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Abstract
The external purpose of Employer Branding is attraction, that is, the brand’s capability to be preferred to its competitors
through attractiveness and reputation. This study aims to (1) propose the Italian adaptation of the Employer Attractiveness
scale (EmpAt scale) in its ‘‘real’’ version; (2) propose a tool to evaluate employer reputation; and (3) measure the convergent
and predictive validity of these two measures. An online survey was administered to a sample of convenience (N = 407; 56%
were women). The results of exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses are presented for both scales, including correla-
tions and regression results to demonstrate reliability and validity. Organizations could use these two tools to perform pre-
liminary analyses to improve their employer branding, being aware of their own image’s strengths and areas for improvement,
and thus differentiating themselves from competitors.

Keywords
employer branding, reputation, human resource management, employer attractiveness

Introduction

The ability of companies to attract talent, hire them, and
achieve good retention levels is the primary source of
success within the so-called ‘‘war of talent’’ (Elving et al.,
2013). Talent is a good match between the available
expertise and the job description of a vacancy, and also
important for corporate reputation, given the role of insi-
ders as potential ‘‘brand ambassadors’’ (De Stobbeleir
et al., 2018). Therefore, it is crucial to build an attractive
brand, that is, to identify Employer Value Propositions
(EVPs) to be associated with the corporate image and
communicated to external stakeholders. The literature
offers many examples of studies on the importance of
brand and reputation within the product market
(Sivertzen et al., 2013), but it is equally important to con-
sider them from the perspective of the labor market,
where the strength of the Employer Branding (EB) stra-
tegies can be identified in the company’s ability to both
attract and retain talents (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004).

EB emerges from the transposition of marketing con-
cepts into the field of Human Resource Management
(Cable & Turban, 2001; Lievens et al., 2007). It is a trans-
versal concept concerning a set of actions relating to the

construction of the image of the brand as an employer.
There are multiple definitions of this construct, referring
to value (Berthon et al., 2005) and identity (J. L. Aaker,
1997), dimensions that make the company’s image as an
employer unique and distinct from its competitors.
Ambler and Barrow (1996) define EB as ‘‘the package of
functional, economic and psychological benefits provided
by employment, and identified with the employing com-
pany’’ (p. 187), while Backhaus and Tikoo (2004) define
it as ‘‘the process of building an identifiable and unique
employer identity, and the employer brand as a concept
of the firm that differentiates it from its competitors’’ (p.
502). Lastly, for Bendaravičien_e (2017), EB is ‘‘a set of
particular employment experience attributes that makes
an organization distinctive and attractive as an employer
(to existing and potential employees)’’ (p. 653). Several
conceptual frameworks can be found in the literature

1Department of Psychology, University of Turin, Italy

Corresponding Author:

Monica Molino, Department of Psychology, University of Turin, Via Verdi

10, Turin 10124, Italy.

Email: monica.molino@unito.it

Creative Commons CC BY: This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 License

(https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/) which permits any use, reproduction and distribution of

the work without further permission provided the original work is attributed as specified on the SAGE and Open Access pages

(https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/open-access-at-sage).

https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440231192188
https://journals.sagepub.com/home/sgo
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F21582440231192188&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2023-08-19


regarding the theoretical foundation of EB (Edwards,
2010; Lievens et al., 2007). Furthermore, in the literature,
there are studies that analyze and propose EB’s dimen-
sions (Berthon et al., 2005) and others that focus on
attractiveness (Highhouse et al., 2007).

Usually, the notion of EB is linked to the concept of
reputation (Tkalac Verčič), since it is one of the aspects
job seekers consider to apply for a firm (Soeling et al.,
2022). Even though these two constructs consist of differ-
ent components. Indeed, while EB contains both a cogni-
tive (cf. instrumental-symbolic framework; Lievens et al.,
2007) and a holistic affective component, reputation is
generally narrowed to an affective one (Lievens &
Slaughter, 2016). The literature actually places these
dimensions under the same umbrella, that is, ‘‘employer
knowledge’’ (Lievens & Slaughter, 2016), which refers to
job seekers’ beliefs about a potential employer. Employer
knowledge increases (or diminishes) the value of organi-
zations, since it affects job seekers’ reactions to recruit-
ment activities (e.g., whether or not they would apply)
and their expectations of the organization they are apply-
ing to (Cable & Turban, 2001). In practice, EB strategies
are aimed at creating an image of the company that job
seekers might see as the ‘‘best place’’ to work (Tkalac
Verčič & Sinčić Ćorić, 2018).

