution readers in interpreting the study findings. 

First, the organization used in the stimuli is artificial. A major purpose of using an 

artificial organization is to ensure consistency in all experimental groups and eliminate 

confounding variables such as an organization’s previous reputation and participants’ 

previous relationships with the organization. On the other hand, given the limited short 

time of the duration of this experiment, participants may have difficulties partitioning the 

subtle parts of the relational and communicative outcomes in this study. For example, as 

mentioned in the results section, the correlation between positive reactive megaphoning 

and positive proactive megaphoning is very high, as well as the correlation between 

negative proactive megaphoning and negative reactive megaphoning. This is probably 

because participants in this study are asked to imagine their interactions with an artificial 

organization. If they are asked to describe how they may interact with a real organization, 
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their responses would be grounded in actual experience that may be more accurate and 

specific. 

The second limitation of this study is related to the nature of reporting behavioral 

intentions. Even though behavioral intentions can greatly predict actual human behaviors 

(cf. theory of planned action, Ajzen, 1991), inconsistences exist and self-reported 

behavioral intentions are not necessarily equal to actual human behaviors. Future studies 

can ask participants to comment on the organization and content analyze these comments, 

which can be a more accurate reflection of participants’ actual communicative behaviors. 

The third limitation of this study is related to the issue stimuli. Using existing 

real-life newspaper articles to prompt identity salience is a double-edge sword.  On one 

hand, it may be beneficial in increasing the ecological validity of the study, considering 

that the stimuli come from real-life journalistic reports. On the other hand, it may 

decrease the internal validity as the stimuli might be different in other variables such as 

tones and word choice that may also affect dependent variables. To increase internal 

validity as much as possible, the researcher of the current project balanced the length of 

the stimuli and each stimuli had a consistent reporting style. In addition, identity salience 

is used as a measured variable in the path analyses to achieve a straightforward 

interpretation of the effect of identity salience on the key variables in the model.  

Finally, same with all academic studies that use samples to make inferences, care 

needs to be taken when interpreting and generalizing the results to a larger population. 

MTurk samples are far from the same as a probability-based nationally representative 

sample. In addition, this experiment is conducted in an uncontrolled environment, where 

participants can be completing the study from home, work, or other locations. A study 
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that utilizes a controlled lab environment can be conducted to further validate these 

results.  

Conclusion 

Albeit these limitations, a promising identity-based approach to studying and 

theorizing publics’ relationships and interactions with an organization emerges. In this 

identity-based approach, issues are grids comprising identity axes, through which 

multiple forces interact and determine relational and communicative outcomes. Both 

relationships and communicative actions between an organization and its publics are a 

result of identity connection and identity expression. Furthermore, this approach positions 

publics as identity-activated individuals and their activities, behaviors, and interactions as 

results of their identity building. Engaging identity perspectives in public relations not 

only helps to integrate research areas such as issues, publics, communicative behaviors, 

and relationships, but also provides practical insights to assist organizations in 

participating in public interests advocacy and engaging in sociopolitical issues.  
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Table 1. Variables, measurement items, and reported reliabilities 
Variable Items 

Identity salience 
 While typing my response, I was thinking about my _______. 

 While typing my response, I evaluated myself based on my _______.  
 While typing my response, I thought ______ came into play. 
 While typing my response, I thought ______ was important.  
 ________ mattered in the context.  
Organization-public relationships 
Trust 

 The organization can be relied on to keep their promises.  
 The organization seems to be truthful with us.  
 The organization seems to be dependable.  
 I would trust what the organization tells me. 
 The organization would treat me fairly and justly.  
Relationship satisfaction 

 I am happy with the organization.  
 The relationship with this organization would be good.  
 The relationship with this organization would be satisfactory.  
 There shouldn't be any problem having a relationship with this organization.  
Relationship commitment  
 I believe that it is worthwhile to try to maintain a relationship with the organization. 
 I would like to keep a long-lasting relationship with this organization. 

 
If I were in a relationship with this organization right now, I would like to continue the 
relationship. 

 I would be committed to a relationship with this organization.  
 It is easy to picture a long-lasting bond with this organization. 
Control mutuality 

 The organization would consider our well-being when making a decision.  
 The organization would not be afraid to give us more say for its practice. 

 
It should be easy for this organization and us to agree on what we can expect from 
each other. 

 
It should be easy for me to be satisfied with the organization's decision making 
process.  

 
The organization would be open to the idea that we have influence on how the 
organization is managed.  

Perception of an organization as an ingroup 
 Measured on seven venn diagrams.  
Identity expression 

 This organization connects with the part of me that really makes me tick.  
 Purchasing from or donating to this organization would help express my identity.  
 This organization says a lot about the kind of person I would like to be. 

 
Connecting with this organization lets me be a part of a shared community of like-
minded people.  

Communicative behaviors  
Positive-proactive megaphoning 

 
I would spontaneously post my positive opinions about the company on the Internet 
sites. 

 
I would send some articles or reports which praise the organization to friends and 
people I know.  

 

I wouldn't hesitate to express that the company has been doing right for its publics. 
 

