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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In recruitment research, there has been a dramatecease of interest in better
understanding the attributes that people associaign organizations as an
employer and the antecedents and consequencessef dissociations. At around
the same time, this scientific interest was mirdotey the rise of employer
branding as one of the hot topics in human resoune@agement practices. The
present dissertation contributes to the literatawed practice of recruitment by
testing some key assumptions underlying employardong. The first chapter
provides an introduction to the domain of employeanding. Drawing on
relevant previous research, this introduction cawds by discussing the key
assumptions guiding the present dissertation aedetmpirical studies that aim
to address these assumptions.
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| NTRODUCTION

Effective recruitment practices enable organizaitmbring the necessary
talent into the organization. As recruitment inflaes the quantity and quality of
the applicant pool, it also has important implicas for all other human resource
practices (Barber, 1998). Specifically, if recrusm fails, potential applicants
never enter subsequent recruitment and selecti@sgsh As a result, when
organizations are not able to identify the att@suthat influence job seekers’
initial attraction they might lose human capitalemf their most important assets
driving their strategy, growth, and helping thentpauform competitors (Barber,
1998; Cable, 2007; Cable & Yu, 2013; Edwards, 2010)

Moreover, regardless of economical fluctuationsl#t®r market remains
tight. Demographical changes like the retiremerhefbaby boom generation and
the shortage of young employees enables this teendntinue (Ployhart, 2006).
Hence, in the future it might even be more diffidal find and attract suitable
employees, obliging organizations to do their utiniest to be attractive (Van
Hoye & Lievens, 2009). Thus, recruitment will remai crucial human resource
function for organizations in attracting human talpiDerous & De Fruyt, 2016;
Dineen & Soltis, 2011; Martin, Gollan, & Grigg, 2D1Van Hoye & Saks, 2011).
As a consequence the attention for recruitmentf) bofpractice and academic
research, has dramatically increased in the lassy@reaugh, 2008, 2013).

However, being an attractive employer is not sight anymore. In
addition and equally important, organizations hewetand out and differentiate
themselves from their competitors to become an eyaplof choice (Ambler &
Barrow, 1996; Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004; Chapman, Uglge, Carroll, Piasentin,
& Jones, 2005; Lievens & Highhouse, 2003; MartialeR011; Ployhart, 2006).
Organizations that wish to attract highly desirad talented applicants have no
choice but to participate in the “war for talenti this battle for talent, job seekers
can choose from a wide variety of jobs and orgdmaa each with their own set
of specific attributes.

As job seekers seem to make similar choices andides as consumers in
high-involvement situations with high-risk produatssearchers have suggested
to apply marketing principles to the area of reonent (Ambler & Barrow, 1996;
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Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004; Cable & Turban, 2001; Cdl& Han, 2004; Collins
& Stevens, 2002; Edwards, 2010; Highhouse, Brodks(reguras, 2009;
Lievens, 2007; Lievens & Highhouse, 2003; Martinaét 2011). Given that
employer branding reconciles principles from thelds of marketing and
recruitment, a growing interest in organizatiomsage as an employer and both
internal (i.e., employees) and external (i.e., &ppks) employer branding has
emerged. Along these lines, Martin et al. (201 Ygested:

We have come to regard employer branding as adgg for integrating
HR policies and practice, and for helping build rmueeded bridges
between HR, reputation management, marketing, comcations and
information and communications technologies. Redear this field
needs to catch up with practice as well as to mfatr;, so it is worth much
more academic ‘airtime’ than it gets at present3p34).

Moreover, in forecasting the future of recruitmé&dble and Yu (2013)
suggested that:

Recruitment practices — that is, processes deltieérantended to attract
people to apply and join a firm — may be relativegsy to study but
relatively difficult to predict effects. Thus, atilgh formal recruitment
practices and decisions are important, the broadeyanizational image
and practices experienced by potential applicants/ rdetermine much
about recruitment success. At a minimum, it is ingmd to consider the
effects of recruitment practices in the contexbifader organizational
investments, decisions, and the associations thtanfial applicants make
regarding an employer’s image and reputation (Ca&ldurban, 2001;

Collins, 2007) (p. 527).

Hence, we should move toward including broaderuigoent factors and
consider predictors of why potential applicantsatteacted to organizations and
are willing to apply when studying recruitment. §mtegration should allow both
researchers and practitioners to get a more corapsere picture of what
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recruitment is in the broader context of employ@niding efforts (Cable & Yu,

2013). Therefore, the main objective of this doglalissertation is to test some
key assumptions of employer branding. By doing ohepe to provide both

researchers and practitioners with a more compsaernview on employer

branding.

This chapter provides an introduction to the donmdiemployer branding
and an overview of relevant previous research h@masis of this comprehensive
literature review, the key assumptions guiding firesent dissertation are
identified at the end of this chapter. In additiarg outline the empirical studies
of this dissertation.

THE EMPLOYER BRAND

Brand Definitions in Marketing

In a marketing context, a brand can be definechaset of assets linked to
a brand’s name or symbol that adds to the valueigeed by a product or service
to that firm’s customers” (Aaker, 1996, p. 7-8). idover, Keller (1998) defined
a brand as “a name, term, sign, symbol, or desigra combination of them
intended to identify the goods and services of sglker or groups of sellers and
to differentiate them from those of competition”. @). Thus, both definitions
emphasize that the key to create a brand is tosehadributes that identify a
product and/or servia@nddistinguishes it from others. These brand attebutan
come in many forms and may be rational and tandibde related to product/
service performance of the brand) or more emotiandlintangible (i.e., related
to what the brand represents) (Katz, 1960; Kellég8). As brands can offer a
number of benefits to consumers (e.g., signal addpct/service quality;
simplification for product/service decisions) andrganizations (e.g.,
differentiation; intellectual property rights), ori brand marketing research
indicated that they are valuable organizationak@sthat need to be carefully
managed (Aaker, 1996; Keller, 1998). Although orgations commonly focus
their branding efforts towards product brandingyigling can also be used in the
area of human resource management (Ambler & Bard®96; Backhaus &
Tikoo, 2004; Edwards, 2010; Ewing, Pitt, de Bussyerthon, 2002).
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Employer Brand Definitions and Related Constructs

In a first attempt to examine synergies betweendnaarketing and human
resource management, Ambler and Barrow (1996) tep@bout the relevance
of branding within the context of employment (i.fndings of semi-structured
depth interviews with respondents from 27 compgni&bey described the
employer brand as “the package of functional, ecoopand psychological
benefits provided by employment and identified wité employing company” (p.
8). In a similar vein Dell and Ainspan (2001) prepd, “the employer brand
establishes the identity of the firm as an employ@ncompasses the firm’'s value
system, policies, and behaviors toward the objestiof attracting, motivating,
and retaining the firm’s current and potential eogpkes” (p. 10). The specific
association of the employment offer with the orgation is also emphasized in
a widely cited definition by Backhaus and Tikoo@2) “The employment brand
highlights the unique aspects of the firm's empleynin offerings or
environment ... and is a concept of the firm thafeddntiates it from its
competitors.” (p. 502). As we will discuss latengese unique aspects of the
employment offer, or “the package of reward feaumeemployment advantages
and benefits offered to employees” (Edwards, 201@), are often referred to as
the employer value proposition (Barrow & MosleyQ2).

In line with previous conceptualizations we defameemployer brand as an
individual's bundle of associations and perceptioinghat is distinctive, central,
and enduring about the organization as a placeot@ (Collins & Kanar, 2013;
Highhouse et al., 2009; Lievens & Slaughter, 2016).contrast, employer
branding describes the process of “promoting, bathin and outside the firm, a
clear view of what makes a firm different and dalsie as an employer”
(Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004, p. 502; Edwards, 2010)wkeer, as there is a myriad
of related concepts that makes this area of resemmcexample of Byzantine
complexity, we first need to make a clear distimctbetween employer brand and
employer branding versus employer familiarity, eoyer image, employer
reputation, and employer identity.

Employer familiarity. Employer familiarity is “the level of awarenessttha
a job seeker has of an organization” (Cable & Torlz®01, p. 124). The level of
familiarity may vary from a complete lack of fanaitity (i.e., unawareness), to
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recognizing the name of the organization (i.e.ogaation), and finally the ability
to recall not only the name but also more infororatbout the organization (i.e.,
top of mind awareness). Familiarity is a necesgaeyequisite of an employer
brand, because without a fundamental awareness afganization’s existence a
job seeker does not have a template to collectstor@ information about the
employer (Aaker, 1996; Cable & Turban, 2001; Lievé&nSlaughter, 2015).

Employer image. Image is denoted by individuals’ perceptions abmut
brand, as reflected by different types of assamiatKeller, 1998). An employer
iImage can then be defined as “the content of [sehiefd by a job seeker about an
employer. Stated differently, employer image isgbeof beliefs that a job seeker
holds about the attributes of an organization W'eat type of organization is it?)”
(Cable & Turban, 2001, p. 125).

Employer reputation. According to Fombrun (1996) reputation is a
resilient and enduring evaluation that is ancharedore characteristics of the
organization. Cable and Turban (2001) defined eygsloeputation as “a job
seeker’s belief about the public’s affective evatuaof the organization” (p. 127).
Upon reviewing different reputation definitions,gdhouse et al. (2009) referred
to employer reputation as a global, temporally Istadvaluative judgment about
an organization that is shared by the general punlby multiple constituencies
such as job seekers or consumers. To be clear gemp&putation is distinguished
from employer image in four important ways: (1) éoyer image does not
include an affective or even emotional evaluatiwmponent whereas employer
reputation does, (2) employer reputation is a jeéksr’s belief about how the
organization is evaluated by others, while employeage consists of a job
seeker’s own beliefs about the organization, (3leger reputation represents a
more enduring evaluation, whereas an employer inmaigét fluctuate, and (4)
employer reputation is an overall impression whereaployer image targets
specific aspects of the employment experience.

Employer identity. An organization’s identity refers to its central,
enduring, and distinctive characteristics. Idenigy what key insiders (i.e.,
employees) perceive to be core characteristicsremiseimage deals with an
outsider’s (i.e., job seekers) specific beliefsdi&@j Schultz, & Corley, 2000;
Lievens & Slaughter, 2015).
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In conclusion, organizations’ employer image referan outsiders’ mental
representation of attributes related to organinatims an employer and is similar
to theexternal employer brandConversely, thénternal employer brandr an
insider's mental representation of attributes eslato organizations as an
employer corresponds to organizations’ identiyternalemployer brandingan
then be considered to be a synonym for employeg@management amaternal
employer brandindor identity management. The current dissertatidhfocus
on external employer branding or employer imageagament. In the following,
employer brand(ing) and employer image (managememwt) be used
interchangeable.

Origin of Employer Brand

The idea of an employer brand emerged in the 1880y 1990s. Belt and
Paolillo (1982) were one of the first to acknowledfe relationship between an
organization’s image and the responses to recraoitadyertisement. Specifically,
they found that “the corporate image of the adsertsignificantly influenced the
likelihood of reader response” (Belt & Paolillo,8% p. 105). However, these
authors did not distinguish between different typelsrands, this distinction was
first made by Ambler and Barrow (1996) in theiridet The employer branth
which they acknowledged the existence of a corpdredind, product brandnd
employer brand. Nonetheless, the roots of the garligein the early recruitment
communication industry and in the changing needssampirations of employees
(e.g., psychological contract).

Recruitment communication. Recruitment communication emerged as a
specialism within the advertising industry in th@6@s. Although recruitment
communication existed before, specialized teamdasthesses that tried to meet
the desires of organizations’ specific recruitmearnpaign needs appeared from
around 1958 onwards (Edwards, 2010). This trence gese to a remarkable
change in the way vacancies were communicated. &ereas the specialism of
recruitment communication matured, practitioneedized they could learn from
classical marketing principles (Barrow & Mosley0%). In the academic world,
a parallel development took place: Brand managemastecoming recognized
as a legitimate discipline and the ‘people dimemsiof an organization’s brand
were being acknowledged and debated. In his inflalerbook Marketing
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management: Analysis, planning, and contrdbtler (1967) recognized the
assumption that human capital brings value to tgarmzation, and that through
skillful investment in human capital, an organiaats performance can be
enhanced. Barney’s resource-based view (1991)eudhpported this notion,
suggesting that characteristics of an organizatiosasources can contribute to
sustainable competitive advantage. Specificallyenviorganizations possess
resources that are rare, valuable, non-substieitanid difficult to imitate this
may allow organizations to move ahead of their cetibgrs (Barney 1991; Cable,
2007). Consequently, organizations started to kmtolheir people as consumers
and to view the relationships between employer amgployees in terms of
consuming a career or job. It was a shift in pespe that opened up all sorts of
guestions and possibilities. If employees are coess:

How should organizations create, define, and paekhg employer brand?
What sales and marketing strategies should orgaioiza adopt towards
the employer brand?

How should the employer brand be managed?

Changing needs and aspirations of employeeAt the same time as the
changes in recruitment communication and brand gemant, the needs and
aspirations of employees changed. First, techmaoalvations have changed what
employees need to do. Alongside with the needefdnrical individual skills the
need for improved delegation and empowerment erdeAgbusiness life today
Is too complex to put time into intense supervisiargreater need for trust in
employees is critical. Specifically, once they knaevhat to do and which
standards that are expected, employees shoulddéoadknow what they can do
without recourse to management (Edwards, 2010;iMattal., 2011). Second,
most jobs today demand a need for customer seamité¢he presence of sufficient
emotional intelligence in dealing with other peoplenbler & Barrow, 2005).
Finally, and maybe even most important is the pavigrersonal expectations or
the personal contract between employees and employ® the traditional
concept of the psychological contract between eygae and employers,
employees promised loyalty to the organization xchange for job security
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(Hendry & Jenkins, 1997). People at work todayeatese CV builders and career
planners from an early stage and so the consurh@bhave changed too. Job
security is a thing of the past as companies grad shrink, hire and fire.
Employees in turn have more choice and less difihato a single employer.
They know they must attain transferable skills,lptileemselves, and assess the
competition.

Moreover, employees are becoming increasingly coneal hey are now
confident and more able to afford professional eelwhen they believe they have
been treated unfairly. These trends have imposeemaform of psychological
contract in which employers provide workers withrkedable skills through
training and development in exchange for effort 8axibility (Baruch, 2004).
When people hold negative perceptions of the omgdioin as an employer,
employer branding campaigns can be used to ade¢nisbenefits organizations
still offer (e.qg., training, career opportunitipgrsonal growth and development).
Thus, employer branding campaigns can be designedhainge people’s
perceptions of the organization (Backhaus & Tik2@04).

Differences With Other Brands

Still, there is no such thing dlse organization’s brand, as organizations
have different roles in society (e.g., employenducer of goods and services,
investment opportunity) and different stakeholdetg., job seekers, employees,
consumers, investors) who are likely to have d#féviews on what constitutes
the organization. Hence, the multidimensional cmestof an organizational
brand consist of at least four different imagegy(thiouse et al., 2009; Jones &
Willness, 2013; Lievens, 2007; Lievens & Slaughtel5). As already
mentioned, a first image is an organization’s brandmage as an employer
(Fombrun, 1996; Highhouse et al., 2009; Highhou&ekar, Thorsteinson,
Stierwalt, & Slaughter, 1999). Second, an orgarona product or service brand
is the image hold by consumers or clients of tlyganization as provider of goods
and services (e.g., product quality and employmsadiiness) (Fombrun, 1996;
Jones & Willness, 2013). Specifically, a favorapteduct image may increase
job seekers’ familiarity with the organization amay be related to the formation
of positive perceptions of organizational attragtigss. Applied to a recruitment
context, prior research found that organizationth viamiliar products and/or
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services were seen in a more positive light thdaraiiar organizations (Barber,
1998; Cable & Turban, 2001; Collins & Han, 2004;lliibs & Stevens, 2002).
Next, there are the perceptions about the orgaoiZat corporate social
performance or the image of an organization asoadgcitizen” and a socially
and environmentally responsible performer in th@egal society (Jones &
Willness, 2013; Jones, Willness, & Madey, 2014)cbEm and Greening (1997)
found that ratings of corporate social performamrege were related to
organizations’ attractiveness, suggesting that roegéions’ corporate social
performance image may provide a competitive adggitaattracting applicants.
Finally, there is the image held by investors altbet organization’s financial
standing, profitability, and growth or an organiaats financial image (Fombrun,
1996). It seems that financially stable organizegiare better able to distinguish
themselves from competitors, attract more attenaod in the end become more
attractive for job seekers (Carvalho & Areal, 208; Waal, 2007). Although
financial performance image may be positively asged with an organization’s
attractiveness as an employer, because people tetqeaxxperience positive
outcomes from being employed by an organizatiorh vet stable financial
performance image, prior research did not inclinkeimage.

There are some similarities between the employandrand the other
brands, but there are also two key differencesst,Fthe employer brand is
employment specific, characterizing the organizédomage and identity as an
employer. Second, an employer brand is directedtatinternal (i.e., employees;
employer identity) and external audiences (i.eb, $eekers; employer image)
whereas the other branding efforts are primarifgated at an external audience
(e.g., consumers, investors). One important sirtylaetween an employer brand
and other organizational brands, is that all orztional brands are not static and
typically develop over time. Organizations are réiere, advised to audit their
images. During such an image audit the aim is tefaly determine which
attributes make up organizations’ image among therse stakeholders (Cable,
2007; Collins & Kanar, 2013; Jones & Willness, 20ligévens, 2006). Although
multiple organizational images may influence orgahons’ abilities to recruit
and retain talented employees (Highhouse, Thronb&ry.ittle, 2007; Rao,
Agarwal, & Dahlhoff, 2004), recruitment researchiain focus has been on the
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attributes or dimensions that make up the emplbyend (e.g., Highhouse et al.,
1999; Lievens & Slaughter, 2015).

EMPLOYER BRAND DIMENSIONS

Employer Brand Conceptualizations

As the definition above indicates, an organizatiamsage as an employer
reflects an amalgamation of mental representafodsassociations regarding an
organization as an employer. This means that aroyempimage is made up of
specific attributes that individuals associate with organization as a place to
work. Prior research has referred to these assmtsahis complex associations
because they require cognitive processing anda@utomatic (Collins & Kanar,
2013). However, there exists great variation in Wag previous studies have
conceptualized these different associations, suiggethe need for a common
theoretical framework to study organizations’ imagge an employer (Barber,
1998; Cable & Turban, 2001). On the basis of a-kmetlwn and longstanding
categorization in marketing and social and consupsychology between
functional (i.e., instrumental), symbolic, and eneetial attributes (Ambler &
Barrow, 1996; Katz, 1960; Keller, 1998) Lievens aHighhouse (2003)
introduced the instrumental-symbolic framework t&rruitment research to
conceptualize the main attributes underlying anaoizption’s image as an
employer.

Instrumental-symbolic framework. In this framework, the instrumental
image attributes represent traditional job or oigmtronal attributes that are
inherent of the organization (e.g., benefits angaadement). These image
attributes describe the organization in terms gécive, concrete, and factual
attributes that an organization either has or do¢fave (Lievens, Van Hoye, &
Anseel, 2007). Applicants are attracted to instmti@eimage attributes such as
pay and advancement on the basis of their utditarieed to maximize benefits
and minimize costs (Katz, 1960). Conversely, thenlsylic image attributes
represent subjective and intangible traits (eigcesity and prestige) and are also
referred to as personality trait inferences (SlaaigliZickar, Highhouse, & Mohr,
2004). In other words, the organization’s imageesermined by the symbolic
meaning that people associate with the organizatnhthe inferences they make
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about their perceptions (Lievens & Highhouse, 208pplicants are attracted to,
for exampleprestigious,organizations because it enables them to maititain
self-identity, to enhance their self-image, or xpress themselves (Aaker, 1996;
Highhouse et al., 2007).

In general, the main findings of prior studies gsithe instrumental-
symbolic framework can be summarized as followstFapplicants’ perceptions
of both instrumental image attributes and symbiwéd inferences are related to
their attraction to organizations as an employ@\éns & Highhouse, 2003; Van
Hoye, Bas, Cromheecke, & Lievens, 2013). Moreobeth instrumental and
symbolic image attributes are associated with eygEs’ organizational
iIdentification and recommendation intentions (LieveVan Hoye, & Schreurs,
2005; Van Hoye, 2008). Second, symbolic traits antéor incremental variance
beyond instrumental image attributes in predictinganizational attractiveness
(Lievens & Highhouse, 2003; Van Hoye et al., 20¢8n Hoye & Saks, 2011).
Third, in one specific industry (i.e., banking irstity) there was evidence that it
was easier to differentiate amongganizations orthe basis of symbolic traits
versus instrumental image attributes (Lievens &Higuse, 2003).

These findings indicate that, on the basis of tisrumental-symbolic
framework, recruitment research has made subst@ntigress in understanding
and predicting thattitudespotential applicants (i.e., organizational atiirestess)
hold towards an organization as an employer. Howeag previous studies
mainly focused on one applicant group at a timeraastly used student samples,
we do not know whether these findings also occrosachbroader applicant groups.
Furthermore, too little research focused on thiedkhtial impact of these image
attributes on objective pre-hire (e.g., applicataecisions) outcomes and the
Image attributes underlying organizations’ distv@hess as an employer.
Employer Brand Measurement

In their recent literature review of employer imagel employer branding,
Lievens and Slaughter (2015) identified two empitojpeand measurement
perspectives: An elementalistic perspective andliatit perspective.

Elementalistic perspective. The elementalistic perspective makes a
distinction between separate organizational atted@and thus typically focuses
on the instrumental and symbolic image attributes.
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Instrumental attributes. As instrumental image attributes might differ
across jobs and organizations most researchersusggean inductive strategy
for determining and measuring the different attisu For example, in a
commercial context, the opportunity to interactwabstumers might be key, but
not in other sectors. Accordingly, instrumentaililtite scales have typically been
constructed ad hoc for a specific organizatiomdustry. For example, Lievens
and Highhouse (2003) developed different instrumeattribute scales for the
banking and military sectors in Belgium. Other epées are the employer image
scale developed by Berthon, Ewing, and Hah (20d@)was used in Autralia, the
job and organizational characteristics scale dgezloby Carless and Imber
(2007), or the scale from Agrawal and Swaroop (2@9®dia. Finally, Slaughter
and Greguras (2009) used a two-step processd(ilikerature review and a pilot
study) to assemble a list of 14 different instrutaéjob attributes.

Symbolic attributes. In a similar vein, various measures were develdped
capture symbolic attributes. Lievens and Highho@&93) drew upon Aaker’s
earlier work to develop scales for measuring intiveaess, competence,
sincerity, prestige, and robustness. Slaughter let(2004) conducted a
comprehensive study to map the symbolic trait griees across personality and
marketing domains. They developed a brand perdgnaleasure with five
dimensions namely, boy scout, innovativeness, danage, thrift, and style.
Davies, Chun, da Silva, and Roper’ s (2004) cotgocaaracter scale contained
seven scales: Agreeableness, competence, enterpusielessness, chic,
informality, and machismo. A study by Cable and(2006) adapted Schwartz’s
(1987) circumplex model of personal values to iderihe traits that are ascribed
by job seekers to organizations. Their organizafiamage circumplex included
eight scales: Powerful, achievement oriented, satmg, self-directed, universal,
benevolent, traditional, and conforming. Finallyttd) Chater, and Stott (2011)
aimed to incorporate the study of organizationat@gtions into the longstanding
research on the key psychological dimensions uyidgrpeople’s representations
of objects. Their corporate personality scale hael following four scales:
Honesty, prestige, innovation, and power.

Holistic perspective. Complementing the previous elementalisitic
perspective, it is also possible to adopt a molistioview to the measurement
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of employer brands. Collins and Stevens (2002) tedsthat associations
regarding an employer could be broken down in Ilp&tfteived attributes (i.e.,
instrumental and symbolic image attributes) anitLigis. They defined attitudes
as general positive feelings that job seekers hmihrds an organization and
conceptualized these as organizational attractsgernfes these associations seem
to be more automatic and require less cognitivegssing compared with the
associations about the specific image attributesy tare also called surface
employer image associations (Collins & Kanar, 20a8tlins & Stevens, 2002).
Hence, organizational attractiveness represendstiéimdinal construct and refers
to, in the narrow sense, an organization’s geradtedctiveness as an employer
and feelings of what it is like to work for the argzation exemplified by an item
such as “l would like to work for this organizatio(Collins & Kanar, 2013;
Collins & Stevens, 2002; DelVecchio, Jarvis, KligkDineen, 2007; Highhouse,
Lievens, & Sinar, 2003). In a broader sense, oggdioinal attractiveness can also
encompass an individual’s intentions towards amoation as an employer, as
expressed by a typical item as “I would exert agdeal of effort to work for this
organization” (Highhouse et al., 2003). Previousugment studies mostly used
a single measure of organizational attractivenessibming attitudes and
intentions items (e.g., Turban & Keon, 1993).

As organizational attractiveness can be measurethanfirst phase of
recruitment, it is a frequently studied outcomeacaruitment literature which has
been found to be related to application decisiamtsjab choice decisions in later
phases (Chapman et al., 2005; Collins & Stevend2;2dighhouse et al., 2003;
Judge & Cable, 1997). Specifically, in most priturdses the measure of overall
organizational attractiveness served as a depemdaable whereas the measures
of the singular image attributes (i.e., instrumeatal symbolic image attributes)
served as independent variables (Collins & Kandt32 Highhouse et al., 1999).
Given the importance of organizational attractissjeorganizations try to
actively manage their employer image to becomeethployer of choice, also
known as employer branding or employer brand mamage
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EMPLOYER BRAND MANAGEMENT

In recent years, employer branding has emergedpapuaar approach for
organizations interested in managing their imaganasmployer among external
(i.e., applicants) and internal constituents (eeployees). Furthermore, it is now
regularly discussed as a weapon of choice in the faatalent. Given its
importance and growth in the human resource praét literature, the concept
of employer branding has become an issue that tdmagnored by human
resource academics (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004; Co&ik&anar, 2013; Edwards,
2010). Employer branding can be defined as “a Brefforts to promote, both
within and outside the organization, a clear vidwbat makes an organization
different and desirable as an employer” (Backhaugiko, 2004, p. 501) and
can be described as a cyclical three-steps process.

Employer Branding Process

Value proposition. First, organizations use information about différen
organizational characteristics (e.g., organizatoaulture, management style,
gualities of current employees, and instrumentdlsmmbolic image dimensions)
to develop a “value proposition". This value prapoe should be a true
representation of what the organization offerdd@urrent and future employees
(Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004, Eisenberg, Kilduff, Bughi & Wilson, 2001). In this
context, Cable (2007) emphasized the importanbeitding a great organization
through the development of a “strange” employergea

To nail down a competitive advantage, your orgaimraneeds to do or

create something distinctive that customers findatale. In other words,

you can’t be great if you just do what everyone elses, you have to do
something unique and out of the ordinary. If younirta stand out above
your competitors, you can't just be normal (Cald@eQ7, p. xix).

So organizations are recommended to ask the rigiédtopns about what
makes them attractive as (future) employaard distinct from their competitors
In the labor market. According to Cable, companesd to create a “special sauce”
that ishard to imitate for competitors and loved by emples. Further, this
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“special sauce” may enable (future) employees &véibp a set of assumptions
about employment with the firm, thereby supportihg firm's values and
enhancing their commitment to the firm” (Backhau3i&oo, 2004, p. 503). This
commitment may ensure that employees embody theanmation’s brand
promise vis-a-vis other stakeholders (Jones & \Wik) 2013; Mosley, 2007).

Internal marketing. Second, following the development of the value
proposition, the employer brand should be incongoranto the organizational
culture (i.e., internal marketing) (Frook, 2001heTinternal employer brand will
be sculptured around the values and organizatignals by systematically
exposing employees to the value proposition. Tta gbinternal marketing is to
develop a workforce that is committed to the valaad organizational goals
established by the organization and is hard foertirganizations to imitate
(Cable, 2007). If this distinctive, unique, andastge workforce, is sustainable it
can be an important source of competitive advantagker, 1996; Barney, 1991;
Keller, 1998). Furthermore, when the internal ergptdorand is used to reinforce
the concept of quality employment and contributesrmployees’ willingness to
stay with the organization it also contributes topéoyee retention (Ambler &
Barrow, 1996).

External marketing. Finally, simultaneous with internal marketing,
externally promoting their attractive and distinetiemployer image is the final
step of employer branding. Specifically, the orgation externally markets the
value proposition to its targeted potential appitsa recruitment agencies,
placement counselors, and the like (Backhaus &d;ik604). External marketing
of the employer image establishes the organizatsoan employer of choice and
thereby enables it to attract the best possibl&kerer The assumption is that the
distinctiveness of the image allows the organiratm acquire employees, who
fit in the organizational culture and resembledbsired organizational brand. In
that respect, strong, favorable, and unique agsmtsawith the organization may
provide the foundation for “brand equity” (i.e.n& marketing effects uniquely
attributable to the brand - for example, when @ertaitcomes result from the
marketing of a product or service because of esmtdmame that would not occur
if the same product or service did not have thateiaCable & Turban, 2003, p.
2245). If organizations are able to create emplbyand equity, they can increase
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the likelihood that they will become “the employérchoice” and that their jobs
will be chosen over similar jobs at other organaa(Aaker, 1996; Cable, 2007;
Keller, 1998; Porter, 1985).

Target Populations

Human resource cycle perspectiveOn the basis of a human resource
cycle perspective and the cyclical three-steps ge®cdescribed above, the
employer branding target population has comprisdul $eekers (e.g., new
entrants, unemployed job seekers, and employed sebkers, Boswell,
Zimmerman, & Swider, 2012) for recruitment and eatremployees for retention
and productivity (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004; Cable &rfhan, 2001; Ewing et al.,
2002).

Job-market perspective. Ewing et al. (2002) proposed that employer
branding works effectively in high value-added, Whexdge intensive service
businesses versus large-scale manufacturing cosgartpecifically, in
industries such as consulting and banking profassgkills and development are
essential and talent is rare whereas in manufagtucompanies individual
differences are less relevant (Ambler & Barrow,@;3wing et al., 2002). Hence,
on the basis of a job-market perspective emplosaarding is particularly relevant
in highly competitive job markets (Hughes & Rog03)

Functional organizational perspective From a functional organizational
perspective, employer branding can serve as ddoohpression management in
the communication of organizational values or a$reamework for career
management programs (Avery & McKay, 2006; Backh&ugikoo, 2004;
Hughes & Rog, 2008). For instance, employer brapbas been proposed to play
a role in corporate social responsibility and to aeustainable development
communication tool (Aggerholm, Andersen, & Thoms2dil 1).

Differences With Traditional Recruitment

On the basis of our literature review we can idgnthree important
differences between recruitment (i.e., “those pecastand activities carried on by
the organization with the primary purpose of idigimig and attracting potential
employees”, Barber, 1998, p. 5) and employer brandtirst, the ultimate goal
of recruitment and employer branding differs. Whhe focus of recruitment is
on identifying and attracting potential applicam@s)ployer branding focusses on
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the promotion of a clear view of what makes an ogion desirable and
different as an employer. As such, the scope of@yep branding is broader than
just attracting potential applicants. Second, agyested by the human resource
cycle perspective and the cyclical three-stepsga®cemployer branding targets
both internal (i.e., employees) and external (jpetential applicants) constituents.
Conversely, recruitment only targets external dtuestts and as such (1) aims to
identify potential applicants and persuade therapply to the organization, (2)
tries to persuade applicants to remain interestéitl arganizations make a final
choice, and (3) wants to persuade selectees tptgoteoffers and become new
employees. Finally, while recruitment finishes whie@ selectee has accepted the
job offer, the employer brand should be deeply iddael in the everyday
functioning of the organization, from HR-practicabrough leadership and
communication. Specifically, Mosley (2007) postatit

In many respects, the notion of employer brand rmament simply
completes a journey that began with a disciplinpdraach to managing
the total product brand experience, progressedufloan application of
the same principles to service brands (more comphexe people oriented)
and arrives at the most complex and involving braeldtionship most
people ever experience, their employer brgpd132).

Thus, given the importance of employer brandingpadural question
becomes: What can organizations do to influenceitm@oyer brand hold by their
different constituents?

How Can Organizations Manage Their Employer Brand?

To address this key issue some studies focusedmagel audits, or
organizations trying to understand the imagesjtiaseekers hold towards them.
For example, Highhouse et al. (1999) laid out &-Btep plan to identify the
dimensions ofcompany employment imag&d where an organization stands
relative to its competitors. These steps incluaedlicitation of the dimensions of
an organization’s employment image through a foroéaice procedure.
Specifically, participants are presented with pafscompanies in the same
industry and asked why they would prefer to workrsg place over another. Once
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the dimensions have been developed, items can lteerwrand the focal
organization can then be benchmarked againstmpettors in the labor market.

As identifying the employer brand attributes isyotiie first step, other
studies have tried to determine how organizatioightinfluence their employer
brand. Such strategies include sponsorship of wityeactivities (e.g., Collins &
Han, 2004; Collins & Stevens, 2002); strategic giesof websites, job ads,
recruitment media, and social media (e.g., Allean\5cotter, & Otondo, 2004;
Cable & Yu, 2006; Dineen & Williamson, 2012; Van y¢0& Lievens, 2007;
Williamson, Lapak, & King, 2003); and hiring andaitiing recruiters (e.g.,
Slaughter, Cable, & Turban, 2014).

Moreover, some studies showed that the effectiveenefs employer
branding strategies are likely to be dependent ubertype of organization and
the specific job seekers an organization is tryma@ttract. For instance, Collins
and his colleagues (e.g., Collins, 2007; Collingl&n, 2004; Collins & Stevens,
2002) found that the effectiveness of differentcpices depends on how familiar
people are with the organization due to its sitegkisting reputation, and its
general advertising. Low-involvement practices .(esponsorship of university
events) are more powerful for organizations witlaker advertising practices and
reputations; high-involvement practices (e.g., eyeé testimonials) will be
more powerful for organizations with better exigtieputations. Furthermore, in
some cases, strategies outside of the traditioeatutment and employer
branding literature can also be useful. For exampléhe world of retailing,
where job seekers often walk in stores to apply fpositions in person,
organizational decision makers are often conceaisalit direct staff word of
mouth. In this context, Keeling, McGoldrick, anddB8a (2013) recommended
organizations to research formal and informal clerto find out what
employees are saying and to inform employees byippong them with
information that is relevant to job seekers. Altgbuhis strategy is specifically
aimed at improving staff word of mouth, these reg@ndations are also relevant
to employer brand management in a more generalexbnDespite these
compelling examples, recruitment research has |o#el attention as to how
organizations can manage their image in term olreoent activities (Breaugh,
2013).
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THE PRESENT DISSERTATION

Generally, this concise review of the literaturdigates that a growing
Interest in organizations’ image as an employer angployer branding has
emerged. Furthermore, in recent years, employerdorg has become a weapon
of choice in the war for talent and a key topic ifmegrating human resource
policies and practices. Consequently, researchave hAcknowledged that the
success of recruitment practices may be deterntigi¢lde broader organizational
image and employer branding practices experiengegbhdiential applicants.
However, further research is needed to provide kesbarchers and practitioners
with a more comprehensive view on what recruitmeit the broader context of
employer branding efforts (Cable & Yu, 2013; Edv&rd010). Therefore, this
dissertation focuses on the first recruitment pheass considers organizations’
image as an employer, with a specific focus on ititerumental-symbolic
framework as a method to measure organizationsi®mpimage, to examine
why external applicants are attracted to orgaromatiand are willing to apply.
Specifically, on the basis of our literature revie® identify five key assumptions
of employer branding that need further investigatio

First, even though prior research using the instnpal-symbolic
framework has made substantial progress in undhelistgqn and predicting
organizational attractiveness (Barber, 1998; Chapmiaal., 2005; Jones &
Willness, 2013), most previous studies examinedehelationships in specific
contexts (e.g., military or banking industry) mgstising student samples. In
order to contribute to the development of empldyemnding, this dissertation
further investigates whether employer branding makganizations attractive.
Second, besides being attractive as an employgidopger branding is also about
the brand attributes that make an organizationehfit from its nearest
competitors (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004; Cable & Turp@003; Lievens &
Highhouse, 2003). However, too little research saclion the image attributes
underlying organizations’ distinctiveness as an leygr. Hence, we investigate
whether employer branding makes organizationsmaisfrom their competitors.
Third, organizations are concerned about outcomeis as the number of actual
applicants and the quality of applicants who agdplypositions. However, too
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often employer branding research has focused oreptral pre-hire outcomes

(Harold, Uggerslev, & Kraichy, 2013; Saks, 2005hefefore, this dissertation

investigates whether employer branding influendgsative pre-hire outcomes.

