
�

A MODEL REPLICATION WITH AN EXTENSION 
OF STUDENTS’ PERCEPTION OF PROSPECTIVE 
EMPLOYER ATTRACTIVENESS

Kristina Babikova, Jakub Bucek

Abstract
In the light of a long-term rising focus on human resources as the essential for a competitiveness 
of organizations, human resource management intersects with marketing to help firms attract 
and retain potential employees. The existing literature, mainly referred to as employer branding, 
has been concerned primarily with the identification of relevant elements of the proposition of 
employer value, while several authors have pointed out the need to focus on relative elements. 
Therefore, the present research attempts to replicate a model by Sivertzen et al. (2013) which 
investigates factors regarding employer branding strategies, and to verify whether the predomi-
nant view of relevant elements might or might not be considered inadequate. We have replicated 
the model with the extension of different industries, and the paradigm was tested on two larger 
samples compared to the original paper. An electronic questionnaire was distributed to compu-
ter science students (337 responses) and students of economics (290) at universities in the Czech 
Republic. The findings indicate that several employer attractiveness attributes could have a posi-
tive relation to corporate reputation. However, results differ between industries. The validation 
of the employer attractiveness scale resulted in dimensions which are different than those in the 
original study, with new dimensions featuring different indicators proposed. A positive relation 
was found between the use of social media and corporate reputation, the use of social media 
with the intention of applying for a job, as well as corporate reputation in terms of the intention 
of applying for a job.
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1. INTRODUCTION
A sustained competitive advantage is the ultimate goal of every company, but views on how to 
achieve this have changed over time. Since the 1990s the focus on human resources as a factor 
in a company’s success has been increasing. The importance of human resources came with the 
resource-based view (RBV) theory rooted in the work of Penrose (1959) and the Harvard Design 
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School (e.g. Andrews, 1971), later applied by Wernerfelt (1984) and spread further by Barney (1991). 
RBV transformed the thinking about strategic management and made available new strategic op-
tions for companies. This view emphasizes internal resources (as a shift from external) as a starting 
point for organizational success, and therefore as the resources which determine the sustained com-
petitive advantage of a company (Barney, 1991). Therefore, both potential and existing employees 
were shifted from a position in which they needed to fight for allocations from a company budget 
(Wright et al, 2001) through the growing acceptance of the importance to the awareness of the need 
to integrate strategic steps into daily operations (Bergeron, 2004). For more than twenty years since, 
the existing general agreement that human capital can be a source of competitive advantage has 
been put into practice (Shaw & Delery, 2001). Today, managing human capital as a part of strategic 
planning now is a must if the company wants to be or remain competitive and successful (Armstrong 
& Taylor, 2014). The validity of this change of strategic view has been made clear by other reasons 
such as slightly changed labor market conditions as well as greater competition among companies 
for the best employees. In a situation in which there is a labor shortage, organizations can achieve 
a sustainable competitive advantage only if it can attract and retain qualified employees better than 
their competition can (Boxall, 1996; Guthridge et al, 2008). Companies are striving for strategies to 
“win the war” on the labor market, and for strategies regarding how to become or remain an attrac-
tive employer (Cascio & Graham, 2016; Mahroum, 2000). Forming the prime approach for dealing 
with attraction, recruitment and retention challenges has become an intersection point between 
human resource management (HRM) and marketing, notably branding. Employer branding has 
been proposed as an effective way for companies to differentiate themselves from competitors and 
to gain a competitive advantage in the labor market effectively and strategically (Collins & Stevens, 
2002; Highhouse et al, 2003). 

The focus of the literature on employer branding has led to a broad view of the phenomenon and has 
brought many other concepts, constructs and discourses (Theurer et al, 2018). Despite this fact or 
perhaps because of it, the field of employer branding still suffers from several gaps in knowledge and 
shortcomings as well as descriptions of the relationships between concepts and constructs. Employer 
branding is the process of building and promoting the unique aspects of a firm (Backhaus & Tikoo, 
2004), i.e. it is a part of the organization’s strategy to attract and retain employees. However, one of 
the essential outcomes of branding is attractiveness itself. Organizational attractiveness is a subjec-
tive evaluation of the attractiveness of the brand (Lievens et al, 2007) by employees and is therefore 
influenced by many attributes which can be clustered into dimensions (Berthon et al, 2005). Those 
attributes and the ways to categorize them is what most prior employer branding research has dealt 
with (Theurer et al., 2018). Moreover, the long track from determining the important attributes of 
employer attractiveness to a state in which an organization is competitive on the labor market, and 
therefore competitive on the product or service market, requires considerable research.