(continued) 
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(continued) 
Variable Items 

Positive-reactive megaphoning  

 
I need to correct someone who has a biased or suspicious view about the organization 
even though I don't openly express my position opinion about it first. 

 
I would argue with people who attack the organization even if I don’t lead the 
conversation regarding the organization. 

 I believe that bad rumors of the corporation are not trustworthy.  
 
Negative-proactive megaphoning 

 
I would spontaneously distribute some negative articles or reports about the 
organization to my friends or people that I know.  

 
I would blame the organization about what it has done whenever I have chance to talk 
about it.  

 I criticize without any hesitation that the organization neglects and ignores its publics. 
Negative-reactive megaphoning 

 
I need to correct someone who overestimates the organization during any conversation 
about it.  

 
If there is someone who says a good word for the organization, I cannot help but give 
him the opposite aspect/perspective of it.  

 
It would be easy for me to support negative aspects about the organization that others 
provide. 

Avoiding 

 
I wouldn't want to get involved in the debate about the organization although I may 
have enough knowledge about the organization. 

 
Despite my interest in or concern for the organization, I would avoid discussing or 
debating about it. 

 
When there is controversy over the organization, I would want to stay quiet even 
though I hold firm  opinions about it. 

No commenting 

 
It is unnecessary to deliberately express my opinions or feelings about the 
organization. 

 I feel that there is nothing to comment about the organization. 

 
It doesn’t seem critical to me at all to spend time having a discussion about the 
organization.  
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Table 2. Pooled within-group correlations of salience on various social identities 
 
 RACE SEXOR REL SES POL AGE GEND NTL AB 
RACE 1         
SEXOR 0.507 1        
REL 0.294 0.480 1       
SES 0.565 0.333 0.366 1      
POL 0.257 0.140 0.328 0.299 1     
AGE 0.305 0.258 0.355 0.477 0.312 1    
GEND 0.545 0.558 0.391 0.493 0.175 0.390 1   
NTL 0.537 0.358 0.382 0.419 0.347 0.321 0.380 1  
AB 0.267 0.417 0.380 0.342 0.120 0.301 0.338 0.241 1 
 Note. SEXOR = sexual orientation, REL = religion, SES = socioeconomic status/class, POL = political affiliation, GEND = gender, 
NTL = national origin, AB = mental/physical ability.   
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Table 3. Pairwise Comparisons of Mean Scores on Dependent Variables in the Pilot Study 
  

