
ABSTRACT 
 

SALL, ENGLISH GREY. Psychological Profiles of Individuals Attracted to Social Impact 
Organizations. (Under the direction of Dr. Lori Foster.) 
 
The selection, recruitment, and retention of employees is a challenge for organizations of all 

types (Cable, 2014). This research aims to provide practitioners who work in the social impact 

space with information about the type of workers attracted to social impact organizations (SIOs). 

A total of 914 individuals completed survey questions about their attraction to SIOs.  

Respondents were also assessed on six career interests, nine personality traits, and four attitudes, 

which were explored as potential predictors of attraction to SIOs. Correlation results indicated 

that five of the six career interests assessed were positively related to attraction to SIOs. Multiple 

regression results indicated that investigative, artistic, and social career interests positively 

predicted attraction to SIOs, whereas realistic and enterprising interests negatively predicted 

attraction to SIOs. Of the personality variables measured, several were significantly positively 

related to SIO attraction: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness, prosocial 

work motivation, self-esteem, and generalized self-efficacy. Neuroticism was the only 

personality variable that was negatively correlated with SIO attraction. Three personality 

variables remained significantly related to SIO attraction when analyzed in a multiple regression: 

extraversion, agreeableness, and prosocial work motivation.  A correlation analysis of the 

attitude variables indicated that motivation to lead and life satisfaction were positively 

correlated, and conservatism was negatively correlated with SIO attraction. A follow-up multiple 

regression revealed that motivation to lead was positively predictive and conservatism was 

negatively predictive of SIO attraction. Finally, a Latent Profile Analysis revealed three naturally 

occurring groups: “Triple C Group (Confident, Competent, Content)” “Uncertain” and “Dutiful.” 



A subsequent Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) demonstrated that people characterized as “Triple 

C” are significantly more attracted to SIOs than those with the other two profiles.  
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Introduction 

All organizations reap benefits from better understanding their respective applicant pools and 

workforces. Understanding the characteristics of an applicant pool can help organizations 

diversify their recruitment efforts to better target candidates who will be successful and can 

enhance the fit between those hired and the environment in which they will be working. The 

purpose of this exploratory study is to shed light on the type of job seeker who is attracted to 

social impact organizations (SIOs). Specifically, this study will help SIOs better understand the 

vocational interests, personality, and attitudes of people who are attracted to working for these 

types of organizations. Armed with this knowledge, SIOs should be able to select, recruit and 

retain employees more effectively, efficiently, and economically.  

SIOs are broadly defined as organizations that prioritize the achievement of a social 

mission over profit (Impact Careers Initiative, 2013). They include, but are not limited to, 

nonprofits. For-profit organizations may also fall under the SIO umbrella if they are not under 

mandate or obligation to prioritize profit above all else. In other words, if an organization can 

make a profit or generate revenue while prioritizing a social mission, it is a social impact 

organization. A Benefit Corporation (B-Corp) is an example of a category of SIO that is 

registered in the United States. Registering as a B-Corp allows organizations to make corporate 

decisions that consider not only the costs and benefits to their stakeholders but also to the 

communities and mission they are serving.  

SIOs are an important part of today’s global economy not only from a financial 

perspective but also with respect to their capacity to contribute to human welfare. Of course, 

SIOs can only be as good as the talent they attract. This places an imperative on understanding 

the characteristics of those drawn to such employers.  
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Social impact organizations in general, and non-profits in particular, suffer from high turnover 

rates (Selden & Sowa, 2015) and face fierce competition in the so-called “war for talent” (Impact 

Careers Initiative, 2013). Previous research cites various reasons for these high attrition rates. 

Some of these explanations include: insufficient access to development for employees (Selden & 

Sowa, 2015), lack of coworker and career support (Tews, Michel, & Ellingson, 2013), and lack 

of culture fit (Impact Careers Initiative, 2013; Humphrey, R., Pollack, J., Hawver, T., (2008). 

Such issues could be more adequately addressed if organizations had a better understanding of 

their employees. 

A number of potential explanatory variables, or predictor variables, are included in the 

current investigation in order to provide an expansive picture of what personal characteristics 

may and may not contribute to prospective job seekers’ attraction to SIOs. In selecting the 

predictor variables for inclusion, priority was given to explanatory variables that (a) conceptually 

relate to the desire to work for a SIO, and/or (b) are important for organizational well-being. 

These latter variables are valuable in helping SIOs better understand how their prospective 

applicant pool fares with respect to the characteristic in question, which can contribute to or 

detract from the overall health of the organization. The overarching goal of this research is to 

determine not only if the various vocational interests, personality traits, and attitudes relate to 

SIO attraction in isolation but more importantly whether there are combinations or profiles of 

characteristics that explain such attraction.  

Personality 

It is expected that those who feel more capable and confident in their capacity to change the 

world will be especially attracted to SIOs. Perhaps such individuals are more convinced than 

their counterparts that they have what it takes to help solve the pressing challenges of our day 
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rather than succumbing to the notion that they are too inexperienced or powerless to effect social 

change. This possibility suggests several personality variables worth exploring, which are 

described below. 

Narcissism. Narcissism is a personality trait that has garnered a great deal of scientific and 

media attention. Narcissism is defined as a personality trait conceived of excessive self-love 

(Raskin & Terry, 1988). People with high levels of narcissism tend to have a very high opinion 

of their own self-worth and hold the belief that they are superior to others (Raskin & Terry, 

1988). Narcissism is marked not only by feelings of superiority but also the need for recognition, 

power, and authority (Raskin & Terry1988). Narcissism can be considered in both clinical and 

subclinical terms. Subclinical narcissism is the type of narcissism of interest in this study as it is 

not severe enough to disrupt day-to-day life. Subclinical narcissism is sometimes known as 

“normal narcissism.”  

People naturally vary with respect to this personality trait, which has been linked to 

different outcomes. For example, some researchers have studied the effect of varying levels of 

narcissism with leaders. This research suggests that a CEO’s narcissistic tendencies, specifically 

his or her need for attention, are drivers for initiating corporate social responsibility programs 

(programs that enable organizations to fulfill social responsibility activities; Nevicka, De Hoogh, 

Van Vianen, Beersma, & McIlwain, (2011). This need for attention could also translate into a 

desire to work for a social impact organization. For instance, those with normal-narcissistic 

tendencies may be especially likely to possess the confidence that they can make the world a 

better place thereby increasing motivation to work for an organization with such a mission.   

It is worth noting that several popular media sources have touted that today’s young adults (i.e., 

the Millennial Generation, or “millennials”) are the most narcissistic generation to date 
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(Vedantam, (2016).). Research exploring this phenomenon is currently on the rise. While 

academic validation is somewhat lacking, many research centers, such as Pew and McKinsey as 

well as general media such as Huffington Post and New York Times, offer support for this notion 

(Barsh, Brown, & Kian, 2016; Pappas, 2016; Widdicombe, 2016). Meanwhile, emerging parallel 

research suggests that millennials are also more likely to mold their careers to center around a 

social mission (Pew Research Center, 2010). The current study does not solely focus on the 

millennial generation. However, the idea that this generation may be somehow simultaneously 

more narcissistic and more motivated to make an impact on the world through their work 

suggests a link between one’s psychological profile and attraction to employment with a SIO.   

Generalized Self-Efficacy. Generalized self-efficacy (GSE) is another dimension of personality 

that may impact attraction to SIOs. GSE is an optimistic self-belief that one can perform novel or 

difficult tasks or cope with adversity (Shwarzer & Jerusalem 1995). GSE promotes goal setting, 

effort investment, and persistence in the face of stress or setbacks (Shwarzer & Jerusalem 1995) 

GSE has been shown to moderate the relationship between volunteer intention and action, such 

that intention was more likely to lead to action when GSE was higher (Shwarzer & Jerusalem 

1995). Considering this relationship, GSE is an important variable to consider in the present 

research.  Moreno-Jiménez and Villodres (2010) found that GSE is negatively associated with 

burnout. This suggests that individuals with higher GSE will be able to persevere towards their 

goals longer than those with lower GSE. It is important for SIOs to recruit and retain individuals 

who feel competent to do their work and accomplish their goals and who can move from 

intention to action without feeling strained. Increased GSE could heighten attraction to SIOs if 

GSE increases job seekers’ confidence that they are capable of effecting positive social change 

through their work. 
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Locus of Control. Both external and internal locus of control (LOC) are also worth exploring. 

External LOC is the belief that one has little control over what happens to him or her. An 

individual with an external LOC believes that he or she is at the mercy of the world (Rotter, 

1966). On the other hand, internal LOC is the belief that one is an active agent (rather than a 

submissive agent) in determining his or her circumstances (Bellucci, Gabriel, & Nehrke, 1978). 

For example, people who have strong internal LOC believe events and outcomes in their life are 

primarily a result of their own actions. People with an internal locus of control would be more 

likely to explain success on an exam or a job promotion in terms of their own actions and 

attributes whereas their counterparts with a more external locus of control would tend to attribute 

such successes to luck, fate, or other outside influences. An internal LOC could heighten the 

perception that one can, in fact, effect social change through his or her work efforts, whereas an 

external LOC may promote skepticism regarding whether changes in the world have anything to 

do with one’s own decisions and actions. Therefore, it is possible that individuals with an 

internal LOC will be more attracted to SIOs than those with an external LOC. LOC and 

narcissism have often been linked as similarly manifesting constructs (Bayse, Allgood, & Van 

Wyk, 1992). In addition, internal LOC is positively related to generalized self-efficacy (Judge & 

Bono, 2001). However, these constructs are clearly distinct and worth considering individually in 

the present study. 

The Big Five. To get a comprehensive picture of an individual and how certain personality 

characteristics relate to SIO attraction, the Big Five personality traits are considered. The traits 

that make up the Big Five are agreeableness, neuroticism, extraversion, conscientiousness, and 

openness to experience (Goldberg, 1993). Agreeableness is the tendency to be compassionate 

and cooperative towards others rather than suspicious and antagonistic. Neuroticism is described 
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as a lack of emotional stability and a propensity toward unpleasant emotions like anger, anxiety, 

and depression. Extraversion is defined as having high levels of energy and positive emotions, 

being sociable, being talkative and seeking stimulation in the company of others. 

Conscientiousness is the inclination to show self-discipline, act dutifully, and aim for 

achievement. Finally, openness to experience reflects a person’s degree of intellectual curiosity, 

creativity, and preference for novelty and variety (John & Srivastava, 1999). 

Some of the Big Five personality traits have been linked to other variables included in the 

present study as well as to variables that are conceptually like SIO attraction. For example, 

agreeableness has been related to prosocial behavior and specifically to volunteerism (Gustavo 

et. al., 2005; Smith & Nelson, 1975). Graziano and Eisenberg state that agreeableness 

encompasses soft-heartedness, trust, altruism, modesty, and compliance, which suggests that 

agreeableness may be a core dispositional component of prosocial behaviors, or behaviors done 

with “the intention of helping others” (Grant & Berg, 2010, Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997) 

Agreeable people are more likely than their less agreeable counterparts to volunteer (Carlo et al., 

2005). Whether this extends to the types of organizations such individuals gravitate toward 

professionally remains an open question to be tested. It is, however, reasonable to expect that 

individuals high on agreeableness may have increased attraction to SIOs. 

One study that measured the Big Five personality traits in female volunteer hospice 

workers found that relative to the general population such workers tended to be less neurotic, 

more extroverted, more open to experience, and more agreeable, but similar with respect to 

conscientiousness (Erb, 2002). Perhaps those attracted to SIOs also exhibit distinct Big 5 

personality profiles which differ from those who are less enthusiastic about the prospect of 

working for an employer who prioritizes a social mission.   
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Prosocial Work Motivation. Much of the literature surrounding recruitment posits that “person-

organization fit” is more likely when an organization and an individual share similar values 

(Cable, 2014). Accordingly, prosocial work motivation is another trait that deserves exploration. 

The term prosocial is defined as “the intention of helping others” (Grant & Berg, 2010, p.74). 

Prosocial work motivation is of particular interest because it is associated with characteristics 

such as voice (ability to express one’s opinion), issue selling (ability to convince someone of 

one’s opinion by directing and focusing others’ attention; (Johnson, 2002), taking charge, 

persistence, performance, and productivity (Grant & Berg 2010). These are important 

characteristics of an employee in general but especially so in a setting such as a SIO where 

persistence and issue selling can be vital for mission achievement.  

Research in public administration has demonstrated a link between public service 

motivation (i.e., “a general altruistic motivation to serve the interests of the community or 

people”) and desire to work in U.S. government (Rainey & Steinbauer, 1999, p.23). This 

definition is very similar to prosocial work motivation, and it can be argued that the U.S. 

Government is one of the largest SIOs that exists. Thus, it is worthwhile to explore whether the 

prosocial work motivation is linked to the desire to work for social impact organizations in 

general.  

Self Esteem.  Self- esteem is defined as confidence in ones own work and abilities (Judge & 

Bono 2010) Similarly to GSE, Self-esteem has been shown to enhance team positive team 

dynamics as well as negatively associated with burn out  (Lin, C. P., Baruch, Y., & Shih, W. C.  

2012; Moreno-Jiménez and Villodres, 2010). Judge and Bono (2001) posit that self-esteem also 

leads to higher levels of job satisfaction and job performance. Overall looking at self-esteem is 

similar yet distinct to looking at GSE given the differing definitions and how they are measured.   
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Attitudes 

Conservatism. Conservatism, or political orientation, may also influence the types of 

organizations to which people are attracted, although research related to this topic is strongly 

conflicted. There are common perceptions that those who lean more politically liberal are more 

likely to want to give back (Becker, 2015). However, this has been countered by political 

research that suggests conservatives are more fiscally generous (Grgurich, 2014). For example, a 

recent study from Rice University suggests that we cannot clearly discern much about 

philanthropic attitudes from political giving trends. This study compared political giving to 

children’s charities and found that while conservatives give more to political groups and 

campaigns, liberals give more to children’s charities (Grgurich, 2014).  

Another study produced by Margolis and Scances (2013) suggests that once church 

attendance and income are adjusted for, liberals are no more charitable than conservatives 

(2013). However, this study did suggest that charity and generosity from liberals were more 

concentrated toward humanitarian giving while conservative charity and generosity were 

concentrated more towards religious giving (Margolis & Scances, 2013). Charitable giving is not 

the same as working for a SIO. However, it is worthwhile to consider whether the same 

psychological characteristics are at play when it comes to devoting one’s career to an 

organization that prioritizes social impact over profit.   

