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Abstract. This article draws on research in socialization, social support and
organizational justice to explore the interactions among the relational,
organizational and individual determinants of newcomers' adjustment. More
specifically, we examine the interactive effects of perceived supervisor support
(PSS), organizational socialization tactics, perceived overall justice and proactive
personality on newcomers' task mastery, role clarity and job satisfaction. The
results of a 2-wave longitudinal study on 104 new recruits of a large French bank
point out that effective socialization is a result of a synergy between relational,
organizational and individual paths. In particular, we found that the socializing
effects of PSS are stronger under conditions of institutionalized socialization
tactics, high perceived overall justice, and high newcomers' proactivity. The
theoretical and managerial implications of these results are discussed.

Joining a new firm is one of the most significant events in an employee’s
career and working life. The period of socialization into the organization is usually
synonymous with anxiety and uncertainty for the new recruit who has to face the
demands of adapting to and integrating with the firm, all the more so since the
organizational context is not only unknown but also hard to predict (Miller &
Jablin, 1991; Saks & Ashforth, 2000). The degree to which new recruits manage
to overcome this uncertainty and understand both what is expected of them and
the tacit and explicit organizational norms, largely conditions the success of their
transformation from the status of outsider to that of insider, and consequently
their well-being, performance and length of service in the firm (Bauer, Bodner,
Erdogan, Truxillo, & Tucker, 2007).

The socialization of new recruits is indeed essential if the firm’s distinctive
competences are to be preserved (Ashforth, Sluss & Saks, 2007; Lacaze, 2007).
This socialization represents a considerable economic challenge, both directly
(because of the impact on recruitment costs) and indirectly (poor integration of
new recruits might for example have an effect on the firm’s reputation on the job
market). Finally, integration is a major challenge for the recruits themselves; if
they fail to integrate, they may suffer heavy consequences (stress, loss of
confidence, costs of seeking a new job). The successful integration of new
recruits is therefore an essential component of effective and sustainable HRM.

The highly sensitive process of socialization (Liden, Bauer, & Erdogan,
2004) has given rise to a wealth of literature, mainly based on uncertainty
reduction theory (Berger, 1979; Falcione & Wilson, 1988). Along this line of
analysis, successful integration depends on the extent to which new recruits
manage to overcome the uncertainty associated with their entry into the
organization (Saks & Ashforth, 1997). For new recruits, successful integration
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translates into having a clear understanding of the tasks and roles to which they
are assigned, internalising organizational norms and being socially well-
integrated (Bauer et al., 2007; Perrot, 2008). Three actors play a key role in this
process: (1) the new recruits themselves through the efforts they make to adopt a
proactive attitude to integration; (2) the organization, thanks to the practices it
implements to guide and encourage new employees’ socialization; (3) and finally
the other members of the organization, in particular supervisors who are at once
a source of information, support and feedback (Bauer & Erdogan, 2010; Saks &
Ashforth, 1997). In further research along these lines, works inspired by the
interactionist approach to socialization (Reichers, 1987) highlight the central role
of the interactions between new recruits and their supervisors, for it is by
exchanging with others that the former derive the knowledge they need to make
sense of their environment (Bauer & Green, 1998; Jokisaari & Nurmi, 2009;
Kammeyer-Mueller, Wanberg, Rubenstein, & Song, 2013). Moreover, these
studies suggest that the socialization process depends largely on the interactions
between new recruits and their organizational and relational environment
(Ashforth et al., 2007; Griffin, Colella, & Goparaju, 2000; Reichers, 1987).

In any case, and surprisingly, little research has until now focused
systematically on the mechanisms through which the insiders, and in particular
hierarchical superiors, influence the socialization of new recruits (Jokisaari &
Nurmi, 2009; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013). Liden and his colleagues (2004:
228) for example, note that “the literature could be significantly enriched by
research on specific behaviours supervisors undertake to socialise new recruits”.
Moreover, the way in which this relational source of socialization interacts with
other socialization sources (organizational and individual), supplementing or
replacing them, remains largely unknown despite a few rare recent attempts to
explore this (e.g., Harris, Boswell, Zhang, & Xie, 2013; Kammeyer-Mueller et al.,
2013). Finally, these authors call for research on socialization to be
decompartmentalised by introducing new variables likely to play an important role
in a context of uncertainty and shed new light on the conditions for successful
integration (Harris et al., 2013; Liden et al., 2004).

The study below belongs to this still wide-open field of investigation. We
rely on research in socialization (Berger, 1979; Jones, 1986; Kammeyer-Mueller
et al., 2013; Reichers, 1987), social support (Eisenberger et al., 2002) and
organizational justice (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Lind, 2001) to explore the
interactions among the relational, organizational and individual determinants of
socialization. More specifically, our study has three major objectives: (1) to
examine the effects of perceived supervisory support on task mastery, role clarity
and new recruits’ job satisfaction; this is in line with recent studies on the active
role played by managers in the socialization process (Jokisaari & Nurmi, 2009;
Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013); (2) to echo calls for opening up the field of
socialization by integrating a variable that is particularly relevant in a context of
uncertainty, although it has never been studied in socialization research : overall
justice perceptions (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009) ; (3) finally, to contribute to the
interactionist stream of socialization (Griffin et al., 2000 ; Reichers, 1987) by
examining the ftriple interactions among perceived supervisory support as a
relational factor, the level of institutionalisation of socialization tactics and overall
justice as organizational factors and the proactive personality of new recruits as
an individual factor of socialization. This approach enables us to examine how
these contextual and dispositional elements amplify or limit the socializing effects
of supervisory support.

From a practical point of view, our research aims to show that it is
worthwhile for firms to develop global newcomers' socialization strategies that
encourage coherence and complementarity among the three components,
namely supervisory roles, new recruits’ individual characteristics and the
socialization policy set up by the firm.
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Antecedents of Socialization of the new recruits

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES

This study aims to understand the effects of complementarity and/or
substitution existing between relational, organizational and individual factors of
socialization. In what follows, we develop the theoretical argument supporting our
model (see Figure 1 below).

Figure 1. Theoretical model: a three-way interaction effect
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SUPERVISORY SUPPORT AS A KEY FACTOR OF SOCIALIZATION

The literature on organizational socialization traditionally recognises the
role of interpersonal relations between insiders and new recruits as a prime
resource for reducing uncertainty and improving integration (Reichers, 1987). In
particular, much research highlights the central role of direct supervisors in the
socialization process. These supervisors are both sources of information and
models for young recruits (e.g., Bauer & Green, 1998; Jokisaari, 2013; Jokisaari
& Nurmi, 2009; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013; Liden et al., 2004; Sluss &
Thompson, 2012; Weiss, 1977). However, the mechanisms through which
managers influence their new collaborators’ adjustment have not been much
studied (Harris et al., 2013; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013; Liden et al., 2004).
Kammeyer-Muller and his colleagues (2013) thus remark on the fact that up till
now, most research on socialization has considered supervisors either as just a
“component” of the organization or as passive information sources. As a result,
these authors add, we know little about their active contribution to the
socialization process.