Fourth, as mentioned by Cable (2007) organizatioeed to do something

distinctive to create a competitive advantage. ldenge examine whether

organizations should manage their employer brandtagding out. Finally, as

noted before an organizations’ employer image Ig one of the multiple images

of an organization. Although conceptual papers alloel need of aligning an

organization’s employer image with other organzadl images exist (e.g.,

Foster, Punjaisri, & Cheng, 2010), empirical reskas scarce in the recruitment
domain. Hence, we investigate whether organizatghmild be aware that job
seekers may develop positive or negative percept@mout organizations’

attractiveness based on their exposure to diffeprattices and messages
organizations communicate.

Key Assumption 1: Employer branding makes orgalvzatattractive.
Key Assumption 2: Employer branding makes orgamaatdistinct from
their competitors in the labor market.

Key Assumption 3: Employer branding influencesamdy perceptual but
also objective outcomes.

Key Assumption 4: Organizations should manage #miployer brand by
standing out.

Key Assumption 5: Organizations should align emgidyranding with
other image management efforts.

Overview of the Chapters

This introduction will be followed by four empiricehapters and a general
conclusion. Each chapter presents a separate atubgan be read independently
from the other chapters. Consequently, some ovenkp occur in the literature
review and theoretical background of recruitmempkyer image, and employer
branding research. Table 1 provides an overviewhef different empirical
chapters in the current dissertation.
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Chapter 2, titled “Is being attractive enough tnst out from the crowd?
A large-scale study of organizations’ image asrapleyer across industries and
applicant groups” presents a large-scale emplosaarding study. Although the
capstone of employer branding is to promote amcttire as well as distinctive
Image of an organization as an employer, prioraresetypically focused only on
the attractiveness side (Baber, 1998; Chapman @08l5; Highhouse et al., 2003;
Jones & Willness, 2013; Ployhart, 2006). Hencélelits known about which
attributes influence an organization’s distinctiges as an employer (Collins &
Kanar, 2013; Lievens & Highhouse, 2003; Uggerdiassina, & Kraichy, 2012).
Therefore, this study relies on the instrumentaiMsglic framework to
conceptualize the key attributes underlying orgaons’ image as an employer
and investigates the attractiveness as well adistiactiveness of these employer
Image attributes across industries and applicaoupg. By doing so we hope to
provide a more comprehensive picture with respecthe attractivenesand
distinctiveness of employer brands (Lievens & Higibe, 2003; Van Hoye et al.,
2013).

Chapter 3, titled “The relationships between midtqrganizational images
and organizations’ attractiveness: Does an umbpaigpective make sense?”
examines the effects of multiple organizational gem on organizational
attractiveness, namely organizations’ product imageganizations’ corporate
social performance image, organizations’ finanomhge, and organizations’
employer image, (Fryxell & Wang, 1994; Highhouseaét 2009; Jones &
Willness, 2013; Jones et al., 2014; Lievens & Hmlde, 2003). Prior recruitment
research has typically focused on one of thesenargtonal brands at a time.
However, in the first recruitment phase, job seekenly have rudimentary
knowledge of what it is like to work at a particu@ganization (Barber, 1998),
so they may develop positive or negative perceptiabout organizations’
attractiveness as a place to work based on theasexe to different practices and
messages organizations communicate (Collins & 8&\#002; Highhouse et al.,
2009; Jones & Willness, 2013; Rao et al., 2004;n&delt, 1988). So, multiple
organizational images might simultaneously inflleerrecruitment outcomes.
Therefore, our purpose is to study the joint eHeat multiple organizational
Images on people’s organizational attractivenesssgpéions.



Table 1
Overview of Empirical Studies in the Present Ditsern

Key
Chapters  assumptions Independent variables Dependent vasiabl Other information
Chapter 2 land?2 Organizations’ image as an eraploy Attractiveness of Across six industries and three
- Instrumental image attributes  organizations’ image applicant groups
- Symbolic image attributes attributes
Distinctiveness of
organizations’ image
attributes
Chapter 3 land5 Organizations’ image as an eraploy Organizations’ attractivenessMultiple image management
- Instrumental image attributes Relative importance of multiple
- Symbolic image attributes organizational images
Organizations’ product image Test of interactions between multiple
Organizations’ corporate social organizational images
performance image
- Social
- Environmental
Organizations’ financial performance
image
Chapter 4 1,3,and 4 Recruitment medium Applicant pool quantity Follow-up study:
- E-mall Applicant pool quality Recruitment source characteristics
- Postcard - Strangeness
- Credibility
- Media richness
Chapter 5 land 3 Organizations’ image as an eraploy Application decisions Adaptation of implicit conten

- Instrumental image attributes

- Symbolic image attributes
Recruitment source characteristics

- Credibility

- Informativeness

theories (Behling, Labovits, & Gainer,
1968)

Relative importance of implicit
content factors
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Furthermore we also investigate the relative imguwée of each
organizational image in determining organizaticat&lactiveness and investigate
possible interactions between different organizatiomages.

The field experiment described in Chapter 4, exditiChanging things up
in recruitment: Effects of a “strange” recruitmemedium on applicant pool
guantity and quality”, contributes to the employleranding literature by
conducting a field experiment in which the effedtao strange and unusual
recruitment medium (i.e., picture postcard) on argaional attraction was
compared to the effect of a more common and everused recruitment medium
(i.e., e-mail) (Cable, 2007). Another contributisnthat we were able to assess
these effects via actual measures of applicantgueenhtity and quality. As strange
recruitment media are likely to attract more atan{Corbetta & Shulman, 2002;
Smith & Collins, 2009), it was expected that arsgi@arecruitment medium would
result in better recruitment outcomes such as highantity and quality of the
applicant pool. To examine whether this effect dandeed be attributed to the
strangeness of the medium, a follow-up study wasdgoted, assessing
participants’ perceptions of both recruitment media

Chapter 5, titled “Moving beyond attitudes and mtkens: Objective
attributes, subjective attributes, and recruitne@mhmunication characteristics as
predictors of actual application decisions” desesih field study that breaks new
grounds by investigating, on the basis of implodhtent theories introduced by
Behling, Labovits, and Gainer (1968), possible dextaffecting potential
applicants’ application decisions. Behling et 4&6) identified three streams of
theories that described possible predictors ofstlmtioutcomes: Objective factors
theories (i.e., objective image attributes; Liev&ndighhouse, 2003), subjective
factors theories (i.e., subjective image attributasvens & Highhouse, 2003),
and critical contact theories (i.e., recruitmentnaaunication characteristics;
Allen et al., 2004; Collins, 2007; Walker & Hinopp2013). Recruitment research
has found that these three factors influenced eg@mis’ decisions in the third
phase of recruitment or applicants’ job choice sieais (Barber, 1998; Harold et
al., 2013). As these factors seem to influence ieg@qis’ decisions in latter
recruitment phases, they might offer some promipwesibilities for studying the
factors that influence applicants’ decisions irlieaphases of recruitment. Hence,
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in this study we respond to the need for recruitriesearch to move beyond
attitudes and intentions, by investigating theadeéhtial impact of objective image
attributes, subjective image attributes, and réTemt communication
characteristics on applicants’ actual applicatienisions. Furthermore, we try to
determine the relative importance of each factaletermining actual application
decisions and examine how recruitment communicatibaracteristics may
interact with the other two factors (i.e., objeetimage attributes and subjective
image attributes).

Finally, Chapter 6 entails a general discussiorthef previous chapters.
Several key findings from the empirical chaptere aummarized, thereby
clarifying the theoretical contributions of thissdertation. In addition, some
strengths, caveats, and future research direcionglentified. This dissertation
ends with a discussion of implications for recrwtihand employer branding
practices.
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CHAPTER 2

| SBEING ATTRACTIVE ENOUGH TO STAND OUT FROM THE
CROWD? A LARGE-SCALE STUDY OF ORGANIZATIONS’
| MAGE AS AN EMPLOYER ACROSSINDUSTRIES AND
APPLICANT GROUPS

Although the capstone of employer branding is mnpste an attractive as well
as distinctive image of an organization as an erygpprior research typically
focused only on the attractiveness side. On thislodishe instrumental-symbolic
framework, this study conceptualizes the key aiteid underlying employer
Image and investigates their attractiveness as agltlistinctiveness across six
industries and three applicant groups. In a largenple of N = 7,171, the same
instrumental (job content, working conditions, ammpensation) and symbolic
(innovativeness, robustness, and competence) iatageutes were consistently
used in ascertaining organizations’ attractiveness an employer across
industries and applicant groups. Yet, we did obssrgnificant differences across
applicant groups and industries in people’s peroca of how organizations
scored on these factors. In light of these two mmasults, the image attributes
that were associated with attractiveness were remtessarily the same as the
image attributes that made organizations distimotrf one another across and
within industries. Implications of these resultsifoage surveys and recruitment
campaigns’ distinctiveness in an employer brandiogtext are discussed.
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| NTRODUCTION

In recent years, employer branding has emergedpapuaar approach for
organizations interested in managing their imaganasmployer among external
(applicants) and internal constituents (employeEsployer branding can be
defined as promoting, both within and outside thgaanization, a clear view of
what makes an organization different and desirablan employer (Backhaus &
Tikoo, 2004). Hence, in theories on employer bragdlis emphasized that being
an attractive employer alone is not sufficient lseait is equally important to
differentiate oneself from other organizations or ltave some points-of-
difference to become the employer of choice (Capl)7; Collins & Kanar,
2013; Edwards, 2010; Keller, 1998; Lievens & Highke, 2003; Martin, Gollan,
& Grigg, 2011). So, the goal of employer brandisga promote not only an
attractive but also adistinctive image through which potential applicants are
persuaded to apply to the organization and cureznployees want to stay
working for the organization (Backhaus & Tikoo, 20@ollins & Kanar, 2013;
Keller, 1998). This idea of companies seeking aierareating strategy that is
different from their competitors in order to gain@nmpetitive advantage is similar
to the fundamental principle behind the resourcgetdheory of the firm (Barney,
1991; Newbert, 2007).

So far, empirical research has focused mainly @ dmployer image
attributes of organizations’ attractiveness as acelto work (Barber, 1998;
Breaugh & Starke, 2000; Cable & Turban, 2001; Chapntuggerslev, Carroll,
Piasentin, & Jones, 2005; Highhouse, Lievens, &KIA003; Jones & Willness,
2013; Ployhart, 2006). Little is known about whethkese attributes also
influence an organization’s distinctiveness as apleyer (Collins & Kanar,
2013; Lievens & Highhouse, 2003). If research igilable, the evidence is
limited because it dealt with differentiation inlpone specific industry (i.e., bank
industry, see Lievens & Highhouse, 2003).

Therefore, this large-scale study aims to move dhmployer branding
literature forward by simultaneously examining thederlying image attributes
of both organizations’ attractiveneand distinctiveness as an employer across
different industries and applicant groups. Accogtiinwe aim to provide a more
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comprehensive insight into the attractivenassl distinctiveness of employer
brands. The context of this study is a nationwidgqget aimed at identifying the
best employer in Belgium. It includes 24 organi@masi from six industries and
three applicant groups.

ORGANIZATIONS ' IMAGE AS AN EMPLOYER AND UNDERLYING
ATTRIBUTES

In a marketing context, a brand can be definechaset of assets linked to
a brand’s name or symbol that adds to the valueigeed by a product or service
to that firm’s customers” (Aaker, 1996, p. 7-8) lIKke(1998) identified two types
of associations with brands: Points-of-parity antts-of-difference. Points-of-
parity, are associations that are not unique tdotaed and might be shared by
some or all the competitors, as they mostly incltltee basic necessities for a
brand to be considered in a particular categoryiéKel 998). In other words, they
represent necessary, but not sufficient condittorchoose the brand. Therefore,
once a brand has established its points-of-pargy {o be considered in a specific
brand category and negated its competitors’ adgajthe next step is to develop
and highlight its own advantage in the brand cate{jce., points-of-difference).
Points-of-difference are “associations that arguaito the brand and that are also
strongly held and favorably evaluated by consuméks®ller, 1998, p. 116).
Moreover, consumers’ actual brand choices ofteredeépn the brand’s perceived
uniqgueness. As such, strong, favorable, and uraggeciations with the brand
provide the foundation for customer-based branditggiPorter, 1985). If
organizations are able to create brand equity, theyincrease the likelihood that
their products or services will be chosen overlgsinproducts or services (Aaker,
1996; Keller, 1998; Swystun, 2007).

As job seekers make similar choices and decisism®asumers in high-
involvement situations with high-risk products, filang principles have been
applied to recruitment (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004; [éa®h Turban, 2001; Collins
& Han, 2004; Collins & Kanar, 2013; Collins & Stewse 2002; Dineen & Soltis,
2011; Highhouse, Brooks, & Greguras, 2009; LieveB807; Lievens &
Highhouse, 2003). This has led to the emergeneenpioyer branding (Ambler
& Barrow, 1996; Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004; Edwards1@0Martin et al., 2011).
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In employer branding, aarganization’s image as an employer plays a clitica
role. An organization’s employer image can be azfias an individual’'s bundle
of perceptions of what is distinctive, central, @mdluring about the organization
as a place to work (Collins & Kanar, 2013; Lievé&nblighhouse, 2003).

To conceptualize the main attributes underlying@anization’s image as
an employer, Lievens and Highhouse (2003) reliethennstrumental-symbolic
framework from social and consumer psychology (Ka&60; Keller, 1998).
They posited that an organization’s image as an emplagasists of both
instrumental and symbolic attributes. Instrumentadge attributes represent
traditional job or organizational attributes tha¢ anherent to the organization.
These image attributes describe the organizatiaarms of objective, concrete,
and factual attributes that an organization eittes or does not have (Lievens,
Van Hoye, & Anseel, 2007). Applicants are attractedinstrumental image
attributes such apay or advancemenbn the basis of their utilitarian need to
maximize benefits and minimize costs (Katz, 1960)or recruitment research
extensively studied these traditional job and omzgional attributes and found
evidence for their relationship with organizatioattactiveness (Breaugh, 2013,
Chapman et al., 2005; Turban, Forret, & Hendricksk#98; Turban & Keon,
1993; Uggerslev, Fassina, & Kraichy, 2012).

Conversely, the symbolic image attributes represebjfective, abstract,
and intangible traits (e.g., sincerity and innovatiess) and are also referred to as
personality trait inferences (Slaughter & GregugfX)9; Slaughter et al., 2004).
In other words, an organization’s image as an eyapls also determined by the
symbolic meanings that people associate with tharozation and the inferences
they make about their perceptions (Lievens & Highd®y 2003). Applicants are
attracted to, for examplerestigiousorganizations because it might enable them
to maintain their self-identity, to enhance thealf$mage, or to express
themselves (Aaker, 1996; Highhouse, Thornbury, &ld.i2007).

In general, the main findings of prior studies gsithe instrumental-
symbolic framework can be summarized as followstFapplicants’ perceptions
of instrumental and symbolic image attributes alated to their attraction to
organizations as an employer (Lievens & HighhouX#)3; Van Hoye, Bas,
Cromheecke, & Lievens, 2013) and their recommeandatitentions (Lievens,
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Van Hoye, & Schreurs, 2005; Van Hoye, 2008). Secawmbolic image
attributes account for incremental variance beyiasttumental image attributes
in predicting organizational attractiveness (Lievefa Highhouse, 2003; Van
Hoye & Saks, 2011). Third, one study so far foumdt it is easier to differentiate
among organizations (i.e., banks) on the basiymbslic image attributes than
on the basis of the instrumental image attributes/éns & Highhouse, 2003).

Thus, previous recruitment research has shown thportance of
organizations’ image as an employer, operationaizéerms of the instrumental-
symbolic framework, in relation to organization#ttactiveness. In other words,
the instrumental and symbolic image attributes sarve as points-of-parity,
allowing organizations to be considerechaemployer of choice. In addition, in
one specific industry (i.e., the banking industtigere was evidence for the
discriminative power of the symbolic image attrisibut we do not know which
image attributes may allow organizations to stantdfiom the crowd in other
industries. Hence, there may be image attributgsatte unique to an organization
and serve as points-of-difference, allowing orgatdmns to becomthe employer
of choice. Furthermore, as previous studies maadysed on one applicant group
at a time and mostly used student samples, we dawa whether these findings
also occur across broader applicant groups. Ingékesections, we argue why the
attractiveness of employer image attributes as agetheir ability to differentiate
might not be the same across industries and applgraups and formulate our
research questions.

ATTRACTIVENESS AND DISTINCTIVENESS OF EMPLOYER | MAGE
ATTRIBUTES ACROSSINDUSTRIES

On the basis of the three-sector theory of econmugnomies can be
divided into three main sectors of activity eacthvdifferent specific industries
(see Table 1). First, the primary sector of theneoay directly uses natural
resources and includes agriculture, forestry, fighiand extraction industries
(Marelli, 2004). The secondary sector of the econdakes the output of the
primary sector and produces a finished or usalddynt and includes economic
industries such as production and manufacturings §kctor is an important
source of well-paying jobs for the middle class,alihfacilitates greater social
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mobility for successive generations (Marelli, 200lEven & Gouyette, 1995).
Finally, the key characteristic of the tertiaryteecelates to people offering their
knowledge and time (also known as affective laboijnprove the productivity,
performance, and sustainability of others. Examptés services include
warehousing activities and financial businesse® {Emtiary sector is now the
largest sector of the economy in the Western wamldiis also the fastest-growing
one (Dietrich, 2012).

Table 1
Overview of Industries
Number of
Industrial ratings per
Sector classification Description organization

Primary 1. Extraction  Extraction of minerals occurring natlyraas solids 1=376;
(i.e., coal and ores), liquids (i.e., petroleumyases 2=368;
(i.e., natural gas), and supplementary activitieeed 3=323,;
at preparing the crude materials for marketing Wwhid=268
are often carried out by the units that extractesl t
resource and/or others located nearby.
Secondary 2. Automotive Manufacturing of motor vehicles and various paris=117;
and accessories for motor vehicles. 2=97,
3=141;
4=155
3. Chemical Transformation of organic and inorganiawr 1=192;
materials by a chemical process and the formation2e-178;

products. 3=123;

4=131

Tertiary 4. Finance Monetary intermediation, insurance, pentioding, 1=268;
and other financial services. 2=269;

3=196;

4=143

5. Leisure Recreational activities and activities afiide range 1=703;

of units that operate facilities or provide sergite 2=782:
meet the varied recreational interests (e.g., fad 3=756:
beverage, accommodation, and amusement) 49f583
people.

6. Logistics Warehousing and support activities fansportation, 1=501;
such as operating of transport infrastructure (e.g=225:
airports, tunnels, bridges), and the activities gf__140;
transport agencies and cargo handling. 4=136

These sectors and industries do not only diffeteims of the type of
activity, but also in productive structure, teclatigrogress, employment structure,
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use of human capital, and knowledge intensity. t¢llitton, as economies
continuously develop, sectors and industries’ ¢ouation to economy can change
over time (Ewing, Pitt, de Bussy, & Berthon, 208&relli, 2004). According to
the three-sector theory of economy, the main fo¢as economy’s activity shifts
from the primary, through the secondary, and fin&dl the tertiary sector (i.e.,
tertiarization). Tertiarization is essentially pog as it accompanies the increase
in quality of life, social security, blossomingexfucation and culture, higher level
of qualifications, humanization of work, and avaida of unemployment
(Dietrich, 2012; Marelli, 2004). Moreover, this pass also involves considerable
changes regarding the employment structure. As etmployment structure
influences the demand and supply of workforces,ghocess of tertiarization also
influences the labor market. Specifically, the @mn(e.g., extraction industry)
and secondary (e.g., automotive and chemical inds$sectors are increasingly
dominated by automation, and so the demand for fwar& decreases in these
sectors. It is replaced by the growing demands hef highly competitive
knowledge based tertiary sector (e.g., finance stigtu leisure industry, and
logistics industry) (Dineen & Williamson, 2012; Ewg et al., 2002; Marelli,
2007).

As this process of tertiarization further evolvésjight be that, across and
within industries, this process not only influentles labor market structure but
also the image dimensions that potential applicasseciate with organizations’
attractiveness and distinctiveness. This may rasdifferences across industries
with regard to (1) the image attributes that deteenapplicants’ organizational
attractiveness perceptions and (2) the extent tohmthese image attributes have
the ability to differentiate between industries ardanizations. Therefore, we
formulate the following research questions:

Research Question 1: Do the direction and the gfifienf the relationships
of instrumental and symbolic image attributes wibihganizational

attractiveness differ across industries?

Research Question 2: Which of the instrumental aychbolic image
attributes differentiate organizations from eacltat across and within
industries?
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ATTRACTIVENESS AND DISTINCTIVENESS OF EMPLOYER | MAGE
ATTRIBUTES ACROSSAPPLICANT GROUPS

Boswell, Zimmerman, and Swider (2012) identifiedreth different
populations of job seekers or applicants (i.e., r@wrants, unemployed job
seekers, and employed job seekers). Although easchpgworks towards a
common goal (i.e., pursuing employment), they attad different personal and
situational values (e.g., employment commitmendtives (e.g., to work for a
prestigious organization), and needs (e.g., to emney) (Kanfer, Wanberg, &
Kantrowitz, 2001). To date, only a few studies hawaultaneously explored
employer brand beliefs of different groups of apguhits (i.e., Lievens, 2007,
Lievens & Highhouse, 2003; Lievens et al., 200hisTis unfortunate because a
successful employer branding strategy necessitagght in the employer image
attributes that these different groups value. Speadly, what may be necessary
attributes to be attractive (i.e., points-of-paritand finally choose the
organization as an employer (i.e., points-of-ddéfeze) may vary across applicant
groups ranging from new entrants to unemployed emgloyed job seekers
(Boswell et al., 2012; Lievens & Highhouse, 200&n\Hoye & Saks, 2008).
New Entrants

The first groupnew entrantsincludes people who are looking for their first
job after a period of education. This first expece of searching for and
ultimately finding a job will color new entrants’'uture perceptions of
employability, labor market conditions, and the IErages that accompany the
job search process (Barber, 1998; Boswell et @122 Kanfer, et al. 2001).
Despite the considerable importance of the seaaxteps for new entrants’ future
careers, prior research showed that new entraataarfamiliar with the labor
market's complex environment (Turban, Stevens, &,12009). Organizations
respond to this lack of knowledge by actively dmtting information on campus
(e.g., sponsoring classrooms and equipment andnposbcial activities on
campus) to influence new entrants’ job searchegulicchem into positions, and
to become an employer of choice (Barber, 1998;i08. Stevens, 2002). This
general information will typically be more traiké (e.g., sponsoring smart boards
may reflect an organization’s innovativeness) iagtef factual. Specifically,
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Barber (1998) stated that: “Advertisements, postiagd other initial recruitment
contacts often provide very little information, gpplicants may rely on general
iImpressions of the organization in lieu of morecsipe knowledge” (p. 34). As
such these general impressions, often in the féisyrabolic trait inferences, may
affect new entrants’ overall perceptions of orgations’ attractiveness and
distinctiveness (Lievens, 2007).
Unemployed Job Seekers

A second group of applicants in recruitment redeaconsists of
unemployed job seeke(Boswell et al., 2012)Unemployed job seekers are
people who have recently lost their job and acpeelarch to find reemployment.
As unemployed job seekers do not have the incoraeptoyed job seekers, their
financial need is often argued to be the primaryivator of job search (Blau,
1994; Boswell et al., 2012; Kanfer et al., 20019wver, this is only one side of
the coin because situational and individual factoay play an important role for
unemployed job seekers as compared to other tyijgeb seekers. Specifically,
losing a job has a negative impact on people’'sisefje (Audhoe, Hoving,
Sluiter, & Frings-Dressen, 2010; Blau, 1994; Boymod, Daly, & Sedikides,
2015). Thus, as unemployed job seekers are driyéindncial and psychological
needs in their search for new employment, orgaoistthat possess favorable
instrumental (e.g., salary) and symbolic (e.g.stge) image attributes might
stand out from their competitors and become mdradive for unemployed job
seekers (Boswell et al., 2012).
Employed Job Seekers

Third, contrary to the groups discussed above #rat searching for
employmentemployed job seekeese looking for alternative job opportunities.
Partially due to this key difference, employed gaekers’ search processes and
motives are quite distinct from those of new erts@amd unemployed job seekers.
The general motive that drives employed job seekeaigssatisfaction with their
present employment situation leading to withdraeagnitions, a search for and
evaluation of alternatives, and ultimately a derisio quit or stay (Blau, 1994;
Kanfer et al., 2001). When job search has the m&@d changing jobs, this is
referred to as the separation-seeking objectives\{gt, Boudreau, & Dunford,
2004; Van Hoye & Saks, 2008). However, employedseékers’ search for new
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job opportunities does not always lead to turnoVée leverage-seeking search
objective postulates that employed job seekersatsmsearch for the purpose of
obtaining leverage against one’s current employelependent of their search
objective, employed job seekers’ search for grepastures mainly focusses on
instrumental image attributes (Van Hoye & Saks,800

It seems that these three distinct groups of applgc differ in their
perceptions of an organization’s image and attrangss as an employer. These
differences may hold important consequences forammegtions during
recruitment. Specifically, if organizations wantdtiract one specific group of
applicants (i.e., targeted recruitment), they nedaow (1) which organizational
Image attributes attract this group of applicants @) how this applicant group’s
perceptions of organizational image attributes ediffrom other groups of
applicants. Therefore, we formulate the followiegearch questions:

Research Question 3: Do the direction and the sfifenf the relationships
of instrumental and symbolic image attributes wibihganizational
attractiveness differ across applicant groups?

Research Question 4. Which of the instrumental awehbolic image
attributes differentiate between applicant groups?

METHOD

Sample and Procedure

Each year, a well-known global HR-consultancy conypalentifies the
most attractive employers in 23 different countraes the basis of potential
applicants’ perceptions of organizations’ employaage attributes. Private
organizations that employed over 1,000 employedBarcountry of interest are
automatically included in this top employer comper.

In this study, we focused on data from this contjpeti From September
until November 2013, an external market researcbn@g sent e-mails to
approximately 15,000 Belgian residents, betweeariB64 years old and active
in the labor market, inviting them to participatethe study. Participation was
anonymous and voluntary and no incentives were igggov When someone
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agreed to participate, they could click on a liokstart the questionnaire. The
guestionnaire then listed 30 randomly selectedrozgions and participants had
to select the organizations they were familiar willext, participants were asked
to rate these organizations’ attractiveness asaaepto work. Subsequently,
participants were asked to indicate the extenttiiziwinstrumental and symbolic
image attributes were descriptive of these orgaioze. Every participant rated a
minimum of one and a maximum of seven organizatibliesvever, to avoid spill-
over effects only participants’ ratings of the fficsganization they were familiar
with, were used in this study.

Via the coordinators of this nationwide project weceived data on
organizations’ image as an employer from a sub-saofi24 organizations from
three sectors and six different industries. Not Belgium can be situated in a
tertiary civilization with workforce quotas of 23f4r the primary sector, 26% for
the secondary sector, and 51% for the tertiaryos€Eurostat, 2015; Hollanders
& ter Weel, 2002; Marelli, 2004, 2007). Proportitmavith these workforce
guotas, the six industries in this study are disted as follows across these
sectors: One industry in the primary sector, twaustries in the secondary sector,
and three industries in the tertiary sector. Sp=dly, these industries were:
Extraction, Automotive, Chemical, Finance, Leisued Logistics (Table 1).

The sample included responses from 7,171 partitspabout half (52.3%)
of the participants were female and the mean age3@& yearsSD= 12.09). Of
the participants, 39% indicated they had followgghlschool education and 61%
of the respondents were higher educated. In ouplgaoh participants, 17% were
new entrants (61% femalst age = 22.5 year§D= 2.91; 74% higher educated),
12% were unemployed job seekers (55% fenidlage = 35.8 year§D= 12.4;
40% higher educated), and 71% were employed jokese€50% femaley age
= 39.3 yearsSD = 10.99; 61% higher educated). Our sample refliedtly well
the composition of the Belgian population at thenmeat of surveying: 51%
women; mean age = 41.1 years; 70% higher educa@®d; new entrants, 9%
unemployed job seekers, and 71% employed job seékarostat, 2015).
Measures

Unless stated otherwise, items were rated on dri-pixert scale, ranging
from 1 = strongly disagreeto 5 = strongly agree As in this survey most
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participants rated more than one organization ames$ure that each organization
received a sufficient amount of ratings, the sutvag to be limited in length. Due
to these space limitations we were able to inclody one item for each
instrumental image attribute and an organizatipeiceived attractiveness as an
employer (see Highhouse, Zickar, Thorsteinson,n8&k, & Slaughter (1999)
and Cable & Yu (1996) for some evidence supportireggvalidity of using one
item scales for measuring employer image attribates attractiveness). As the
symbolic image attributes are measured with siagdiectives it was possible to
include multiple items for each symbolic imageihtite.

Instrumental image attributes. On the basis of previous research and
meta-analyses (e.g., Chapman et al., 2005; Liewnblighhouse, 2003;
Uggerslev et al., 2012; Van Hoye et al., 2013) ianclose consultation with the
project leaders of the best employer competitioa,igentified seven relevant
instrumental image attributes: Compensation (i‘®ffers a competitive
compensation package [salary, fringe benefits@, $ecurity (i.e., “offers long-
term job security”), training and development (i‘effers high-quality training
and development opportunities”), advancement (f&fers opportunities for
career advancement”), work-life balance (i.e., tdaa employees to create a
good balance between work and private life”), wogkconditions (i.e., “offers a
pleasant working environment”), and job conterd. (i‘offers interesting work”).
Potential applicants were asked to rate the extenthich they agreed that
organizations possessed each of these seven irtagetes.

Symbolic image attributes. Symbolic image attributes were measured
with the scale of Lievens and Highhouse (2003).yThdapted Aaker’'s (1996)
brand personality scale and found that five distiactors can be used to describe
the personality traits that people associate withawizations as an employer:
Sincerity (e.g., “honest”, 3 itemg = .85), innovativeness (e.g., “daring”, 3 items,
a = .88), competence (e.g., “intelligent”, 3 items,= .84), prestige (e.qg.,
“prestigious”, 3 itemsg = .88), and robustness (e.g., “strong”, 3 iteis,.76).
Respondents were asked to indicate the extent tochwhey agreed that these
traits were descriptive of the organization as @mpleyer. A confirmatory factor
analysis conducted with Mplus 7.31 using maximukelihood estimation
indicated that the five-factor model acceptablyetitthe datay?(80;7,171) =
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4,040.85p < .001;RMSEA= .08;CFI = .95;SRMR= .04. Thus, in the following
we used the sum scores of each symbolic attribute.

In addition, we conducted some additional CFA'’s inwestigate the
structure of our data. First, we combined the sewsinumental image attributes
and the five symbolic image attributes into a ltdamodel. This 1-factor model
produced a poor fit to the dayé(209;7,171) = 25,650.8p4,< .001;RMSEA= .13;
CFl =.79;SRMR= .07. Next, we tested our proposed 12-factor mpde, seven
instrumental image attributes and five symbolic genattributes), the results
confirmed that this model produced a good fit te thata,y?3(150;7,171) =
4,499.96p < .001;RMSEA= .06;CFI = .96;SRMR= .03.

Organizational attractiveness.An organization’s perceived attractiveness
as an employer was measured with the item: “Thgammization is attractive to me
as a place for employment” (Highhouse et al., 20@8ban & Keon, 1993).
Analyses

We conducted a series of model invariance testsguliplus 7.31, to
investigate our research questions (Cheung, 1988d&hberg & Lance, 2000).
Specifically, we specified nested models (i.e.tranbasis of our 12-factor model)
organized in a hierarchical order and added paemoenstraints one at a time
(i.e., subsequent models had decreasing numbéeegbarameters or increasing
degrees of freedom). This entails that each sulesggoodel contained additional
equality constraints or became more invariant. #&sheadditional model is nested
in the previous model, invariant models becameeiasingly more restrictive.
These increasingly restrictive models were theteteby comparing the fit and
parsimony of the nested model with the fit and jpaosy of the model in which
it was nested. Specifically, with decreasing numbef free parameters
(increasing degrees of freedom) the model chi-s@d) will worsen and the
goodness-of-fit indices that account for parsim(re, BIC andAIC) can either
improve (i.e., decrease) or worsen (i.e., incred3n)the basis of these different
fit and parsimony indices the constraints wereegitfitcepted (i.e., the parameters
do not differ across industries or applicant gropsejected (i.e., the parameters
In question differed across industries or applicaoups) (Cheung & Rensvold,
2012; Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998).
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Regression weights invariance.We specified models with equality
constraints on the regression weights to investigditether the direction and the
strength of the relationships between instrumeantdl symbolic image attributes
on the one hand and organizational attractivenesbeeother hand differ across
industries (i.e., Research Question 1) and acnasicant groups (i.e., Research
Question 3). An overview and description of thesdeent models can be found
in the first parts of Table 3 and Table 7.

Means invariance. Two sets of models were used to investigate which
instrumental and symbolic image attributes difféiede organizations across and
within industries (i.e., Research Question 2) aetiveen applicant groups (i.e.,
Research Question 4). An overview and descriptidhese different models can
be found in the second parts of Table 3 and Tableirgt, we used the same
models as described above but with equality coimésran the means of the image
attributes. Furthermore, for the analyses relateiddustries (see second part of
Table 3), we defined three additional, less comstdy organizational level
models (Models B1, B2’, and B3’) to get a more detbpicture of the similarities
or differences in the means of the instrumental syrdbolic image attributes
across organizations (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Hldy& Oswald, 2004;
Steinmetz, 2013; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). Secard;ompared a baseline
model (i.e., Model B1 or Model F1) and invariantaets of each specific image
attribute (i.e., mean of one instrumental or syndaahage attribute is equivalent)
to further investigate which image attribute diffietiated (see Table 5, 6, 8 and
9). Finally, we also calculated the average fit@ase for the seven instrumental
image attributes (i.e., sum up tA&C andBIC values and divide by seven) and
the five symbolic image attributes (i.e., sum upAhC andBIC values and divide
by five) (Cheung, 1999; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002jr8hetz, 2013; Vandenberg
& Lance, 2000).

