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Resymé  
 

Fokus for denne oppgaven er å undersøke hva som tiltrekker mennesker til å søke jobb i startup bedrifter, 

og om personlighet påvirker hva som tiltrekker dem. Ved denne oppgaven ønsker jeg å belyse to mangler 

i litteraturen. Få studier har forsøkt å identifisere hvilke egenskaper som både er unike for startups og 

attraktive for jobbsøkere, og ingen tidligere studier har undersøkt påvirkningen av personlighet på 

attraktiviteten til slike egenskaper. Dette er overraskende gitt den store interessen for rekruttering i 

entreprenørskap og den økende forskningen på dette området. Valget av arbeidsplass påvirkes av 

organisatorisk attraktivitet, og personlighet er en viktig del av hva som tiltrekker ulike mennesker til 

ulike organisasjoner. Hvis kompetente jobbsøkere konsekvent velger å melde seg ut av 

rekrutteringsprosessen, er det viktig å avdekke kilden til dette.  

 

Jeg bygger på tidligere forskning av Tumasjan, Strobel og Welpe (2011) som identifiserer de følgende 

egenskapene som unike for startup bedrifter og attraktive for jobbsøkere; (1) fleksibelt arbeidsskjema, 

(2) flatt hierarki, (3) et samhørig team, (4) aksjer som betaling, (5) ansvar og selvstendighet, (6) varierte 

arbeidsoppgaver, (7) tidlig lederansvar, (8) bratt læringskurve, og (9) direkte tilgang til kunnskap om 

entreprenørskap. Jeg bruker i tillegg femfaktormodellen for personlighetstrekk som deler personlighet 

inn i de fem følgende trekkene; åpenhet, planmessighet, ekstroversjon, medmenneskelighet og 

nevrotisisme. Jeg tar i bruk kvantitativ metode, og samler empirisk data gjennom en spørreundersøkelse 

sendt til potensielle jobbsøkere. Spørreundersøkelsen måler preferanser og personlighet gjennom en 

conjoint-analyse og en personlighets inventar.  

 

Mine funn tilsier at de ni startup egenskapene er attraktive for jobbsøkere, men i varierende grad. 

Resultatene viser også at personlighet påvirker attraktiviteten til flere av egenskapene. Funnene bidrar 

med kunnskap om hvordan startup bedrifter bedre kan ta beslutninger i tiltreknings- og 

rekrutteringsprosessen, ved å utnytte startup egenskapene i deres employer brand.   
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1. Introduction 

In this era of knowledge economy, human resources are an essential part of a firm’s competitive 

advantage and success (Heneman and Tansky, 2002), and it is argued that “the people make the 

place” (Schneider, 1987). Significant demographic and sociological changes in society have led 

to a growing demand for skilled labor (Drucker, 1999). Competing to attract and retain the best 

talents, firms are fighting in “the war for talent” (Michaels, Handfield-Jones and Axelrod, 2001). 

A substantial amount of literature studies organizational attractiveness and how this influence 

people’s job search behavior. Employer branding, summarized by Backhaus and Tikoo 

(2004:502) as “[…] the process of building an identifiable and unique employer identity”, is 

strategically used by firms to market their employer value to job seekers. A firm can attract 

qualified and talented employees by building an employer brand that differentiates the firm 

from its competitors.   

 

Attracting talented employees is particularly challenging for startup companies, which are still 

in the process of gaining legitimacy in their early stage of development (Williamson, Cable and 

Aldrich, 2002). Employer branding has been suggested as a strategy also for startups (Tumasjan, 

Strobel and Welpe, 2011). But what attracts people to startup companies? Unique and attractive 

characteristics of startup companies can be used in employer branding in order to market the 

employer value of these companies to prospective applicants. But few studies have investigated 

which attributes this could entail. This is surprising given the growing interest in the area of 

entrepreneurship and the importance of recruitment to entrepreneurial survival (Cardon and 

Stevens, 2004).  

 

An important element of organizational attraction is the influence of individual differences. 

People are attracted to different attributes based on their distinct motives, interests, values and 

personality. As personality predicts how a person will act or react in a given situation (Owoseni, 

2011), it would be useful to investigate the influence of personality on the attractiveness of 

startup attributes. For example, do the various attributes unique for startups attract or repel 

certain personality types? Literature on person-entrepreneurship fit focus on the individual 

differences of founders and it is intriguing that no previous research has investigated how the 

personality of prospective applicants can influence the attractiveness of attributes unique to 

startup companies.  
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1.1. Research area 

Considering the importance of entrepreneurships in our economy (Bygrave and Zacharakis, 

2007) and the essential role that organizational attraction plays in these firms’ success 

(Williamson et al. 2002), it is surprising that little research has investigated what attracts people 

to apply for jobs in startup companies. I am therefore interested in exploring this topic further. 

By reviewing literature on organizational attractiveness in entrepreneurship, I want to identify 

which job attributes startup companies have that are both unique and attractive, and thus can be 

communicated to prospective applicants in order to attract competent employees. I am 

thereafter interested in testing this empirically. I want to examine how potential employees 

differ regarding the values they assign to the startup attributes and I want to be able to suggest 

which attributes matters most to prospective applicants. Moreover, I am interested in the 

relationship between these values and personality. I want to compare prospective applicants’ 

organizational preferences with their personality, and investigate if and how personality 

influence the attraction to the startup attributes. Personality might interact with preferences and 

thus predict perceived person-entrepreneurship fit in the context of startup employees.  

 

This paper aims at addressing two research gaps identified in entrepreneurship literature by 

using a person-entrepreneurship fit perspective to investigate what attracts people to apply for 

jobs in startup companies.  The research objectives are as follows: 

 Identify the main job attributes that attracts people to apply for jobs in startup companies 

 Determine the degree of attractiveness of the job attributes 

 Determine whether startup experience and interest influence the importance of attributes 

 Determine whether personality influence the importance of the attributes   

 

1.2. Thesis structure  

This paper is structured into six chapters. The present chapter is introductory and serves to 

introduce the area of research. The paper uses a deductive approach, meaning that the problem 

statements are developed from my review of previous research. Therefore, I present my 

theoretical framework before I introduce my problem statements. The second chapter is thus a 

literature review covering the research area. In the chapter, I review the literature relevant to 

my research objectives and identify the main tendencies as well as some prominent research 

gaps. The third chapter presents my problem statements and delimitations. In the fourth chapter 

I present my methodology and I describe the methods used to acquire empirical data. My 
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methodology has several limitations which are discussed in this chapter. The results of my data 

analysis are presented in the fifth chapter and in chapter six I discuss my findings in relation to 

the literature identified in chapter two. The sixth chapter also includes suggestions on how my 

findings can be used by practitioners and how my study can be used as a basis for further 

research.  
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2. Theoretical framework 

This chapter reviews literature relevant to organizational attractiveness for entrepreneurial firms, 

as well as person-entrepreneurship fit. The chapter is divided into five sections. The first section 

presents the different grow stages of a business and provides a definition for “startup company”. 

The second section reviews the literature on human resource management in entrepreneurship. 

It identifies challenges that startup companies face in the attraction and recruitment of new 

employees. The third section introduces the concept of “organizational attractiveness” within 

entrepreneurship. This section identifies various job attributes that are unique to startup 

companies and at the same time, attractive to prospective employees. The forth section 

identifies the influence that individual differences, and specifically personality, have on job 

preferences and organizational attractiveness. Finally, the fifth section reviews the literature on 

person-entrepreneurship fit, which shows that only a few studies have investigated the 

characteristics of individuals who join founders in their entrepreneurial adventure. The 

literature review is the foundation of my theoretical framework, and it will be the basis of my 

problem statements. 

 

2.1. What is a startup company? 

Entrepreneurship is not a new phenomenon. The term “entrepreneur” originated in French 

economics in the early eighteenth century (Hannafey, 2003). Entrepreneurship literature 

includes a wide range of purposes and objectives, uses various theoretical perspectives, 

methodologies and analyzes. It is however argued that entrepreneurship is still under-theorized 

and under-researched (Shane, 2003). There is no universal definition of “entrepreneurship”, but 

there is a growing convergence. Stevenson and Jarillo (1990:23) defines it as “the process by 

which individuals—either on their own or inside organizations—pursue opportunities without 

regard to the resources they currently control”. In a more holistic definition, the entrepreneurial 

process “includes all functions, activities, and actions associated with perceiving opportunities 

and creating organizations to pursue them” (Bygrave and Zacharakis, 2007:1). This includes 

everything from market and customer research, service and product innovation, finding and 

managing resources - to team building and leadership. Bygrave and Zacharakis (2007:1) argue 

that; “Entrepreneurship is the essence of free enterprise because the birth of new businesses 

gives a market economy its vitality. New and emerging businesses create a very large proportion 

of the innovative products and services that transform the way we work and live, such as 

personal computers (PCs), computer software, the Internet and the World Wide Web (WWWor 
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Web), biotechnology drugs, overnight package deliveries, and big-box stores.”  

 

Entrepreneurship is a meaningful field to study. Entrepreneurships are shown to generate most 

new jobs (Bygrave and Zacharakis 2007), and there is evidence to link entrepreneurial activity 

to economic growth (e.g. Audretsch, 1995; Caves, 1998; Davidsson, Delmar and Wiklund, 2006; 

Sutton, 1997). Over the last two decades, there has been a growing interest in the area of 

entrepreneurship and the literature is expanding. It can be divided into two main steams 

according to Davidsson (2003). The first steam deals with the discovery, evaluation and 

exploitation of opportunities (e.g. Shane and Venkataraman, 2000). The second steam deals 

with entrepreneurship as organizational or firm emergence (e.g. Gartner, 1993). Each steam can 

be analyzed as a dimensions. The first dimension focuses on the actions involved in the 

entrepreneurial process. Blackman and Hindle (2008:383) states that the process can be defined 

as either the creation and identification of new mean and ends relationships, or as the 

maximization of existing mean and ends relationships. The second dimension focuses on the 

context, which can involve the creation of a new organization, or entrepreneurship that is taking 

place in an already existing organization (Blackman and Hindle, 2008:383).  

 

In entrepreneurship literature, the use of organizational life cycles suggest that ventures 

typically advance from introduction or emergence, to growth, and to maturity, and often death 

(Graham, Murray and Amuso, 2002). Entrepreneurial literature has seen various stage models 

of entrepreneurial venture development (e.g. Burns and Harrison, 1996; Gartner and Brush, 

1999; Gray, 1993; Greiner, 1972; Kazanjian and Drazin, 1989). Churchill and Lewis (1983) 

have developed a framework that presents five stages of small business growth. The model can 

be used as a point of reference in the analysis of small and new ventures and is useful when 

researching areas unique to a particular growth stage. Each stage differs in business size and 

complexity as well as several management factors. At the first stage, Existence, the business is 

in its infancy and the organization is simple. The strategy is simply for the business to continue 

to exist. When reaching the second stage, Survival, the business has demonstrated sufficient 

market potential. It is now a workable business entity, but the organization is still simple with 

few, if any, employees. In the third stage, Success, the business has managed to maintain a 

steady cash flow, earning an average or above-average profit. The organization is more complex 

and typically hires functional managers to take over tasks previously performed by the 

founder(s). If the business wishes to exploit its accomplishments and expand, the strategy is to 

get resources for growth. If the business is successful, it will move on to the next stage, Take-
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off. At this point, the founder(s) needs to delegate responsibility to be able to deal with rapid 

growth and increased complexity. The organization is decentralized and most likely divisional. 

In the last stage, Resource Maturity, the business has reached the final growth stage. The 

organization consists of line and staff and extensive systems are in place.  

 

Another stage model of entrepreneurial development is the Moore–Bygrave framework 

(Bygrave and Zacharakis, 2007). It presents four stages in the entrepreneurial process. The 

model demonstrates how the entrepreneurial process is impacted by cognitive, that being 

personal, sociological or organizational, as well as environmental variables. In the first stage, 

Innovation, personal attributes such as risk taking, ambiguity tolerance, personal values and 

opportunity recognition will impact the process. The environment is also relevant, presenting 

opportunities, role models and creativity. At the last stage, Growth, organizational attributes 

such as team, culture, strategy and structure will impact the process as well as environmental 

variables such as competitions, customers, investors and government policy. The model 

supports the framework by Churchill and Lewis (1983) as it associates particular developmental 

milestones, or transitions between stages, with generic management problems and 

organizational characteristics. Entrepreneurial research sometimes uses stage models to 

illustrate the various managerial and operational challenges that entrepreneurships face over 

time, and to show that each stage has unique challenges (e.g. Ackoff 1963; Kuratko et al., 1989). 

The models are also used to compare the strategies of new and more mature firms (e.g. Miller 

and Friesen, 1982). 

 

There is no consensus on a definition of the term “startup company”. Shi, Xu and Green (2014:1) 

build on the work of Ries (2011) when they define startups as “new and small businesses 

designed to create new products and services under conditions of extreme uncertainty, and 

typically they are accompanied by high innovation-driven growth”. In some cases, it might also 

be helpful to define “new” and “small”. A stage model can help define the maturity of a startup 

company. But this approach has limitations. It is hard to identify the particular stage a firm is 

in or to point out the transitions between stages. Churchill and Lewis (1983) note that not all 

businesses go through each stage in their model. Many companies do not make it through the 

survival stage or the take-off stage. Many companies never gain sufficient customer acceptance 

or product capability to become viable (Churchill and Lewis, 1983). Some companies remain 

in a certain stage indefinitely or move down stages. Growth is thus neither a universal objective 

nor a universal result in the entrepreneurial development process. The approach is therefore 
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more useful in framing the general process of firm development and the challenges that comes 

with it. Size is also a relative term. Small businesses are classified according to countless 

attributes such as financial turnover, age, number of employees, and industry codes. Countries 

define small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) variously. For the purpose of my research, 

there is no need to further define a startup. We are interested in the general process where 

relatively new and small companies are expanding and are in need of hiring talented employees 

to further their success. 

 

2.2. Human resource management in startup companies 

Human recourse management (HRM) has been defined as “an organizational, decision-making 

system concerned with aligning the interests of employees with company goals in order to 

maximize firm performance” (Heneman and Tansky, 2002:56), and it includes all activities 

related to the management of employment relationships in a business (Lin, Peng and Kao, 2008). 

Examples of HRM policies and practices are recruitment and selection, training and 

development, and reward systems. HRM practices are found to have an impact on the economic 

performance of firms and HRM can be a source of sustained competitive advantage as HR 

systems are difficult to imitate (Heneman and Tansky, 2002). HRM issues are found to be one 

of the most critical issues faced by emerging firms (Heneman, Tansky and Camp, 2000) and 

HRM is therefore crucial to the survival of entrepreneurial firms. “Firms profess that people 

are the source of their competitive advantage, whether they be technological experts, 

accommodating customer service experts, or visionary managers (…) At a time of unparalleled 

technological development, it is the human resources that paradoxically spell success or failure 

for all firms, and especially entrepreneurial ones” (Katz, Aldrich, Welbourne, and Williams, 

2000:7).  

 

HRM is argued to be “crucial to understanding the organization of entrepreneurial firms” 

(Dabic, Ortiz-De-Urbina-Criado and Romero-Martínez 2011:14) and at the same time, new and 

small firms can offer a “unique and potentially valuable business context for testing the 

principles and theories of HRM” (Baron, 2003:253). Both fields would therefore benefit from 

more research at this intersection and research that combine entrepreneurship and HRM has 

been growing in recent years. Despite this increase, there is still much that remains 

undiscovered as literature on HR practices in entrepreneurial firms is underdeveloped (Baron, 

2003; Katz and Welbourne, 2002). Dabic et al. (2011) argue that the two topics are seldom 
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examined together and that very few studies of HRM in entrepreneurial firms exist. Yet, several 

reviews of this literature have been done (e.g. Dabic et al., 2011; Cardon and Stevens, 2004; 

Heneman and Tansky, 2002; Heneman et al., 2000). Cardon and Stevens (2004) identify six 

main areas within the literature; staffing, compensation, training and development, performance 

management, organizational change and labor relations, and they find that the most widely 

examined HRM topic within this context, is recruitment and selection. 15 of the 37 articles 

reviewed deals with these topics. The more recent literature review by Dabic et al. (2011), 

reviews 62 articles. Also here, recruitment policy is found to be the most examined topic, 

followed by HRM training and compensation practice. This is not a surprising find, as human 

capital is considered an important source of sustained competitive advantage (e.g. Wright, 

Dunford and Snell, 2001; Wright, McMahan, and McWilliams 1994) because every 

composition is different and therefore hard to imitate (Coff, 1997). Recruitment and staffing is 

therefore an important strategy for achieving a competitive advantage (Ployhart, 2006).  

 

Recruitment and selection is clearly a key challenge for small and new firms. Williamson et al. 

(2002) argue that locating and hiring new qualified employees is not only one of the most 

difficult, but also one of the most important challenges for small firms. Scarcity of qualified 

employees has been identified as a threat to business growth by leaders of small and mid-size 

firms, and difficult-to-fill job openings has been identified as a significant challenge according 

to small businesses, in surveys cited by Williamson et al. (2002). Mehta (1996) find that many 

small businesses view the lack of qualified employees as a threat to growth and survival. The 

recruitment of key employees is one of the greatest challenges faced also by new firms (Cardon 

and Stevens, 2004), and failing to attract talented employees in the startup phase of venture 

creation may significantly impair the competitive advantage and jeopardize long-term survival 

(Delmar, Davidsson and Gartner, 2003). Human capital is an important predictor of growth and 

performance in new firms (Baum, Locke and Smith 2001; Gilbert, McDougall and Audretsch, 

2006) and employment growth is a highly used measure of performance in these firms 

(Shepherd and Wiklund, 2009).  