Therefore, the purpose of the study is to present findings that contribute to the current knowledge 
on constructs connected with the employer branding research. Specifically, we present the replica-
tion results of an empirical evaluation of the model proposed by Sivertzen et al. (2013). Their model 
is trying to “identify potential employees’ perception of an employer and their intentions to apply for 
a job” with the purpose of enabling organizations to focus their employer branding and recruitment 
actions thusly. Our replication presents an opportunity to confirm, falsify or re-evaluate the findings 



�

(Hubbard & Armstrong, 1994; Hubbard & Vetter, 1996), and therefore our study seeks to contribute 
to discussions in the field and to put forth new assumptions about employer branding. Replication 
studies are very rare, particularly in business and management sciences (van Witteloostuijn, 2016), 
with most journals not being welcoming to publishing replications. However, the importance of 
replication studies was well established in the last century, e.g. by well-known author Hubbard R. 
(1994; 1996; 1998), due to its important role in ensuring validity and reliability. The replication proc-
ess protects the academic field from uncritical acceptance of empirical results and is essential espe-
cially for emerging fields (Singh, 2003), among which employer branding is considered. Replications 
should bring an opportunity to “separate chance findings from systematic results” (Harzing, 2016) 
and “to provide additional evidence that helps to build a cumulative body of knowledge”  (Ethiraj et 
al, 2016). Therefore, we decided to work simultaneously and systematically on prior research along 
with replications. This paper conducts the replication with an extension, i.e. a duplication of an 
original paper to test conceptual relationships differently by slightly modifying aspects of the initial 
design (Hubbard & Armstrong, 1994; Hubbard & Vetter, 1996). The results of our use of the model 
are interlinked with the results of prior research in order to build bound knowledge in the employer 
branding field.

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
Employer branding (EB) is primarily an intersection between human resource management and 
brand marketing (Ambler & Barrow, 1996). It is an approach to promote an employer as different 
and desirable as compared to the competitors on a labor market (Lievens et al., 2007). This ap-
proach targets externally when recruiting potential employees, as well as internally to retain existing 
employees (Foster et al, 2010). This paper targets potential employees, specifically students with no 
or little work experience. In duplicating the model, we work with the definitions from the original 
paper. Recruiting is therefore defined as “organization activities that affect the number and type 
of applicants who apply for an open position” (Gatewood et al, 2011). Two main sides are included 
in recruitment situations, an organization and a potential employee. Employer branding is a set of 
organization’s activities to build and promote the brand (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004). Nevertheless, 
the outputs of branding are dependent on the recipients, potential employees and their perceptions. 
Therefore, the field of employer branding is not only the intersection of HRM and marketing, but 
also the fields as vocational behavior (e.g. Turban, 2001; Turban et al, 1998), organizational behavior 
and psychology (e.g. Daniel & José, 2010; Edwards, 2009) and many others. The model is construct-
ed from outputs corresponding with the possible perception of potential employees and it proposes 
their relationships to test. 