Volunteer/Activism. Research from the volunteerism literature may also be relevant – 

particularly studies focused on the motivation to volunteer. According to this literature base, 

Volunteer/Activism is a characteristic that reflects a person’s propensity to volunteer (Bales, 

1996). It is possible that people inclined toward Volunteer/Activism pursue prosocial work not 

only in their spare time but also in their professional lives. Investigating the relationship between 
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Volunteer/Activism and attraction to a SIO could be theoretically and practically informative. 

Leaders of SIOs may be interested in how this characteristic appears in their applicant pool as 

some research has shown that volunteerism is linked to organizationally-valuable traits. For 

example, research has suggested that those who volunteer are less likely to breach social 

contracts (Carlo, de Guzman, Knight, & Okun, 2005). 

Motivation to Lead. High potential leaders are just as important in the social impact space as 

they are for non-social impact organizations. There is a clear linkage between motivation to lead 

and leadership effectiveness (Stiehl, Felfe, Elprana & Gatzka, 2015). Defined as an individual 

difference that affects ones decision to assume leadership roles (Maurya and Agarwal, 2013). 

Understanding whether motivation to lead correlates with an attraction to SIOs can then shed 

light on the potential leadership pipeline at the time of recruitment. It is worth noting that other 

factors, such as personality variables, play a role in the link between motivation to lead and 

leadership effectiveness (Stiehl et al., 2015). This illustrates the need to examine potential 

predictors of SIO attraction, such as motivation to lead, not only in isolation but also in 

combination with other variables such as personality.    

Life Satisfaction. Life satisfaction is another variable included in the present study. Life 

satisfaction is defined as “an overall assessment of feelings and attitudes about one’s life at a 

particular point in time ranging from negative to positive” (Buetell, 2006, p.1). Whether life 

satisfaction relates to attraction to SIOs is currently unknown; however, previous research 

suggests that life satisfaction negatively correlates with workplace conflict and that this 

relationship may be stronger for women than for men (Kossek, & Ozeki, 1998).). Life 

satisfaction could play a role in attraction to SIOs given its relevance to other organizational 

phenomena. Consistent with the “feel good, do good” phenomenon in social psychology (Jones, 
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2006), it is possible that satisfaction with one’s own life heightens one’s interest in working for 

an organization with a social mission.  

Career Interests  

It is interesting to consider whether vocational interests also play a role in attraction to SIOs. 

Although many measures of vocational interests exist, Holland’s (1997) RIASEC model is the 

most commonly used measure in both research and practice (Nauta, 2010). Holland’s “RIASEC” 

model posits that people vary with respect to their interest in doing work that is Realistic, 

Investigative, Artistic, Social, Enterprising, and Conventional. The RIASEC vocational interest 

dimensions have been empirically supported numerous times (Nauta, 2010). They have also been 

incorporated into one of industrial-organizational (I-O) psychology’s most utilized and impactful 

tools: The Occupational Information Network (National Center for O*Net Development (2017). 

Understanding job seekers’ and workers’ vocational interests enable the discernment and 

provision of person-job fit (Holland, 1997; Nauta, 2010). Holland has emphasized that 

individuals search for and enter work environments that permit them to “exercise their skills and 

abilities, express their attitudes and values, and take on agreeable problems and roles,” (Holland 

1997 p.4). This assertion is paramount to the present study, which is based on a similar premise – 

namely that people will choose or be attracted to a workplace that allows them to take on 

agreeable problems and roles, exercise their skills and abilities, and express their attitudes and 

values. Given the value-laden mission of SIOs, it is important to see if certain vocational 

interests, personality traits, and/or attitudes have a significant relationship with SIO attraction. 

Research Questions 

In sum, the variables above are explored to better understand the types of individuals who are 

more and less attracted to an SIO. The predictive powers of these variables are explored 
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individually and in two different combinations. First, they are combined in a common 

regression-based fashion that tests the incremental variance in SIO attraction that is explained by 

each variable when considered alongside the others. Complementing the variable approach 

utilized through multiple regression, a person-centered approach is also applied via a latent 

profile analysis (LPA).  

Regression looks at how variables relate to one another. Specifically, regression is used 

to estimate relationships among independent and dependent variables. For this research, a 

regression analysis provides insight into which personality and attitudinal variables significantly 

predict attraction to social impact organizations. Regression is a variable-centered approach that 

specifically considers research questions about how a predictor variable impacts an outcome of 

interest. Another approach that is used by this research is the person-centered approach. This 

approach is better suited to address group differences and patterns amongst individuals. By 

conducting a latent profile analysis (a person-centered analysis) in addition to multiple 

regression, this study considers not only how predictor variables relate to an outcome, but also 

how people relate one another and identify people-centered patterns. Additionally, an LPA 

approach provides a unique opportunity to examine higher-level interactions that usually require 

a very large sample size to explore with multiple regression (Bergman & Wangby, 2014). In this 

study, the LPA approach detects and provides a deeper understanding of the profiles of career 

interests, personality traits, and attitudes of individuals. ANOVA is then used to assess whether 

the various profiles differ in attraction to SIOs.  

  By conducting an LPA, this study takes a closer look at subgroups of patterns instead of 

considering interactions amongst an entire sample. While LPA does have limitations, such as not 

being able to account for as much variance as multiple regression (Bergman & Wagby, 2014; 
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Marsh, Ludtke, Trautwein, & Morin, (2009).), the purpose of this study is not only to be 

academically-relevant and contribute to the knowledge base of these variables but also to be 

practically-relevant and allow for recommendations based on the observed patterns of these 

variables in nature. Therefore, the data are analyzed using LPA to identify whether the 

prospective predictors cluster together to form profiles of variables that naturally coexist.  

The following research questions are explored: 

RQ1: Which career interest, personality, and attitudinal variables predict attraction to 

social impact organizations? 

RQ2: (a) How many distinct profiles exist among the career interest, personality, and 

attitudinal variables included in this research? (b) What is the nature of each profile? and 

(c) What proportion of the sample is classified under each?   

RQ3: Are there profiles that characterize individuals who are especially attracted to social 

impact organizations?   

Method  

Participants 

Participants (N=1,635) were recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk crowdsourcing Internet 

marketplace that coordinates “human intelligence” for tasks posted by a “Requester” (Amazon 

Mechanical Turk, 2017). These individuals were paid $0.25 upon completion of the survey. 

Mechanical Turk IDs were provided for payment purposes. However, this ID was immediately 

discarded after payment was awarded. More participants were recruited than responses used 

because incomplete responses are often provided through Mechanical Turk. Participants were 

required to answer all survey questions using the forced response function in Qualtrics. Two 

attention checks were included in the survey. There were 292 participants that were deleted 
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based on failing the attention check, leaving 1,343. Then based on 80% missing data, 429 

participants were also deleted, meaning if a respondent completed 20% of the survey or less, 

they were not used in the analysis. Out of the 1,635 participants recruited through Amazon’s 

Mechanical Turk, 914 were retained in the final sample and used in analyses. 

Participants were required to be at least 18 years of age and fluent in the English 

language to take part in the survey. This filter that was set on the Mechanical Turk survey 

dashboard. Of the 914 participants, 49.5% were female, 50% were male, and .5% identified as 

other. In terms of ethnicity, 48.8% self-identified as White, 6.9% as Black or African American, 

2.6% as American Indian or Alaskan native, 34.5% as Asian, .2% as Native Hawaiian or Pacific 

Islander, 5.1% as Hispanic or Latino, and 1.8% self-identified as Other. Participants also 

indicated their employment status: 12.5% were unemployed, 20.6% were employed part-time, 

and 66.90% were employed full-time. The age range was between 18 and 76 years (M=33.4, 

SD=10.7). 

Participants were asked to indicate the highest level of education they completed. The 

sample varied with respect to education level with ranges from grade school to a doctorate. 

Overall, 0.2% indicated some education (not beyond grade school), 0.9% completed some high 

school, 7.4% completed high school, 15.3% completed some college, 2.5% completed 

trade/vocational school, 7.1% obtained an associate degree, 44.9% obtained a bachelor’s degree, 

18.1% obtained a master degree, 1.9% obtained a professional degree, and 1.2% completed their 

doctorate. Employed participants were also asked to report their current occupation and industry. 

Overall, the occupational breakdown of the study sample is as follows: 33.8% 

management/professional/related; 22.7% service; 14% sales/office; 1.5% 

farming/fishing/forestry; 3.6% construction/extraction/maintenance; 5.4% 
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production/transportation/material moving; 6.3% government; 2.5% retired; and 10.2% who 

were not employed in their chosen occupation or industry. 

Design and Procedure 

In this study, 19 predictor variables were considered. These variables included Career Interests: 

realistic, investigative, artistic, social, enterprising, and conventional; Personality: The Big Five 

personality Inventory (BFI: i.e., extraversion, agreeableness conscientiousness, neuroticism, 

openness to experience), narcissism, prosocial work motivation, generalized self-efficacy, self-

esteem, and locus of control; and Attitudes: motivation to lead, life satisfaction conservatism, 

and volunteerism. Attraction to Social Impact Organizations (SIO attraction) was measured as 

the criterion variable using an altered Highhouse et al., 2003) scale that assesses organizational 

attraction.  

Participants provided informed consent after reading and signing a form containing 

details about the purpose and procedure of this survey. They were told that their responses would 

be kept confidential. Participants accessed the online survey through Amazon’s Mechanical 

Turk, and the responses were collected and recorded in Qualtrics survey software. Upon 

registering through Mechanical Turk, participants were provided a link to the survey. After 

consenting to take the survey, they were asked their age. Participants who indicated they were 

under 18 years of age were taken to a page that thanked them for their time and indicated they 

would not be permitted to continue the survey. Participants who were 18 years of age or older 

were directed to the first page of the survey. 

This survey contained 220 items. The average completion time was 19 minutes and 8 

seconds as indicated by the completion time provided by the Mechanical Turk survey platform. 

Participants provided basic demographic information, self-declared their employment status, and 
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if employed, chose an industry that provided the best match to their current job. They were then 

provided a definition of a social impact organization. After reading the definition, they were 

asked to indicate their preferences about working for such an organization. Next, participants 

completed Holland’s (1973) vocational interest inventory. Finally, participants provided answers 

to questions that pertain to the other psychological constructs included in this research in the 

following order: narcissism, prosocial work motivation, conservatism, volunteer/activism, 

motivation to lead, The Big Five Inventory (BFI), life satisfaction, generalized self-efficacy, and 

locus of control. Respondents were thanked for their participation and provided a code to enter 

into Mechanical Turk in order to receive payment. They were also provided with an email 

address to which to send their Mechanical Turk ID if the code did not appear.   

Measured Variables 

Scale rating methods varied throughout the survey. During the cleaning and coding process items 

were coded or recoded to ensure a higher score on the item represented a higher level of the 

construct being assessed. Appendix A details the items included in each measure, the 

accompanying response scale, and an indication of which items were reverse scored.  

Holland’s Career Interests. Holland’s Career Interests (Holland, 1973) is a 30-item mini scale, 

altered from the original long form version composed of 60 items. Participants assessed these 

items on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). This scale is 

composed of six different categories of vocational interest or “Holland types.” For the purpose of 

clarity, “types” are referred to as “dimensions” or “career interests” in this manuscript. They are 

as follows: Realistic (α = .80) defined as preference for activities involving the manipulation of 

objects or tools; Investigative (α = .76) defined as a preference for investigations of physical and 

biological phenomena; Artistic (α = .81) defined as a preference for ambiguous, free and 
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unsystematic activities; Social (α = .76) defined as a preference for activities that involve 

informing, training and curing; Enterprising (α = .77) defined as a preference for activities that 

involve organizational or economic goals; and Conventional (α = .80) defined as a preference for 

activities that involve the systematic manipulation of data (Holland, 1997), with five items 

comprising each vocational interest category. With this scale, participants were asked to rate the 

extent to which they agree that they would enjoy each of 30 activities (e.g., “build kitchen 

cabinets” or “develop a new medicine”).  

Scores were computed by summing responses to each of the six vocational interests or 

Holland Dimensions with a possible range of 5 to 25 for each vocational interest measured by the 

Mini-IP (Interest Profiler). The Mini-IP is a shortened version of the Long-IP meaning it 

contains fewer items within each vocational interest or Holland Dimension. This specific scale 

was shortened for brevity and allow for more inclusion of facets in assessment in response to 

time constraints with previous tools, and research outside of vocational counseling (Lowman & 

Schurman, 1982). The short form has been previously utilized and validated (Lowman & 

Schurman, 1982).   

Narcissism. Narcissism (α = .54) was measured using a 16-item paired scale (Ames, Rose, & 

Anderson, 2006. Specifically, the NPI-16 was used to assess subclinical levels of the construct. 

This scale does not diagnose the clinical level of narcissism; it only measures levels of normal of 

narcissism as they vary across individuals. It was created by Ames, Rose, and Anderson (2006 

and was based on Raskin and Terry’s (1988) NPI-40. The NPI-16 was chosen because it is 

briefer than the NPI-40. NPI-16 items are provided in pairs, and the participant is asked to 

choose which of the paired statements applies more to themselves. An example of a pair is as 

follows: 
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__ Being an authority doesn't mean that much to me   

__ People always seem to recognize my authority 

In the example above, the second choice is the more narcissistic statement. When individuals 

chose the more narcissistic statement, they were given a score of 2. When they chose the less 

narcissistic statement, they were given a score of 1. These scores were aggregated such that 

higher scores indicate greater levels of normal or sub-clinical narcissism. Scores can range 

between 16 and 32. It is important to note that due to the binary nature of this data, Cronbach’s 

alpha is debated as the best measure of reliability (Raykvo, 2010); therefore, this measure was 

retained despite the low alpha.  

Prosocial Work Motivation. Prosocial work motivation was measured using a four-item scale 

(α = .92; Grant, 2008). Participants assessed these items on a Likert scale ranging from 1 

(strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). The entire scale is prefaced with the question, “Why are 

you motivated to do your work?” An example item is as follows: “Because I care about 

benefiting others through my work.”  