 

The literature on recruitment and selection in new and small firms tell us that this is more 

challenging for these businesses as they often lack financial and material resources (Hannan 

and Freeman, 1984) and formal HR practices (Heneman et al., 2000; Katz et al., 2000; Markman 

and Baron, 2003). They have a shortage of well-trained employees (Longenecker, Moore and 

Petty, 1994) and their workers are expected to perform multiple roles with unclear boundaries 
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and responsibilities (May, 1997; Williamson, 2000). New firms are perceived as riskier 

employers because they typically have an undefined organizational structure, unclear work 

roles, and an uncertain future (Cardon and Tolchinsky, 2006; Gartner, Bird and Starr, 1992; 

Williamson, 2000). They are also shown to offer lower wages and less benefits to their 

employees (e.g. Shane, 2009; Winter-Ebmer, 2001). Attracting talented workers is difficult also 

because new and small businesses lack a strong employer brand. Employer branding, 

summarized by Backhaus and Tikoo (2004:502) as “(…) the process of building an identifiable 

and unique employer identity”, is strategically used by firms to market their employer value. A 

firm can attract qualified and talented employees by building an employer brand that 

differentiates the firm from its competitors (Backhaus and Tikoo, 2004). Job seekers’ job search 

decisions are linked to organizational awareness and one unique challenge for small and new 

businesses is that there exists a lower level of external awareness of their existence and image 

(Williamson et al., 2002). Larger and established firms can often rely on their name or their 

reputation in the industry in order to attract new employees. This is not the case for startup 

companies and Williamson et al. (2002: 84) argue that “newly formed or small organizations 

may be constrained in their recruitment activities when competing with large organizations”, 

given the limited organizational awareness.   

 

2.3. Organizational attractiveness of startup companies 

Organizational attractiveness is a much researched topic in recruitment literature (Chapman, 

Uggerslev, Carroll, Piasentin and Jones, 2005). The research can give us insight into what 

attracts people, and consequently what drives people, to seek employment in different 

organizations, and it shows that organizational attractiveness is challenging for both new and 

more established firms. Williamson et al. (2002) focuses on two challenging factors composing 

a recruitment barrier for small firms: job seekers’ organizational knowledge and organizational 

legitimacy. What job seekers know about a prospective employer, is their organizational 

knowledge, and this arguably determines the success of the recruitment process (Williamson et 

al. 2002). The obvious reason for this, is that a potential applicant need to have knowledge of a 

firms’ existence in order to be able to apply, he or she needs to be able to recognize or recall an 

employer. This type of organizational knowledge is called the organizational familiarity. 

Several studies support the idea that familiarity is related to organizational attractiveness (e.g. 

Cable and Turban 2001; Lievens, Hoye, and Schreurs 2005) and that it is an important factor 

for job seekers (e.g. Cable and Graham, 2000; Gatewood, Gowan and Lautenschlager, 1993; 
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Schwab, Rynes and Aldag, 1987). A different type of organizational knowledge is the perceived 

organizational image, which refers to the content information about the organization 

(Williamson et al. 2002). A potential applicant will develop an image of what type of employer 

the organization is. This image can refer to characteristics such as culture, history, and HR 

policies, and it is argued that job seekers will be more attracted to organizational images that fit 

their individual preferences (Williamson et al., 2002). Slaughter, Zickar, Highhouse and Mohr 

(2004) presents the idea of organizational personality. The image, or personality, of a firm can 

act as a key attribute that influences organizational attraction. Several other studies support this 

idea (e.g. Edelson, Haynie and McKelvie 2011). Organizational legitimacy refers to perceptions 

given by the system of norms, values and beliefs within an industry, which lead job seekers to 

assume an organization is desirable and appropriate as an employer (Williamson et al. 2002). It 

is the overall evaluation of a firm based on its characteristics and activities. Organizational 

legitimacy is often linked to HR practices as these often serve as a basis to compare prospective 

employers within an industry. Newer companies suffer from lack of legitimacy as the company 

is unknown within the industry (Hannan and Freeman, 1984; Stinchcombe, 1965). 

Organizational knowledge is also a barrier when attracting and recruiting new employees. 

Cardon and Stevens (2004:297) note that “In young firms, where experience is likely to be 

lacking, we may expect to see a reduced reliance on formalized training, difficulty recruiting 

due to lack of legitimacy, and more informal and potentially haphazard employee management 

systems.”  

 

Williamson et al. (2000, 2002) argues that smaller firms should use standard recruiting 

strategies to achieve legitimacy. Other studies also show that standard forms of advertisement 

(e.g. Aldrich and Fiol 1994) and common recruitment practices (e.g. Baker and Aldrich, 1994) 

may increase the legitimacy of smaller firms. However, Barber, Wesson, Robertson and Taylor 

(1999) notes that the labor markets for small firms are different that for larger firms, so adopting 

the strategies of larger firms may not be the most appropriate approach. Rynes and Barber (1990) 

have developed a model that proposes three different strategies for applicant attraction. The 

first strategy is recruitment and it involves altering and improving a firm’s recruitment practices, 

including organizational representatives and recruitment messages. This is relevant because 

characteristics of the organizational representatives have been shown to affect applicants’ 

impressions and decisions about organizations (e.g. Fisher, Ilgen, and Hoyer, 1979; Liden and 

Parsons, 1986), and the nature of the recruitment message has been shown to affect applicants 

(e.g., Barber, 1989; Giannantonio, 1989; Rynes and Miller, 1983). For startups, there are endless 
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opportunities of unconventional recruitment message distribution through the Internet, and 

social media and networks and founders are often directly involved in the recruitment in the 

startup phase (Tumasjan, Strobel and Welpe, 2011). The second strategy is employment 

inducements and it involves using job characteristics and working conditions to attract 

applicants. Research has shown that inducements are the major determinants of applicants’ 

impressions and decisions about organizations (e.g. Powell, 1984; Rynes and Miller, 1983; 

Taylor and Bergmann, 1987). The third strategy, applicant pools, involves targeting 

nontraditional applicants and studies show that companies can adapt to attraction difficulties by 

targeting less marketable job seekers (e.g. Finney, 1989; Osterman, 1987). One can however 

argue that recruiting the right human capital is even more important for startup companies than 

for more established firms because employees typically are given high responsibility, and have 

a larger impact on the development of the company (Baron, Hannan and Burton, 1999; Berkley, 

1999; Heneman et al., 2000). Buss’s (1996) recommendation, that small firms attend job fairs 

to gain access to a larger pool of potential applicants, is thus more appropriate for startups.  

 

Cardon and Stevens (2004:303) questions “whether and under what conditions a strategy of 

imitation and legitimacy is more (or less) effective than a strategy of uniqueness in attracting 

job candidates.” For some small firms, a competitive advantage in recruitment comes from 

distinctiveness, and some studies have found that uniqueness (e.g. Barney, 1991) and departure 

from industry norms (e.g. Alexander, 1999), for example trough an anti-bureaucratic approach 

(Cardon and Stevens, 2004) can lead to successful recruitment. Williamson et al. (2002) argues 

for a “middle way” - startup companies should use standard recruiting strategies to achieve 

legitimacy, but they should combine this with a strategy of distinctiveness. They can market 

their entrepreneurial organization as a “brand”, highlighting the fact that it is a startup with 

unique attributes, distinguishing it from larger, more established firms. Other research supports 

the use if attributes as an attraction strategy and several studies have investigated what attracts 

people to firms by looking at organizational attributes (e.g. Cable and Judge, 1996; Carless, 

2005; Montgomery and Rasmus, 2007; Turban and Greening, 1996; Turban, Lau, Ngo, Chow 

and Si, 2001). Important attributes can involve “compensation, career advance opportunities, 

interesting work/intellectual challenge, professional development, job security, organizational 

culture/work environment, breadth of responsibility, flexibility of work schedule, geographical 

location, corporate social responsibility, and company prestige” (Tumasjan et al. 2011:115). 

Edelson et al. (2011) argue that startups naturally convey signals about their organizational traits 

to job seekers in the recruitment process and that this affects the employer attractiveness. Their 
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study builds on the concept of signaling (Spence, 1973) as an information transferring 

mechanism. Companies can attract the right human capital by “signaling” organizational traits 

to prospective applicants (Highhouse and Hoffman, 2001; Slaughter et al., 2004). In relation to 

startups, the maturity and size of the company can be signaled to job seekers to impact their job 

choice. Tumasjan et al. (2011) draw on the theoretical framework of Williamson et al. (2002) 

when they argue that startup companies should make use of a strategy of distinctiveness in order 

to compete with larger, more established firms in terms of employer attractiveness. Their study 

comprises the only research that systematically and empirically identifies which job attributes 

are most important to prospective applicants applying for jobs in startup companies. They first  

identify the attractive job attributes in both small and large firms and then present a list of nine 

job attributes that are unique for startup companies as well as attractive to job seekers: (1) 

flexible working schedule, (2) flat hierarchy, (3) communal team climate, (4) the opportunity 

to receive company shares as payment, (5) high responsibility and early empowerment, (6) a 

large variety of tasks, (7) the opportunity to perform leadership functions from early on, (8) a 

steep learning curve, and (9) the opportunity to build knowledge for own entrepreneurial 

activity.  

 

Tumasjan et al. (2011) notes that startups often offer flexible working hours as opposed to 

regulated working hours and that this can attract prospective applicants. This is in line with 

other research. For example, Heneman and Berkeley (1999) find that small firms that offer 

attractive benefits can attract more applicants than larger firms and Sauermann (2015) finds that 

employees in startups have a higher preference of independence. Porter and Ayman (2010) show 

that a lack of flexibility in working schedule can make people want to quit their job. Startup 

companies typically have a rather flat hierarchy unlike more structured firms that operates with 

a steeper hierarchy, and Tumasjan et al. (2011) argues that some job seekers favor this. Also 

this is in line with other research. Moy and Lee (2002) argues that small firms with informal 

structures can benefit from better employee-manager relationships than larger firms, and Cable, 

Mulvey, Aiman-Smith and Edwards (2000) find that some applicants have a “contempt for 

bureaucracy”. Flat hierarchy has also been identified as an attractive job attribute of emerging 

firms in other research (e.g. Ahmadi and Helms, 1997; Cardon and Stevens, 2004). Prospective 

job seekers might be attracted to the rather communal team climate that one often finds in 

startup companies (Tumasjan et al. 2011). Previous research has shown that organizations with 

a group culture based on cohesion find greater employee commitment and retention (Cameron 

and Quinn, 2005). Tumasjan et al. (2011) also note that startups have the possibility to offer 
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untypical forms of compensation such as company shares, and that this might attract prospective 

applicants. This attribute is examined in several studies (e.g. Heneman, et al., 2000; Wagner, 

Parker and Christiansen, 2003) and it is shown that entrepreneurial firms have different reward 

strategies (Graham et al. 2002) than established firms, and that they use stock rewards 

differently (Tully, 2000) than established firms. Tumasjan et al. (2011) notes that prospective 

applicants can be attracted to the high responsibility and early empowerment that often comes 

with a job in a startup. Startup employees are often involved in decision-making and thus have 

a direct impact on the direction of the business (Ahmadi and Helms, 1997). Typically, 

employees also have the opportunity to get leadership functions from early on, as opposed to 

more established firms that offer leadership roles after an extended time period. Sauermann 

(2015) show that startup employees indeed have a higher preference for both responsibility and 

challenge. Working in a startup typically comprise multiple various tasks instead of few 

specialized tasks and startup companies often apply a learn-by-doing approach which results in 

a steep learning curve. Tumasjan et al. (2011) notes that these attributes can be attractive to 

prospective applicants and this can be linked to the study by Åstebro and Thompson (2009), 

who find that entrepreneurs have a particular “taste for variety”. Tumasjan et al. (2011) notes 

that employees in startups also have a greater opportunity to build knowledge for own 

entrepreneurial activity by close contact to founders, as opposed to bigger companies where 

employees rarely have contact with founders. This is in line with the study by Sauermann (2015), 

who finds that employees in startups are more inclined to innovation. Through a conjoint 

experiment, Tumasjan et al. (2011) determine the influence of the nine attributes and find that 

communal team climate ranks highest, followed by responsibility/empowerment. Flexibility of 

working schedule, early leadership functions, steep learning curve, flat hierarchy, and 

entrepreneurial knowledge building are rated as similar in size and do not statistically differ 

from each other. Large task variety have the second lowest rating, and company shares as 

payment have the lowest.  

 

As stated, the study by Tumasjan et al. (2011) is the only comprehensive research that identifies 

what attracts people to apply for jobs in startup companies. Other studies have used other 

attributes, such as the sheer size and age of a firm (e.g. Cardon and Tarique, 2008) when 

investigating influences on job pursuit intentions. Edelson et al. (2011) use size and age as 

variables when investigating organizational attractiveness. They suggest that smallness is liked 

to greater flexibility and a less bureaucratic structure that can be attractive to job seekers. They 

build on the theoretical framework of organization personality (Slaugther et al., 2004) which 
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differentiates between firms based on five distinct factors: Boyscout, Innovativeness, 

Dominance, Thrift and Style. “An organization considered to be Boyscout is attentive to people, 

personal and friendly. An Innovative organization is seen as interesting, exciting, unique and 

creative. Dominant organizations are successful, popular and busy. Organizations ascribed the 

trait of Thrift are viewed as low-budget, simple and undersized. Finally, the organization 

personality trait of Style is assigned to those organizations perceived to be fashionable, hip and 

trendy” (Slaughter et al., 2004; as cited in Edelson et al., 2011). Edelson et al. (2011) find that 

startups are ascribed the organization personality traits of boyscout, innovativeness and style to 

a higher degree than more established firms, and dominance to a lower degree. Tasks and roles 

are also seen as important attributes, and Edelson et al. (2011) find that startups are perceived 

to have less clearly defined roles than more established firms.  

 

Lievens, Decaesteker, Coetsier and Gerinaert (2001:36) argue that organizational attributes 

should be identified on the basis of the following when they are to assess organizational 

attractiveness; The attributes should reflect organizational values and culture, they should be 

salient to the job seeker, and vary across organizations. This can be said about the nine job 

attributes identified by Tumasjan et al. (2011). The list of attributes is therefore arguably 

appropriate to use in further research, and it will be used onwards in this paper.  

 

2.4. Organizational attractiveness and personality 

Various theories have been used to determine organizational attractiveness. The goals, values, 

needs, interests, and personalities of job seekers have been compared with the cultures, pay 

systems, sizes, structures, and values of companies. Vroom’s (1966) expectancy theory 

proposes that there is a strong relationship between one’s attraction to an organization and the 

degree in which one expect that organization to be a means of achieving personal goals such as 

higher salary or better career opportunities. Earlier studies have used this theory as a basis of 

their research (e.g. Connolly and Vines, 1977; Greenhaus, Sugalski, and Crispin, 1978; Vroom, 

1966). The expectancy theory assumes that the evaluation of one job choice is independent of 

the evaluation of other job choices. Soelberg (1967) challenge the expectancy theory by 

proposing that job seekers compare alternatives. They have a minimum criterion within a few 

factors. Job seekers will identify an ideal occupation, plan their job search in order to attain this 

ideal job, screen the alternatives, and once they find a job that fulfills their minimum criteria 

they will confirm this choice. This type of decision theory has also been used in other studies 
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(e.g. Cecil and Lundgren, 1975; Herriot, Ecob, and Hutchison, 1980; Hill, 1974; Sheridan, 

Richards and Slocum, 1975). More recent studies have examined the relation between 

organizational attraction and individual difference, more specific in the context of the fit 

between the person and the organization. In the center of this research is Schneider's (1987) 

attraction-selection-attrition (ASA) model that argues that the people are functions of an 

attraction-selection-attrition cycle. The ASA model suggests that individuals are attracted 

differently to organizations as a function of their own interests, needs, preferences, and 

personality and research show that people are more attracted to organizations that are similar to 

themselves (Rentsch and McEwen, 2002), and that this identification influences attraction and 

turnover (Gatewood, Gowan and Launtenschlager, 1993). At the opposite side of attraction is 

attrition, which refers to the tendency for people to leave an organization if they feel they do 

not fit in (Schneider, Goldstein and Smith, 1995). 

 

Fit can be defined as “the compatibility between people and (their environment) that occurs 

when: (a) at least one entity provides what the other needs, or (b) they share similar 

fundamental characteristics, or (c) both” (Kristof, 1996; as cited in Edelson et al., 2011:324). 

Fit has shown to have an impact on attraction to organizations and intentions to accept job offers 

(Carless, 2005), job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Parkes, Bochner and 

Schneider, 2001) and turnover intentions (Kristof 1996; Moynihan and Pandey 2008; Mitchell, 

Holtom, Lee, Sablynski, and Erez, 2001). Rentsch and McEwen (2002) investigates whether 

individual characteristics influence organizational attractiveness, and Turban et al. (2001) 

investigate how individual characteristics affect the influence of organizational features and 

thus organizational attraction. Several other studies have used the interactionist approach in 

researching person-organization fit (e.g. Burke and Descza, 1982; Judge and Bretz, 1992; Tom, 

1971). A number of studies examine whether people are attracted to organizations that fit their 

own personality. Owoseni, (2011:113) notes that “Personality usually refers to that, which is 

unique about a person, the characteristics that distinguish people (…) Personality implies 

predictability about how a person will act or react under different circumstances”. According 

to Mount and Barrick (2002) this includes social, perceptual and cognitive characteristics, while 

Brandstätter (2011) includes abilities, motives, attitudes and characteristics of temperament. 

Several models of personality have been developed in relation to employment, such as Fiedler's 

(1979) Contingency model which deals with leader effectiveness, Holland's (1985) 

Occupational Themes theory that identifies occupational personality types, Dunnette's (1976) 

theory about individual attributes and performance, and Hackman and Oldham's (1980) Job 
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Characteristics Theory. Many studies have examined the influence of various personality 

variables. Schein and Diamante (1988) examine whether individuals who score high on the 

personality characteristics dominance, nurturance and autonomy, are more likely to be attracted 

to organizations reflective of that characteristic. Bretz et al. (1989) test the hypothesis that 

congruence between the internal need states of affiliation and achievement, and external 

environments, drives the organizational-choice process. Cable and Judge (1994) investigate the 

degree to which preferences for particular compensation attributes depended on the job seekers’ 

degree of materialism, internal locus of control, individualism/collectivism, self-efficacy, and 

risk aversion. Bretz and Judge (1994) link high internal locus of control to a preference for jobs 

in organizations with contest mobility systems and Turban and Keon (1993) investigate how 

the personality characteristics of self-esteem and need for achievement moderated the 

influences of organizational characteristics on individuals' attraction to organizations.  

