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Abstract - Organizations spend heavily on induction programs, yet most
judge them with a feedback form handed out on the last day. That form
shows how the program felt. It says little about whether the newcomer
learned the job, settled in, and stayed. This paper proposes a conceptual
framework that separates induction, the first days, from onboarding, the first
year, and links program design to outcomes through newcomer learning and
proactive behavior. Drawing on organizational socialization research,
socialization tactics theory, and training evaluation models, the framework
treats effectiveness as a chain: program design leads to learning, learning
leads to adjustment in the form of role clarity, self-efficacy, social
integration, and fit, and adjustment leads to commitment, performance, and
retention. Individual traits, supervisor behavior, organizational context, and
work mode are proposed as conditions that change the strength of each link.
We state eight propositions, match each construct to a measure already in
use, and set out a four-point data collection schedule at day five, week four,
month three, and month twelve. The framework lets an HR team find which
link in the chain is failing, and gives researchers a set of relationships to test
in future empirical work.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A new employee forms a view of the organization within the
first few weeks, and much of what shapes that view was designed
by someone: a welcome session, a first-week schedule, a laptop
that works or does not, a manager who is free or is not.
Organizations call this induction or onboarding and run it in nearly
every hiring cycle. Whether it works is a harder question. In most
firms the answer is a feedback form on the last day.

Research on newcomer adjustment is large. Meta-analytic
evidence shows that role clarity, self-efficacy, and social
acceptance in the first months predict later satisfaction,
commitment, performance, and intention to leave. That work mostly
studies how newcomers adjust and says less about how to evaluate
the programs built to help them. Practitioner-oriented writing gives
checklists of good practice, without a model that says why a given
practice should change a given outcome. An HR manager who reads
both ends up with a long list of things to do and no way to tell
which of them is doing the work.

This paper tries to close part of that gap with three
contributions. It separates induction from onboarding and explains
why one instrument should not evaluate both. It proposes a
framework in which effectiveness is a chain of outcomes at
different time horizons, so a program is not summed up in one
score. And it states propositions that can be tested, with each
construct matched to a measure that already exists.
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The paper is conceptual and reports no new data. We built
the framework by reading the socialization, training
evaluation, and onboarding literatures and asking, for each
reported finding, which point in the newcomer’s first year it
describes and which outcome it predicts. Section II defines
terms and Section III sets out the theory. Section IV reviews
evidence on common practices. Section V presents the
framework and its propositions. Section VI covers
measurement, Section VII practice, and Section VIII limits
and tests.

1I. BACKGROUND AND DEFINITIONS

A. Induction and Onboarding

The two terms are often used as synonyms. We separate
them because they differ in length, owner, and goal. Induction
is the short, front-loaded part: the first days or weeks, usually
run by HR, covering paperwork, policies, safety rules,
introductions, and access to tools. Its goal is to get the person
working without avoidable confusion. Onboarding is longer.
It runs from the offer stage to roughly the end of the first year
and depends more on the line manager and peers than on HR.
Its goal is a person who performs the role, understands how
the organization really works, and has a reason to stay.

Bauer describes four kinds of onboarding content:
compliance, clarification, culture, and connection. Induction
mostly covers the first two. The last two take months, and no
orientation day delivers them. Feldman’s model of entry, with
its stages of getting in, breaking in, and settling in, gives a
timeline to hang this on. Induction sits at the start of breaking
in. Onboarding runs across all three stages.

B. What Counts as Effective?

Most evaluation in practice stops at what Kirkpatrick calls
the reaction level, meaning whether participants liked the
program. His other three levels are learning, behavior, and
results. Applied to induction, reaction is the day-five survey.
Learning is whether the newcomer can still explain the
reporting lines, the leave process, and the safety rules two
weeks later. Behavior is whether they ask the right people for
help and take on the tasks expected at that stage. Results are
retention, performance ratings, and time to full productivity.