Conservatism. Conservatism was measured using a seven-item scale (α = 0.76; 

Mehrabian,1996). Participants assessed these items on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Participants were asked to rate their agreement with a series of 

statements, such as: “Communism has been proven to be a failed political ideology.”   

Motivation to Lead. Motivation to Lead (α = .88) was captured with a 12-item scale adapted by 

Maurya and Agarwal (2013) originally published by Dubrin in 1989. Participants assessed these 

items on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree).   An example of 

an item is: “I am energized when people come to me for suggestions.”  
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The Big Five. Goldberg’s Big Five Inventory (BFI) is 44-item inventory that measures an 

individual on the Big Five Factors (dimensions) of personality (Goldberg, 1993). These 

personality factors include: Neuroticism (8 items, α = .82), Extraversion (8 items, α = .79), 

Openness to experience (8 items, α = .77), Agreeableness (9 items, α = .76), and 

Conscientiousness (9 items, α = .83) (Goldberg, 1993). Participants rated how well they thought 

a given item described them using a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (describes me 

extremely well) to 5 (does not describe me). The participant was asked to complete the following 

sentence: “I see myself as someone who…”. Example items for each of this measure’s five 

factors are as follows: (1) Neuroticism: “Is depressed, blue”; (2) Openness: “Is original, comes 

up with new ideas”; (3) Extraversion: “Is talkative”; (4) Agreeableness: “Is helpful and unselfish 

with others”; and (5) Conscientiousness: “Does a thorough job.”   

Volunteer/Activism. Bales’s (1996) Volunteer/Activism scale is a 20-item measure (α = .70), 

that is divided into four dimensions: (1) sense of effectiveness (the feeling that one can make a 

difference in addressing social problems); (2) sociability or generalism (the sense that 

volunteering is a normal part of life); (3) idealism or philosophical commitment (the feeling that 

social justice is necessary); and (4) feel good factor (feeling rewarded for volunteering). Scores 

for each factor can be considered individually or combined to form a general volunteer/activism 

score. For the purpose of this research, the scores for each factor were combined for a general 

volunteer/activism score. An example item is as follows: “Anything I do can’t really change the 

world’s problems.” Participants assessed these items on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

agree) to 5 (strongly disagree).   

Life Satisfaction. The satisfaction with life scale is a five-item scale (α = .89) that was 

developed to measure the cognitive judgment of a person’s quality of life (Diener, Emmons, 
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Larsen & Griffin, 1985). Participants assessed these items on a Likert scale ranging from 1 

(strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree).  An example item is “The conditions of my life are 

excellent.”  

Generalized Self-Efficacy. The generalized self-efficacy (GSE) scale (α = .89) consists of ten 

items from Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1995). This scale measures individuals’ perceptions of 

their own capabilities. An example item is “I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary 

effort.” This scale was measured using a 5-point Likert scale with anchors ranging from 1 (not 

true at all) to 5 (exactly true). 

External Locus of Control. Rotter’s (1966) locus of control scale (α = .62) is a twenty-nine 

item scale. These items were provided in pairs, and the participant was asked to choose which of 

each pair of statements applies more to him or her. These pairs were then coded to indicate if a 

participant had an internal or external locus of control. An example of a pair is as follows: 

___What happens to me is my own doing. 

___Sometimes I don’t feel that I have enough control over the direction my life is taking. 

The first item listed above indicates a more internal locus of control. When an individual chose 

the statement that indicates a more internal locus of control, he or she was given a score of 2. 

When an individual chose the statement that indicates a more external locus of control, he or she 

was given a score of 1. These scores were aggregated. Greater aggregated scores indicate a more 

external of locus of control. Previous literature states that Cronbach’s alpha is often not the best 

measure of item reliability and internal consistency for scales of this type (Cronbachs, 1951; 

Raykvo, 2010). 

Self Esteem. Rosenberg’s (1965) Self-Esteem (α = .87) is a nine-item scale that measures global 

self-worth by assessing both positive and negative feelings about the self. This scale used a 5-
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point Likert rating format with anchors ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). 

This is a unidimensional scale (Rosenberg, 1965). An example item is “On the whole I feel 

satisfied with myself.” 

Attraction to Social Impact Organizations (SIO). Attraction to Social Impact Organizations 

(SIO) was measured using a scale adapted from Highhouse, Lievens, and Sinar (2003), which 

measures attraction to organizations. Appendix B shows the original and adapted scales. This 

adapted measure was administered to assess the degree to which participants would like to work 

for a Social Impact Organization. It was accompanied by the following definition and examples 

of a social impact organization, which appeared just prior to the presentation of the SIO 

attraction items:  

“A social impact organization is an organization that is striving to achieve a social mission and 

prioritizes that goal over profit. This social mission is one that is meant to achieve overall social 

improvement. For example, Organization G is a social impact organization because it is striving 

to create a technology that measures malnutrition in children. Organization L is a social impact 

organization because it is striving to provide free legal services to underprivileged populations. 

Organization W is not a social impact organization because it produces watches to make a 

profit.” 

 After reading this definition, participants were given a series of statements and asked to rate the 

extent to which they agree with each, using Likert-style response options ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). An example item is: “For me, a social impact 

organization would be a good place to work.” 

The original Highhouse, Lievens, and Sinar (2003) scale, which was adapted for this 

study, contains three subscales: attraction, intentions, and prestige. Each subscale was adapted to 
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measure attraction to social impact organizations, intentions to pursue work with a social impact 

organization, and the degree to which a respondent perceives a social impact organization as a 

prestigious place to work. See Appendix B for the adapted and original version of this scale, 

which is focused on an organization in general rather than a social impact organization in 

particular.  

The adapted scale consists of 15 items (α = .87). Reliabilities and a confirmatory factor 

analysis were run on this adapted scale in a separate pilot study conducted to adapt this scale. 

Consistent with the original Highhouse et al. (2003) scale, the pilot study indicated a three-factor 

model (Sall & Foster, 2016). The fit of the modified model was adequate; χ2 (87) = 222.10, p < 

0.001, TLI = .959, CFI = .986, RMSEA = .084 [.060, .109]. The Chi-square for this scale was 

significant; however, Chi-square is sensitive to sample size which is a likely explanation for a 

significant chi-square in this case. The reliabilities for this scale (α = 0.82 for the attraction scale, 

0.86 for intention to pursue, and 0.83 for prestige) also indicate that the adaptation did not 

negatively affect the uniqueness or variance of the items (Sall & Foster, 2016). Given the current 

study’s focus on SIO attraction, the attraction subscale was exclusively used for the current 

study’s analyses.  

Careless Responding 

Careless responding was addressed by including two “instructed response” attention checks 

within the survey. An attention check question asked the participant to explicitly choose one of 

the 5 Likert-type response options, such as “Please choose ‘strongly agree’ for this question.” 

Respondents were excluded from this study if they failed to respond to both of these items 

correctly.  
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Power Analysis 

Power analyses were completed for bivariate correlations (RQ1), regression analyses (RQ1), and 

ANOVA (RQ3). This was done using G*Power to determine the minimum sample size needed 

for 80% power to detect a medium-sized effect of .25 at α = .05 with the medium effect size 

estimate based on the guidelines offered by Cohen (1992). The sample size requirements for all 

of the relevant analyses produced a range of 92 to 159 total participants.  

The sample size necessitated by latent profile analysis (LPA) to examine this study’s 

second research (RQ2) questions was also considered. Little research has examined the sample 

size needed to detect the correct number of latent classes in a Latent Profile Analysis. Based on 

previous literature (Tein, Coxe, & Cham, 2013), the median sample size needed in order to 

detect three profiles (the median number of profiles identified using LPA) is 377 participants. In 

the study conducted by Tein, Coxe, and Cham the median observations in each class, or profile, 

was 88, which means the median number of data points that comprised each cluster was 88. 

Thus, the median number of observed variables that constituted each class or profile was nine. 

Given this information, for this research, it was established that a sample size of 600 participants 

was more than adequate for this research. When considering sample size, it is important to also 

consider which fit indices are more or less valid for model selection. Most of the studies cited 

used multiple fit indices to evaluate model fit and model selection. Therefore, there is no agreed 

upon rule-of-thumb that indicates which fit indices are more or less accurate (Bauer & Curran, 

2003; Tein, Coxe, & Cham, 2013). For the purposes of this research AIC, BIC and Bootstrapped 

Loglikelihood Ratio test were used as fit indices to determine the fit of the groups identified by 

the Latent Profile Analysis. Finally, The proposal upon which this study was based is included in 

Appendix C. 
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Results 

All continuous variables were examined for outliers and normality (skewness and kurtosis) prior 

to addressing this study’s research questions. All scales fell within the normal range. Indices for 

acceptable limits of ±2 were used for both skewness and kurtosis (Field, 2009; Gravetter & 

Wallnau, 2014; Trochim & Donnelly, 2006). The Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) fell within the 

normal range of 1-4. This value tells us how much multicollinearity (correlation between two 

predictors) exists within a regression analysis. A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was run on 

all 19 scales, one CFA per scale to test for one-factor solutions. Volunteer/activism did not 

perform well in the CFA, CFI = .594, TLI = .546, RMSEA=.118, SMRM=.138; 11 out of 20 

items needed to be removed and even then, the performance barely improved. 

Volunteer/activism was therefore not used in any further analysis.  

To determine which career interest, personality, and attitudinal variables predict 

attraction to social impact organizations (SIOs) (RQ1), correlation and regression analyses were 

conducted on all predictor variables and SIO attraction. The correlation results are shown in 

Table 1. The following career interest variables are positively significantly correlated with an 

attraction to SIOs: investigative, artistic, social, entrepreneurial, and conventional. Attraction to 

SIOs was then regressed on these career interest variables. Results from the multiple regression 

analyses indicated that investigative, artistic, and social career interests positively predicted 

attraction to SIOs, and realistic and enterprising interests negatively predicted attraction to SIOs. 

These results are shown in Table 2. As can be seen in Tables 1 and 2, enterprising career 

interests were positively correlated with an attraction to SIOs and then became negatively 

predictive of attraction to SIOs in the multiple regression analysis It is possible this could be 
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indicative of a suppressor variable effect (Conger, A. J. (1974).  It is important to note that the 

correlation coefficient and effect sizes were fairly small for all career interests.  

The personality variables that were significantly positively correlated with an attraction 

to SIOs were extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness, prosocial work 

motivation, self-esteem, and generalized self-efficacy. Neuroticism was negatively correlated 

with attraction to SIOs. When a regression analysis was run on these personality variables, the 

only predictors that revealed a significant positively predictive relationship with SIO attraction 

were extraversion, agreeableness, and prosocial work motivation (see Table 3). Finally, of the 

three attitude variables, motivation to lead and life satisfaction were positively correlated with an 

attraction to SIOs, and conservatism was significantly negatively correlated with SIO attraction. 

The multiple regression analysis of these variables indicated that motivation to lead was 

significantly positively predictive attraction to SIOs and conservatism was significantly 

negatively predictive of attraction to SIOs. These results are shown in Table 4.    

This study’s second set of research questions (RQ2a-c) are as follows: a) How many 

distinct profiles exist among the personality, attitudinal, and career interest variables included in 

this research? (b) What is the nature of each profile? and (c) What proportion of the sample is 

classified under each? These questions pertain to the existence and nature of personality, 

attitudinal, and vocational interest profiles. This was examined by conducting a Latent Profile 

Analysis (LPA) using JMP Pro 13 (JMP®, Version 13. SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, 1989-2007) 

in order to identify within-individual profiles of personality. LPA uses a probabilistic model of 

distribution of data. This model uses the distribution of the data to assess the probabilities that 

certain cases are members of certain latent classes. It is assumed there is a latent structure rather 

than just looking for similarities. LPA is a probabilistic or model-based technique that is a 
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variant of the traditional cluster analysis. Simulation studies have shown that probability-based 

mixture modeling is superior to traditional cluster analyses in detecting latent taxonomies 

(Cleland, Rothschild, & Haslam, 2000; McLachlan & Peel, 2000). The second set of research 

questions is specifically looking to identify interactions that remain true for subsets of the 

sample, not generalized across the entire sample as a traditional variable-based approach would 

require.   

LPA enlists several statistical criteria that may be used to determine the most appropriate 

number of latent profiles or groups. The Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), the Absolute Fit 

Index (AIC) and the Bootstrapped Likelihood Ratio Test (BLRT) are common criteria at each 

introduction of a new profile to the model (Nylund, Asparouhov & Muthén, 2007).). The BLRT 

is a likelihood-based technique that provides a p-value indicating whether the increase in model 

fit between the k-1 and k class models is significant (McLachlan & Peel, 2000). When the p-

value with k number of classes is no longer significant, BLRT implies the k-1 class solution is 

the preferred model. The AIC is a comparative measure of fit, so it is only meaningful when two 

different models are estimated. The model with the lowest AIC value is the best fitting model. 

The BIC is similar to the AIC; however, instead of penalizing the model for every parameter 

estimated, it increases the penalty as the sample size increases. BIC places a high value on 

parsimony (Enders &Tofghi, 2007). The BIC has been the most widely used to determine the 

optimal number of profiles for a LPA due to the fact that it has been the most reliable and 

consistent in detecting the “true model” (Collins, Fidler, Wugalter, & Long, 1993; Nylund et al., 

2007). In general, it is considered best practice to use AIC and BIC together in model selection, 

opting for a solution that falls within the number of profiles indicated by each statistical criterion 

(Vrieze, 2012). This means that if BIC indicates four profiles and AIC indicates six as the 
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optimal solution, selecting among four, five, and six-profile solutions is preferred. The ideal 

solution, then, has the lowest BIC and AIC, a significant BLRT, and no profiles with a negligent 

number of cases (Meyer, Stanley, & Parfyonova, 2012). 

An LPA was run with all 18 predictor variables. A three or five group solution was 

identified based on the BIC and AIC values. The optimal BIC suggested three groups with a 

value of 41729.20 (Table 5). The optimal AIC, however, was established at five clusters with an 

AIC of 41647.17. However, upon further observation, the five-group solution had a spurious 

cluster that isolated 15 participants who scored very high on all of the vocational interest 

indicators and external locus of control. Therefore, the three-group solution was chosen. These 

three groups provide interesting information. Tables 6 through 8 show how the three profiles 

differ on the personality, attitudinal, career interest variables, and attraction to SIOs measured in 

this study.  