To evaluate and compare the different models, \perted a selection of
goodness-of-fit indices suggested in the literat(Bgrne, 2012; Cheung &
Rensvold, 2002; Hu & Bentler, 1998): Model chi-squdy?); Chi-square
difference test Ay3(df)); Akaike’s Information Criterion AIC); Bayes
Information Criterion BIC); Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA; and Comparative Fit IndexCEl). Although we reported several
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goodness-of-fit indices for our model comparisams focused on the chi-square
difference tests to evaluate model fit and on tiermation criteriaAlC andBIC

to compare model fit and parsimony (Cheung & Relis\2002). Given the large
sample size we used a more conservatige001 as significance level.

RESULTS

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics andeladions of the study
variables.
Industries

Regression weights invarianceTo test whether the instrumental and
symbolic image attributes are differently relatecbtganizations’ attractiveness
across industries (i.e., Research Question 1) wapaced different nested
models. The model goodness-of-fit indices are sunze@in Table 3. Model Al
was used as a starting point for the nested med#d.tThe chi-square difference
tests (i.e., non-significant) and information aidie(i.e., they are lower) indicate
that Model A3, in which neither the instrumentalr tbe symbolic image
attributes are differently related to organizatiattractiveness across industries
best fitted the data. Hence, the fit indices intdicthat the same key image
attributes seem to predict attractiveness, regssdtd the industry in which
organizations are active. We investigated the s=ypa weights to ascertain
which image attributes are related to organizatiatisactiveness (Table 4). Job
content f = .311,p < .001) had the strongest positive relationshiphwi
organizations’ attractiveness. Regarding the ottftrumental image attributes
working conditions £ = .118,p < .001) and compensatio £ .072,p < .001)
were also positively associated with organizaticatadactiveness. Furthermore,
there were two symbolic image attributes that wpositively related to
organizations’ attractiveness: Innovativengss (188,p < .001) and competence
(6 =.093,p < .001). Finally, the symbolic image attribute ustmess/f = -.096,
p < .001) was negatively associated with organimati@ttractiveness across
industries.



Table 2
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Am8ngly Variables

Variable M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 1516. 17. 18. 19. 20. 21. 22. 23. 24.
1.Age 36.70 12.09
2.Gender .52 50 .14
3.Educatiof .61 49 .05 .09
4.New entranfs 17 37 51 .08 .15
5Unemployedjob ;5 33 g3 02 .16 -17
seekers
6.Employed job 71 45 -44 -08 -00 -70 -59
seekers
7.Extractiofd .19 39 -01 -02-03 -02 .02 .02
8.Automotivé .09 .28 -.07 -02 .03 -05 .00 .04 -15
9.Chemicdl .07 .26 -.08 -07 .01 -06 -.01 pE -13 -.09
10.Financé 12 33 03 .03 -01 -01 .02 -02 -18 -12 -.10
11.Leisuré .39 49 .09 05 .00 .07 -01 -05 -37 -25 -22 -30
12.Logistic§ 14 35 -.03 -01 .02 .00 -.02 .01-19 -12 -11 -15 -.33
13.Compensation 3.19 1.00 .00 _ -0302 .01 .03 -03 .04 15 .02 A1 -24 .05
14.Job security 3.08 1.01.04 -.00 .03 .03 .04 -06 .05 10 .01 .06 -.12 -.03 .62

15.Training and

3.16 099 -05 -03 -03 -01 .04 -02 -06 .13 .05 .08 -16 .08 .69 .58
development

16.Advancement 315 101 -01 -0301 .00 .04 -03 -0l 12 03 09 -17 05 .70 .66 .71

17-Workclite 296 096 -09 -01 .03 .06 .06 -10 .03 .09 04 08 -10 -07 51 56 .47 50

balance

18.Working 309 094 04 00 .03 .03 .04 -06 -05 .06 00 .01 -02 .0l .60 .59 .62 .61 .58

conditions

19.Job content 315 10504 -02 -01 -00 .02 -0l1-06 .2 05 03 -14 10 67 .58 .72 .70 .47 .66

20.Sincerity 300 085 .02-04 -05 0L .05 -05 -08 .06 .05 -04 -00 .05 .45 .47 .48 .48 47 55 .48

2lInnovativeness ~ 2.85 094 -01-.08 -04 -02 .04 -02 -06 .06 .04 -09 -02 .09 .47 .42 51 51 .38 53 .56 .67
22.Competence 314 087 .01_-0303 .00 .06 -05 -06 .11 .04 -0l -07 .05 .54 54 .55 56 .46 .56 56 .81 .69

23 Prestige 318 092 -01 -0:04 .00 .07 -05 -O1 .14 04 01 -13 04 57 .53 57 58 43 55 57 72 .69 .82
24.Robustness 307 086 -03.06 -01 -03 .06 -02 .17 .13 08 -04 -24 02 49 .47 47 49 39 43 45 62 63 .70 .72

25.Attractiveness 2.87 121 -02-06 .00 .02 .05 -06 -06 .07 .04 -02 -06 .09 46 42 47 48 35 49 58 42 47 4646 . .35

Note.? 0 = male, 1 = female.® 0 = high school, 1 = higher education.© Three dummy variables were created for the apgligmoups.? Six dummy variables were created for the industries
Underlined correlations are significantpet .10,correlations in italicsare significant gp < .05,correlations in bold are significant ap < .001




Table 3
Goodness-of-Fit Indices for the Models Invarianest§ Across Industries

Ve Ax?
Model Instrumental Symbolic Interpretation (df) (df) AlIC BIC RMSEA ~ CFI
RQ 1 : Do the direction and the strength of thatrehships of | and S with organizational attraetigess differ across industries?
Equality constraints on regression weights.
Al Variant Variant | and _S are dlfferentla}lly redd_tto 0 / 19.814.73 20.392.47 00 1.00
attractiveness across industries. (0)
A2 Variant _Indu_stry | not S_ are dlfferent|all_y relate_d to 43.41 43.41 19.808.15 20.213.94 03 0.99
invariant attractiveness across industries. (25) (25)
A2 I_ndus_try Variant S not_l are dlfferentlal!y relat_ed to 32.08 32.08 19.776.81 20.113.83 00 1.00
invariant attractiveness across industries. (35) (35)
A3 .Indus.try _Indus_try Nelthe.r I nor S are dlff_erenna_lly related to 78.28 78.28 19.773.01 19.038.08 02 0.99
invariant invariant attractiveness across industries. (60) (60)
RQ 2: Which of the | and S differentiate organiaas from each other across and within industries?
Equality constraints on means.
Bl Variant Variant I and_ S Q|ﬁerent|ate between 348.17 / 183.969.77  199.238.48 02 0.97
organizations. (276)
B2 Variant Industry | differentiate between organizations, S 1,455.26" 1,107.09"
invariant differentiate between industries. (366) (90) 184,896.86  199,546.57 10 0.61
B2’  Variant Invariant | differentiate between argzations, S . "
differentiate neither across industries nor 2,611.58 2,263.41 186,003.18 200,480.95 14 0.21
b o (391) (115)
etween organizations.
B3 Industry Variant S differentiate between organizations, |  1,580.39" 1,232.27"
invariant differentiate between industries. (402) (126) 184,949.99  199,352.10 10 0.58
B3’ Invariant Variant S differentiate between anigations, | . "
differentiate neither across industries nor 2,507.48 2,159.31 185,807.08 199,968.47 13 0.27
b o (437) (161)
etween organizations.
B4 Industry Industry | and S differentiate between industries. 2,066.15 1,717.98 185.255.75  199,038.86 10 0.44
invariant invariant (492) (216)
B5 Invariant Invariant Neither S nor | differentadicross 3,776.37" 3,428.20"
industries and between organizations. (552) (276) 186,845.97  200,216.41 14 0.00

Note.RQ = Research Questidre Instrumental image attributes. S = Symbolic gmattributesy?(df) = Model chi-squareny?(df) = Chi-square difference testlC = Akaike’s
Information CriterionBIC = Bayes Information CriteriolRMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximati@f| = Comparative Fit Indexdf = Degrees of freedorhp <
.05." p<.01.™ p <.001.



Table 4
Regression Weights for the Invariant Industry apglicant Pool Models

Regression weights

Variable Industries Applicant groups
Instrumental image attributes
Compensation 072" .067"
Job security .050" .043
Training and development -.003 .002
Advancement .046 .044
Work-life balance .025 .009
Working conditions 118 17
Job content 311 324"
Symbolic image attributes
Sincerity .028 .037
Innovativeness .188 204"
Competence .093 .097"
Prestige .061 .050
Robustness -.096 -.103"

Note.As we firstly aggregated the means at the induetrgl and secondly at the applicant group leved lieta-values are differefnfp < .05.” p <.01.™ p < .001.
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Means invariance.We used two sets of models to investigate whiclgana
attributes contributed to differentiating an orgation from its competitors
across and within industries (i.e., Research Que&). As shown by Table 3 the
baseline model B1 (i.e., significant chi-squardedénce tests and loweskC and
BIC values), in which the instrumental and symboliag® attributes differentiate
between organizations, best fitted the data as acedpo the other models.

Furthermore, to evaluate which image attributedrdmted the most to the
differentiation between organizations we definetfedent nested models and
compared the goodness-of-fit indices of the comstth and unconstrained
models. The models for the separate instrumentay@rattributes are shown in
Table 5. Table 6 shows the results for the sepayadolic image attributes. With
respect to the instrumental image attributes, itteedcrepancies indicate that job
content followed by compensation, training and tgw@ent, and advancement
may allow organizations to differentiate themseldesm one another. The
following symbolic image attributes differentiabeetmost between organizations:
Robustness, innovativeness, and prestige. When axamgp the relative fit
discrepancies, the instrumental image attributesnséo be somewhat more
important for differentiationAAIC = 580.09;ABIC = 421.91) than the symbolic
image attributesNAIC =496.91 ABIC = 338.73). Hence, the instrumental image
attributes appear to be the most important ateesthat may allow organizations
to differentiate from their competitors across anthin industries.



Table 5
Goodness-of-Fit Indices for the Instrumental Ima&geibutes’ Nested Models of the Means Invariancelpses Across

Industries

Model 22 (df) AIC BIC RMSEA CFI

Model B1: Baseline mod| 348.17 (276) 183,969.77 199,238.48 .02 0.97
Compensation

Model C1: Means are invariant 1,246.28" (299) 184,821.88 199,932.41 .10 0.66

Comparison: Model C1 vs. Model B1 898.11" (23) 852.11 693.93 .08 -0.31
Job security

Model C2: Means are invariant 709.94" (299) 184,285.54 199,396.07 .07 0.85

Comparison: Model C2 vs. Model B1 361.77 (23) 315.77 157.58 .05 -0.12
Training and development

Model C3: Means are invariant 1,111.57° (299) 184,687.17 199,797.69 .10 0.71

Comparison: Model C3 vs. Model B1 763.40" (23) 717.40 559.21 .08 -0.26
Advancement

Model C4: Means are invariant 1,044.13" (299) 184,619.73 199,730.26 .09 0.74

Comparison: Model C4 vs. Model B1 695.96" (23) 649.96 491.78 .07 -0.23
Work-life balance

Model C5: Means are invariant 627.33 (299) 184,202.92 199,313.45 .06 0.88

Comparison: Model C5 vs. Model B1 279.16 (23) 233.15 74.97 .04 -0.09
Working conditions

Model C6: Means are invariant 730.96" (299) 184,306.56 199,417.08 .07 0.85

Comparison: Model C6 vs. Model B1 382.79" (23) 336.79 178.60 .05 -0.12
Job content

Model C7: Means are invariant 1,349.62" (299) 184,925.22 200,035.75 A1 0.63

Comparison: Model C7 vs. Model B1 1,001.45" (23) 955 .45 797.27 .09 -0.34

Note.? Means in this model are organization specjf#¢df) = Model chi-squareAlIC = Akaike’s Information CriterionBIC = Bayes Information CriteriorRMSEA= Root

Mean Square Error of Approximatio@F| = Comparative Fit Indexdf = Degrees of freedorfip < .05.” p <.01.™ p < .001.



Table 6

Goodness-of-Fit Indices for the Symbolic Imageilfutes’ Nested Models of the Means Invariance AsesyAcross
Industries
Model 22 (df) AIC BIC RMSEA CFI
Model B1: Baseline model 348.17 (276) 183,969.77 199,238.48 .02 0.97
Sincerity
Model D1: Means are invariant 586.40™ (299) 184,162.00 199,272.52 .06 0.90
Comparison: Model D1 vs. Model B1 238.23" (23) 192.23 34.04 .04 -0.07
Innovativeness
Model D2: Means are invariant 1,025.02™ (299) 184,600.62 199,711.14 .10 0.75
Comparison: Model D2 vs. Model B1 676.85" (23) 630.85 472.66 .08 -0.22
Competence
Model D3: Means are invariant 786.96" (299) 184,362.56 199,473.09 .07 0.83
Comparison: Model D3 vs. Model B1 438.79" (23) 392.79 234.61 .05 -0.14
Prestige
Model D4: Means are invariant 973.81" (299) 184,549.41 199,659.93 .09 0.76
Comparison: Model D4 vs. Model B1 625.64™ (23) 579.64 421.45 .07 -0.21
Robustness
Model D5: Means are invariant 1,083.23" (299) 184,658.83 199,769.35 .09 0.72
Comparison: Model D5 vs. Model B1 735.06™ (23) 689.06 530.87 .07 -0.25

Note.2 Means in this model are organization specjff¢df) = Model chi-squareAlIC = Akaike’s Information CriterionBIC = Bayes Information CriteriorRMSEA= Root
Mean Square Error of Approximatio@F| = Comparative Fit Indexdf = Degrees of freedorip < .05.” p <.01.™ p <.001
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Applicant Groups

Regression weights invarianceTo investigate whether the instrumental
and symbolic image attributes are differentiallflated to organizations’
attractiveness across applicant groups (i.e., Rels€@uestion 3) we compared
four different models (Table 7). Model E1 was ussdhe baseline model. Our
results indicate that Model E3, in which neither thstrumental nor the symbolic
Image attributes are differentially related toattiveness across applicant groups,
best fitted the data (i.e., non-significant chi-agudifference tests and low&C
value). Thus, our results show that the same kagaattributes seem to predict
attractiveness, regardless of the applicant grouprganization targets. Table 4
shows the regression weights across applicant grdapline with the results
across industries, job contept£ .324,p < .001), working conditionss(= .117,

p <.001), and compensatioft £ .067,p < .001) were positively associated with
applicants’ perceptions of organizational attraariess. In addition, the following
symbolic image attributes were related to orgaronal attractiveness across
applicant groups: Innovativenesg,« .204,p < .001), competence € .097,p <
.001), and robustnesg € -.103,p < .001).

Means invariance. Research Question 4uestioned whether the
instrumental and symbolic image attributes difféeta between applicant
groups.Therefore, we specified nested models in whichntieans of the image
attributes became more constrained one at a tiine.gbodness-of-fit indices
(i.e., significant chi-square difference tests lweestAIC value) inTable 7 show
that the baseline Model F1, in which the instrurakr@nd symbolic image
attributes differentiate between applicant growgasseptably fitted the data as
compared to the invariant models.

Table 8 shows that work-life balance followed bly gecurity and working
conditions were the instrumental image attributeswdich applicant groups’
perceptions differed the most. Regarding the symlwmiage attributes (Table 9),
applicant perceptions differed the most on prestigleustness, and competence.
When comparing the relative values of th&lC and ABIC, applicant groups
differed more in their perceptions of symbolic ireagftributes AAIC = 17.64;
ABIC = 3.90) than instrumental image attribut&C = 16.50;ABIC = 2.75).



Table 7

Goodness-of-Fit Indices for the Models Invarianest$ Across Applicant Groups

Ve Ax?
Model Instrumental Symbolic Interpretation (df) (df) AlIC BIC RMSEA CFI
RQ 1 : Do the direction and the strength of thatrehships of | and S with organizational attraetigss differ across applicant groups?
Equality constraints on regression weights.
El Variant Variant I and.S are differentially rgldtto 0(0) / 19,783.67 20,072.54 00 1.00
attractiveness across applicant groups.
E2 Variant _Appl_lcant group | not S. are differentially related to 15.16 15.16 10,778.84 19,998.93 02 1.00
invariant attractiveness across applicant groups. (10) (20)
E2 _Appll_cant group Variant S not_l are differentially re_lated to 34.76 34.76 19.790.44 19.983.02 03 0.99
invariant attractiveness across applicant groups. (14) (14)
E3 Invariant Invariant Nelther_l nor S are dlf'femahy_ related 44.68 44.68 19.780.35 19.904.15 02 0.99
to attractiveness across applicant groups. (24) (24)
RQ 2: Which of the | and S differentiate betweepl&pant groups?
Equality constraints on means.
F1 Variant Variant I and S differentiate betweepla@ant 44.68 / 188.767.23  190.748.04 02 0.99
groups. (24)
F2 Variant _Appl_lcant group | not S differentiate across applicant 97.28 52.60 188.799.84 190.711.86 03 0.98
invariant groups. (34) (20)
F2 .Applllcant group Variant S not | differentiate across applicant 134,51 89.83 188.829.07 190.713.58 03 0.97
invariant groups. (38) (14)
F3 Invariant Invariant Ne!ther | nor S differendadcross 171.98 127.30 188,846.53 190.662.27 03 0.96
applicant groups. (48) (24)

Note.RQ = Research Question. | = Instrumental imagéates. S = Symbolic image attribute&lf)?2 = Model chi-squareAy?(df) = Chi-square difference testlC = Akaike’s
Information CriterionBIC = Bayes Information CriteriolRMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximati@f| = Comparative Fit Indexdf = Degrees of freedorhp <

.05." p<.01.* p<.001



Table 8

Goodness-of-Fit Indices for the Instrumental Imag&ibutes’

Applicant Groups

Nested Models of the Means Invariancalpses Across

Model 22 (df) AIC BIC RMSEA CFI

Model F1: Baseline model 44,68 (24) 188,767.23 190,748.04 .02 0.99
Compensation

Model G1: Means are invariant 53.96™ (26) 188,772.52 190,739.57 .02 0.99

Comparison: Model G1 vs. Model F1 9.29"(2) 5.29 -8.47 .00 0.00
Job security

Model G2: Means are invariant 68.36" (26) 188,786.91 190,753.97 .03 0.99

Comparison: Model G2 vs. Model F1 23.68™(2) 19.68 593 .01 0.00
Training and development

Model G3: Means are invariant 54.85 (26) 188,773.40 190,740.45 .02 0.99

Comparison: Model G3 vs. Model F1 10.177(2) 6.17 -7.59 .00 0.00
Advancement

Model G4: Means are invariant 54.62” (26) 188,773.18 190,740.23 .02 0.99

Comparison: Model G4 vs. Model F1 9.95"(2) 5.95 -7.81 .00 0.00
Work-life balance

Model G5: Means are invariant 109.63 (26) 188,828.19 190,795.24 .04 0.98

Comparison: Model G5 vs. Model F1 64.96™ (2) 60.96 47.20 .02 -0.01
Working conditions

Model G6: Means are invariant 67.62” (26) 188,786.18 190,753.23 .03 0.99

Comparison: Model G6 vs. Model F1 22.95"(2) 18.95 5.19 .01 0.00
Job content

Model G7: Means are invariant 47.20™ (26) 188,765.76 190,732.81 .02 0.99

Comparison: Model G7 vs. Model F1 2.537(2) -1.47 -15.23 .00 0.00

Note.2 Means in this model are applicant group specifi@f) = Model chi-squareAlC = Akaike’s Information CriterionBIC = Bayes Information CriterioRMSEA= Root
Mean Square Error of Approximatio@FI = Comparative Fit Indexdf = Degrees of freedorp <.05.” p <.01.™ p <.001.



Table 9

Goodness-of-Fit Indices for the Symbolic Imageiiites’ Nested Models of the Means Invariance AsgyAcross Applicant

Groups
Model 22 (df) AIC BIC RMSEA CFI
Model F1: Baseline model 44.68 (24) 188.767.23 190.748.04 .02 0.99
Sincerity
Model H1: Means are invariant 61.89” (26) 188,780.45 190,747.50 .02 0.99
Comparison: Model H1 vs. Model F1 17.227(2) 13.20 -0.54 .00 0.00
Innovativeness
Model H2: Means are invariant 56.52™ (26) 188,775.08 190,742.13 .02 0.99
Comparison: Model H2 vs. Model F1 11.847(2) 7.80 -5.91 .00 0.00
Competence
Model H3: Means are invariant 67.79” (26) 188,786.34 190,753.39 .03 0.99
Comparison: Model H3 vs. Model F1 23.117(2) 19.10 5.35 .01 0.00
Prestige
Model H4: Means are invariant 74.24” (26) 188,792.79 190,759.85 .03 0.99
Comparison: Model H4 vs. Model F1 29.56™ (2) 25 56 11.81 .01 0.00
Robustness
Model H5: Means are invariant 71.24 (26) 188,789.79 190,756.85 .03 0.99
Comparison: Model H5 vs. Model 1 F1 26.56™ (2) 2256 8.81 .01 0.00

Note.® Means in this model are applicant group specifi@f) = Model chi-squareAlIC = Akaike’s Information CriterionBIC = Bayes Information CriteriolRMSEA= Root
Mean Square Error of Approximatio@FI = Comparative Fit Indexdf = Degrees of freedorp < .05.” p <.01.™ p <.001.
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DISCUSSION

The capstone of employer branding consists of ptimma@n attractive as
well as distinctive image of an organization as lac@ to work vis-a-vis
competitors. However, prior research mainly focusedthe determinants of
organizations’ attractiveness as an employer amareyl whether the instrumental
and symbolic image attributes associated with eygskd image differentiate
organizations from the crowd. To the best of ounwledge, this study was the
first to provide a large-scale test of this keyuasggtion underlying employer
branding. To this end, we relied on the instrumlesyabolic framework for
simultaneously investigating perceptions of organans’ image, attractiveness,
and distinctiveness as an employer across six indisstand three applicant
groups. This study yields several important finditigat enhance our knowledge
of organizations’ image as an employer.

First, we found evidence that across industries agylicant groups the
same set of instrumental and symbolic image ateduare used by people to
ascertain whether an organization is attractivecBigally, across industries and
applicant groups, organizations were seen as nitractve when they were
perceived as offering interesting work, a pleasaotking environment, a
competitive compensation package, and as beinyative, competent, arbt
robust. Regarding the instrumental image attributes results show that,
although the most important image attribute isimsic in nature (i.e., job
content), applicants are also attracted to orgéniza with favorable extrinsic
(i.e., compensation and working conditions) imaigetaites. These results are in
line with previous studies indicating that perceps of job content, working
conditions, and compensation are positively reldtegob and organizational
attractiveness (Chapman et al., 2005; Lievens, ; 206Vens & Highhouse, 2003;
Lievens et al., 2007; Van Hoye et al.,, 2013). Femtiore, in line with prior
research, our results indicate that symbolic imagebutes are not always
positively related to organizations’ attractivenesSpecifically, although
innovativeness and competence were positively &gsocwith organizations’
attractiveness, robustness was negatively related ah organization’s
attractiveness as an employer (Lievens et al.,;A0éVens, 2007). It is important
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to state that this study was the first to find evide for these relationshipsross
different settings. So, despite noticeable diffeesbetween industries (i.e., labor
market structure) and applicant groups (i.e., $e@rocess) the importance of
these image attributes in organizations’ attractgs is relatively invariant. In
other words, these image attributes may serveiasspaf-parity across industries
and applicant groups (Keller, 1998).

It is important to consider this first key conclusiin tandem with our
second one. That is, although the same factors weesl in ascertaining
organizational attractiveness across industriesappticant groups, this does not
imply that in the minds of applicants organizatiamgnificantly differ on these
attributes. Indeed, all our latent mean models redoindustry-specific and
applicant group-specific solutions. We further digered that despite particular
image attributes being related to the attractiverdérganizations as a place to
work, these image attributes were not necessasiyul for discriminating (i.e.,
points-of-difference) organizations from othersr Fstance, a pleasant working
environment and competence were generally perceasdittractive image
attributes across and within industries but thegcmminated less between
organizations. Furthermore, the opportunity fomiray and development and the
provision of advancement opportunities, discrimgadbetween organizations but
were not seen as attractive. Compensation, jobeongntrobustness, and
innovativeness were the only attributes that weslated to organizations’
attractiveness as an emplogad differentiated between organizations across and
within industries. So this study provided conciateght into the image attributes
that organizations can use to be attracinddifferentiate themselves from their
competitors across and within industries.

Third, when comparing which image attributes ddfdrated the most
between organizations, perceptions of instrumemiade attributes discriminated
more than symbolic image attributes. This is ndina with previous findings in
the banking industry (e.g., Lievens & Highhouse)20 An explanation may be
the fact that we used six different industriesaastof one industry. Specifically,
across industries these instrumental image atasbntay be good discriminators
because there are larger and more pronounced afiffes on these image
attributes across than within industries (Dietri@®12; Ewing et al.,, 2002;
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Marelli, 2002). For example, the chemical indussryn general known for their
better compensation packages as compared to athestries which makes them
an attractive industry and allows them to diffei@et from other industries
(Grund, 2015).

Fourth, our results indicate that perceptions o thstrumental and
symbolic image attributes also differed acrossiappt groups. So, insight into
the perceived differences in instrumental and syimlbmage attributes may not
only allow organizations to stand out from theimpetitors across and within
industries but may also help them attracting speafoups of applicants
(Lievens, 2007; Lievens & Highhouse, 2003; Van Heyal., 2013). Working
conditions, robustness, and competence were relatedorganizations’
attractiveness and applicant groups’ perceptiotisesfe image attributes differed.
Generally, perceptions of the symbolic image atteb differed the most between
applicant groups. The differences in perceptiomshm understood on the basis
of the job search process (Barber, 1998; Blau, 1®#swell et al., 2012).
Specifically, due to differences in experience, dsgeand motives between
applicant groups, their perceptions of image aitab may differ (Barber, 1998;
Blau, 1994; Boswell et al., 2004; Turban et alQ20van Hoye & Saks, 2008).
As such, some applicants may perceive some imageudds higher and others
may perceive some image attributes lower than¢hebemployer brand. Hence,
explicitly promoting their actual image attributégring recruitment campaigns
may allow organizations to align applicants’ petcaygs with their real employer
brand.

Limitations

In terms of limitations, we acknowledge that oumpée consisted of only
private organizations. Therefore, we encouragerduttesearch to examine
whether our findings generalize to public organare. In addition, as image and
attractiveness perceptions were measured at the gaimt in time, it is possible
that the results in this study are due in part eonmon method variance.
Furthermore, given the cross-sectional nature efdidéta we cannot rule out the
possibility of reverse causality. Specifically, papants who rated the
organization as more (or less) attractive mightehaated all of the image
attributes higher (or lower) even if they do notdaccurate information on which
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to build their perceptions (Lievens, 2007). Howewee tried to minimize this
effect by having participants rate organizatioret they were familiar with and
by using only their first rating in our analysesur@pproach is consistent with
previous research that examined employer imagespgonis as a precursor of
organizational attraction and not vice versa (Chapret al., 2005; Harold,
Uggerslev, & Kraichy, 2013; Uggerslev et al., 201@pnetheless, it would be
useful for future research to apply a longitudidakign. This would provide
insight into the causal relationships between egyglamage and organizations’
attractiveness and distinctiveness as an employkttee dynamic nature of these
relationships because applicants’ personal andtsnal goals, motives, and
needs might change as they move through job seamtexts (Boswell et al.,
2012; Harold & Ployhart, 2008; Kanfer et al., 20Hipally, as most participants
rated more than one organization and to ensurestieiit organization received a
sufficient amount of ratings, the survey used wa#ed in length. Due to these
space limitations we could include only one itemipstrumental image attribute
and organizational attractiveness.

Implications for Future Research and Practice

As attractiveness and distinctiveness of employands are crucial in
employer branding, we advocate that more studigseimecruitment field include
both of them as important outcomes in their fusttedies (Backhaus & Tikoo,
2004; Lievens & Highhouse, 2003; Martin et al., 201This large-scale study
can serve as a first step in providing both resesascand practitioners with a more
comprehensive insight into the attractiveness asithdtiveness of instrumental
and symbolic image attributes.

A second area of research is to investigate theen€e of individual
differences as moderators of the relationships éetwnstrumental and symbolic
image attributes and organizations’ attractivenasd distinctiveness as an
employer (Judge & Cable, 1997; Slaughter & Gregu2@69). In this study, we
did not account for these personal differences. &l@w, individuals’ personal
traits and values may moderate the relationshipgdan their perceptions of the
image attributes and the attractiveness and disteress of organizations as an
employer. Furthermore, in this study we assumed ttha different applicant
groups act out of different personal and situalism@dues, motives, and needs
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(Boswell et al., 2012; Kanfer et al., 2001). Howeulis assumption was not
tested. Therefore, future studies should examieeirtfiuence of personal and
situational variables on the relationships of ustental and symbolic image
attributes with organizations’ attractiveness astirtictiveness as an employer.

This study has also several implications for pcactAs noted above, our
results indicate that the specific image attribubed people use in ascertaining
organizations’ attractiveness as an employer anergézable across industries
and applicant groups. That is, across industriesl applicant groups
compensation, working conditions, job content, vattveness, competence, and
robustness are the key predictors of organizatiattedctiveness. This result has
two important implications. First, it suggests tlhast employer competitions
should at the very least include these factorsheirtyearly surveys. Second,
organizations benefit from including informationthiese image attributes in their
recruitment materials.

Moreover, our study alerts practitioners that jbging an attractive
employer is not enough to differentiate oneselfmfr@mther organizations.
Organizations should be aware that what is rel@tedganizations’ attractiveness
may not always allow them to stand out from thempetitors in the labor market.
Thus, there might be some overlapping image atgt(.e., points-of-parity) in
the employer images, but if in the end they aredmitnct from each other (i.e.,
points-of-difference), then the employer imagesndo have any differentiating
value or effect on the external (applicants) andrimal constituents (employees).
This implies that organizations should ascertaih oy how they score in
attractiveness but also in terms of distinctivenésis key to take both aspects
Into account in image surveys.

Finally, as there were also noticeable differermstsveen the perceptions
of the different applicant groups, organizationgmiighlight different attributes
depending on these groups to ameliorate their pgores about the employment
experience. For example, organizations that wamtttact new entrants might
benefit from not only hosting social activities campus but also from actively
highlighting information about their working conois.
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Conclusion

This large-scale study on the attractiveness arstindtiveness of
instrumental and symbolic image attributes indigdbat attractiveness alone is
not enough to stand out from the crowd. Hence, me@rage organizations to
promote, both within and outside the organizatim attractive and distinctive
image through which applicants are persuaded tty apphe organization.
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CHAPTER 3

THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN MULTIPLE
ORGANIZATIONAL |IMAGES AND ORGANIZATIONS’
ATTRACTIVENESS : DOES AN UMBRELLA PERSPECTIVE
M AKE SENSE?

In the first recruitment phase job seekers have ontlimentary knowledge of
what it is like to work at a particular organizatioTherefore, this study applied
multiple image management perspectives form mauketiterature to
recruitment research to investigate the relatiopshibetween different
organizational images and organizations’ attrachess. In different samples
involving actual organizations we investigated d@pfiom an organizations’
employer image (i.e., instrumental and symbolicges) the relationships of
organizations’ product image, corporate social penhance image (i.e., social
involvement and pro-environmental images), andniom performance image
with organizational attractiveness. We found thatial involvement image and
the instrumental and symbolic employer images weawsitively related to
organizations’ attractiveness. Moreover, employeage explained significant
iIncremental variance over and above the other oizgtional images. Relative
iImportance analysis showed that employer imageakmwyolvement image, and
product image substantially contributed to the ®wage in organizational
attractiveness, whereas pro-environmental and forerperformance images did
not. Implications of the results for multiple imag@nagement in a recruitment
context are discussed.
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| NTRODUCTION

Prior recruitment research has extensively stutiedelationship between
an organization’s image as an employer and job essekattractiveness
perceptions in the first recruitment phase (Chapmaggerslev, Carroll, &
Piasentin, 2005; Uggerslev, Fassina, & Kraichy, Z20However, as the first
recruitment phase is characterized by little intespnal contact between the
different parties, job seekers have only rudimgnkamowledge of what it is like
to work at a particular organization (Barber, 1998herefore, organizations
should be aware that job seekers may develop pesitinegative perceptions of
organizations’ attractiveness based on their expotu different practices and
messages organizations communicate (Collins & $&\#002; Jones & Willness,
2013). Indeed, evidence from marketing researcicaels that, especially in the
absence of complete information, multiple orgamoredl images influence
people’s perceptions (Aaker, 1996; Ambler et aDp2 Rao, Agarwal, &
Dahlhoff, 2004). So, in a recruitment context itghti be important to know
whether and how multiple organizational images rafated to organizations’
attractiveness and as such influence organizatwipifities to recruit and retain
talented employees (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004; Higlseo hornbury, & Little,
2007; Jones & Willness, 2013). For instance, ajpanh organizations’ image as
an employer, job seekers perceptions of productoarservice quality or poor
corporate social performance may also influencamaations’ attractiveness.
Moreover, when multiple organizational images aated to organizations’
attractiveness, this might have important implimasgi for organizations’ image
management efforts.

Hence, to address some important unanswered questiith respect to
multiple organizational images in a recruitmentteat this study investigates (1)
how four well-known organizational images that hgymcally been studied apart
from each other (i.e., apart from employer imagedpct image, corporate social
performance image, and financial performance imagee included) relate to
organizations’ attractiveness, (2) the relative onpnce of each organizational
image in predicting attraction, and (3) possibleiactions between employer
image and the organizational images. As such, me@provide both researchers
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and practitioners with a more comprehensive piabfitbe relationships between
organizational images and organizations’ attraoegs and multiple image
management in a recruitment context. Our data wellected from different
samples to avoid common method variance and indaketual organizations.

MULTIPLE ORGANIZATIONAL |MAGES

Organizational image can be defined as “peopletsdostructures of
knowledge and beliefs about an organization” (Lreye2006, p. 568). It
represents the cognitive reactions to and assoggtwith an organization’s name
held by the organization’s stakeholders includirdp jseekers, customers,
investors, and employees. These reactions and iassos result from
stakeholders’ evaluations of an organization’s ficas relating to specific
activities and are influenced by news stories, fE®pand societies’ opinions, and
communication on the part of the organization (Famb1996; Lievens, 2006;
Jones & Willness, 2013). By creating positive aggemns through appropriate
communication and advertising strategies (i.e.genaanagement; Aaker, 1996;
Keller, 1998; Swystun, 2007) organizations can ldista strong relationships
with their different stakeholders.