In the literature, there are overlaps not only between
the concepts of EB and reputation, but also between
them and attractiveness. Indeed, some authors consider
reputation as ‘‘the overall attractiveness [emphasis added]
of an organization’’ (Hendriks, 2016, p. 7). However,
some recent theoretical frameworks (Bendaravičien_e,
2017; Eger et al., 2019) highlight how attractiveness and
reputation, conceptually different from each other, are
involved in enhancing the ability of companies to attract.
The present study intended to contribute to the clarifica-
tion of these differences and propose HR managers two
measures to detect employer attractiveness and reputa-
tion, respectively. In the following sections, a theoretical
background about the notions of EB, attractiveness and
reputation is provided. Firstly, we explore the construct
of EB and the features of one of the most used tools to
assess attractiveness, that is, the Employer Attractiveness
(EmpAt) scale (Berthon et al., 2005). Hitherto, the tool
has been used asking respondents to think about an ideal
firm; we propose a new version which asks participants
to think about a ‘‘real’’ firm. This switch to encourage
people to think about a real company may be in line with
the company’s aim to investigate job seekers’ opinions
about itself, useful for the design of an EB campaign.

Then, we discuss the blurred use of the notions of EB,
attractiveness, and reputation, providing a specific defi-
nition for each dimension. Next, a brief review of some
tools evaluating reputation is provided in order to antici-
pate our aim of building a new measure.

Therefore, the overall objective of this study was to
provide companies with two tools useful to evaluate their
strength in relation to the external goal of EB (i.e.,
attraction), which theoretical models (e.g., Eger et al.,
2019) suggest is enhanced by both attractiveness and
reputation.

Literature Review

Employer Branding (EB) and Employer Attractiveness

The definition proposed by Ambler and Barrow (1996)
sees the concept of EB consisting of three types of bene-
fits: functional (e.g., development opportunities), eco-
nomic (e.g., monetary rewards), and psychological (e.g.,
belonging and direction). Based on this definition,
Berthon et al. (2005) developed a scale for measuring an
EB-related concept, namely employer attractiveness. The
authors defined it as ‘‘the envisioned benefits that a
potential employee sees in working for a specific organi-
zation’’ (p. 156), closely linked to the concept of brand
equity (Theurer et al., 2018). Brand equity means, in
marketing terms, ‘‘a set of brand assets and liabilities
linked to a brand that add to or subtract from the value
provided by a product or service to a firm’’ (D. A.
Aaker, 1991, p. 15). When applied to EB, brand equity
refers to the effect that brand knowledge has on job see-
kers in making them want to apply for a job, such that
‘‘employer brand equity is the desired outcome of
employer branding activities’’ (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004,
p. 504). Therefore, the more attractive the company is,
the stronger its brand equity becomes. Moreover, attrac-
tiveness is considered in the literature as an outcome of
an effective external EB campaign, as it is also deemed
‘‘the degree to which potential and current employees
perceive the organization as a good place to work’’ (Eger
et al., 2019, p. 523).

Based upon the definition of Ambler and Barrow
(1996), Berthon et al. (2005) developed the EmpAt scale,
consisting of 25 items that detect five dimensions of EB,
known as ‘‘values.’’ This label refers to the first of the
three steps in constructing an EB campaign described by
Backhaus and Tikoo (2004), that is, the development of
EVP to be incorporated into the brand image. EVPs are
the values embodied by the brand which the firm offers
to externals, ‘‘central message that is conveyed by the
brand’’ (p. 502).