The descriptions of the three groups are provided below:  

Group 1: 267 participants, 30%  “Triple C (Confident, competent, and content)”  

This profile is marked by a notable combination of characteristics that are typically 

deemed socially and professionally desirable. Relative to the other two groups people 

with this profile appear to be more conscientious and agreeable, and they gravitate toward 

more social careers. This group is high on motivation to lead as well as prosocial work 

motivation, meaning they want to help others through their work. They tend to have a 

sense of confidence and competence, and they are satisfied with themselves and their life 

overall.   
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Group 2: 170 participants, 19%  “Uncertain” 

Relative to the other two groups people in this group appear interested in all career types 

rather than gravitating toward a particular kind of job. They are not particularly open or 

extraverted, they are not inclined toward conservative values, and they do not have an 

especially high opinion of themselves and their own competence. Overall this group 

seems to be more uncertain about themselves and their career interests.  

 

Group 3: 462 participants, 52% “Dutiful” 

Relative to the other two groups, members of this profile were more representative of the 

variety in the sample overall. This group was higher on prosocial work motivation and 

contentiousness.  

 

To assess whether there are profiles that characterize individuals who are especially attracted to 

SIOs (RQ 3), a one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine whether these three groups were 

significantly different with respect to SIO attraction. As shown in Table 9, the overall omnibus F 

of the ANOVA indicated significant differences among profiles, F(2, 896)=50.39, p<.001. Each 

group was then compared to all others, with a Bonferroni post hoc correction to reduce the 

possibility of a Type II error when conducting multiple pairwise comparisons. The pairwise 

comparisons report showed that group one, the “The Triple C Group (Confident, competent, and 

content)” group was significantly more attracted to SIOs than the “Uncertain” group or the 

“Dutiful” group. The latter two were not significantly different from one another. These results 

are shown in Table 10. 
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Discussion 

This research sought to provide information about the kinds of people who are attracted to 

working for a social impact organization. It is important to point out that this study was designed 

to identify factors related to attraction to SIOs – that is, factors that differentiate those who are 

more vs. less likely to want to work for an SIO. It was not, however, intended to identify what 

distinguishes those attracted to SIOs from those who would rather work for another kind of 

organization. This is important to keep in mind when interpreting the study results.  

This study looked at a variety of vocational interest, personality, and attitudinal variables. 

Correlation and regression analyses revealed a number of interesting relationships with SIO 

attraction. What was or was not significant, and in one notable case the direction of the 

relationship, varied somewhat across the two analysis types. According to the correlational 

analysis, of the career interest variables, investigative, artistic, social, enterprising and 

conventional interests were positively related to SIO attraction. Upon further investigation the 

regression analysis revealed that realistic, investigative, artistic, and social interests were 

positively predictive of SIO attraction while enterprising was negatively predictive. This 

indicates that conventional interests do not significantly predict SIO attraction when considered 

alongside the other career interests. It is also interesting to note that realistic career interest might 

be a suppressor variable in this case. This means that when the predictor is not significant in the 

correlation, but becomes significant in the regression, this variable is in-fact enhancing the 

predictive ability of the other predictor variables (Conger, 1974). Finally, as previously stated 

enterprising interests were positively correlated to attraction to SIOs and became negative when 

analyzed in the multiple regression. This is not uncommon when variables are considered in 

aggregate; with multiple regression, specific relationships can change when considered with 



 29 

other variables. While the realistic career interest was shown to be a significant predictor, if the 

hypothesis about it being a suppressor variable is correct. Further research could further explore 

realistic and enterprising career interests in the SIO context, for example by directly assessing 

the degree to which people view SIOs as places that offer jobs that involve the manipulation of 

objects and tools (realistic) and activities that involve organizational or economic goals 

(enterprising).   

Of the personality variables, prosocial work motivation, extraversion, agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, neuroticism, openness, self-esteem and generalized self-efficacy were 

significantly correlated with an attraction to a SIO. It is important to note that neuroticism was 

significantly negatively correlated with an attraction to SIOs, meaning those with higher levels of 

neuroticism experience lower levels of attraction to SIOs. This is interesting to note for 

organizations as this would imply that much of the workforce that is attracted to working for 

them is relatively low in this trait, which can be seen as a positive.  

The regression analysis indicated however that the only personality variables that 

significantly predicted SIO attraction were agreeableness, extraversion, and prosocial work 

motivation. As stated earlier, prosocial work motivation is a sign that people want to help others 

through their work (Grant, 2008). It is telling that those who are high in prosocial work 

motivation are highly attracted to working for an SIO. This shows that those who desire to help 

others through their work identify SIOs as environments that allow them to fulfill this need. It is 

also notable that agreeableness and extraversion emerged as significant predictors of SIO 

attraction across analysis types. This implies that individuals who are more interested in being 

around people, have empathy for others, are trusting, and are interested in others’ problems are 

more attracted to working for SIOs (Goldberg, 1993). This is important for organizations to 
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consider. While those high in agreeableness, which implies higher empathy, are drawn to such 

work, organizations should take care that such individuals do not experience undue emotional 

exhaustion and burnout.    

Finally, of the attitudinal variables, conservativism, life satisfaction, and motivation to 

lead were significantly correlated with an attraction to SIOs. A further regression analysis 

revealed that both motivation to lead and conservatism were predictors of SIO attraction. It is 

interesting that conservatism was negatively correlated with and negatively predictive of 

attraction to SIOs. As previously stated in this manuscript, there are common perceptions that 

those who lean more politically left are more likely to want to give back (Becker, 2015). This 

research further validates the notion that those who are more conservative on the political 

spectrum are less socially motivated when it comes to their work. This is a noteworthy finding 

for those who recruit for SIOs, as it suggests that SIOs are at risk for a lack of diversity with 

respect to political ideology. It would be interesting to see if there are ways to better appeal to 

those who identify as more conservative. This would be an important strategy to diversify 

perspectives within an organization.   

Motivation to lead on the other hand is a significant positive predictor of attraction to 

SIOs. SIOs have been struggling to attract “top talent” (Impact Careers Initiative, 2013). This 

finding indicates that those who are motivated to lead are also attracted to SIOs, which is a good 

sign for organizations looking to attract top talent. Ideally, SIOs will harness and develop this 

motivation in its workforce, while also ensuring a sufficient number of leadership opportunities 

for those so inclined.   

This research is meant to serve as a starting point to better understand what variables 

significantly predict attraction to a SIOs. This information is useful for better understanding the 
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type of vocational interests, personality, and attitudinal constructs present in individuals who are 

strongly attracted to working for a social impact organization. By enlisting a variable approach to 

the data, this research was able to contribute to the conceptual space. To glean more insights 

from the data and into the type of person attracted to a social impact organization, the variable 

approach to analyzing the data was supplemented with a person-centered approach. By enlisting 

Latent Profile Analysis (LPA), groups comprised of latent traits that naturally exist in the 

population were inductively derived. The act of classifying groups dates back to Aristotle’s 

“Scale of Nature” (Barnes, 1984.) Typologies in psychology can be traced back to the Roman era 

when Galen proposed a typology based on 4 humors, blood, phlegm, yellow bile and black bile 

and created personality types based on these humors (Arikha 2007). Today, psychology has 

produced many different tools for personality typology from the “Strengths Finder” (Rath, 1975) 

to the “Myers Briggs” (Briggs, 1987). It is important to note the psychology field’s relationship 

with typologies and acknowledge that this method and practice must be used with caution and 

intentionality.  

The findings of this research suggest that the “Triple C” group is most attracted to 

working for SIOs. This bodes well for SIOs, given the make-up of this profile. This is a group 

that tends to be confident, feel competent and have a sense of contentedness with their lives (see 

Table 6). This is a valuable insight for those who are looking to recruit and design work for 

SIOs. This type of profile indicates individuals highly motivated to work for an organization that 

aligns with their prosocial values and confident in their abilities. This group is also identified by 

being high on agreeableness and conscientiousness which have historically been defined has 

desirable personality traits. If an organization could design selection and recruitment systems to 
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target this group, and also design work to capitalize on this specific makeup of traits, 

productivity and performance could increase.  

Conceptual Implications 

This study utilizes both a variable approach to explain the data by using correlation and 

regression analyses as well as a person-centered approach by using Latent Profile Analysis 

(LPA). By looking at relationships amongst variables, this research has drawn from well-

established literature to gain new insights into how these predictor variables interact with the 

dependent variable of attraction to SIOs. These insights contribute to the space in which 

vocational scientists, personality scientists, and behavioral scientists all operate and further 

contribute to the understanding of these constructs.  

Analyses such as LPA assume there are groups that naturally occur and attempt to 

delineate them. Emphasizing groupings or “otherness” in psychology must be done with caution. 

This research has sought to identify groups that are made up of specific vocational interests, 

personality traits, and attitudes. Indeed, an important conceptual contribution of this research is 

that it is the first study to ever test the existence of profiles comprised of the 18 career interest, 

personality, and attitudinal variables under investigation. 

The personality universe is often overlapping; for example, someone can be open, 

agreeable and neurotic all at once. In order to identify true patterns, one needs to allow for the 

plasticity of human behavior. By utilizing both the LPA and regression approach in this study, 

the interaction of the variables themselves as well as the patterns that naturally occur in humans 

were able to be identified. The regression approach, from a theoretical perspective, provides 

insight into interactive effects of variables. This approach allows for a much better understanding 

of how, for example, motivation to lead relates to SIO attraction in the context of other variables. 
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Regression assumes homogeneity across samples and allows us to generalize our results. The 

person-centered approach that was utilized in LPA complements the regression approach in that 

it instead looks for subgroups within the population and considers how the variables of interest 

can relate to one another within those subgroups. These approaches in combination allow for the 

whole picture of the data, enabling recommendations based both on the understanding of 

variables and the understanding of people. Using both approaches in tandem offers insights that 

not only provide understanding of the specific constructs at hand identified by correlation and 

regression, but also the naturally occurring patterns identified by the LPA. Using the variable-

centered and person-centered approaches together converged on the specific variables such as 

prosocial work motivation and extraversion and how they were highlighted both as variables that 

were predictive of attraction to SIOs as well as traits that naturally occur in people that are 

significantly attracted to SIOs. 

Practical Implications 

These findings can be used to help organizations optimize their recruitment and selection 

processes. The more organizations can know about their potential workforce, the better they are 

able to use their resources to hire and train them. Since various SIOs prioritize people, planet, 

and profit (the triple bottom line) differently, their resources may be prioritized differently as 

well. They may not have vast resources to allot towards selection and recruitment processes. The 

information obtained in this study can be used to support recruitment and selection by targeting 

groups not as naturally highly attracted to SIOs. For example, these findings suggest those high 

in conservatism are less attracted to SIOs. SIOs could alter their recruitment materials and 

communications strategies to better engage this group. 
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This study’s findings can also be used to help develop people that are already in the 

social impact workforce. For example, SIOs may have employees high on agreeableness and 

openness, which is indicative of having more empathy. In response, SIOs could design trainings 

to help employees cope with emotional work stressors. Further, by designing work for the type 

of person represented in the “Triple C” profile, organizations may be able to address issues of 

motivation, burnout, and retention, by understanding how these traits show up, especially in a 

work context.  

Limitations and Future Research 

First it is important to note what this study was and what this study was not. This study was not 

intended to identify what distinguishes those attracted to SIOs from those who would rather work 

for another kind of organization. This study was solely meant to consider attraction to SIOs, not 

compared to attraction to any other type of organization. One limitation of this study is the 

variables used. This study used 20 variables, all with sound and specific reasoning. The 

exploratory nature of this study allowed for a nuanced test of these variables, however for future 

research it will be important to build on these findings and more strategically and theoretically 

consider variables that emerged as significant in this research combined with others that were not 

included in this study. Another limitation of this research is the LPA itself. This analysis is 

highly sensitive to the sample. Future research should try to replicate these findings within 

different samples. A person-centered approach will also inherently account for less variance than 

the variable approach. Finally, one other limitation was that in this study it was not controlled for 

whether participants had worked in a social impact organization before. Future research should 

consider controlling for this or otherwise investigating its effect.   
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Future studies should also consider looking at vocational interest, personality, and attitude 

profiles within current SIO employees. It will be useful to understand if the “Triple C” profile 

occurs within social impact organizations and if so, how well people with this profile perform, as 

well as their sense of person-organization fit. The fact that they are high in prosocial work 

motivation, high in agreeableness, high in confidence, and high in motivation to lead, bodes well 

as these characteristics have been shown to contribute to workplace performance and 

effectiveness (Amit et al., 2007; Grant & Berg, 2011; Witt et al., 2002). However future research 

should look at these this relationship in the context of SIO incumbents.  

Finally, future investigations should also consider if there are fewer variables that could 

lead to a similar profile structure. For example, if one was to measure prosocial work motivation, 

generalized self-efficacy, and neuroticism would the same pattern occur? Research is needed to 

identify more strategically which variables contribute to the model and which are random noise. 