Umbrella Branding Perspective

Marketing literature suggest that these relatiggshmay not be that
straightforward. In particular, Wernerfelt, (1988)ggests that people use their
experience with one organizational brand as a bigmahe quality of another
organizational brand. The transferability of asatians from one brand to another
Is reflected in the umbrella branding marketingspective, involving the use of
one single brand for the sale of two or more relgieoducts. In other words,
people’s experiences with one product are expetteaffect their quality
perceptions of new products that share the sanmel lma@me (Aaker & Erich, 2000;
Wernerfelt, 1988). This seems to be especially itmstuations where people do
not have sufficient information to make a good jewhgnt of the new product. As
such, people’s perceptions and even their subséduenng behaviors are
influenced by multiple products of the organizat{éaker, 1996; Erdem, 1998;
Wernerfelt, 1988). Hence, organizations benefimfradvertising efficiencies
since umbrella branding focuses on the promotioa single brand rather than
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multiple ones (Aaker & Keller, 1990). For exampldie Coca-Cola Company
adds new products to their line (e.g., Coca-Colat Doke, Cherry Coke, Vanilla

Coke, Coca-Cola Zero and Coca-Cola Life) and ben&fbom past marketing,

because costumers use previous information to mwak&ference about a product
with the same brand name.

Still, this is only one side of the equation widgard to the transferability
of associations. Specifically, some organizatiagigoerately use individual brand
names to market products, in order to avoid thesteaxability of associations
(Aaker & Keller, 1990). As such organizations catus on specific niche
markets without the risk that possible negativegenspillovers occur. Moreover,
for consumers it is more difficult to make assaorad between the corporate
brand name and the specific product brands (Adl896; Aaker & Erich, 2000;
Rao et al., 2004). For instance, in the last yddferent media published about
the forest destruction of Procter & Gamble. Althbuthese environmental
scandals cast a slur on Procter & Gamble’s corpamtge, consumers do not
directly link these scandals to the products they(e.g., Braun, Gillette, Swiffer,
Vicks).

Applied to a recruitment context, this means thagaaizations’ image
management efforts to communicate, differentiatel anhance organizational
images other than their image as an employer ngy ralate to organizations’
attractiveness (Ambler et al., 2002; Foster, Pusai& Cheng, 2010; Gatewood,
Gowan, & Lautenschlager, 1993; Kim, Jeon, Jung,&upnes, 2012; Jones &
Willness, 2013). For instance, a negative prodongige may also be related to
perceptions of organizations’ attractiveness asemployer (Barber, 1998;
Lemmink, Schuijf, & Streukens, 2003). Moreover stimay be especially true
during the first recruitment phase when job seekerge limited information
about the organization as an employer. Althouglh sydll-over effects between
multiple organizational images may influence orgahons’ abilities to recruit
and retain talented employees (Highhouse et d).7;2Rao et al., 2004; Wilden,
Gudergan, & Lings, 2010), prior recruitment resbaended to focus on one of
these organizational images at a time. Howevergtineere some attempts to
incorporate sub-dimensions of multiple organizaioimages into one overall
organizational image assessment. For instance,ahudand Greening (1997)
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developed an overall corporate social performarmedesthat included product
guality and employee relations as sub-dimensiana. $imilar vein, Highhouse,
Zickar, Thorsteinson, Stierwalt, and Slaughter @9d8cluded product quality as
an employer image dimension. Nevertheless, to daée know of only one
unpublished study that explicitly explored how tledfects of multiple
organizational images on people’s attractivenessgpéions relate and compare
with each other. In a policy-capturing study Dinesrd Wu (2014) found that
employer image, product image, and corporate sqmalormance image of
fictitious organizations were related to their attiveness as an employer.
Although Dineen and Wu'’s (2014) study was innowativ also had a number of
limitations: (1) the researchers used a fictitimrganization, (2) the sample
consisted of students, and (3) a potential key anagmely financial performance
image, was not included.

Hence, although prior research provided preliminawdence, further
research is needed that applies a multiple imageagement perspective to
recruitment and employer branding research. Hirsin a conceptual point of
view it is important to know whether and how mukiprganizational images are
related to job seekers’ perceptions of organizatiattractiveness. Specifically,
when apart from organizations’ image as an emplotfesr organizational images
are related to organizations’ attractiveness datrsenecessary and pivotal to align
organizations’ image management efforts. Moreofrem a practical point of
view, this might imply that, during image manageiramd recruitment practices,
organizations should take more organizational imafjes., multiple image
management) into account than solely their imagenasmployer (i.e., employer
iImage management). Thus, when multiple organizationages are related to
organizations’ attractiveness this might have ingodr implications for
organizations’ image management efforts and thesctieness of their
recruitment processes.

Therefore, this study will investigate the relasbips between existing
organizations’ images and their attractivenessagployer. Specifically, on the
basis of prior research (e.g., Brooks & Highhou2@06; Fombrun, 1996;
Highhouse, Brooks, & Greguras, 2009; Jones & Wafe2013) we identified
four organizational images that may be relevantecruitment contexts: (1)



90 CHAPTER3

financial performance image, (2) product image c(8porate social performance
image, and (4) employer image. We will discuss edithe organizational images
and their expected relationships with organizatiatisactiveness in detail below.
Product Image

Kotler (1997) defined product image as “a sell@ramise to consistently
deliver a specific set of features, benefits, aad/ises to buyers” (p. 443).
Marketing literature indicates that the beliefs pledold about the organization
as a provider of goods and services determine wh@ttoducts and/or services
will be purchased, generate positive or negativactirens towards the
organization, create points of differentiation, a@asons to choose the brand over
its competitors (Aaker, 1996; Keller, 1998; Raoaét 2004). Applied to a
recruitment context, a favorable product image nmagrease job seekers’
familiarity with the organization and may be rethte the formation of positive
perceptions of organizational attractiveness (Bad#98; Cable & Turban, 2001;
Collins & Han, 2004; Collins & Stevens, 2002; Leminiet al., 2003). For
instance, prior recruitment research found evidefwrethe role of product
familiarity (i.e., “the extent to which job seekens likely to be familiar with the
company’s products or services through either tissposure or advertising
efforts”, Collins, 2007, p. 181), in influencingg®eekers’ application behaviors
(Cable & Turban, 2001). Specifically, organizatiovith familiar products and/or
services were seen in a more positive light thdaraiiar organizations (Barber,
1998; Gatewood et al., 1993).

Thus, people may begin to develop perceptions aamrzations’
attractiveness as an employer through direct expdsuorganizations’ products
and/or services (Barber, 1998; Kim et al.,, 2012¢ R#& al., 2004) or through
exposure to organizations’ product advertising (€adiman-Smith, Mulvey, &
Edwards, 2000). Specifically, prior research in #®vice sector found that
consumers made inferences about how employeeated and which behaviors
the organization rewards, supports, and expecth@iasis of how they were
treated by the employees (Mosley, 2007, 2014; Sdbnel987; Schneider &
Bowen, 1993). For example the perception that barksoverly competitive
working environments might result from consumersovéxperienced several
bank clerks as unfriendly and forceful salesmemusl e expect that people are
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likely to transfer their perceptions of organizagsbproducts and/or services to
other organizational activities (e.g., employmexgezience) and that as such an
organization’s product image might also be relatex organizations’
attractiveness as an employer:

Hypothesis 1: Product image will be positively tethto organizations’
attractiveness.

Corporate Social Performance Image

Corporate social performance (CSP) image can bmeatefas people’s
perceptions of “the organization’s commitment tangiples, policies, and
practices relating to its social responsibilitias aelationships with stakeholders”
(Jones, Willness, & Madey, 2014, p. 383). As CSRagen concerns the
perceptions of an organization’s community involesmand its concern for the
environment, it is different from an organizatioesployer and product image
(Highhouse et al., 2009; Orlitzky, Schmidt, & Ryn2€03). Moreover, prior
research suggests that an organization’s CSP imég# influence perceptions
of organizational attractiveness (Backhaus, St&neginer, 2002; Greening &
Turban, 2000; Turban & Greening, 1997). Turban @neening (1997) were one
of the first to investigate the effect of CSP imagea recruitment context. These
authors found that ratings of CSP image were rlate organizations’
attractiveness, suggesting that organizations’ G®Ege may provide a
competitive advantage in attracting applicants.

This study will focus on both social involvement age and pro-
environmental image because researchers have ¢onabepd social
involvement and pro-environmental practices ascihre business activities of
CSP image (Backhaus et al., 2002; Jones et al4)2®urthermore, social
involvement and pro-environmental practices havenlkdeund to have positive
effects on organizational outcomes. Specificallypipresearch suggested that
organizations who are trying to positively influentheir community and try to
reduce their impact on the environment might begeed as more attractive
employers (Jones et al., 2014; Mosley, 2014; Qufitet al., 2003; Turban &
Greening, 1997). Jones et al. (2014) suggesteddhateekers receive signals
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from an organization’s CSP image that inform tlwigeal-based mechanisms that
ultimately affect organizational attractivenessldad, they found support for job
seekers’ anticipated pride from being affiliatedthwthe organization, their
perceived value fit with the organization, and tHavorable expectations about
how the organization treats its employees as sigas¢d mechanisms. Moreover,
in the absence of information that clearly diffdrates organizations as an
employer, job seekers might give more considerdbdhe available CSP image
information that they might have otherwise largeigored (Jones et al., 2014).
Therefore we expect that, in addition to the otheyanizational images, CSP
image will be positively related to organizatiomstractiveness as an employer
because people expect to experience positive oasdrmam being employed by
an organization that engages in more socially andr@mentally responsible
actions.

Hypothesis 2a: Social involvement image will beitpady related to
organizations’ attractiveness.
Hypothesis 2b: Pro-environmental image will be pesly related to
organizations’ attractiveness.

Financial Performance Image

Prior research indicates that potential applicpeiceive award-winning
organizations or organizations that are highly eahkn “great place to work”
rankings, as more attractive employers. As sudhghgerceived as a great place
to work might create a competitive advantage fogaaizations during
recruitment (Fulmer, Gerhart, & Scott, 2003; JotM&lean, 2006; Love & Sing,
2011; Wayne & Casper, 2012). However, prior rededras questioned the
theoretical underpinnings of these rankings (Higldsoet al., 2009). Specifically,
Fryxell and Wang (1994) examined the structurenef‘Eortune Most Admired
Companies” survey. They found that, despite theadiite of dimensions, its
usefulness is limited to measuring the extent taclwia firm is perceived as
striving for financial goals. This observation iss@ called the financial
performance “halo effect” and seems to dominatedgplace to work” rankings.
As a result, it might be the perceived financialf@enance of an organization
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that influences people’s perceptions of organiraticattractiveness (Cable &
Graham, 2003; Highhouse et al., 2009; Orlitzkylgt2903). As a consequence,
to have a comprehensive picture of the determinahfseople’s attractiveness
perceptions, their perceptions of organizationgaficial performance image
should be taken into account.

Financial performance imatean be defineds people’s perceptions of an
organization’s financial viability and stability,r adhe extent to which an
organization’s financial performance is excelleRorfibrun & Shanley, 1990;
Highhouse, et al., 2009; Orlitzky et al., 2003). fAmncial stable organizations
are more able to develop unique strategies comgar#teir competitors, these
organizations generally provide better productd@nservices and better fulfill
the needs of customers and employees. In other sywadperior financial
performance indicates an organization’s dominapestige, and ability to treat
its employees well (Carvalho & Areal, 2015; FlamagaO’Shaughnessy, 2005;
Lease, Musgrove, & Axelrod, 2002; Mosley, 2014).ushfinancially stable
organizations are able to distinguish themselves fcompetitors, attract more
attention, and in the end become more attractiv@boseekers (Carvalho & Areal,
2015; de Waal, 2007; Orlitzky et al., 2003). Theref we expect that financial
performance image will be positively associated hwén organization’s
attractiveness as an employer because peoplexpdce to experience positive
outcomes from being employed by an organizatiorh waitviable and stable
financial performance image.

Hypothesis 3: Financial performance image will besiively related to
organizations’ attractiveness.

Employer Image

An organization’s employer image can be definethasamalgamation of
transient mental representations of specific aspafch company as an employer
as hold by individual constituents” (Lievens & Sitater, 2015, p. 5). Lievens and
Highhouse (2003) relied on the instrumental-syndfoiimework from social and
consumer psychology (Katz, 1960; Keller, 1998) tmaeptualize the main
attributes underlying an organization’s image a®@ployer. Theyosited that
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an organization’s image as an employer consistsotf an instrumental and a
symbolic image. The instrumental image refers fjealve, concrete, and factual
attributes that an organization either has or aoébave (Lievens, 2007; Lievens,
Van Hoye, & Anseel, 2007). Applicants are attradiedhis instrumental image
on the basis of their utilitarian need to maximienefits and minimize costs
(Katz, 1960).

Conversely, the symbolic image represents subpgctabstract, and
intangible traits and are also referred to as peai#y trait inferences (Slaughter
& Greguras, 2009; Slaughter, Zickar, Highhouse, &hv) 2004). In other words,
an organization’s employer image is also determimgthe symbolic meanings
that people associate with the organization andrfezences they make about
their perceptions (Lievens & Highhouse, 2003). Byasrsonality trait inferences
are related to people’s social identity and refetheir need to enhance their self-
image and to express themselves in the broadealscmntext (Aaker, 1996;
Highhouse et al., 2007). Prior recruitment reseatadied people’s perceptions
of instrumental (Breaugh, 2013; Chapman et al. 520rban & Keon, 1993;
Uggerslev et al., 2012) and symbolic employer insadgevens & Highhouse,
2003; Van Hoye, Bas, Cromheecke, & Lievens, 20118) fmund evidence for
their relationships with organizational attractiees. We expect that, even when
the relationships between other organizational ssagnd organizational
attractiveness are taken into account, instrumamiisymbolic employer images
will still be positively related to organizationattractiveness as an employer:

Hypothesis 4a: Organizations’ employer image widplain incremental
variance over and above organizations’ product imagorporate social
performance image, and financial performance imageexplaining
organizations’ attractiveness.
Hypothesis 4b: Instrumental employer image willpositively related to
organizations’ attractiveness.
Hypothesis 4c: Symbolic employer image will be tpady related to
organizations’ attractiveness.
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Relative Importance of Organizational Images

As already mentioned we postulate that, in a reocent context, multiple
images might simultaneously influence organizatioairactiveness as an
employer (Foster et al., 2010; Highhouse et al092@ones & Willness, 2013;
Kim et al., 2012; Wilden et al., 2010). Howevenmmay be that the relationships
between some of the organizational images and @a@somnal attractiveness are
stronger than others, or that the impact of a palgr image is reduced when the
other images are taken into account. Therefore, ex@mine the relative
importance of organizations’ employer, product, C&#Rl financial performance
image in determining people’s attractiveness pdiaep. Although we expect
that employer image may be most important, we dohawe firm expectations
about the relative importance of the other orgdimmnal images. Hence, we
formulate the following research question:

Research Question 1. What is the relative impomraot product image,
corporate social performance image, financial pemfance image, and
employer image in explaining organizations’ attigehess?

Interactions Between Organizational Images

Apart from an organization’s image as an employdre other
organizational images might simultaneously inflleencorganizations’
attractiveness (Foster et al., 2010; Highhousk,&@09; Jones & Willness, 2013;
Kim et al., 2012; Wilden et al., 2010). Thus, itaiso worthwhile to investigate
possible interactions between employer image armd diiner organizational
images (Dineen & Wu, 2014). Specifically, peoplgerceptions of one
organizational image might strengthen or weakenrét&ionship between an
organization’s employer image and organizationhetiveness (Ambler et al.,
2002; Foster et al., 2010; Kim et al., 2012; Raalgt2001). For example, when
an organization has already established a favoebf@doyer image and receives
some media attention for its efforts in trying teduce its impact on the
environment (e.g., a new office building that aléoa considerable reduction in
the eco “footprint”), this concern for the enviroeam (i.e., pro-environmental
image) might strengthen the relationship betweerotiganization’s image as an
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employer and the organization’s attractiveness.celewe explore the effects of
employer image combined with the other organizatiomages:

Research Question 2: How does employer image ictteséth product
image, corporate social performance image, andraia performance
image?

METHOD

Sample and Procedure

We collected data from two different samples thatsplit up into seven
separate sub-samples in total, in order to measach organizational image
(component) as well as overall attractiveness aanguloyer in a different group
of people. This allowed us to overcome possiblemommethod bias associated
with single-source data (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, [8&e@0dsakoff, 2003).

To collect data on people’s perceptions of orgdiomg’ image as an
employer and their attractiveness, an external etagsearch agency sent e-mails
to Belgian residents, between 18 and 64 yearsrolding them to participate in
a top employer competition. Participation was amooys, voluntary, and no
incentives were provided. When someone agreedraipate they could click
on a link to start the questionnaire. The questmenstarted with a list of 30
randomly selected organizations and participantstbaelect the organizations
they were familiar with. Next, participants wereked to rate organizations’
attractiveness as a place to work. Subsequentigicipants were asked to
indicate whether the instrumental and symbolic @ygl images were descriptive
of these organizations. We received data on org#airs’ image as an employer
from a sub-sample of 50 organizations and 11,08iicual participants. About
half (50.6%) of the participants were female areitiean age was 40.5 yed®®)(
= 13.9). Of the participants, 42.6% indicated tlinad followed high school
education and 57.4% of the respondents obtainaedrarsity degree. Professional
status was distributed as follows: 59.2% were waykB.6% were unemployed
job seekers, 3.8% were housekeepers, 9.9% werg edees, 12.1% were
students, and 5.4% selected other. As every paatitirated a minimum of one
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and a maximum of ten organizations, we obtainedta bf 26,956 different
ratings of organizations’ image as an employertaet attractiveness. From this
first sample, three random subsamples were subttaas we will discuss later.

We collected data about organizations’ product, C8Rd financial
performance images using an online questionnaom & global panel provider
who charges a fixed fee per completed questionnaampling people aged
between 25 and 56 years. As a first step, partitgpavere presented with a
weighted random subsample (i.e., weights were asdigased on the first sample,
such that well-known organizations were under-sadhphd relatively unknown
organizations were over-sampled) of 15 organizatioRor each of the
organizations, participants indicated their famitiawith the organization. In
subsequent pages of the questionnaire, participastsered questions about the
organizations they knew well, rating their produsage, CSP image (i.e., social
involvement and pro-environmental images), andniomd performance image.
Of the participantsN = 774) 53.0% were women, mean age was 41.2 y8ars (
=9.1), 45.0% obtained a university degree, antepsional status was distributed
as follows: 76.0% working, 7.7% unemployed job ®gel5.7% housekeeper,
1.8% early retiree, 1.2% student, and 7.6% othaur Fandom subsamples were
subtracted from this second sample, as detailemhbel

Table 1
Description of the Random Subtracted Subsampled ldsehis Study
Sample N Range Median a
Employer image
Instrumental image 1452 3-68 26 .75
Symbolic image 1513 4-61 28 .69
Product image 925 4-59 18 .82
CSP image
Social involvement image 897 3-49 19 .84
Pro-environmental image 872 3-47 17 .90
Financial performance image 927 7-62 18 .84
Dependent variable
Organizational attractiveness 1451 3-69 26 .83

Note CSP = Corporate social performance. Range andamexncern the amount of different respondents.
a = Cronbach’s alpha for each organizational imagkarganizational attractiveness with organizaierunit of
analysis and the subsamples as variables.
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Analyses

In total, we subtracted seven random subsamples @ror original two
samples (see Table 1). In each subsample an oagi@mzvas rated by at least
three different respondents and the median ranged 17 for pro-environmental
Image to 28 for symbolic employer image. First,used the data that we obtained
from the external market research agency to extihaee random subsamples. In
a first randomly subtracted subsample, we avergggticipants’ individual
scores on the instrumental image items to createomanizational-level
instrumental employer image variable. A second oamdsubsample was
subtracted to create an organizational-level symlEhployer image variable
based on the individual-level symbolic image itefmally, a third random
subsample was subtracted to calculate average ssdore organizational
attractiveness. Subsequently, the data from theenuestionnaire was used to
create four random subsamples for the remainingrozgtional images. In each
randomly subtracted subsample we averaged partisipendividual scores on
the respective organizational image to create garozational-level product
image variable, social involvement image varialgey-environmental image
variable, and financial performance image variabieally, these seven randomly
subtracted subsamples led to a new data set ofdzhiaations in which each
case represented a different organization with agedt scores on the
organizational images and attractiveness (see &ifur

This approach addresses concerns of common metiasd diven that
respondents who assessed the organizational invegresdifferent from those
who rated its attractiveness and there were ndéicaatirelationships between
different organizational images. Thus, our resultse not artificially inflated due
to the same respondents scoring both sets of Vesia the same time for the
same organization (Anderson, Haar, & Gibb, 201@sa&off et al., 2003; Van
Hoye et al., 2013). To ensure that aggregationjussied (i.e., individuals gave
ratings that were sufficiently similar to justifpmbining their ratings together)
we computed interrater group agreement (i.e., Gxohls alphafor each
organizational image and organizational attractasnwith organization as unit
of analysis and the subsamples as variables; Aodests al., 2010; Gibson &
Birkinshaw, 2004). As for each organizational imaged organizational
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attractiveness the interrater group agreement wasiaerably higher (from .69
to .96 with a minimum of three different ratings meganization) than the .60
cutoff frequently used in the literature, a relal@dggregated measurement is
ensured (Anderson et al., 2010; LeBreton & Se2@03; also see Table 1).

Structure of original data sets

Participant Organization Product image CSP image
A /3 4
2 A — [ 4] 2
3 A 2 5
4 B 2 / 5\
5 B 4 — | 4]
6 B 5 \ 3/
Randomly Randomly
subtracted subtracted

Structure of new data set

Organization Product image CSP image
A — 3.00 3.67
B 3.67 —» 4.00

Figure 1.
Example of the Procedure Followed to Subtract taed®m Subsamples

Measures

Unless stated otherwise, items were rated on airi-gokert scale,
rangingfrom 1 sstrongly disagre¢o 5 =strongly agree

Employer image.

I nstrumental image. On the basis of previous research and meta-analyses
(e.g., Chapman et al., 2005; Lievens & Highhou®632 Uggerslev et al., 2012;
Van Hoye et al., 2013), we identified six itemsieasure instrumental image (
= .92): Organization X (1) offers a competitive gmnsation package (salary,
fringe benefits), (2) offers long-term job securif®) offers high-quality training
and development opportunities, (4) offers oppottesifor career advancement,
(5) offers a pleasant working environment, and ¢@ers interesting work.
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Potential applicants were asked to rate the extemthich they agreed that the
organization possessed each of these six items.

Symbolic image. Symbolic image was measured with five items from t
scale of Lievens and Highhouse (20@3; .89): (1) down-to-earth, (2) exciting,
(3) intelligent, (4) well-respected, and (5) strofpspondents were asked to
indicate the extent to which they agreed that thests were descriptive of the
organization as an employer.

Product image. On the basis of the definition of Kotler (1997)k(].“a
seller's promise to consistently deliver a specdat of features, benefits, and
services to buyers”, p. 443) and other researttieimarketing area (Keller, 1998;
Aaker, 1996) we used “Organization X is well-knofen its qualitative products
and/or services” to measure an organization’s proithage.

Corporate social performance imageWe used two items from the scale
developed by Jones et al. (2014) to measure amiaegen’s CSP image. The
item “Organization X contributes something to soc{@cally, nationally, and/or
internationally)” was used to measursocial involvementimage and
“Organization X is an environmentally friendly orgaation” was used to
measurgro-environmental image

Financial performance image.On the basis of previous research (e.g.,
Flanagan & O’Shaughnessy, 2005; Fombrun & Shadl@9Q; Lusch & Brown,
1996; Orlitzky et al., 2003; Roberts & Dowling, Z)0ve used “Organization X
is financially healthy” to measure an organizatsimancial performance image.

RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics andeladions of the study
variable$. As our final sample consisted out of 50 orgamzat and to ensure a
sufficient power level, we used< .10 as a significance level. Product image,
social involvement image, instrumental employergmand symbolic employer
image were positively and significantly correlateslith organizational
attractiveness. Contrary to our expectations prorenmental image and
financial performance image were not significantiated to organizations’
attractiveness.
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Among the organizational images we found positivel aignificant
correlations between product image and (1) sociablvement image, (2)
instrumental employer image, and (3) symbolic ewyg@loimage. Moreover,
social involvement image was positively and sigaifitly related to both
instrumental and symbolic employer image.

Table 2
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Betwgtidy Variables
Variable M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.
1. Product image 3.59 .30 -
CSP image
2. Social involvement 3.44 .36 37
3. Pro-environmental 2.94 39 -01 14
4. Financial performance image 3.50 31 10 -.13.06
Employer Image
5. Instrumental 3.22 31 41 39° .08 .15 -
6. Symbolic 3.19 31 46 .30 .08 .02 42
Dependent variable
7. Attractiveness 2.95 45 34 427 05 -11 .46 .46

Note N = 50. CSP = Corporate social performarige< .10." p < .05.” p < .01.

Test of Hypotheses

To test our hypotheses, we conducted a hierarchegmkssion analysis.
Product image, CSP image (i.e., social involvemamd pro-environmental
images), and financial performance image were edtén the first step and
employer image (i.e., instrumental and symbolicges was entered in the
second step. The results of the hierarchical regmesnalysis are shown in Table
32. In the first step, the organizational images aoted for 22%§ = .023) of the
variance in organizations’ attractiveness. Peoplerewmore attracted by
organizations who are trying to positively influeniheir communityf = .32,p
= .034), providing support for Hypothesis 2a. Cantrto our expectations,
product imagef = .23,p = .121), pro-environmental imagg € .01,p = .958),
and financial performance image= -.09,p = .524) were not significantly related
to organizations’ attractiveness as an employencEewe found no support for
Hypothesis 1, Hypothesis 2b, and Hypothesis 3htndecond step, employer
image accounted for significant incremental varea(iz1%,p = .014), supporting
Hypothesis 4a. Moreover, instrumental employer iengig= .28,p = .067) and
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symbolic employer imagef(= .27, p = .071) were positively related to
organizational attractiveness, supporting Hypothébiand Hypothesis 4c.

Table 3

Hierarchical Regression of Organizational Attra@ness on Employer, Product,
Corporate Social Performance, and Financial Perfamoe Image and Relative
Weights Analysis

Organizational attractiveness

Percentage
of
Relative predictable
Variable Step 1 Step2 weight$ 90% CP variancé
Product image .23 .04 .04 [.01;.11] 10.66
CSP image 22.85
Social involvement .32 .20 .08 [.01;.19] 22.63
Pro-environmental .01 -.02 .00 [.00;.00] 0.22
Financial performance image -.09 -.13 .02 [.04G;.0 4.38
Employer image 62.1%
Instrumental .28 A1 [.03;.23] 31.59
Symbolic 27 A1 [.02;.21] 30.52
R2 22 36" .36
AR? 22 14

Note. N=50. CSP = Corporate social performance. Betaingifjom step 1 and step 2 are repoft€te relative
weights and the percentages of predictable varimmre computed using the analytical approach ofidaordel
and LeBreton (Johnson, 2000, 2004; Tonidandel &regdh, 2011, 2015; Tonidandal, LeBreton, & Johnson,
2009). We looked at the confidence interval tedtsignificance to see whether the relative weightsre
significant. ® 90% confidence intervals around the relative wisigiThese confidence intervals explain the
precision of the relative weights: Larger confidematervals indicate less precision; smaller cagrick indicate
greater precision (Tonidandel & LeBreton, 20F9)hese percentages were obtained by summing thetakele
variance across a specific organizational images .10." p < .05.” p < .01.

Relative Importance Analysis

As noted above, organizational images can haverdio@d influence on
organizational attractiveness. To determine thegusnicontribution of each
organizational image (Research Question 1), we syahthe relative importance
of the four organizational images in determiningazational attractiveness.
Given that regression coefficients are not intégiyke as measures of relative
importance when the predictor variables are inkated as is the case in the
present study (see Table 2), we conducted a relatights analysis to determine
the relative importance of product image, CSP imdgencial performance
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image, and employer image in predicting organiratiattractiveness (Johnson,
2000, 2004; Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2011, 2015; Tanidel et al., 2009).
Relative weights are defined as the proportionateribution that each predictor
makes toR?, considering both its unique contribution andcibstribution when
combined with the other predictor variables indhalysis (Johnson, 2000, 2004;
Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2011, 2015). For ease dnnteting relative weights, it
is also possible to express them as percentagie qiredictable variancd).
The last three columns of Table 2 present theivelateights, the 90% confidence
intervals around the raw weights, and the percentdgredictable varianée

Inspection of the relative weights showed that ¢henbined employer
Image components made a large contribution to tedigtable variance, namely
62.11%. However, social involvement image also rdoated 22.63% to the
variance and product image 10.66%. As the confidenizrvals included zero,
financial performance image (4.38%) and pro-envitental image (0.22%) did
not significantly contribute to the predictable maace in organizational
attractiveness.
Interactions Between Organizational Images

We investigated possible interaction effects betwaganizations’ image
as an employer and the other organizational imagethis end, we computed the
product term between two organizational imageseamdred it in the regression
equation after entering the respective organizatiamages. In line with
recommendations for dealing with problems of moltinearity that arise from
the use of cross-product terms, independent vasabbkre standardized prior to
computing their cross-product terms (Aiken & Wa8191). In total, we separately
tested eight different interaction terim#/e found only one significant interaction
between symbolic image and product imagge ¢€.23,p = .088;AR2=.05).

DISCUSSION

As in the first recruitment phase job seekers hamby rudimentary
knowledge of the employment experience at a pdaticarganization, it is
important to find out which image associations eratAt a practical level, this
might also signal whether organizations can emmoy umbrella branding
perspective or not to recruit talented people. Wpeeted that multiple
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organizational images might be related to orgamnat attractiveness. To this
end, we investigated the relationships between feell-known organizational
images that have typically been studied apart feaoh other (i.e., product image,
corporate social performance image, financial perémce image, and employer
Image) and organizations’ attractiveness.

This study yields several theoretical and practicglications that provide
a more comprehensive picture of organizationahetitreness. First, people’s
perceptions of social involvement image were peslyirelated to organizations’
attractiveness. Second, as expected, organizationgge as an employer
accounted for incremental variance over and abbeedther organizational
iImages included in this study. Moreover, instruraé@aind symbolic employer
images were positively related to organizationf'aativeness as an employer.
Hence, organizations that are trying to positivejuence their community and
possess a favorable employer image may be ablereatec a competitive
advantage over their competitors and thus becomermaployer of choice.
Contrary to our expectations, product image, pnarenmental image, and
financial performance image were not related t@bizations’ attractiveness as
an employer. However, product image was signifigardorrelated with
organizations’ attractiveness and accounted forstamial variance in
organizations’ attractiveness as an employer. Hdmegond the positive effects
of employer image and social involvement imageanizations who are viewed
as providing qualitative products and/or servicemy be viewed as more
attractive employers (Backhaus et al., 2002; Grep&i Turban, 2000; Jones &
Willness, 2013; Turban & Greening, 1997). In geheavar results indicate that
people’s attractiveness perceptions are colorediiiple organizational images.

Furthermore, although prior research indicated pleaple’s perceptions of
an organization’s social involvement image and pobdmage are unlikely to
provide enough information about work conditiongliectly affect their beliefs
regarding the employment experience (Collins & H#Q4), people seem to use
this information to make inferences about the ativaness of the organization as
an employer. Thus, it seems that people may begimavelop employer
knowledge prior to the influence of employer imagmnagement through
exposure to information, or signals, conveyed tenththrough other
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organizational activities (Barber, 1998; Highhowteal., 2007). Moreover, it
should be mentioned that in this study we found sigeificant interaction term
indicating that one organizational image (i.e.,duct image) can strengthen or
weaken the relationship between an organizatianage as an employer and
organizational attractiveness. These results al@enwith previous research in
the service industry in which organizations’ seevimage was related to people’s
perceptions of the organization as an employerntsrattractiveness (Schneider,
1987; Schneider & Bowen, 1993).

Finally, we found moderate positive and significaatrelations between
product image, social involvement image, and engrayage. This might
indicate that people’ perceptions of organizatiggrsduct and/or service quality,
social involvement practices, and working environtnare related. Hence,
organizations’ image management efforts to comnatajcdifferentiate, and
enhance these specific organizational images rbiginterrelated (Ambler et al.,
2002; Aaker & Keller, 1990). However, we did natdisignificant correlations
between pro-environmental image, financial perforogaimage, and the other
organizational images. Overall, with regard to piiddmage, social involvement
image, and employer image our findings provide suipfor the applicability of
an umbrella branding perspective to study orgaiizat attractiveness (Dineen
& Wu, 2014; Foster et al., 2010; Highhouse et18199; Highhouse et al., 2009;
Wilden et al., 2010).

Limitations

In terms of limitations, we acknowledge that to wees that each
organization received a sufficient amount of ratirtge questionnaires used were
limited in length. Due to these space limitatioreswere able to only include one
item for product image, CSP image, financial perfance image, and an
organization’s perceived attractiveness as an gmploThis may call into
guestion the reliability of our measurements, altfio we believe our shorter
overall questionnaire format helped ensure paditig attention in completing
the questionnaires. Furthermore, the interrateugragreement, which was
considerably higher (from .69 to .96, with a minimwof three different ratings
per organization) than the .60 cutoff frequenthgdisn the literature, indicates
that our measurements are reliable (Anderson e2@10; LeBreton & Senter,
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2008). Second, although our large samples allowdd avercome problems with
common method bias associated with single-sourtze dar aggregated sample
consisted of 50 organizations. Our small sample siay have resulted in lower
power to find significant effects, especially whetudying the interactions

between multiple organizational images. Henceg#reeralizability of our results

needs to be tested in future studies.

Directions for Future Research

This study can serve as an important step in pnoyidoth researchers and
practitioners with a more comprehensive insight itte relationships between
multiple organizational images and organizationgsaativeness as an employer.
First, as prior research found that people atté#tdrdnt meanings to information
they receive from sources controlled by the orgation versus other sources
(Van Hoye & Lievens, 2005), it may be interestimgitvestigate the sources
through which people receive information about argational images.
Specifically, prior research found that people m@e receptive to information
from sources that are not controlled by the orgstiomn (e.g., The Vault;
independent product ratings) than information fsources that are controlled by
the organization (e.g., recruitment communicatiofigrmation about CSP on
company website). As a result, people are mordylitee be persuaded by this
organization-independent information and these casurare more likely to
influence people’s attitudes, cognitions, intensioaind even subsequent behavior
(Eisend, 2004; Pornpitakpan, 2004). Hence, it maynieresting to investigate
whether images that are formed on the basis ohargion-independent sources
are differentially related to organizations’ attraeness as compared to
organizational images that arise from organizatlependent sources.

A second area of research is to investigate howsrgtaries in the media
influence one or more specific organizational insagehis can happen directly
and at times indirectly when there occurs a smpéfanto evaluations of other
organizational images (Cable & Turban, 2001; Higid®et al., 2009; Jones &
Willness, 2013; Rao et al., 2004). For example nihwes about a top-five ranking
in a great place to work competition will be ditgcatelated to organizations’
image as an employer. However, there may alsoseaistindirect relationship
between this ranking and organizations’ image asgban excellent financial
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performer (Lievens & Slaughter, 2015). Hence, fatiesearch should investigate
which news stories (in)directly initiate and sustarganizational images.