Often researched outcomes of employer branding are „organizational attractiveness” and „corpo-
rate reputation“. EB is supposed to be used to positively influence them, specifically to increase 
attractiveness and improve reputation of an organization. However, the relationship between at-
tractiveness and reputation is not researched. Employer attractiveness is a subjective evaluation of 
attractiveness (Cable & Turban, 2001; Collings & Kanar, 2013) defined in our paper specifically 
as „the benefits potential employees see in employment in a specific organization“ (Berthon et al., 
2005). To measure employer attractiveness, the scale was developed by Berthon et al. (2005) refined 
and extended from Ambler and Barrow’s (1996) dimensions. The scale consists of 25 items divided 
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into five dimensions. The dimensions assess the extent to which potential employees are attracted to 
an employer in a specific factor group (Berthon et al., 2005). Those are interest value, social value, 
economic value, development value and application value. Interest value is connected with innova-
tive work practices and high-quality and innovative products and services. Social value dimension 
reflects the work environment and relationships in a workplace. Economic value assesses the extent 
of attractiveness coming with providing above-average salaries and other economic benefits, as well 
as promotional policy in a company. The fourth dimension is called development value and is con-
nected with future job opportunities. Moreover, the last, but not least is the application value that 
reflects the possibility of using acquired knowledge in a consumer-oriented humanitarian environ-
ment of an organization. These and other characteristics which are socially constructed based on 
the organization’s previous actions and prospects define corporate reputation (Sivertzen et al., 2013; 
Weigelt & Camerer, 1988). The reputation does not only mean that an organization has qualities as 
an employer, but that an organization communicates these qualities to a range of key stakeholders 
(Hepburn, 2005). Organizations use a wide range of channels. However, the invention of the world 
wide web substantially changed the way to attract new employers.  Internet enabled cost reduction 
(Borstorff et al., 2005) and the significant possibility of addressing passive job seekers as well (Cap-
pelli, 2001). Moreover, along with the increasing popularity of social media over a few last years, 
many business sectors launched their social media’s sites to promote their business (Fisher et al., 
2014). There are predictions that human resources will increase their activities on social media as 
a part of a strategy to attract and retain employees (Chauhan et al, 2013). However, there are also 
threats and responses connected with using social media (Horn et al., 2015). Therefore, the essential 
part of the recruiting process, to arouse the intent to apply for a job in a particular company and its 
relationship with other constructs is questionable.  

3. RESEARCH OBJECTIVE, METHODOLOGY AND DATA
In this section, first, the original study will be introduced, second, the present replication study 
will be introduced and compared with the original study, and then, a model will be explained and 
hypotheses formulated. 

Original study
Sivertzen et al (2013) proposed the model to investigate the factors important when building suc-
cessful employer branding strategies in organizations. „When employees are running employer 
branding campaigns, there is the need to know which factors actually lead to a good impression 
of the organization”.  The proposed model was constructed (Fig. 1) from several parts. First of all, 
employer attractiveness (EmpAt) scale, developed by Berthon et al. (2005) and derived from Ambler 
and Barrow’s (1996) dimensions, was tested.  The scale consists of 25 items which were identified 
and divided into five dimensions - Interest Value (e.g. interest in product or service), Social Value 
(e.g. relation to colleagues), Economic Value (e.g. salary), Development Value (e.g. job opportunities) 
and Application Value (e.g. possibility to use employee’s existing knowledge). Siverzen et al. (2013) 
further hypothesized whether these dimensions have a relation to a corporate reputation. To meas-
ures a corporate reputation, a scale developed by Turban et al. (1998) was used. It consists of four 
indicators (e.g. „I have heard a lot of good things about this firm”). To reach a goal of a model, to 
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help organizations with recruiting strategies, the relationship between reputation and intentions to 
apply for a job were hypothesized (e.g. „I would accept a job offer from this company.”). Highhouse 
et al.’s  (2003) scale with five items was used. Moreover, the use of social media was hypothesized as 
a moderating variable between corporate reputation and intention to apply for job variables. The use 
of social media was measured by a modified scale developed by Collins and Stevens (2002). 

Sivertzen et al. (2013) empirically examined the proposed model by a survey procedure. The em-
pirical results were based on primary data collected by the web-based questionnaire. The sample 
of participants was composed of Norwegian engineering students from three different Norwegian 
universities who were asked about three well-known Norwegian engineering firms. As Sivertzen et 
al. stated to justify their sampling, students are job seekers in the near future, and engineering is an 
industry where organizations have to compete to attract employees. Three companies were well-
known international companies as well as well-rated employers. 