In this respect, the concept of social support defined as the contribution of
emotional, instrumental and informational support (Vinokur & Van Ryn, 1993),
offers an interesting perspective. The perception of supervisory support
(Eisenberger et al.,, 2002) is in fact likely to influence different facets of
socialization by reducing new recruits’ feelings of uncertainty (Falcione & Wilson,
1988). Such support is synonymous with benevolence and positive
encouragement; by providing these very soon after new recruits enter the
organization, supervisors can actively contribute to their learning and
acculturation processes (Jokisaari & Nurmi, 2009).

Firstly, a high level of perceived support makes new recruits feel they have
primary access to the technical and normative information that they need to learn
about their job and do it well. This gives them an impression of personal
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efficiency for they feel that they are mastering their new tasks; it also results in an
increase of their intrinsic motivation (Harris et al., 2013; Liden et al., 2004).
Through supervisor support, managers can also transmit information and keys for
new collaborators giving them a better understanding of organizational decisions
and policies, what is expected of them in terms of behaviours and performance,
as well as the functional and hierarchical links between their positions and those
of other organization members (Bauer & Green, 1998; Jokisaari & Nurmi, 2009).
By doing this, supervisors help new recruits to make sense of their situation and
appropriate their new roles. Finally, the theory of affective events (Weiss &
Cropanzano, 1996), suggests that positive interpersonal interactions such as
those characterized by a perception of high supervisor support, can produce a
positive emotional state and increased satisfaction. This is all the more true if
interactions with superiors are perceived as new and significant and thus as a
significant affective trigger for new employees in a situation of uncertainty
(Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013).

However, until now, relatively few studies have examined the effects of
perceived supervisor support on the socialization of new recruits empirically (e.g.,
Bauer & Green 1998; Jokisaari & Nurmi, 2009; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013;
Slaughter & Zickar, 2006). For example Jokisaari and Nurmi (2009) showed that
the decrease in perceived supervisor support during the first two years of an
employee’s career have negative effects on the clarity of his/her role and job
satisfaction. Similarly, the results of Kammeyer-Mueller and colleagues (2013)
suggest that the level of perceived supervisor support during the first week after
recruitment has a significant effect on several areas of socialization. Supervisor
support thus appears as a critical resource for the socialization of new
employees: it provides an important channel of information, models of behaviour
and emotional experiences that condition recruits’ learning of new tasks and new
role as well as their job satisfaction. We thus propose to retain the following
hypothesis:

H1. Perceived supervisory support (PSS) positively influences new
recruits’ level of task mastery, role clarity and job satisfaction.

SPECIFIC AND GLOBAL ORGANIZATIONAL CONTINGENCIES:
SOCIALIZATION TACTICS AND OVERALL JUSTICE PERCEPTIONS

In their role as agents of socialization, managers operate in an
organizational context that may amplify or limit the effects of their actions on the
integration and adjustment of new recruits (Lind et al., 2004). More specifically,
new employees call on different organizational and contextual sources as well as
their wider entourage to reduce their uncertainty. These sources interact with the
psychological and instrumental support contributed by interpersonal sources
(Harris et al., 2013). In the same line of analysis, studies inspired by the
interactionist approach to socialization (Reichers, 1987) suggest that if we want
to grasp the full complexity of the socialization process, our models must
integrate the interactions and synergies among its relational, organizational and
individual sources (Ashforth et al., 2007; Griffin, Colella, & Goparaju, 2000; Liden
et al.,, 2004). Taking this research further, the next section focuses on the
interaction between perceived supervisor support and two organizational factors
that are particularly significant during the entry phase: the firm’s socialization
tactics and overall justice perceptions.

The role of organizational socialization tactics
In 1979, Van Maanen and Schein showed how certain organizational
practices can influence the socialization process. These authors suggest that by
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setting up suitable socialization tactics, firms can reduce new recruits’ uncertainty
and structure their integration process. They thus developed a typology of
organizational socialization tactics comprising six continuums: collective vs.
individual, formal vs. informal, sequential vs. random, fixed vs. variable, serial vs.
disjunctive, and investiture vs. divestiture.

Jones (1986) was the first to empirically measure and test the Van Maanen
and Schein (1979) typology. His results suggest that the six socialization tactics
can be considered as a single continuum with at one extremity, institutionalised
tactics (collective, formal, sequential, fixed, serial and investiture) that reflect
systematic and structured socialization; and at the other, individualised tactics
(individual, informal, random, variable, disjunctive and divestiture) that
correspond to the absence of any well-defined socialization programme where
new recruits are left to themselves. Since then, a great deal of research on
socialization has adopted Jones’ (1986) one-dimensional conceptualisation (e.g.,
Ashforth et al., 2007; Cable & Parsons, 2001; Kim, Cable & Kim, 2005). These
studies have consistently shown that the level of institutionalisation of
socialization tactics has a significant influence on the adjustment of new recruits.
As uncertainty reduction theory suggests (Berger, 1979; Falcione & Wilson,
1988), institutionalised tactics help reduce the ambiguity of the work context and
encourage new recruits adhesion to organizational norms and rules. These
tactics are thus associated with an improved level of task mastery, role clarity,
social integration, person-job fit, organizational commitment and job satisfaction
(Bauer et al., 2007; Saks, Uggerslev, & Fassina, 2007). Conversely,
individualised tactics correspond to socialization « by default » that produces
poorer quality integration (Bauer et al., 2007). On the basis of this research, we
propose retaining the following hypothesis:

H2. The level of institutionalisation of organizational socialization tactics
positively influences task mastery, role clarity and job satisfaction.

Beyond these direct effects, we suggest that organizational socialization
tactics interact with perceived supervisor support to determine the domains of
socialization. In fact, uncertainty reduction theory (Berger, 1979; Falcione &
Wilson, 1988) and the interactionist approach to socialization (Harris et al., 2013;
Griffin et al., 2000; Reichers, 1987) suggest that new recruits, in their quest for
control and predictability, will rely on information and signals both from the
organizational context and from their wider entourage. These authors also
suggest that these sources are interdependent and influence each other.
However, the extant literature provides no clear explanation of the nature of these
interactions. Some authors advance the idea that the different paths to
socialization (organizational, relational and individual) substitute for each other
such that the effects of any one path increase when the others are lacking (e.g.,
Liden et al., 2004). On the contrary others suggest that they complement each
other and interact by synergy such that each reinforces the socializing effects of
the others (e.g., Harris et al., 2013; Giriffin et al., 2000).

In this study, we adopt the second thesis, arguing that the
institutionalisation of socialization tactics tends to amplify the beneficial effects of
perceived supervisor support on new employees’ adjustment. We believe this for
two reasons: Firstly, institutionalised socialization tactics are more coherent with a
high level of perceived supervisor support because they convey the same values
of benevolence and care towards new recruits (Allen & Shanock, 2013; Harris et
al., 2013). This coherence is likely to create a synergy that amplifies the
beneficial effects of perceived supervisor support on the integration of new
recruits. On the contrary, for new recruits, individualised tactics indicate the
organization’s disengagement, weak investment and lack of interest in them
(Allen & Shanock, 2013; Saks et al., 2007). Such messages are inconsistent with,
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even contradictory to, a high level of support from supervisors and are likely to
counter the socializing effects of the latter (Harris et al., 2013). This argument is
supported by the literature in communication and information processing, notably
by Information Integration theory (Anderson, 1981) and by Cue Consistency
Theory (Miyazaki, Grewal, & Goodstein, 2005). These studies in fact show that
when an individual is simultaneously in relation with several information sources,
the messages and signals these convey have more weight and are thus more
remarkable and useful when they are consistent and in agreement with each
other than when they are disparate and contradictory.