Overall, this study is limited in scope but serves as a useful starting point for better 

understanding attraction to SIOs. The patterns identified comprise one picture of a population 

and present a way forward for further research and intervention.    
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Table 1.  
Descriptives and Correlations 

    M SD α 1   2   3   4   5   

1 SIO Attraction 3.8 0.83 0.87 -                   

2 Realistic 3.1 0.88 0.8 0.01   -               

3 Investigative 3.5 0.83 0.76 0.19 *** 0.43 *** -           

4 Artistic 3.5 0.88 0.81 0.2 *** 0.32 *** 0.41 *** -       

5 Social 3.6 0.83 0.76 0.39 *** 0.26 *** 0.38 *** 0.41 *** -   

6 Enterprising 3.4 0.85 0.77 0.11 *** 0.43 *** 0.35 *** 0.37 *** 0.46 *** 

7 Conventional 3.4 0.86 0.8 0.08 * 0.53 *** 0.33 *** 0.22 *** 0.3 *** 

8 Extraversion 3 0.79 0.79 0.15 *** 0.11 *** 0.12 *** 0.18 *** 0.29 *** 

9 Agreeableness 3.6 0.7 0.76 0.34 *** -0.05   0.06   0.04   0.17 *** 

10 Conscientiousness 3.4 0.74 0.83 0.25 *** -0.09 ** 0.02   -0.04   0.05   

11 Neuroticism 2.62 0.82 0.82 -0.15 *** -0.06   -0.04   0   -0.12 *** 

12 Openness 3.4 0.69 0.77 0.22 *** 0.04   0.19 *** 0.35 *** 0.14 *** 

13 Narcissism 7.8 1.8 0.54 0   -0.1 ** -0.05   -0.07 * -0.04   

14 Prosocial Work Motivation 3.9 0.9 0.92 0.34 *** -0.03   0.08 * 0.05   0.23 *** 

15 Self-Esteem 3.7 0.81 0.87 0.2 *** -0.1 ** 0.01   -0.06   0.09 ** 

16 Generalized Self-Efficacy 3.6 0.65 0.89 0.22 *** 0.06   0.18 *** 0.1 ** 0.2 *** 

17 External Locus of Control 18.8 3.4 0.62 -0.01   0.05   0.02   0.02   0.04   

18 Motivation to Lead 3.7 0.67 0.88 0.37 *** 0.23 *** 0.32 *** 0.31 *** 0.48 *** 

19 Life Satisfaction 3.5 0.9 0.89 0.07 * 0.12 *** 0.09 ** 0.03   0.23 *** 

20 Conservatism 2.9 0.8 0.76 -0.19 *** 0.01   -0.09 ** -0.17 *** -0.08 * 

Note: N = 914, * p < 0.05*; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.                   
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Table 1 (continued). 
Descriptives and Correlations 

    6   7   8   9   10   11   12   

1 Attraction                             

2 Realistic                             

3 Investigative                             

4 Artistic                             

5 Social                             

6 Enterprising -                           

7 Conventional 0.46 *** -                       

8 Extraversion 0.39 *** 0.08 * -                   

9 Agreeableness 0.03   0.05   0.17 *** -               

10 Conscientiousness 0.04   0.02   0.17 *** 0.58 *** -           

11 Neuroticism -0.18 *** -0.07 * -0.4 *** -0.46 *** -0.51 *** -       

12 Openness 0.14 *** -0.06   0.33 *** 0.33 *** 0.32 *** -0.23 *** -   

13 Narcissism -0.08 * -0.03   0   0.17 *** 0.12 *** -0.11 *** -0.01   

14 Prosocial Work Motivation 0.1 ** 0.04   0.17 *** 0.4 *** 0.31 *** -0.18 *** 0.24 *** 

15 Self-Esteem 0.08 * 0   0.34 *** 0.48 *** 0.6 *** -0.67 *** 0.3 *** 

16 Generalized Self-Efficacy 0.18 *** 0.09 * 0.31 *** 0.37 *** 0.5 *** -0.49 *** 0.39 *** 

17 External Locus of Control 0.05   0.03   0.05   -0.09 ** -0.1 ** 0.05   0.04   

18 Motivation to Lead 0.43 *** 0.29 *** 0.36 *** 0.41 *** 0.3 *** -0.31 *** 0.34 *** 

19 Life Satisfaction 0.26 *** 0.15 *** 0.34 *** 0.17 *** 0.25 *** -0.41 *** 0.14 *** 

20 Conservatism 0.03   -0.02   -0.01   0.03   0.08 * -0.14 *** -0.1 ** 

Note: N = 914, * p < 0.05*; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.  
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Table 1 (continued). 
Descriptives and Correlations 

    13   14   15   16   17   18   19   

1 Attraction                             

2 Realistic                             

3 Investigative                             

4 Artistic                             

5 Social                             

6 Enterprising                             

7 Conventional                             

8 Extraversion                             

9 Agreeableness                             

10 Conscientiousness                             

11 Neuroticism                             

12 Openness                             

13 Narcissism -                           

14 Prosocial Work Motivation 0.1 ** -                       

15 Self-Esteem 0.1 ** 0.28 *** -                   

16 Generalized Self-Efficacy 0.01   0.22 *** 0.56 *** -               

17 External Locus of Control 0.14 *** 0   -0.07 * -0.05   -           

18 Motivation to Lead -0.05   0.34 *** 0.31 *** 0.44 *** -0.03   -       

19 Life Satisfaction 0.06   0.22 *** 0.51 *** 0.33 *** 0.06   0.27 *** -   

20 Conservatism 0.04   0   0.15 *** 0.04   -0.04   -0.04   0.11 ** 

Note: N = 914, * p < 0.05*; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.  
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Table 2. 
Attraction to Social Impact Organizations Regressed on Holland's Vocational Interests 

  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients   

Standardized 
Coefficients   

       B   SE   β        t 
Intercept 2.44   0.13   0.00 18.92 

Realistic -0.13 *** 0.03   -0.13 -3.98 
Investigative 0.09 *** 0.03   0.09 2.90 
Artistic 0.07 * 0.03   0.07 2.37 
Social 0.39 *** 0.03   0.39 12.54 
Enterprising -0.07 * 0.03   -0.08 -2.32 
Conventional 0.02   0.03   0.02 0.55 
R2  0.18 ***     
 Note. N=914 *p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001.       

 

Table 3. 
Attraction to Social Impact Organizations Regressed on Personality 

  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients   

Standardized 
Coefficients   

  B   SE        β t 

Intercept 1.26 *** 0.35   0.00 3.56 
Extraversion 0.07 *  0.04   0.07 2.11 
Agreeableness 0.22 *** 0.05   0.19 4.75 
Conscientiousness 0.06   0.05   0.06 1.31 

Neuroticism 0.06   0.04   0.06 1.28 

Openness 0.06   0.04   0.06 1.58 
Narcissism -0.02   0.01   -0.05 -1.58 
Self-Esteem -0.02   0.05   -0.02 -0.42 
Generalized Self-Efficacy 0.09   0.05   0.07 1.68 
External Locus of Control 0.00   0.01   0.01 0.32 
Prosocial Work Motivation 0.20 *** 0.03   0.24 7.05 
R2 0.19 ***     
Note. N=914*p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001. 
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Table 4 
Attraction to Social Impact Organizations Regressed on Attitudes 

  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients   

Standardized 
Coefficients   

            B   SE   β t 
Intercept 2.77 *** 0.17   0.00 16.55 
Motivation to Lead 0.43 *** 0.04   0.34 11.56 
Life Satisfaction 0.00   0.02   0.00 -0.03 
Conservatism -0.18 *** 0.03   -0.18 -6.23 
R2 0.15 ***     
 Note. N=914 *p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001.  
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Table 5 
Fit Statistics for Cluster Structures 
No. of clusters   LL   AIC   BIC  
2 21519.27  43207.17 43562.24 
3 20731.25 41729.44 41729.20 
4 21804.48 43777.59 43777.66 
5 20575.85  41647.17 42471.15 
Note. LL = log likelihood; AIC = Akaike information criteria;  
BIC = Bayesian information criteria  
   

Table 6 
Descriptions of the Three Latent Profiles 
      Characteristics 
Group Profiles N Higher Lower 
1 Triple C Group 267 Social 

Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
Self-Esteem 
Generalized Self-
Efficacy 
Prosocial Work 
Motivation 
Motivation to Lead 
Life Satisfaction 

Realistic 
Conventional 
Neuroticism  

          
2 Uncertain 170 All Career Interests  Extraversion 

Openness 
Self-Esteem 
Generalized Self-
Efficacy 
Conservatism  

        
 

3 Dutiful 462 Prosocial Work 
Motivation 
Conscientiousness 

All Career Interests 
Life Satisfaction  
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Table 7 
Variable Means Compared Across Latent Profiles 

  Triple C 
Group Uncertain Dutiful 

N 267 170 462 
% of samplea 30% 19% 52% 
Realistic 3.20 3.89 2.85 

Investigative 3.73 3.90 3.26 

Artistic 3.73 4.05 3.33 

Social 3.95 4.06 3.22 

Enterprising 3.76 4.05 3.04 

Conventional 3.55 4.04 3.20 

Extraversion 3.57 3.13 2.69 

Agreeableness 4.35 3.18 3.58 

Conscientiousness 4.46 3.20 3.67 

Neuroticism 1.83 2.91 2.93 

Openness 3.87 3.15 3.28 

Narcissism 8.07 7.38 7.84 
Self-Esteem 4.43 3.15 3.43 
Generalized Self-Efficacy 4.23 3.41 3.46 
External Locus of Control 18.43 19.69 18.53 
Prosocial Work Motivation 4.66 3.72 3.70 

Motivation to Lead 4.24 3.87 3.47 

Life Satisfaction 4.12 3.78 3.08 

Conservatism 3.00 2.87 2.95 
a percentages do not total to 100 due to rounding error. 

 
 

 
Table 8 
Descriptive Statistics for attraction to SIOs as a function of cluster 
    N M SD 
1 Triple C Group 267  4.25  0.73   
2 Uncertain 170  3.69  0.57   
3 Dutiful  462  3.63  0.88   
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Table 9 
ANOVA Results using attraction to SIOs as the criterion 
Predictor   Sum of Squares   df   Mean Square   F   p  
(Intercept)           
Clusters 62.7  2 31.34  50.39  <.001 
Error 557.3 896 0.62     

 
 
 

Table 10 
Bonferroni Comparison for Latent Profiles 
        

95% CI 
Comparisons  Mean 

Difference  
on 
Attraction 
to SIOs 

Std. 
Error 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Triple C Group vs. Uncertain .62* .08 .44  .81 
Triple C Group vs. Dutiful .56* .06 .41 .70 
Uncertain vs. Dutiful  .06 .07 -.10 .23 

Note. * p < 0.05 
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Appendix A 

Table A1: Scales and corresponding items for Career Interests 
Scale Item 
Realistic     
  1 Build kitchen cabinets 
  2 Repair household appliances. 
  3 Assemble electronic parts. 
  4 Drive a truck to deliver packages to offices and homes. 
  5 Test quality of parts before shipping. 
Investigative     
  1 Develop a new medicine. 
  2 Study ways to reduce water pollution. 
  3 Conduct chemical experiments. 
  4 Examine blood samples using a microscope. 
  5 Develop a better way to predict the weather. 
Artistic     
  1 Write books or plays. 
  2 Compose or arrange music. 
  3 Create special effects for movies. 
  4 Paint sets for plays. 
  5 Write scripts for movies or TV shows. 
Social     
  1 Help people with personal or emotional problems. 
  2 Give career guidance to people. 
  3 Perform rehabilitation therapy. 
  4 Do volunteer work at a non-profit organization. 
  5 Teach a high school class. 
Enterprising     
  1 Manage a department within a large company. 
  2 Start your own business. 
  3 Negotiate business contracts. 
  4 Market a new line of clothing. 
  5 Sell merchandise at a department store. 
Conventional     
  1 Install software on computers across a large network. 
  2 Operate a calculator. 
  3 Keep shipping and receiving records. 
  4 Inventory supplies using a hand-held computer. 
  5 Stamp, sort, and distribute mail for an organization. 
Note. All items were rated on a 5 point likert type scale, 1 (Strongly dislike) - 5 (Strongly like) 
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Table A2: Items for Prosocial Work Motivation scale. 
Item 

1 Because I care about benefiting others through my work. 
2 Because I want to help others through my work. 
3 Because I want to have positive impact on others. 
4 Because it is important to me to do good for others through my work. 

Note. All Items were rated on a 5 point likert type scale, 1 (Strongly disagree) - 5 (Strongly 
agree) ;* indicates reverse scored items. 

 
Table A3: Items for Conservatism scale. 
Item 

1 I am politically more liberal than conservative. * 

2 
In any election, given a choice between a Republican and a Democratic candidate, I 
will select the Republican over a Democrat. 

3 Communism has been proven to be a failed ideology. 
4 I cannot see myself ever voting to elect conservative candidates.* 
5 The major national media are too left-wing for my taste. 
6 Socialism has many advantages over capitalism.* 
7 On balance, I lean more politically left than to the right.* 

Note. All items were rated on a 5 point likert type scale, 1 (Strongly disagree) - 5 (Strongly 
agree); * indicates reverse scored items.  
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Table A4: Items for Motivation to Lead scale 
Item 

1 I am energized when people come to me for suggestions. 

2 
Usually I ask people challenging questions when we are working on projects 
together. 

3 I take delight in complimenting people that I work with when progress is made. 

4 
I find it easy to be the cheerleader for others, when times are good and when times 
are bad. 

5 
Team accomplishment is more important to me then my own personal 
accomplishment. 

6 People often take my ideas and implement them. 
7 When involved in group projects, building team cohesiveness is important to me. 

8 
When involved with group projects, coaching others is an activity I feel attracted 
to. 

9 I find pleasure in recognizing and celebrating the accomplishments of others. 
10 Team members' problems are my problems. 
11 Resolving interpersonal conflict is an activity I enjoy. 
12 I find pleasure in being convincing to people. 

Note. All items were rated on a 5 point likert type scale, 1 (Strongly disagree) - 5 (Strongly 
agree); * indicates reverse scored items.  
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Table A5: Scales and corresponding items for Big 5 
Scale Items 
Agreeableness     
  1 Tends to find fault with others.* 
  2 Is helpful and unselfish with others. 
  3 Starts quarrels with others.* 
  4 Has a forgiving nature. 
  5 Is generally trusting. 
  6 Can be cold and aloof.* 
  7 Is considerate and kind to almost everyone. 
  8 Is sometimes rude to others.* 
  9 Likes to cooperate with others. 
Conscientiousness     
  1 Does a thorough job. 
  2 Can be somewhat careless.* 
  3 Is a reliable worker. 
  4 Tends to be disorganized.* 
  5 Tends to be lazy.* 
  6 Perseveres until the task is finished. 
  7 Does things efficiently. 
  8 Makes plans and follows through with them. 
  9 Is easily distracted.* 
Extraversion     
  1 Is talkative 
  2 Is reserved.* 
  3 Is full of energy. 
  4 Generates a lot of enthusiasm. 
  5 Tends to be quiet.* 
  6 Has an assertive personality. 
  7 Is sometimes shy and inhibited.* 
  8 Is outgoing, sociable. 
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Table A5 (continued): Scales and corresponding items for Big 5 
Scale Items 
Neuroticism     
  1 Is depressed, blue. 
  2 Is relaxed, handles stress well.* 
  3 Can be tense. 
  4 Worries a lot. 
  5 Is emotionally stable.* 
  6 Can be moody. 
  7 Remains calm in tense situations.* 
  8 Gets nervous easily. 
Openness     
  1 Is original, comes up with new ideas. 
  2 Is curious about many different things. 
  3 Is ingenious, a deep thinker. 
  4 Has an active imagination 
  5 Is inventive. 
  6 Values artistic, aesthetic experiences. 
  7 Prefers work that is routine.* 
  8 Likes to reflect, play with ideas. 
  9 Has few artistic interests.* 
  10 Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature. 
Note. All items were rated from 1 (Does not describe me) - 5 (Describes me extremely well);  
* indicates reverse scored items 
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Table A6: Items for Volunteer/Activism scale 
Item 

1 The more you put into life the more you will get out of it. 
2 A person just has to rely on our leaders to deal with the big problems.* 
3 Sometimes things happen in your life that make you take action. 