 

There is a lack of research on organizational attractiveness that attempt to capture the most 

variance in personality. Judge and Cable (1997) use the Five Factor Model of personality (FFM) 

in their study of organizational attractiveness and find that the factors are related to 

hypothesized dimensions of organizational culture preferences. The FFM measure the 

following five personality traits; extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, 

and openness to experience (Costa and McCrae, 1992). The Big Five personality factors can be 

summarized as follows based on the representation by Judge and Cable (1997:362) and Lievens 

et al. (2001:36); The first factor, extraversion, represents the tendency to be sociable, assertive, 

active, and directive. The second dimension, agreeableness, represents the tendency to be 

likable, friendly, cheerful, adaptable, tolerant, and cooperative. The third factor, 

conscientiousness, refers to the characteristic of being dependable on one side and achievement-

oriented and ambitious on the other side. The fourth factor, neuroticism, represents the tendency 

to exhibit poor emotional stability and adjustment, and refers to traits such as fear, anxiety and 

impulsivity. Finally, the fifth factor, openness, refers to the tendency to be curious, creative, 

nonconforming, imaginative, and independent. The model has been used in many studies 

related to employment. For example, Tett, Jackson, and Rothstein (1991) and Barrick and 

Mount (1991) investigate the relation between the Big Five and job performance. Christiansen, 

Sliter and Frost (2014) examine the relationship between the Big Five and work satisfaction. 

And Kausel and Slaughter (2011) examine if the Big Five traits predicts organizational 

attraction. There is a consensus that the FFM capture most variance in personality and that the 

factors are robust (Barrick and Mount, 1991, Costa and McCrae, 1992; Goldberg, 1993; Judge 



17 

 

and Cable, 1997; Lievens et al., 2001). Studies have found the five factors across cultures (e.g. 

Hofstee, Kiers, de Raad, Goldberg, and Ostendorf, 1997) and ages (e.g. Asendorpf and van 

Aken, 2003), and the factors have been shown to have strong predictive validity (Ozer and 

Benet-Martínez, 2006; Paunonen, 2003) and inter-rater reliability (McCrae and Costa, 1987). 

 

Applying the interactionist perspective when examining organizational attractiveness of startup 

companies can help us understand the outcomes of applicant attraction and identify predictors 

for job choice. Turban and Keon (1993:186) argue that individual differences should be 

identified on the basis of the following when they are to assess organizational attractiveness; 

The differences should influence individuals’ attitude towards the organizational environment 

both as applicants and employees, and they should influence employees’ work behaviors. The 

big five traits can be said to meet these requirements.  The traits have also been related to models 

of vocational interest, such as Holland's (1985) Occupational Themes theory (e.g. De Fruyt and 

Mervielde, 1997) and the Myers-Briggs (1985) Type Indicator (e.g. Furnham, 1996). The 

literature on personality in relation to entrepreneurship is reviewed below, and we see that the 

FFM can be related to the personality of startup employees. The FFM is therefore arguably an 

appropriate model to use in further research, and it will be used onwards in this paper. 

 

2.5. Entrepreneurship and personality 

We differ between person-organization fit (e.g. Westerman and Cyr, 2004) and person-job fit 

(e.g. Edwards, 1991). There needs to be a congruence between the person and the environment, 

whether that be the organization or the job itself. Different methods have been developed to 

asses both person-organization fit, an example being The Organizational Culture Profile 

developed by O'Reilly, Chatman and Caldwell (1991), and person-job fit, an example being 

The Knowledge, Skills, and Abilities Profile developed by Chatman (1989). However, when 

investigating what attracts people to startup companies we need to examine the fit in the context 

of entrepreneurship. When looking at the job attributes unique of startup companies, many of 

them relate to the construct of the job itself and the tasks inherent in the job (e.g. steep learning 

curve, variable tasks) as well as the organizational characteristics (e.g. steep hierarchy, 

communal team climate) We therefore move over to a person-entrepreneurship fit perspective 

(Markman and Baron, 2003) in the context of both the organization in general and the job itself. 

 

A considerable amount of entrepreneurship research investigate why some people choose to 
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become entrepreneurs and why some are more successful than others (e.g. Baron, 1998, 2000; 

Brockhaus, 1980; Chell, Haworth and Brearley, 1991; Hornaday and Aboud, 1971; Rauch and 

Frese, 2000,2007; Townsend, Busenitz, and Arthurs, 2010). Entrepreneurs are people who 

discover, evaluate, and exploit new goods and services and they must do so in a much more 

unstable environment than managers in established firms (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000). 

They are therefore expected to have specific characteristics, skills, and abilities. Begley and 

Boyd (1987) identify need for achievement, locos of control, risk-taking propensity, tolerance 

of ambiguity and Type A personality as the “hallmarks of the entrepreneurial personality” (as 

cited in Ciavarella, Buchholtz, Riordan, Gatewood and Stokes, 2004:468). Markman and Baron 

(2003), on the other hand, argue that opportunity recognition, social skills, self-efficacy, and 

perseverance explain why some people chose to become entrepreneurs and why some are more 

successful as entrepreneurs than others. Many of these characteristics, such as achievement 

motivation (e.g. McClelland, 1965), risk-taking propensity (e.g. Brockhaus, 1980), locus of 

control (e.g. Mueller and Thomas, 2001), opportunity recognition (e.g. Busenitz, 1999), social 

skills (e.g. Baron and Markman, 2000), self-efficacy (e.g. Zhao, Seibert and Hills, 2005), 

tolerance of ambiguity (e.g. Bhidé, 2000) and perseverance (e.g. Markman, Baron, and Balkin, 

2001), are repeatedly found in other studies of entrepreneurs. From this, we can draw a picture 

of a typical entrepreneur, and some researchers use specific scales to measure for example 

entrepreneurial orientation (e.g. Rauch, Wiklund, Lumpkin, and Frese, 2009) and 

entrepreneurial self-efficacy (e.g. Cassar and Friedman, 2009). Some of the characteristics 

mentioned above can be linked to the FFM (Brandstätter, 2011; Crant, 1996; Zibarras, Port, and 

Woods, 2008). For example, several studies link achievement motivation to the FFM (e.g. Bipp, 

Steinmayr, and Spinath, 2008; Heggestad and Kanfer, 2000). Research on entrepreneurial 

personality has also increasingly adapted the FFM and several studies use the model to find 

correlations between the traits and entrepreneurial behavior (e.g. Adenuga and Ayodele, 2013; 

Cantner, Silbereisen and Wilfling, 2011).  

 

Entrepreneurs are shown to score higher on openness than managers (Zhao and Seibert, 2006) 

and the trait is linked to innovativeness (Brandstätter, 2011) which is associated with business 

creation and success (Rauch and Frese, 2007). Moreover, Zhao, Seibert and Lumpkin (2010) 

report a direct and positive correlation between openness and entrepreneurial intention and 

performance. Zhao and Seibert (2006) report that entrepreneurs also score significantly higher 

on conscientiousness than managers. Zhao et al. (2010) report a positive correlation between 

the trait and entrepreneurial intention and performance, and Ciavarella et al. (2004) find that 
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entrepreneurs’ conscientiousness is positively related to long-term business survival. The 

conscientiousness trait is associated with achievement motivation (Rauch and Frese, 2007) and 

McClelland (1965) report that entrepreneurs have a higher need for achievement than managers. 

Entrepreneurs are shown to be more extraverted than managers (Zhao and Seibert, 2006) and 

the trait is linked to proactive personality (Brandstätter, 2011) which is a typical characteristic 

of entrepreneurs (Rauch and Frese, 2007). Zhao et al. (2010) report a correlation between the 

extraversion trait and entrepreneurial intention and performance. Zhao and Seibert (2006) 

report that entrepreneurs score lower on agreeableness than managers. Entrepreneurship is 

linked to the need for autonomy (Rauch and Frese, 2007) and Koestner and Losier (1996) report 

a negative correlation between this characteristic and the agreeableness trait. Entrepreneurs are 

shown to also score lower on neuroticism than managers (Zhao and Seibert, 2006) and the trait 

is associated with self-efficacy, stress tolerance and locus of control which has positive 

correlations to entrepreneurship (Rauch and Frese, 2007). Zhao et al. (2010) report a negative 

correlation between neuroticism and entrepreneurial intention and performance.  

 

In summary, entrepreneurs are found to score higher on openness, conscientiousness and 

extraversion, but lower on agreeableness and neuroticism, than managers. Openness, 

conscientiousness and extraversion is also positively correlated to entrepreneurial intention and 

performance, while neuroticism has a negative correlation. There is growing evidence for this 

“entrepreneurship-prone personality profile” (e.g., Obschonka, Silbereisen, and Schmitt-

Rodermund, 2010,2011,2012; Schmitt-Rodermund, 2004,2007; as cited in Obschonka, 

Schmitt-Rodermund, Silbereisen, Gosling and Potter, 2013) However, the research on 

entrepreneurial personality is not conclusive.  For example, Zhao et al. (2010) does not find a 

correlation between agreeableness and entrepreneurial intentions. Moreover, the relationship 

between entrepreneurs’ personality and performance is inconclusive. For example, the study by 

Ciavarella et al. (2004) show a negative correlation between openness and long-term business 

survival, while extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism is found to be unrelated to the long-

term business survival. 

 

Startup employees can be viewed as a distinct group of employees and they are arguably 

important entrepreneurial actors (Sauermann, 2015), but no studies on personality of startup 

employees were identified in my literature search. This lack of research is surprising when we 

consider the argued importance of entrepreneurship, the crucial role of recruitment in 

entrepreneurship, and the potential influence of personality on entrepreneurship attraction. 



20 

 

However, one can suggest that people who work in startups are attracted to the entrepreneurial 

environment because they identify with it. Research show that different types of organizations, 

with their distinctive job attributes and characteristics, attract people with different motives 

(Agarwal and Ohyama, 2013; Rosen, 1986; Stern, 2004). This suggests that the startup 

employees may differ systematically from employees in other types of firms. Graham et al. 

(2002) argue that people ascribe favorable attributes, such as a risk-taker and innovator, to both 

entrepreneurs and employees in entrepreneurial firms. But few studies investigate if this 

comparison is accurate. Brandstätter (2011) argues that correlating personality measures with 

entrepreneurial intention and success is relatively straightforward, and this paper assumes that 

the same could be said about correlating personality to the intention of seeking employment in 

a startup.  

 

By looking at what attracts people to startup companies, one can hypothesize about their distinct 

personalities. Employees in startup companies might be attracted to the opportunity of gathering 

knowledge for own entrepreneurial activity (Tumasjan et al., 2011) as they are often found to 

be drawn to the creative and innovative environment (Sauermann, 2015). One can therefore 

expect them to score high on openness. Working in a startup often involves high responsibility 

and the opportunity to get leadership functions from early on (Tumasjan et al., 2011), and 

Sauermann (2015) find that startup employees have a higher preference for responsibility. This 

could be linked to achievement motivation (Rauch and Frese, 2007) and it can therefore be 

expected that startup employees score high on conscientiousness. The team climate in startup 

companies is typically non-formal and communal, and emphasis is placed on team work 

(Tumasjan et al., 2011). One can therefore expect that startup employees are typically 

extraverted as this trait is linked to sociability (Judge and Cable, 1997). Employees in startups 

can often benefit from flexible working hours and early empowerment (Tumasjan et al., 2011), 

and Sauermann (2015) find that they prefer higher levels of autonomy and independence. It can 

be expected that these individuals score lower on agreeableness, as this is linked to a need for 

autonomy (Koestner and Losier, 1996). The growth and survival of a startup company is 

uncertain (William et al., 2002). Employees normally receive a salary that is below what 

established firms can offer, but it typically comes with an expectation of a higher return in the 

future and the opportunity to receive company shares as payment (Tumasjan et al., 2011). 

Startups are therefore found to be more likely to attract people who have a lower preference for 

job security, a higher tolerance of uncertainty, and who are less risk-averse (Neff, 2012; Ouimet 

and Zarutskie, 2014). It is found that people who score low on neuroticism have a lower risk-
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aversion (e.g. Nicholson, Soane, Fenton-O’Creevy, Willman, 2005) and it is therefore natural 

to assume that people who seek employment in startups score lower on neuroticism. 

 

2.6. Summary 

Entrepreneurship is argued as a vital ingredient in stimulating economic growth and startup 

companies develop innovative products and services that transform the way we work and live. 

The field of entrepreneurship is therefore an important one. There is broad consensus that 

human resources are a critical factor for any startup company and the topic of recruitment in 

entrepreneurships has been widely examined. Small and emerging ventures face unique burdens 

as they are faced with the liabilities of being young and small. Job seekers’ job search decisions 

are linked to organizational awareness and one unique challenge for startup companies is that 

there exists a lower level of external awareness of their existence and image. Some scholars 

recommend specific strategies to help address this problem, one of them being a distinct 

employer branding strategy for entrepreneurial firms. There is however very little empirical 

data identifying distinct employer characteristics startups can use for their employer branding. 

We know little about what draws people (or does not) to entrepreneurial firms. There is therefore 

a gap in the literature that is important to fill.  

 

The only research that empirically identifies which job attributes and benefits are most 

important to prospective applicants is the work done by Tumasjan et al. (2011). Their 

comprehensive research suggests that the following job attributes attracts people to apply for 

jobs in startup companies: (1) flexible working schedule, (2) flat hierarchy, (3) communal team 

climate, (4) the opportunity to receive company shares as payment, (5)   responsibility and 

empowerment, (6) a large variety of tasks, (7) the opportunity to perform leadership functions 

from early on, (8) a steep learning curve, and (9) the opportunity to build knowledge for own 

entrepreneurial activity. The study has a high level of validity and it is consistent with other 

research. The nine job attributes from their framework is therefore used onwards in this paper. 

The task is then to determine the degree of attractiveness of the different attributes. If this study 

reaches the same results as Tumasjan et al. (2011), the reliability of the framework increases. 

This will support the use of this framework in future research. 

 

Tumasjan et al. (2011) suggests that future studies should relate the job attributes’ utilities to 

individual difference characteristics of potential applicants. That is the second focus of this 
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thesis. Several studies have examined the relation between organizational attraction and 

individual difference, more specific in the context of the fit between the person and the 

organization. The ASA model suggests that individuals are attracted differently to organizations 

as a function of their own interests, needs, preferences, and personality. Several studies examine 

whether people are attracted to organizations that fit their own personality, as personality is 

argued to be stable across ages and has a strong genetic component. However, most studies 

have examined the moderating influence of only a limited set of personality variables. The FFM 

is argued to be robust and to capture most variance in personality. The influential research by 

Judge and Cable (1997) find that the factors are related to hypothesized dimensions of 

organizational culture preferences in the job choice process. However, there are no previous 

studies investigating how personality interact with a comprehensive set of characteristics 

unique for startup companies. Literature on person-entrepreneurship fit focus on the individual 

differences of founders. Personality is found to influence the intention of becoming an 

entrepreneur, and how successful one will be at it. This literature can however not automatically 

predict how the personality of prospective applicants can influence the attractiveness of 

attributes specific to startup companies, and how this affects job search decisions. If preferred 

applicants are found to consistently self-select out of an organization’s recruitment process 

based on a perceived lack of fit, it is critical to know the source of those perceptions. This thesis 

seeks to determine whether personality influence the attractiveness of the nine job attributes 

unique to startup companies. By doing so, one can establish whether any of the unique 

characteristics of start-ups attract or repel certain people. Startup companies can thus make 

decisions regarding attraction and selection processes with a person-entrepreneurship fit 

perspective. 
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3. Problem statements  

The purpose of this paper is to address two research gaps identified in entrepreneurship 

literature. First, my literature review shows that despite a growing interest at the nexus of 

entrepreneurship and recruitment, few studies have adopted the perspective of the job seeker 

and attempted to identify what attracts people to apply for jobs in startup companies. Second, 

the influence of personality on organizational attractiveness has been the focus of several 

studies, but no previous research has investigated the influence of personality on attraction to 

startup attributes.  

 

I am interested in identifying the main job attributes that attracts people to apply for jobs in 

startup companies and determine the attractiveness of those attributes. I base my research on 

the nine job attributes identified by Tumasjan et al. (2011): flexible working schedule, flat 

hierarchy, communal team climate, the opportunity to receive company shares as payment, 

responsibility and empowerment, a large variety of tasks, the opportunity to perform leadership 

functions from early on, a steep learning curve, and the opportunity to build knowledge for own 

entrepreneurial activity. I want to examine if these attributes are indeed attractive to prospective 

job applicants, and if the attributes differ in value.  

 

I am also interested in individual differences and how they influence the importance of the job 

attributes for different people. I want to compare the preferences of people who have previous 

experience from working in startup companies and people who do not. I am also interested in 

comparing the preferences of people who are interested in working for a startup in the future 

and people who are not. Another individual difference is personality and I base my research on 

the FFM of personality by Costa and McCrae (1992). I want to measure prospective applicants 

on the following five personality traits: openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, 

agreeableness and neuroticism. Through a person-entrepreneurship fit perspective I am 

interested in determining if and how personality influence the importance of the job attributes. 

Figure 1. illustrates the conceptual model depicting my research objectives.  
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Figure 1: Conceptual model  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I further specify my research objectives by defining the following problem statements:  

 

 What attracts people to apply for jobs in startup companies? 

o Which value do prospective applicants assign to each of the nine startup attributes, 

thus determining the degree of attractiveness of each attribute? 

o To which degree does startup experience and interest influence the importance of 

the job attributes? 

o To which degree does the big five personality traits influence the importance of the 

job attributes? 