The original study was conducted on 184 students in total. To expand the sample, Sivertzen et al. 
included the results from three companies (answered by one student) as three answered question-
naires. This was stated to be done because of closely related means and standard deviations. There-
fore, the original study counted with 366 answers for empirical research in total. The confirmatory 
factory analysis was conducted to fit the employer attractiveness scale, exploratory factor analysis to 
see the distribution of items among the dimensions. Ten EmpAt indicators were eliminated. Second, 
the main analysis of a model was assessed by computing and evaluating using Chi-Square test and 
its p-value, comparative fit index, normed fit index, non-normed fit index, adjusted goodness of fit 
index and the basis of root mean square approximation. 

The variables of Social Value and Economic Value were removed from the model, as these did not 
have a significant relation to corporate reputation. Therefore, the validation of EmpAt scale ended 
up with altered dimensions compared to the original scale. Sivertzen et al. stated that Innovation, 
Psychological and Application Value-dimensions have positive relations to corporate reputation. 
The interaction effect between social media and reputation did not have a significant relation to 
intentions to apply for a job, however, social media as a recruiting tool indicate that they could be 
helpful when building a good reputation. Moreover, corporate reputation had a positive relationship 
with intentions to apply for a job, and as mentioned, social media did not influence the relation-
ship. 

The present replication study
Our replication study attempts to maximize similarities with the original study, however, we em-
ployed different data sets to evaluate the generalizability of earlier results (Singh, 2003), which we 
consider important when speaking about employer branding structure. This procedure is called 
replication with extension and tests conceptual relationships „differently by modifying certain as-
pects of the initial design. Our study did not make the changes in the model, used scales or any of 
the variables. The extension consists of different samples, specifically different „industries“ as it is 
called in the original paper.  The change should offer us the possibility of comparing perceptions of 
different segments.

Two samples of participants were chosen and therefore two groups of industry-related companies. 
First, information technology (IT) students were asked about three well-known Czech-based IT 
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companies; Avast Software, Kiwi.com and Seznam.cz. Avast Software is a Czech multinational cy-
bersecurity software company with more than 500 million users worldwide, Kiwi.com is a Czech 
multinational company providing a fare aggregator, metasearch engine and booking for airline tick-
ets, well-known for their unique computing algorithms and Seznam.cz is a Czech search engine 
with more than 15 different web services and associated brands. Second, students of economics 
were asked about three well-known Czech-based companies related to economic studies; J&T Bank, 
ČSOB (KBC) and Socialbakers.  J&T Bank is a Slovak bank institution operating on the Czech 
market from 1998, focusing on private banking and currently operating worldwide, ČSOB (KBC) is 
one of the largest commercial banks operating in the Czech Republic as a member of KBC Group. 
Socialbakers is a Czech global social media analytics company. The choice of students as participants 
and choice of industries copied the logic of the original paper – students are job seekers in the near 
future and financial, marketing and information technologies are labor markets with a high degree 
of competitiveness between companies. Companies were, as well as in the original study, chosen as 
the attractive employers. We used the current results of the Universum survey – rating list of the em-
ployers in the Czech Republic (Universum, 2017). This strategy has brought the sample comparable 
to the original study. The data from the present study were collected in 2017/2018 school year. Stu-
dents from Masaryk, Mendel and Brno University of Technology were approached primarily. The 
choice was influenced by the innovation character of the South Moravia region, which is remarkable 
by a considerable concentration of multinational companies and start-ups. 

Measurement of theoretical constructs
The proposed model contains five constructs measured by the Likert scale. Employer attractiveness 
measured by Berthon’s (2005) scale has 25 indicators and was measured by a seven-point Likert 
scale ranging from 1 (totally unimportant) to 7 (very important). Corporate reputation measured by 
Turban’s (1998) scale has four indicators and was measured by a five-point Likert scale ranging from 
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Use of social media scale was developed from Collins and 
Stevens’s (2002) scale. The original scale was meant for use in general marketing and job vacancies, 
so it was adapted by Sivertzen et al. to the use of social media in employer branding. The final scale 
had four indicators and was measured by a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) 
to 5 (strongly agree). Moreover, the last scale in the model is intentions to apply for a job. For its 
measuring, Highhouse et al.’s (2003) scale containing five indicators which were measured by a five-
point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) was used. Control variables 
such as gender, age, nationality, place of residence and work experience in a sector were used. 