Two problems follow. A program can score well on
reaction and poorly on everything else, because a friendly
session says little about what was retained. And results arrive
months after the program has ended, by which time a poor
manager or a pay dispute has also had a say. A framework has
to state which outcomes belong to the program and which sit
further downstream, where the program is one influence
among several.
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III. THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

A. Organizational Socialization and Tactics

Van Maanen and Schein described socialization as the
process through which a person learns the values, norms, and
behaviors needed to take an organizational role. They listed
six tactic dimensions: collective or individual, formal or
informal, sequential or random, fixed or variable, serial or
disjunctive, and investiture or divestiture. Jones turned these
into a scale and found that institutionalized tactics (collective,
formal, sequential, fixed, serial, investiture) went with lower
role ambiguity and role conflict and with stronger satisfaction
and commitment. A later meta-analysis found that the tactics
related to role clarity, fit, satisfaction, commitment, and
intention to remain. They also relate to newcomer
embeddedness and to lower turnover.

Cable, Gino, and Staats argued that heavy
institutionalization can push newcomers into a mold. In a field
experiment at a business process outsourcing firm in India,
sessions that let newcomers express their own strengths were
followed by higher retention. The framework below keeps
both ideas: structure matters, and so does room for the
newcomer to bring something of their own.

B. Newcomer Learning and Proactivity

Newcomers are not passive recipients. Morrison found
that newcomers who sought information and feedback were
better adjusted on task mastery, role clarity, and social
integration. Ashforth, Sluss, and Saks tested organizational
tactics and newcomer proactivity together and treated learning
as the product of both. Chao and colleagues gave learning a
content structure with six domains: performance proficiency,
people, politics, language, organizational goals and values,
and history. We use these domains to define what induction
can be expected to teach.

Kammeyer-Mueller and Wanberg traced pathways from
pre-entry and entry-period factors through early adjustment to
later outcomes. That supports treating adjustment as the link
between what the organization does and how newcomers end

up.
C. Expectations and the Psychological Contract

Wanous argued that inflated expectations are one source
of early disappointment and early exit, and that realistic job
previews narrow the gap. A meta-analysis found small effects
of previews on attrition and performance. Rousseau’s work on
psychological contracts adds that newcomers form beliefs
about mutual obligations before they start and revise them in
the first weeks. Induction is often where those beliefs are
confirmed or broken, even when no one meant to make a
promise. A mentor who was mentioned and never appears, or
arole described in the interview as strategic and found on day
three to be clerical, counts as a broken promise in the
newcomer’s eyes.

1IV. EVIDENCE ON COMMON PRACTICES

Klein and Polin reviewed what organizations do and
describe a wide range of practice mixes, with many programs
built mainly around giving information. The evidence for
individual practices is uneven. We summarize what is known
for four of them.

Formal orientation. Klein and Weaver found that
employees who attended an orientation program reported

. Published by

. Website: https://ijcope.org/

o BN

\ [

Rty

higher commitment and knew more about the organization’s
goals, history, and people than those who did not. The
outcomes studied were knowledge and attitudes.
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Mentors and buddies. Meta-analytic evidence shows that
people with mentors report more satisfaction and career
benefits, though effects on objective outcomes are smaller.
Most of that work concerns career development over longer
periods, not the first months, so we treat it as supporting
evidence only.

Early manager involvement. Rollag, Parise, and Cross
argue that new hires reach productivity faster when they get
early, manageable assignments and help building a network of
contacts.

Realistic previews. Previews happen before the start date,
but they set the expectations that induction has to meet.

Across all four, studies tend to measure one outcome at
one time, usually satisfaction or commitment. They say little
about whether a practice works through learning, through
relationships, or through clearer roles. The framework in the
next section is meant to make that route explicit.

V. THE PROPOSED FRAMEWORK

Fig. 1 shows the framework. It has four linked elements, a
set of conditions that act on them, and an evaluation loop.
Arrows show the proposed direction of influence, and the
labels P1 to P8 refer to the propositions at the end of this
section.