Race SES Political Affiliation Gender 
 

M SD Diff SE M SD Diff SE M SD Diff SE M SD Diff SE 

Diversity— 24.29 7.54 
  

19.46 7.10 
  

14.00 6.92 
  

19.07 9.17 
  

PD 18.56 7.93 5.72* 2.00 18.94 7.10 0.53 1.84 23.53 6.44 -9.53**** 1.73 15.66 8.15 3.42 2.25 

CC 10.26 6.43 14.03**** 1.89 16.52 7.47 2.95 1.97 22.04 7.57 -8.04**** 1.96 10.63 6.33 8.44*** 2.12 

MW 17.85 7.77 6.44** 2.09 25.15 6.89 -5.69* 1.90 18.88 8.05 -4.88 2.05 15.00 7.21 4.07 2.24 

CR 14.13 8.02 10.16**** 2.20 18.96 8.24 0.51 2.18 13.96 7.95 0.04 2.11 12.61 6.89 6.46* 2.25 

PD— 
                

CC 
  

8.30**** 1.87 
  

2.42 1.91 
  

1.49 1.85 
  

5.03* 1.89 

MW 
  

0.72 2.07 
  

-6.22** 1.84 
  

4.65 1.95 
  

0.66 2.02 

CR 
  

4.43 2.18 
  

-0.02 2.13 
  

9.57**** 2.01 
  

3.05 2.04 

CC— 
                

MW 
  

-7.59*** 1.96 
  

-8.64*** 1.97 
  

3.15 2.15 
  

-4.37 1.87 

CR 
  

-3.87 2.08 
  

-2.44 2.24 
  

8.08*** 2.21 
  

-1.98 1.88 

MW— 
                

CR 
  

3.72 2.26 
  

-6.20* 2.18 
  

-4.93 2.29 
  

-2.39 2.02 

 
Note. *p < .10 **p < .05. ***p < .01. ****p < .001. – indicates the reference group. The comparisons were adjusted for Bonferroni 
multiple comparisons. PD = Political Divide. CC = Climate Change. MW = Minimum Wage. CR = Community Relations. N = 29 for 
the diversity issue, N = 32 for the political divide issue, N = 27 for the environment issue, N = 26 for the minimum wage issue, and N 
= 23 for the community relations issue.  
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Table 4. Multigroup analysis of identity expression 
 Full Constraints Model  Revised Model 
 b SE p R2  b SE p R2 
Diversity    .142     .270 
Identity Salience 0.310 0.082 <.001   0.393 0.097 <.001  
Affirmation 0.398 0.330 .228   0.050 0.541 .927  
Org. Type -0.784 0.321 .015   -0.164 0.430 .703  
Idty X Type 0.044 0.090 .624   -0.117 0.118 .325  
Affirm X Type 0.819 0.261 .002   0.726 0.365 .047  
Idty X Affirm -0.011 0.089 .897   0.212 0.129 .101  
Political Divide    .139     .109 
Identity Salience      0.393 0.097 <.001  
Affirmation      -0.437 0.644 .497  
Org. Type      -0.164 0.382 .703  
Idty X Type      -0.117 0.118 .325  
Affirm X Type      0.621 0.445 .163  
Idty X Affirm      0.048 0.162 .766  
Environment   .131     .229 
Identity Salience      0.301 0.152 .048  
Affirmation      0.862 0.508 .090  
Org. Type      -1.690 0.516 .001  
Idty X Type      0.366 0.158 .023  
Affirm X Type      1.233 0.444 .006  
Idty X Affirm      -0.213 0.164 .194  
 
Note. Bolded parameter estimates indicate significance at .05 level. For the revised 
multisample model, the constants for each issue were allowed to vary but not 
displayed in the table for brevity. Organizational type is a binary variable (0 = 
nonprofit, 1 = for-profit), as well as affirmation (0 = no disclosure of position, 1 = 
clear disclosure of position). For the full-constraint model, N = 483. For the 
multigroup analysis, N = 169 for the diversity issue, N = 151 for the political divide 
issue, and N = 163 for the environmental issue.  
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Table 5. Multisample analysis of perception of an organization as an ingroup (POI) 
 Full Constraints Model  Revised Model 
 b SE p R2  b SE p R2 
Diversity    .117     .232 
Identity Salience 0.311 0.090 .001   0.240 0.115 .036  
Affirmation 0.132 0.356 .711   0.420 0.361 .244  
Org. Type -0.552 0.337 .101   -0.547 0.341 .109  
Idty X Type 0.113 0.101 .263   0.111 0.102 .276  
Affirm X Type 0.587 0.289 .042   0.598 0.290 .039  
Idty X Affirm 0.065 0.102 .521   0.203 0.106 .056  
Political Divide    .120     .135 
Identity Salience      0.463 0.143 .001  
Affirmation      -0.179 0.533 .737  
Org. Type      -0.547 0.341 .109  
Idty X Type      0.111 0.102 .276  
Affirm X Type      0.598 0.078 .039  
Idty X Affirm      -0.097 0.134 .469  
Environment   .115     .169 
Identity Salience      0.511 0.126 <.001  
Affirmation      0.420 0.361 .244  
Org. Type      -0.547 0.341 .109  
Idty X Type      0.111 0.102 .276  
Affirm X Type      0.598 0.070 .039  
Idty X Affirm      -0.097 0.134 .469  
 
Note. Bolded parameter estimates indicate significance at .05 level. For the revised 
multisample model, the constants for each issue were allowed to vary but not displayed in 
the table for brevity. For the full-constraint model, N = 483. For the multigroup analysis, 
N = 169 for the diversity issue, N = 151 for the political divide issue, and N = 163 for the 
environmental issue. 
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Table 6. Effects of identity salience, organization’s affirmation, and organizational type on POI and identity expression  
 Diversity  Political Divide  Environment 

 b SE p R2  b SE p R2  b SE p R2 
POI    .232     .135     .169 

Identity Salience 0.240a 0.115 .036   0.463b 0.143 .001   0.511c 0.126 <.001  

Affirmation 0.420 0.361 .244   -0.179b 0.533 .737   0.420 0.361 .244  

Organizational Type -0.547 0.341 .109   -0.547 0.341 .109   -0.547 0.341 .109  

Idty X Type 0.111 0.102 .276   0.111 0.102 .276   0.111 0.102 .276  

Affirm X Type 0.598 0.290 .039   0.598 0.078 .039   0.598 0.070 .039  

Idty X Affirm 0.203a 0.106 .056   -0.097 0.134 .469   -0.097 0.134 .469  

Identity Expression    .579     .523     .525 

Identity Salience 0.230 0.073 .002   0.230 0.073 .002   -0.153c 0.146 .295  

Affirmation -0.045a 0.396 .909   -0.075b 0.437 .863   0.385c 0.403 .340  

Organizational Type 0.143 0.330 .665   0.143 0.330 .665   -1.487c 0.414 <.001  

Idty X Type -0.201 0.086 .019   -0.201 0.086 .019   0.444c 0.143 .002  

Affirm X Type 0.403a 0.281 .151   0.492b 0.304 .105   0.621c 0.353 .079  

Idty X Affirm 0.062a 0.097 .527   -0.009b 0.110 .934   -0.009c 0.143 .949  

POI 0.587 0.030 <.001   0.587 0.030 <.001   0.587 0.030 <.001  
 
Note. Bolded parameter estimates indicate significance at .05 level.  
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Table 7. CFA model of organization-public relationships.  

 
Note. All loadings are standardized and significant at the .001 level. Numbers in 
parentheses are standard errors. H indicates Coefficient H, a reliability measure based on 
Hancock and Mueller (2001). 