Furthermore, future research would benefit from estigating the
relationships between organizational images as aglhon-image factors with
organizations’ attractiveness. For example, Iigl&nown about how disruptive
(e.g., mergers and acquisitions) events impactnizgtonal images and their
relationship with organizational attractivenesshdsth & Kreiner, 2002).

Finally, further research can incorporate objectiveeasures of
organizational activities and performance as ougmto their studies of
organizational images. Prior studies that investidahe relationships between
Image management and financial performance care sasvexemplars (e.g.,
Fulmer et al., 2003; Rao et al., 2004).

Implications for Practice

This study has several implications for practicerstF we provide
organizations with a more detailed and completéupecof how organizational
iImage management efforts, comprising employer imageduct image, CSP
image, and financial performance image, influenogdrtant recruitment
outcomes. Specifically, our results indicate thatltiple images may be
simultaneously associated with organizations’ ettveness. Moreover, evidence
from consumer research indicates that organizdtiomsges consistency and
clarity may affect the credibility of organizatidmaages (Erdem & Swait, 2004).
So, consistency and clarity across multiple orgational images may be a
prerequisite for organizations to generate higeeels of attractiveness (Ambler
& Barrow, 1996; Wilden et al., 2010). Hence, orgarions are advised to create
some synergy between different organizational img&gackhaus & Tikoo, 2004,
Foster et al., 2010; Mokina, 2014; Mosley, 2007ldéf et al., 2010).

Moreover, in light of this first implication, we kweowledge that for
practitioners it may be a difficult task to aligmdamanage multiple organizational
images. Important in this context is the link betwethe human resource
department and the marketing department (Cable7;2B6ster et al., 2010;
Martin, Beaumont, Doig, & Pate, 2005; Rao et ab0Q4). Both marketers and
human resources specialist need to align theirtefeind should be aware of the
impact of their actions on each other’s image dhjes. Furthermore, they need
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to avoid unintended side effects such as creatmfusion among stakeholders
through inconsistent signals (Ashforth & Krein€d02 Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004;
Foster et al., 2010; Wilden et al., 2010). For example, organizations with lower
product images may find it harder to attract higsiylled human capital, as job
seekers are less aware of the organization as plogen. Similarly, if product
brands are seen as unattractive, job seekers maselbetant to consider
employment with the organization. Hence, in a rigrent context, a coherent
and aligned internal belief between different orgational departments and
external image messages will be crucial for efiectimage management.

Finally, we should mention that the alignment dfedient organizational
images should not be seen as a single best “nailtiige management” practice
in a recruitment context. Specifically, not everganizational image (i.e., pro-
environmental and financial images) was relatedrg@mnizations’ attractiveness
and other organizational images. Hence, for thpseific organizational images
alignment may not be necessary and/or useful taitetalented employees.
Moreover, sometimes alignment between multiple migdional images may not
be possible. For example, the spill-over betweenpioduct image of Douwe
Egberts and its employer image was limited wherotiganization was owned by
Sara Lee Corporations. Nowadays, as Douwe Egbedanie an independent
organization and employer, the association betweeproduct and employer
Image may be more apparent.
Conclusion

This study provides evidence for the usefulnesamtimbrella branding
perspective in a recruitment context. Specificafyart from organizations’ image
as an employer their social involvement image arwtiyct image might also
influence their ability to attract talented emplegeFor practitioners this implies
that during recruitment they should take more oizgional images into account
than solely their image as an employer and as ateladvised to apply, when
relevant, a multiple image management approach.
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FOOTNOTES

1There also exist official rankings of organizatidivsancial performance.
These rankings include objective measures of orgéions’ profits, profit
changes, revenue changes, and assets.

2 The subtraction of other random subsamples resintdte same pattern
of results.
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CHAPTER 4

CHANGING THINGS UP IN RECRUITMENT : EFFECTS OF A
“STRANGE” RECRUITMENT MEDIUM ON APPLICANT PooL
QUANTITY AND QUALITY 123

In a field experiment, we investigated the impdcta d'strange” recruitment
medium on the quantity and quality of the appligamdl. Recruiting through an
unusual medium (i.e., postcard) was associated Wwither applicant pool
guantity, as compared to a more frequently usediumedi.e., e-mail). With
respect to quality, applicants recruited througle $trange medium were higher
educated. A follow-up questionnaire confirmed thatmedia were perceived to
differ in strangeness, not in media richness odir#ity. These results suggest
that “changing things up” in recruitment by emplagistrange recruitment media
can positively affect key recruitment outcomes.

This study has been published in Journal of Océmipaltand Organizational Psychology:
Cromheecke, S., Van Hoye, G., & Lievens, F. (20CBianging things up in recruitment:
Effects of a ‘strange’ recruitment medium on apolicpool quantity and qualityournal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 860-416. doi: 10.1111/joop.12018

2A previous version of this study was presenteth@i®nnual Conference of the Society for
Industrial and Organizational Psychology: Cromhee&, Van Hoye, G., & Lievens, F.
(2012, April). Effects of “strange” recruitment maan applicant quantity and quality. In J.
E. Slaughter (Chair)\ew directions in research on recruitment in orgations Symposium
conducted at the 27th Annual Conference of thee®ptor Industrial and Organizational
Psychology, San Diego, CA, US.

3A previous version of this study was presenteth@tfutch-Flemish Research Meeting on
Personnel Selection and Recruitment: Cromheeck®,a®.Hoye, G., & Lievens, F. (2011,
October).Employer branding: Differentiation through the redment mediumPaper
presented at the 6th Dutch-Flemish Research Meetirigersonnel Selection and
Recruitment, Erasmus University, Rotterdam, Ne#mat$.
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| NTRODUCTION

Nowadays, organizations must stand out from themmetitors to become
an employer of choice, making recruitment one a thost crucial human
resource functions for organizational success (Bybea2013). Cable (2007)
recommends that organizations ask the right questtout what makes them
distinct from competing organizations and credtpacial saucethat ishard for
competitors to imitate yet loved by consumers anpleyees. To this end,
“strange” recruitment activities can be a valuasset for organizations to attract
potential applicants’ attention and stay compaetitivthe labor market. Strange is
defined as “out of the ordinary; unusual or strgkidiffering from the normal”
(Cable, 2007, p. 1).

So far, recruitment research has paid little aitberds to how organizations
can differentiate themselves in terms of recruithvastivities (Breaugh, 2013).
As one exception, Barber and Roehling (1993) faimadl unusual information in
job advertisements received more attention thaemommon information. Their
study focused on the effect of a strange recruitmegssagewhereas little is
known about the impact of a strange recruitm@aediumon key recruitment
outcomes.

Therefore, we conducted a field experiment comgathe effect of a
strange recruitment medium on organizational aitacto a more common
medium. Importantly, actual measures of applicaal guantity and quality were
assessed. To verify whether our findings could thebated to the medium’s
strangeness, a follow-up study was conducted, miagspotential applicants’
perceptions of both recruitment media.

STRANGE RECRUITMENT MEDIUM

Consistent with Cable (2007), we define a stramgeuitment medium as
an unusual and original way to recruit potentiagleants that is clearly different
from how most companies are communicating job veieanThe social cognition
literature offers theoretical evidence explainingnywa strange recruitment
medium may be a good way to improve applicant etta. Specifically, social
cognition research indicates that people use sdiigit describe the sequences of
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expected events in a given situation (e.g., remerit). These scripts determine
not only the sequences of behavior, but also tieat@dn people devote to events.
Information relevant for the situation but incomsrg with the script pops out and
receives more attention (Smith & Collins, 2009).

Recruiting in a strange and unusual way is likelyoeé inconsistent with
potential applicants’ recruitment scripts. Thislatmn of existing scripts may
make certain stimuli (e.g., recruitment media) msakent than others (Corbetta
& Shulman, 2002). Therefore, strange recruitmendienare expected to attract
more attention from potential applicants, resuliim@ higher number of people
willing to apply for a job (i.e., applicant pool ajotity).

Hypothesis 1: A strange recruitment medium wilabsociated with higher
applicant pool quantity than a more common medium.

Moreover, we expect the use of a strange recruitmedium to also affect
applicant pool quality (i.e., applicants’ charaidtes such as education and work
experience). Specifically, the population of highality applicants is
characterized by high levels of employment (Bosw&iinmerman, & Swider,
2012). As such, these much sought after candidategypically not actively
looking for new job opportunities (i.e., passivd® jseekers) and job openings
distributed through common recruitment media watdly be noticed (Breaugh,
2013). Hence, organizations might benefit from gstrange recruitment media
to attract the attention of these passive highiyupb applicants and as such
promote their initial decisions to apply (Jonesul&h & Chapman, 2006).
Therefore, we expect that more high-quality applisavill apply when strange
media are used.

Hypothesis 2: A strange recruitment medium wilabsociated with higher
applicant pool quality than a more common medium.
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METHOD

Field Experiment

In this field experiment, we collaborated with tBelgian division of a
well-established technology firm that struggleaeoruit qualified engineers. As
almost each organization recruiting engineers u$es same media, this
organization sought a “strange” way to attract ptié applicants’ attention.
Therefore, in the first condition, we used a steamgcruitment medium that
differed from the usual way in which engineers exeruited. Specifically, a
seemingly handwritten picture-postcard was sergdiential applicants’ home
address. In the second condition, an e-mail was teepotential applicants
Nowadays, almost all organizations are using theermet for recruiting
applicants. Therefore, recruiting through e-maih ¢ considered as an often
used and unsurprising medium. Given that we watatesamine the effect of the
recruitment medium, the job vacancy’s content aebuit were kept constant
across the two conditions.

To verify whether the postcard represented a “g&anrecruitment
medium, an online pilot survey asked 55 Belgianieegys (94.5% male; mean
age = 36.7 year§D = 9.2) to indicate the frequency of receiving j@rancies
through various media in the past six months, uaifige-point rating scale (1 =
never 5 =veryfrequently Blau, 1994). As expected, a postcavti« 1.07;SD=
0.26) was a significantly less frequently used medifor recruiting Belgian
engineers than an e-mali(= 3.09;SD= 1.02),t(54) = -14.08p < .001,d = -
3.83.

Sample and Procedure

Our data were collected during an actual recruitnpeacess. A Belgian
job site extracted a sample of 1,997 potentialiappts (88% male; mean age =
33.5 yearsSD= 8.7; 78% higher educated; 38% > ten years of \eagerience)
from their database, who had indicated their irsteir® engineering jobs. About
half (965) of the potential applicants were random$signed to the postcard
condition, whereas the other 1,032 potential appl€ were assigned to the e-
mail condition. Statistical analyses revealed mmificant differences between
the two conditions in terms of demographic variable
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Applicant Pool Measures

We gathered indices of actual applicant behaviat were computed from
the databases of the job site and the recruitimarozation. The number of
applicants (i.e., the number of people that apdiedhe job by submitting their
resume) was used as an indicatorapplicant pool quantityCollins & Han,
2004). To test our hypothesis, we compared the w@tithe number of actual
applicants relative to the number of potential aggpits addressed in each
condition.

In line with recommendations (Carlson, ConnerleyM&cham, 2002),
multiple indices ofapplicant pool qualitywere selected (see Table 1). The first
two measures, level of education and work expeegmce widely accepted
signals of applicant pool quality (Rynes & Barb#990). As a third indicator,
recruiter’'s quality perceptions were taken intocard. That is, the recruiter
evaluated applicants’ resumes and decided whethénvite them for a job
interview.

Follow-Up Questionnaire

A follow-up study examined whether potential apphts perceived the
postcard as significantly more strange than theag{mt not differently in terms
of media richness and credibility, ruling out pdiahalternative explanations
(Cable & Yu, 2006). The 1,997 potential applicafmtsn the field experiment
were contacted by e-mail two weeks after receihmg postcard or e-mail. In
total, 210 individuals (86% male; mean age = 38&ySD= 8.7; 85.6% higher
educated; 50% > ten years of work experience) cetaplan anonymous follow-
up questionnaire (response rate = 10.5%). Each itemmdcontained 105
individuals, with no significant differences intes of demographic variables.

The strangenes®f the medium was measured with three items frioen t
originality dimension of the Creativity Product Smmiic Differential Scale
(White & Smith, 2001) (see Table 2 for all itemstloé follow-up questionnaire).
Media richnessvas assessed by Webster and Trevino’s (1995), siaisisting
of four subscales: language variety, multiplicify)caes, personal focus, and two-
way communication. To measure gredibility of the medium, three items were
used from Van Hoye and Lievens (2007).



Table 1

Comparison of Applicant Pool Quality Between thetPard and E-mail Condition

Postcardl{ = 51) E-mail N = 11)
Variable N (%) N (%) Va df p w
Level of educatioh 4.49 1 .03 27
High school education 8 (16.30) 5 (45.50)
Higher education 41 (83.70) 6 (54.50)
Work experience (Years) 4.39 4 .36 27
Less than 1 4 (7.80) (0)
Between 1 and 2 2 (3.90) 1(9.10)
Between 3 and 5 10 (19.60) (0)
Between 6 and 10 8 (15.70) 3 (27.30)
More than 10 27 (52.90) 7 (63.60)
Invitation for job interview 1.21 1 27 14
No 33 (64.70) 9 (81.80)
Yes 18 (35.30) 2 (18.20)

Note.Categories were defined by the organizatiéimr two applicants in the postcard condition thiimation was missingWe measured the level of relevant engineering
work experiencet The recruiter was blind for the recruitment sowuand evaluated potential applicants’ resumes todéewhether or not to invite them for a job intewie



Table 2

Results of the Follow-Up Questionnaire on Recruithddedium Characteristics

PostcardN = 105) E-mail N = 105)

Variable M SD M SD t df d
Strangeness 5.92 0.93 5.60 0.98 A7 2.43 208 .02 0.34
Media richness 4.84 1.03 4.87 0.94 .84 -0.23 208 .82 -0.03

Language variety 5.73 1.03 5.43 1.13 A7 2.01 208 .05 0.28
Multiplicity of cues 4.36 1.34 451 1.10 .70 -0.90 208 37 -0.13
Personal focus 4.98 1.45 4.88 1.42 .68 0.48 208 .63 0.07

Two-way communication 4.26 1.39 4.65 1.21 .83 -2.17 208 .03 -0.30
Credibility* 4.90 1.29 4.98 1.18 .83 -0.49 208 .62 -0.07

Note.Except for strangeness, the items were rated epart rating scale ranging from égqmpletely disagrgdo 7 completely agree?Three items were rated on a semantic

differential rating scale. | found the [postcarenail]: overused (1) - novel (7); usual (1) - unais(¥); predictable (1) - surprising (P)Each subscale included two items.
Language variety: The [postcard, e-mail] used &anH varied language; transmitted varied symboldtiMigity of cues: The [postcard, e-mail] carrisgmbolic meaning in
addition to the actual words; told me a lot abbetdrganization beyond what was said. Personakfokhe [postcard, e-mail] was targeted to me peadbgrcommunicated to
me with a great deal of interpersonal warmth. Twaswommunication: The [postcard, e-mail] provided bpportunity to communicate with the organizgtimmovided the
opportunity to receive feedback. The CFA of thenkigorder model (four lower-order factors loadimgame higher-order factor) showed a good fit todht,3(16) = 31.45,
p < .01,CFl =.977,RMSEA= .068,SRMR= 044 2/df = 1.97.°The scale included three items: | found the [pastca-mail] accurate; believable; reliable.
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RESULTS

Of the 1,997 potential applicants, 62 persons #Hgtagpplied, with 51
(82%) coming from the postcard condition and 11%)18rom the e-mail
condition. Considering the ratio of actual versugeptial applicants in each
condition, 51 of 965 (5%) potential applicants reicgy the postcard actually
applied versus 11 of 1,032 (1%) potential applisa®iceiving the e-mail. In
support of H1, the strange recruitment medium vege@ated with substantially
higher applicant pool quantity than a more freglyainded mediunmy?(1) = 29.51,
p<.001,w=0.12.

Next, we used the sample of actual applicadts §2) to test for differences
in applicants’ quality characteristics (see TableAbplicants who applied after
receiving the postcard were significantly more lyki® be higher educated than
applicants responding to the e-mail (84% versus )59%¢garding recruiter’s
guality ratings, 35% of the postcard applicantsenerited for a job interview
versus only 18% of the e-mail applicants. Howetlas, difference did not reach
statistical significance. Finally, we observed mgmsicant difference between the
two conditions in terms of work experience. Soréhgas partial support for H2.

As shown in Table 2, follow-up questionnaire anesysndicated that
potential applicants perceived the postcard asfggntly stranger than the e-
mail. There were no differences in perceived ovenaddia richnessand
credibility.

DISCUSSION

This field experiment showed that using a strargguitment medium
generated considerably more applicants with a hi¢gdneel of education than
recruiting through a frequently used medium. Ireliwith social cognition
principles, recruiting in a strange way that défénom what competitors are doing
is likely to be inconsistent with recruitment se¢sip enhancing potential
applicants’ attention, attraction, and intentiorapply.

In terms of practical implications, this study sagty that organizations
may increase recruitment effectiveness by “changimps up” and employing
“strange” recruitment media (Cable, 2007). Speailjc we found that in this
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particular study an unusual medium such as a pasgemnerated about five times
more actual applicants than using a common meduain 8s an e-mail. Note that
low application rates are typical when recruitinggeeers, so that the 5%
response for the postcard was regarded as highelngtruiting organization. On
the basis of the utility calculations of Carlsonaét(2002), our finding implies
that when the organization hires for instance tethese applicantsN) who
remain in their job for five yearsI), the postcard is associated with a utility
increaseAU) of 23,352 euros over the e-mail, with educatexrel as an indicator
of applicant quality £Z,=.29 andr,,~.10) and estimating the standard deviation
of job performanceSD,)) at 16,540 euros (40% of the average gross asalsly

of engineers with ten years of work experience @lgigim) and the additional
cost of the postcardAC, printing and stamps) at 730 euros. Therefore, we
encourage organizations to further experiment withsual recruitment media to
differentiate themselves in the labour market (&5gogle billboard).

A limitation of this study is the small sample siak actual applicants
resulting in lower power for the quality measdrebhis is a result from our
research design: It isherent of a real-life recruitment context thathet end of
the recruitment process sample sizes become sAwkhnother limitation, our
study deals with only one organization, one vacaany two recruitment media.
In line with our definition of a strange recruitmenedium, it is likely that what
constitutes a strange medium depends on what dicenpetitors on the labor
market are doing and therefore differs across joebmpanies, and industries.
Thus, rather than identifying a single “best maahactice”, this field experiment
puts forth “media strangeness” as a more geneidgtree-based principle, which
recruiters might take into account when selectirgglian for communicating job
postings. Finally, to assess applicant pool qualitg were restricted to three
indices provided by the organization. It would eeresting to investigate
additional indicators of applicant quality in fuéuresearch, such as person-
organization fit.

Notwithstanding these limitations, our results premising and warrant
future research on the role of strange recruitmmaatiia and activities. For
example, we encourage future research to investgatential applicants’ image
perceptions as a possible mediator of the reldtiprizetween strange recruitment
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media and applicant pool characteristics. As ogitnal image perceptions are
crucial factors explaining potential applicants’'trattion to organizations
(Lievens, Van Hoye, & Schreurs, 2005), they migéipto explain the positive
effect of strange recruitment activities.
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FOOTNOTES

1To avoid spam-filters, the e-mails were sent inrtame of the recruiting
organization but from the job site’s e-mail addreas all people deliberately
subscribed to the job site, it was unlikely thahaHs were blocked.

2 There were neither significant differences betwtenpostcard and e-
mail on the higher-order factor media richness, owrthe subscales language
variety, multiplicity of cues, and personal foc¥ge did observe a significant
difference between the postcard and e-mail for Wwagy- communication.
However, the postcard scorkedver on two-way communication than the e-mail,
which makes sense given that it is probably edsiezply to an e-mail than to a
postcard. As this effect is in the opposite di@ctit cannot explain the observed
differences between the two conditions in appligadl quantity and quality.

3 In 2004, Google placed an anonymous billboardilicd® Valley with
"{first 10-digit prime found in consecutive digitsf e}.com." on it. The answer
q7427466391}.com” led to another equation whichumn led to another one and
so on. In the end, the few remaining contestante werited for a job interview
in the Google headquarters.

4 Post hoc power analyses were conducted utilizingo@er3. With an
alpha level of .05, a sample size of 62, and theenked effect sizes, achieved
power was .58 for level of education, .35 for wakperience, and .20 for
recruiter’s evaluation.
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CHAPTER 5

MOVING BEYOND ATTITUDES AND INTENTIONS: OBJECTIVE
ATTRIBUTES, SUBJECTIVE ATTRIBUTES, AND RECRUITMENT
COMMUNICATION CHARACTERISTICS AS PREDICTORS OF
ACTUAL APPLICATION DECISIONS?

On the basis of implicit content theories develdjpedinderstanding job choices,
this field study examines objective attributes, jective attributes, and

recruitment communication characteristics as preuhs of job seekers’ actual
application decisions in the first phase of reamaint. In a sample of 158 job
seekers, we found that objective attributes (Werk-life balance, co-workers),
subjective attributes (i.e., competence), and rnéTeNt communication
characteristics (i.e., informativeness) were pwosiiy related to actual application
decisions. In addition, some of these relationsgse strengthened by job
seekers’ perceptions of the recruitment commuraoai credibility. Relative

importance analysis showed that objective factoraden an important

contribution to the variance in actual applicatiolecisions. From a theoretical
point of view, these results support the role géliait content theories to study
job seekers’ decisions in the first phase of rdanent. At a practical level,
implications for recruitment practices are discusse

A previous version of this study was presentechatAnnual Meeting of the Academy of
Management: Cromheecke, S., Van Hoye, G., & LieyvEng014, August). Beyond intention:
Organizational image and job advertisements asgioed of application decisions. In G. Van
Hoye & J. E. Slaughter (Chaird)lew directions in employer branding research: Mangg
organizations' image as an employ8ymposium conducted at the 74th Annual Meetinfef
Academy of Management, Philadelphia, PA, US.
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| NTRODUCTION

We have virtually no information about how prefaesnand intentions are
converted into actual job choicegRynes, 1991, p. 436).

“It is exceedingly clear that recruitment researfdcusing on objective
decision outcomes lags far behind existing researchttitudes and intentiohs
(Harold, Uggerslev, & Kraichy, 2013, p. 25).

These two quotes indicate that for the past 25syesaruitment research
has primarily focused on attitudes (e.g., percewgghnizational attractiveness)
and intentions (e.g., application intentions), #gr largely neglecting actual
decisions (e.g., actual application decisions)eédj prior recruitment research
extensively studied the antecedents of organizati@ttractiveness and job
seekers’ intentions to apply (Chapman, Uggerslarrdll, Piansentin, & Jones,
2005; Uggerslev, Fassina, & Kraichy, 2012). Howewdthough attitudes and
intentions may be important prerequisites for aggion decisions, positive
attitudes and intentions do not ensure that aniggmn will actually follow
(Chapman et al., 2005; Harold et al., 2013; Ugegerst al., 2012). For instance,
even when job seekers find an organization attracs an employer they may
decide, for several reasons, not to apply. As thebeseekers never enter
subsequent recruitment phases, organizations rlagétvaluable human capital
(Barber, 1998; Cable, 2007; Dineen & Soltis, 2(Edwards, 2010). Despite the
theoretical and practical importance of understagqdob seekers’ decisions,
possible factors that might influence their applara decisions have remained
virtually unexplored.

Therefore, researchers have expressed the needvi® Imeyond attitudes
and intentions by examining which factors are eslato actual application
decisions (Barber, 1998; Breaugh & Starke, 200@ptan et al., 2005; Harold
et al., 2013; Ployhart, 2006). This study will w$assic implicit content theories
as a framework to elaborate on factors that asta@lto job seekers’ application
decisions (Behling, Labovits, & Gainer, 1968; Chapmet al., 2005).
Specifically, we respond to the need for recruitt@search to move beyond
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attitudes and intentions, by investigating the edéhtial impact of objective
attributes (Lievens & Highhouse, 2003), subjectiaiributes (Lievens &
Highhouse, 2003), and recruitment communicatiorragtaristics (Allen, Van
Scotter, & Otondo, 2004; Collins, 2007; Walker &ldjosa, 2013) on application
decisions. Furthermore, we try to determine thatined importance of each factor
in determining job seekers’ application decisiond axamine how recruitment
communication characteristics may interact with egbye and subjective
attributes. Our hypotheses and research questieretasted in a sample of actual
job seekers viewing an online job posting.

APPLICATION DECISIONS

Barber (1998) indicated that the recruitment prescesnsists of three
phases: (1) application generation, (2) maintaiajpglicants, and (3) influencing
applicant status. During these phases both orgammzaand job seekers have to
make important decisions that will influence thether course of recruitment.
Specifically, job seekers must decide (1) to ajplthe first phase, (2) to remain
an active job applicant or to withdraw in the set@hase, and (3) to accept or
reject a job offer in the third phase. Hence, wenéeapplication decisions as the
decisions that job seekers make during the firasplof recruitment in whether
to submit an application of employment (Barber,&39arold et al., 2013).

So far recruitment research has mainly made pregmasnderstanding and
predicting the attitudes job seekers hold towam®m@@anization and their job
pursuit intentions (Breaugh, 2013; Harold et ab]12 Highhouse & Hoffman,
2001; Saks, 2005; Taylor & Collins, 2000; Uggersttval., 2012). Based on
models of behavioral prediction (e.g., theory ofs@ned action [Azjen &
Fishbein, 1977] and theory of planned behavior ¢Ajz 1991]), previous
recruitment studies assumed that job seekergia@éts towards an organization as
an employer predict application intentions, whichturn predict application
decisions. For instance, Allen et al. (2004) fouhdt attitudes towards the
organization were positively related to attitudesdrds joining the organization
(r = .48), which were positively related to intensofi = .51), which were
positively related to job choice decisions £ .24). As prior research was
optimistic about the predictive utility of intentie based on empirical research,
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sometimes even reporting correlations in the .5Qedetween intentions and job
choice, (Barber, 1998; Ajzen, 1991) these attitumlas intentions served as key
dependent variables in most recruitment studiesb@a 1998; Harold et al.,
2013; Ployhart, 2006). For example, the meta-ammabfsChapman et al. (2005)
included 38 predictors of organizational attraatiess and application intentions
against only 13 predictors of job choice and zeredigtors of application
decisions. However, their results also indicatet i@ relationship between
attitudes, intentions, and subsequent decisioas [ob choice decisions) might
not be straightforward. As compared to the predsctif job seekers’ attitudes
(mearp =.32) and intentions (mear= .33), the predictors of job choice decisions
had either small effects (mearr .11) or were not significant (Chapman et al.,
2005). This meta-analysis also indicates that peoruitment studies have mainly
focused on job choice decisions in the third phaSeecruitment instead of
application decisions in the first phase of recneint.

Taken together, these results demonstrate thatretenfactors related to
job seekers’ decisions during the first phase ofuiément in whether to submit
an application of employment remain underinvestigatlTherefore, this study
applies implicit content theories, developed tapmigob choice, to the first phase
of recruitment to investigate the factors that associated with job seekers’
application decisions (Behling et al., 1968; Chapraaal., 2005; Harold et al.,
2013).

IMPLICIT CONTENT THEORIES

Implicit content theories focus on the attributesl anformation that job
seekers use when deciding between multiple jolyffgter reviewing the extant
literature on the recruitment content affectjoly choicedecisions, Behling et al.
(1968) identified three theories: Objective facttheories, subjective factors
theories, and critical contact theories. As thdsoities constantly returned in
different studies, Behling et al. (1968) labelednth“implicit content theories of
position selection” (p. 14). Although implicit camt theories were first
introduced approximately four decades ago theY r&rhain influential in the
recruitment domain. We take these broad theoriepawst of departure to
formulate hypotheses about the factors that mayeteted to job seekers’



BEYOND ATTITUDES AND INTENTIONS 137

application decisions because prior recruitmerdgaash (Barber, 1998; Harold et
al., 2013) and the meta-analysis of Chapman &2805) found that implicit
content factors were related to job choice decssidgks these factors seem to
influence decisions in the third recruitment phagey might offer some
promising possibilities for studying the factorsatthare associated with job
seekers’ decisions in earlier phases of recruitmBmerefore, the current study
adapts the terminology (see Table 1) of implicihtemt theories to the first
recruitment phase (Barber, 1998; Behling et al§8hapman et al., 2005;
Harold et al., 2013) and operationalizes the thneglicit content factors as
follows: Objective attributes, subjective attribgite and recruitment
communication characteristics (Allen et al., 20@llins, 2007; Lievens &
Highhouse, 2003; Walker & Hinojosa, 2013). Below #iscuss each of these
factors and their expected effects.

Objective Attributes

Behling et al. (1968) postulated that job seekeesght the costs and
benefits associated with employment based on thereint objective attributes
and that the weightings of all these differentilatttes (i.e., attractiveness,
advantages, disadvantages, and importance) sum aip overall decision with
respect to job choice. Applied to the first phalseoruitment, objective attributes
are similar to the instrumental image attributescdbed in recent recruitment
and organizational image research (Barber, 1998p@ian et al., 2005; Harold
et al., 2013). These attributes represent objectivacrete, and factual job or
organizational characteristics (e.g., pay and ptampd that are inherent to
organizations (Lievens, 2007; Lievens & Highous#)3. They satisfy utilitarian
needs of people by maximizing benefits and miningztosts (Katz, 1960; Van
Hoye, Bas, Cromheecke, & Lievens, 2013).

Generally, previous studies in the recruitmentdfielemonstrated that
objective attributes (e.g., job content and loagtiare positively related to job
seekers’ perceptions of an organization’s attrackss as an employer in the first
phase of recruitment (Chapman et al., 2005; Lievgdighhouse, 2003; Van
Hoye et al., 2013; Uggerslev et al., 2012). Somaeer studies conducted in the
early eighties used a policy capturing approachfandd evidence that location
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and salary are related to major students’ apptioatiecisions (Rynes & Lawler,
1983; Rynes, Schwab, & Heneman, 1983).

Table 1

Overview of the Terminology Used in This Study
Implicit content theories applied in

Characteristic Implicit content theories (1968) this study

Predictors Objective factors Objective attributes
Subjective factors Subjective attributes
Critical contact factors Recruitment communication

characteristics

Outcome Job choice decisions Actual applicationsitats
Recruitment phase  Third First
Influencing applicant status Application generation
Job seekers decide to accept or rejedtob seekers decide to apply or not
job offer
Processes Job seekers are not able to distingdikle technological advances (e.g.,
among employment opportunities onwebsites like Glassdoor and The
the basis of the objective and Vault) have made access to objective

subjective factors because (1) they attributes and subjective attributes
will have insufficient contact with the fairly effortless. Hence, objective
organization to gather information  attributes, subjective attributes, and
about these factors and (2) due to theecruitment communication

efforts of the organizations to conveycharacteristics can each

a positive image on the objective  simultaneously predict job seekers’
factors these factors will be perceiveapplication decisions.

as fairly similar. Hence, job seekers

will use the critical contact factors to

make a final position selection.

Furthermore, Collins and Stevens (2002) found tpatceptions of
objective attributes were positively associatedhwstudents’ self-reported
application decisions. Finally, in the meta-anaysf Chapman et al. (2005)
objective job and organizational attributes were arf the relatively better
predictors of job choicep(= .09). Given the theoretical and empirical evidenc
for the role of objective attributes, we expectttjud seekers’ perceptions of
objective attributes will not only be positivelylaged to job seekers’ attitudes,
intentions, and latter job choice decisions bub dts their initial application
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decisions (Behling et al., 1968; Collins & Steve?2@02; Lievens & Highhouse,
2003; Van Hoye & Saks, 2011).

Hypothesis 1: Job seekers’ perceptions of objecsiitabutes will be
positively associated with their actual applicatidecisions.

Subjective Attributes

According to the subjective factors theory job deodecisions are also
influenced by job seekers’ personal feelings, eomsti and motives (Behling et
al., 1968). As people seek psychological needllindint by employment with an
organization these subjective attributes are usadake assessments about the
core values of the organization and the organia&ipersonality (Barber, 1998;
Behling et al., 1968). Indeed, recent recruitméundies have revealed that, in the
early phases of recruitment, job seekers ascrilagstrto organizations.
(Highhouse, Brooks, & Gregarus, 2009; Lievens &fthguse, 2003; Slaughter,
Zickar, Highhouse, & Mohr, 2004). For example, deaopferred to organizations
as innovative, whereas others were seen as pmstigHence, these attributes
represent subjective, abstract, and intangibletstrge.g., sincerity and
competence) and are also referred to as persotrditynferences (Slaughter et
al., 2004). These personality trait inferencesaleed to people’s social identity
and refer to their need to enhance their self-iraggto express themselves in
the broader social context (Aaker, 1996; Highhotié®rnbury, & Little, 2007).

Similar to the objective attributes, previous réongnt studies found that
subjective attributes seem to be positively reldearganizations’ attractiveness
as an employer in the first phase of recruitmeme\gns & Highhouse, 2003;
Highhouse et al., 2007; Schreurs, Druart, Proo$defVitte, 2009; Van Hoye et
al., 2013). Furthermore, Lievens (2007) found thalbjective attributes were
related to organizational attractiveness among npiale applicants, actual
applicants, and employees. However, despite thesitipe association with
organizational attractiveness, researchers alsdioneal that initial impressions
of the subjective attributes might be differentiaklated to job seekers’ decisions
in the different phases of recruitment (Ryan & Plaxt, 2000). Specifically, as
during the first phase of recruitment job seekeny dlave limited information
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about an organization as an employer that is t{fgicaore trait-like, subjective
attributes may be more strongly associated witHiegtpon decisions than with
the decisions job seekers make in later recruitiplkases (Barber, 1998). Hence,
researchers have expressed the need to furthestigate the relationship
between subjective attributes and job seekers’'saws in the first phase of
recruitment (Chapman et al., 2005; Harold et &13 Uggerslev et al., 2012).
On the basis of this theoretical and empirical entk, we expect that perceptions
of subjective attributes will play a significantlean job seekers’ applications
decisions.

Hypothesis 2: Job seekers’ perceptions of subedhttributes will be
positively associated with their actual applicatidecisions.

Recruitment Communication Characteristics

Critical contact theory states that because jolkesseonly have limited
information about an organization as an employay timust also rely on
recruitment contacts to differentiate between ogions. As such, job seekers
also focus on characteristics that are relatedhd¢orécruitment process itself to
make decisions and to distinguish among employno@pbrtunities (Barber,
1998; Behling et al., 1968).