4 
People with ordinary lives don't feel the need to get heavily involved with social 
causes.* 

5 Some issues are much more important than my personal life. 
6 You can't really change things in your community. That's just the way things are.* 
7 There will be peace only when there is justice. 

8 
Most people that get involved in social causes usually have some sort of personal 
problem.* 

9 Putting money in a collecting tin isn't enough, you also have to act on your beliefs. 
10 Taking care of my family takes all the time I've got.* 
11 It's not enough to just talk about what's wrong.  You have to do something. 
12 I'd like to do more things for charity, but other things just get in the way.* 
13 Anything I do can't really change the world's problems.* 
14 A person should live simply so that others can simply live. 
15 When a person gets involved in a cause it just upsets the people they are close to.* 
16 You can't really change the world.  That's just the way things are.* 
17 I know that when I am working to help others I am also helping myself. 
18 There are some people in the world who just can't be helped.* 
19 I am one of those people that just has to do something when I feel strongly. 
20 Speaking up for what you believe in will just get you in trouble.* 

Note. All items were rated on a 5 point likert type scale, 1 (Strongly disagree) - 5 (Strongly 
agree); * indicates reverse scored items.  

 
 
Table A7: Items for Life Satisfaction scale 
Item 

1 In most ways, my life is close to my ideal. 
2 The conditions of my life are excellent. 
3 I am satisfied with my life. 
4 So far, I have gotten the important things I want in my life. 
5 If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing. 

Note. All items were rated on a 5 point likert type scale, 1 (Strongly disagree) - 5 (Strongly 
agree); * indicates reverse scored items.  
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Table A8: Items for Generalized Self Efficacy scale 
Item 

1 I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough. 
2 If someone opposes me, I can find the means and ways to get what I want. 
3 It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals. 
4 I am confident that I could efficiently deal with unexpected events. 
5 Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen situations. 
6 I can solve my problems if I invest the necessary effort. 
7 I can remain calm when facing difficulties because I can rely on my coping abilities. 
8 When I am confronted with a problem I can usually find several solutions. 
9 If I am in trouble I can usually think of a solution. 

10 I can usually handle whatever comes my way. 
Note. All items were rated on a 5 point likert type scale, 1(Not true at all) – 5 (Exactly true);* 
indicates reverse scored items. 

 
Table A9 Items for Self Esteem Scale 
Item 

1 As the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 
2 At times I think I am not good at all.* 
3 I feel I have a number of good qualities. 
4 I am able to do things as well as most other people. 
5 I feel I do not have much to be proud of.* 
6 I certainly feel useless at times.* 
7 I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others. 
8 I wish I could have more respect for myself.* 
9 All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.* 

10 I take a positive attitude towards myself. 
Note. All Items were rated on a 5 point likert type scale, 1 (Strongly disagree) - 5 (Strongly 
agree) ;* indicates reverse scored items. 
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Table A10: Scales and corresponding items for Attraction to SIOs 
Scale Item 
Attraction to 
SIOs 

    

  1 For me, a social impact organization would be a good place to work. 
  2 A social impact organization is attractive to me as a place of 

employment. 
  3 I would not be interested in a social impact organization except as a last 

resort. * 
  4 I am interested in learning more about social impact organizations. 
  5 A job at a social impact organization is appealing to me. 
Pursuit of 
SIOs 

    

  1 I would make a social impact organization one of my first choices as a 
place for employment. 

  2 I would exert a great deal of effort to work at a social impact 
organization. 

  3 I would accept a job offer from a social impact organization. 
  4 I would recommend a social impact organization to a friend who is 

looking for a job. 
  5 If a social impact organization invited me for an interview, I would go. 
Prestige of 
SIOs 

    

  1 Employees are probably proud to say they work at a social impact 
organization. 

  2 Social impact organizations are reputable to work for. 
  3 I would find a social impact organization a prestigious place to work. 
  4 Social impact organizations probably have a reputation of being an 

excellent employer. 
  5 There are probably many who would like to work for a social impact 

organization. 
Note. All items were rated on a 5 point likert type scale, 1 (Strongly disagree) - 5 (Strongly 
agree); * indicates reverse scored. 

  



 62 

Appendix B 

 Highhouse et al. (2003) Social Impact Organization Adaptation 
General Attractiveness 

 
For me, this company would be a good place 
to work. 

For me, a social impact organization would 
be a good place to work. 

 
I would not be interested in this company 
except as a last resort. 

I would not be interested in a social impact 
organization except as a last resort. 

 
This company is attractive to me as a place 
for employment. 

A social impact organization is attractive to 
me as a place for employment. 

 
I am interested in learning more about this 
company. 

I am interested in learning more about social 
impact organizations. 

 
A job at this company is very appealing to 
me. 

A job at a social impact organization is 
appealing to me. 

Intentions to Pursue 

 
I would accept a job offer from this 
company. 

I would accept a job offer from a social 
impact organization. 

 
I would make this company one of my first 
choices as an employer. 

I would make a social impact organization 
one of my first choice as an employer. 

 
If this company invited me for a job 
interview, I would go. 

If a social impact organization invited me for 
an interview I would go. 

 
I would exert a great deal of effort to work 
for this company. 

I would exert a great deal of effort to work a 
social impact organization. 

 

I would recommend this company to a friend 
looking for a job." 

I would recommend a social impact 
organization to a friend that is looking for a 
job. 

Prestige 

 
Employees are probably proud to say they 
work at this company. 

Employees are probably proud to say they 
work at a social impact organization. 

 This is a reputable company to work for. 
Social impact organizations reputable to 
work for. 

 
This company probably has a reputation as 
being an excellent employer. 

Social impact organizations probably have a 
reputation of being excellent employers. 

 
I would find this company a prestigious 
place to work. 

I would find a social impact organization a 
prestigious place to work. 

 
There are probably many who would like to 
work at this company. 

There are probably many who would like to 
work at a social impact organization. 
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Appendix C 

Thesis Proposal 

Profiling Attraction to Social Impact Organizations 

All organizations reap benefits from better understanding their respective applicant pools and 

workforces. Understanding the characteristics of an applicant pool can help organizations 

diversify their recruitment efforts to better target candidates that will be successful and can 

enhance the fit between those hired and the environment in which they will be working. The 

purpose of this exploratory study is to shed light on the type of job seeker who is attracted to 

social impact organizations (SIOs). Specifically, this study will help SIOs better understand the 

personality, attitudes, vocational interests, and demographic profiles of the people who are 

attracted to working for these types of organizations. Armed with this knowledge, SIOs will be 

able to recruit and retain employees more effectively, efficiently, and economically.  

SIOs are broadly defined as organizations that prioritize the achievement of a social 

mission over profit (Impact Careers Initiative, 2013). They include, but are not limited to, 

nonprofits. For-profit organizations may also fall under the SIO umbrella if they are not under 

mandate or obligation to prioritize profit above all else. In other words, if an organization can 

make a profit or generate revenue while prioritizing a social mission, it is a social impact 

organization. Benefit Corporation (B-Corp) is an example of a category of SIO that is registered 

in the United States. Registering as a B-Corp allows an organization to make corporate decisions 

that consider not only the costs and benefits to their stakeholders but also to the communities and 

mission they are serving.  

SIOs are an important part of today’s global economy not only from a financial 

perspective but also with respect to their capacity to contribute to human welfare. Of course, 



 64 

SIOs can only be as good as the talent they attract. This places an imperative on understanding 

the characteristics of those drawn to such employers.  

Social impact organizations in general, and non-profits in particular, suffer from high 

turnover rates (Selden & Sowa, 2015) and face fierce competition in the so-called “war for 

talent” (Impact Careers Initiative, 2013).  Previous research cites various reasons for these high 

attrition rates. Some of these explanations include: insufficient access to development for 

employees (Selden & Sowa, 2015), lack of coworker and career support (Tews, Michel, & 

Ellingson, 2013), and lack of culture fit (Impact Careers Initiative, 2013; Pollack, 2008). Such 

issues could be more adequately addressed if organizations had a better understanding of their 

employees, what commonalities they share, and what differentiates them from others.  

A number of potential explanatory variables, or predictor variables, are included in the 

current investigation in order to provide an expansive picture of what personal characteristics 

may and may not contribute to prospective job seekers’ attraction to SIOs. In selecting the 

predictor variables for inclusion priority was given to explanatory variables that (a) conceptually 

relate to the desire work for a SIO, and/or (b) are important for organizational well-being. These 

latter variables are valuable in that SIOs should want to know how the their prospective applicant 

pool fares with respect to the characteristic in question and how these variables contribute to or 

detract from the overall health of the organization.  The overarching goal of this research is to 

determine not only if the various personality traits, attitudes, vocational interests, and 

demographics characteristics relate to SIO attraction in isolation but more importantly whether 

there are combinations or profiles of characteristics that explain such attraction.  
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Personality 

It is expected that those who feel more capable and confident in their capacity to change the 

world will be especially attracted to SIOs. Perhaps such individuals are more convinced than 

their counterparts that they have what it takes to help solve the pressing challenges of our day 

rather than succumbing to the notion that they are too inexperienced or powerless to effect social 

change. This possibility suggests several personality variables worth exploring, which are 

described below. 

Narcissism. Narcissism is a personality trait that has garnered a great deal of scientific and 

media attention. Narcissism is defined as a personality trait conceived of excessive self-love 

(Raskin & Terry, 1988).  People with high levels of narcissism tend to have a very high opinion 

of their own self-worth and hold the belief that they are superior to others (Raskin &Hall, 1979). 

The appearance of narcissism is marked not only by feelings of superiority but also the need for 

recognition, power, and authority (Raskin & Hall 1979). Narcissism can be considered in both 

clinical and subclinical terms. Subclinical narcissism The type of narcissism of interest in this 

study is subclinical in that narcissism is not severe enough to disrupt day-to-day life. Subclinical 

narcissism is sometimes known as “normal narcissism.”  

People naturally vary with respect to this personality trait and variable amounts of 

narcissism have been linked to different outcomes. For example, some researchers have studied 

the effect of varying levels of narcissism with leaders. This research suggests that a CEOs’ 

narcissistic tendencies, specifically his or her need for attention, are drivers for initiating 

corporate social responsibility programs (programs that enable organizations to fulfill social 

responsibility activities; Petrenko, 2015). This need for attention could also translate into a desire 

to work for a social impact organization. For instance, those with normal-narcissistic tendencies 
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may be especially likely to possess the confidence that they can make the world a better place 

thereby increasing motivation to work for an organization with such a mission.   

It is worth noting that several popular media sources have touted that today’s young 

adults (i.e., the Millennial Generation, or “millennials”) are the most narcissistic generation to 

date (NPR, 2016). Research exploring this phenomenon is currently on the rise. While academic 

validation is somewhat lacking, many research centers, such as Pew and McKinsey as well as 

general media such as Huffington Post and New York Times, offer support for this notion (Barsh, 

Brown, & Kian, 2016; Pappas, 2016; Widdicombe, 2016).  

Meanwhile, emerging parallel research suggests that millennials are also more likely to 

mold their careers to center around a social mission (Pew Research Center, 2015). The current 

manuscript does not solely focus on the millennial generation. However, the idea that this 

generation may be somehow simultaneously more narcissistic and more motivated to make an 

impact on the world through their work suggests a possible link between one’s psychological 

profile and attraction to employment with a SIO.   

General Self-efficacy. Another personality attitude/sate that is liable to impact attraction to SIOs 

is general self-efficacy (GSE). GSE is an optimistic self-belief that one can perform novel or 

difficult tasks or cope with adversity (Schwarzer, 1992). GSE promotes goal setting, effort 

investment, and persistence in the face of stress or setbacks (Schwarzer, 1992). GSE has been 

shown to moderate the relationship between volunteer intention and action, such that intention 

was more likely to lead to action when GSE was higher (Schwarzer, 1992). Considering this 

relationship, GSE is an important variable to consider in the present research.  Moreover, 

Moreno-Jiménez and Villodres found that GSE is negatively associated with burnout (2010). 

This suggests that individuals with higher GSE will be able to persevere towards their goals 
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longer than those with lower GSE. It is important for SIOs to recruit and retain individuals who 

feel competent to do their work and accomplish their goals and who can move from intention to 

action without feeling strained. Increased GSE could heighten attraction to SIOs if GSE 

increases job seekers’ confidence that they are capable of effecting positive social change 

through their work. 

Locus of control. Locus of control (LOC) is also worth exploring. External LOC is the belief 

that one has little control over what happens to him or her. An individual with an external LOC 

believes that he or she is  at the mercy of the world (Rotter, 1966). On the other hand, internal 

LOC is the belief that one is an active agent (rather than a submissive agent) in determining his 

or her circumstances (Nehrke, Bellucci, & Gabriel, 1978). For example, people who have strong 

internal LOC believe events and outcomes in their life are primarily a result of their own actions. 