 First-Order Factors  Second-Order Factor 
 R2 ! H  R2 ! H 

Trust   0.834  0.866 0.930 0.98 
The organization can be relied on to keep 
their promises. 0.788 0.887 

     

The organization is truthful with us. 0.762 0.873      
The organization is dependable. 0.817 0.904      
        
Satisfaction   0.864  0.981 0.991  

I am happy with the organization. 0.797 0.893      
The relationship with this organization 
would be good. 

0.833 0.913      

The relationship with this organization 
would be satisfactory. 

0.838 0.916      

        
Commitment   0.896  0.961 0.980  

I believe that it is worthwhile to try to 
maintain a relationship with the 
organization. 

0.837 0.915 
     

I would like to keep a long-lasting 
relationship with this organization. 

0.825 0.908      

If I were in a relationship with this 
organization right now, I would like to 
continue the relationship. 

0.826 0.909      

I would be committed to a relationship with 
this organization. 

0.815 0.903      

        
Control Mutuality   0.826  0.94 0.969  

The organization would consider our well-
being when making a decision. 

0.772 0.879 
     

The organization would not be afraid to 
give us more say for its practice. 

0.597 0.773      

It should be easy for this organization and 
us to agree on what we can expect from 
each other. 

0.779 0.883      

The organization would be open to the idea 
that we have influence on how the 
organization is managed. 

0.734 0.857      
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Table 8. CFA model of communicative behaviors.  
 R2 Loadings H 

Positive Proactive Megaphoning    0.882 
I would spontaneously post my positive opinions 
about the organization on the Internet sites. 0.755 0.869 (0.015)  
I would send some articles or reports which praise the 
organization to friends and people I know. 0.774 0.880 (0.015)  
I wouldn't hesitate to express that the organization has 
been doing right for its publics. 0.484 0.696 (0.027)  
Positive Reactive Megaphoning    0.803 
I need to correct someone who has a biased or 
suspicious view about the organization even though I 
don't openly express my position opinion about it first. 0.628 0.792 (0.023)  
I would argue with people who attack the organization 
even if I don’t lead the conversation regarding the 
organization. 0.652 0.807 (0.022)  
I believe that bad rumors of the organization are not 
trustworthy. 0.342 0.585 (0.035)  

Negative Proactive Megaphoning    0.822 
I would spontaneously distribute some negative 
articles or reports about the organization to my friends 
or people that I know. 0.601 0.775 (0.023)  
I would blame the organization about what it has done 
whenever I have chance to talk about it. 0.667 0.816 (0.021)  
I criticize without any hesitation that the organization 
neglects and ignores its publics. 0.531 0.729 (0.026)  
Negative Reactive Megaphoning    0.745 
I need to correct someone who overestimates the 
organization during any conversation about it. 0.353 0.594 (0.034)  
If there is someone who says a good word for the 
organization, I cannot help but give him the opposite 
aspect/perspective of it. 0.607 0.779 (0.025)  
It would be easy for me to support negative aspects 
about the organization that others provide. 0.454 0.674 (0.029)  
Avoiding    0.770 
I wouldn't want to get involved in the debate about the 
organization although I may have enough knowledge 
about the organization. 0.501 0.708 (0.032)  
Despite my interest in or concern for the organization, 
I would avoid discussing or debating about it. 0.610 0.781 (0.029)  
When there is controversy over the organization, I 
would want to stay quiet even though I hold firm 
opinions about it. 0.440 0.663 (0.034)  
     
     
   (continued) 
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Note. All loadings are standardized and significant at the .001 level. Numbers in 
parentheses are standard errors. H indicates Coefficient H, a reliability measure based on 
Hancock and Mueller (2001).  

(Continued)     

No Commenting    0.713 
It is unnecessary to deliberately express my opinions 
or feelings about the organization. 0.518 0.720 (0.034)  
I feel that there is nothing to comment about the 
organization. 0.476 0.690 (0.034)  
It doesn’t seem critical to me at all to spend time 
having a discussion about the organization. 0.334 0.578 (0.039)  
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Table 9. Correlations of latent variables in the CFA model of communicative behaviors.  

 
Note. PP = positive proactive megaphoning. PR = positive reactive megaphoning. NP = 
negative proactive megaphoning. NR = negative reactive megaphoning. AVD = avoiding. 
NC = no commenting. 
*** p < .001 
**  p < .01 
 

 PP PR NP NR AVD NC 
PP 1      
PR .890*** 1     
NP .443*** .416*** 1    
NR .368*** .433*** .978*** 1   

AVD -.149** -.009 .164** .290*** 1  
NC -.332*** -.203*** 0.111 .191** .768*** 1 
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Table 10. Parameter estimates of the effects of POI and identity expression on relational 
and communicative outcomes. 