Applied to the first phase of recruitment it se¢ha job seekers not solely
focus on the information they receive but also lwwmw they receive this
information to make decisions. For example, thatfirecruitment phase is
characterized by little interpersonal contact awthmunication between the
different parties. Job seekers typically receiferimation through job postings,
friends and acquaintances not directly associatéa tive organization, social
media, or other more formal recruitment communarati Recruitment
communication refers to the methods organizatioses to attract their future
employees and can influence job seekers’ reacindgerceptions of the job and
the organization (Griffeth, Tenbrink, & Robinsor)13). Previous recruitment
research suggested that recruitment communicaliaracteristics may influence
organizations’ attractiveness as an employer (C&bYai, 2006; Collins, 2007,
Collins & Stevens, 2002; Griffeth et al., 2013; RgnBretz, & Gerhart, 1991).
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For instance, an unclear job posting on an untmshy website may negatively
stand out to job seekers, leading to withdrawainfrihe recruitment process
(Allen et al., 2004; Barber & Roehling, 1993; Bé&ltPaolillo, 1982; Walker &
Hinojosa, 2013). Therefore, in this study two kegruitment communication
characteristics that are relevant in the contextezision outcomes will be taken
into account: Perceived level of credibility andommativeness of recruitment
communication (Allen et al., 2004; Cable & Yu, 20&yan, Horvath, & Kriska,
2005; Williamson, Lepak, & King, 2003).

Credibility. Perceived credibility is based on individuals’ gtions of
accuracy, appropriateness, and believability ofatmunication they receive.
As individuals attach varying degrees of credipitt communication, this may
influence their acceptance of the information thegeive (Eisend, 2004;
Hovland, Irvin, & Harold, 1953; Pornpitakpan, 200&pecifically, persuasion
research indicated that if an individual perceis@gain communication as having
high credibility, the individual is more receptit@ that communication and is
more likely to be persuaded (Pornpitakpan, 200d@r Pesearch in the field of
communication and persuasion showed a positivecteféé credibility on
individuals’ attitudes, cognitions, intentions, amgen subsequent behavior
(Eisend, 2004; Hovland et al., 1953; Pornpitak@2&g4).

In addition, prior recruitment research showed thatv recruitment
communication is perceived in terms of credibilifluenced job seekers’
attitudes and intentions (Cable & Turban, 2001hé&tisllgen, & Hoyer, 1979;
Van Hoye & Lievens, 2007, 2009). As recruitment awmications may vary in
the degree to which job seekers perceive themasdimg credible information
about the employment experience, this might alpde@x their differential effects
on job seekers’ decisions (Allen et al., 2004; €a&bliTurban, 2001; Cable & Yu,
2006; Fisher et al., 1979; Van Hoye & Lievens, 2ai009). Specifically, on the
basis of the credibility framework, we expect thatedible recruitment
communication (i.e., providing credible informati@bout the employment
experience) is more persuasive and may positiveffluence job seekers’
application decisions (Allen et al., 2004; CableT&rban, 2001; Eisend, 2004;
Griffeth et al., 2013; Van Hoye & Lievens, 2009).
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Hypothesis 3: Job seekers’ perceptions of the biki of the recruitment
communication will be positively associated witkitlactual application
decisions.

Informativeness. Informativeness can be defined as the extent talwhi
communication provides information that helps toscdminate between
interpretations, alternatives, and categorizatio@mmunication that is
perceived as informative is more likely to be ugadqudgment and choice than
ambiguous communication (Feldman & Lynch, 1988;rH&ardes, & Kim,
1991; Williamson et al., 2003).

Hence, recruitment communication that allows joékees to discriminate
between possible employers will be perceived asindtive (i.e., the recruitment
communication is relevant, detailed, and sufficikmtprospective employees to
assess the employment experience; Ryan et al.) 2008her words, recruitment
communication is informative when it helps job saskdecide whether a specific
organization might be a good or bad place to wB&t(& Paolillo, 1982; Collins,
2007; Feldman & Lynch, 1988; Ryan et al., 2005; &yrl1991). The higher the
level of informativeness of the recruitment comneation, the more likely that
this communication will influence job seekers’ tafties and later decisions.
Indeed, prior recruitment research found that mfativeness positively
influenced job seekers’ attractiveness to the argdéion and their intentions to
apply (Barber & Roehling, 1993; Ryan et al., 200jliamson et al., 2003).
Furthermore, Lee, Hwang, and Yeh (2013) found fgoent communication’s
concreteness and specificity (i.e., provides a il@etadescription of the
organization as a place to work) to be an impoitghiential factor for attracting
and keeping job seekers’ attention. On the badisaske theoretical and empirical
findings we expect that informative recruitment coumication may positively
influence job seekers’ actual application decisi@@arber & Roehling, 1993;
Collins, 2007, Lee et al., 2013; Ryan et al., 20084liamson et al., 2003).

Hypothesis 4. Job seekers’ perceptions of the métiveness of the
recruitment communication will be positively assted with their actual
application decisions.
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Relative Importance of Implicit Content Factors

Behling et al. (1968) posited that the three tygfdactors have a sequential
influence on job seekers’ application decisionsedc#rally, they assumed that
job seekers first gather information about the ciioje attributes. Next, their focus
shifts to information about the subjective attrémitHowever, job seekers would
be unable to distinguish among employment oppadrasmsolely on the basis of
objective and subjective attributes (i.e., they areble to gather enough
differentiating information and the information ible strongly influenced by the
organization) and gather (dis)confirming informati@bout these attributes
through critical and direct contact with the orgamtion. However, implicit
content theories were developed prior to the teldynmal advances enjoyed in
the twenty-first century (Barber, 1998; Harold ét, £2013). For instance,
nowadays job seekers can see real employee salagad reviews of
organizations as an employer, and consult employkings on social media
websites such as “Glassdoor” and “The Vault”. Ashsihe contention that job
seekers are “blank slates” when entering the reoauit process is probably no
longer valid and job seekers’ decisions to apply mabased on different factors
(Collins, 2007). Hence, objective attributes, satwye attributes, and recruitment
communication characteristics might simultaneouslfluence job seekers’
application decisions (Allen et al., 2004; Bard&€98; Barber & Roehling, 1993;
Collins & Stevens, 2002; Ryan et al., 2005; Haetldl., 2013).

So far, no studies have explored how the effectsethree content factors
on job seekers’ application decisions compare wébh other. In other words,
what is their relative importance in determininglagation decisions? Therefore,
In this study we examine the relative importancelgéctive attributes, subjective
attributes, and recruitment communication charattes (i.e., credibility and
informativeness) in determining job seekers’ agtlan decisions. As we do not
have firm expectations about the relative imporawicthe three factors, this part
of the study is exploratory. Hence, we formulae ftsllowing research question:

Research Question 1: What is the relative imporaraf objective
attributes, subjective attributes, and recruitmerommunication
characteristics in explaining job seekers’ actuppacation decisions?
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Interactions Between Implicit Content Factors

From the above discussion about the relationshmpeng the three factors
one can assume that recruitment communication ctesistics may interact with
objective and subjective attributes in their effeonh job seekers’ application
decisions. Specifically, as job seekers already lpaeliminary perceptions about
the objective and subjective attributes when theyne& into contact with
recruitment communication, the characteristichefrecruitment communication
may either confirm or disconfirm their earlier pgptions (Harold et al., 2013).
Which in turn, may influence job seekers’ applicatdecisions. For example,
imagine a job seeker who perceives an organizatsonhigh on competence and
who receives the same information from a job pgstima website as “Glassdoor”
(i.e., organization independent website is higharedibility, Allen et al., 2004).
Hence, this attractive subjective attribute in carabon with the highly credible
information may enhance (i.e., initial informatisrconfirmed) the likelihood that
the job seeker applies. Given that little reseaesidence is available, we
conducted exploratory analyses to investigate hesvurtment communication
characteristics (i.e., credibility and informatie=ss) will interact with perceptions
of objective and symbolic attributes. So we fornmeilgthe following research
guestion:

Research Question 2: How do recruitment commurinatharacteristics
interact with perceptions of objective and subjeetttributes?

METHOD

Sample and Procedure

Data were collected in collaboration with an onljoé board provider
during the recruitment process of a public transtimn company. When job
seekers visited the job board provider or the gubtknsportation company’s
website to view one of the company’s technicaljabancies, a pop-up screen or
banner appeared asking them to complete an anorsyorime survey. In total,
158 job seekers (82% male; mean age = 37.9 y8&rs, 10.9) completed the
online survey about the public transportation comyfsobjective and subjective
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attributes. Next, they were directed towards amaobnline job posting (i.e.,
technical profile). After reading this job postingh seekers were asked to rate its
level of credibility and informativeness (i.e., meitment communication
characteristics), and had the opportunity to ajpmlythis vacancy.

Measures

Unless stated otherwise, items were rated on dari-pixert scale, ranging
from 1 =strongly disagre¢o 5 =strongly agree

Objective attributes. On the basis of previous research (e.g., Carless &
Imber, 2007; Chapman et al., 2005; Lievens, 2008ydéns & Highhouse, 2003;
Uggerslev et al., 2012) and in close consultatigh e job board provider and
public transportation company in question, we idieat five relevant objective
attributes: Pay and promotion (e.g., “offers a cetitiye compensation package”,
3 items,n = .88), location (e.g., “ has a desirable geog@jatation”, 2 itemsg
= .85), job content (e.g., “offers challenging worR items,a = .87), work-life
balance (e.g., “offers flexible working hours”,t8ms,o = 84), and co-workers
(e.g., “employs competent and sociable co-work&gémsgp = .93). Job seekers
had to indicate the degree to which they agreedtli®gaorganization possessed
each of these instrumental attributes. A confirmatactor analysis conducted
with Mplus 7.4 using robust maximum likelihood ettion indicated that the
five-factor model produced an acceptable fit to diaga,y?(71;158) = 136.56p
< .001;RMSEA= .076 (90%LCI [.057,.096]);CFI = .935;SRMR= .063 (Byrne,
2012).

Subjective attributes. Subjective attributes were measured with the scale
of Lievens and Highhouse (2003). They adapted Ask&896) brand personality
scale and found that five distinct factors can beduto describe the subjective
attributes people associate with organizationsragraployer: Sincerity (e.g.,
“honest”, 2 itemsa = .86), innovativeness (e.g., “daring”, 5 itemsz= .91),
competence (e.g., “intelligent”, 3 items= .90), prestige (e.g., “prestigious”, 2
items,a = .87), and robustness (e.g., “strong”, 2 iteins,87). Respondents were
asked to indicate the extent to which they agrbatithese subjective attributes
were descriptive of the organization as an employerconfirmatory factor
analysis conducted with Mplus 7.4 using robust mmaxn likelihood estimation
indicated that the five-factor model acceptablgéitthe datg?(71;158) = 170.73,
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p <.001;RMSEA= .094 (90%CI [.076,.112]);,CFIl = .920;SRMR=.047 (Byrne,
2012).

Recruitment communication characteristics.

Credibility. Three items (e.g., “The information in the job pogtis
trustworthy”,a = .80) from Van Hoye and Lievens (2007) were usegheasure
the perceived credibility of the online job posting

I nformativeness. The perceived informativeness of the online jobtipgs
was assessed with three items from Williamson.gR803;a = .84). A sample
item is “The job posting provided information thatrelevant for prospective
employees”.

Actual application decision. After reading the online job posting and
rating its credibility and informativeness, job kees were asked whether they
wanted to apply for this vacancy. If they decidedapply, they were directed
towards the online application section of the pulttansportation company’s
website to complete an application form. Applicatatecision was coded as 0 =
did not applyor 1 =applied



Table 2
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Betwgtidy Variables.

Variable M SD 1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.11. 12. 13. 14.
Demographics
1. Gendér .18 .38 -
2. Age 37.85 1091 .10 -
Objective attributes
3. Pay and promotion 356 092 .03 -02 .88
4, Location 3.43 097 -08 -03 .64 .85
5. Job content 3.67 0.83 .01 -07 .66° .62° .87
6. Work-life balance 3.60 090 -00 .01 .60" .60" .58" .84
7. Co-workers 358 092 .02 .01 .63 .65 .65 .53 .93
Subijective attributes
8. Sincerity 351 104 -02 .06 .56° 59" .58 .48 .62 .86
9. Innovativeness 3.25 09 .03 .07 .68 .700 .62° 58 .68 .73 .91
10. Competence 3.40 1.02 -06 .03 .62© .70" .62 .58 70" .69 747 .90
11. Prestige 2.81 1.00 -04 .08 .63° 59" 52© 53" K9 627 79" 70" .87
12. Robustness 3.48 0.89 .07 .07 .45° 49" .48 48 54" 55 64 .64 .62 .87
Recruitment communication
characteristics
13. Credibility 3.77 080 -05 .03 .46° .45 57" 43" 53" 51" 417 47 37 32 .80
14. Informativeness 3.47 086 .00 .12 .58 60" .57 54" 59" 59 63" .56° 56 57" 57 .84
Dependent variable
15. Application decisiofis .85 35 -04 -07 .36° .28 31" .39° .36° .31" .35° 40" .30° .32" 297 47

Note N=158.20 =male 1 =female 0 =did not apply 1 =applied Reliabilities for scales are presented on diagdme< .10." p < .05.” p <.01.
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RESULTS

Test of Hypotheses

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics andeladions of the study
variables. The demographic variables age and geweee not significantly
correlated with job seekers’ application decisiolmgormativenessr(= .42),
competencer(= .40), and work-life balancea & .39) were the most highly
correlated with job seekers’ application decisions.

To test our hypotheses, we conducted a hierarcloggdtic regression
analysis. In this analysis, the objective attrisuteere entered in the first step, the
subjective attributes in the second step, and #weuitment communication
characteristics in the third step. As the demogaydriables age and gender were
not related to actual application decisions thegewmt entered in the hierarchical
logistic regression analysis. Furthermore, as postpower analyses conducted
with G*Power3 revealed that with an alpha levelldf, a sample size of 158, and
the observed odd-ratios our achieved power (frédna575) was higher than with
an alpha level of .05 (from .43 to .66), we uped.10 as significance level. The
results are shown in Table 3.

Hypothesis 1 suggested that job seekers’ perceptibobjective attributes
would be positively associated with their actugblagation decisions. As shown
in Table 3, job seekers were more likely to applyew they perceived the
organization as providing work-life balance (EBp(= 2.20,p = .035) and
employing competent and sociable co-workers (Bxp{ 1.97,p = .079). So,
Hypothesis 1 was supported. Among the set of stibpgeattributes entered in the
second step, only competence (Byo€ 2.17,p = .097) was positively related to
job seekers’ application decisions. The likelihdbdt job seekers applied was
higher when they perceived the organization as omgpetent, providing some
support for Hypothesis 2. However, we should mentiat, although the model
was significant3(10;158) = 35.83p < .001), step 2 was ng#3(5;158) = 4.86p
= .443). Finally in the third step, as the percdieeedibility of the job posting
(Exp(B) = 0.95,p = .922) was not significantly related to applioatidecisions,
Hypothesis 3 was not supported. In line with hypsth 4, the higher the
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perceived level of informativeness (EB)(E 3.60,p = .013), the more likely it
was that job seekers applied.

Table 3
Regression of Application Decisions on Objectiverilites, Subjective

Attributes, and Recruitment Communication Charastess and Relative
Weights Analysis

Application decisiorfs

Percentage
of

Relative predictable

Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 weight® 90%CI¢ variancé

Obijective attributes 37.40
Pay and promotion 1.69 1.74 1.35 .02 [.01;.06] 7.71
Location 0.90 0.65 0.53 .01 [.00;.01] 3.98
Job content  0.89 0.76 0.80 .01 [.00;.02] 4.46

Work-life balance ~ 2.20 2.18 1.80 o4  [01.08] 1217
Co-workers  1.97 1.64 1.44 .03 [.01;.06] 9.08

Subjective attributes 36.5%9
Sincerity 1.10 0.80 01  [00;.02] 4.33
Innovativeness 0.90 1.09 .02 [.01;.02] 5.96

Competence 2.17 2.79 04t [01;.09] 14.28
Prestige 0.73 0.69 .01 [.00;.02] 4.03

Robustness 1.43 1.12 .02 [.01;.06] 7.95

Recrunmgnt communication 26.04

characteristics

Credibility 0.95 .02 [.01;.04] 4.85

Informativeness 3.60 o7t [02,.13] 21.19

2 3097 35.83 43.02
(df) (5) (10) (12)
NagelkerkeR2 32 36" 42 31

ANagelkerkeR?2 37 .04 .06

Note. N=158. The values in the table are logistic regoessidds ratios, ExB). A significant odds ratio greater
than 1 (less than 1) indicates that the odds abtiheome variable increase (decrease) when thécpoedhcreases.
NagelkerkeR? is a goodness-of-fit measure for a logistic regi@ model that approximates tRéfor linear
regression; it similarly ranges from 0 to @0 =did not apply 1 = applied ® The relative weights and the
percentages of predictable variance were computed) uhe analytical approach of Tonidandel and le¢dr
(Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2010, 2015). We lookedtat tonfidence interval tests of significance to wbether
the relative weights were significafit90% confidence intervals around the relative wisigiihese confidence
intervals explain the precision of the relative gies: Larger confidence intervals indicate lesigien; smaller
confidence indicate greater precision (TonidandeL&Breton, 2015)¢ These percentages were obtained by
summing the predictable variance across a speéuifiticit content factor! p < .10;" p < .05;" p < .01.
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Relative Importance Analysis

As noted above, the three implicit content factoeis have a combined
influence on job seekers’ application decisions. determine the unique
contribution of each (Research Question 1), we @éxaathe relative importance
of the three different implicit content factors getermining job seekers’
application decisions. Given that regression coieffits are not interpretable as
measures of relative importance when the predi@oables are interrelated as is
the case in the present study (see Table 2), waucted relative weights analysis
to determine the relative importance of the obyectattributes, subjective
attributes, and recruitment communication chargsttes (i.e., perceived
credibility and informativeness of the online jatsing) in predicting application
decisions (Johnson, 2000; Lievens, Van Hoye, & &ats; 2005; Tonidandel &
LeBreton, 2010). Relative weights are defined asptoportionate contribution
that each predictor makes @, considering both its unique contribution and its
contribution when combined with the other predictariables in the analysis
(Johnson, 2000; Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2010, 20F9). ease of interpreting
relative weights, it is also possible to expressnthas percentages of the
predictable varianceRf). The last three columns of Table 3 present thaive
weights, the 90% confidence intervals around the raeights, and the
percentages of predictable variance.

Inspection of the relative weights showed that ddijective attributes
contributed 37.40% to the predictable variance ppliaation decisions. All
subjective attributes combined contributed 36.552dl the recruitment
communication characteristics contributed 26.04%n&predictable variance in
application decisions. Across the different imglmontent factors, the perceived
informativeness of the job posting (21.19%), petioms of competence
(14.28%), and perceptions of work-life balance 1¥%) made the largest
contribution to the predictable variance in jobk&xe’ application decisions.
Interactions Between Implicit Content Factors

Finally, we investigated possible interaction effecf recruitment
communication characteristics with objective anthjsctive attributes on job
seekers’ application decisions. For example, wenexad whether the interaction
between work-life balance and informativeness wasgaificant predictor of



BEYOND ATTITUDES AND INTENTIONS 151

application decisions. To this end, we computedptioeluct term between work-
life balance and informativenss and entered ithim tegression equation after
entering work-life balance and informativenesdina with recommendations for
dealing with problems of multicollinearity when ngi cross-product terms,
iIndependent variables were standardized prior topeaing their cross-product
terms (Aiken & West, 1991; Tabachnick & Fidell, 200We followed the same
approach for investigating all possible interactieffects between each
recruitment communication characteristic (i.e., cpered credibility and
informativeness of the online job posting) on time dland and every objective
and subjective attribute on the other hand. Inlteta tested 20 different
interaction terms: Ten interactions for the objextiattributes (i.e., two
recruitment communication characteristics and Gbgctive attributes) and ten
for the subjective attributes (i.e., two recruittheammunication characteristics
attributes and five subjective).

Our examination of the possible interactions betwaecruitment
communication characteristics and objective angestie attributes revealed a
fairly consistent picture. None of the ten intei@a$ between the job posting’s
perceived level of informativeness and job seekeesteptions of the objective
and subjective attributes were significant. Howewver did find five significant
interactions between the perceived credibilityhaf jiob posting and objective and
subjective attributes. The objective attributes-gointent (ExpB) = 1.78,p =
.029; ANagelkerkeR? = .06), work-life balance (ExB} = 1.62;p = .051;
ANagelkerkeR?=.04) and co-workers (Ex®) = 1.85,p = .018;ANagelkerkeR?
= .06) significantly interacted with credibility. uRhermore, the subjective
attributes innovativeness (EX)(= 1.69,p = .077;ANagelkerkeR? = .03) and
prestige (Exd) = 2.26,p = .013;ANagelkerkeR?= .07) significantly interacted
with credibility. Interpretation of the odds ratiaad the graphical plots leads to
the same conclusion for every significant intex@ctiThat is, the relationships
between the attributes and application decision® w&onger when credibility
was high. Conversely, the relationships betweenattrédbutes and application
decisions were weaker or nonexistent when cretjilvilas low.
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DISCUSSION

This study responds to the need for recruitmerdaieh to move beyond
attitudes and intentions. We relied on implicit o theories (Behling et al.,
1968) as a conceptual framework for examining #eofrs that determine job
seekers’ actual application decisions during th&t fphase of recruitment. This
study yields several theoretical and practical iogtlons that enhance our
knowledge of job seekers’ application decisions.

First, we provide evidence for the relevance ofliampcontent theories to
study decisions in the first phase of recruitm&wgh(ling et al., 1968; Harold et
al., 2013). Our findings indicate that objectivigiattes, subjective attributes, and
recruitment communication characteristics (i.efprimativeness) are related to
job seekers’ application decisions. Specificalby peekers were more likely to
apply if they perceived the organization as suppgremployees’ work-life
balance, as employing competent and sociable c&esgrand as competent.
Furthermore, job seekers applied more when the ep&d level of
informativeness of the job posting was high. Henab, postings that provide
relevant and detailed information about the orgation as an employer are
positively related to job seekers’ application deams. These results imply that
objective attributes, subjective attributes, ancrugment communication
characteristics are not only related to job chaieeisions in the third phase of
recruitment (Behling et al., 1968) but also to g@ekers’ application decisions in
the first phase of recruitment. Hence, when ingesitng what determines job
seekers’ application decisions, objective attributsubjective attributes, and
recruitment communication characteristics shouldirmuded. Although our
findings indicate that subjective attributes cambed to predict actual application
decisions, it should be noted that only one atteb(i.e., competence) was
significantly related to actual application decrsaand that these attributes did
not significantly account for incremental variané®e.addition, contrary to our
expectations we found no significant relationshgpweeen perceptions of the job
posting’s credibility and actual application decrss.

Furthermore, this study also investigates the wnicpntribution of each
implicit content factor in determining job seekeegplication decisions. We
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found that, the combined objective attributes madarge contribution to the
predictable variance in application decisions. Haeve when we inspect the
separate attributes and recruitment communicatiamacteristics, the perceived
informativeness of the job posting made an impdrteontribution to the
predictable variance in actual application decisioithe finding that the
informativeness of the job posting contributes lte tariance in application
decisions confirms and strengthens our previous claosion that
conceptualizations of what determines job seekarplication decisions should
be broadened to include recruitment communicati@racteristics.

Third, we explored possible interactions betweejealve attributes and
subjective attributes and recruitment communicationaracteristics. We
discovered that job-content, work-life balance warkers, innovativeness, and
prestige had stronger relationships with applicatiecisions when perceived
credibility was high. A possible explanation maythat credibility perceptions
enhance positive perceptions of the organizatiomragmployer and as such
increase the possibility that job seekers applyefAkt al., 2004; Cable & Yu,
2006). Another possible explanation may be thatibrigty serves as a necessary
prerequisite for informativeness (Feldman & Lynd®98; Williamson et al.,
2003).

Finally, as we found modest correlations betweejeative attributes,
subjective attributes, recruitment communicatioarebteristics and application
decisions, we can be optimistic about the predeatitility of objective attributes,
subjective  attributes, and recruitment communicatioccharacteristics.
Specifically, our correlations are in line with @ristudies that included attitudes
and intentions as dependent variables (see metgsas@f Chapman et al. (2005)
and Uggerslev et al., 2012). Furthermore, the Gtroms found in this study seem
to be higher than the correlations found in presietudies with job choice
decisions as the outcome. Hence, it may be time#sier to predict job seekers’
decisions in the first phase of recruitment onldasis of implicit content factors
than to predict their decisions in the third phaseecruitment.

Limitations

In terms of limitations, our study’s results ared@ on self-reports gathered

by a single survey. Therefore, common method vaeanay be an alternative
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explanation for our results. As another limitationr small sample size may have
resulted in lower power to find significant effedt®wever, this is inherent to our
research design, as in real life these vacanceedifircult to fill because few job
seekers have the right qualifications for this kafidechnical jobs. Furthermore,
we focused on a limited set of objective attributegmbolic attributes, and
recruitment communication characteristics. Fut@search would benefit from
investigating the relationship between other fexctnd job seekers’ application
decisions. Finally, our study used an online joktimg. Although a job posting is
still one of the most frequently used forms of u#rnent communication, other
forms of recruitment communication (e.g., employeterrals, videos) may be
differently related to actual application decisiohserefore, we encourage future
research to replicate our findings with other fowhsecruitment communication
than the one used in this study.

Directions for Future Research

Future studies are encouraged to use our adapteidivef Behling et al.’s
(1968) implicit content theories to identify factodetermining job seekers’
application decisions. The inclusion of objectit&ilutes, subjective attributes,
and recruitment communication characteristics ta\stdecisions in the first
phase of recruitment seems to be particularly psomgi It should be noted that
the recruitment communication characteristics areader than the two
characteristics used in this study (e.g., mediaess, strangeness; Cromheecke,
Van Hoye, & Lievens, 2013). Future research coutdrad this study and increase
the percentage of explained variance by incorpuogatother recruitment
communication characteristics. It would be intangstto investigate whether
other recruitment communication characteristicduarice actual application
decisions.

Another intriguing question for future research roaywhether recruitment
communication characteristics affect job seekezst@ptions of the objective and
subjective attributes (Harold et al., 2013; Van Blo2012; Walker & Hinojosa,
2013). For example, future research could alsoudela pre- and post-
measurement of the objective and subjective atethuo scrutinize whether
recruitment communication characteristics chandge geekers’ perceptions. It
seems plausible, for instance, that an originalnusual job posting may change
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job seekers’ perceptions of an organization (Crauke et al., 2013).
Furthermore, longitudinal models of the recruitmenmicess posit that in the early
phases job seekers have only rudimentary knowlaldget the organization as an
employer (Barber, 1998; Harold & Ployhart, 2008)his is the case, longitudinal
studies are needed to examine the effects of tewnt communication
characteristics on job seekers’ perceptions of dbgctive and subjective
attributes in further recruitment phases.

A final interesting avenue for future research ¢siss in further
investigating the role of credibility. Perceivecedibility was not significantly
related to job seekers’ application decisions. Hmugt was positively correlated
with application decisions and strengthened somthefrelationships between
objective and subjective attributes and applicatiecisions. Lab studies that
manipulate and control recruitment communicatioarahteristics may provide a
deeper understanding of the interplay between loitéglj informativeness and
other recruitment communication characteristics.

Implications for Practice

With respect to practical implications, this stympvides evidence for the
importance of implicit content theories in undemnstiag application decision in
the first phase of recruitment. Practitioners stidag aware that job seekers are
not blank slates, but actively look for informatiabout an organization as an
employer (Collins, 2007; Harold et al., 2013). Ampdly, there exists an
interplay between different factors related to orgations’ image as an employer
and their recruitment communication and job applisadecisions during the first
phase of recruitment. Organizations should actialg consistently manage
these different factors to generate more applicants stay competitive in the
(labor) market.

Furthermore, our results show that both objectiv subjective attributes
are related to job seekers’ application decisiéis. organizations, this implies
that to attract employees and stay competitiveheir tbusiness environment it
may be advantageous to focus on objective and cugeattributes in their
recruitment processes (Edwards, 2010; Highhousal.et2009; Lievens &
Highhouse, 2003; Van Hoye et al., 2013). Moreothes,success of a recruitment
campaign (i.e., quantity of job seekers that apmyplso influenced by the
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recruitment communication characteristics. So amgdions should take the
informativeness of their recruitment processes atcount. Organization could
benefit from providing job seekers with relevangtalled, and sufficient
information about the organization as an employeough their recruitment
processes. Recruitment information that helps gakars discriminating between
alternatives might help them to make an evaluatibthe organization as an
employer and convince them to apply (Lievens & Higihse, 2003; Van Hoye et
al., 2013). Hence, organizations should inveshedevelopment of recruitment
communication that is seen as informative. Inclgdillleo messages on corporate
websites may serve as a point of departure in grnoyijob seekers with detailed
and vivid information about the employment experg(Allen et al., 2004; Ryan
et al., 2005; Williamson et al., 2003).

In conclusion, to enhance the effectiveness of tleeruitment campaigns
organizations should be aware that job seekersgpéions of objective attributes,
subjective attributes, and recruitment communicetivaracteristics are related to
organizational attractiveness (Chapman et al., 20@gerslev et al., 2012) but
also, and maybe even more important, these faei@sassociated with job
seekers’ application decisions in the first phasesoruitment. Furthermore, as
the observed correlations between these factorsapptication decisions are
comparable to the ones found in previous studesubed attitudes and intentions
as predictors, these factors might offer some i possibilities to study
application decisions in the first phase of recneint.
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CHAPTER 6

GENERAL DISCUSSION

This final chapter provides a summary and critidesicussion of the main findings
from the empirical studies in Chapter 2 through @iea 5. The five key
assumptions of this doctoral dissertation (cf. Gieafd) will guide this overview

and general discussion. The key assumptions wgengfloyer branding makes
organizations attractive, (2) employer branding mskorganizations distinct
from their competitors in the labor market, (3) éoyer branding influences not
only perceptual but also objective outcomes, (4jaaizations should manage
their employer brand by standing out, and (5) ongations should align

employer branding with other image management tsffdfurthermore, the

strengths and limitations of this dissertation asknowledged and directions for
future research are identified. The chapter endh wmnplications for recruitment

and employer branding practices.
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RESEARCH OVERVIEW

In the face of the labor market that still remaigéit and the global “war
for talent”, a growing interest in organizationshage as an employer and
employer branding has emerged (Ambler & Barrow,6t ®ackhaus & Tikoo,
2004; Cable & Turban, 2001; Edwards, 2010; Lievénslighhouse, 2003;
Martin, Gollan, & Grigg, 2011). Therefore, to enbamecruitment research, this
dissertation tested some key assumptions underlgmployer branding and
considered predictors of why potential applicants attracted to organizations
and are willing to apply. By doing so we hope toyide both researchers and
practitioners with a more comprehensive view of wiecruitment is in the
broader context of employer branding efforts. Asrfmsir chapters we presented
four empirical studies testing five key assumptionderlying employer branding.
The question that arises at this point is whiclsdes can be derived from this
dissertation to advance theory and practice. Obaéses of our empirical studies,
we briefly summarize the main findings of this éitation in terms of the five
key assumptions. In addition, we describe somengting, identify caveats and
directions for future research, and outline thectical implications of this
dissertation.

Key Assumption 1: Employer Branding Makes Organizaions Attractive

Even tough prior research found evidence for thiomships of employer
branding and employer brands with organizationsaativeness (Barber, 1998;
Chapman, Uggerslev, Carroll, Piansentin, & Jon@852Jones & Willness, 2013)
most previous studies examined these relationshigpecific contexts (e.g.,
military or banking industry) mostly using studsamnples. In order to contribute
to the development of employer branding, this dissien further investigated
whether employer branding makes organizationsciityea

In the large-scale study @hapter 2we used the instrumental-symbolic
framework to study the key attributes underlying ptoyer image and
investigated their attractiveness across six imgassand three applicant groups.
On the basis of noticeable differences betweensinis (i.e., labor market
structure; Dineen & Williamson, 2012; Marelli, 2QGhd applicant groups (i.e.,
search process; Boswell, Zimmerman, & Swider, 2K&nfer, Wanberg, &
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Kantrowitz, 2001) we expected that the attractigsn®f employer image
attributes would not be the same. Surprisingly, fwend that the same
instrumental (job content, working conditions, ammpensation) and symbolic
(innovativeness, robustness, and competence) iathgautes were consistently
used to ascertain organizations’ attractivenessnasmployer across industries
and applicant groups. Although we did not expedirid these similarities, these
results are in line with previous research thatntbsignificant relationships
between these specific instrumental and symboliagen attributes and
organizational attractiveness (e.g., Chapman g2@D5; Lievens, 2007; Lievens
& Highhouse, 2003; Lievens, Van Hoye, & Anseel, 200an Hoye, Bas,
Cromheecke, & Lievens, 2013). Hence, although tlesrst differences across
industries and applicant groups, some image atésheaeem to be consistently
related to organizations’ attractiveness acrossetltgfferent contexts. Thus, it
might be that not only the symbolic image attrilsutge generalizable across
organizations, industries, and applicant groups.,(&ausel & Slaughter, 2011,
Lievens, 2007; Van Hoye et al., 2013; Walker, Fe@des, Bernerth, & Short,
2011) but also the instrumental image attributemsequently, future research
might use a more deductive strategy instead ofdinemon inductive strategy to
determine the instrumental image attributes.

The study described i€hapter 3further confirms the importance of
employer brands as both instrumental and symboig@&yer images were related
to organizations’ attractiveness. Moreover, emplaymage explained significant
iIncremental variance over and above the other agannal images (i.e., product
image, corporate social performance image, andd¢iah performance image)
included in this study. Although organizationsrattiveness was not explicitly
tested in the remaining chapte@h@pter 4 and Chapter)3he results of these
studies indicate that employer branding effortsralaed to potential applicants’
attraction to organizations. Specifically,@hapter 4organizations were able to
attract more applicants by standing out duringuiétent (i.e., recruiting through
an unusual recruitment medium). Providing furthgemort inChapter 5,work-
life balance, co-workers, and competence were ipesit related to actual
application decisions. As in most cases, posititeudes serve as important
prerequisites for application decisions, higher ligppt pool quantity might
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indicate that organizations are also seen as niwmeetave (Barber, 1998; Harold,
Uggerslev, & Kraichy, 2013).

In summary, both instrumental and symbolic imagebaites are related to
organizations’ attractiveness, a key recruitmentcame in the applicant
population that mediates most effects of recruitmantivities on actual
application and job choice decisions in later phaderecruitment (Chapman et
al., 2005; Collins & Stevens, 2002; Highhouse, ks, & Sinar, 2003; Judge &
Cable, 1997; Uggerslev, Fassina, & Kraichy, 2012jis is in line with prior
research indicating that applicants’ perceptionsraployer image attributes are
related to their attraction to organizations’ agaployer (Lievens & Highhouse,
2003; Lievens, Van Hoye, & Schreurs, 2005; Van Hewal., 2013). However,
this dissertation extends these findings acrosferdiiit industries, applicant
groups, and beyond other organizational imagesteftwe, our findings provide
strong support for the relevance of employer bragdis an influential asset
affecting important recruitment outcomes and allfgwrganizations to become
an employer of choice.