 

3.1. Delimitations  

The problem statements above are based on several delimitations. Firstly, I base my research 

on the nine job attributes identified by Tumasjan et al. (2011) and the big five personality traits, 

Organizational 
attractiveness 

Job attributes of startups:  
Flexible working schedule 
Flat hierarchy 
Communal team climate   
Company shares as payment                   
Responsibility and empowerment 
Variety of tasks 
Leadership functions from early on 
Steep learning curve  
Entrepreneurial knowledge building  

Individual personality factors: 
Openness 
Conscientiousness 
Extraversion 
Agreeableness 
Neuroticism  

Startup experience and interest  
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without including additional attributes and characteristics. Second, my research is approached 

from the job seeker’s perspective. It does not consider the standpoint of startup companies. For 

example, by correlating personality and attribute preference I can suggest that a person who 

score low, average or high on a specific personality trait will be attracted to a specific startup 

attribute, but we do not know if a startup necessarily wishes to attract a person with that score. 

Third, this paper does not attempt to identify a “startup employee personality profile”. I do no 

attempt to identify a certain composition of personality trait scores that will indicate attraction 

to startup companies. Furthermore, I do not examine whether certain personality trait scores 

indicate attraction to startups in general. I examine the correlation between personality trait 

scores and attraction to specific startup attributes. Fourth, my research does not examine how 

perceived person-entrepreneurship fit influence actual job choice or fit at the post-hire stage.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



26 

 

4. Research method 

In the previous chapter, the purpose of this research was summarized and the problem 

statements were presented. In this chapter, the research methodology will be described and the 

limitations will be discussed. The chapter is divided into six sections. I start the chapter by 

presenting my ontological end epistemological position to create a common understanding of 

the research conducted and the knowledge produced. The focus of the second section is my 

choice of a quantitative and deductive research method. In the third section I discuss the 

background of my methods. I explain why I have chosen to use a conjoint experiment measuring 

the importance of the nine startup attributes, and why I have chosen a personality inventory 

measuring the big five personality traits. The forth section describes the sample collected from 

the defined population and gives an overview of the respondents. In the fifth section I go into 

detail about the data collection procedure and in the sixth section I detail the process of data 

analysis.  

 

4.1. Ontology and epistemology 

Research involves the development of new knowledge and ontology concerns the researchers 

view of reality (O’Gorman and MacIntosh, 2014). In this study, the world is viewed through an 

objective perspective, implying that reality exists independent from the knowledge of the 

researcher. The world consists of objects that can be measured and tested and the result should 

be the same regardless of who is measuring them (O’Gorman and MacIntosh, 2014). In relation 

to this paper, people's preferences and personalities are deemed to exist independently from my 

perception, and I can test their choices and reactions while maintaining a role as a detached 

observer.  

 

Epistemology relates to the way in which we acquire reliable knowledge (O’Gorman and 

MacIntosh, 2014). This paper applies the epistemological position of critical realism. It takes a 

“realist” position by believing in an external reality that exists independently of human 

perceptions, while at the same time being “critical” of our ability to access and measure this 

reality because it is limited and altered by those perceptions (O’Gorman and MacIntosh, 2014). 

Andersen (2007) states that critical realism differs from positivism that limits reality to what is 

empirically observable, and it also differs from postmodernism and other similar positions that 

holds that reality is socially constructed and determined by human concepts. It is a middle way 

between the positivist position that wants to explain principles, and the interpretivist position 
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that wants to understand relationships (Andersen, 2007). A change of epistemological position 

would influence the relationship between theory, method, data and research values (Ghauri and 

Grønhaug, 2010) and my choice therefore serves as a guideline for my decisions throughout the 

research process. For example, by choosing to ask “which value do prospective applicants 

assign to each of the nine startup attributes”, I assume that this is something that can be observed 

and measured, but at the same time I recognize that the perceptions of both myself and my 

respondents, influence the results. Critical realism argue that we can make assumptions by 

observing the world, but that the assumptions we make are only temporary as they may differ 

from those derived from other perspectives. “(...) critical realists hold that although it is not 

possible to objectively verify universal characteristics of reality, humans nevertheless behave 

as if this were possible. We interpret and act upon situations as though causal relationships 

exist independently of our perceptions and actions. This view assumes that the power of 

perceptions can and does shape the world, but at the same time sees the effect of that shaping 

as the construction of often reliable and measurable circumstances.” (O’Gorman and 

MacIntosh, 2014:62)  

 

Critical realism distinguishes between the intransitive and the transitive dimension of reality 

(Næss, 2012). The intransitive dimension is the reality that exists independently from our 

knowledge - it is what we wish to study. The transitive dimension is our perception about reality 

- it is the theories we develop to explain what exists. In relation to my research, people's 

preferences and personalities are deemed to exist regardless of our knowledge about them, but 

we acknowledge them through concepts which shapes the world in which they exist. My 

research is influenced by my perceptions and my subsequent choices, as well as the perceptions 

of the participants in my study, who bring their own understandings and experiences. But that 

does not mean that their preferences and personalities do not exist regardless of those 

perceptions. I therefore acknowledge that my research can produce theories about job 

preferences and the influence of personality, but that these theories are liable to error and that 

they can be surpassed by new theories. By presenting my epistemological position I want to 

create a common understanding of the research conducted and the knowledge produced. I will 

draw lines to critical realism throughout my paper and when discussing the limitations, other 

perspectives will be reviewed.   
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4.2. Quantitative research 

Research methods can be quantitative, qualitative or triangular (mixed) according to Jick (1979). 

Quantitative research is based on the principles of natural science and it involves the collection 

of numerical data that can be counted and measured, and used in quantitative analysis (Drageset, 

Ellingsen and Lindstrøm, 2008). In my research, ratings and scales are used to calculate scores 

(i.e. utility scores, importance scores and personality trait scores), but numerical data can also 

be durations, or counts of incidents (Garwood, 2006). The defining factor in quantitative 

research is that numbers result from the process, and the researcher is interested in the mean, 

rather than the individual answers. In contrast to qualitative research that focus on individual 

characteristics, the quantitative research looks for general features or patterns within a 

population (Drageset, et al., 2008). Quantitative research is argued to produce “facts” about the 

world, and the events and actions in it. Garwood (2006:250) states that these facts are argued 

as adding to the sum of human knowledge. Collected data is viewed to be valid measures of the 

variables it claims to reflect and the data is accepted as it stands. Qualitative researchers tend 

to criticize this view, as they argue that data is not what it appears to be. It is affected by social 

meanings and a world that is socially constructed (Garwood, 2006). The objective of my 

research is to identify a general pattern and this is why a quantitative research design is chosen. 

My research methods consist of a Web-based survey. This includes a conjoint experiment, 

measuring the preference of the nine job attributes unique for startup companies, and a 

personality inventory, measuring the respondent's personality traits. I am interested in 

translating respondents' responses into numbers so that I can compare between groups and 

identify a pattern. Using a quantitative research design, it is possible to use numerical data to 

describe and measure variables and undertake statistical tests to draw conclusions. Garwood 

(2006) argue that the greatest advantage of quantitative research is the fact that the sample data 

collected can be subject to statistical analysis and that the results can be used to generalize 

beyond the sample. Through descriptive and inferential statistics, I am able to illustrate and 

summarize findings, and study the relationship between variables, which allows me to answer 

my problem statements. Details about data analysis can be found in section 4.6. 

 

Quantitative research is often deductive, as opposed to inductive, which is the norm of 

qualitative research. Theories developed in previous research are used together with the 

researcher’s own experiences to formulate clearly defined research questions or hypotheses. 

Through a hypothetico-deductive method one is able to get results that can be used to make 

generalizations (Drageset, et al., 2008). My research is based on a deductive approach as I use 
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theory to develop my problem statements and then use empirical data to answer them. I move 

from theory to practice, which Andersen (2010) argues, characterizes the deductive approach. 

As mentioned, there is criticism towards quantitative research and the deductive approach has 

limitations. It is essential for researchers to be critical of their choices and I when I present my 

methods I will also discuss the limitations and assess possible alternatives.    

 

4.3. Methods for data collection  

My research method consisted of a Web-based survey. This included a conjoint experiment, 

measuring the preference of nine job attributes unique for startup companies, and a personality 

inventory, measuring the respondent's personality traits. The methods will now be presented in 

detail, and their limitations will be discussed. 

 

4.3.1.  Job attributes of startup companies 

The conjoint experiment comprised the nine unique job attributes of startup companies 

identified by Tumasjan et al. (2011). As discussed in the previous chapter, this is the only 

research that empirically identifies which job attributes are most important to prospective 

applicants potentially applying for jobs in startup companies. The study has a high level of 

validity, given that it applies both qualitative and quantitative methods. The list of attributes is 

constructed through an extensive literature search and expert interviews, and Tumasjan et al. 

(2011) notes that the conjoint analysis is considered a valid method of indirect preference 

calibration. The list of attributes is therefore arguably appropriate to use in further research that 

investigates attractive attributes of startup companies. My research uses a conjoint experiment 

similar to the one used by Tumasjan et al. (2011) and I include the same job attributes that they 

identify. Each job attribute is varied on two levels, which represent the unique feature and its 

opposite pole. For example, Tumasjan et al. (2011) find that a flexible working schedule acts 

as an attractive startup attribute. Thus, the attribute “Flexibility of working schedule” is 

presented on the two levels “Flexible working hours” versus “Regulated working hours”. A 

complete list of the attributes is presented in Table 1. 

 

Considering the lack of research on what attracts people to startup companies, it might have 

been beneficial to also apply qualitative methods to get a broader insight on the topic. Garwood 

(2006:250) notes that “it has been suggested that the qualitative methodologies are best used 
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Table 1: List of job attributes unique for startup companies 

Startup attribute Attribute levels 

  

1. Flexibility of working Flexible working hours 

    schedule Regulated working hours 

2. Hierarchy Flat hierarchy 

 Steep hierarchy 

3. Leadership functions Opportunity to get leadership functions from early on 

 Opportunity to get leadership functions only after an 

 extended time period 

 
4. Learning curve Steep learning curve 

 Flat learning curve 

5. Responsibility and High responsibility and early empowerment of employees 

    empowerment Low responsibility and no empowerment of employees 

6. Company shares Possibility to get company shares as payment 

 No possibility to get company shares as payment 

7. Task variety Multiple various tasks 

 Few specialized tasks 

8. Team climate A communal team climate, with a strong sense of community  

among members 
 among members 

 A formal team climate, with a rather weak sense of community 

 among members 

9. Entrepreneurial Opportunity to gather knowledge for own entrepreneurial 

    knowledge building activity by close contact to founders 

    Limited opportunity to gather knowledge for own entrepreneurial  

 activity by close contact to founders 

  

 

when an area is little known.” Pragmatists suggest that quantitative methods are utilized best 

when more is known about the topic, in order for hypotheses and research questions to be 

thoroughly formulated and easily tested (Garwood, 2006). I recognize that it could have been 

beneficial to have conducted primary interviews in order to identify other important attributes 

and to attain useful knowledge about the respondents’ perceptions. However, the list of nine 

attributes from Tumasjan et al. (2011) was validated through expert interviews, and I did not 

have the resources to conduct an equally thorough preliminary study. My choice of methods is 

also consistent with my epistemological position. Had I chosen an interpretivistic position, I 

would have viewed the variables in my study as strictly socially constructed. My research could 

have focused on the perceptions of my respondents, using qualitative methods to examine the 
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topic. But given that my objective is to identify a general pattern, quantitative methods are more 

appropriate. However, in line with critical realism, I recognize that the results produced on the 

basis of this selection of attributes, are altered by my choice. If I had used a different set of 

attributes, the answer to the question of what attracts people to startup companies would 

naturally have been different.  

 

4.3.2. Why Adaptive choice-based conjoint? 

Conjoint (trade-off) analysis is a method originating from marketing research and it is most 

commonly used when studying decision-making (Douglas and Shepherd, 2002; Green and 

Srinivasan, 1990), as it can translate human choice behavior into empirical quantitative data 

(Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black, 1998; as cited in Daniels, 2012). It is often used to measure 

preferences for product features or to forecast the response to a new product idea (Orme, 2010). 

Hair et al., (1998) argues that results from conjoint research is consistent with other 

methodologies for predicting costumer preference and that it has a high level of validity. 

Conjoint experiments differ from traditional concept testing as they employ a more realistic 

context where the participant evaluates various sets of features combined together (Orme, 2010). 

Instead of directly asking the respondent about their preference and what they find most 

important, preference measurements are derived from realistic trade-off situations. It can be 

hard for people to express how they weight separate features of a product. At first sight, one 

feature might appear as the most important factor, but once you see the features together and 

are forced to make trade-offs, other features can turn out to be the deciding factor. This is the 

fundamental premise of conjoint analysis (Orme, 2010). The traditional form of conjoint 

analysis for market research let participants rate various product profiles, one at a time, 

composed of multiple conjoined features. Later forms of conjoint experiments put product 

concepts in pairs or sets, and the participant would have to choose between them (Orme, 2010). 

Conjoint analysis has been used in organizational behavior research, as well as employer 

branding and recruitment research (e.g. Flaherty and Pappas, 2004; Montgomery and Ramus, 

2007; Scott, 2001). Also entrepreneurship research has applied conjoint analysis (e.g. DeTienne, 

Shepherd, and De Castro, 2008; Douglas and Shepherd, 2002; Lohrke et al., 2010; McKelvie, 

Haynie and Gustavsson, 2011; Shepherd and Zacharakis 2003). Tumasjan et al. (2011:118) 

notes that “conjoint analysis has recently been suggested as a fruitful, yet underused method 

for entrepreneurship research”.  
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This study uses the Adaptive Conjoint Analysis (ACA). The term “adaptive” refers to the fact 

that an algorithm adapts the questions according to the respondent's answers as the survey 

progresses. Orme (2010) argues that this makes ACA more realistic and engaging than other 

types of conjoint analysis, such as the traditional Conjoint Value Analysis (CVA) or the popular 

Choice Based Conjoint (CBC). In the early stages of my research, I considered using Adaptive 

Choice-Based Conjoint (ACBC) as it is argued as the most advanced conjoint analysis and 

because it is favored when the research includes more than five attributes (Sawtooth Software, 

2016; Orme, 2009). But when I pre-tested the experiment, the participants told me that they 

found it tedious and repetitive. I therefore conducted a pre-test using the ACA, and the feedback 

was much better, which lead me to decide that this was the best type of conjoint analysis for my 

research.  

 

The ACA was used to examine the part-worth utilities of each job attribute level as well as the 

importance of the job attributes, and this process will be explained further later this chapter. 

There are several limitations to the use of conjoint analysis, and the method has received its 

share of criticism (e.g. Wittink, Krishnamurthi and Reibstein, 1990). Conjoint experiments are 

typically long and sometimes very complex (Orme, 2010). There is therefore a risk that 

respondents get fatigued or bored, and this may cause them to try to answer the questions as 

fast as possible without making deliberate choices. I therefore acknowledge that the responses 

of the participants might have been influenced by their perceptions and agendas. Other methods 

could have been considered, such as simple ranking or best-worst scaling (MaxDiff), but 

conjoint analysis is shown to be much more realistic for the participants, giving more valid 

results (Orme, 2010).   

 

4.3.3. Big Five Personality traits 

The personality traits are obtained from the FFM of personality. The model is used to measure 

people’s personality profile by scoring the following five personality traits; openness, 

conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism. As discussed in the previous 

chapter, the FFM is the most established and well-validated model of personality (e.g. John and 

Srivastava, 1999; McCrae and Costa, 1987). It has been shown to correlate with organizational 

attraction (Kausel and Slaughter, 2010), work satisfaction (Christiansen et al., 2014) and 

performance (Barrick and Mount, 1991). As the literature review shows, the model is frequently 

used in entrepreneurship studies and it has been used to develop the “entrepreneurship-prone 
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personality profile” (Obschonka et al., 2013). However, the FFM has received criticism (e.g. 

Block, 1995; Boyle, 1997) and several researchers have argued against it (e.g. Briggs, 1989; 

John, 1989; Livneh and Livneh, 1989), some suggesting that many personality traits lie beyond 

the big five (e.g. Hogan, 1986; Paunonen and Jackson, 2000). I considered using other models 

such as the Myers-Briggs (1985) Type Indicator and Holland’s (1985) occupational typology. 

But McCrae and Costa (1989) argue that the Myers-Briggs typology has several theoretical and 

methodological issues that FFM has avoided and Almeida, Ahmetoglu, Chamorro-Premuzic 

(2014) argues that Holland’s typology is a less generic measure of personality than the FFM. I 

therefore consider my choice as eligible.  

 

4.3.4. Why Big Five inventory (BFI)? 

Various measures are available to assess the Big Five in individuals (Costa and McCrae, 1992; 

Goldberg, 1992; John, Caspi, Robins, Moffitt and Stouthamer-Loeber, 1994; John, Donahue 

and Kentle, 1991; Saucier, 1994; Trapnell and Wiggins, 1990). In my survey I include a big five 

inventory analysis based on the personality questionnaire “Big Five Inventory” by John, 

Donahue and Kentle (1991). The Big Five Inventory (BFI) was developed to allow a reliable 

assessment of the five dimensions using as few items as possible (Benet-Martinez and John, 

1998). Considering the motivation and attention of my participants I therefore considered it 

suitable for my research. It is also easily and freely available and was therefore compatible with 

the constraints of my research. The BFI is an established personality questionnaire used in 

various studies (Benet-Martinez and John, 1998), including entrepreneurship studies (e.g. 

Adenuga and Ayodele, 2013; Subramanian, Gopalakrishnan and Thayammal, 2012) The scales 

of the BFI has also demonstrated validity close to the scales of Goldberg’s (1992) adjectives 

and Costa and McCrae’s (1992) NEO Five-Factor Inventory (Denissen, Geenen, Van Aken, 

Gosling, Potter, 2008).  

 

Personality tests in general are subject to criticism (Kaplan and Saccuzzo, 2012) and the BFI is 

prone to error and reliability issues. One has to assume that responses given by participants 

represent the actual personality of that person, but this is not always the case. People's self-

awareness can be questioned and one must also take into account that respondents are able to 

distort their responses to fit their own agenda, whatever that might be. The BFI uses the Likert 

scale, which also has limitations. For example, Friedman, Herskovitz and Pollack (1994) find 

bias towards the left side of the scale, meaning that the respondents will have a tendency to 
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agree more with statements when the scale has the "strongly agree" response category on the 

left side. Saville and Willson (1991) point out central tendency responding as a limitation, which 

indicates that some participants consistently avoid the extreme response categories (“strongly 

agree” or “strongly disagree”).  