(continued) 

 
 

Diversity Politics Environment 

 b p R2 b p R2 b p R2 
Trust   .52   .55   .52 

POI 0.11 <.001  0.11 <.001  0.11 <.001  
IE 0.48 <.001  0.48 <.001  0.48 <.001  

Satisfaction   .61   .65   .58 

POI 0.10 <.001  0.10 <.001  0.10 <.001  
IE 0.60 <.001  0.60 <.001  0.56c <.001  

Commitment   .74   .76   .70 

POI 0.11 <.001  0.11 <.001  0.11 <.001  
IE 0.71 <.001  0.71 <.001  0.71 <.001  

Control M.   .67   .73   .71 

POI 0.14 <.001  0.14 <.001  0.14 <.001  
IE 0.57 <.001  0.57 <.001  0.63c <.001  

PP   .69   .64   .69 

POI 0.15 <.001  0.15 <.001  0.15 <.001  
IE 0.64 <.001  0.58b <.001  0.64 <.001  

PR   .50   .63   .64 

POI 0.12a .004  0.21 <.001  0.21 <.001  
IE 0.43 <.001  0.45b <.001  0.43 <.001  

NP   .054   .063   .046 

POI 0.11 .003  0.11 .003  0.11 .003  
IE 0.08 .057  0.08 .057  0.08 .057  

NR   .029   .026   .055 

POI 0.05 .085  0.05 .085  0.05 .085  
IE 0.04 .269  0.04 .269  0.07c .089  

AVD   .002   .006   .040 

POI -0.01 .660  -0.01 .660  -0.01 .795  
IE -0.02 .707  0.06b .293  -0.11c .043  

NC   .032   .13   .17 

POI -0.09 .008  -0.09 .008  -0.09 .008  
IE -0.05a .403  -0.18b .003  -0.20c <.001  
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(continued) 
 

 
 
Notes. a indicates constraints released in the diversity condition, b indicates constraints 
released in the political condition, and c indicates constraints released in the environment 
condition. POI = perception of an organization as an ingroup. Identity E. = identity 
expression. Bolded numbers indicate significance at the .05 level (only for POI and 
identity expression). Total N = 483 (N = 169 for the diversity issue, N = 151 for the 
political divide issue, and N = 163 for the environmental issue). 
  

 
 

Diversity Politics Environment 

 b p R2 b p R2 b p R2 

POI   .24   .16   .15 

Identity S. 0.22a .025  0.51b <.001  0.46c <.001  
Affirmation 0.37 .211  -0.16b .704  0.37 .211  

 
 

Org Type -0.65 .019  -0.65 .019  -0.65 .019  
Idty X Type 0.12 .156  0.12 .156  0.12 .156  

Affm X Type 0.62 .006  0.62 .006  0.62 .006  
Idy X Affm 0.23a .007  -0.092 .393  -0.092 .393  

Identity E.   .57   .53   .53 

Identity S. 0.23 <.001  0.23 <.001  -0.15c .178  
Affirmation -0.04a .894  0.18b .617  0.39c .197  

Org Type 0.06 .841  0.06 .841  -1.57c <.001  
Idty X Type -0.18 .009  -0.18 .009  0.46c <.001  

Affm X Type 0.45a .043  0.50b .027  0.65c .031  
Idy X Affm 0.03a .691  -0.06b .504  0.002c .985  

POI 0.59 <.001  0.59 <.001  0.59 <.001  
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Table 11. Parameter estimates of the effects of POI and identity expression on relational 
and communicative outcomes after modification. 

 
  

 
 

Diversity Politics Environment 

 b p R2 b p R2 b p R2 
Positive Comm   .68   .66   .69 

POI 0.20 <.001  0.20 <.001  0.20 <.001  
IE 0.60

=] 
<.001  0.60 <.001  0.60 <.001  

Trust   .52   .55   .52 

POI 0.11 <.001  0.11 <.001  0.11 <.001  
IE 0.48 <.001  0.48 <.001  0.48 <.001  

Satisfaction   .61   .65   .58 

POI 0.10 <.001  0.10 <.001  0.10 <.001  
IE 0.60 <.001  0.60 <.001  0.56c <.001  

Commitment   .74   .76   .70 

POI 0.11 <.001  0.11 <.001  0.11 <.001  
IE 0.71 <.001  0.71 <.001  0.71 <.001  

Control M.   .67   .73   .71 

POI 0.14 <.001  0.14 <.001  0.14 <.001  
IE 0.57 <.001  0.57 <.001  0.63c <.001  
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Figure 1. Hypothesized model. In this model, identity salience and affirmation have 
direct effects on individuals' identity expression (H1a and H1b). An organization's 
affirmation is hypothesized to have a direct influence on individuals perceiving the 
organization as an ingroup entity (H2a), but this effect is moderated by individuals' 
identity salience. In other words, the more salient an individual's identity is, the larger the 
effect of the organization's affirmation on the individual's perception of the organization 
as an ingroup entity (H2b). Perception of an organization as an ingroup entity also has a 
direct effect on an individual's identity expression (H3a). Identity expression and 
perception of the organization as an ingroup entity have direct effects on relational 
outcomes (H1c & H3b) and an individual's communicative behaviors (H4b & H4a).  
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Figure 2. Estimated marginal means of identities for three issues.  
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Figure 3. Estimated marginal means of identity salience among the three issue conditions 
in the main study.  
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Figure 4. The interaction effect of an organization’s affirmation and organizational types 
on identity expression.  
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Appendix A: Issue Stimuli in the Pilot Study 

Diversity Issue 

Why Can’t Silicon Valley Solve Its Diversity Problem? 