The EmpAt scale by Berthon et al. (2005) has been
widely used in research on EB (Eger et al., 2019; Pološki
Vokić et al., 2023; Sivertzen et al., 2013), and it asks
respondents how important the proposed features of an
ideal employer are to them, and aims to measure five val-
ues. The (i) interest value measures the attractiveness of a
firm based on innovative working practices, develop
creativity, foster an exciting working environment; the
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(ii) social value refers to the opportunity of finding a pos-
itive working environment; the (iii) economic value con-
siders the extent to which applicants are attracted by a
satisfactory salary and a good remuneration and benefits
package, as well as foster job security; the (iv) develop-
ment value refers to employees’ opportunity to be recog-
nized for their work, to benefit from opportunities for
professional and individual growth, but also to consider
the firm as a springboard for their future; and lastly, the
(v) application value refers to firm’s ability to encourage
the application of employees’ knowledge acquired in the
past and its transmission to others.

Berthon et al. (2005) initially created the EmpAt scale
by asking participants to think about their ideal company
and to evaluate the importance of the proposed factors.
Later, in the conclusions of their work, the authors sug-
gested that the EmpAt scale could also be used as an
instrument to outline the longitudinal fluctuations of
internals toward the company and to address them to dif-
ferent targets of potential future employees (e.g., stu-
dents, graduates, professionals; Benraı̈ss-Noailles & Viot,
2021; Eger et al., 2019). Extending this very practical
intention, we hypothesized using the EmpAt scale to
measure the attractiveness of a real firm by asking parti-
cipants which of the proposed factors they believed they
would find if they worked for a given company, that is, a
real (rather than an ideal) one. Therefore, we named our
scale ‘‘real EmpAt,’’ which does not change in terms of
the structure and formulation of the items (except for the
Italian translation), but in the initial instruction.

Employer Attractiveness and Reputation

Distinction Between Constructs. In the same way that the
concept of EB is linked to its external objective, that is,
the employer attractiveness (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004;
Eger et al., 2019), reputation is also often linked to the
concept of attractiveness (Cable & Turban, 2003) and
more generally to EB (Eger et al., 2019; Hendriks, 2016).
In literature, it is highlighted that these concepts are
often interchanged, sometimes generating a conceptual
overlap (Hendriks, 2016; Tkalac Verčič & Sinčić Ćorić,
2018). For example, in her review, Hendriks (2016) states
that organizational reputation is sometimes conceptua-
lized as part of the EB, while ‘‘some authors see organi-
zational reputation as the overall attractiveness of an
organization and others see it as an employer brand or a
part of employer branding, and there are still several
other definitions of organizational reputation’’ (p. 7).

Reputation is a notion that is ‘‘inherently subjective
since it is based on perception’’ (Tkalac Verčič & Sinčić
Ćorić, 2018, p. 445) and can be defined in several ways.
Some studies state that reputation can refer to the overall
experience of a stakeholder with an organization; from

this perspective, Highhouse et al. (2009) define reputa-
tion as a global and relatively stable evaluative judgment
of a firm over time which is shared among job seekers
(Lievens & Slaughter, 2016). In general, reputation can
be considered a very important intangible asset (Tkalac
Verčič & Sinčić Ćorić, 2018) that can provide ‘‘firms with
sustainable competitive advantage in the marketplace’’
(Ponzi et al., 2011, p. 15).

Before analyzing some theoretical frameworks, it is
useful to make some order at a conceptual level, going
beyond the overlap, helped by the Hendriks’ (2016)
review. Organizational reputation relates to stakeholders’
perceptions and judgments about the capability of firms
to create value based on past actions and provides visibi-
lity for the firm. Attractiveness refers to the individuals’
beliefs regarding an organization that lead them to seek
and recommend that organization as an employer.
Finally, EB ‘‘is a process of creating the perception that
an organization is a desirable place to work in order to
attract, retain and motivate employees and therefore dif-
ferentiate from competitors’’ (p. 27). This clarification
seems important in order to provide firms and HR man-
agers with tools evaluating the right dimension for a spe-
cific purpose. Considering that EB and attraction are
often confused with reputation, it seems necessary to the-
oretically distinguish them. In sum, while attractiveness
is the degree to which a job seeker would personally
apply for a firm rather than another, reputation is an
overall judgment regarding a firm based on its past
activities.