 

4.4. Sample  

4.4.1. Population 

In survey usage, a population refers to the total collection of elements being investigated 

(Weiers, 2010). Each element is called a case and in my research different individuals represent 

each case, but elements can also be households, firms et cetera (Trobia, 2008). Saunders, Lewis 

and Thornhill (2009: 212) define a population as “the full set of cases from which a sample is 

taken”. The population of this research is defined as “prospective applicants”. That implies any 

person who is likely to apply for a job in the future and could potentially consider a job offer 

from a startup company. This definition is not very specific and theoretically this could be 

anyone. The total size of the target population is difficult to estimate since there are no statistics 

on how many people are likely to apply for a job in the future and how many could potentially 

consider a job offer from a startup company. 

 

The rational for selecting this population was based on the theory that startup companies are 

dependent on attracting employees in order to survive and grow, and that a fit between the 

employee and the organization is important. A more practical rational was the increased 

opportunity of getting a large sample. For example, in order to find patterns between the 

personality trait groups, there was a need to assure a high number of respondents within each 

group. I had no immediate access to respondents outside of my personal network, and therefore 

limiting the population would jeopardize the chance of getting a large enough sample. It would 

have been beneficial to define a more specific population in order to know the size and thereby 

determine the sample size needed to ensure a sufficient confidence interval (Vaish, 2008a) and 

confidence level (Vaish, 2008b). For example, I could have defined the population as “graduate 

students at Copenhagen Business School”. I would then have known the population size. But 

as I did not have immediate access to this population group I was unable to do so. 

 

4.4.2. Sampling 

Sampling refers to the selection of elements from the target population (Weiers, 2010). 
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Sampling is a more cost effective means of collecting data than trying to reach the entire target 

population, yet it can be equally as effective when executed correctly according to Saunders et 

al. (2009). By collecting a sample from the target population, also called a subset, one can draw 

general conclusions about that population (Trobia, 2008). The type of sampling used in this 

research is a type of non-probability sampling called purposive sampling. This means I have 

picked a sample with a purpose (Battaglia, 2008). Relevant respondents were found through 

my personal network as well as reaching out to the startup community through social media. I 

also got access to student emails of master students at Copenhagen Business School. The strict 

time frame and limited budget meant that this sampling method was considered to be most 

appropriate.  

 

There is no rule for selecting a suitable sample size in non-probability sampling, but generally 

the sample size is expected to reproduce some characteristics of the entire target population and 

Saunders et al. (2009) recommend selecting a sample size based on the logical relationship 

between the sampling method and the research questions and objectives. The total sample size 

was 525, with a response rate of 63 per cent. The sample size is consistent with other conjoint 

studies, as they typically have sample sizes that range from 150 to 1200 respondents (Orme, 

2010). The response rate is reasonable, as methodology literature argues that a response rate at 

60-70 percent is acceptable (e.g. Mangione, 1995). The sample size ensured that all the 

personality trait groups were represented with a minimum of 132 people. This is however less 

than the minimum of 200 that Orme (2009) recommends when comparing groups of 

respondents and detecting differences.  Also, according to Weiers (2010), purposive sampling 

is not considered statistically representative of the population and it is prone to personal 

subjectivity. However, the choice of sampling method was based on my resources. 

 

4.4.3. Sample 

The sample consisted of 58.7 % females and 41.3 % males who ranged in age from 20 to 57 

years old with a mean age of 26.79 (SD=3.91). 45 different nationalities were represented, with 

the highest percentage from Denmark (47.2%), Norway (19%), Germany (6.1%), and Italy 

(4.4%). Figure 2. gives a visual representation of the nationality of the respondents. Most of the 

respondents had an educational background from Economics, Management and Administration 

(66.7%). 13 % had a background from Media Studies or Communication, 3.6 % from 

Technology or Engineering, 1.5 % from Information Technology or Informatics and 14.1 % 
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from Other. 1.1 % had a High School diploma only.  The majority of the respondents had never 

worked in a startup company (62.1 %), while 24.6 % had previously worked in one, and 13.3 % 

were currently working in one. 14.9 % of the respondents reported that they were very likely to 

accept a job offer from a startup company in the next 12 months. 28.4 % said likely, 22.9 % 

were unsure, 18.1 % said unlikely, 12.6 % very Unlikely, and 3.2 % said they already work in 

a startup company. Table 2. gives an overview of respondent's experience with startups and 

Table 3. presents the respondent's interest in working for one in the future. 

 

Figure 2: Nationality of respondents   

 

 

Table 2: Respondents’ experience with startup companies 

Have you ever worked in a startup before?  Frequency Percent 

Yes, I am currently working in a startup company 70 13.3 

Yes, I have previously worked in a startup company 129 24.6 

No, I have never worked in a startup company 326 62.1 

Total 525 100 
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Table 3: Respondents’ interest with startup companies 

Are you likely to work for a startup in the future?  Frequency Percent 

Very Likely 78 14.9 

Likely 149 28.4 

Unsure 120 22.9 

Unlikely 95 18.1 

Very Unlikely 66 12.6 

I already work in a startup company 17 3.2 

Total 525 100 

 

It could have been beneficial to include screening questions in the survey, so that only people 

who were actually interested in working for startups would be able to proceed. The data shows 

that 46.5 percent of the respondents are likely to work in, or are currently working in, a startup. 

However, 30.7 percent state that they are unlikely to work for a startup in the future. Including 

these respondents may limit the validity of the data. We are interested in knowledge about what 

attracts people to startups and this can arguable only be answered by people who are in fact 

attracted to startups. However, I argue that including people who are not necessarily interested 

strengthens my results because I am able to check if interest indicates variances in preference. 

I could not have done this if I only included people who are interested. Furthermore, the 

respondents are told to imagine applying for jobs in startups when they answer the questions, 

and all of them are therefore hypothetically prospective applicants.  

 

4.5. Data collection procedure   

The survey was created in Sawtooth Software’s SSI Web application, using General 

Interviewing (CiW) and the ACA module. The survey was hosted on my personal web server 

(see the whole survey in Appendix 1). The first page gave an introduction to the study. I included 

a short definition of a startup company and gave an explanation of the purpose of the research 

including a list of the nine job attributes. I informed the participant about the personality test 

and the time it would take to complete the survey (approximately 15 minutes). As an added 

incentive, I informed the participants that they would see their individual results from the 

conjoint analysis at the end. Name or contact information was not requested, so that respondents 

knew they could be open and honest. This anonymity enhanced the validity of the data 

(American Psychological Association, 1996), because people could answer truthfully without 
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being identified. The text was made short and casual, while at the same time giving the 

participant the information needed.  

 

The second page included demographic and psychographic questions. To get some basic 

information about the respondents, I asked for their age, gender, nationality and educational 

background. This was also done in order to examine the diversity of the sample. I asked about 

previous experience working in startups and potential interest in working for one in the future. 

This was done to be able to examine a potential correlation between preferences and startup 

experience and interest.  

 

The third page presented the personality test. I included a short explanation to help the 

participant understand how to answer the questions. The BFI consists of 44 items (for example 

“I am someone who is talkative”) and the participants indicate the extent to which they agree 

or disagree with the statements (1 = Agree strongly, 2 = Agree a little, 3 = Neither agree nor 

disagree, 4 = Disagree a little, 5 = Disagree Strongly). The inventory I used, was a copy of the 

original from John et al. (1991), but I decided to use some items from the version for children 

to ensure that non-native English speakers would be able to understand. I placed all the items 

on one page so that the respondent did not need to upload a new page for each question. 

 

The following pages included the ACA which consisted of four phases. In the first phase, the 

attribute preference rating, I told the respondents to imagine that they were applying for jobs 

and looking at startup companies. I then asked them to rate each level of each attribute (1=Not 

Desirable, 3=Somewhat Desirable, 5=Very Desirable,7=Extremely Desirable). An example of 

a rating task is illustrated in Figure 3.  

 

Figure 3: Example of a rating task 

 

 

In the second phase, the importance rating, I told the respondents to imagine that they had been 

offered two different jobs in two different startup companies. I then presented each attribute 
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and asked the respondents to state how important the difference between both levels were to 

them (1=Not Important, 3=Somewhat Important, 5=Very Important, 7=Extremely Important). 

An example of an importance task is illustrated in Figure 4. 

 

Figure 4: Example of an importance task 

 

 

In the third phase, paired comparison, I asked the respondents to choose between two job offers, 

and also indicate strength of preference (1=Strongly Prefer Left, 3=Somewhat Prefer Left, 

5=Indifferent, 7=Somewhat Prefer Right, 9=Strongly Prefer Right). I decided to present six pair 

tasks (where the respondent chooses between two job offers), as Sawtooth Software (2016) 

suggests to ask a number of pairs equal to 3 (N - n - 1) - N, where: N = total number of levels 

taken into the Pairs section, and n = total number of attributes taken into the Pairs section. I 

chose the setting of three job attributes in each job offer, as Sawtooth Software (2016) advises 

against presenting more because the respondents are likely to get confused due to task difficulty. 

An example of a pair task is illustrated in Figure 5.  

 

Figure 5: Example of a pair task 

 

 

In the fourth phase, calibration, I told the respondents to imagine that they had been offered a 

job at a startup company. I then asked them to rate their likelihood of accepting the offer 

(0=Would definitely not accept, 100=Would definitely accept). I chose to present five 

calibration concepts (job offers), as Sawtooth Software (2016) suggests to ask at least five 

concepts, but not exceed the number of attributes in each concept plus one. I chose the setting 

of four attributes in each concept as Sawtooth Software (2016) recommends not including more 
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than about six attributes, and I wanted to keep the task difficulty to a minimum. An example of 

a calibration concept is illustrated in Figure 6. 

 

Figure 6: Example of a calibration concept  

 

 

The page following the ACA included the individual results from the ACA. That way, the 

respondent could see how he or she evaluated each job attribute. In the last page I let the 

respondent know the survey was over and thanked for the participation. The survey was pre-

tested several times, on small samples from the target population. This was done to ensure that 

the instructions and phrasing of the questions were explicit, that the experiment worked and 

that the individual results presented at the end were accurate, and that data was acquired 

correctly. During this testing, I changed the design of the survey, including the text, several 

times. I recognize that my choice of words might have influenced the perceptions of the 

respondents and that their interpretations alter the results, which limits the validity of the study. 

For example, if a respondent misunderstands or is unfamiliar with a term in a question, it is 

hard to argue that that person can give a valid answer. These concerns are in line with critical 

realism - we should be critical of our ability to access and measure phenomena because it is 

limited and altered by our perceptions and interpretations.  

 

4.6. Data analysis 

4.6.1. Hierarchical Bayes analysis  

As respondents completed the survey, the data were directly uploaded into a database. After 

enough responses had been collected, I imported the data into the SSI Web application. I 

performed a Hierarchical Bayes (HB) analysis on the data through the application. The HB 

calculates part-worth utilities which are measures of preference. Utility scores indicate the 

increase in preference from one level to another. The bigger increase - the more important the 
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difference is to the respondent. The first two phases of the ACA are compositional phases. The 

answers from the respondent will help the software compose initial part-worth estimates. After 

these two phases, we know which attributes are most important for the respondent and which 

levels are preferred. Up to this point, no conjoint analysis has been involved. The respondent 

has been presented each attribute individually. However, from here on, the software will focus 

on the most important attributes and combinations of the levels that imply the most difficult 

trade-offs. Thus, the last two phases, yield conjoint utilities, as conjoint means combined.  

 

The Sawtooth Software designs the job offers in phase three and four. Following each submitted 

page of questions, the software updates the estimated part-worths and then decide what pair of 

concepts (in this case job offers) to present next. Each pair of concepts is designed by the 

software to provide the most additive information, taking into account what is already known 

from the prior utilities.  

 

HB works on the assumption that each individual is a member of a group of somewhat similar 

individuals and that one can use knowledge about the entire distribution to estimate values for 

each individual (Sawtooth, 2006). The algorithm behind HB estimates the average utilities for 

the entire sample and then uses the data from each individual respondent to determine how each 

respondent differ from the sample. Then the algorithm adjusts each respondent's utilities to be 

an optimal mix of the individual choices and the average. This way, HB “borrows” information 

from the entire sample to estimate the part-worths for each respondent (Sawtooth, 2006). The 

utilities are standardized, meaning that within each attribute the mean will always be zero. For 

example, if the utility for “Flexible working hours” is 4.14, then the utility for “Regulated 

working hours” will be -4.14. A negative utility does not imply that the level is unattractive, it 

simply means that the other level(s) is more attractive as utilities measure the increase in 

preference from one level to another.  

 

The output from HB is a data file including the individual and average part-worths of each level 

of each attribute, as well as the average importance scores (AIS) of each attribute. I used the 

Sawtooth SMRT application to calculate the individual importance scores. The importance 

scores are calculated by dividing the range between the utilities of the most preferred and the 

least preferred levels of each attribute by the total sum of ranges across all attributes. The 

importance scores collectively sum to 100. I used the importance scores to calculate the relative 

importance of each attribute in relation to the others. The relative importance scores (RIS) 
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indicates the mean importance of each attribute in relation to the most important attribute. 

 

4.6.2. Statistical process  

I used SPSS Statistics to statistically process the data from the survey. I imported the file 

including all individual answers from the survey, the one including all individual utilities, and 

the one including all individual importance scores, into SPSS and merged them together. I had 

prepared a codebook beforehand that I copied into SPSS together with a syntax for the BFI. 

This syntax first reversed the score on reverse score questions. For example, if the score on a 

reverse score question was 4, then the syntax would reverse that result to a score of 2 instead. 

Second, the syntax added up the scores from all the questions to calculate the mean score of 

each personality trait for each respondent. Thus, the SPSS file included both measurements of 

preference and personality.  

 

Variables can be categorized as either independent or dependent. The independent variables, 

also called explanatory, are predicted to influence the dependent variables (Nicholas, 2009). 

This study examines if personality has a moderating effect on preference in relation to startup 

attributes, so in this case the independent variables are the ones related to startup experience 

and interest, as well as the personality variables, and the dependent variables are the utilities 

and the importance scores. As the data were collected electronically, the risk of input errors was 

reduced. Error messages ensured that respondents could not proceed with the survey if answers 

were missing or if numeric variables were out of range. However, I checked all variables for 

errors in SPSS, and none were identified.  

 

There are two general categories of statistical techniques: descriptive and inferential. 

Descriptive statistics are used to describe, summarize and organize data, while inferential 

statistics draws inferences about the relationships and difference between variables (Weiers, 

2010). To examine the shape of the distribution of the variables I used the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

and Shapiro-Wilk test. Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk are both tests that evaluates the 

normality of the sample, testing the null hypothesis (H0) that the data are normally distributed. 

The null hypothesis is rejected if the p-value is below 0.05, indicating a non-normal distribution 

(Weiers, 2010). The tests returned a significant result (p < 0.05) for most of the variables, 

indicating that the assumption of normality was violated in this sample (see results in Appendix 

2 and 3). Scores that significantly differ from the rest, are called “outliers” (Lee, 2008). Boxplot 
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graphs were used to examine if there were any extreme outliers and several were identified in 

the variable Company shares. Lee (2008) notes that outliers are common in sample surveys and 

that these studies often do not assume a parametric distribution. The results are therefore 

reasonable for this study. I decided to leave the sample as it was, because I considered outliers 

to be an important part of the data. For example, the variable Company shares was very skewed 

and had several extreme outliers. Figure 7. gives a visual, and when examining it we can see 

that most respondents give Company shares a low importance score, and that the skewness 

stems from the relatively few people who see the variable as important. If I were studying the 

average importance of company shares alone, then the outliers should have been removed. But 

as I am investigating the job attributes in relation to personality trait groups, it is important to 

keep all parts of the scale. In this case, it might be that the people who see company shares as 

important belongs to a specific personality trait group. If I remove the outliers, this information 

will be lost. I do however, recognize that outliers are troublesome as they can interfere with 

statistical test (Lee, 2008). Also, if my sample had a normal distribution, I would be able to use 

parametric tests which are considered more robust (Weiers, 2010). 

 

Figure 7: Histogram of Company shares 

 

The age variable was studied to find the minimum, maximum and mean age of the sample. I 

examined gender, nationality, educational background, startup experience and interest in 
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startups, through frequency counts. By looking at the percentiles for the personality trait scores, 

I defined cut-of scores, making it possible to divide the respondents into personality trait groups. 

This can be seen in Appendix 2. Each personality trait was divided into three levels; high 

(percentile over 75), average (percentile between 25 and 50) and low (percentile under 25). This 

concluded in 15 personality trait groups, three for each of the five personality traits. An 

overview of the personality groups is shown in Table 4. Here we can see how many respondents 

are in each personality trait group.  

 

Table 4: Frequency count of personality trait groups   

 

Openness trait group  Frequency  Percent  

Low 132 25.1 

Average 251 47.8 

High  142 27 

Total 525 100 

   

Conscientiousness trait group  Frequency  Percent  

Low 160 30.5 

Average 230 43.8 

High  135 25.7 

Total 525 100 

   

Extraversion trait group  Frequency  Percent  

Low 148 28.2 

Average 215 41 

High  162 30.9 

Total 525 100 

   

Agreeableness trait group  Frequency  Percent  

Low 166 31.6 

Average 207 39.4 

High  152 29 

Total 525 100 
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Neuroticism trait group  Frequency  Percent  

Low 142 27 

Average 226 43 

High  157 29.9 

Total 525 100 

 

I used inferential statistics after the data was described. There are two types of significance tests, 

parametric and non-parametric. Weiers (2010) notes that parametric tests are more powerful but 

that they make stricter assumptions about the data and require a normal or close to normal 

distribution. Non-parametric tests are less powerful, but they do not assume a normal distributed 

sample (Weiers, 2010). According to Weiers (2010:506) non-parametric tests should be used 

instead of parametric tests whenever: “1. data are of the nominal or ordinal scale of 

measurement, or 2. data are of the interval or ratio scale of measurement but one or more other 

assumptions, such as the normality of the underlying population distribution, are not met.” In 

this study we wish to examine the difference in utility scores (which is an interval variable) and 

importance scores (which is a ratio variable) between the different personality trait groups 

(which is a nominal variable), and we can not assume that the sample is normally distributed. 