The proposed research model contains four testable hypotheses based on the literature review and 
are replicated from Sivertzen et al. (2013). Those are graphically illustrated in Fig. 1.

H1: Potential employees’ perception of the five dimensions of employer attractiveness has a 
positive relation to their perception of a good corporate reputation.

H2: Potential employees’ perception of employers’ use of social media has a positive relation to 
a good corporate reputation. 

H3: High corporate reputation has a positive relation to the potential employees’ intention to 
apply for a job.
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H4: Potential employees’ perception of employers’ use of social media positively moderates the 
relationship between corporate reputation and potential employees’ intention to apply for a job.

Fig. 1 – A proposed research model. Source: Original model by Sivertzen et al. (2013)

The proposed model was examined by a survey procedure. The empirical results were based on our 
primary data collected via the web-based questionnaire. These were distributed partly online, and 
subsequently, the questionnaires were distributed in a face-to-face mode by a peer-administered 
method in a self-administered computer process (Bowling, 2005). The questionnaire was available 
in English and Czech language. A professional translator, whose native language was Czech and 
whose focus is on business translations, translated the English versions into Czech. Both language 
versions were reviewed and pre-tested with a small group of 8 bilingual students to assess whether 
the questions are entirely understandable and could be answered by the target sample group. De-
spite this pre-test, we decided to exclude one of the indicators from EmpAt scale due to insufficient 
language clarity during the processing of collected data (q21). The questionnaire was developed, 
published and technically processed by professional on-line survey application Lime Survey. Re-
sponses collected through this application were exported into csv format and further processed and 
computed by R language and environment.  

4. RESULTS
A total number of 189 students of economics answered our survey. Of the respondents, 78 (41 %) 
were male, and 111 (59 %) were female. The age of respondents ranges from 18 to 30 years old with 
mean slightly over 21 years old. Majority of the respondents are of Czech (143; 76 %) and Slovak (40; 
21 %) nationality. There were 95 (50 %) with no work experience, 58 (31 %) had less than a year of 
work experience, and 36 (19 %) with more than a year of work experience. As the respondents could 
answer the survey for more than one company, some of them have done so. The 98 (52 %) of them 
answered the survey only for one company, 81 (43 %) answered the survey for two companies, and 
10 (5 %) completed the survey for all companies. Almost everyone (188 out of 189 respondents) 
completed the survey for ČSOB, 86 (46 %) answered the questions for J&T Banka, and only 16 (8 %) 
completed the survey for Socialbakers. This finding cannot be inputted to the order of occurrence 
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of companies in the questionnaire as the order was following: Social Bakers, ČSOB, J&T Banka. In 
total, we have 290 answers according to the original study process by Sivertzen et al. (2013).

A total number of 123 students of information technology answered our survey. Of the respondents, 
85 (69 %) were male, and 35 (31 %) were female. The age of respondents ranges from 18 to 29 years 
old with mean exactly 22 years old. Majority of the respondents are of Czech (55; 45 %) and Slovak 
(67; 54 %) nationality. There were 40 (33 %) with no work experience, 39 (32 %) had less than a year 
of work experience, and 44 (36 %) with more than a year of work experience. As the respondents 
could answer the survey for more than one company, some of them have done so. The 2 (2 %) of 
them answered the survey only for one company, 28 (23 %) answered the survey for two companies, 
and 93 (76 %) completed the survey for all companies. Almost everyone (121 out of 123 respond-
ents) completed the survey for Seznam, 117 (95 %) answered the questions for Avast, and 99 (80 %) 
completed the survey for Kiwi.com. In total, we have 337 answers according to the original study 
process by Sivertzen et al. (2013).  The groups of students are not homogeneous; therefore we have 
analyzed each group separately. 

The structural equation modelling is a multivariate statistical framework that is used to model 
complex relationships between directly and indirectly observed (latent) variables. The overall fit 
of the models was evaluated using the Chi-Square test (χ^2) that measures the deviance between 
an estimated and baseline model. We want to reject the null hypothesis of the Ch i-Square test. We 
also used alternative characteristics of fit: comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), 
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and standardized root mean square residual 
(SRMR). Hu & Bentler (1999) suggested the following rules of thumb: CFI/TLI > 0.95, RMSEA < 
0.05 and SRMR < 0.06. Due to the nature of observed data (Likert scale), we have used polychoric 
correlation to compute the relationship between each pair of items.