In light of this literature, more recent theoretical fra-
meworks highlight that attractiveness and reputation
intervene separately in influencing a firm’s power of
attraction. In Eger et al.’ (2019) and Bendaravičien_e’s
(2017) frameworks, employer reputation affects employer
attractiveness, thus enhancing the ability of attraction; in
Sivertzen et al.’ (2013) study, on the other hand, the
opposite is true, as the five dimensions of attractiveness
affect the intention to apply for a job via enhancing cor-
porate reputation. However, considering these findings,
it can be said that both attractiveness and reputation are
conceptually different dimensions which intervene in the
same process, namely the external purpose of EB to
attract potential candidates. Practitioners may fall into
the pitfall of evaluating reputation when they are only
evaluating the attractiveness, and vice versa. Considering
that these are indeed two dimensions that intervene to
improve EB, but that they are conceptually different and
act on two different levels (i.e., emotional for reputation
and cognitive for attraction; Lievens & Slaughter, 2016),
it seems necessary to provide a distinction between
attractiveness and reputation, first at a theoretical level
and then at the level of tools for practitioners. For these
reasons, it is important to measure them separately.
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Measures of Reputation. A number of tools assessing
reputation from different perspectives are present both
in the practitioners and academic worlds. To name some,
the pioneering survey on reputation is World’s Most
Admired Companies by Fortune, released since 1982. In
this survey, executives, directors, and analysts are
involved in rating firms with eight questions regarding
investments and social responsibility. This survey was
subsequently criticized due to its lack of methodological
rigor (Ponzi et al., 2011). Shifting to the academic world,
examples of reputation measures include the
‘‘Reputation Quotient’’ by Fombrun et al. (2000), asses-
sing a number of aspects (e.g., appeal, product impact,
leadership, operational capability), trying to capture the
perceptions of corporate reputation performance from a
variety of stakeholders in the USA. Furthermore,
another contribution was that by Davies et al. (2004),
whose reputation measure referred to both internal and
external perspectives. The authors followed J. L. Aaker’s
(1997) theory of brand personality related to the ‘‘perso-
nification metaphor (organization as person)’’ (Davies
et al., 2004, p. 127), according to which people refer to
firms using terms usually related to people, as if organi-
zations had a personality. Thus, they use a set of charac-
teristics (i.e., traits) to assess both internal and external
views about corporate reputation, focusing on the emo-
tional attachment stakeholders have with firms.

Given this multitude of measures, methodological
approaches, kinds of stakeholders and geographic con-
texts, our aim was to develop a reputation measure,
exclusively addressed to external people, to assess corpo-
rate reputation focusing on their perception of the qual-
ity of work in a given organization.

Reputation-Related Dimensions. In the literature, there
are several dimensions linked to the notion of organiza-
tional reputation. One of these is employer familiarity,
seen as ‘‘the level of awareness that a job seeker has of
an organization’’ (Cable & Turban, 2001, p. 124).
Familiarity is necessary for the other dimensions of job
seekers’ knowledge to foster organizational awareness.
Familiarity with an employer acts as a channel for
obtaining additional information about the employer
itself. It can be linked to positive feelings and influence
reputation (Cable & Turban, 2001).

When considering companies to which to submit their
applications, job seekers refer to corporate reputation as
a source from which to obtain information (Sivertzen
et al., 2013). Therefore, having defined the EVPs, as the
first step of the EB process (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004),
the company should communicate with them externally
in order to build its reputation. An effective communica-
tion channel, in addition to traditional ones such as web-
sites and social networks, is that of word of mouth

(Sivertzen et al., 2013). Word of mouth can be defined as
‘‘an interpersonal communication, independent of an
organization’s direct marketing activities, about an orga-
nization and its products, and about what it is like to
work there’’ (Lievens & Slaughter, 2016, p. 418). Word
of mouth has a greater impact on employer brand than
other media, such as advertising and sponsorship, going
beyond the activities sponsored by the firm because of its
company-independent nature, which makes it more cred-
ible in the eyes of others (Lievens & Slaughter, 2016).