Therefore, I chose to use non-parametric techniques to examine the statistical significance.  

 

The Wilcoxon signed rank test is the counterpart to a one-sample t-test and it examines the 

difference between variables from the same sample (Weiers, 2010). I conducted the test to 

examine if there were statistically significant differences between the job attributes. The 

Wilcoxon signed rank tests the null hypothesis that the median of the population is the same. 

The null hypothesis is rejected if the p-value is lower than 0,05, indicating a statistically 

significant difference (Weiers, 2010).  

 

The Kruskal-Wallis test is the counterpart to a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and it 

examines the difference between independent groups (Weiers, 2010). I conducted the test to 

examine whether there were statistically significant differences among respondents in different 

personality trait groups in relation to their utilities and importance scores. I also used the test to 

examine if the preferences were influenced by startup experience and interest. The Kruskal-

Wallis tests the null hypothesis that the medians of the populations are the same. The null 

hypothesis is rejected if the p-value is lower than 0,05, indicating a statistically significant 

difference (Weiers, 2010). I used post hoc Kruskal-Wallis tests to examine the difference 
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between groups within the same personality trait. For a full overview of the statistical process 

in SPSS, see Appendix 2,3,4,5, 6 and 7.  
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5. Findings 

In the previous chapter, the research methods were described and the limitations were discussed. 

In this chapter, the results of the research will be presented. The chapter is divided into six 

sections. The first section gives a quick recap of the research objectives and the methods used 

to acquire empirical data. In the second section I present the results of the HB analysis that were 

used to calculate the average and relative importance of the job attributes, which is presented 

in section three. These numbers suggest that, on average, some attributes are more attractive 

than others. The forth section looks at the influence of startup experience and interest on the 

preference scores, while the fifth section looks at the influence of personality. The sixth and last 

section provides a summary of the findings. This chapter serves to simply present the results of 

the data analysis. In the next chapter, the findings are related to the theoretical framework 

presented in chapter two, in order to discuss the problem statements.  

 

5.1. Introduction 

The research objectives were to (1) identify the main job attributes that attracts people to apply 

for jobs in startup companies, (2) determine the degree of attractiveness of the job attributes, 

(3) determine whether startup experience and interest influence the importance of attributes, 

and (4) determine whether personality influence the importance of the attributes.  The research 

objectives were further specified into a main problem statement: “What attracts people to apply 

for jobs in startup companies?”. Through a deductive approach, the empirical findings from 

Tumasjan et al.'s (2011) study of startup job attributes and the theory of the Big Five personality 

traits was used to develop the following supplementary problem statements: “Which value do 

prospective applicants assign to each of the nine startup attributes, thus determining the degree 

of attractiveness of each attribute?”, “To which degree does startup experience and interest 

influence the importance of the job attributes?”, and “To which degree does the big five 

personality traits influence the importance of the job attributes?”. Through a survey including 

a conjoint experiment and the BFI I was able to measure respondents' preferences and 

personality traits, and examine the relationship between the variables. The findings are 

presented below.   

 

5.2. Utilities of startup attributes 

The data from the conjoint experiment were used to calculate part-worth utilities (see data 

analysis in section 4.6.). The results are used to examine respondent’s prioritizations. Table 5. 
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shows the mean utility (M), as well as the standard deviation (SD), of each attribute for the total 

sample. As this study is examining what attracts people to startup companies, the results 

reported are from the levels representing the attributes unique for startups and it does not 

include their opposite poles. Also, as utilities are scaled to sum to zero we already know that 

the opposite pole will have the same value, but that one level will have a positive value while 

the other will have a negative value. The attributes are combined into groups representing 

significant differences. Attributes within the same group have utilities that significantly differ 

from the ones in the other groups, but they do not differ from each other. The results reveal that 

the attribute A communal team climate, with a strong sense of community among members in 

Group # 1, has the highest utility of all attributes (M=2.52, SD=1.15). The utility is significantly 

 

 

Table 5: Average utilities for total sample 

Job attribute M SD 

Group # 1   

A communal team climate, with a strong sense of community 

among members 2.52 1.15 

Group # 2   

High responsibility and early empowerment of employees 2.10 1.09 

Steep learning curve 1.95 1.51 

Group # 3   

Flexible working hours 1.56 1.47 

Group # 4   

Flat hierarchy 1.35 1.28 

Group # 5   

Multiple various tasks 1.19 1.40 

Opportunity to gather knowledge for own entrepreneurial activity 1.07 1.03 

Opportunity to get leadership functions from early on 1.05 1.46 

Group # 6   

Possibility to get company shares as payment 0.46 0.96 

  

*Attributes are ranked in descending order according to their mean standardized utility in 

the total sample including all 525 respondents. Mean importance weights are significantly 

different between groups (p < 0.05), but not within groups (p > 0.05).   
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different from the ones in Group # 2, High responsibility and early empowerment of employees 

(M=2.10, SD=1.09) and Steep learning curve (M=1.95, SD=SD=1.51). The fourth highest 

utility belongs to Flexible working hours (M=1.56, SD=1.47) in Group # 3, and the fifth highest 

belongs to Flat hierarchy (M=1.35, SD=1.28) in Group # 4. The utilities of the attributes in 

Group # 5, Multiple various tasks (M=1.19, SD=1.40), Opportunity to gather knowledge for 

own entrepreneurial activity (M=1.07, SD=1.03) and Opportunity to get leadership functions 

from early on (M=1.05, SD=1.46) are similar in size, and do not statistically differ from each 

other. The utility of the attribute in Group # 6, Possibility to get company shares as payment 

(M=0.46, SD=0.96) is the lowest.  

 

Figure 8: Visual representation of part-worth utilities for all levels  

 

 

Figure 8. illustrates the utilities for all levels. It shows how the preference for one level 

corresponds with the preference for the opposite level. The findings show that the decrease in 

preference from A communal team climate, with a strong sense of community among members 

to A formal team climate, with a rather weak sense of community among members is the largest, 
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while the decrease in preference from Possibility to get company shares as payment to No 

possibility to get company shares as payment is the smallest in the sample, whereas the other 

attributes are positioned in the middle. The results also show that the levels representing the 

features unique for startups (and not their opposite poles), is preferred within all attributes, as 

they all have positive values.  

 

5.3. Average and relative importance of the job attributes 

The utilities were used to calculate average importance scores (AIS) and relative importance 

scores (RIS) of the nine job attributes (see data analysis in section 4.6.). The results are used to 

examine the importance respondent’s place on each attribute. Table 6. shows the average 

importance scores, relative importance scores, and ranking of the attributes for the total sample. 

Also here, attributes are combined into groups representing significant differences. The results 

reveal that on average, Team climate (AIS=16.66, SD=6.79) is the most important attribute 

(Group # 1) for the total sample. The importance score is significantly different from the scores 

belonging to Responsibility and empowerment (AIS=13.68, SD=5.55), and Learning curve 

(AIS=13.60, SD=6.69), which was ranked second and third with close scores (Group # 2). 

Flexibility of working schedule (AIS=12.21, SD=6.52) was ranked forth (Group # 3), while 

Task variety (AIS=10.31, SD=5.78), Hierarchy (M=10.07, SD=5.31), and Leadership functions 

(M=9.52, SD=5.61) followed with close scores (Group # 4). Entrepreneurial knowledge 

building (AIS=8.32, SD=5.50) was ranked second to last (Group # 5), while Company shares 

(AIS=5.65, SD=4.92) received the lowest importance out of all the attributes (Group # 6).  

 

If we compare the results from the utilities to the importance scores, the ordering is very similar. 

Team climate has the highest average utility and also the highest average importance score, and 

both scores are significantly different from the rest. Responsibility and empowerment and 

Learning curve has the second and third highest utility and importance score, and in both 

measurements the scores are significantly different from the rest. Flexibility of working hours 

has both the fourth highest utility and the fourth highest importance score, and in both cases it 

is significantly different from other attributes. Then follows a few changes in ordering. The 

reason for the disparity between utilities and importance scores is that utilities are not values 

that directly can be compared between attributes, which is the case with importance scores. 

Utilities measure the increase in preference from one level to another. For example, the decrease 

in preference from steep learning curve (1.95) to flat learning curve (-1.95) is 3.9 and the  
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Table 6: Average and relative attribute importance for total sample 

Job attribute AIS SD RIS Rank 

Group # 1     

Team climate 16.66 6.79 1.000 1 

Group # 2     

Responsibility and empowerment 13.68 5.55 0.821 2 

Learning curve 13.60 6.69 0.816 3 

Group # 3     

Flexibility of working schedule 12.21 6.52 0.733 4 

Group # 4     

Task variety 10.31 5.78 0.619 5 

Hierarchy 10.07 5.31 0.604 6 

Leadership functions 9.52 5.61 0.571 7 

Group # 5     

Entrepreneurial knowledge build-

ing 8.32 5.50 0.499 8 

Group # 6     

Company shares 5.65 4.92 0.339 9 

     

* Attributes are ranked in descending order according to their mean standardized utility in the total sample including all 525 

respondents. Mean importance weights are significantly different between groups (p < 0.05), but not within groups (p > 0.05). 

 

decrease in preference from multiple various tasks (1.19) to few specialized tasks (-1.19) is 2.38. 

We can not use these numbers to say that steep learning curve is more desired than multiple 

various tasks, but we can say that the difference in value between steep learning curve and flat 

learning curve is larger than the difference in value between multiple various tasks and few 

specialized tasks.  

 

Importance scores tell us which attributes respondent's values the most and is therefore a more 

appropriate measure of attractiveness than utility scores. I will therefore focus on the 

importance scores when discussing my problem statements in the next chapter. For simplicity, 

I will use the general labels of the attributes moving forward. But as stated above, the preferred 

levels are the ones unique for startups. Thus, when I write about “Hierarchy” for example, I am 

referring to “Steep hierarchy”.  
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The results from the importance scores of the total sample indicates that Team climate 

(RIS=1.000) is the most attractive attribute unique of startup companies, followed by 

Responsibility and empowerment (RIS=0.821), Learning curve (RIS=0.816), Flexibility of 

working schedule (RIS=0.733), Task variety (RIS=0.619), Hierarchy (RIS=0.604), Leadership 

functions (RIS=0.571), Entrepreneurial knowledge building (RIS=0.499) and Company shares 

(RIS=0.339), which is indicated as the least attractive attribute. 

 

5.4. The influence of experience and interest on importance of startup attributes 

To investigate whether people’s experience with startups and interest in startups influences the 

attractiveness of the startup attributes, we can compare the importance scores of people who 

have worked in a startup and people who have not, as well as people who are interested in 

working for a startup and people who are not. Only significant results are presented in this 

chapter, for the complete result see Appendix 7.  

 

5.4.1. The influence of startup experience on importance of startup attributes 

Information about the respondents’ experience with startups, emerged from the survey data. 

Respondents were asked “Have you worked in a startup before?”. This made it possible to 

divide the respondents into two groups, the people who were currently working or who had 

previously worked in a startup (N=199), and the people who had not (N=326). The findings 

indicate that Team climate is most important for people regardless of their experience with 

startups. Experience does not influence the ranking of Flexibility of working schedule, 

Leadership functions, Entrepreneurial knowledge building and Company shares either. The 

attributes are ranked forth, third to last, second to last and last respectively, regardless of the 

respondents’ experience with startups. The ranking of the remainder of attributes is however 

influenced by startup experience.  

 

The findings indicate a significant difference in the importance that respondents in the different 

“startup experience groups” place on the attribute Leadership functions. The findings show that 

people who has previously worked, or is currently working, in a startup place significantly 

higher importance on Leadership functions (p=.045) than people who have no experience 

working in a startup. 
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5.4.2. The influence of startup interest on importance of startup attributes 

Information about the respondents’ likelihood of applying for a job in a startup, also emerged 

from the survey data. Respondents were asked “In the next 12 months (or after you graduate, if 

you are a student), how likely are you to accept a job offer from a startup company?”. This 

made it possible to divide the respondents into two groups, the people who would likely accept 

an offer (N=244) and the people who would not (N=161).  The findings indicate that Team 

climate is most important for people regardless of their interest in startups. interest does not 

influence the ranking of Flexibility of working schedule, Leadership functions, Entrepreneurial 

knowledge building and Company shares either. The attributes are ranked forth, third to last, 

second to last and last respectively, regardless of the respondents’ interest startups. The ranking 

of the remainder of attributes is influenced by startup interest. 

 

The findings indicate a significant difference in the importance respondents in the different 

“startup interest groups” place on the attribute Learning curve and Entrepreneurial knowledge 

building. The findings show that people who would likely accept a job offer in a startup place 

significantly lower importance on Learning curve (p=.002) and significantly higher importance 

on Entrepreneurial knowledge building (p=.001) than people who are not likely to accept an 

offer.  

 

5.5. The influence of personality on importance of startup attributes  

The results from the BFI was used to examine respondents' personality traits. For a presentation 

of personality results see Appendix 2. The respondents were placed in different personality trait 

groups based on their personality trait scores. Within each personality trait, the respondents 

were placed in the category low, average or high. An overview of the personality groups is 

shown in Table 4. in section 4.6.2. 

 

To investigate whether the big five personality traits influence the attractiveness of the nine 

startup attributes, we can compare the importance scores in the different personality trait groups. 

Kruskal-Wallis tests were conducted to compare the mean ranks of each attribute for each 

personality trait group and the full result is shown in Appendix 7. The following sections focus 

on the significant results which indicates the strong correlations between personality traits and 

importance of startup attributes. The full results can be seen in Appendix 6. and 7.  
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5.5.1. The influence of Openness 

The findings for Openness indicates that Team climate is the most important attribute for people 

regardless of their Openness trait score. The trait does not alter the ranking of the least and 

second to least important attribute either. Entrepreneurial knowledge building is ranked second 

to last and Company shares is ranked last in all Openness trait groups. The ranking of the 

remaining attributes is however influenced by the trait.  

 

The findings show that people in the Low Openness trait group place significantly lower 

importance on Leadership functions than people in the average (p=.020) or high (p=.032) 

Openness trait group. They place lower importance on Entrepreneurial knowledge building than 

people in the average (p=.017) or high (p=.000) Openness trait group, and higher importance 

on Flexibility of working schedule (p=.036) than people in the Average Openness trait group. 

People in the Average Openness trait group place significantly lower importance on 

Entrepreneurial knowledge building (p=.022) than people in the High Openness trait group. 

Figure 9. shows which startup attributes are influenced by the Openness trait. 

 

This indicates that people who score high on the openness trait place significantly more 

importance on entrepreneurial knowledge building and leadership functions. People who score 

low, place more importance on flexibility of working schedule.  

 

Figure 9: The startup attributes influenced by Openness 

 

 

 

 

 

5.5.2. The influence of Conscientiousness 

The findings for Conscientiousness indicates that Team climate is the most important attribute 

and that Company shares is the least important attribute, regardless of Conscientiousness trait 

score. The ranking of the remaining attributes is however influenced by the trait. 

 

The findings show that people in the Low Conscientiousness trait group place higher 

importance on Entrepreneurial knowledge building than people with an average (p=.001) or 

Leadership functions 
Entrepreneurial knowledge building 

Flexibility of working schedule 
 

Openness 
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high (p=.010) Conscientiousness trait score, but lower importance on Hierarchy (p=.019) and 

Responsibility and empowerment (p=.036) than people with a high score. People in the Average 

Conscientiousness trait group place significantly lower importance on Hierarchy (p=.002), but 

higher importance on Team climate (p=.041), than people in the High Conscientiousness trait 

group. Figure 10. shows which startup attributes are influenced by the conscientiousness trait.   

 

This indicates that people with a high conscientiousness trait score place more importance on 

responsibility and empowerment, and hierarchy, but lower importance on team climate and 

entrepreneurial knowledge building.  

 

Figure 10: The startup attributes influenced by Conscientiousness 

 

 

 

 

 

5.5.3. The influence of Extraversion 

The findings for Extraversion reveal that on average, Team climate ranks first, while Leadership 

functions, Entrepreneurial knowledge building and Company shares are at the other end of the 

scare, regardless of Extraversion trait score. 

 

The findings show that people in the Low Extraversion group place significantly higher 

importance on Learning curve (p=.041) than people in the Average Extraversion trait group, 

and that people in the Average Extraversion group place significantly lower importance on 

Learning curve (p=.045) than people in the High Extraversion trait group. This indicates that 

people who score average on extraversion place less importance on learning curve, then people 

with a low or high score. Figure 11. shows which startup attributes are influenced by the 

extraversion trait. 

 

Figure 11: The startup attributes influenced by Extraversion 
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5.5.4. The influence of Agreeableness 

The findings for Agreeableness indicates that Team climate is ranked first and is most important, 

that Entrepreneurial knowledge building is ranked second to last and that Company shares is 

ranked last and is therefore the least important attribute, regardless of Agreeableness trait score. 

 

The findings show that people in the Average Agreeableness trait group, place significantly 

higher importance on Entrepreneurial knowledge building (p=.026) than people in the High 

Agreeableness trait group. People in the High Agreeableness trait group place significantly less 

importance on Flexibility of working schedule (p=.031), and Entrepreneurial knowledge 

building (p=.007), but more importance on Learning curve (p=.003) and Team climate (p=.023) 

than people in the Low Agreeableness trait group. Figure 12. shows which startup attributes are 

influenced by the agreeableness trait. 

 

The findings indicate that people who score high on agreeableness place less importance on 

entrepreneurial knowledge building and flexibility of working schedule, but more importance 

on learning curve and team climate.  