Earlier this year, companies in the Silicon Valley released its diversity numbers—which 
were only incrementally higher than they had been a year before, despite several internal 
initiatives—in a blog post that outlined what is usually known as the “pipeline” problem.  

For example, the leadership of Apple was only 3 percent black and 7 percent Hispanic in 
2016. A recent report by Recode found that women made up at most 30 percent of 
leadership roles and no more than 27 percent of technical roles at major tech companies. 
The percentages of black and Latino employees in leadership was even more dismal, 
ranging from 4 percent to 10 percent. 

Black and Latino workers fill only about five per cent of technical roles—meaning roles 
that require programming chops, whether that means writing software, designing 
interfaces, or analyzing datasets––in the tech industry, though they make up about 
eighteen per cent of computer-science graduates each year. According to Kaya Thomas, a 
Staten Island native who is studying computer science at Dartmouth College, Silicon 
Valley is losing black and Latino employees either because of prejudice, or because 
technical recruiters aren’t looking in the right places. “A lot of students from 
underrepresented backgrounds, who will get their degrees in computer science and want 
to work in the tech industry, are not working in Silicon Valley,” she said. “It’s because 
the network is so small and homogenous that if you don’t have access to it, you can’t get 
in the door. 

Divided Politics  

The Great Political Divide  

Since 1972, surveys have collected data on how Americans self-identify as liberal, 
moderate or conservative. I distilled the general ideology data from five polls — the 
American National Election Studies, the General Social Survey, Gallup, the CBS/New 
York Times surveys and the national exit polls — to determine just how polarized 
Americans are and how much more polarized they have become since the 1970s. 

About half of the public had chosen a side as a liberal or a conservative by 1972, and half 
considered themselves moderates (or were unaware of their ideology) — so the nation 
already was somewhat polarized. By 2015, the split was 56% to 44%, with liberals and 
conservatives combining to outnumber moderates. A national shift of this size is 
significant. 
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“If you go back to the days of the Civil War, one can find cases in American political 
history where there was far more rancor and violence,” said Shanto Iyengar, a Stanford 
political scientist. “But in the modern era, there are no ‘ifs’ and ‘buts’ — partisan animus 
is at an all-time high.” Mr. Iyengar doesn’t mean that the typical Democratic or 
Republican voter has adopted more extreme ideological views (although it is the case that 
elected officials in Congress have moved further apart). Rather, Democrats and 
Republicans truly think worse of each other, a trend that isn’t really about policy 
preferences. Members of the two parties are more likely today to describe each other 
unfavorably, as selfish, as threats to the nation, even as unsuitable marriage material. 

Climate Change 

Alaska’s Permafrost Is Thawing 

The Arctic is warming about twice as fast as other parts of the planet, and even here in 
sub-Arctic Alaska the rate of warming is high. Sea ice and wildlife habitat are 
disappearing; higher sea levels threaten coastal native villages. 

But to the scientists from Woods Hole Research Center who have come here to study the 
effects of climate change, the most urgent is the fate of permafrost, the always-frozen 
ground that underlies much of the state. Once this ancient organic material thaws, 
microbes convert some of it to carbon dioxide and methane, which can flow into the 
atmosphere and cause even more warming.  

Beyond the local effects on plant and animal life, the landscape changes can have an 
important climate change impact, by altering the mix of carbon dioxide and methane that 
is emitted. Although methane does not persist in the atmosphere for as long as carbon 
dioxide, it has a far greater heat-trapping ability and can contribute to more rapid 
warming. 

Dr. Holmes said that shift was not surprising given the climate trend, and he would 
expect that sub-Arctic parts of Siberia, Canada and other areas with permafrost may be 
undergoing similar changes. “There’s a massive amount of carbon that’s in the ground, 
that’s built up slowly over thousands and thousands of years,” he said. “It’s been in a 
freezer, and that freezer is now turning into a refrigerator.” 

Minimum Wage 

How the Minimum-Wage Movement Entered the Mainstream 

Seattle’s minimum wage is now rising toward fifteen dollars per hour (for some workers, 
it is already at thirteen dollars), and during this election season the Fight for 15 has 
suddenly become not a fringe movement but a mainstream one. And yesterday, California 
lawmakers passed a measure that will lift the state’s minimum wage to fifteen dollars an 
hour by 2022. Hours later, New York Governor Andrew Cuomo and state legislators 
announced that they had reached a deal to get to fifteen dollars an hour, and by as soon as 
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2018 in New York City. Combined, the New York State and California labor forces are 
roughly as large as France's. 

Jacob Vigdor, who teaches public policy at the University of Washington, is running a 
more thorough study of the effects of the wage increases, and plans to release the 
preliminary findings next month. Vigdor’s emphasis has been not just on the top-line 
numbers of jobs and wages but on mapping the shifting strategies of both businesses and 
workers: the changes in working hours, and the different choices owners make about 
what margins they will seek and what kinds of businesses they will run.  