Job seekers may also be attracted by the organiza-
tion’s policies, demonstrating that the firm not only
focuses on its financial results, but also on non-financial
aspects, such as its environmental impact. Therefore,
another indicator of reputation may be corporate social
responsibility (CSR; Shin et al., 2016; Tkalac Verčič &
Sinčić Ćorić, 2018). Perceptions of a company’s reputa-
tion can also be influenced by how it acts in terms of
social welfare, creating a community focus or, particu-
larly in recent times, its actions in favor of environmental
protection, for example, ‘‘contributing to charitable
causes, developing non-polluting products, achieving
equal opportunity employment’’ (Fombrun & Shanley,
1990, p. 239).

According to the instrumental-symbolic framework
(Lievens et al., 2007), the attractiveness of a firm is
linked to more subjective and intangible aspects, which
concern the company’s traits, such as innovation and
prestige. The symbolic attributes associated with a com-
pany’s brand communicate subjective aspects regarding
the company’s traits, and in the same way job seekers
refer to companies using personality traits, as if they
were addressing people (J. L. Aaker, 1997; Lievens &
Highhouse, 2003). In the literature, the notion of prestige
has been linked to that of reputation (Tkalac Verčič &
Sinčić Ćorić, 2018). In order to build a good reputation
it could be useful to ensure that prestige can also be
included among the symbolic aspects of the company’s
brand. The importance of organizational prestige to
employer attractiveness can be found in identity theory
(Dutton & Dukerich, 1991) and in social identity theory
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979): individual identity is partly
formed by social identity, relating to membership in
groups, including organizations (Jones et al., 2014).
Therefore, identifying with an organization perceived as
prestigious enhances one’s self-esteem, a prelude to being
proud to be in that organization (Riketta, 2005).

One of the EVPs most associated with reputation is
work-life balance (Melin, 2005). Greater flexibility when
working in the company, also with a view to fostering a
better work-life balance, is, in recent times, one of the
most significant aspects demanded by Generation Y
(born in the 1980s; Elving et al., 2013; Daniel et al.,
2020) and Generation Z (born between 1995 and 2004;
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Sánchez-Hernández et al., 2019). This notion is one of
the sources of employees’ job satisfaction (Tanwar &
Prasad, 2016) and the literature shows that this applies
even more so lately, considering the studies conducted in
light of the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic (Molino
et al., 2020). Therefore, work-life balance is one of the
values closely associated with EB and reputation
(Tanwar & Prasad, 2016).

Recently, firms build their reputation by way of
social networks (Sivertzen et al., 2013). The purpose of
a good reputation and smart social media management
is to influence the intention to apply (Collins & Han,
2004). The literature shows that social media manage-
ment can be a moderator of the relationship between
corporate reputation and intention to apply (Sivertzen
et al., 2013).

Conveying information about the company is impor-
tant and can be delicate, as it can influence the sense of
honesty linked to the company. The external communica-
tion of realistic or unrealistic details about job opportuni-
ties and positive or negative information on the company
creates expectations that must subsequently be respected,
once externals become internals (Backhaus & Tikoo,
2004). Meeting such expectations will create trust in
employees, who, given their function as ambassadors of
the corporate reputation and brand (De Stobbeleir et al.,
2018), will engage in positive word-of-mouth and create
a positive image of the company, whose values will
include honesty.

A firm’s profitability of a firm is perhaps the most tan-
gible construct related to corporate reputation. In the lit-
erature, it is considered both an antecedent of
organizational reputation and its outcome (Hendriks,
2016).

Finally, another dimension linked to reputation is
workplace climate (Miotto et al., 2020). In the literature,
it appears among the instrumental attributes (namely
‘‘team climate’’; cf. Theurer et al., 2018) and is one of the
targets assessed by the Great Place to Work� survey (De
Stobbeleir et al., 2018).

In light of the literature presented, the second objec-
tive of this study is to propose a tool to measure a firm’s
reputation. This tool could be added to the reputation
measures that currently exist (Ponzi et al., 2011), suggest-
ing an updated version which could include all these lit-
erature findings.