Firstly, we conducted the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to evaluate the fit of the EmpAt scale. 
For both groups of students, the fit of the EmpAt scale was not sufficient. The CFA results for 
students of economics yielded in bad fit: χ2 (242)=1067.547, CFI = 0.883, TLI = 0.867, RMSEA = 
0.109. The CFA fit for students of information technology was even worse: χ2 (242)=1858.208, CFI 
= 0.879, TLI = 0.862, RMSEA = 0.141.

In the next step, we have tried to find other factors using an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with 
varimax rotation that would satisfy the observed data. New factors and loading for both groups are 
presented in Tab. 1.

Tab. 1 – New factors and loadings for both groups. Source: own research

Students of economy Students of IT

Question/Loadings Question/Loadings

Factor 1

q7 0,535 q1 0.586
q8 0.861 q5 0.219
q9 0.632 q7 0.591
q23 0.649 q8 0.561

q9 0.786
q19 0.808
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q23 0.490

Factor 2

q11 0.442 q13 0.847
q13 0.714 q14 0.637
q14 0.956 q16 0.502

q20 0.594

Factor 3

q4 0.518 q3 0.271
q6 0.578 q4 0.726
q12 0.466 q5 0.651

q6 0.623

Factor 4
q15 0.565 q11 0.723
q24 0.806 q12 0.755
q25 0.576 q14 0.152

Factor 5
q2 0.526 q24 0.742
q10 0.793 q25 0.965
q11 0.452

The model for data from students of economics was tested by means of CFA:  χ2 (79)=233.22, CFI = 
0.963, TLI = 0.951, RMSEA = 0.082. The model for data from students of IT was tested by means 
of CFA: χ2 (121)=555.184, CFI = 0.951, TLI = 0.938, RMSEA = 0.103.

The results of the regression for students of economics are presented in Tab. 2 and for students 
of IT in Tab. 3.

Tab. 2 – Regressions for students of economy. Source: own research

Estimate Std. Err. P-value
Dependent Variable: Corporate Reputation
Factor 1 0.087 0.094 0.355
Factor 2 -0.086 0.085 0.312
Factor 3 0.095 0.134 0.477
Factor 4 0.008 0.085 0.929
Factor 5 -0.116 0.107 0.277
Use of Social Media 0.375 0.068 <0.001
Dependent Variable: Intentions to Apply for a Job
Corporate Reputation 0.453 0.067 <0.001
Use of Social Media 0.245 0.068 <0.001
Sex (0=male, 1=female) 0.103 0.147 0.486
Age -0.117 0.045 0.010
Work Experience (0=none, 1=some) 0.131 0.151 0.388
Total Effect* 0.415 0.071 <0.001

*Total Effect of Use of Social Media to Intension to Apply for a Job (direct and indirect effects) 
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Fitting statistics: χ2 (437) =965.039, CFI = 0.970, TLI = 0.967, RMSEA = 0.065.

Tab. 3 – Regressions for students of IT. Source: own research

Estimate Std. Err. P-value
Dependent Variable: Corporate Reputation
Factor 1 -0.153 0.080 0.055
Factor 2 0.338 0.069 <0.001
Factor 3 0.104 0.099 0.294
Factor 4 0.076 0.086 0.380
Factor 5 0.000 0.065 0.997
Use of Social Media 0.358 0.085 <0.001
Dependent Variable: Intentions to Apply for a Job
Corporate Reputation 0.841 0.080 <0.001
Use of Social Media 0.285 0.076 <0.001
Sex (0=male, 1=female) -0.479 0.200 0.016
Age 0.022 0.043 0.612
Work Experience (0=none, 1=some) -0.378 0.220 0.085
Total Effect* 0.586 0.093 <0.001

*Total Effect of Use of Social Media to Intension to Apply for a Job (direct and indirect effects)

Fitting statistics: χ2 (530) =2143.649, CFI = 0.938, TLI = 0.931, RMSEA = 0.095.