Secondly, institutionalised socialization tactics enable new recruits to follow
a systematic, organised and structured integration process (Jones, 1986). These
formal guidelines provided by the firm complement the less formal but more
specific everyday information and explanations contributed by the supervisor
(Bauer & Green, 1998; Li, Harris, Boswell, & Xie, 2011; Sluss & Thompson,
2012). The synergy between these two sources of regulation (organization and
the immediate supervisor) is essential to the learning process. It is in this sense
that Kammeyer-Mueller and colleagues (2013) think that supervisors, through
their support, may interact positively with the organizational system by providing
information and the social acceptance necessary for successful socialization.
Similarly, Harris and colleagues (2013: 26) remark that “receiving consistent
support and informational cues from multiple socialization sources is critical for
promoting newcomers’ creative expressions.” On the basis of these arguments,
we suggest that institutionalised socialization tactics amplify the effects of
perceived supervisor support on the socialization of new recruits. Thus, we
formulate the following hypothesis:

H3. Organizational socialization tactics moderate the effects of perceived
supervisor support on task mastery, role clarity and job satisfaction such
that these effects will be stronger when socialization tactics are
institutionalised than when they are individualised.

The role of overall justice perceptions

The effects of managers’ actions on their subordinates depend not only on
elements close to the context (directly related to the action in question), but also
on more distant and diffuse elements such as the general climate of the firm or
the employees’ representations of it (Harris et al., 2013). Thus as well as specific
socialization tactics, we suggest that the effects of perceived supervisor support
on new recruits’ adjustment could be moderated by more general organizational
contingencies that are particularly noticeable in times of uncertainty: overall
justice perceptions. Overall justice in fact corresponds to individuals’ holistic
appreciation of the fairness of treatment generally received within their
organization (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009). Recent research suggests that this
overall perception has effects that reach far beyond those of more specific
appreciations of organizational justice (i.e. distributive, procedural and
interactional: Aryee, Walumbwa, Mondejar, & Chu, 2013), particularly in contexts
of uncertainty (Jones & Martens, 2009; Lind & Van den Bos, 2002; Priesemuth,
Arnaud, & Schminke, 2013). The salience of feelings of overall justice in the
context of socialization is justified by the fact that it reflects an overall evaluation
of organizational entities (social entity justice; Ambrose & Schminke, 2009)
corresponding to the need for social inclusion and control at times of uncertainty
(Bobocel, 2013). Furthermore, perceptions of overall justice are developed more
quickly and easily than perceptions of specific justice dimensions (distributive,
procedural and interactional). It is in this sense that Priesemuth and colleagues
(2013: 233) suggest "that people form overall justice perceptions regarding their
work environment to reduce uncertainty and increase understanding of a situation
and workplace.”
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The theory of uncertainty management (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002) in fact
suggests that in order to manage situations of uncertainty, individuals rapidly and
systematically form an overall appreciation of the fairness of their environment.
This perception is based on information that is easily accessible; it comes from
the individual’s initial experiences but also from observations and anticipations
relative to the different facets of organizational fairness (Ambrose & Schminke,
2009; Lind & Van den Bos, 2002). Once formed, this perception acts as a
heuristic replacing perceptions that are more difficult to construct, such as those
referring to others’ loyalty for example (Lind, 2001). This heuristic in fact guides
individuals’ attitudes towards their environment. The feeling of justice in particular
seems to act as a pivotal cognition that galvanises the transfer from « individual
mode » where the person is centred on his or her short-term interests and is thus
reluctant to collaborate with others for fear of rejection or exploitation, to « group
mode » where the person willingly trusts others, collaborates and accepts being
exposed to the risks of social interaction in order to benefit from the advantages
this offers (Lind, 2001: 67).

Applied to the context of socialization, this theory suggests that when faced
with the uncertainty of starting out in an organization, new recruits will rapidly
form an appreciation of the overall justice of their firm. Those who have the
impression that the firm treats its employees fairly will be more likely to engage in
a collaborative approach that will enable them to take full advantage of positive
interactions with insiders and in particular with their immediate superior. On the
other hand, those who perceive their new firm as unfair will be less trusting and
will probably derive less benefit from their wider entourage. By setting in action
the transfer to « group mode », the feeling of overall justice thus cultivates the
socializing effects of relational factors, especially of perceived supervisor support.
Moreover, overall justice produces a climate of security that contributes to
reducing new recruits’ feelings of uncertainty, encourages their initiative (Harris et
al., 2013) and arouses positive emotions and self evaluations (Barclay & Kiefer,
2013; Colquitt et al., 2013). This can be explained by the fact that the feeling of
being fairly treated corresponds to different basic individual needs such as
feelings of belonging, self-esteem and the feeling that one’s existence has
meaning (Cropanzano, Byrne, Bobocel, & Rupp, 2001). Because of this, justice
corresponds to organizational signals that are consistent with supervisory
benevolence and help, thus making new recruits more receptive to the benefits of
perceived supervisor support. The above arguments lead us to propose the
following hypothesis:

H4. Overall justice perceptions moderate the effects of perceived
supervisor support on task mastery, role clarity and job satisfaction such
that these effects are stronger when perceived overall justice is high than
when it is low.

Individual contingency: the proactive personality

Since this article intends to examine the interactions among relational,
organizational and individual factors of socialization, we shall now focus on a
particularly important personality trait for new recruits’ adjustment: proactive
personality. Proactive personality can be defined as an individual disposition to
take initiative, act on the environment and identify and benefit from the
opportunities offered by that environment (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Parker, Bindl,
& Strauss, 2010; Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001).

Recently, Parker and Collins (2010) showed that proactive personality is a
significant antecedent to the majority of proactive behaviours at work. Proactivity
as a personality trait and an individual difference in new recruits should therefore
be distinguished from proactive socialization behaviours (e.g. information and
feedback-seeking), although the two are obviously linked (Chan & Schmitt, 2000;
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Kammeyer-Mueller & Wanberg, 2003.) In general, research on socialization
shows that the most proactive new recruits engage in behaviours of information-
and feedback-seeking, positive assessment of situations, relationship building
and networking that enable them better to adjust and integrate socially than other
personality types (e.g., Ashford & Black, 1996; Kammeyer-Mueller & Wanberg,
2003; Li et al., 2011; Thompson, 2005).

While we recognise the contribution of these works in helping to put the
new employee at the centre of the socialization process (Kammeyer-Mueller et
al., 2013), we have chosen here to focus on a question that is less commonly
studied: that of the interaction between new recruits’ proactivity and the relational
and organizational determinants of socialization (Griffin et al., 2000; Kim et al.,
2005; Li et al., 2011). We argue that the proactive personality is a boundary
condition that tends to moderate the synergy effects mentioned above between
perceived supervisor support and socialization tactics on one hand, and
perceived supervisor support and overall justice on the other.