Key Assumption 2: Employer Branding Makes Organizaions Distinct
From Their Competitors in the Labor Market

As has been pointed out at the start of this digBen, being an attractive
employer represents only one side of the equatidh vegard to employer
branding. Indeed, the goal of employer brandingoigoromote not only an
attractive but also a distinctive employer branddihaus & Tikoo, 2004; Collins
& Kanar, 2013; Keller, 1998). Although marketingtehature has been
investigating so called brands’ points-of-differenassociations (Aaker, 1996;
Barney, 1991; Keller, 1998; Newbert, 2007; Port#835), organizations’
distinctiveness as an employer has usually not Ipaghof employer branding
studies in the context of recruitment. Thus we kndtle about the image
attributes underlying organizations’ distinctivesness an employer. Therefore,
this dissertation examined whether employer brandimkes organizations
distinct from their competitors in the labor market

Specifically, inChapter 2 we investigated the specific image attributes tha
might allow organizations to differentiate themsshfrom their competitors in
the labor market. As mentioned above, we found sdasteumental and symbolic
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image attributes that people consistently used doerdain organizations’
attractiveness. However, we did observe significhffiérences across applicant
groups and industries in people’s perceptions af lmoganizations scored on
these attributes. In light of these results thehaites that were associated with
attractiveness were not necessarily the same agntige attributes that made
organizations distinct from each other across atigivindustries. Specifically,
compensation, job content, robustness, and inn@ragss were the attributes that
were related to organizations’ attractiveness agraployer and differentiated
between organizations. These results are in lile marketing literature which
postulated that brands need to have some poirasily to be considered in a
specific brand category (i.egn employer of choice)and some points-of-
difference on which actual buying decisions (itee employer of choice) will
depend (Aaker, 1996; Keller, 1998; Wilden, Guderdaiings, 2010). Hence,
as points-of difference associations allow orgamna to stand out from their
competitors (Cable, 2007; Mosley, 2014), our resolade it possible to derive
preliminary conclusions on which image attributé®.( compensation, job
content, robustness, and innovativeness) mightvallgianizations to becontlee
employer of choice. Moreover, perceptions of thstrinmmental and symbolic
Image attributes also differed across applicantigso This indicates that image
attributes should be positioned or adjusted witjared to the different (potential)
applicant groups of an organization (e.g., employ®edinemployed job seekers,
internal vs. external candidates, blue collar vkitevcollar; Avery & McKay,
2006).

In total, prior recruitment research was primardgncerned with the
identification of relevant employer image attritaitbat were positively related to
organizations’ attractiveness. However, our redualiiscate that some employer
image attributes allow organizations to differetgighemselves from their
competitors in the labor market. In addition, asfaend differences in people’s
perceptions of how organizations scored on the @madtributes across
organizations, industries, and applicant groupseaechers and practitioners
might want to focus more orelative image attributes. Specifically, while the
extant recruitment literature has mostly neglethede aspects, we propose that
research also needs to consider both the disteress and the relative



170 CHAPTERG

importance of employer image attributes (i.e., theiportance in relation to

different applicant segments or labor market comgs) to truly reflect the

branding aspect of employer branding. Eventualypleyer brands that are not
only perceived akavorableandstrong but alsauniquewill have the potential to

increase the likelihood that organizations will @e the employer of choice

(Aaker, 1996; Cable, 2007; Keller, 1998).

Key Assumption 3: Employer Branding Influences NotOnly Perceptual

But Also Objective Outcomes

Prior employer branding research has mainly empbdson perceptual
pre-hire outcomes. Too often the measures have bpphicants’ reactions,
perceptions of attractiveness, application inter#j@nd job acceptance intentions
(Harold et al., 2013; Hausknecht, 2013; Ryan & R&y, 2000; Rynes, 1991;
Saks, 2005). However, from a practical perspecthigse outcomes do not address
the main goal of recruitment: The identificatiordaaitraction of individuals to
organizations. Hence, when it comes to recruitmerganizations are not so
concerned about perceptual outcomes. Rather, teepacerned about outcomes
such as the number of actual applicants and thitygoéapplicants who apply
for positions (Ryan & Derous, 2016). ThereforestHissertation investigated
whether employer branding influences objective ounes.

First, in the field experiment described @hapter 4we assessed actual
measures of applicant pool quantity and quality. Mdend that using a strange
recruitment medium generated considerably more lagtter applicants than
recruiting through a frequently used medium. Secam&€hapter 5we moved
beyond attitudes and intentions and examined pied€icof job seekers’
application decisions. On the basis of implicit iwm theories we identified three
predictors of application decisions: Objectiveihtites, subjective attributes, and
recruitment source characteristics (i.e., crediypiind informativeness). Our
results indicate that work-life balance, co-workeesxd competence were
positively related to actual application decisioltreover, the likelihood that
potential applicants actually applied was higherewthe perceived level of
informativeness of the job posting was high. Henm@viding relevant and
detailed information about the organization as @pleyer not only positively
influenced potential applicants’ attitudes (Barl&emRoehling, 1993; Collins,
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2007) but also influenced their actual applicataecisions. Importantly, we
discovered that the relationships between somehefimnage attributes with
application decisions were stronger when perceoredibility was high. It may
be that credibility perceptions enhance positiveg@gtions of the organization as
an employer and as such increase the possibiktlyjti seekers apply (Allen,
Van Scotter, & Otondo, 2004; Cable & Yu, 2006).

Together these findings provide evidence for oundtlkey assumption
which states that employer branding not only inflcess perceptual but also
objective recruitment outcomes. Specifically, dgrinrecruitment an
organization’s employer brand and the recruitmeniree characteristics (i.e.,
strangeness, credibility, and informativeness) eiated to applicant pool
guantity and quality. As such this dissertationsamddthe recruitment literature by
practically strengthening the case for investmenemployer branding.

Key Assumption 4: Organizations Should Manage TheiEmployer Brand
by Standing Out

As mentioned by Cable (2007), organizations neecdcreate or do
something distinctive to create a competitive athg®. Doing what everyone
else does will not allow an organization to stantfoom their competitors in the
labor market. On the basis of this fourth key agsion underlying employer
branding we examined how organizations can diffiesthemselves in terms of
recruitment activities.

In Chapter 4we applied principles of the social cognition lgrre to study
whether standing out in terms of recruitment atési influenced objective
recruitment outcomes. Specifically, we expected #mra unusual recruitment
medium (i.e., postcard), which is a violation ofopke’s existing recruitment
scripts, would be more salient and attract moenéitin as compared to a common
recruitment medium (i.e., e-mail) (Cable, 2007; Bm& Collins, 2009).
Moreover, as among passive job seekers commonitreent media would be
hardly noticed, we expected the postcard to attrace attention in this group of
high-quality applicants (Boswell et al., 2012).lime with our hypotheses, we
found that the postcard condition contained comaldlg more applicants and
these applicants were significantly higher educ#ted applicants responding to
the e-mail.
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In conclusion, in line with social cognition pripées, recruiting in a strange
way that differs from what competitors are doirsgjkely to be inconsistent with
potential applicants’ recruitment scripts, enhagdhreir attention, attraction, and
intention to apply. Moreover, our field experimdhtstrates that standing out by
using a strange recruitment medium influenced ingmrobjective recruitment
outcomes. Consequently, to increase the likelinibad organizations’ become
the employer of choice, they should not only have mpleyer brand that is
perceived as favorable and unique, but also mattegebrand by standing out
(Aaker, 1996; Cable, 2007).

Key Assumption 5: Organizations Should Align Emplor Branding With
Other Image Management Efforts

As noted before (cChapter }, an organizations’ employer image is only
one of the multiple images of an organization. Agdence from marketing
literature indicates that multiple organizationahages influence people’s
perceptions (e.g., Aaker, 1996; Wernerfelt, 1988)anizations should be aware
that job seekers may develop positive or negateregptions about organizations’
attractiveness based on their exposure to diffeprattices and messages
organizations communicate (Collins & Stevens, 2Qities & Willness, 2013).
Although there exist conceptual papers about thednef aligning an
organization’s employer image with other organadl images (e.g., Foster,
Punjaisri, & Cheng, 2010), empirical research &se in the recruitment domain.

Therefore, we investigated how four well-known argational images
relate to organizations’ attractiveness as an eyepl@hapter 3. Moreover, we
investigated the relative importance of each oizgional image and examined
possible interactions between organizations’ engrloynage and the other
organizational images. In line with marketing lgture (e.g., Aaker, 1996; Erdem,
1998; Wernerfelt, 1988), our results indicate thmdople’s attractiveness
perceptions are colored by multiple organizatiomahges. Although pro-
environmental and financial performance images weteelated to organizations’
attractiveness as an employer, organizations’ eyeplionage, social involvement
image, and product image were positively relategrg@nizations’ attractiveness
and significantly accounted for variance in orgatiamal attractiveness.
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Moreover, our results indicate that these orgainzat images are also mutually
related.

In sum, as apart from organizations’ image as apl@mr, organizations’
social involvement and product image are associatgt organizations’
attractiveness as an employer, it seems necessaly pavotal to align
organizations’ image management efforts regardiegd organizational images.
However, for some organizational images alignmeay mot be necessary or
useful in the context of recruitment. As such, wendt put forth “multiple image
management” as a single best practice, we rath@rtev@oint out to organizations
that multiple organizational images may be sim@tarsly associated with
organizations’ attractiveness.

STRENGTHS, CAVEATS, AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Answering numerous calls to apply marketing prifespto the area of
recruitment (Ambler & Barrow, 1996; Backhaus & Tik@004; Cable & Turban,
2001; Collins & Han, 2004; Collins & Stevens, 2082wards, 2010; Highhouse,
Brooks, & Greguras, 2009; Lievens, 2007; Lievensli§hhouse, 2003; Martin
et al., 2011) and to consider predictors of whyepbal applicants are attracted to
organizations and are willing to apply (Breaughl20Cable, 2007; Cable &
Turban, 2001; Cable & Yu, 2013; Collins, 200ineen & Soltis, 2011; Edwards,
2010; Matrtin et al., 2011; Ployhart, 2006; Sak€)3)0this dissertation adds to
the literature a better knowledge of employer biagnd

Some specific strengths of this dissertation aretlwmentioning. First,
four studies were carried out in order to test fieay assumptions underlying
employer branding. All studies addressed diffekeytassumptions and most key
assumptions were tested in several studies or tagjevorld samples so that well-
founded conclusions could be drawn. Second, theeptealissertation was the first
to apply different (marketing) principles (i.e., brella branding [Wernerfelt,
1988]; strangeness [Cable, 2007]; implicit conteebries [Behling, Labovits, &
Gainer, 1968]) to the first recruitment phase. ikdstrength relates to our attempt
to identify some evidence-based principles (i.eedima strangeness and multiple
image management), which not only organizationshinigke into account in
developing their employer branding campaigns bw@b alesearchers when
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investigating recruitment and employer brandingcontes. Finally, unlike
previous studies which often recruited student $asnp examine perceptions of
employer image attributes, this dissertation useal world samples in its
empirical studies. By doing so, this dissertatigterds the literature on employer
branding in actual recruitment settings.

Despite these strengths and in addition to thedimins and directions for
future research that have been discussed throughewseparate chapters, other
caveats and avenues in need of future investigaaorbe pointed ouEirst, this
dissertation focused on the external side of engsldranding. However, as
internal marketing the employer brand is cruciatlewelop a workforce that is
committed to the values and organizational goatb(€; 2007), we acknowledge
the importance of aligning external and internalnaling efforts. Specifically, in
recruitment research, the externally advertisedgemattributes are frequently
treated as a given. However, in practice, thereofien discrepancies between
what organizations advertise and what new hiresaangloyees experience in
their employment. Therefore, future research mig¥stigate the consequences
of (mis)alignment between the external marketedleyep image attributes and
the internally experienced employer image attribut®r example, we expect that
misalignment might cause experiences of psychaddgmntract breach, resulting
in negative employees’ attitudes and unfavorablelved-mouth (Edwards, 2010;
Van Hoye & Lievens, 2009). This may be particularglevant for the
instrumental image attributes job content and corsgton, which are seen as
core elements of organizations’ image as an empl@dyevens & Highhouse,
2003) and are related to both organizations’ ditragess and distinctiveness as
an employer Chapter 2. Longitudinal research that goes beyond the wdiffe
recruitment phases would provide valuable insighihe formation of employees’
attitudes, decisions, and actions related to tgarozations’ external and internal
employer branding efforts. Moreover, it may be egting to investigate whether
employees use the different image attributes inoapensatory or non-
compensatory fashion in order to work for a paficorganization (Harold et al.,
2013). For instance, evidence from marketing reteamdicates that
organizations with strong product brands have lthléyato pay their management
less since they value being associated with stppaduct brands (Aaker, 1996;
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Tavassoli, Sorescu, & Chandy, 2014). In a simikainyWilliams and Connell
(2010) found that in some industries (e.g., faslaod luxury goods) employees
are willing to sacrifice their financial reward fiavor of working for a renowned
organization. Hence, it seems that strong and raadvbrands might influence
the package of image attributes that employeesvdlieg to accept for their
employment.

Second|n this dissertation, we found evidence for relasiops between
an organization’s employer brand(ing) and both @eteal and objective
recruitment outcomes. Still, further research wollenefit from studying
additional outcomes. Specifically, Ambler and Barrd996) have emphasized
early on that one of the most important questisnshether and how employer
branding is related to an organization’s perforneanglthough the strategic
human resource management literature (Collins &rCl2003; Paauwe &
Boselie, 2005) has been investigating the orgaoizat performance
consequences of several human resource manageraeticgs (e.g., selection,
training and development), to date few researclstexihat links employer
branding efforts with an organization’s economicf@enance. We identified
only two studies (e.g., Carvalho & Areal, 2015;rRal, Gerhardt, & Scott, 2003)
that isolated the effects of employer branding arghnizations’ performance.
Thus, we recommend more research along these Wiiesan draw on various
marketing studies on the effects of employer bragd©n financial performance
(e.g., Rao, Agarwal, & Dahlhof, 2004) and certaimafcial indicators (e.g.,
price/earnings multiple, stock price, overall martapitalization, Madden, Fehle,
& Fournier, 2006) can be used to measure the ecanguacess of an employer
branding campaign. We believe that employer branoesearch would positively
benefit from such analyses, which would contridoténe legitimacy and further
development of the field. Moreover, greater applicpools Chapter 4and
Chapter § and higher applicant pool qualit¢Zljapter 4 as a result of a strong
employer brand suggest greater effectiveness otiteent, and may provide
organizations with a competitive advantage. Thusitwe findings that may
relate to organizations’ economic performance cationly extend employer
branding research but also practically strengthen dase for investments in
employer branding.
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Third, most of the organizations that were usedun studies are well-
known organizationsQhapter 2, Chapter 3, and Chapte}. Moreover, we
collected our data across short time spans inivelgtstable environments. As
nowadays business environments are typically ckeniaed by volatility,
uncertainty, complexity, and ambiguity, this miglot have been a true reflection
of the business environment in which organizati@perate. As multiple
organizational images are related to organizatiatisactiveness as an employer
(Chapter 2 we encourage future research to investigate hmoplayment related
(e.g., downsizing, strikes) and non-employmentteelge.g., mergers, product
recalls, ecological disasters) disruptive evenigaich organizations’ image as an
employer. For example, Edwards and Edwards (20d/3)ucted a case study in
which they examined the impact of a multinationedjuasition on changes in
employer image attributes. They found that emplseygeerceptions of the
organization as an employer, formed just after @bquisition, impacted their
organizational identification, citizenship behayi@and turnover a year later.
Moreover, they found that employees’ post-acquisifperceptions were related
to these changes in their attitudes. These resudigest that organizations should
pay greater attention on how their employer bramdmpacted by disruptive
events. In addition, it may be interesting to iriggge whether these effects are
only related to post hire-outcomes (e.g., recomragod intention, turnover) or
are also associated with pre-hire outcomes (e.gganzations’ attraction,
application decisions). Hence, longitudinal reskeamt which organizations’
employer brands are audited in real complex busing@svironments and
disruptive events are listed might shed some hghthis important issue.

Fourth, this dissertation focused on the instruadeamd symbolic image
attributes associated with organizations’ image aas employer. However,
marketing and social and consumer psychology atsduded experiential
attributes in their classifications of brand atitds (Ambler & Barrow, 1996;
Katz, 1960; Keller, 1998). Experiential attributeger to actual experiences with
the employer through past applications or recruiimevents (Lievens &
Slaughter, 2015). Recent development in marketangserve as exemplars for
adding experiential attributes during recruitmdtdar example Brakus, Schmitt,
and Zarantonello (2009) suggested that brand expe®iis conceptualized as
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sensations, feelings, cognitions, and behavioraparses evoked by brand-
related stimuli that are part of a brand's desigwl @dentity, packaging,
communications, and environments. They distingulsiseveral experience
dimensions and constructed a brand experience dbale included four
dimensions: Sensory, affective, intellectual, artdyioral. The authors showed
that the scale is reliable, valid, and distinctirother brand measures, including
brand evaluations, brand involvement, brand attactipcustomer delight, and
brand personality. Moreover, brand experiesftects consumer satisfaction and
loyalty directly and indirectly through brand pensfity associations.

Finally, our assessment of employer brands was Iynbsised on self-
reports. This contrasts with recent developments marketing research.
Specifically, marketing researchers have considgraidened the number of
new and alternative methodologies (e.g., Camer¥oén, 2015). Examples are
digital marketing techniques (e.g., Google anaytiphysiological approaches
(e.g., eye-movement tracking), social network asialyand neuroscientific
methods. For instance, Rampl, Opitz, Welpe, anchiken(2014) used functional
magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) to demonstrasd tlecision making with
regard to strong brands was accompanied by decréagm activation linked to
reasoning and working memory, suggesting lessnmtion processing demands.

PRACTICAL |IMPLICATIONS

In their forecast for the future of recruitment &aland Yu (2013)
suggested to “consider effects of recruitment prastin the context of broader
organizational investments, decisions, and assoogthat potential applicants
make regarding an employer’s image and reputafjpn527). They continue by
arguing that the field can further develop by timgkof recruitment as anything
that can affect potential and existing applicafisus, to enhance recruitment
research non-recruitment factors and broader gredi¢e.g., employer brands)
of why job seekers are attracted to organizationsaae willing to apply should
be included. Given that testing some key assumgtiomderlying employer
branding was the main objective of this dissertgt&ome valuable insights for
practitioners may be deduced from our findings. mber of these practical
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recommendations, which are aimed at improving th&tegic development of
recruitment and employer branding practices, anensarized below.

First, this doctoral dissertation aims to increasganizations’ awareness
of the importance of an organization’s employemdras an important predictor
of pre-recruitment outcomes. Not only does it iaflae potential applicants’
attractions to the organization, an organizati@mgloyer brand also influences
applicant pool quantity and quality (i.eChapter 4and Chapter 5. As the
identification and attraction of talented individlmaemains the main goal of
recruitment (Harold et al., 2013; Hausknecht, 20R8an & Ployhart, 2000;
Rynes, 1991; Saks, 2005), organizations shouldelgtmanage their employer
brand in order to remain competitive in the labariket.

Second, there has been a tendency to think abqulogen branding solely
in the form of organizational attractiveness andcfyarecruitment advertising
campaigns. Within this limited application of emy#o branding, its primary
function is seen as a means of attracting attemtnaohpresenting the organization
in the most attractive way possible. Although engptdoranding can play a highly
effective role in realizing these objectives, a entully integrated approach to
employer branding is needed for sustainable cotngeBuccess. As described in
Chapter 2 organizations should be aware that what is rél&deorganizations’
attractiveness may not always allow them to startdrom their competitors in
the labor market. This implies that organizationsudd ascertain not only how
they score in attractiveness but also in termsisifrattiveness. Thus, just being
perceived as a good and favorable employer is uf@itient to win the war for
talent, to win organizations have to become disitiety great.

Third, in striving for attention and appeal, orgaations might lose touch
with brand reality. In other words, what organiaa8 announce in their job
advertisement does not represent what people exmeriwhen working at the
organizations. Although, this kind of advertisememght deliver immediate
results, if the advertisement lacks consistency watality this will not help to
build a strong and favorable employer brand oveetiMoreover, as we found in
Chapter 3that multiple images are simultaneously relatedotganizations’
attractiveness (i.e. employer image, social invaolget image, and product
image), organizations are advised to create clarigl consistency between
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different organizational images. Hence, it may betlwhile for both human
research specialists and marketers to align tffente and be aware of the impact
of their actions on each other’s image objectives.

Fourth, the empirical studies @hapter 4and Chapter 5suggest that to
enhance the effectiveness of recruitment campaagganizations should be
aware that not only job seekers perceptions ofungntal and symbolic image
attributes but also recruitment communication ctigrsstics are related to pre-
recruitment outcomes. Specifically, @hapter 4we found that an unusual
medium such as a postcard generated about five timeee applicants than using
a common medium such as an e-mail. On the baglseaitility calculations of
Carlson, Connerley, and Mecham (2002) our findinggply that when
organizations hire applicants, the strange medsassociated with a remarkable
utility increase (i.e., 23,352 euros when hiring dfiplicants) over the email.
Moreover, the use of job advertisements that peyud seekers with relevant,
detailed, and sufficient (i.e., high level of infeaitiveness) information about the
organization as an employer influenced applicam poantity Chapter 5. As
such, besides their employer brand, organizatidrauld also actively and
consistently manage recruitment source charadtsrisio generate more
applicants and stay competitive in the labor market

CONCLUSION

This doctoral dissertation wanted to provide bo#searchers and
practitioners with a more comprehensive view on leygr branding in the
context of recruitment. Therefore we investigatade fkey assumptions
underlying employer branding. First, in four diget empirical studies we found
that employer branding helps organizations to tracitve. Second, the results of
our large-scale study suggest that employer im#igbldes allow organizations
to differentiate themselves from their competitdrsird, we obtained results in
the field confirming that employer branding effonigve the ability to influence
applicant pool quantity and quality. Fourth, owldi experiment showed that
organizations can differentiate themselves in teohgecruitment activities.
Finally, our second empirical study indicates tbeganizations might benefit
from aligning employer branding with social involwent and product image



180 CHAPTERG

management. As we found positive evidence forkeyeassumptions underlying
employer branding, this dissertation further essaleld the theoretical and
practical relevance of employer branding for reionent.
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EMPLOYER BRANDING : TESTEN VAN ENKELE
SLEUTELASSUMPTIES

Binnen rekrutering en rekruteringsonderzoek wordsieeds vaker
marketingmetaforen toegepast. Hierbij gaat menic#alhten beschouwen als
consumenten, werkgevers als producenten, jobgadsigten, en vergelijkt men
sollicitatiebeslissingen en jobkeuzes met aankoslgsingen (Ambler & Barrow,
1996; Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004; Cable & Turban, 20dighhouse, Brooks, &
Greguras, 2009; Lievens & Highhouse, 2003; Van H&yéievens, 2009).
Binnen deze context kan de theorie van “employanding” geplaatst worden
(Edwards, 2010). Employer branding kan gedefini@escden als het promoten,
zowel binnen als buiten de organisatie, van eeddtijik beeld van datgene wat
een onderneming verschillend en aantrekkelijk mabskiverkgever (Backhaus &
Tikoo, 2004).

Bij employer branding dienen organisaties dus esmtraal concept te
ontwikkelen, ook “value proposition” genoemd, wapde zich op een aantal
vlakken gaan onderscheiden ten opzichte van argidijkaardige bedrijven en
dit concept te integreren in hun bedrijfscultuue.(i internal branding). Voor
rekrutering is het echter van belang dat dit conoépverkgeversimago (i.e.,
employer brand) eveneens wordt uitgedragen naagrdep mensen die de
organisatie wil aantrekken (i.e., external brandiBgckhaus & Tikoo, 2004).
Hoewel voorgaand onderzoek zich voornamelijk heegespitst op de
aantrekkelijkheid van werkgevers, stelt employeamniding dat organisaties zich
eveneens dienen te differentiéren van hun condiemesp de arbeidsmarkt om zo
een “employer of choice” te kunnen worden (Backh&uBikoo, 2004; Cable,
2007; Collins & Kanar, 2013; Martin, Gollan, & Ggg?2011; Van Hoye &
Lievens, 2009). Dit vormt dan ook het uiteindeligkeel van employer branding:
Een aantrekkelijk én onderscheidend werkgeversinagéren (Cable, 2007;
Edwards, 2010). Door het communiceren van dit wevkgsimago trachten
organisaties toekomstige werknemers aan te tre&kdrun huidige werknemers
een unieke werkervaring te bezorgen. Evidentie viber belang van het
werkgeversimago vinden we terug in meta-analytistbevindingen die
bevestigen dat het werkgeversimago één van de drglaate determinanten is
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van organisatieattractiviteit (Chapman, Uggerstéarroll, Piasentin, & Jones,
2005; Uggerslev, Fassina, & Kraichy, 2012).

Het is dan ook niet verwonderlijke dat, zowel in giaktijk als in de
wetenschap, de interesse in employer brandingwerikgeversimago’s de laatste
jaren sterk is toegenomen (Breaugh, 2013; Collinlsatar, 2013; Martin et al.,
2011). Dit blijkt bijvoorbeeld uit de populariteiain jaarlijkse lijsten zoals “Beste
Werkgever” en “Great Place to Work”. Onderzoek ndare lijsten toont
daarenboven aan dat de werknemersattitudes bijio@ahngen in de top 100 van
beste werkgevers positiever en stabieler zijn édelandernemingsprestaties van
deze organisaties beter zijn dan die van een géieasteekproef van andere
bedrijven (Fulmer, Gerhardt, & Scott, 2003). Verderden sollicitanten een
organisatie met een hoge ranking op “Fortune’s B@8tCompanies to Work For”
aantrekkelijker en zijn ze bereid om bij zo eenamigatie te werken voor een
lager loon (Cable & Turban, 2003).

Om employer branding succesvol te kunnen toepasdegt aangewezen
om op geregelde tijdstippen de percepties en adgExivan relevante interne en
externe doelgroepen in kaart te brengen (Highhodsekar, Thorsteinson,
Stierwalt, & Slaughter, 1999). Daarenboven is bset,zich voldoende te kunnen
onderscheiden van directe concurrenten, ook bejaram eveneens het imago
van deze directe concurrenten te bevragen. Uitrandk blijkt de toepasbaarheid
van het instrumenteel-symbolisch raamwerk om degerzoemde imago-audits
uit te voeren (Lievens & Highhouse, 2003; Van HoBas, Cromheecke, &
Lievens, 2013). Volgens dit raamwerk bestaat hetkgeversimago uit
instrumentele en symbolische dimensies. De instniahe imagodimensies
verwijzen naar concrete en objectieve kenmerkendeajob en de organisatie
zoals bijvoorbeeld loon, promotiemogelijkheden, jehinhoud. Sollicitanten
worden aangetrokken tot deze imagodimensies o basi hun utilitaire nood
om voordelen te maximaliseren en nadelen te mimser@n (Katz, 1960). De
symbolische imagodimensies daarentegen zijn beisdean of afleidingen die
individuen maken omtrent subjectieve en abstrasteenschappen van de
organisatie. Sollicitanten worden bijvoorbeeld agnukken totprestigieuze
organisaties omdat tewerkstelling bij deze orgamsden de mogelijkheid biedt
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hun zelfbeeld te verhogen en zichzelf uit te drukk&aker, 1996; Highhouse,
Thronbury, & Little, 2007).

Studies die het instrumenteel-symbolisch raamweepdssen, wijzen uit
dat zowel instrumentele als symbolische imagodimesngerelateerd zijn aan de
aantrekkelijkheid van de organisatie als werkgeseiit zowel voor (potentiéle)
sollicitanten als voor huidige medewerkers (Lievet®07; Lievens, Van Hoye,
& Anseel, 2007; Lievens, Van Hoye, & Schreurs, 208taughter, Zickar,
Highhouse, & Mohr, 2004; Van Hoye et al., 2013).rd&r zijn beide
iImagodimensies geassocieerd met de mate waarimemees zich identificeren
met de organisatie en met hun intenties om de gt als werkgever aan te
raden bij anderen (Lievens et al., 2005; Van H@@8). Bovendien blijkt het
gemakkelijker om organisaties (in de financiéle t@gc van elkaar te
onderscheiden op basis van symbolische imagodieen$an op basis van
instrumentele imagodimensies (Lievens & Highho2€€3).

Samenvattend kunnen we stellen dat het belangrgk om de
imagodimensies te bestuderen waardoor (potentigtdlicitanten worden
aangetrokken tot een organisatie en uiteindelijtewisolliciteren. Employer
branding beperkt zich echter niet enkel tot eeerextdoelpubliek maar wil het
werkgeversimago integreren in de organisatiecultmralle aspecten van de
werkervaring (Mosley, 2007). Het is dan ook varabhglom zowel in de prakrijk
als in wetenschappelijk onderzoek rekruteringsdetten te bekijken in relatie
tot de verschillende employer branding inspannirdjerorganisaties leveren. Dit
doctoraat past binnen deze onderzoeksliin en oodktzop basis van vijf
sleutelassumpties de wisselwerking tussen rekng&mn employer branding.

Sleutelassumptie 1. Employer branding maakt orgargs aantrekkelijk.
Sleutelassumptie 2: Employer branding maakt orgsrgs
onderscheidend van hun concurrenten in de arbeidgma
Sleutelassumptie 3: Employer branding beinvloeelk alieen perceptuele
maar ook objectieve uitkomsten.

Sleutelassumptie 4: Organisaties moeten hun empbygad managen
door zich te onderscheiden van hun concurrenten.
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Sleutelassumptie 5: Organisaties moeten employerding afstemmen
op andere imago management inspanningen.

We onderzoek deze vijf sleutelassumpties aan de Veamvier empirische
studies die hieronder kort besproken worden. Nae dezspreking volgt een
algemene conclusie.

HUIDIG ONDERZOEKSPROJECT

Hoewel bij employer branding het belang wordt beokid van het
communiceren van zowel een attractief als een aotlerdend werkgeversimago,
heeft vorig onderzoek zich voornamelijk gefocust d®p attractiviteit van het
werkgeversimago (Chapman et al., 2005; Jones &8, 2013). Daarenboven
werd nog niet gekeken naar verschillen in perceptian attractiviteit en
distinctiviteit tussen industrieén en groepen vaoilickanten (Boswell,
Zimmerman, & Swider, 2012; Marelli, 2007). Daaromderzoeken we in
Hoofdstuk 2de verschillende instrumentele en symbolische odegensies die
het werkgeversimago bepalen en de mate waarin d#ractief zijn én
organisaties toelaten zich te onderscheiden varcbnourrenten. Hiervoor werd
een samenwerking opgezet met een HR-consultancyjfbédeer specifiek
gebruikten we data van 7171 mensen uit drie vdlende groepen van potentiéle
sollicitanten (i.e., net afgestudeerde werkzoekenédetieve werkzoekenden, en
passieve werkzoekenden) die in het kader van eestéBNerkgever” competitie
de instrumentele en symbolische imagodimensies 24n verschillende
organisaties uit zes industrieén beoordeelden. @wmdtaten tonen aan dat over
industrieén en groepen sollicitanten heen dezéaifsteumentele imagodimensies
als aantrekkelijk worden gezien: Jobinhoud, werkewngg, en verloning. Voor
de symbolische imagodimensies werden organisageagegercipieerd werden als
Innovatief, competent, en niet robuust als aantkkler gezien. Verder merkten
we op dat imagodimensies die als aantrekkelijkerenerden niet noodzakelijk
toelieten om organisaties van elkaar te ondersehei¥erloning, jobinhoud,
innovatie, en robuustheid waren de enige imagodsmsrdie gerelateerd waren
aan aantrekkelijkheid én organisaties van elkademtheiden. Ten slotte vonden
we eveneens terug dat de onderlinge scores op agoaimensies verschilden
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tussen organisaties en dat er verschillen waresetude groepen sollicitanten in
hun percepties van de aantrekkelijkheid van de adagensies.

In Hoofdstuk 3onderzoeken we of een “umbrella branding” perspécti
ontleend uit marketing onderzoek, relevant kan Hhinnen rekrutering. Bij
“umbrella branding” gaat men ervan uit dat, wanmaensen niet over volledige
informatie beschikken, zij andere activiteiten @mmunicatiebronnen van de
organisatie gebruiken om associaties te makend®serganisatie (Erdem, 1998;
Wernerfelt, 1988). Zo kan de aankoop van een nipueduct bijvoorbeeld
beinvioed worden door het reeds aanwezige posipe@uctimago van andere
producten. Anderzijds kan de perceptie dat de asgta niet milieubewust is
ervoor zorgen dat consumenten afzien van hun aagnBaonen rekrutering wordt
de eerste fase gekenmerkt door weinig interpergkardntact en beschikken
potentiéle sollicitanten slechts over beperkte nmimtie om de organisatie te
beoordelen als werkgever (Barber, 1998). Hierdaoheét mogelijk dat zij
interferenties maken op basis van hun eigen eryanimet de organisatie op het
vlak van andere activiteiten. Op die manier kun@aecdere imago’s van de
organisatie de aantrekkelijkheid van een orgamisa werkgever beinvlioeden.
Daarom werden in deze studie de relaties tusserzigise product imago,
“corporate social performance” imago (i.e., sociaahgagement en
milieubewustheid), financieel imago, werkgeversimgge., instrumentele en
symbolische attributen) en anderzijds organisdteetviteit onderzocht. Uit
onze resultaten blijkt dat de mate waarin een osgéie sociaal geéngageerd is,
kwalitatieve producten en diensten aanbiedt, enpasitief werkgeversimago
heeft gerelateerd is aan de attractiviteit van deganisatie. Milieubewustheid
en financieel imago waren niet gerelateerd aannisgteattractiviteit. Hieruit
kunnen we concluderen dat een “umbrella brandireg$ectief nuttig kan zijn
binnen rekrutering en employer branding, maar eméet bepaalde imago’s.

In Hoofdstuk 4onderzoeken we de mogelijkheid dat organisatiel zic
kunnen differentiéren op de arbeidsmarkt op basi@n v hun
rekruteringsactiviteiten. Specifiek bekeken we eh @ngewone en opvallende
rekruteringsbron  een positieve  invioed heeft op amhgtike
rekruteringsuitkomsten (Cable, 2007). Hiervoor wegdn veldexperiment
opgezet waarbij we enerzijds een vacature verstmuwih e-mail en anderzijds
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via een postkaartje. Onze resultaten tonen aareklattering via het postkaartje
meer én betere sollicitanten opleverde. Om er 2&kete zijn dat het postkaartje
als ongewoon werd gepercipieerd en andere relevketenerken konden
uitgesloten worden als verklaring voor onze resaiftaoerden we een follow-up
studie uit. In deze studie werd aan de respondemfevraagd om de
rekruteringsbronnen te beoordelen op drie crite@mgewoonheid, media-
rijkheid, en credibiliteit (White & Smith, 2001; ViaHoye & Lievens, 2007;
Webster & Trevino, 1995). De resultaten van de#levieup studie tonen aan dat
de postkaart en de e-mail inderdaad significanteliamar verschilden op het viak
van hun ongewoonheid én dat er geen verschil wagbygak van media-rijkheid
en credibiliteit.