 

Figure 12: The startup attributes influenced by Agreeableness 

 

 

 

 

 

5.5.5. The influence of Neuroticism 

The findings for Neuroticism reveal that, on average, Team climate is the most important 

attribute, regardless of the personality trait. Neuroticism does not influence the ranking of 

Entrepreneurial knowledge building or Company shares either, which in is ranked second to 

last and last in all groups. 

 

The findings show a difference between people in the Low Neuroticism trait group and the High 

Neuroticism trait group in relation to Learning curve and Team climate. The results indicate 

that people who score high on neuroticism place significantly lower importance on learning 

curve (p=.002) and significantly higher importance on team climate (p=.011), than people who 
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have a low score.  Figure 13. shows which job attributes are influenced by the neuroticism trait. 

 

Figure 13: The startup attributes influenced by Neuroticism 

 

 

 

 

5.6. Summary   

Both descriptive and inferential tests were conducted to examine the data in order to investigate 

what attracts people to startup companies and whether experience, interest or personality has 

any influence on importance. The results show that the attribute levels representing the unique 

startup feature has the positive utility value in all samples. This suggests that the unique startup 

features are preferred over their opposite poles, and one can argue that these features do attract 

people to startup companies. As this is the case irrespective of whether experience, interest or 

personality is included or not, one can also argue that this is a general tendency regardless of 

these individual differences.  

 

The results from the total sample indicate that Team climate (RIS=1.000) is the most attractive 

attribute followed by Responsibility and empowerment (RIS=0.821), Learning curve 

(RIS=0.816), Flexibility of working schedule (RIS=0.733), Task variety (RIS=0.619), 

Hierarchy (RIS=0.604), Leadership functions (RIS=0.571), Entrepreneurial knowledge 

building (RIS=0.499) and Company shares (RIS=0.339). The descriptive tests show numerical 

differences and differences in ranking when experience, interest and personality is involved. 

The most prominent finding is that Team climate is ranked first and that Company shares is 

ranked last in all samples. This indicates that experience, interest and personality does not alter 

the ranking of these two attributes.  

 

To investigate if startup experience or interest influence the attractiveness of the attributes, the 

importance scores are examined and the findings indicate that experience and interest has the 

same effect on the ranking of the attributes. The ranking is similar to the total sample, but 

responsibility and empowerment, learning curve, task variety and hierarchy are prioritized 

differently by people who have startup experience and interest, and people who do not. The 

data also show that people who have startup experience place significantly higher importance 
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on leadership functions than people who do not have experience. People who are interested in 

working for a startups place significantly lower importance on learning curve and significantly 

higher importance on entrepreneurial knowledge building than people who are not interested. 

 

To investigate if personality influence the attractiveness of the attributes, the importance scores 

are examined in the different personality trait groups. Table 7. offers an overview of how the 

personality traits correlates with the startup attributes. The results show that the importance of 

Flexibility of working schedule is significantly influenced by Openness and Agreeableness. The 

findings indicate that people who score low on the openness trait and people who score low on 

the agreeableness trait, place more importance on flexibility of working schedule. The 

importance of Hierarchy is significantly influenced by Conscientiousness, and the findings 

indicate that people with a high conscientiousness trait score place more importance on the 

attribute. The importance of Team climate is significantly influenced by Conscientiousness, 

Agreeableness and Neuroticism. The findings indicate that people with an average 

conscientiousness trait score place higher importance on team climate than people who score 

high, and that people who score high on agreeableness and people who score high on 

neuroticism also place higher importance on team climate. The importance of Responsibility 

and empowerment is influenced by Conscientiousness and the findings indicate that people with 

a high score place more importance on this attribute. The importance of Leadership functions 

is significantly influenced by Openness, and the findings indicate that people who score high 

on the openness trait place more importance on leadership functions. The importance of 

Learning curve is significantly influenced by Extraversion, Agreeableness and Neuroticism. 

The findings indicate that people who score average on extraversion place less importance on 

learning curve, then people with a low or high score. There are also indications that people who 

score high on agreeableness and people who score low on neuroticism place more importance 

on learning curve. The importance of Entrepreneurial knowledge building is significantly 

influenced by Openness, Conscientiousness and Agreeableness. The findings indicate that 

people who score high on openness, people who score low on conscientiousness place and 

people who score low on agreeableness, place more importance on entrepreneurial knowledge 

building. Company shares and Task variety is not significantly influenced by any personality 

traits. 
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Table 7: The influence of personality traits on importance of startup attributes 

 

Startup attribute Personality trait Details 

Flexibility of  

working schedule 
Openness 

People with a low score place more importance  

on attribute than people with an average score 

 Agreeableness 
People with a low score place more importance  

on attribute than people with a high score 

Hierarchy Conscientiousness 
People with a high score place more importance  

on attribute than people with a low or average score 

Leadership       

functions 
Openness 

People with a high score place more importance  

on attribute than people with an average or low score 

Learning curve Extraversion 
People with a low or high score place more importance  

on attribute than people with an average score  

 Agreeableness 
People with a high score place more importance  

on attribute than people with a low score 

 Neuroticism 
People with a low score place more importance  

on attribute than people with a low score 

Team climate Conscientiousness 
People with an average score place more importance  

on attribute than people with a high score 

 Agreeableness 
People with a high score place more importance  

on attribute than people with a low score 

 Neuroticism 
People with a high score place more importance  

on attribute than people with a low score 

Entrepreneurial 

knowledge       

building 

Openness 
People with a high score place more importance  

on attribute than people with an average or a low score 

 Conscientiousness 
People with a low score place more importance  

on attribute than people with an average or high score 

 Agreeableness 
People with a low score place more importance  

on attribute than people with a high score 

Responsibility and 

empowerment 
 Conscientiousness 

People with a high score place more importance  

on attribute than people with a low score 
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Company shares   
No personality trait can be said to significantly  

influence importance of attribute 

Task variety  
No personality trait can be said to significantly  

influence importance of attribute 
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6. Discussion 

In the previous chapter, the empirical findings were presented. In this chapter the findings will 

be related to relevant research identified in chapter two and this will form the basis of the 

discussion of my problem statements. This chapter is divided into eight sections. The first 

section revisits the purpose of this paper and I discuss why my research is meaningful. The 

second section includes a discussion of what attracts people to startup companies, while I in the 

third section discuss the degree of attractiveness of the different startup attributes identified. In 

the fourth section, the influence of startup experience and interest is discussed, while the 

influence of personality is discussed in section five. The sixth section presents explicit answers 

to my problem statements, while recommendations for practitioners are discussed in section 

seven. My research has several limitations which I discuss in section eight, leading to my 

suggestions for further research.  

 

6.1. Introduction 

The problem statements were developed through a deductive approach. By reviewing existing 

literature, prominent research gaps were identified. Little is known about what attracts people 

to apply for jobs in startup companies and only a few studies have investigated the 

characteristics of startup employees. Currently, there is no existing literature examining the 

influence of personality on the attractiveness of attributes unique of startup companies. This is 

surprising given the importance of entrepreneurship, the crucial role of recruitment in 

entrepreneurship, the key element of organizational attractiveness in recruitment, and the 

potential influence of personality on attraction, which again can affect job search behavior. To 

address these gaps, I set out to (1) identify the main job attributes that attracts people to apply 

for jobs in startup companies, (2) determine the degree of attractiveness of the job attributes, 

(3) determine whether startup experience and interest influence the importance of attributes, 

and (4) determine whether personality influence the importance of the attributes. The job 

attributes of Tumasjan et al. (2011) were used to measure what attracts people to startup 

companies, through a conjoint experiment. The BFI was used to measure respondents’ 

personality traits. The correlation between importance scores and personality trait scores were 

then examined. The findings were presented in the previous chapter, and will now be discussed 

in relation to relevant research.  
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6.2. What attracts people to apply for jobs in startup companies 

There is a lack of research that identifies what attracts people to apply for jobs in startup 

companies. This is surprising, as organizational attractiveness is considered a key element of 

recruitment (Chapman et al. 2005) and because recruitment is essential for entrepreneurial 

firms' survival (Delmar, Davidsson and Gartner, 2003). The study of Tumasjan et al. (2011) 

identify the following job attributes as both unique for startup companies as well as attractive 

to job seekers: (1) flexible working schedule, (2) flat hierarchy, (3) communal team climate, (4) 

the opportunity to receive company shares as payment, (5) high responsibility/empowerment, 

(6) a large variety of tasks, (7) the opportunity to perform leadership functions from early on, 

(8) a steep learning curve, and (9) the opportunity to build knowledge for own entrepreneurial 

activity. As discussed in section 4.3.1, the list is reliable considering the methods used, but also 

because several of the attributes can be linked to other research. For example, Edelson et al. 

(2011) find that startups are perceived as more attentive to people, personal and friendly, as 

well as more innovative than established firms. They are also perceived to have less role 

certainty and defined tasks. This can be liked to communal team climate, entrepreneurial 

knowledge building, flat hierarchy and steep learning curve. Sauermann (2015) finds that 

startup employees have a higher preference for independence, responsibility, challenge, and a 

higher innovative performance. This can be linked to flexible working hours, high responsibility 

and empowerment, variety of tasks and leadership functions. The list of attributes is furthermore 

supported by the empirical findings of this paper. Each job attribute was varied on two levels 

in the conjoint experiment, which represented the unique feature and its opposite pole. For 

example, the attribute “Flexibility of working schedule” was presented on the two levels 

“Flexible working hours” versus “Regulated working hours”. The findings show that the levels 

representing the features unique for startups (and not their opposite poles), is preferred within 

all attributes. This indicates that the nine job attributes are indeed attractive to prospective job 

seekers. However, we have to recognize that other job attributes could have been included in 

the research. For example, prospective applicants may be attracted to the specific innovative 

product or service that the startup offers, or the fact that they will have a direct impact on the 

future of the company. Moreover, the results could be biased. The list of job attributes is chosen 

by myself and it does not consider that the respondents might value other attributes. We also 

have to recognize that the results may be colored by the perceptions of the respondents and how 

they interpret the questions in the survey. This is consistent with the epistemological perspective 

of this paper. In line with critical realism, I acknowledge that the findings can tell us something 

about what attracts my respondents to startup companies, but that this knowledge could be 
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surpassed by other research. 

 

6.3. The degree of attractiveness of startup attributes 

My findings show that communal team climate is the most valued job attribute of startup 

companies for prospective applicants. This is consistent with the study of Tumasjan et al. (2011) 

who also finds that the attribute is ranked first. The finding is also in line with other research. 

For example, the consultancy firm Universum (2014: as cited in Nyström and Zhetibaeva 

Elvung, 2015) finds that students rank a friendly work environment high in their study of 

employer attractiveness, and the study by Edelson et al. (2011) indicate that small and new 

organizations are perceived as particularly attentive to people, personal and friendly and that 

this is attractive to job seekers. Blatt (2009) recommends that new firms stimulate a communal 

environment by fostering interdependence, belonging and team commitment, and this 

reinforces that a communal team climate is considered a desirable characteristic of startups. The 

finding is however intriguing, given the lack of empirical studies identifying team climate as 

an important attribute in organizational attraction.  

 

The second most important attributes, according to my findings, comprise the group of 

responsibility and empowerment, and learning curve. That responsibility and empowerment is 

ranked second is consistent with the study of Tumasjan et al. (2011). Other research also identify 

responsibility as a highly valued attribute for employees in general (e.g. Judge and Bretz 1992; 

Starks 2007), and Sauermann (2015) find that startup employees have a higher preference for 

responsibility than employees in more established firms. Learning curve has a lower ranking in 

Tumasjan et al.'s (2011) study, but my finding is in line with the research by Sauermann (2015), 

who shows that startup employees have a higher preference for challenge, which a steep 

learning curve arguably is.  

 

As the third most important attribute, flexibility of working schedule, emerges from my data 

and this is consistent with the findings of Tumasjan et al. (2011). Sauermann (2015) finds that 

employees in startups have a higher preference of independence and Porter and Ayman (2010) 

show that a lack of flexibility in working schedule can in fact make people want to quit their 

job. This all supports the finding that flexibility of working schedule is a highly attractive 

attribute.  

 

The fourth most valued job attributes comprise the group task variety, hierarchy, and leadership 
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functions. Task variety has a lower ranking in Tumasjan et al.'s (2011) study, and the researchers 

find this intriguing as other research has indicated that employees in large firms value this 

attribute highly (e.g. Judge, Bono and Locke 2000; as cited in Tumasjan et al., 2011; Iacovou, 

Shirland and Thompson, 2004). Åstebro and Thompson (2009) find that entrepreneurs have a 

particular “taste for variety” and if we adopt the perspective of the ASA model (Schneider, 1987) 

we can assume that startup employees have similar interests. My finding is therefore in line 

with other research.  

 

Flat hierarchy has been identified as an attractive job attribute of small and new firms in other 

research (e.g. Ahmadi and Helms, 1997; Cardon and Stevens, 2004). Moy and Lee (2002) 

argues that small firms with informal structures can benefit from a better employee-manager 

relationship than larger firms, and Cable et al. (2000) find that some applicants in fact have a 

“contempt for bureaucracy”. Tumasjan et al. (2011) find it intriguing that hierarchy is ranked 

so low in their data, considering the emphasis found in other literature. But my finding is 

consistent with Tumasjan et al.'s (2011) and this suggests that the attribute is given relatively 

low priority compared to the other attributes.  

 

Compared to Tumasjan et al.'s (2011) study, leadership has a lower ranking in my data. 

Sauermann (2015) shows that startup employees have a higher preference for both 

responsibility and challenge and one can assume that the opportunity to get leadership functions 

from early on is both challenging and that it involves a lot of responsibility. One would therefore 

expect prospective applicants to give this attribute a higher value, and my finding is surprising. 

My suggestion is that this may be related to the difference in the respondents. Tumasjan et al. 

(2011) recruit students in Germany and one possible explanation could be that nationality 

influence the importance of this attribute.  

 

The second to least valued job attribute is found to be entrepreneurial knowledge building. 

Sauermann (2015) finds that employees in startups have a higher innovative performance. One 

could therefore expect that they have a desire to start their own business in the future and the 

attribute does have a higher ranking in Tumasjan et al.'s (2011) study. However, Parker (2009) 

find that the attribute (which includes close contact with founder) does not make employees 

more inclined to start their own company. Moreover, the consultancy firm Universum (2014: 

as cited in Nyström and Zhetibaeva Elvung, 2015) found that students ranked an entrepreneurial 

atmosphere low in their study of employer attractiveness. It is therefore natural that this attribute 
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is assigned a low value. A high attraction to entrepreneurial knowledge building also require 

that the responded is in fact interested in starting his or her own business. The defined 

population of my research is prospective applicants and the respondents are not necessarily 

interested in starting their own business. The low value of entrepreneurial knowledge building 

may therefore also be natural as the respondents likely have no need for this knowledge.  

 

The least valued job attribute is found to be company shares and this is consistent with Tumasjan 

et al.'s (2011) study. This attribute is examined in several other studies and it is shown that 

entrepreneurial firms have different reward strategies (Graham et al. 2002) than established 

firms, and that they use stock rewards differently (Tully, 2000) than established firms. Company 

shares can be used to retain employees (Wagner et al. 2003), but the findings show that this is 

not a prioritized attribute for prospective applicants. This can be due to a lack of familiarity 

with the attribute, especially for people who have no experience from startup companies.  

 

It is important to acknowledge that the perceptions and interpretations of the respondents have 

shaped the results in all cases. For example, if a respondent is unfamiliar with an attribute this 

can result in a low importance score. If the respondent were given more information and context 

the importance score could have been higher. In line with critical realism, I therefore 

acknowledge that our ability to measure people's preferences is limited because it is altered by 

perceptions and interpretations. 

 

6.4. The influence of experience and interest on importance of startup attributes 

Respondents were asked to imagine applying for jobs in startups when answering the survey. 

One can therefore argue that the data provides information about what attracts people to startup 

companies. But the matter of the fact is, not all respondents are interested in working for a 

startup. It is therefore important to check if interest influences the preferences. Otherwise we 

can risk respondents answering what attracts them to jobs in general, and that is not the purpose 

of this study. We are interested in what attracts people to apply for jobs in startup companies. 

Also, if one has previous experience working in a startup, this might influence preferences. 

Even though research show that preferences of job attributes are stable over time (e.g. 

Montgomery and Rasmus, 2007), we have to consider the possibility that people who have 

experienced the job attributes in the startup context might have different views and priorities 

than other people. We therefore compare the preferences of people who have experience 

working in startups and people who do not, and people who are likely to accept a job offer in a 
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startup and people who are not.  

 

Some interesting findings emerge from the data. The ranking is similar to the total sample. For 

example, team climate is ranked the highest and company shares are ranked the lowest, 

regardless of startup experience and interest. The data do however show that both experience 

and interest influence the importance ranking of responsibility and empowerment, learning 

curve, task variety and hierarchy. As in the total sample, responsibility and empowerment is 

ranked higher than learning curve for people who have worked in a startup before and people 

who are likely to accept an offer in the future. The ranking is however turned around for people 

who have no experience and no interest in working for a startup. This group rank task variety 

higher than hierarchy, same as the total sample. People with startup experience and interest 

however, rank hierarchy above task variety.  

 

It is intriguing that both interest and experience yield the same difference in ranking. This 

suggests that people who have experience working in a startup and people who are interested 

in working for one, prioritize the same when it comes to these job attributes. It also suggests 

that these individuals prioritize differently to other people when it comes to the importance of 

responsibility and empowerment, learning curve, task variety and hierarchy. This is not 

surprising, given the stability of job attribute preference (e.g. Montgomery and Rasmus, 2007). 

The people who have experience working for a startup have naturally been interested in working 

for one in the past, and so their preference is the same.  