In fact, proactive individuals are often described as having higher
motivation and a higher need for self-actualization than others (Major, Turner, &
Fletcher, 2006; Thompson, 2005). They are also more conscientious, more
perseverant and are better able to identify and benefit from the opportunities of
their environment (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Miceli, Near, Rehg, & Scotter, 2012).
New recruits with a high level of proactivity also have a strong wish to control and
master the situations they come up against (Ashford & Black, 1996). Thanks to
their penchant for learning objectives and career development and their capacity
to make the most of favourable situations (Fuller & Marler, 2009), the most
proactive new recruits should obtain more advantages than those who are less
so, from the complementary nature and consistency between the formal
guidelines of institutionalised socialization tactics and the informal information
that comes with a high level of support from direct superiors. The
complementarity between relational and organizational determinants of
socialization constitutes an opportunity that is particularly to the advantage of the
most proactive new recruits. We thus propose the following hypothesis of three-
way interaction:

H5. The moderating effects of the level of institutionalisation of
organizational socialization tactics on the positive relationships between on
one hand, perceived supervisor support and on the other, task mastery,
role clarity and job satisfaction will be stronger for new recruits with a high
level of proactive personality.

Proactivity and the initiative taking that goes with it involve inevitable social
costs. Several studies thus suggest that new recruits consider the risks of
exclusion and rejection when they envisage engaging in proactive behaviours
such as seeking information or feedback (e.g., Miller & Jablin, 1991; Morrison,
1993). These behaviours, in essence visible, are often held back by fear of being
rejected by the group, “losing face” through being considered incompetent and
lacking autonomy or simply to avoid bothering other people. These risks are liable
to damage new recruits’ relationships with other members of the firm as well as
their own identity and self-esteem.

The climate of security, trust and support correspond to the juxtaposition of
a high level of overall justice and perceived supervisor support; these contribute
to minimising the risks and new recruits’ apprehensions; they thus give rise to a
context that encourages the expression of individual differences in terms of
proactivity and initiative. This context can be beneficial to all new recruits, but
even more to the most proactive among them for these individuals can give free
rein to their natural tendencies without fearing exclusion, rejection or shame. In
as much as they are more extrovert, more open and more likely to take initiative
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than the others (Fuller & Marler, 2009; Miceli et al., 2012), the most proactive new
recruits will probably get more benefit from the climate created by the synergy
between high levels of overall justice and perceived supervisor support. This
complementarity between the relational and organizational determinants of
socialization could therefore be viewed as an opportunity for the most proactive
new recruits, who would take more advantage of it. We thus posit the following
hypothesis of triple interaction:

H6. The moderating effect of overall justice perceptions on the positive
relationships between perceived supervisor support on one hand and task
mastery, role clarity and job satisfaction on the other, will be stronger for
new recruits with a high level of proactive personality.

METHODS

LONGITUDINAL APPROACH AND SAMPLE

This study was carried out in two measurement waves separated by three
months with 104 new recruits of a large French bank. The bank had just recruited
140 new agents (client consultants) and agreed to support this study to gain a
better understanding of the determinant factors for integrating new recruits. The
questionnaires were administered electronically: an email from the research team
asked new recruits to connect to the study website. The email described the
objective of the study and reassured respondents that their answers would
remain confidential. Each participant was given an access code to connect to the
site so that we could track respondents’ answers at both times of measure. At
Time 1, after their first week working at the bank, new recruits were asked to
reply to a first questionnaire to measure their perceptions of supervisor support,
socialization tactics, overall justice perceptions and proactive personality. After
two reminders sent during the following two weeks, 112 questionnaires were
completed, corresponding to a response rate of 80%.

The choice to administer the first questionnaire very soon after recruits had
started to work at the organization was based on the recommendations of several
researchers in socialization. These stipulate that the new recruits’ perceptions are
formed very rapidly after arrival, and have significant impacts on their future
perceptions, attitudes and behaviours (e.g., Chao et al., 1994; Kammeyer-Mueller
et al., 2013; Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 1993; Major, Kozlowski, Chao, & Garner,
1995). Furthermore, this time frame is similar to that retained in several recent
studies (e.g., Allen & Shanock, 2013; Cooper-Thomas & Anderson, 2002;
Kammeyer-Mueller & Wanberg, 2003; Dulac, Coyle-Shapiro, Hendersen, &
Wayne, 2008; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013; Sluss & Thompson, 2012). Three
months later (Time 2), a second questionnaire measuring task mastery, role
clarity and job satisfaction was administered. Finally, 104 questionnaires were
completed giving a final response rate of 73%. The average age of new recruits
participating in the study is 28 years old; 69% are women and 51% have been
educated to above a level of two years beyond high school (Baccalaureate + 2).

MEASURES

The scales were translated from English using Brislin’s (1986) back-
translation approach. For all measures of variables, new recruits had to give their
degree of agreement according to a Likert type 5-point scale (from 1: completely
disagree to 5 completely agree).

325



M@n@gement, vol. 17(5): 317-345

Perceived supervisor support. We adapted the scale developed by Eisenberger
et al. (1986, 2002) to measure perceived supervisor support. The scale
comprises 7 items and presents an excellent Cronbach’s alpha (a = 0.93). A
sample item is: « My supervisor really cares about my well-being ».

Organizational socialization tactics. We used 12 items from the scale
developed by Jones (1986) to measure the degree of institutionalisation of
socialization tactics. We opted for this short version because it comprises two
main advantages: 1) It saves space because the questionnaires are shorter -
without compromising the content of the measure and (2) Given the one
dimensional nature of the scale, these 12 items capture the construct of
organizational socialization tactics as a continuum going from individualised
tactics to institutionalised tactics (Allen & Shanock, 2013). The Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient of the scale is 0.84. « | have a good knowledge of the time it will take
me to go through the various stages of the training process in this organization »
is a sample item from this scale.

Overall organizational justice. We used 5 items from the scale developed
by Ambrose and Schminke (2009). This scale has very good internal reliability;
Cronbach’s alpha is 0.87. « Overall, I'm treated fairly by my organization » is a
sample item from this scale.

Proactive personality. Proactive personality (Claes, Beheydt, & Lemmens,
2005) was measured using a short version (6 items) of the scale developed by
Bateman and Crant (1993). It has a satisfactory Cronbach’s alpha (a = 0.73). A
sample item is: « | am always looking for better ways to do things ».

Task mastery. To measure task mastery we used the 7-item scale
developed and tested by Morrison (1993, 2002). This scale has good internal
reliability; the Cronbach’s alpha is 0.80. A sample item is « | have learned how to
successfully perform my job in an efficient manner ».

Role clarity. We used 6 items from the scale of Rizzo, House and Lirtzman
(1970) and to items from Ashford (1986) to measure role clarity. The Cronbach’s
alphais 0.92. A sample item is « | know exactly what is expected of me ».

Job satisfaction. We used the 3-item scale of Cammann et al. (1983) to
measure job satisfaction. The Cronbach’s alpha is highly satisfactory (a = 0.85).
« All'in all, | am satisfied with my job » is a sample item from this scale.

Control variables. We also measured demographic variables of sex, age
and educational level that can influence socialization indicators (Kim et al., 2005).
By relying on Becker’s (2005) and Carlson and Wu’s (2012) recommendations for
using control variables, we left these variables out of the analyses, given that
they were not related, or only very weakly, to both the independent and
dependent variables (cf. Table 1 of correlations). This “strict” approach (Carlson &
Wu, 2012) also has the advantage of maintaining the model’s statistical power
given the size of the sample.