Context (moderators)

Individual: prior experience, prosctivity | Supesvisor support
Ovganization: size, culture, HR capacity | Work mode

i P&, P7,. P8

Onboarding and induction design

Induction: [irst days 10 weeks
Onboarding: offer stage 1o shout manth 12
Coatent, delivery, timing, manager and peer role

4§ PL P2

Learning and proactive behavior
Knowledge of role, peaple, goals, histary

Information and feedback seeking,
redationship building

473

Newcomer adjustment

Role clanity, self-efficacy,
soclal Integrathon, percetved fit

Evaluation at day 5, week 4, month 3, month 1

¢ Paps

Attitudes and results

Commitment, satisfaction,
performance, retention

. A

Fig. 1. Proposed framework of onboarding and induction effectiveness. P1
to P8 are the propositions in Section V.

A. Design of Induction and Onboarding

The starting point is what the organization actually does.
We describe design along four properties: content (which of
compliance, clarification, culture, and connection are
covered), delivery (how formal, collective, and sequenced the
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tactics are), timing (when each piece happens relative to need),
and ownership (what HR does and what the manager and peers
do). Induction practices include a day-one readiness check on
equipment and accounts, a scheduled orientation, and
introductions to the team. Onboarding practices include a
manager-written plan for the first 90 days, an assigned buddy
who is not the manager, role-specific training, and fixed
check-ins.

B. Learning and Proactive Behavior

Design does not act on newcomers directly. It works
through what they learn and what they do. Learning is
measured in the six content domains from Chao et al.
Proactive behavior covers information and feedback seeking
and relationship building. A well-designed program raises
learning in two ways: it delivers content, and it makes asking
easier by saying who to ask.

C. Newcomer Adjustment

Adjustment is the first outcome that begins to predict long-
term results. Following Bauer et al., we define it by role
clarity, self-efficacy, social integration, and perceived fit.
These are proximal outcomes. They are measured at about
month three, after the newcomer has had time to test what was
learned against real work.

D. Attitudes and Results

The distal outcomes are job satisfaction, organizational
commitment in its affective, normative, and continuance
forms, job performance, and retention. We treat retention at
month twelve as the main behavioral result, with performance
and time to productivity beside it. Many things beyond the
program shape these outcomes, so the framework predicts an
indirect association between design and results, running
through adjustment.

E. Context

Four groups of conditions are expected to change how
strongly the links hold. At the individual level, prior
experience and proactive tendencies matter. At the supervisor
level, availability and relationship quality matter. At the
organizational level, size, how standardized the HR processes
are, and culture matter. Work mode, meaning on-site, hybrid,
or remote, matters because much informal learning in an
office happens by proximity, and that does not carry over to
remote work.

F. Propositions

The propositions follow the chain from left to right and
then add the conditions.

P1l. The quality of induction, meaning how complete,
timely, and clear it is, is positively related to newcomer
learning of role, people, and organizational content measured
at week four.

P2. Onboarding practices that involve the line manager
and a peer, such as a written plan, a buddy, and fixed check-
ins, are more strongly related to learning of people and politics
and to relationship building than formal induction content is.

P3. Learning and proactive behavior mediate the
relationship between program design and newcomer
adjustment at month three.
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P4. Adjustment mediates the relationship between
learning and the later outcomes of commitment, satisfaction,
and performance.

P5. Once adjustment is controlled, satisfaction with the
program measured at day five has little direct association with
retention at month twelve.

P6. Prior experience and proactive personality moderate
the link between design and learning. The link is stronger for
newcomers with little experience and weaker for highly
proactive ones.

P7. Supervisor support strengthens the link between
onboarding design and adjustment.

P8. Work mode moderates the link between informal
practices and social integration, which is weaker in remote and
hybrid settings. Formal relationship-building practices
therefore carry more weight there.

VI. MEASURING EFFECTIVENESS

Table I maps each element to indicators and a collection
point. We chose four points because each captures a different
link. Day five covers reaction and day-one logistics. Week
four covers learning. Month three covers proactive behavior
and adjustment, by which time a newcomer has done enough
real work to judge role clarity. Month twelve covers retention,
performance, and commitment.