 

The data also show that people who have previously worked in, or is currently working in a 

startup, place significantly higher importance on leadership functions than people who have no 

experience working in a startup. This might be because people are unsure of what this entails if 

they do not have the experience, and they might worry that they are not fit for the task. People 

who would likely accept a job offer in a startup place significantly lower importance on learning 

curve and significantly higher importance on entrepreneurial knowledge building than people 

who are not likely to accept an offer. It is surprising that this group place less importance on 

learning curve, as this is very much part of the job. It might simply be because they value the 

other attributes more. It is not surprising that they place higher importance on entrepreneurial 

knowledge building, as part of the reason they want to join a startup can be that they are drawn 

to the entrepreneurial process, and maybe they have their own business ideas that they wish to 

fulfill at a later point.  
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These findings are important. Tumasjan et al.'s (2011) study does not take into account that 

people who have experience working for a startup or people who are interested in working for 

one, might have a different preference set than others. My findings show that there is a 

difference, and this is an important addition to the existing literature because it supports the 

idea that startup employees can be viewed as a distinct group of employees. 

 

6.5. The influence of personality on importance of startup attributes 

Little is known about the influence of personality on the attraction of attributes unique for 

startup companies. This is surprising, as research shows that person-organization fit is essential 

to recruitment (e.g. Carless, 2005), that personality influences organizational attractiveness (e.g. 

Kausel and Slaughter, 2011), and that startup employees are a specific group (e.g. Sauermann, 

2015), who may have a distinctive personality profile. Tumasjan et al. (2011) calls for more 

research in this avenue, and this paper examine the relationship between preferences and the 

big five personality traits.  

Interesting findings emerge from the data. Team climate is again ranked the highest, regardless 

of personality trait scores. However, the importance of the attribute is significantly influenced 

by conscientiousness, agreeableness and neuroticism. The findings show that people with an 

average conscientiousness trait score place higher importance on team climate than people who 

score high. People who score high on agreeableness and people who score high on neuroticism, 

place more importance on team climate than people who score low. The correlation to 

agreeableness is expected as this trait is associated with cooperativeness (Judge and Cable, 

1997). Given that agreeable people are more cooperative, I did expect them to value a 

communal team climate. The correlation to neuroticism is also expected, as I assumed that 

neurotic people would be comforted by a strong sense of community. It is surprising that 

extraversion does not influence the importance of team climate, given that this trait is linked to 

sociability, and that extroverts are found to be attracted to team-oriented organizational cultures 

(Judge and Cable, 1997). The findings indicate that team climate is a highly valued attribute 

that startup companies can market to prospective applicants, and that the attribute will be 

especially desirable to people who score average on conscientiousness and high on 

agreeableness and neuroticism.  

 

The data show that company shares is ranked the lowest, regardless of personality trait scores. 

One can expect that neuroticism influences the importance of this attribute, given that previous 
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research show that people who score low on neuroticism have a lower risk-aversion (e.g. 

Nicholson, Soane, Fenton-O’Creevy and Willman, 2005) and that risk seekers are more 

attracted to variable pay (Cable and Judge, 1994). I expected to see that neurotic people are less 

attracted to this attribute than people low on neuroticism. I also assumed that people high on 

openness would be more open to this untypical form of compensation, as they are curious and 

nonconforming (Judge and Cable, 1997). However, the findings show that the importance of 

Company shares is not significantly influenced by any personality trait. Company shares is thus 

not a prioritized attribute in general, and I suggest that it should not be emphasized by startup 

companies when attracting new employees.  

 

The findings indicate that the importance of responsibility and empowerment is influenced by 

conscientiousness. This is unsurprising, given that the attribute can be linked to achievement 

motivation, which is associated with conscientiousness (Rauch and Frese, 2007). I therefore 

expected to see that conscientious people are more attracted to responsibility and empowerment 

than people low on conscientiousness. I also expected to see that neurotic people are less 

attracted to the attribute, as high responsibility can be anxiety provoking if one does not feel 

comfortable with the task. The fact that neuroticism does not influence this attribute, is therefore 

surprising. Responsibility and empowerment is ranked high in all personality trait groups and 

this indicates that this is an attractive attribute for people regardless of personality profile. 

Startups can therefore benefit from emphasizing this attribute in employee attraction.   

 

The importance of learning curve is significantly influenced by extraversion, agreeableness and 

neuroticism. The findings indicate that people who score average on extraversion place less 

importance on learning curve, then people with a low or high score. I think this is 

understandable if we look at the extrovert as the typical leader, an active and assertive person 

who wants to develop fast. And then the introvert as the typical specialist, who also want to 

learn fast, but is assertive in a different way. There are indications that people who score high 

on agreeableness place more importance on learning curve than people who score low, and that 

people who score high on neuroticism place significantly lower importance on learning curve 

than people who have a low score. The fact that agreeableness influences the attraction of this 

attribute is expected, as agreeable people are more adaptable (Judge and Cable, 1997). And as 

neuroticism is related to anxiety (Judge and Cable, 1997) and distress in dealing with changes 

(Ormel and Wohlfarth, 1991) it is unsurprising that neurotic people prefer a lower learning 

curve. The findings thus suggest that people who score average on extraversion, high on 
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agreeableness and low on neuroticism will be particularly receptive to an employer brand that 

emphasize a steep learning curve.  

 

The results show that the importance of flexibility of working schedule is significantly 

influenced by openness and agreeableness. The findings indicate that people who score low on 

the openness trait, place more importance on flexibility of working schedule, then people who 

score average. Given that openness comes with a disposition to be autonomous (Judge and 

Cable, 1997), I had expected open people to value this attribute more, so this finding is 

surprising. People high on agreeableness place less importance on flexibility of working 

schedule than people who score low. This finding is expected, as low agreeableness is linked to 

a need for autonomy (Koestner and Losier, 1996).  

 

The importance of task variety is not significantly influenced by any personality trait. I am 

surprised that agreeableness and neuroticism does not influence the attraction of this attribute, 

as agreeable people are more adaptable (Judge and Cable, 1997) and neurotic people are bad at 

dealing with changes (Ormel and Wohlfarth, 1991). I would therefore expect task variety to be 

more attractive to people high on agreeableness and low on neuroticism.  

 

The importance of hierarchy is significantly influenced by conscientiousness and the findings 

indicate that people with a high conscientiousness trait score place more importance on 

hierarchy than people with an average or low score. This is understandable as conscientious 

people are more ambitious (Lievens et al., 2001), and climbing upwards in a hierarchy is 

arguably ambitious. I am surprised that openness does not influence the importance of this 

attribute. Open people are nonconforming and curious, and I would except them to value this 

attribute as it is more typical for less established and formally structured firms.  

 

It is natural to except that individuals who score high on conscientiousness have a higher 

preference for leadership function, as this trait is associated with achievement motivation 

(Rauch and Frese, 2007). I would also expect extraverts to value this attribute more than 

introverts, as they are active and directive (Judge and Cable, 1997).  However, the importance 

of leadership functions is significantly influenced only by openness. The findings indicate that 

people who score high or average on the openness trait place more importance on leadership 

functions than people who score low. This is not surprising, as people high on openness are 

autonomous and curious. An employer brand that emphasize leadership functions from early 
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should be particularly receptive to individuals with a relatively high openness score, who wants 

to be “their own boss”. 

 

The importance of entrepreneurial knowledge building is significantly influenced by openness, 

conscientiousness and agreeableness. The findings indicate that people who score high on 

openness, people who score low on conscientiousness, and people who score low on 

agreeableness, place more importance on entrepreneurial knowledge building. The fact that 

openness influences the preference for this attribute is expected, as openness is linked to 

innovativeness (Brandstätter, 2011) which is associated with business creation (Rauch and 

Frese, 2007). High conscientiousness and low agreeableness is part of the “entrepreneurship-

prone personality profile” (Obschonka et al., 2013) so the correlations to agreeableness is 

expected, while the correlation to conscientiousness is surprising. Entrepreneurial knowledge 

building is ranked low in all personality trait groups and this suggests that startups will likely 

not benefit from emphasizing this attribute in employee attraction. 

 

6.6. Conclusion 

The above discussion of the findings in relation to existing literature, provides answers to the 

problem statements. However, the answers are made explicit below. This acts as a summary 

before the implications for practice are discussed. 

 

What attracts people to apply for jobs in startup companies? My findings supports previous 

research (i.e. Tumasjan et al., 2011) and suggests that the following list comprise the attributes 

unique for startups that are found attractive to prospective applicants: (1) flexible working hours, 

(2) flat hierarchy, (3) communal team climate, (4) possibility to  get company shares as payment, 

(5) high responsibility and early empowerment, (6) multiple various tasks, (7) leadership 

functions from early on, (8) steep learning curve, and (9) opportunity to build knowledge for 

own entrepreneurial activity. It is however important to recognize the bias in this selection. Also, 

although the attributes are found attractive, the degree of attractiveness does differ, which brings 

us to the next point.   

 

Which value do prospective applicants assign to each of the nine startup attributes, thus 

determining the degree of attractiveness of each attribute? My findings are in line with other 

research (i.e. Tumasjan et al., 2011) indicating that team climate is the most important and thus 
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most attractive startup attribute, while company shares are the least important and least 

attractive. The second most important attributes, according to my findings, comprise the group 

of responsibility and empowerment, and learning curve. This is expected as previous research 

has shown responsibility and challenge to be attractive attributes for startup employees (i.e. 

Sauermann, 2015). The third most important attribute is flexibility of working schedule, which 

supports research that identify independence as a valued attribute (i.e. Sauermann, 2015) of 

startups. The fourth most valued job attributes comprise the group task variety, hierarchy, and 

leadership functions. The finding is surprising when it comes to the low importance of 

leadership functions, given the high value of responsibility and challenge among startup 

employees. The second to least valued job attribute is entrepreneurial knowledge building, 

which is also surprising, given that startup employees are found to be more innovative 

(Sauermann, 2015) and one could expect that they have a higher desire to start their own 

business in the future. The findings are robust, but it is important to recognize the influence of 

the respondents’ interpretations and this limitation is discussed above.  

 

To which degree does startup experience and interest influence the importance of the job 

attributes? My findings show that startup experience and interest has an effect on the 

attractiveness of attributes. An intriguing find is that experience and interest has the same effect 

on the ranking of the attributes. The ranking is similar to the total sample, but responsibility and 

empowerment, learning curve, task variety and hierarchy are prioritized differently by people 

who have startup experience and interest, and people who do not. The data also show that people 

who have startup experience place significantly higher importance on leadership functions than 

people who do not have experience. People who are interested in working for a startup place 

significantly lower importance on learning curve and significantly higher importance on 

entrepreneurial knowledge building than people who are not interested. This knowledge is an 

important addition to existing literature.  

 

To which degree does the big five personality traits influence the importance of the job attributes? 

My findings show that the big five personality traits do influence the attractiveness of the job 

attributes in many cases. The importance of team climate is significantly influenced by 

conscientiousness, agreeableness and neuroticism. This is intriguing, given that no other 

research correlates these traits to this attribute. Another interesting find is that the importance 

of company shares is not significantly influenced by any personality trait, while previous 

research show that people who score low on neuroticism have a lower risk-aversion (e.g. 
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Nicholson et al., 2005) and that risk seekers are more attracted to variable pay (Cable and Judge, 

1994). The importance of responsibility and empowerment is influenced by conscientiousness, 

which is unsurprising, given that the attribute can be linked to achievement motivation which 

is associated with conscientiousness (Rauch and Frese, 2007). The importance of learning curve 

is significantly influenced by extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism. The fact that 

neuroticism influences the attraction of this attribute is expected, as the trait is related to anxiety 

(Cable and Judge, 1994) and distress in dealing with changes (Ormel and Wohlfarth, 1991). The 

results show that the importance of flexibility of working schedule is significantly influenced 

by openness and agreeableness. This finding is expected, as low agreeableness is linked to a 

need for autonomy (Koestner and Losier, 1996). The importance of task variety is not 

significantly influenced by any personality trait. This is surprising as I would therefore expect 

task variety to be more attractive to people high on agreeableness and low on neuroticism, as 

they are more adaptive. The importance of hierarchy is significantly influenced by 

conscientiousness. It is natural to except that individuals who score high on conscientiousness 

also have a higher preference for leadership function, as this trait is associated with achievement 

motivation (Rauch and Frese, 2007). However, the importance of leadership functions is 

significantly influenced only by openness. The importance of entrepreneurial knowledge 

building is significantly influenced by openness, conscientiousness and agreeableness. The fact 

that openness influenced the preference for this attribute is expected, as openness is linked to 

innovativeness (Brandstätter, 2011) which is associated with business creation (Rauch and 

Frese, 2007).  

 

6.7. Recommendations 

The findings of this paper can have implications for practice. Organizational traits can have a 

large impact on the recruitment process, given that applicants may self-select out of the process 

if they perceive a lack of fit (Carless, 2005). It is therefore important that practitioners 

understand how their firms are perceived. Only then can they strategically manage their image 

to highlight positive attributes or change perceptions that are incorrect. In line with existing 

frameworks (e.g. Rynes and Barber, 1990; Tumasjan et al., 2011; Williamson et al., 2002), I 

suggest that startup companies identify their distinctive job attributes and market these to 

prospective applicants. It is imperative that startup companies recognize the value of distinctive 

startup attributes and how these can influence employee attraction. Startups can market their 

employer value to job seekers through employer branding by highlighting their attractive and 
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distinctive attributes. This can help them to better compete in the “war for talent” alongside 

more established firms.  

 

The findings of this paper identifies several attributes that are unique for startups and attractive 

to applicants. Naturally, startup companies do not offer all of the attributes. But by being aware 

of what attracts prospective applicants, they can identify the attractive attributes which they do 

offer. The findings of this paper can also be used as a basis to develop attractive working 

conditions and a favorable culture. Startup companies can adopt the attractive attributes 

identified in this paper, to correspond with applicant’s preferences. The findings of this paper 

indicates which attributes are most important for prospective applicants, and I recommend that 

startups select the most attractive attributes which they can offer and use them as a basis for 

their employer brand. The findings indicate that team climate is the most valued attribute and 

that responsibility and empowerment, learning curve and flexibility of working schedule are 

also highly valued attributes. These attributes should therefore be highlighted if present in a 

startup company. For example, if a startup is unable to offer high responsibility and 

empowerment from an early stage, it might benefit from highlighting a steep learning curve 

instead, which has an equal importance. The importance value of task variety, hierarchy, and 

leadership functions is average. This suggests that these are not the most attractive attributes 

and they should not be highlighted as the primary attributes in recruitment communications. I 

recommend that startups build their employer brand around the most valued attributes, and use 

the lower ones as support. Entrepreneurial knowledge building and company shares are not 

prioritized attributes for prospective applicants. I therefore recommend that these job attributes 

are not primarily emphasized in recruitment communications. Startup companies should strive 

to become an “employer of choice” by emphasizing their most attractive attributes in the labor 

market. Given their lack of financial and material resources (Hannan and Freeman, 1984) and 

formal HR practices (Heneman et al., 2000), they can benefit from utilizing social media channels 

and personal network to market the attributes that separates them from other employers.  

 

The correlation between preferences and personality provides further practical implications. 

The fit between the person and the organization has shown to have an impact on attraction to 

organizations and intentions to accept job offers (Carless, 2005), job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment (Schneider et al., 2001) and turnover intentions (Kristof 1996; 

Mitchell et al. 2001; Moynihan and Pandey 2008). It is imperative that startup companies 

recognize this, so they can strategically manage their recruitment. The results from this paper 
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indicate that prospective applicants' preferences for startup job attributes correlates with their 

personality. The big five personality traits are found to be easily observable (Watson, 1989) and 

I suggest that startups may be able to determine the fit between the company and an applicant’s 

personality. By first identifying the job attributes that they can offer, startups can judge if 

applicants will fit their organization. For example, a startup that offers a steep learning curve 

may be able to conclude that a neurotic person will not fit their organization, and that an 

agreeable person will be a better fit. A startup that offers leadership functions from early on 

may conclude that an open person will fit their organization better than a person low on 

openness.  

 

6.8. Limitations and further research 

This paper has several limitations. Some of them are related to my methodological choices. For 

example, I base my research on the job attributes identified by Tumasjan et al. (2011) and the 

big five personality traits, without considering additional attributes and characteristics. The use 

of conjoint analysis and the BFI also has its limitations and both methods are prone to errors. 

These limitations and others related to my methodology are discussed in chapter four.  

 

Then there is the question of what my findings actually show. My research objective is to 

identify what attracts people to startup companies and to examine what influences this. But can 

we use the results to conclude actual person-entrepreneurship fit? This study can not predict 

how the perceived person-entrepreneurship fit influence actual job choice and it can not predict 

actual person-entrepreneurship fit at the posthire stage. What my study can predict is 

prospective applicants’ subjective interpretations of fit. The respondents assess the attributes in 

a hypothetical setting. The conjoint experiment presents a simplified reality, with limited 

information. In addition, the unclear roles and structures of startup companies may make it 

impossible for job seekers to determine compatibility with the job offer even in a real life 

situation. Further research should investigate whether this subjective fit influence actual job 

choice in a real-life setting. If a startup highlights some of the attractive attributes identified in 

this paper, in their employer branding, will individuals that are attracted to these attributes be 

more likely to apply for a position?  

 

Future research should also investigate whether the importances change when people actually 

start working in a startup. Values are shown to transform in new work environments 
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(Chatman,1991; Kohn and Schooler, 1978), and attributes that individuals found attractive 

when reviewing a job offer, might not be suitable in practice. For example, applicants may 

overestimate the value of flexible working hours in a startup setting. When experiencing this in 

real life, they might find that this in fact means a reduced work-life balance, and this might be 

unsatisfying. Future research should therefore investigate if people value the attributes they 

were attracted to when they reviewed the job. Do the stated preferences of prospective 

applicants change after they have experienced working in a startup?  

Moreover, this paper does not identify a “startup employee personality profile”. I do not identify 

a certain composition of personality trait scores that will indicate attraction to startup companies. 

Also, I do not examine whether certain personality trait scores indicate attraction to startups in 

general. Future studies should examine this further. Can we identify distinct personality profiles 

that have similar preference sets? And can a certain personality profile predict perceived fit 

and attractiveness towards startup companies? 

These and related questions should be addressed in future research. I believe that my 

research provides valuable knowledge about the attractive attributes of startups and the 

influence of personality. This can serve as a basis for future research in this field.  
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