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

We first tested the convergent and discriminant validity of the variables of
our measurement model with a series of Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFAs)
using Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 2010). Given the size of the sample and to
maintain statistical power in these analyses, we parcelled items in order to have a
maximum of 3 to 4 indicators per variable according to the recommendations of
Little, Rhemtulla, Gibson and Schoemann (2013). All the items in Appendix 1
were retained and combined each time as averages of two or three items
according to the theoretical coherence of their content (Bandalos, 2002; Little,
Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002; Little et al., 2013).

We then tested our hypotheses of two-way and three-way interactions
using a series of hierarchical moderated regressions and by using the bootstrap
method (Hayes, 2013). Our analyses were based on 5000 replications generating
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bootstrap confidence intervals for each regression coefficient. Furthermore,
following the recommendation of Cohen et al. (2003), before the regression
analyses, we centered all the variables except the dependent variables (task
mastery, clarity of role and job satisfaction). Next, in a first step, we introduced
the direct effects of perceived supervisor support, organizational socialization
tactics, overall justice perceptions and proactive personality. The introduction of
the direct effects of all these variables is a necessary step from a statistical point
of view to avoid bias in the results of the interaction effects and to be able to
interpret these even if the effects do not all correspond to the hypotheses of the
theoretical model (Aiken & West, 1991; Jaccard & Turrisi, 2003; Aguinis &
Gottfredson, 2010; Hayes, 2013; Dawson, 2014). As suggested by Dawson
(2014: 2): “The inclusion of the direct effects is essential; without this step the
regression equation is not complete and the results cannot be interpreted.” In a
second step, we introduced all the effects of two-way interactions. Finally, in a
third step, we introduced all the effects of three-way interactions between on one
hand perceived supervisor support, socialization tactics and proactive personality,
and on the other, perceived supervisor support, perceptions of overall justice and
proactive personality.

RESULTS

RESULTS OF CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSES AND COMMON METHOD
VARIANCE TESTS

The results of the test of the quality of the measurement model contribute
to support the convergent and discriminant validity of our variables. In fact, the 7-
factor model (perceived supervisor support, socialization tactics, overall justice,
proactive personality, task mastery, role clarity and job satisfaction) was tested
first. All the loadings relating the indicators to latent factors ware significant with
an average value above 0.70. This model has an excellent fit to the data with a
X2 [253] = 324.06; NNFI = 0.96; CFI = 0.97; RMSEA = 0.052 with a confidence
interval Cl = (0.033; 0.068). This model proved to be better, in terms of
significance of x2 difference (Ax2) tests, than a series of other models that
combine: (1) socialization tactics and overall justice perceptions (Ax2 [6] = 57.09,
p < 0.01); (2) perceived supervisor support and socialization tactics (Ax2 [6] =
308.35, p < 0.01); (3) perceived supervisor support and overall justice
perceptions (Ax2 [6] = 279.59, p < 0.01); (4) task mastery and role clarity (Ax2 [6]
= 65.98, p < 0.01). Finally, our model is better than that constituted with a single
factor (Harman, 1976) (Ax2 [21] = 1032.29, p < 0.01). This set of results
demonstrates the quality of the measurement model in terms of the variables’
convergent and discriminant validity.

Even if we used a longitudinal design with two waves of measure
separated by 3 months, there is a risk of Common Method Variance (CMV) given
that the data were collected from the same source, that is, new recruits
(Podsakoff, MacKensie & Podsakoff, 2012). We therefore tested this bias risk by
adding a latent method factor to our measurement model: this factor is related to
the set of indicators of our variables and is supposed to capture method bias
(Podsakoff et al., 2012). This new model has a global fit equivalent to that of our
measurement model (x2 [245] = 316.45; NNFI = 0.96; CFl = 0.97; RMSEA =
0.054). However, the amount of additional variance contributed by this model
compared to ours is only 4%. The lack of significant improvement in fit indices
and the weak value of additional variance contributed by adding a method factor
prove the absence of common method variance in our data and hence in the
analysis of our results.

1. We specify that our statistical process results
in similar findings when overall justice,
socialization tactics or even proactive personality
are considered as independnet variables in the
model. In fact, in the test of two-way or three-way
interaction effects, changing the role of the
variables such as independent or moderating
makes no difference to the test of interaction
effects and the results are similar. The argument
should only be made about theoretical choices
and coherence (Dawson, 2014:11).
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HYPOTHESES TESTS

The descriptive statistics, reliability and correlations among variables are
shown in Table 1.

Hypothesis 1 posits that perceived supervisor support positively influences
new recruits’ levels of task mastery, role clarity and job satisfaction. The results
presented in Table 2 show that perceived supervisor support is significantly
related to role clarity and job satisfaction (8 = 0.30, p < 0.01 and 3 = 0.25, p <
0.01, respectively in columns Step 1), but the direct effect of perceived supervisor
support was shown not to be significant on task mastery (8 = 0.05, ns., column
Step 1 Table 2). Hypothesis 1 is therefore partly supported.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Gender a 1.29 0.46
2.Ageb 29.33 5.77 -0.04

3. Educational 255 0.99 -0.05 -0.09
Level ¢

4. Perceived 3.76 0.79 0.11 -0.01 -0.03 (0.93)
supervisor

support

5. Socialization 3.22 0.59 0.08 -0.21* 0.01 0.47** (0.84)
tactics

6. Overall justice 3.1 0.75 0.12 -0.16 0.07 0.37**0.72** (0.87)
perceptions

7. Proactive 4.07 0.41 -0.02 -0.08 0.03 0.26** 0.13 0.09 (0.73)
personality

8. Task mastery 3.52 0.45 0.06 -0.11 0.12 0.25"* 0.24* 0.1 0.31* (0.80)

9. Role clarity 3.89 0.65 0.083 -0.07 0.04 0.50**0.44** 0.38 0.19* 0.54** (0.92)

10. Job 3.78 0.74 0.05 -0.1 0.22* 0.36**0.33** 0.47** 0.11 0.32** 0.49** (0.85)
satisfaction

Note. N = 104. Cronbach’s alpha is shown diagonally. a. For Gender: (1) Female; (2) Male. b. Age
in years. c. For Educational Level: (1) lower than high school diploma; (2) High school diploma
(Baccalaureat); (3) Bachelor’s degree; (4) 4 year Master’s degree; (5) 5 year Master’s degree or
higher.

tp<.10;*p<.05;" p<.01.