People with an internal locus of control would be more likely to explain success on an exam or a 

job promotion in terms of their own actions and attributes whereas their counterparts with a more 

external locus of control would tend to attribute such successes to luck, fate, or other outside 

influences.  An internal LOC could heighten the perception that one can, in fact, effect social 

change through his or her work efforts; whereas an external LOC may promote skepticism 

regarding whether changes in the world have anything to do with one’s own decisions and 

actions. Therefore, it is likely that individuals with internal LOC will be attracted to SIO more so 

than individuals with external LOCs. LOC and narcissism have often been linked as similarly 

manifesting constructs (Bayse, Allgood, & Van Wyk, 1992). In addition, internal LOC is 

positively related to generalized self-efficacy (Judge &Bono, 2001). However, these constructs 

are clearly distinct and worth considering individually in the present study. 
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The Big Five. To get a comprehensive picture of an individual and how certain personality traits 

relate to SIO attraction, the Big Five personality traits are also worth consideration. The traits 

that make up the Big Five are agreeableness, neuroticism, extraversion, conscientiousness, and 

openness to experience (probably add a citation for this once). Agreeableness is the tendency to 

be compassionate and cooperative towards others rather than suspicious and antagonistic. 

Neuroticism is described as a lack of emotional stability and a propensity towards unpleasant 

emotions like anger, anxiety, and depression. Extraversion is defined as having high levels of 

energy and positive emotions, being sociable, being talkative and seeking stimulation in the 

company of others. Conscientiousness is the inclination to show self-discipline, act dutifully, and 

aim for achievement. Finally, openness to experience reflects a person’s degree of intellectual 

curiosity, creativity, and preference for novelty and variety (Boundless, 2016).   

Some of the Big Five personality traits have been linked to other variables included in the 

present study as well as to variables that are conceptually like SIO attraction. For example, 

agreeableness has been related to prosocial behavior and specifically to volunteerism (Gustavo 

et. al., 2005; Smith & Nelson, 1975). Graziano and Eisenberg state that agreeableness 

encompasses soft-heartedness, trust, altruism, modesty, and compliance, which suggests that 

agreeableness may be a core dispositional component of prosocial behaviors, or behaviors done 

with “the intention of helping others” (Grant & Berry, 2011, p.74; Graziano, 1994; Graziano & 

Eisenberg, 1997; McCrae & Costa, 1999). Agreeable people are more likely than their less 

agreeable counterparts to volunteer (Carlo et al., 2005). Whether this extends to the types of 

organizations such individuals gravitate toward professionally remains an open question to be 

tested. It is, however, reasonable to expect that individuals high on agreeableness may have 

increased attraction to SIOs. 
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One study that measured the Big Five personality traits in female volunteer hospice workers 

found that relative to the general population such workers tended to be less neurotic, more 

extraverted, more open to experience, more agreeable, but similar with respect to 

conscientiousness (Claxton-Oldfield, 2010). Perhaps those attracted to SIOs also exhibit distinct 

Big 5 personality profiles which differ from those who are less enthusiastic about the prospect of 

working for an employer who prioritizes a social mission.   

Prosocial motivation. Much of the literature surrounding recruitment posits that “person-

organization fit” is more likely when an organization and an individual share similar values 

(Cable, 2014). Accordingly, prosocial motivation is another trait that deserves exploration. The 

term prosocial is defined as “the intention of helping others” (Grant & Berry, 2011, p.74). 

Prosocial motivation is of particular interest because it is associated with characteristics such as 

voice (ability to express one’s opinion), issue selling (ability to convince someone of one’s 

opinion by directing and focusing others’ attention; Johnson, 2002), taking charge, persistence, 

performance, and productivity (Grant & Berry, 2011). These are important characteristics of an 

employee in general but especially so in a setting such as a SIO where persistence and issue 

selling can be vital for mission achievement.  

Research in public administration has demonstrated a link between public service 

motivation (i.e., “a general altruistic motivation to serve the interests of the community or 

people”) and desire to work in U.S. government (Rainey & Steinbauer, 1999, p.23). This 

definition is very similar to prosocial motivation, and it can be argued that the U.S. Government 

is one of the largest SIOs that exists. Thus, it is worthwhile to explore whether prosocial 

motivation is linked to the desire to work for social impact organizations in general.  
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Attitudes 

Conservatism. Conservatism, or political orientation, may also influence the types of 

organizations to which people are attracted; although, this research is strongly conflicted. There 

are common perceptions that those who lean more politically liberal are more likely to want to 

give back (Becker, 2014). However, this has been countered by political research that suggests 

conservatives are more fiscally generous (The Fiscal Times, 2016). For examples, a recent study 

from Rice University suggests that we cannot clearly discern much about philanthropic attitudes 

from political giving trends. This study compared political giving to children’s charities and 

found that while conservatives gave more to political groups and campaigns, liberals gave more 

to children’s charities (Mittal, 2012).   

Another study produced by Margolis and Scances (2013) suggests that once church 

attendance and income are adjusted for, liberals are no more charitable than conservatives 

(2013). However, this study did suggest that charity and generosity from liberals were more 

concentrated toward humanitarian giving while conservative charity and generosity were 

concentrated more towards religious giving (Margolis & Scances, 2013).  Charitable giving is 

not the same as working for a SIO. However, it is worthwhile to consider whether the same 

psychological characteristics are at play when it comes to devoting one’s career to an 

organization that prioritizes social impact over profit.   

Volunteerism. Research from the volunteerism literature may also be relevant – particularly 

studies focused on the motivation to volunteer. According to this literature base, 

Volunteer/Activism is a characteristic that reflects a person’s propensity to volunteer (Bales, 

1996). It is possible that people inclined toward Volunteerism/Activism pursue prosocial work 

not only in their spare time but also in their professional lives. Investigating the relationship 
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between Volunteer/Activism and attraction to a SIO could be theoretically and practically 

informative. Leaders of SIOs may be interested in how this characteristic appears in their 

applicant pool as some research has shown that volunteerism is linked to organizationally-

valuable traits. For example, some rese arch has suggested that those who volunteer are less 

likely to breach social contracts (Uggen & Janikula, 1999). 

Motivation to Lead. High potential leaders are just as important in the social impact space as 

they are for non-social impact organizations. There is a clear linkage between motivation to lead 

and leadership effectiveness (Stiehl et al., 2015). Understanding whether motivation to lead 

correlates with attraction to SIOs can therefore shed light on the potential leadership pipeline at 

the time of recruitment. It is worth noting that other factors, such as personality variables, play a 

role in the link between motivation to lead and leadership effectiveness (Stiehl et al, 2015). This 

illustrates the need to examine potential predictors of SIO attraction, such as motivation to lead, 

not only in isolation but also in combination with other variables such as personality.    

Life Satisfaction. Life satisfaction is another variable included in the present study. Life 

satisfaction is defined as “an overall assessment of feelings and attitudes about one’s life at a 

particular point in time ranging from negative to positive” (Buetell, 2006, p.1). Whether life 

satisfaction relates to attraction to SIOs is currently unknown; however, previous research 

suggests that life satisfaction negatively correlates with workplace conflict and that this 

relationship may be stronger for women than for men (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998). Life satisfaction 

could play a role in attraction to SIOs given its relevance to other organizational phenomena. 

Consistent with the “feel good, do good” phenomenon in social psychology (Jones, 2006), it is 

possible that satisfaction with one’s own life heightens one’s interest in working for an 

organization with a social mission.  
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Conservatism. or an individual’s political orientation, may also influence the types of 

organizations to which people are attracted. There are common perceptions that those who lean 

more politically liberal are more likely to want to give back (Becker, 2014). However, this has 

been countered by political research that suggests conservatives are more fiscally generous (The 

Fiscal Times, 2016). A recent study from Rice University suggests that we cannot discern much 

about philanthropic attitudes from political giving trends. This study compared political giving to 

children’s charities and found that while conservatives gave more to political groups and 

campaigns, liberals gave more to children’s charities (Mittal, 2012).   

Another study produced by Margolis and Scances (2013) suggests that once church attendance 

and income are adjusted for, liberals are no more charitable than conservatives (2013). However, 

this study did suggest that charity and generosity from liberals were more concentrated toward 

humanitarian giving while conservative charity and generosity were concentrated more towards 

religious giving (Margolis & Scances, 2013).  Charitable giving is not the same as working for a 

SIO. However, it is worthwhile to consider whether the same psychological characteristics are at 

play when it comes to devoting one’s career to an organization that prioritizes social impact over 

profit.   

Vocational Interests  

It is interesting to consider whether vocational interests also play a role in attraction to SIOs. 

Holland’s theory of vocational interests, published in 1959, is one framework for better 

understanding vocational interests (Nauta, 2010). Over 50 years later, this framework has been 

enhanced and continues to be used by researchers and practitioners. It has also been incorporated 

into one of industrial-organizational (I-O) psychology’s most utilized and impactful tools:  the 

Occupational Information Network (O*NET; National Center for O*Net Development, 2017).  
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Holland’s “RIASEC” model posits that people vary with respect to their interest in doing work 

that is Realistic, Investigative, Artistic, Social, Enterprising, and Conventional.  The RIASEC 

career interest types have been empirically supported time and time again (Nauta, 2010).  

Understanding job seekers’ and workers’ career interest profiles enables the discernment 

and provision of person-job fit (Nauta, 2010). Holland has emphasized that individuals search for 

and enter work environments that permit them to “exercise their skills and abilities, express their 

attitudes and values, and take on agreeable problems and roles,” (Holland 1992, p.4). This 

assertion is paramount to the present study, which is based on a similar premise – namely that 

people will choose or be attracted to workplace that allows them to exercise their skills and 

abilities, express their attitudes and values, and take on agreeable problems and roles. Given the 

arguably value-laden mission of SIOs, we are interested to see if certain vocational interests or 

values have a significant relationship with SIO attraction. 

Research Questions 

In sum, the variables proposed above, along with demographic variables of: race, education 

level, employment status, and gender, will aid in determining what sorts of individuals are more 

and less attracted to an SIO. The predictive power of these variables will be explored 

individually and in two different forms of combination. First, they will be combined in a 

common regression-based fashion that tests the incremental variance in SIO attraction that is 

explained by each variable when considered alongside the others. To compliment the variable 

approach utilized through multiple regression we will also take a person approach by using 

cluster analysis and latent profile analysis (LPA).  

In regression, we are looking at how variables relate to one another leading to questions 

about what we might look for in nature. By conducting both a cluster and latent profile analysis 
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as well as multiple regression, we are able to consider not only what variables are related but also 

if that relationship actually occurs naturally. Additionally, a cluster or LPA approach provides a 

unique opportunity to examine higher level interactions that usually require a very large sample 

size to explore with multiple regression (Bergman & Wangby, 2014). 

   By conducting a cluster analysis, we can look closer at subgroups of patterns instead of 

considering interactions amongst an entire sample. While cluster analysis and LPA both have 

limitations such as not being able to account for as much variance as multiple regression, 

(Bergman & Wagby, 2014; Marsh et al., 2009) the purpose of this study is not only to be 

academically-relevant and contribute to the knowledge base of these variables but also to be 

practically-relevant and allow for recommendations based on the observed patterns of these 

variables in nature. Therefore, the data will also be analyzed to identify whether the prospective 

predictors naturally cluster together to form profiles of variables that naturally coexist.  

The following research questions will be explored: 

RQ1: Which demographic, personality, attitudinal, and career interest variables predict attraction 

to social impact organizations? 

RQ2: How many distinct profiles exist among the demographic, personality, attitudinal, and 

career interest variables included in this research.     

RQ3: What is the nature of each profile, and what proportion of the sample is classified under 

each?   

RQ4: Are there profiles that characterize individuals who are especially attracted to social impact 

organizations?   
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  Method  

Participants 

Participants (N=600) will be recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk- a crowdsourcing 

Internet marketplace that coordinates “human intelligence” for tasks posted by a “Requester” 

(Amazon Mechanical Turk, 2015). These individuals will be paid $0.25 upon completion of the 

survey.  Mechanical Turk IDs will be provided for payment purposes.  However, this ID will be 

immediately discarded after payment is awarded.   

Participants will be informed that they must be 18 years of age or older and fluent in the 

English language to be eligible to take part in the survey. Of the 600 participants, XX% were 

female and XX% were male. In terms of ethnicity, XX% self-identified as White, XX% as Black 

or African American, XX% as American Indian or Alaskan native, XX% as Asian, XX% as 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, XX% as Hispanic or Latino, and  XX% self-identified as 

Other. Participants were also asked to indicate their employment status: XX% indicated that they 

were unemployed, XX% indicated they were employed part-time, and XX% indicated they were 

employed full-time. The age range was between XX and XX (M=#, SD=#). 

Participants will be asked to indicate the highest level of education they completed. The 

sample varied with respect to education level with ranges from grade school to a doctorate. 

Overall, XX% indicated some education (not beyond grade school), XX% completed some high 

school, XX% completed high school, XX% completed some college, XX% completed college, 

XX% completed trade/vocational school, XX% obtained an associate’s degree, XX% obtained a 

bachelor’s degree, XX% obtained a master’s degree, XX% obtained a professional degree, and 

XX% completed their doctorate.  Employed participants will also be asked about the current 

occupation. The occupational breakdown of the study sample is as follows:  
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management/professional/related XX% ; service XX% ; sales/office XX% ; 

farming/fishing/forestry XX% ; construction/extraction/maintenance XX% ; 

production/transportation/material moving XX% ; government XX% ; retired XX% ; and 

unemployed XX%.1  

Design and Procedure  

This study has twenty (20) predictor variables. These variables include Personality: narcissism, 

generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, prosocial motivation, The Big 5 personality traits 

(BFI: i.e., conscientiousness, neuroticism, openness to experience, extraversion, agreeableness); 

Attitudes: conservatism, volunteerism, motivation to lead, life satisfaction; Vocational Interests: 

Realistic, Investigative, Artistic, Social, Enterprising, and Conventional. Social Impact Desire 

(SID), or the desire to join a social impact organization,  will be measured as the criterion 

variable.  

Participants will provide informed consent after reading and signing a form containing 

details about the purpose and procedure of this survey. Participants will be told that their 

responses will be kept confidential.  Participants will access the online survey through Amazon’s 

Mechanical Turk, and the responses will be recorded in Qualtrics survey software. Upon 

registering through Mechanical Turk (MTurk), participants will be provided a link to the survey. 

After clicking on this link, they will be taken to a consent page, which will indicate the criteria 

for study eligibility including the stipulations the participants must be 18 years of age or older to 

                                                

1 Note to thesis committee: Parts of this section are written in the past tense and include 

placeholders for demographic information in order to demonstrate how demographics will be 

reported after data collection. 
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participate. After reading and consenting to take the survey, they will be asked their age. 