Ten slotte, passen we Hoofdstuk 5de “implicit content theories” van
Behling, Labovitz, en Gainer (1968) toe op de eefase van rekrutering om
effectieve sollicitatiebeslissingen te voorspelldeer specifiek onderzoeken we
objectieve imago attributen, subjectieve imagoilaiten, en kenmerken van
rekruteringscommunicatie als voorspellers van étfge sollicitatiebeslissingen.
In een steekproef van 158 werkzoekenden vonderemg dat de mate waarin
organisaties een goede werk-privé balans toelateraamgename collega’s
tewerkstellen positief gerelateerd was aan sdallieibeslissingen. Daarenboven
verklaren deze objectieve imago attributen eeniaahik deel van de variantie
in deze sollicitatie beslissingen. Verder was deskiaoger dat werkzoekenden
effectief solliciteerden indien ze de organisatecipieerden als competent. Wat
de kenmerken van rekruteringscommunicatie betbdifkt de mate waarin de
jobadvertentie toeliet om een inschatting te maken de organisatie als
werkgever een positieve invioed te hebben op dhkcisatiebeslissingen van
werkzoekenden. Tenslotte, onderzochten we enktdeaicties. Hieruit blijkt dat
de relaties tussen de imago attributen en de #atlgbeslissingen sterker
(zwakker) waren indien de rekruteringsbron hoogd)ascoorde op credibiliteit.

CONCLUSIE

Wanneer we deze empirische studies bundelen vinvdenpositieve
evidentie voor de vijf sleutelassumpties en tonaardoor de theoretische en
praktische bijdrage van employer branding aan. &dsven draagt dit doctoraat
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op deze manier bij tot een beter inzicht in rekingsactiviteiten in relatie tot de
verschillende employer branding inspanningen digaoisaties leveren. Ten
eerste, tonen de resultaten Wdoofdstuk 2en Hoofdstuk 3aan dat employer
branding de attractiviteit van organisaties efctbeinvioedt. Alhoewel
attractiviteit niet expliciet gemeten werd Hoofdstuk 4en Hoofdstuk Skunnen
we eveneens veronderstellen dat de sollicitanteorgi@nisatie als aantrekkelijk
percipieerden als ze effectief solliciteerden. Twaede, toonHoofdstuk 2aan
dat sommige imagodimensies ervoor kunnen zorgeardanhisaties zich kunnen
onderscheiden van hun concurrenten. Ten derdeenime inHoofdstuk 4en
Hoofdstuk 5concrete evidentie voor de assumptie dat emplosgarding, naast
organisatieattractiviteit, eveneens objectieveamt&ten zoals het aantal en de
kwaliteit van de sollicitanten beinvioedt. Ten dieybestudeerde welitoofdstuk

4 het effect van een ongewoon rekruteringsmediunzeQrsultaten tonen aan
dat organisaties, die opvallen en hun rekrutericipgteiten onderscheiden van
andere organisaties, de efficiéntie van hun rekingsproces kunnen verbeteren.
Ten slotte, wijzen we ifloofdstuk rganisaties op het belang om bij rekrutering
niet enkel rekening te houden met hun employer dmaaar ook met andere
relevante brands van de organisatie.



198 DUTCH SUMMARY —NEDERLANDSESAMENVATTING

REFERENTIES

Aaker, D. A. (1996)Building strong brandsNew York, NY, US: The Free Press.

Ambler, T., & Barrow, S. (1996). The employer braddurnal of Brand
Management, 4185-206. doi: 10.1057/bm.1996.42

Backhaus, K. B., & Tikoo, S. (2004). Conceptualizand researching employer
branding. Career Development International, 9501-517. doi:
10.1108/13620430410550754

Barber, A. E. (1998)Recruiting employees: Individual and organizational
perspectivesThousand Oaks, CA, US: Sage Publications.

Behling, O., Labovitz, M. V., & Gainer, M. (1968¥ollege recruiting: A
theoretical bas&?ersonnel Journal, 4713-19.

Boswell, W. R., Zimmerman, R. D., & Swider, B. W20(2). Employee job
search: Towards an understanding of search coateksearch objectives.
Journal of Management, 3829-163. doi: 10.1177/0149206311421829

Breaugh, J. A. (2013). Employee recruitméxinual Review of Psychology,,64
389-416. doi: 10.1146/annurev-psych-113011-143757

Cable, D. M. (2007)Change to strange: Create a great organization bydng
a strange workforceNew Jersey, NJ, US: Wharton School Publishing.

Cable, D. M., & Turban, D. B. (2001). Establishthg dimensions, sources, and
value of job seekers’ employer knowledge duringuidment.Research in
Personnel and Human Resources Management, 1A%-163. doi:
10.1016/S0742-7301(01)20002-4

Cable, D. M., & Turban, D. B. (2003). The valueoosfjianizational reputation in
the recruitment context: A brand-equity perspectdaurnal of Applied
Social Psychology, 32244-2266. doi: 10.1111/j.1559-1816.2003.tb01883

Chapman, D. S., Uggerslev, K. L., Carroll, S. Aadentin, K. A., & Jones, D. A.
(2005). Applicant attraction to organizations amd jchoice: A meta-
analytic review of the correlates of recruiting@urnes.Journal of Applied
Psychology, 90928-944. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.90.5.928

Collins, C. J., & Kanar, A. M. (2013). Employer hohequity and recruitment
research. In D. M., Cable & K. Y. T, Yu (EdsThe Oxford handbook of



DUTCH SUMMARY —NEDERLANDSESAMENVATTING 199

recruitment, Vol 1(pp. 284 -397). New York, NY, US: Oxford Libraoy
Psychologydoi: 10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199756094.013.0016

Edwards, M. R. (2010). An integrative review of déayer branding and OB
theory.Personnel Review, 39;23. doi: 10.1108/00483481011012809

Erdem, T. (1998). An empirical analysis of umbrelieanding.Journal of
Marketing ResearclB85, 339-351. doi: 10.2307/3152032

Fulmer, I. S., Gerhart, B., & Scott, K. S. (2008)e the 100 best better? An
empirical investigation of the relationship betwdssing a “great place to
work” and firm performancePersonnel Psychology, p®65-993. doi:
10.1111/j.1744-6570.2003.tb002464

Highhouse, S., Brooks, M. E., & Greguras, G. (2008 organizational
Impression management perspective on the formatbncorporate
reputations. Journal of Management, 351481-1493. doi: 10.1177/
0149206309348788

Highhouse, S., Thornbury, E., & Little, I. (2008ocial identity functions of
attraction to organizationQrganizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 103.34-146. doi: 10.1016/j.0bhdp.2006.01.001

Highhouse, S., Zickar, M. J., Thorsteinson, TSfigrwalt, S. L., & Slaughter, J.
E. (1999). Assessing company employment image:>@amele in the fast
food industry.Personnel Psychology, 5251-172. doi: 10.1111/}.1744-
6570.1999.tb01819

Jones, D. A.,, & Willness, C. R. (2013). Corporatecial performance,
organizational reputation, and recruitment. In D, @able & K. Y. T, Yu
(Eds.), The Oxford handbook of recruitment, Vol.(fhp. 298-313). New
York, NY, US: Oxford Library of Psychology. doi: 1i®93/oxfordhb/
9780199756094.013.002

Katz, D. (1960). The functional approach to thelgtof attitudesPublic Opinion
Quarterly, 24, 163-204. doi: 10.1086/266945

Lievens, F. (2007). Employer branding in the Beiglamy: The importance of
instrumental and symbolic beliefs for potential leggmts, actual
applicants, and military employed¢fuman Resource Management, 86
69. doi: 10.1002/hrm.20145



200 DUTCH SUMMARY —NEDERLANDSESAMENVATTING

Lievens, F., & Highhouse, S. (2003). The relatidrinstrumental and symbolic
attributes to a company's attractiveness as an oyeplPersonnel
Psychology, 5675-102. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.2003.tb00144

Lievens, F., Van Hoye, G., & Anseel, F. (2007). @rgational identity and
employer image: Towards an unifying framewo#Bkitish Journal of
Management, 1815-59. doi: 10.1111/}.1467-8551.2007.00525

Lievens, F., Van Hoye, G., & Schreurs, B. (2005ai6ining the relationship
between employer knowledge dimensions and organizt
attractiveness: An application in a military coritexdournal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 7853-572. doi:
10.1348/09631790X26688

Marelli, E. (2007). Specialisation and convergeonfeEuropean regionslhe
European Journal of Comparative Economu;s149-178.

Martin, G., Gollan, P. J., & Grigg, K. (2011). Isere a bigger and better future
for employer branding? Facing up to innovationpooate reputations, and
wicked problems in SHRMI he International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 223618-3637. doi: 10.1080/09585192.2011.560880

Mosley, R. W. (2007). Customer experience, orgaioisal culture and the
employer brand.Journal of Brand Managementl5, 123-134. doi:
10.1057/palgrave.bm.2550124

Slaughter, J. E., Zickar, M. J., Highhouse, S., &1v] D. C. (2004). Personality
trait inferences about organizations: Developmehtaomeasure and
assessment of construct validiflournal of Applied Psychology, 885-
103. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.89.1.85

Uggerslev, K. L., Fassina, N. E., & Kraichy, D. (). Recruiting through the
stages: A meta-analytic test of predictors of aygpit attraction at different
stages of the recruitment procel3srsonnel Psychology, 6597-660. doi:
10.1111/j.1744-6570.2012.01254

Van Hoye, G. (2008). Nursing recruitment:. Relatlipsbetween perceived
employer image and nursing employees’ recommentatitournal of
Advanced Nursing3, 366-375. doi: 10.1111/}.1365-2648.2008.04710

Van Hoye, G., Bas, T., Cromheecke, S., & Lieveng2B13). The instrumental
and symbolic dimensions of organizations’ imagarasmployer: A large-



DUTCH SUMMARY —NEDERLANDSESAMENVATTING 201

scale field study on employer branding in Turk&gplied Psychology: An
International Review, 6543-557. doi: 10.1111/j.1464-0597.2012.00495

Van Hoye, G., & Lievens, F. (2007). Social influescon organizational
attractiveness: Investigating if and when word ot mattersJournal of
Applied Social Psychology, 372024-2047. doi: 10.1111/}.1559-
1816.2007.00249

Van Hoye, G., & Lievens, F. (2009). Tapping thepgnane: A closer look at
word-of-mouth as a recruitment sourdeurnal of Applied Psycholog94,
341-352. doi: 10.1037/a0014066

Webster, J., & Trevino, L. K. (1995). Rational arsbcial theories as
complementary explanations of communication medmices: Two
policy-capturing studie®Aicademy of Management Journal, 3844-1572.
doi: 10.2307/256843

Wernerfelt, B. (1988). Umbrella branding as a sigrianew product quality: An
example of signaling by posting a bofithe RAND Journal of Economics,
19, 458-66.

White, A., & Smith, B. L. (2001). Assessing advsirig creativity using the
creative product semantic scaleurnal of Advertising Researi/-34.






ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

DANKWOORD






ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS— DANKWOORD 205

Onze grootste overwinning is niet dat we nooitrfalmaar dat we telkens
als we struikelen weer opstaan.
Confucius, Analecta boek Il, XXIV

Geinspireerd door deze wijze woorden van Confuzausik iedereen die
de afgelopen zes jaar heeft bijgedragen aan deexenijking van dit doctoraat
willen bedanken. Door jullie slaagde ik erin onkezls weer op te staan.

Eerst en vooral wil ik mijn promotor Prof. Dr. FilLievens bedanken. Filip,
met jou mogen samenwerken de afgelopen zes jaaspvag minst opmerkelijk
te noemen. Net zoals vele anderen koester ik dar za van bewondering voor
jou. Als student had ik dan ook nooit gedacht d&an doctoraat ging maken bij
“Filip Lievens”. Bij de start boezemde die samerkugy mij dan ook wel enige
angst in. Bij sommige gesprekken krijg ik tot opddey van vandaag nog steeds
(voor wie naar The Big Bang Theory kijkt) een sa@m Penny-gevoel. Na al die
jaren vraag ik mezelf dan ook nog altijd af hoeaenh kan uitblinken in zo een
verscheidenheid aan disciplines. Jouw doorzettegsegen, perfectionisme en
kennis lijken geen grenzen te hebben. Ik denk dat deze eigenschappen je als
promotor erin bent geslaagd om telkens opnieuvibéste uit mij te halen, om me
net dat extra stapje te laten zetten en om melpemalles tot een goed eind te
brengen. Uiteraard merkte ik tijdens de afgelopenjaar enkele verschillen op
tussen ons. Deze vormden volgens mij, zowel voargls voor mezelf, een
uitdaging. Zo ben jij ongelooflijk rationeel terhilkk nogal een emotioneel beestje
ben, heb jij geen need-for-closure (neen echt metijl die nood bij mij nogal
sterk aanwezig is, heb jij de gave om alles bonéigr te schrijven terwijl ik het
beter mondeling kan uitleggen en kan jij sprekesd@nijven zoals Yoda wat ik
dan weer niet kan. Al heb ik ook zaken ontdektwlesdelen: De passie voor
lekker eten, het besef dat sport de beste uitiyatld die een mens zich kan
voorstellen en gebeten zijn om te weten. Filipsokd het een eer, een genoegen
en een uitdaging om met jou te mogen samenwerkdred de afgelopen zes jaar
veel geleerd en ben je dankbaar voor al je tij@reargie!

Uiteraard was het niet mogelijk geweest om dit didt te schrijven
zonder de hulp van mijn copromotor Prof. Dr. Gidah Hoye. Greet, met veel
ljver nam jij zes jaar geleden de taak op jou onmmmopromotor te zijn. Hoewel
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je “bekendheid” toen nog niet zo groot was alsvaie Filip hoorde ik enkel maar
positieve WOM over jou. Ik was dan ook ontzetterig dat ik met jou kon
samenwerken. Naast je uitstekende vakkennis, jeegedheid als onderzoeker
en je schitterend netwerk beschik jij over nogtal andere eigenschappen. Maar
eén specifieke eigenschap springt er voor mij ntegds uit: Je bent een
fantastische mama voor Daan en Anna. Al die jasdnik je bewonderd omdat,
ondanks je succesvolle wetenschappelijk carriergegin altijd voorrang kreeg.
Hoe jij erin slaagt om een balans te houden tuasek en privé is een voorbeeld
voor vele vrouwelijke én mannelijke (we zijn geémigeerd) academici. Nu
tijdens de voorbije zes jaar was jij ook vaak dregdie, op verschillende vlakken,
de zaken voor mij in balans hield. Je was steedshikbaar als ik vragen had,
ving me nu en dan ook eens emotioneel op en leredéat je mentaal en fysiek
goed voelen het belangrijkste is. Toen je van faduén vakgroep veranderde,
was het dan ook even moeilijk, maar het contacteebegeleiding namen niet af,
integendeel. Ook buiten het werk kwamen we elkaaemdan eens tegen, want
tegen een uitdaging, quiz of feestje zegt Greeit mee! Zo beklommen we samen
de “Rocky Steps” en was ik fotograaf van diensnhtge“echt wel eens met je
blote voeten in een fontein wou gaan staan”. Ghesttyvas me een genoegen om
met jou te mogen samenwerken. Ik wil je dan oolagraitdrukkelijk bedanken
voor al je hulp en steun tijdens de afgelopen aas j

De leden van mijn doctoraatsbegeleidingscommissieikveveneens
bedanken. Prof. Dr. Derek Chapman voor de onliegldack en inspirerende
ontmoetingen op congressen. Prof. Dr. Alain Van Mo®r zijn nuchterheid en
andere kijk op de zaken. Jouw inbreng werd iedees kntzettend gewaardeerd.
Tenslotte wil ik graag Prof. Dr. Bert Weijters uitékelijk bedanken. Bert,
ondanks jouw druk schema en je andere doctoradé&sgen kon ik bij jou steeds
terecht. Zonder jouw kennis van Mplus, die je graag delen, was het me niet
gelukt om bepaalde delen van dit doctoraat te jseimi

TijJdens de afgelopen zes jaar werd ik eveneensngihrdoor fantastische
collega’s. Ik ben mijn vorige en huidige collegdan ook dankbaarheid voor de
vele toffe momenten samen en de ondersteuning. BroRita Claes, bedankt
voor de aangename samenwerking tijdens de eersteyjan mijn assistentschap
en de ondersteunende houding. Prof. Dr. FrederikeAlh bedankt om ons
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departement in je eigen stijl te runnen en onsvhdtouwen te geven om onze
job in alle vrijheid uit te voeren. Prof. Dr. Eva&idus om een zekere vrouwelijke
touch op de vakgroep aanwezig te houden. ProfJ@hnny Fontaine voor de
immer vriendelijke en oprechte “goedemorgen” eng‘lgaat het”. Prof. Dr. Peter
Vlerick om ons op de hoogte te houden van de ok®likgen in de verschillende
commissies. Prof. Dr. Jonas Lang voor de aangesamenwerking tijdens de
laatste jaren van mijn assistentschap. Tenslott&kwiart en Bert ook bedanken
voor de administratieve en technische ondersteyrondersteuning die vaak
onderschat wordt.

Marjolein, Bart, en Elke jullie waren de “anciensken ik startte, steeds
klaar voor hulp, uitleg en advies als er iets hegi zoals gepland. Britt, Nele, en
Eveline, bedankt voor de vele momenten van steanjpd en de mailtjes of
bezoekjes na jullie vertrek. llse, je was er altjdak onverwachts, op jouw eigen
lieve manier. Lien, ik ben getuige geweest vargjste stappen als onderzoeker
en ben ontzettend blij dat ik je ook heb leren leenals een fijne collega. Myrjam,
ik bewonder je nog steeds voor de keuze die je teaakde manier waarop je je
dromen tracht waar te maken. Anneleen, wat beeaejij sterke madam, jouw
nuchtere kijk op de dingen kwam vaak van pas. Yadilga bent het zonnetje van
onze vakgroep, keep on smiling. Ladies, bedankt kiebluisterend oor, de vele
momenten van pauze, en de onverwachte opbeurenliesn®’'n “oud” bureau
genootje Jeroen, bedankt voor al die toffe momeénterzorgde steeds voor een
vrolijke noot op ons bureau en was de persoon Higl alles wist van de
studenten. Toen jij besliste om weg te gaan, hdtetkecht lastig gehad maar ik
ben blij dat we nog steeds contact hebben. Chhstop hebben niet zo lang een
bureau gedeeld, maar ik weet je ontzettend te aj@pen als collega. En uiteraard
ook bedankt aan alle andere collega’s - Bernd, INEleas, Karen, Sam, Malte,
Lieze, Katia, Roeliene, Chiara, Jan, Saar, Cédvarijn en Lien - voor de
memorabele momenten. Uitdrukkelijk dank ook aare albllega’s die dit
doctoraat nauwgezet hebben nagelezen.

Resten mij nog twee uitzonderlijke collega’s ombéelanken. Catherine en
Julie, m’'n bureaugenootjes, m'n “kleine eendjes’erdbrie, ik ga jullie
ongelooflijk hard missen. Jullie zijn fantastisehensen! Als ik terugdenk aan al
die schitterende momenten die we samen beleefdehelden ik blij maar krijg
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Ik ook tranen in mijn ogen. Onze liedjes, de velgke babbels, de etentjes van
chique restaurants tot de IKEA, onze verjaardagsaaifes en de
nieuwjaarsbrieven. We hebben samen zoveel ups wnsidbeleefd en konden
zoveel bij elkaar kwijt, collega’s zoals jullie zial waarschijnlijk niet snel meer
vinden. Ik weet dat het niet altijd eenvoudig i®rvllie maar “mama gans” zal
haar best doen om te blijven waken over jullie. @@br en ik ben er zeker van
dat jullie binnen een paar jaar ook glansrijk eeatdraat zullen verdedigen!

Uiteraard wil ik ook mijn vrienden en familie uittkkelijk bedanken voor
de onafgebroken steun de afgelopen jaren. Sped#aik gaat uit naar llse. Ik
herinner me nog goed je gezicht toen ik zei dginky doctoreren. Bedankt om er
de afgelopen jaren te zijn op verschillende belgtgmomenten in mijn leven.
Lieven, Marijke, Dorien, Pieter, en Evelien, bedansor alle gezellige familie
momenten de afgelopen jaren, die momenten zorgdesoredat ik me kon
ontspannen en bleef genieten van de kleine dingerélie, Amelou, Maribel,
Felix, en m’'n liefste metekindje Alice bedankt omm kbhpoentjes te zijn die mij
telkens opnieuw doen lachen. Bedankt ook aan nmpotguders om steeds te
vragen hoe alles loopt. Speciale dank aan m’n Omeonn af en toe eens lekker
eten te maken, te zorgen voor aperitiefjes, errad €e strijk over te nemen. Onze
Bubbles en Snoes verdienen hier ook terecht eatspamenige bezettingen van
mijn computer zorgden voor de nodige afleiding.

Mijn schoonouders ben ik eveneens dankbaar voondimdige steun. Kris,
je vertoonde een sterke interesse in mijn onderevekolgde alles op de voet.
Mireille, je stond steeds paraat met thee en ksekig het even niet meer ging.
Jullie deur die altijd open staat, de vele knuffels warme momenten betekenen
ontzettend veel voor mij.

Uiteraard kunnen mijn ouders niet ontbreken irdditkwoord. Zonder hen
was dit nooit mogelijk geweest. Papa, bedankt orte eijn voor mij. Bedankt
voor je eindeloze inzet om het beste uit mij teehalk ben je eeuwig dankbaar
voor alles wat je voor me hebt gedaan. Zonder jdoarzettingsvermogen had ik
nooit een masterdiploma behaald, laat staan eciordat. Mama, je bent voor
mij een ongelooflijk grote steun geweest. Je wesfgrt wanneer ik het zwaar
had, wanneer je moest bijspringen, en wanneertikbdig had om even stoom
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af te laten. Samen met papa creéerde jij een ggzehuis waar ik de nodige
warmte en geborgenheid vond en altijd zal vindexddk!

Rest mij nog €én persoon ... Diedrik. De afgelopenjaar zijn wij samen
van een leuk jong koppeltje, geévolueerd naar e¢rogwd stel met hun eigen
gezellige stek. Het is zeker niet altijd eenvougligveest, zowel jij als ik hebben
lastige periodes gekend. Maar onze kunst is dateze lastige momenten steeds
samen doorkomen. Wat wij samen hebben is moeiijwoorden te vatten. Je
hebt me steeds bijgestaan, me aangemoedigd teeuikbpgeven, me verdragen
terwijl ik onuitstaanbaar was, met me gevierd wamrex iets te vieren was, me
geknuffeld als ik het nodig had, met me gedanstroenaan het lachen te
brengen ... Tijdens de afgelopen jaren heb ik geldatrdk op jou kan vertrouwen,
altijd en overal. Bedankt daarvoor! Ik kijk ernagrom dit hoofdstuk af te sluiten
en samen aan een volgend, vast en zeker even siamoefdstuk te beginnen!

Saartje Cromheecke, Kruishoutem, Februari 2016
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DATA STORAGE FACT SHEET 1
% Name/identifier study: Chapter 2
% Author: Saartje Cromheecke
% Date: February,'6 2016

1. Contact details

- name: Saartje Cromheecke
- address: Henri Dunantlaan 2, 9000 Ghent
- e-mail: Saartje.Cromheecke@UGent.be

1b. Responsible Staff Member (ZAP)

- name: Prof. Dr. Filip Lievens

- address: Henri Dunantlaan 2, 9000 Ghent
- e-mail: Filip.Lievens@UGent.be

If a response is not received when using the albonéact details, please
send an email to data.pp@ugent.be or contact Dataalyement, Faculty
of Psychology and Educational Sciences, Henri Dtiaan 2, 9000 Ghent,
Belgium.

2. Information about the datasets to which thiesheplies
* Reference of the publication in which the dataset reported:
Cromheecke, S. (201@mployer branding: Testing some key assumptions.

Chapter 2 (Doctoral dissertation). Ghent University, Ghdsg|gium.

* Which datasets in that publication does this slapely to?:
The sheet applies to all the data used in thisystud
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3. Information about the files that have been store

* Have the raw data been stored by the main resee?d] YES / K] NO
The raw data were collected by and are owned by @ party

* On which platform are the raw data stored?

- [] researcher PC

- [ ] research group file server

- [X] other (specify): Data are owned by a third party

*Who has direct access to the raw data (i.e.,autimtervention of another
person)?

- [] main researcher

- [ ] responsible ZAP

- [ ] all members of the research group

- [ ] all members of UGent

- [X] other (specify): Data are owned by a third party

3b. Other files
* Which other files have been stored?
- [ ] file(s) describing the transition from raw tdato reported results.
Specify: ...
- [] file(s) containing processed data. Specify:
- [X] file(s) containing analyses. Specify: Mplus-synémnd Mplus-output
- [ ] files(s) containing information about infoed consent
- [ ] a file specifying legal and ethical proass
- [ ] file(s) that describe the content of therstl files and how this content
should be interpreted. Specify: ...
- [ ] other files. Specify: ...
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* On which platform are these other files stored?
- [X] individual PC
- [ ] research group file server
- [ ] other: ...

* Who has direct access to these other files (ivéhout intervention of
another person)?

- [X] main researcher

- [ ] responsible ZAP

- [ ] all members of the research group

- [ ] all members of UGent

- [ ] other (specify): ...

4. Reproduction
* Have the results been reproduced independently?ES / [X] NO

All my analyses areeviewedby my supervisors and external reviewers
(guidance committee, etc.)



216

DATA STORAGE FACT SHEETS

DATA STORAGE FACT SHEET 2
% Name/identifier study: Chapter 3
% Author: Saartje Cromheecke
% Date: February,'6 2016

1. Contact details

- name: Saartje Cromheecke
- address: Henri Dunantlaan 2, 9000 Ghent
- e-mail: Saartje.Cromheecke@UGent.be

1b. Responsible Staff Member (ZAP)

- name: Prof. Dr. Filip Lievens

- address: Henri Dunantlaan 2, 9000 Ghent
- e-mail: Filip.Lievens@UGent.be

If a response is not received when using the albonéact details, please
send an email to data.pp@ugent.be or contact Dataalyement, Faculty
of Psychology and Educational Sciences, Henri Dtiaan 2, 9000 Ghent,
Belgium.

2. Information about the datasets to which thiesheplies
* Reference of the publication in which the dataset reported:
Cromheecke, S. (201@mployer branding: Testing some key assumptions.

Chapter 3.(Doctoral dissertation). Ghent University, Ghdsg|gium.

* Which datasets in that publication does this slapely to?:
The sheet applies to the first sample in this study
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3. Information about the files that have been store

* Have the raw data been stored by the main resee?d] YES / K] NO
The raw data were collected by and are owned by @ party

* On which platform are the raw data stored?

- [] researcher PC

- [ ] research group file server

- [X] other (specify): Data are owned by a third party

*Who has direct access to the raw data (i.e.,autimtervention of another
person)?

- [] main researcher

- [ ] responsible ZAP

- [ ] all members of the research group

- [ ] all members of UGent

- [X] other (specify): Data are owned by a third party

3b. Other files
* Which other files have been stored?
- [ ] file(s) describing the transition from raw tdato reported results.
Specify: ...

- [] file(s) containing processed data. Specify:

- [X] file(s) containing analyses. Specify: SPSS-syn&SS-output, and
RWA-output

- [ ] files(s) containing information about infoed consent

- [] a file specifying legal and ethical proass

- [ ] file(s) that describe the content of therst files and how this content
should be interpreted. Specify: ...

- [ ] other files. Specify: ...
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* On which platform are these other files stored?
- [X] individual PC
- [ ] research group file server
- [ ] other: ...

* Who has direct access to these other files (ivéhout intervention of
another person)?

- [X] main researcher

- [ ] responsible ZAP

- [ ] all members of the research group

- [ ] all members of UGent

- [ ] other (specify): ...

4. Reproduction
* Have the results been reproduced independently?ES / [X] NO

All my analyses areeviewedby my supervisors and external reviewers
(guidance committee, etc.)
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DATA STORAGE FACT SHEET 3
% Name/identifier study: Chapter 3
% Author: Saartje Cromheecke
% Date: February,'6 2016

1. Contact details

- name: Saartje Cromheecke
- address: Henri Dunantlaan 2, 9000 Ghent
- e-mail: Saartje.Cromheecke@UGent.be

1b. Responsible Staff Member (ZAP)

- name: Prof. Dr. Filip Lievens

- address: Henri Dunantlaan 2, 9000 Ghent
- e-mail: Filip.Lievens@UGent.be

If a response is not received when using the albonéact details, please
send an email to data.pp@ugent.be or contact Dataalyement, Faculty
of Psychology and Educational Sciences, Henri Dtiaan 2, 9000 Ghent,
Belgium.

2. Information about the datasets to which thiesheplies
* Reference of the publication in which the dataset reported:
Cromheecke, S. (201@mployer branding: Testing some key assumptions.

Chapter 3.(Doctoral dissertation). Ghent University, Ghdsg|gium.

* Which datasets in that publication does this slapely to?:
The sheet applies to the second sample in thiy stud
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3. Information about the files that have been store

* Have the raw data been stored by the main resee?dX] YES / [] NO

* On which platform are the raw data stored?
- [X] researcher PC

- [ ] research group file server

- [ ] other (specify): ...

*Who has direct access to the raw data (i.e.,outimtervention of another
person)?

- [X] main researcher

- [ ] responsible ZAP

- [ ] all members of the research group

- [ ] all members of UGent

- [ ] other (specify): ...

3b. Other files
* Which other files have been stored?
- [ ] file(s) describing the transition from raw tdato reported results.
Specify: ...

- [] file(s) containing processed data. Specify:

- [X] file(s) containing analyses. Specify: SPSS-syn&XSS-output, and
RWA-output

- [ ] files(s) containing information about infoed consent

- [ ] a file specifying legal and ethical proass

- [ ] file(s) that describe the content of therstl files and how this content
should be interpreted. Specify: ...

- [ ] other files. Specify: ...
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* On which platform are these other files stored?
- [X] individual PC
- [ ] research group file server
- [ ] other: ...

* Who has direct access to these other files (ivéhout intervention of
another person)?

- [X] main researcher

- [ ] responsible ZAP

- [ ] all members of the research group

- [ ] all members of UGent

- [ ] other (specify): ...

4. Reproduction
* Have the results been reproduced independently?ES / [X] NO

All my analyses areeviewedby my supervisors and external reviewers
(guidance committee, etc.)
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DATA STORAGE FACT SHEET 4
% Name/identifier study: Chapter 4
% Author: Saartje Cromheecke
% Date: February,'6 2016

1. Contact details

- name: Saartje Cromheecke
- address: Henri Dunantlaan 2, 9000 Ghent
- e-mail: Saartje.Cromheecke@UGent.be

1b. Responsible Staff Member (ZAP)

- name: Prof. Dr. Filip Lievens

- address: Henri Dunantlaan 2, 9000 Ghent
- e-mail: Filip.Lievens@UGent.be

If a response is not received when using the albonéact details, please
send an email to data.pp@ugent.be or contact Dataalyement, Faculty
of Psychology and Educational Sciences, Henri Dtiaan 2, 9000 Ghent,
Belgium.

2. Information about the datasets to which thiesheplies
* Reference of the publication in which the dataset reported:
Cromheecke, S. (201@mployer branding: Testing some key assumptions.

Chapter 4. (Doctoral dissertation). Ghent University, Ghdsg|gium.

Cromheecke, S., Van Hoye, G., & Lievens, F. (20C3anging things up
in recruitment: Effects of a “strange” recruitmemtdium on applicant pool
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guantity and quality.Journal of Occupational and Organizational
Psychology, 86410-416. Doi: 10.1111/joop.12018

* Which datasets in that publication does this sapely to?:
The sheet applies to all the data used in thisystud

3. Information about the files that have been store

* Have the raw data been stored by the main resee?d] YES / K] NO
The raw data were collected by and are owned by @ party

* On which platform are the raw data stored?

- [] researcher PC

- [ ] research group file server

- [X] other (specify): Data are owned by a third party

*Who has direct access to the raw data (i.e.,autimtervention of another
person)?

- [] main researcher

- [ ] responsible ZAP

- [ ] all members of the research group

- [ ] all members of UGent

- [X] other (specify): Data are owned by a third party

3b. Other files
* Which other files have been stored?
- [ ] file(s) describing the transition from raw tdato reported results.
Specify: ...
- [] file(s) containing processed data. Specify:
- [X] file(s) containing analyses. Specify: SPSS-symiiac SPSS-output
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- [ ] files(s) containing information about infoed consent

- [] a file specifying legal and ethical proass

- [ ] file(s) that describe the content of therst files and how this content
should be interpreted. Specify: ...

- [ ] other files. Specify: ...

* On which platform are these other files stored?
- [X] individual PC
- [ ] research group file server
- [ ] other: ...

* Who has direct access to these other files (ivéhout intervention of
another person)?

- [X] main researcher

- [ ] responsible ZAP

- [ ] all members of the research group

- [ ] all members of UGent

- [ ] other (specify): ...

4. Reproduction
* Have the results been reproduced independently?ES / [X] NO

All my analyses areeviewedby my supervisors and external reviewers
(guidance committee, journal, etc.)
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DATA STORAGE FACT SHEET 5
% Name/identifier study: Chapter 5
% Author: Saartje Cromheecke
% Date: February,'6 2016

1. Contact details

- name: Saartje Cromheecke
- address: Henri Dunantlaan 2, 9000 Ghent
- e-mail: Saartje.Cromheecke@UGent.be

1b. Responsible Staff Member (ZAP)

- name: Prof. Dr. Filip Lievens

- address: Henri Dunantlaan 2, 9000 Ghent
- e-mail: Filip.Lievens@UGent.be

If a response is not received when using the albonéact details, please
send an email to data.pp@ugent.be or contact Dataalyement, Faculty
of Psychology and Educational Sciences, Henri Dtiaan 2, 9000 Ghent,
Belgium.

2. Information about the datasets to which thiesheplies
* Reference of the publication in which the dataset reported:
Cromheecke, S. (201@mployer branding: Testing some key assumptions.

Chapter 5.(Doctoral dissertation). Ghent University, Ghdsg|gium.

* Which datasets in that publication does this slapely to?:
The sheet applies to all the data used in thisystud
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3. Information about the files that have been store

* Have the raw data been stored by the main resee?d] YES / K] NO
The raw data were collected by and are owned by @ party

* On which platform are the raw data stored?

- [] researcher PC

- [ ] research group file server

- [X] other (specify): Data are owned by a third party

*Who has direct access to the raw data (i.e.,autimtervention of another
person)?

- [] main researcher

- [ ] responsible ZAP

- [ ] all members of the research group

- [ ] all members of UGent

- [X] other (specify): Data are owned by a third party

3b. Other files
* Which other files have been stored?
- [ ] file(s) describing the transition from raw tdato reported results.
Specify: ...

- [] file(s) containing processed data. Specify:

- [X] file(s) containing analyses. Specify: SPSS-syn&SS-output, and
RWA-output

- [ ] files(s) containing information about infoed consent

- [] a file specifying legal and ethical proass

- [ ] file(s) that describe the content of therst files and how this content
should be interpreted. Specify: ...

- [ ] other files. Specify: ...
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* On which platform are these other files stored?
- [X] individual PC
- [ ] research group file server
- [ ] other: ...

* Who has direct access to these other files (ivéhout intervention of
another person)?

- [X] main researcher

- [ ] responsible ZAP

- [ ] all members of the research group

- [ ] all members of UGent

- [ ] other (specify): ...

4. Reproduction
* Have the results been reproduced independently?YES / [X] NO

All my analyses areeviewedby my supervisors and external reviewers
(guidance committee, etc.)