Hypothesis 2 posits that institutionalised socialization tactics positively
influence task mastery, role clarity and job satisfaction. The result in Table 2 for
the direct effects (Step 1) show that there is a significant positive link between
socialization tactics and task mastery (B = 0.16, p < 0.05), role clarity (B = 0.29, p
< 0.01) and job satisfaction (8 = 0.26, p < 0.01). Hypothesis 2 is thus supported.
Hypothesis 3 suggests that the effects of perceived supervisor support are
moderated by socialization tactics. The results of the test of two-way interactions
(Step 2, Table 2) show that the interaction (perceived supervisor support x tactics)
has a significant impact on role clarity (8 = 0.37, p < 0.01; AR2 = 0.046) and job
satisfaction (B = 0.51, p < 0.01; AR2 = 0.067), but has no significant impact on
task mastery (B = 0.09, ns.). In order to facilitate the interpretation of these
interaction effects, we represented them graphically, following the
recommendations of Aiken and West (1991). Figure 2 shows that the impact of
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perceived supervisor support on role clarity is stronger in the case of strongly
institutionalised socialization tactics (Mean + Standard deviation) than in the case
of weakly institutionalised (individualised) socialization tactics (Mean — Standard
deviation). We also carried out a significance test of this moderating effect. For
strongly institutionalised socialization tactics, the link between perceived
supervisor support and role clarity is positive and significant (B = 0.43, p < 0.01)
whereas this link has no significance when the institutionalisation of tactics is
weak (B = 0.05, ns.). The test of difference between these two cases is also
significant (T of Student = 4.43, p < 0.01). Figure 3 shows that the impact of
perceived supervisor support on job satisfaction is positive and significant when
the institutionalisation of socialization tactics is strong (B = 0.43, p < 0.01)
whereas this impact becomes non significant (3 = - 0.16, ns.) when the
institutionalisation of socialization tactics is weak. The test of difference between
the two cases is also significant (T of Student = 6.10, p < 0.01). Hypothesis 3 is
thus partially supported.

Figure 2. The moderating effect of socialization tactics on the relationship
between perceived supervisor support and role clarity

Role Clarity
L

ro

1 2 3 4 5

Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS)

— Institutionalised socialisation tactics

= = = Individualised socialisation tactics

Figure 3. The moderating effect of socialization tactics on the relationship
between perceived supervisor support and job satisfaction

Job Satisfaction

1 2 3 4 5
Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS)

Institutionalised socialisation tactics
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Hypothesis 4 posits that overall justice perceptions moderate the effects of
perceived supervisor support on task mastery, role clarity and job satisfaction.
The results of the analyses shown in Table 3 (Step 2) show that the moderating
effect of overall justice perceptions is not significant for the link between
perceived supervisor support and task mastery (8 = - 0.01, ns.), or on the
relation with role clarity (8 = 0.10, ns.). However, the moderating effect of overall
justice is significant on the relation between perceived supervisor support and job
satisfaction (B = 0.25, p < 0.05; AR2 = 0.03). We represented this effect
graphically (Aiken & West, 1991). Figure 4 shows that the impact of perceived
supervisor support on job satisfaction is positive and significant when overall
justice is strong (B = 0.31, p < 0.01), whereas this impact becomes non
significant (B = — 0.06, ns.) when overall justice is weak. The test of difference
between the two cases is also significant (T of Student = 2.98, p < 0.01).
Hypothesis 4 is thus partially supported.

Figure 4. Moderating effect of overall justice on the relationship between perceived
supervisor support and job satisfaction

Job Satisfaction

)

1 2 3 4 5

Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS)

— High overall justice === Low overall justice

Hypothesis 5 posits that the moderating effects of organizational
socialization tactics between perceived supervisor support on one hand and task
mastery, role clarity and job satisfaction on the other are stronger for new recruits
with a high level of proactive personality. The results of the test of three-way
interaction (Table 2, Step 3) show that this interaction is significant only for task
mastery (B = 0.99, p < 0.01; AR2 = 0.095). These results are supported by non-
standardised boundaries of the bootstrap confidence interval [Cl = 0.42, 1.56]
where there is no zero, which confirms the significance of the three-way
interaction (Hayes, 2013). It is important to specify that in analysing three-way
interaction effects, the significance of direct effects and lower-order interaction
effects (i.e. two-way interactions) are not a necessary condition, thus only the
significance of the term of three-way interaction should be considered (Aiken &
West, 1991). To interpret this interaction effect, we followed Dawson and
Richter’s (2006) approach and represented the triple interaction graphically. This
procedure has recently been used in numerous studies (Andrevski, Brass, &
Ferrier, 2013; Reinholt, Pedersen, & Foss, 2011; Godart, Maddux, Shipilov, &
Galinsky, 2014; Perry et al., 2013; Zhang & Peterson, 2011). Figure 5 shows that
for a high level of perceived supervisor support (PSS), task mastery is higher in
the case of strong institutionalisation of socialization tactics and for new recruits
with a high level of proactive personality. The additional part of variance
explained by the three-way interaction (AR2) is equal to 0.095. This value is
relatively high, but remains comparable to that of other studies dealing with three-
way interactions (Reinholt et al, 2011; Den Hartog & Belschak, 2012). The level of
task mastery appears to be weakest for combinations where proactive personality
or institutionalisation of tactics is weak. Hypothesis 5 is thus partially supported.
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Figure 4. Moderating effect of overall justice on the relationship between perceived
supervisor support and job satisfaction
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Hypothesis 5 posits that the moderating effects of organizational
socialization tactics between perceived supervisor support on one hand and task
mastery, role clarity and job satisfaction on the other are stronger for new recruits
with a high level of proactive personality. The results of the test of three-way
interaction (Table 2, Step 3) show that this interaction is significant only for task
mastery (B = 0.99, p < 0.01; AR2 = 0.095)2. These results are supported by non-
standardised boundaries of the bootstrap confidence interval [Cl = 0.42, 1.56]
where there is no zero, which confirms the significance of the three-way
interaction (Hayes, 2013). It is important to specify that in analysing three-way
interaction effects, the significance of direct effects and lower-order interaction
effects (i.e. two-way interactions) are not a necessary condition, thus only the
significance of the term of three-way interaction should be considered (Aiken &
West, 1991). To interpret this interaction effect, we followed Dawson and
Richter’s (2006) approach and represented the triple interaction graphically. This
procedure has recently been used in numerous studies (Andrevski, Brass, &
Ferrier, 2013; Reinholt, Pedersen, & Foss, 2011; Godart, Maddux, Shipilov, &
Galinsky, 2014; Perry et al., 2013; Zhang & Peterson, 2011). Figure 5 shows that
for a high level of perceived supervisor support (PSS), task mastery is higher in
the case of strong institutionalisation of socialization tactics and for new recruits
with a high level of proactive personality. The additional part of variance
explained by the three-way interaction (AR2) is equal to 0.095. This value is
relatively high, but remains comparable to that of other studies dealing with three-
way interactions (Reinholt et al, 2011; Den Hartog & Belschak, 2012)3. The level
of task mastery appears to be weakest for combinations where proactive
personality or institutionalisation of tactics is weak. Hypothesis 5 is thus partially
supported.

Hypothesis 6 posits the existence of three-way interaction between
perceived supervisor support, overall justice perceptions and proactive
personality on task mastery, role clarity and job satisfaction. The results
presented in Table 3 (Step 3) show that this three-way interaction is only
significant for task mastery (B = 0.65, p < 0.01; AR2 = 0.053). Non-standardised
boundaries of the bootstrap confidence interval [Cl = 0.13, 1.17] have no zero
and thus confirm the significance of the three-way interaction (Hayes, 2013).
Furthermore, the part of additional variance explained by the three-way
interaction (AR2) is equal to 0.053. This value is comparable to that of other
studies dealing with three-way interactions (Reinholt et al., 2011; Zhang &
Peterson, 2011).