Participants indicating they are under 18 years of age will be taken to a page that thanks them for 

their time and indicates they will not be permitted to continue the survey. Participants who are 18 

years of age or older will be directed to the first page of the survey. 

This survey contains 220 items. The average completion time is XX minutes (SD = 

XX.XX), as indicated by the project completion time provided by Qualtrics survey software. 

Participants are first asked basic demographic questions and questions about their current 

occupation. They will then provided a definition of a social impact organization. After reading 

the definition, they will be asked to indicate their preferences about working for such an 

organization.  Next, participants will be asked a series of questions about their occupational 

preferences from Holland’s Occupational Themes scale.  Finally, participants will be asked 

questions that pertain to the other psychological constructs included in this research in the 

following order: Narcissism, Prosocial Motivation, Conservatism, Volunteer/Activism, 

Motivation to Lead, The Big Five Inventory (BFI), Life Satisfaction, General Self-efficacy and 

finally, Locus of Control. After this segment of questions is completed, respondents will be 

thanked for their participation and provided a code to enter in M-Turk in order to receive 

payment or they will be provided an email address to send their M-Turk ID to if the code did not 

appear.   

Measured Variables 

Unless otherwise noted, respondents will be asked to use a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 

agree) scale to rate the items included on the survey. The specific items used to operationalize 

the constructs under investigation are described next.  
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Holland’s Occupational Themes. Holland’s Occupational Themes (Holland, 1973) is a 30-item 

mini scale, altered from the original long form version composed of 60 items. This scale is 

composed of six different categories of career interest or “Holland Types” (realistic, α = .81; 

investigative, α = .80; artistic, α = .81; social, α = .79; enterprising, α = .74; and conventional, α 

= .79) with five items comprising each career interest category. With this scale, participants will 

be asked to rate the extent to which they agree that they would enjoy each of 30 activities (e.g., 

“build kitchen cabinets” or “develop a new medicine”).   

Scores will be computed by summing responses for each of the six career interests or 

Holland Types with a possible range of 5 to 25 for each career interest measured by the Mini-IP 

(Interest Profiler), which is the version used here.  The Mini-IP is a shortened version of the 

Long-IP meaning it contains fewer items within each career interest or Holland Type. A neutral 

anchor was added into the Likert scale for data collection. This specific scale was shortened to 

enhance brevity and allow for more inclusion in assessment due to time constraints with previous 

tools, and research outside of vocational counseling (Lowman & Schurman, 1982). The short 

form has been previously utilized and validated (Lowman & Schurman, 1982).   

Narcissism. Narcissism (α = .72) will be measured using a 16-item paired scale (Ames, Rose, & 

Anderson, 2005).  Specifically, a narcissism measure called NPI-16 will be used to assess 

subclinical levels of the construct. This means that this scale does not diagnose the clinical level 

of Narcissism; it only measures levels of normal of narcissism as they vary across individuals. 

This scale was created by Ames, Rose, and Anderson (2005 and was based off Raskin and 

Terry’s NPI-40 (year). The NPI-16 was chosen because it is briefer than the NPI-40. NPI-16 
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items are provided in pairs, and the participant is asked to choose which of the paired statements 

applies more to them. An example of a pair is as follows: 

___ Being an authority doesn't mean that much to me   

___ People always seem to recognize my authority 

In the example above, the second choice is the narcissistic statement. When an individual 

chooses the statement that is more narcissistic, they will be given a score of 2. When they choose 

the less narcissistic statement, they are given a score of 1. These scores will be aggregated such 

that higher aggregate scores indicate greater levels of normal or sub-clinical narcissism. Scores 

can range between 16 and 32.  

Prosocial Motivation. Prosocial motivation will be measured using a four-item scale (α = .91; 

Grant, 2008). The entire scale is prefaced with the question, “Why are you motivated to do your 

work?” An example item is as follows: Because I care about benefiting others through my work.  

Conservatism. Conservatism will be measured using a seven-item scale (α = 0.82; 

Mehrabian,1996). Participants will be asked to rate their agreement with a series of statements, 

such as:  Communism has been proven to be a failed political ideology. Participants will rate the 

seven items using Likert-style response options ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 

agree). 

Motivation to Lead. Motivation to Lead (α = .85) is captured with a 12- item scale adapted by 

Maurya and Agarwal (2013) originally published by Dubrin in 1989. An example of an item is as 

follows: “I am energized when people come to me for suggestions.” Participants will rate the 
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seven items using Likert-style response options ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 

agree). 

Goldberg’s Big Five Inventory (BFI). The BFI is 44-item inventory that measures an 

individual on the Big Five Factors (dimensions) of personality (Goldberg, 1993). These 

personality factors include: neuroticism (eight items, α = .81), extraversion (eight items, α = .87), 

openness to experience (ten items, α = .65), agreeableness (nine items, α = .70) , and 

conscientiousness (nine items, α = .75 [Goldberg, 1993])Response options will be rated on a 

five-point Likert-type rating scale. Participants will be asked to consider how they see 

themselves and then provided with a list of items to rate how well a given item describes them 

(1=Describes me extremely well, 2= Describes me very well, 3=Describes me moderately well, 

4=Describes me slightly well, and 5=Does not describe me).  

The participant will then be asked to complete the following sentence when making their 

rating, “I see myself as someone who…”. Example items for each of this measure’s five factors 

are as follows: 

  Neuroticism: “Is depressed, blue”. 

  Openness: “Is original, comes up with new ideas”.  

  Extraversion: “Is talkative”.  

  Agreeableness: “Is helpful and unselfish with others”. 

  Conscientiousness: “Does a thorough job”.   

Volunteer/Activism. Bales (1996) Volunteer/Activism scale is a 20-item measure that is divided 

into four dimensions: sense of effectiveness (the feeling that one can make a difference in 

addressing social problems); sociability or generalism (the sense that volunteering is a normal 

part of life); idealism or philosophical commitment (the feeling that social justice is necessary); 
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and feel good factor (feeling rewarded for volunteering). Scores for each factor can be 

considered individually or combined to form a general volunteer/activism score. For the purpose 

of this research, the scores for each factor will be combined for a general volunteer/activism 

scale.  An example item is as follows: “Anything I do can’t really change the world’s problems.” 

Participants will rate the items using Likert-style response options ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

Life Satisfaction. The satisfaction with life scale is a five-item scale (α = .87) that was 

developed to measure the cognitive judgement of a person’s quality of life (Diener, Emmons, 

Larsen & Griffin, 1985). An example item is as follows, “The conditions of my life are 

excellent.” Participants will rate the seven items using Likert-style response options ranging 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

General Self Efficacy. The general self-efficacy (GSE) scale (α = .90) consists of ten items from 

Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1995). This scale measures an individual’s perceptions of their own 

capabilities. An example item is as follows, “I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary 

effort.” Participants will rate the seven items using Likert-style response options ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

Locus of Control. Rotter’s (1966) locus of control scale (α = .79) is a twenty-nine-item scale. 

These items will be provided in pairs, and the participant will be asked to choose which of each 

pair of statements applies more to them. These pairs will then be coded to indicate if a participant 

has internal or external locus of control. An example of a pair is as follows: 

 ___What happens to me is my own doing. 

 ___Sometimes I don’t feel that I have enough control over the direction my life is taking. 
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The first item listed above indicates a more internal locus of control. When an individual 

chooses the statement that indicates a more internal locus of control, he or she will be given a 

score of 2. When an individual chooses the statement that indicates a more external locus of 

control, he or she will be given a score of 1. These scores will be aggregated. Greater aggregated 

scores will a higher level of internal of locus of control. 

Social Impact Desire. Social Impact Desire (SID) will be measured using a scale adapted from 

the Highhouse, Lievens, and Sinar (2003) scale, which measures attraction to organizations. This 

scale will be administered to assess the degree to which participants would like to work for a 

Social Impact Organization. At the beginning of the Social Impact Desire survey items, 

participants will be given a definition of a social impact organization, as follows:  

Definition:  

A social impact organization is an organization that is striving to achieve a social 

mission and prioritizes that goal over profit.  This social mission is one that is meant to achieve 

overall social improvement.  

For Example: Organization G is a social impact organization because it is striving to 

create a technology that measures malnutrition in children. Organization L is a social impact 

organization because it is striving to provide free legal services to underprivileged populations. 

Organization W is not a social impact organization because it produces watches to make a 

profit. 

  After reading this definition, participants will be given a series of statements and asked to 

rate the extent to which they agree with each. An example item is: “For me, a social impact 

organization would be a good place to work.” 
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The original Highhouse, Lievens, and Sinar (2003) scale used to create the SID items 

contains three sub-scales: attraction, intentions, and prestige. Each subscale was adapted to 

measure attraction to social impact organizations, intentions to pursue work with a social impact 

organization and the degree to which a respondent perceives a social impact organization as a 

prestigious place to work. See this manuscript’s Appendix for the adapted and original version of 

this scale, which focused on an organization in general rather than a social impact organization in 

particular.  

Like the original, the adapted scale consists of 15 items (α = .86). Reliabilities and a 

confirmatory factor analysis were run on this adapted scale in a pilot study conducted to adapt 

this scale. Consistent with the original Highhouse et al. (2003) scale, the pilot study indicated a 

three-factor model (Sall & Foster, 2016). The fit of the modified model was adequate with a 

significant Chi-square, χ2 (87) = 222.10, p > 0.001, TLI = .959, CFI = .986, RMSEA = .084 [.060, 

.109]. The reliabilities for this scale (α = 0.76 for the Attraction scale, 0.77 for intentions, and 

0.71 for prestige) also indicate that the adaptation did not negatively affect the uniqueness or 

variance of the items (Sall & Foster, 2016). Given the current study’s focus on SIO attraction,  

the attraction subscale will be exclusively used for the current study’s analyses.  

Careless responding. Careless responding will be addressed by including four “instructed 

response” attention checks within the survey. An attention check question will ask the participant 

to explicitly choose one of the 5 Likert-type response options, such as “Please choose ‘strongly 

agree’ for this question.” Any participant who does not correctly answer one of the attention 

check questions will not have their data included in this study.  
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Power Analysis 

For the purposes of this study, data will be collected from 600 participants. This exceeds the 

minimum sample needed for each analysis to be conducted. Power analyses were completed for 

bivariate correlations (RQ1), regression analyses (RQ1), and ANOVA (RQ4). This was done 

using G*Power to determine the minimum sample size needed for 80% power to detect a 

medium-sized effect of .25 at α = .05 with the medium effect size estimate based on the 

guidelines offered by Cohen (1992). The estimates for all of the relevant analyses produced a 

range of 92 to 159 total participants.  

It should be noted that the sample size demanded by latent profile analysis and cluster 

analyses to examine this study’s research questions were also considered. Little research has 

examined the sample size needed to adequately detect the correct number of latent classes in a 

Latent Profile Analysis. Based on previous literature (Tein, Coxe, & Cham, 2013), the median 

sample size needed in order to detect a 3 profiles (the median number of profiles identified using 

LPA) was 377 participants (Tein, Coxe, & Cham, 2013). The median observations in each class, 

or profile, was eighty-eight, which means the median number of data points that comprised each 

cluster was eighty-eight. Thus, the median number of observed variables that constituted each 

class or profile was nine. Further, most of the studies cited used multiple fit indices to evaluate 

model fit and model selection. therefore, there is no agreed upon rule-of-thumb that indicate 

which fit indices are more or less accurate (Tein, Coxe, & Cham, 2013).  

 Similarly, there are no general guidelines for considering sample size for cluster 

analysis. Formann (1984) suggests 2m , where m indicates the number of clustering variables. 

Since this is an exploratory study, it is not yet known how many clustering variables will emerge. 
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However, it is suggested that to conduct a k-means cluster analysis a sample size of at least 500 

is necessary (Kamakura, 2000).   

Proposed Analysis 

All continuous variables will be examined for outliers and normality (skewness and kurtosis) 

prior to addressing this study’s research questions. In order to better understand if and how 

different personality traits, attitudes and career interests interact with each other and whether 

there is a statistically significant relationship between variables,  correlation analyses will be 

conducted. Separate correlations will be analyzed to determine whether each construct, measured 

independently, relates to Social Impact Organization Attraction.  A linear regression analysis will 

also be conducted to determine unique variance explained by each construct when considered in 

tandem with other variables that were measured.  Because of the likelihood for strong 

correlations between predictors, intercorrelations will be used to identify multicollinearity. 

Further, regression analyses will consider the predictors with the strongest relationships with SIO 

attraction. All 20 predictors will not be analyzed at one time because likelihood of finding 

significant beta weights is minimal. The findings of these analyses will address RQ1. 

 RQ2 and RQ3 will be examined by conducting a Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) as well as 

a Cluster Analysis. An LPA using MPlus 7.3 (Muthen & Muthen, 2015) will be conducted in 

order to identify within-individual profiles of personality. A K-means cluster analysis will be 

conducted using Sleipner 2.1 (Bergman & ElKhouri, 2002) to identify within-individual profiles 

of personality. Both the results of the LPA and cluster analysis will be considered and evaluated 

on number, validity and size of clusters. It will then be decided with which analysis to move 

forward.  
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Latent profile analysis uses a probabilistic model of distribution of data. This model uses 

the distribution of the data to assess the probabilities that certain cases are members of certain 

latent classes. It is assumed there is a latent structure rather than just looking for similarities. 

Cluster analysis, conversely, uses distance measures to identify clusters and is looking for 

surface similarities, not a latent structure. Until both analyses are run, it is not possible to know 

which analysis fits the data better. Both analyses proposed above utilize the pattern approach as 

opposed to the traditional variable based approach that is often utilized within the social sciences 

field.  This research is specifically looking to identify interactions that remain true for subsets of 

the sample, not generalized across the entire sample as a traditional variable-based approach 

would require.   

Once clusters are identified and evaluated and RQ2 and RQ3 are addressed, we will 

begin to address RQ4. We will use SPSS to conduct a one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). 

An ANOVA will be conducted using each individual cluster or profile type as a level of the 

independent variable and Social Impact Organization Attraction as the dependent variable to 

determine which profiles are more attracted to working for a social impact organization. If 

significant, a Tukey’s HSD post hoc analysis will be run in order to compare every possible pair 

of clusters to determine exactly which clusters are different from each other with respect to 

social impact attraction.  
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