Vigdor said his group had found that restaurant prices had gone up by between seven and 
eight per cent, and perhaps that change will force adjustments in the market, or maybe it 
is just a statistical blip. 

Community Relations 

Organizations Now Investing More into Community Relations 

Community relations has become food for the soul of organizations nowadays. No longer 
an afterthought or corporate window-dressing, community relations, as more chief 
executives are acknowledging, is now a serious, strategic aspect of business for American 
companies. 

Competitive business and social pressures are forcing a redefinition of the relationship 
between company and community. Indeed, recent research by the Walker Group, a 
management consulting firm in Indianapolis, indicates that, given the pressures that 
accompany the growing parity in the price of goods and services, companies will achieve 
an increasing competitive advantage through social responsibility. This makes strategic 
social investment all the more important for global corporations as they seek to establish 
a consistent image and market presence across the world.  

A survey of 200 community relations professionals last year indicates that support for 
community relations by the chief executive and senior management is on the upswing. 
Forty percent of respondents said support from both the chief executive and senior vice 
presidents has increased over the past year.  

“Our purpose is to give back to the community,” said Shy Averett, 36, a community 
development and event specialist in a multinational corporation. “If a product from my 
organization can help, I will use it. When I worked with the local YMCA, I used an app 
developed by our company to motivate athletes to learn to use this app for a fictitious 
NBA draft.” 
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Appendix B: Organizational Responses in the Main Study 

Affirmation (2) X Organizational type (2) 
 

DIVERSITY: FOR-PROFIT ORGANIZATION, AFFIRMATIVE 
Jayden Inc. is a United States multinational corporation. Since 1990, Jayden Inc. has 
served millions of customers and now has 845 locations across the continental US. 
Jayden Inc. is a general merchandise retailer selling products through its stores and digital 
channels. 
 
Creating a culture of belonging, inclusion and diversity is one of the core values of ours. 
We see diversity as everything that makes an employee who they are. We foster a diverse 
culture that’s inclusive of disability, religious belief, sexual orientation. We want all 
employees to be comfortable bringing their entire selves to work every day. Because we 
believe our individual backgrounds, perspectives, and passions help us create the ideas 
that move all of us forward. 
 
Creating an inclusive culture takes both commitment and action. We’re helping 
employees identify and address unconscious racial and gender bias. We’re cultivating 
diverse leadership and talent. We’re continuing our advocacy for LGBTQ equality, 
investing in resources for members from underrepresented communities, and exploring 
new ways to support employees with disabilities. We’re also strengthening our common 
bonds through on-site groups, events, and programs. 

DIVERSITY: FOR-PROFIT ORGANIZATION, NON-AFFIRMATIVE 
Since 1990, Jayden Inc. has served millions of customers and now has 845 locations 
across the continental US. Jayden Inc. is a general merchandise retailer selling products 
through its stores and digital channels. The Company's general merchandise stores offer 
an edited food assortment, including perishables, dry grocery, dairy and frozen items.  
 
DIVERSITY: NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION, AFFIRMATIVE 
Jayden is a non-profit organization based in United States aimed at rebuilding 
communities in developing countries. Since 1990, Jayden has served thousands of people 
in communities in poverties.  It has 845 branches and local chapters across the world.  
 
We see diversity as everything that makes an employee who they are. We foster a diverse 
culture that’s inclusive of disability, religious belief, sexual orientation. We want all 
volunteers and staff to be comfortable bringing their entire selves to work every day. 
Because we believe our individual backgrounds, perspectives, and passions help us create 
the ideas that move all of us forward. 

Creating an inclusive culture takes both commitment and action. We’re helping volunteers 
and staff identify and address unconscious racial and gender bias. We’re cultivating diverse 
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leadership and talent. We’re continuing our advocacy for LGBTQ equality, investing in 
resources for members from underrepresented communities, and exploring new ways to 
support employees with disabilities. We’re also strengthening our common bonds through 
on-site groups, events, and programs. 

DIVERSITY: NONPROFIT NON-AFFIRMATIVE 
Jayden is a non-profit organization based in United States aimed at rebuilding 
communities in developing countries. Since 1990, Jayden has served thousands of people 
in communities in poverties.  It has 845 branches across the world. We are committed to 
eliminating poverty from every corner of the world.  
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ENVIRONMENT: FOR-PROFIT AFFIRMATIVE 
Jayden Inc. is a United States multinational corporation. Since 1990, Jayden Inc. has 
served millions of customers and now has 845 locations across the continental US. 
Jayden Inc. is a general merchandise retailer selling products through its stores and digital 
channels. 
 
Creating a culture of sustainability and environmental conscience is one of the core 
values of ours. We will continue to embrace and support existing environmental 
measures and policies, and will implement extra steps to curtail our carbon footprints. We 
see sustainability and environmental conscience as everything that makes a better world 
for our employees, our customers, and the future generations. We implement an 
organization-wide program that monitors our carbon emission, from the supply chains to 
heating/AC in our retail locations.  
 