M@n@gement, vol. 17(5): 317-345

2. For job satisfaction, the results of three-way
interactions tests remain stable and non-
significant with or without the inclusion of
educational level as a control variable
(educational level was the only control variable
that was significantly correlated to job
satisfaction, see Table 1).

3. Readers should be cautious when interpreting
this additional part of variance because of the
relatively small sample size and risks of
collinearity between the components of two-way
and three-way interactions (Godart et al., 2014).
We note though that the VIF tests indicate the
absence of any multicollinearity problem in our
analyses (VIF < 2). We thank the Editor
for drawing our attention to this issue.
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Figure 5. The three-way interaction effect between perceived supervisor
support (PSS), socialization tactics and proactive personality
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Figure 6 presents this interaction graphically and shows that task mastery
is higher when perceived supervisor support is strong, when overall justice
perceptions are strong and when new recruits have a strong proactive
personality. The other combinations are less significant or even irrelevant
concerning the impact on task mastery. Hypothesis 6 is partially supported.

Figure 6. The three-way interaction between perceived supervisor support (PSS),
overall justice and proactive personality
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DISCUSSION

This study set out to examine the effects of perceived supervisor support
(PSS) on newcomers’ task mastery, role clarity and job satisfaction as well as the
degree to which these effects are moderated by organizational and individual
factors (respectively organizational socialization tactics, overall justice and
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proactive personality). In the section that follows, we discuss our main results,
expanding on its theoretical and managerial contributions. We conclude by
presenting the study’s main limits and proposing avenues for future research.

THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS

We think that this study contributes three important elements to research
on socialization. Our first result suggests that perceived supervisor support has a
positive influence on new recruits’ role clarity and job satisfaction. This result
confirms the key role attributed to supervisors in the socialization process (Bauer
et al.,, 2007; Slaughter & Zickar, 2006), and contribute to the recent wave of
research aiming to identify how far supervisors contribute actively to new
recruits’ adjustment. Our study is thus in line with those of Bauer and Green
(1998), Jokisaari and Nurmi (2009) and Kammeyer-Mueller and colleagues
(2013) in suggesting that by lending their support to newcomers very early on,
supervisors can help them to understand their new roles, reduce the uncertainty
of the organizational context and develop job satisfaction. In the socialization
process, supervisors do not only have a passive role consisting of responding to
newcomers’ request for information. It is probable that from the very first day that
newcomers enter the organization, supervisors have an active role consisting of
supporting informing, encouraging, reassuring and guiding the new recruits in

their quest to understand their new working environment. However, even if
their role is an important one, supervisors are not the only source of socialization.
The most important contribution of this research is to offer, to our knowledge, one
of the first empirical tests suggesting that successful socialization depends on
synergies between relational, organizational and individual factors. In fact, our
results show that the positive impact of perceived supervisor support on certain
indicators of socialization is amplified, firstly by the implementation of
institutionalised organizational tactics (for role clarity and job satisfaction), and
secondly by the guarantee of a high level of overall justice (as far satisfaction is
concerned). This means in particular that if new recruits are to fully integrate the
prerogatives, objectives and priorities relative to their new role, there must be
harmony and coherence between the formal socialization programme defined by
the firm and the everyday support recruits receive from their supervisor.
Furthermore, our results suggest that the most proactive new recruits benefit
more from these synergies between supervisory support, socialization tactics and
overall justice by mastering their tasks to a higher level. It is also interesting to
note that it is only at the stage of three-way interactions that our model predicts
task mastery. This could mean that the capacity of new recruits to do their new
job well is the result of a conjunction between their own efforts, those of the
manager, and those of the organization.

By highlighting the importance of interactions between new recruits and
their relational and organizational context, this set of results contributes to
interactionist research on socialization (Griffin et al., 2000; Harris et al., 2013;
Reichers, 1987). In this stream, socialization appears as a multi-determined and
complex process (Perrot & Campy, 2009), whose success depends on a certain
“alchemy” among the various levels of influence. Our research also contributes to
the nascent debate on the nature of the interactions among the different
antecedents of socialization in that it indicates, like Harris and colleagues (2013)
that the paths leading to new employees’ integration complete and reinforce each
other rather than replacing each other (Liden et al., 2004).

Finally a third contribution of our research relates to the role of perceived
organizational justice in the socialization process. Our results suggest that when
new recruits think that their firm treats employees fairly, they react to the support
offered by their supervisors with greater satisfaction, and also with increased
mastery of their tasks for the most proactive among them. This result contributes
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to the literature on socialization by showing, for the first time, that overall justice
could constitute an organizational factor that contributes to the integration of
newcomers by creating a climate of security and trust (Barclay & Kiefer, 2013;
Harris et al., 2013) that makes them more receptive to the socializing effects of
perceived supervisor support. We thus contribute to research on organizational
justice by testing the precepts of uncertainty management theory (Lind & Van den
Bos, 2002) in a new context, that of socialization. Our results thus corroborate the
heuristic role of justice in situations of uncertainty.

MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

With regard to the vital importance of the socialization process for firms’
performance and long-term future (Liden et al., 2004), practitioners are
continually seeking new ways of improving new recruits’ integration. Our study
provides a few possibilities. Firstly, our results indicate that managers should pay
particular attention to the way they treat newcomers and to the support they
provide; and this from the very first days of employment. One possible opening is
to train supervisors in constructive interpersonal communication techniques (soft
and rational communication tactics) based on persuasion, listening and empathy
(Falbe & Yukle, 1992; Jokisaari & Nurmi, 2009), as well as giving them training in
the principles of interactional justice (Skarlicki & Latham, 2005). Such training
would enable them to be aware of the effects of their behaviours on new recruits’
integration and would improve their capacity to give newcomers the necessary
support and information. Another possibility would be to include support for new
recruits in managers’ performance evaluation criteria (using a 360° evaluation
system, for example) in order to institutionalise the importance of this type of
behaviour within the firm (Harris et al., 2013). If active contributions to socializing
new employees have until now been considered as discretionary behaviours
beyond the scope of the manager’s formal role, some recent research calls for
these behaviours to be integrated into formal requirements (e.g., Kammeyer-
Mueller et al., 2013).

Our results also suggest that successful socialization depends on
synergies among the efforts of supervisors, the organization and the new recruits
themselves. In particular, firms could amplify the socializing effects of managers’
support by setting up institutional socialization tactics and a high level of overall
justice. These synergies could also be accentuated by explicitly involving
managers in organizational socialization policies (Sluss & Thompson, 2012). This
would make the signals from these two sources of socialization more coherent
and complementary.

LIMITS AND AVENUES FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The results of this research should be interpreted in the light of a number
of limits that open avenues for future research. Firstly, the generalisation of our
results is limited by the relatively small size of our sample (N = 104) and the fact
that our study is restricted to the French banking sector. It would be useful to
replicate the study in other sectors and other cultural contexts. It would also be
interesting to test whether the heuristic role of justice during the socialization
period is not dependent on the level of uncertainty perceived by new recruits
(Rodell & Colquitt, 2009). In fact, it seems reasonable to suppose that the
stronger new recruits’ feelings of uncertainty, the more they would tend to
mobilise their perceptions of overall justice as a decision making heuristic to
guide their judgments attitudes and behaviours.