The overall model results of each data set are graphically illustrated in Fig. 2 for students of IT 
and in Fig. 3 for students of economics. 

Fig. 2 – Overall results for the data set of students of IT. Source: own research
 

Faktor 1 

Faktor 2 

Faktor 3 

Faktor 4 

Faktor 5 

Q1 Q5 Q7 

Q8 

Q9 

Q19 

Q23 

Q13 

Q14 

Q16 

Q20 

Q3 

Q4 

Q6 

Q11 

Q12 

Q14 

Q24 

Q25 

Social 
Media 

Social 1 Social 2 Social 3 Social 4 Social 5 

Corporate 
Reputation 

0.358 *** 

Reputati
on 1 

Reputati
on 2 

Reputati
on 3 

Reputati
on 4 

Intension to 
Apply 0.841 *** 

Intension 1 

Intension 2 

Intension 3 

Intension 4 

Intension 5 

0.285 *** 

Age Sex 

-0.479 ** 

0.338 *** 

-0.153 * 
Exp 

-0.378 * 

Q5 



1�

Fig. 3 – Overall results for the data set of students of economics. Source: own research

5. DISCUSSION
We conducted a replication of the model of Sivertzen et al. (2013), which investigates relation-
ships between employer attractiveness, corporate reputation, use of social media and intentions 
to apply for a job. The study has an employer branding perspective, therefore, it is understood 
as a working within the field of research into employer branding structure. The aim of the 
model was to identify essential factors when conducting employer branding campaigns in or-
ganizations. Our paper has been conducted as a replication with an extension (Hubbard & Arm-
strong, 1994; Hubbard & Vetter, 1996). The existing literature, mainly referred to as employer 
branding, has been concerned primarily with the identification of relevant elements of employer 
value proposition, while several authors have pointed out the need to focus on relative elements. 
Therefore, the research presented in this paper attempted to replicate a model by Sivertzen et 
al. (2013) which investigates factors regarding employer branding strategies as well as verifies 
whether the predominant view of relevant elements might be considered inadequate.  In order 
to replicate the model correctly, we formed our version as closely to the original as possible, and 
as a different factor of the model validation a particular industry was chosen. The original study 
researched data collected from the engineering industry, therefore, we decided to collect data 
from the information technology industry along with the economics & business industry, each 
of which would be described first individually. First, the validation of employer attractiveness 
(EmpAt) scale was conducted. Second, the hypothesis from a proposed model was tested in or-
der to contribute to the research of employer branding and its structure.

Students of IT: Based on our data from their responses, the dimensions in EmpAt have altered. 
After our analysis, five dimensions were constructed based on different related indicators as 
compared to Berthon’s original scale. As the first step in validating EmpAt scale, different di-
mensions were constructed in the model of Sivertzen et al.. Second, hypothesis 1 was partly con-
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firmed, with hypotheses 2,3 and 4 confirmed as well. Our findings show that Factor 1, labelled 
as work environment, has a negative relation with corporate reputation, and Factor 2, labelled 
as progressive company, has a positive relation with corporate reputation. The work environ-
ment dimension contains seven indicators (e.g. having a good relationship with supervisors/ 
colleagues). The progressive company dimension contains four indicators (e.g. humanitarian 
organization; the organization produces high-quality products or services). The relation between 
the use of social media and corporate reputation, the use of social media with the intentions to 
apply for a job, and the relation between corporate reputation and intentions to apply for a job 
were confirmed. 

Students of economics: Based on our data from the responses, the dimensions in EmpAt have 
altered. After the analysis, five dimensions were constructed with different related indicators as 
compared to Berthon’s original scale. As the first step in validating the EmpAt scale, different 
dimensions were constructed in the model of Sivertzen et al. model. Second, hypothesis 1 was 
not confirmed, however, with hypotheses 2,3 and 4 confirmed. i.e. no relation between employer 
attractiveness and corporate reputation was found based on the data from students of econom-
ics, a result which could be seen as controversial. Nevertheless, a relation does exist between the 
use of social media and corporate reputation, use of social media and intention to apply for a job, 
as well as the relation between corporate reputation and intention to apply for a job. 