We want all who reside in this world to be comfortable doing business with us, knowing 
that we as an organization cares about the surrounding world. Because we believe every 
one and every organization has responsibilities to protect our mother earth. 

Sustainability takes both commitment and action. We’re publishing our quarterly 
environmental monitoring report on our website for the public. We are continuing our 
advocacy and support for environmental issues with our partner nonprofit organizations, 
investing in resources for local communities on environmental issues and exploring new 
ways to support positive environmental legislation.  

ENVIRONMENT: FOR-PROFIT NON-AFFIRMATIVE 

Since 1990, Jayden Inc. has served millions of customers and now has 845 locations 
across the continental US. Jayden is a general merchandise retailer selling products 
through its stores and digital channels. The Company's general merchandise stores offer 
an edited food assortment, including perishables, dry grocery, dairy and frozen items. 

ENVIRONMENT: NON-PROFIT AFFIRMATIVE 

Jayden is a non-profit organization based in United States aimed at rebuilding 
communities in developing countries. Since 1990, Jayden has served thousands of people 
in communities in poverties. It has 845 branches and local chapters across the world.  
 
We see sustainability and environmental conscience as everything that makes a better 
world for all. We implement programs all over the world to help local communities 
conserve energy and find innovative ways moving toward sustainability. We want all 
who reside in this world to contribute to protecting our environment, because we believe 
every one and every organization has responsibilities to protect our mother earth. 
 
Sustainability takes both commitment and action, and it starts with our own organization. 
We’re publishing our quarterly environmental monitoring report on our website for the 
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public. We are continuing our advocacy and support for environmental issues with our 
partner nonprofit organizations, investing in resources for local communities on 
environmental issues and exploring new ways to support positive environmental 
legislation.  

ENVIRONMENT: NON-PROFIT NON-AFFIRMATIVE 

Jayden is a non-profit organization based in United States aimed at rebuilding 
communities in developing countries. Since 1990, Jayden has served thousands of people 
in communities in poverties. It has 845 branches across the world. We are committed to 
eliminating poverty from every corner of the world.  
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POLITICS: FOR-PROFIT AFFIRMATIVE 

Jayden Inc. is a United States multinational corporation. Since 1990, Jayden Inc. has 
served millions of customers and now has 845 locations across the continental US. 
Jayden Inc. is a general merchandise retailer selling products through its stores and digital 
channels. 
 
Creating a welcoming culture for both our employees and our customers is one of the 
core values of ours. However, the recent decision by the Trump administration to issue a 
travel ban goes against our corporate values. We want to use this platform to formally 
voice our concerns and opposition regarding the current administration’s decision. We 
see a welcoming culture as everything that makes a better world for our employees and 
our customers. We decide to partner with relevant nonprofit organizations such as ACLU 
to make positive changes.  
 
We want all who reside in this world to be comfortable doing business with us, knowing 
that we as an organization care about the surrounding world and social issues. Because we 
believe every one and every organization has responsibilities to stand by and protect the 
values we hold dear. 

Creating such a culture takes both commitment and action. We’re continuing our advocacy 
and support for our employees who are affected by such a ban, and we are investing in 
resources and exploring new ways to make positive impact. Facing this unprecedented 
political divide in American history, we believe there is more need for organizations like 
us to make clear our stance and our values and culture. The current administration goes 
against everything we as an organization stand for. 

POLITICS: FOR-PROFIT NON-AFFIRMATIVE 

Since 1990, Jayden Inc. has served millions of customers and now has 845 locations 
across the continental US. Jayden is a general merchandise retailer selling products 
through its stores and digital channels. The Company's general merchandise stores offer 
an edited food assortment, including perishables, dry grocery, dairy and frozen items. 

 
POLITICS: NON-PROFIT AFFIRMATIVE 

Jayden is a non-profit organization based in United States aimed at rebuilding 
communities in developing countries. Since 1990, Jayden has served thousands of people 
in communities in poverties. It has 845 branches and local chapters across the world.  
 
We see creating a positive, inclusive, and welcoming environment as everything that 
makes a better world for all. However, the recent decision by the Trump administration to 
issue a travel ban goes against our organizational values. We want to use this platform to 
formally voice our concerns and opposition regarding the current administration’s 
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decision. We will to partner with other relevant nonprofit organizations such as ACLU to 
make positive changes.  
 
Standing by what we believe in takes both commitment and action, and it starts with our 
own organization. We are gathering insight on the scope of our volunteers and staff 
impacted by this policy, and will offer whatever support they need to navigate this 
situation. We are continuing our advocacy and support for political and social and 
investing in resources to support positive legislation. Facing this unprecedented political 
divide in American history, we believe there is more need for organizations like us to 
make clear our stance and our values and culture. The current administration goes against 
everything we as an organization stand for.  

POLITICS: NON-PROFIT NON-AFFIRMATIVE 

Jayden is a non-profit organization based in United States aimed at rebuilding 
communities in developing countries. Since 1990, Jayden has served thousands of people 
in communities in poverties. It has 845 branches across the world. We are committed to 
eliminating poverty from every corner of the world.  
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