A second limit concerns our methodology. Our data were collected from the
same respondents thus generating a risk of common method variance (Podsakoff
et al., 2012). However, this is a longitudinal study and the two measuring times
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were separated by a period of 3 months in order to reduce this bias. Moreover
the analyses reveal the effects of two-way and three-way interactions that would
have been difficult to detect in the presence of common method variance (Evans,
1985).

The reach of our results could also be limited by the timing of the empirical

design. In fact, on the basis of recent theoretical and empirical arguments (e.g.,
Allen & Shanock, 2013; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013), we chose to measure
new recruits’ perceptions of supervisor support, overall justice and socialization
tactics very soon after their entry into the firm. These initial perceptions could
partly reflect anticipation resulting from pre-hiring interactions between the recruit
and the firm (for example, during recruitment), and not only reflect the actual
experience of the company during the early days of socialization. Ideally, future
research should measure new recruits’ anticipations, their perceptions soon after
joining and several times during the first year of work in order to understand the
effects of initial perceptions as well as the evolution of those perceptions.
A final limit concerns the indicators of socialization examined in this study. In
order to maintain the statistical power of our analyses, we chose to only include
task mastery, role clarity and job satisfaction as dependent variables in our
model. Although these indicators do reflect the learning process and affective
state of new recruits, they do not capture other important facets of socialization
such as social integration and acculturation (Chao et al., 1994). The theoretical
reasoning developed here leads us to expect that the traditional indicators of
socialization will be positively impacted by the reinforcement effects between
perceived supervisor support, institutionalisation of organizational tactics, overall
justice and new recruits’ level of proactivity. On the contrary, it could be different
when trying to forecast how far new recruits will engage in creative and
innovative behaviours such as role innovation, behaviours that are generally
favoured by individualised socialization tactics. Future research examining how
the relational, organizational and individual pathways interact to determine these
other indicators would greatly contribute to our understanding of the necessary
conditions for successful socialization.

As discussed above, these results point to a synergy between relational,
organizational and individual paths to socialization. However, it is important to
note that a detailed analysis of our three-way interaction results (see Figures 5
and 6) reveals complex patterns of interaction where the level of one or several
variables is low: the hypothesis of substitution and compensation effects cannot
be completely dismissed given the high number of possible combinations and the
complexity of the three-way interactions. This complexity invites continued
research into the nature of the interactions among the determinants of
socialization. Two avenues in particular appear interesting: (1) to take account of
other proximal (social integration, political knowledge about the organization, etc.)
and distal (organizational commitment, intentions to stay, performance in the role
and extra-role, etc.) indicators of socialization in order to examine whether the
nature of these interactions (multiplicative vs. substitutive) depends on the
specific characteristics of the socialization outcome studied; (2) to examine the
role of each of these dimensions of organizational socialization tactics (Jones,
1986; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979) specifically and not via unidimensional
conceptualisation. In fact, it is possible that some of these tactics amplify the
socializing effects of perceived supervisor support (PSS) whereas others replace
it. For example, the institutionalisation of tactics regarding the content of
socialization (sequential and fixed) could give new recruits information that
completes the information from the supervisor, whereas using social tactics
(serial and investiture) that encourage informal interactions between new recruits
and members of the organization, could constitute a substitute for contributions of
PSS in terms of social integration and acculturation (Liden et al., 2004).
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Finally, researchers could also focus on the roles of other socializing
agents such as work colleagues and mentors (Bauer & Green, 1998; Kammeyer-
Mueller et al., 2013). The mechanisms through which these actors influence new
recruits’ adjustment and the nature of the interactions between these
mechanisms and the antecedents examined in our study remain largely
unexplored. In general, we hope that future research will continue to explore the
interactions among the organizational, relational and individual levels of
socialization. The complexity of the socialization process calls for analytical
frameworks that integrate existing knowledge on the determinants of new
recruits’ learning and integration (Ashforth et al., 2007). With this article, we hope

to have contributed to this promising research stream.
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APPENDIX A. MEASUREMENT SCALES USED IN THE STUDY

Perceived Supervisor Support — PSS (Eisenberger et al., 1986, 2002)

My supervisor values my contributions to the organization’s well-being

*My supervisor really cares about my well-being.

*My supervisor would consider any complaint from me.

*My supervisor is willing to extend itself in order to help me perform my job to the
best of my ability.

*My supervisor cares about my general satisfaction at work.

My supervisor takes pride in my accomplishments at work.

My supervisor fails to appreciate any extra effort from me.

Organizational socialization tactics (Jones, 1986; Ashforth & Saks, 1996 ;
Allen & Shanock, 2013)

*The movement from role to role and function to function to build up experience
and a track record is very apparent in this organization.

*The following statement describes the attitude of my organization toward
newcomers: "We like you as you are; don't change,"

I haven’t had to change my attitudes and values to be accepted in this
organization.

+Almost all of my colleagues have been supportive of me personally.

My colleagues have gone out of their way to help me adjust to this organization.
+This organization put newcomers through a set of training experiences which are
specifically designed to give them a thorough knowledge of job related skills.
*Experienced organizational members see advising or training newcomers as one
of their main job responsibilities in this organization.

| am gaining a clear understanding of my role in this organization from observing
my senior colleagues.

| have been generally left alone to discover what my role should be in this
organi- zation.

*| have a good knowledge of the time it will take me to go through the various
stages of the training process in this organization.

| can predict my future career path in this organization by observing other
people's experiences.

*The way in which my progress through this organization will follow a fixed
timetable of events has been clearly communicated to me.

Overall justice (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009)

*For the most part, this organization treats its employees fairly.

*Overall, I'm treated fairly by my organization.

+In general, the treatment | receive around here is fair.

*Most of the people who work here would say they are often treated fairly.
«In general, | can count on this organization to be fair.

Proactive Personality (Bateman & Crant, 1993)

| am always looking for better ways to do things.

*| love being a champion for my ideas even against others’ opposition.
*No matter what the odds, if | believe in something | will make it happen. .
*| excel at identifying opportunities.

«If | see something | don't like, | fix it.

«If | believe in an idea, no obstacle will prevent me from making it happen.

Task mastery (Morrison, 1993, 2002)
| have mastered the required tasks of my job.
I am confident about the adequacy of my job skills and abilities.
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*| rarely make mistakes when conducting my job assignments.

*It seems to take me longer than planned to complete my job assignments.

+| feel competent conducting my job assignments.

I have not fully developped the appropriate skills and abilities to successfully
perform my job.

I have learned how to successfully perform my job in an efficient manner.

Role clarity (Rizzo, House & Lirtzman, 1970 ; Ashford, 1986)

| know exactly what is expected of me.

«It is clear to me exactly what | should do in order to perform my job better.

| know what my responsabilities are.

*| get enough information about performance standards within my department.
+| feel certain about how much authority | have been given to do my job.
*There are clear planned goals and objectives for my job.

*Explanation is clear of what has to be done.

I know if my work will be acceptable to my boss.

Job satisfaction (Cammann et al., 1983)
«All'in all, | am satisfied with my job.

*In general, | like working here.

*In general, | don’t like my job.
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