In the original paper, the authors attributed a change in the dimensions and related indicators 
only regarding the possibility of cultural differences between Australia and Norway and other 
countries where researchers worked with the scale (Hewapattu Arachchige & Robertson, 2012; 
Roy, 2008). However, as we collected two sets of data, we could compare two different results 
from two different industries within the same culture. During the validation of EmpAt scale, 
not only did the dimensions differ from other researches validating EmpAt scale, but the results 
were also different between the two data sets collected for this replication with extension. After 
the analysis, five dimensions were constructed with different related indicators. Therefore, the 
differences between the results could be explained by other aspects related to the research. It 
can be expected that the importance of particular indicators of employer attractiveness could be 
shown by the different needs of the potential employees, i.e. students. In this case, the dispari-
ties were not only caused by cultural differences, as an original study suggested. Therefore, the 
results indicate that the current predominant view of employer branding literature, focusing on 
the identification of relevant elements of the employer value proposition, might be considered 
inadequate. 

The differences in results could therefore be explained by the main assumption of basic market-
ing practices that the needs of individuals vary (Kotler & Keller, 2016; Malcolm & Ian, 2004). 
Therefore, the suggestions to focus on relative elements (Babíková, 2019; Theurer et al., 2018) 
might prove to create successful future work in the field of human resource marketing. As dif-
ferent groups of consumers have different needs and wants, marketers can define multiple seg-
ments in order to meet each segment’s needs effectively and profitably. Segmentation splits cus-
tomers into different groups with similar needs by geographic, demographic, socio-economic 
and other factors (Kotler & Armstrong, 1994). In this case, we could expect that a group of 
engineering students and a group of IT students are related to employer attractiveness inter-
nally regarding their needs and interests, which are heterogeneous to each other. Based on their 
needs and interests, the relation of particular indicators and dimensions to corporate reputation 
can be perceived differently. In a group of students of economics, no relation between a given 



1�

dimension and corporate reputation has been confirmed. This could mean that the group of 
students of economics could be internally heterogeneous, and thus other factors should be used 
to segment this group into homogenous categories. Therefore, we assume that in the case of the 
segmentation of potential employees into homogenous groups by more factors, the results inside 
the group would be statistically stronger than the results coming from the industry segmenta-
tion only.

6. CONCLUSION
Our replication of the model of Sivertzen et al. (2013) aimed to provide additional evidence 
regarding the factors which contribute the most to structures of employer branding. The model 
proposed four hypotheses which described possible relationships between four constructs, i.e. 
the relationship between employer attractiveness and corporate reputation, corporate reputation 
and intention to apply for a job, and relationships between social media and reputation, and so-
cial media and intentions to apply for a job, as a possible mediation variables. The replication was 
conducted as closely as possible to the original study, with data differing in the key dimension 
of industry. We collected data from economic and business along with the information technol-
ogy industries. Our data should be of an equivalent quality as the original study; however, we 
attempted to collect a larger quantity of data sets. By performing the replication, we provided 
additional evidence that should help to build the knowledge of employer branding factors. Our 
replication put forth a view on the proposed model in different conditions, and therefore has 
contributed to the original results and their applicability in different consequences. Therefore, 
we suggest that future research might focus on fields of intersection between human resource 
management and marketing, which in turn might focus on proper segmentation of potential 
candidates and existing employees, which would conform the condition of creating internally 
homogeneous and externally heterogeneous segments. The focus on the segmentation process 
might open up a space to implement additional marketing practices and tools into the research of 
attracting candidates and retaining employees. Apart from the theoretical implications, these re-
sults might also imply practical implications. Recent scholars have proved that HRM practition-
ers recognize the differences among the needs of different groups of candidates and employees, 
with the most mentioned distinctions occurring among cultures or generations, and between 
genders. However, a deeper awareness and the subsequent implication of a segmentation process 
might lead to systematic work with these groups, which in turn might foster the deeper integra-
tion of marketing principles into business and human resource strategy. 
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