TABLEL INDICATORS AND COLLECTION POINTS FOR EACH
FRAMEWORK ELEMENT
Element Example indicators and Collected
instruments
Desien Induction readiness checklist; Dav 5
g practices received,; tactics scale [7] Y
. Satisfaction with induction; clarity of
Reaction first-week schedule Day 5
. Six content domains [13]; short
Leaming knowledge check on role and people Week 4
Proactive Information and feedback seeking;
. . . . . Month 3
behavior working relationships built
Adjustment Role clquty, self-c;fﬁcacy, social Month 3
integration, perceived fit
Attitudes Affective, normative, and continuance | Months 3
commitment [21]; job satisfaction and 12
Retention, performance rating, time to
Results productivity (HR records) Month 12
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Most of the instruments exist already. Learning can be
measured with the socialization content scales of Chao et al.,
tactics with Jones’s scale, and commitment with the Meyer
and Allen scales. Role clarity, self-efficacy, and social
acceptance have established scales in the newcomer
adjustment studies reviewed by Bauer et al. Retention,
performance ratings, and time to productivity usually come
from HR records and need no survey.

Two practical points follow. First, the same cohort should
be tracked across all four points, with leavers surveyed or
interviewed at exit on the same constructs. Surveying only the
people still present at month twelve leaves out the ones for
whom the program failed. Second, results should be read
along the chain. If learning is low at week four, the problem is
in content or delivery. If learning is high but role clarity is low
at month three, look at manager involvement and at the match
between what was taught and what the job requires. If
adjustment is good and people still leave, the cause probably
sits outside onboarding, in pay, workload, or career paths.
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VII. IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE

Several design choices follow from the framework. Check
day-one readiness before the person arrives: a working laptop,
accounts, a desk or remote setup, and a written first-week
schedule. This is cheap, and it removes the most common
cause of a poor first impression. Evaluate HR-run induction
and manager-run onboarding separately, since they have
different owners and different outcomes.

Ask managers to write a 30-60-90 day plan with the
newcomer in the first week, and assign a buddy who is a peer
and not the manager. Schedule check-ins at weeks one, four,
and twelve, and use them to collect the data in Table I so the
evaluation does not add a separate burden. Leave room in the
first weeks for newcomers to say what they bring, following
Cable et al. Most of this costs time, mainly the manager’s, and
most programs assume that time without budgeting for it.

VIIL. LIMITATIONS AND TESTING THE FRAMEWORK

The framework has not been tested. Its propositions come
from studies done mostly in North American and European
samples, across mixed job types and organization sizes, so the
strength of the links may differ elsewhere. The twelve-month
window follows convention. Senior hires and technical roles
may need longer, and some roles reach full productivity in
weeks. The framework also treats onboarding as something
the organization delivers, and gives less weight to the informal
socialization that happens among peers whatever HR plans.

A direct test would follow cohorts of new hires through
the four collection points in two or three organizations. High-
volume, high-turnover settings such as IT services, retail, and
healthcare give cohorts large enough for the mediation tests in
P3 and P4. Because newcomers are nested within managers
and teams, the analysis needs multilevel models, and
mediation can be tested with structural equation modeling
given enough cases. Attrition between waves is itself an
outcome and has to be modeled, not dropped. Interviews could
add how newcomers describe their first weeks in their own
words, which the survey constructs may miss.

IX. CONCLUSION

Induction programs are usually judged by how participants
felt on day five. The framework in this paper asks for a longer
chain of evidence: what the newcomer learned by week four,
how clear and connected they feel by month three, and
whether they are still there and performing at month twelve. It
separates the short induction from the longer onboarding, ties
each stage to a construct with an existing measure, and gives
eight propositions to test. For HR teams the immediate use is
diagnostic, since the position of the first weak link says where
to look. For researchers it is a set of relationships that a four-
wave study can test.
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