In summary, this study pursued three objectives:

Objective 1: to propose the initial results of the adap-
tation analyses of the Italian version of the EmpAt
scale by Berthon et al. (2005). More precisely, we
tested the factorial structure of the Italian version
which we have called ‘‘real EmpAt’’ expecting to repli-
cate the original penta-factorial structure.

Objective 2: to build and validate a scale in order to
measure reputation by considering nine constructs
revealed by the literature to be related to it, expressed
in 13 initial items. We provided statistical properties
of our Reputation scale, expecting a monofactorial
structure of the items.
Objective 3: literature has shown that reputation and
attractiveness are closely related and both intervene in
enhancing the firms’ power of attraction
(Bendaravičien_e, 2017; Eger et al., 2019; Sivertzen
et al., 2013); thus, we aimed to measure convergent
and predictive validity of the five dimensions of the
real EmpAt scale and our measure of reputation.

Methods

Procedure and Participants

An anonymous online questionnaire was administered
on the official platform of the University called Uniquest
(LimeSurvey), spread across the social networks
(Facebook, LinkedIn, and Instagram). A convenience
sample was reached with the ‘‘snowball’’ sampling
method, made of both job seekers and workers. Only
participants who knew the firm the real EmpAt scale
(described below) refers to were considered for analyses.
All participants gave informed consent through the ques-
tionnaire: research’s aims, data treatment information,
the voluntary and unpaid participation, and instructions
to complete the questionnaire were described in the cover
letter. The study followed the Declaration of Helsinki
(World Medical Association, 2013) and did not involve
any treatment or other procedures that might affect the
psychological or social well-being of the participants.
For this reason, an ethical permission was not needed.

Considering the bias of careless responses to online
surveys, we followed one of the suggestions present in
Curran’s (2016) work, that is, to work with the timing of
the response. The mean time of the responses in our sam-
ple was 8.65minutes (SD=5.00). We performed ten
additional careless responses to the survey
(M=1.27minutes, SD=1.25). Our concern was to
identify the faster responses rather than the longer ones,
because it seems more reasonable to reach the end of the
questionnaire in a longer time having understood all the
items than in such a short time. Furthermore, it is more
plausible that participants with longer response times
may have been interrupted for many reasons. So, we
aimed to delete the cases whose response times were
above the mean plus one standard deviation of careless
responses. Our final sample was formed by 407
participants.

The sample was made up of 43.7% by men and
56.3% by women. Most of the sample (65.6%) was dis-
tributed in the age range from 21 to 25 years old, while
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26.8% was distributed in those aged from 26 to 50 years
and 6.6% in the over 50s. With regard to geographical
distribution, the respondents were mostly located in
Northern Italy (77.1%), with Central (12.5%) and
Southern Italy (10.4%) being less represented. In terms
of educational level, the sample was fairly equally dis-
tributed: 27.5% had completed high school, 49.1% had
gained a Bachelor’s degree, and 21.1% had gained a
Master’s degree. Of the 70.2% of the sample who held a
degree, 46.9% had a degree in Humanities/Law, 30.1%
in Science/Technology, 2.8% in Arts, 8.4% in Health,
and 11.9% in Business.

Measures

A back translation process (Brislin, 1970) was followed
to develop both the Italian version of the EmpAt scale
and to build the reputation scale. The original 25 items
of the Berthon et al.’s (2005) scale were initially trans-
lated into Italian by the authors and then translated
blindly back into English by a native speaker. Minor
divergences from the original wording were resolved in
order to make the items easily understandable for the
participants. To ensure that the authors’ Italian transla-
tion was understandable, we also performed a pilot
administration of the questionnaire. About 80 partici-
pants consisting of university students attending the last
year Master’s degree and a group of job seekers in stage
positions were involved, asking them to give us feedback
about the questionnaire, from which no further changes
were found to be necessary.

The real EmpAt consists of 25 items assessing the
extent to which respondents believe they would find the
proposed values in a real company by measuring their
perceptions on a 7-point Likert scale. (1= ‘‘to a very lit-
tle extent’’ to 7= ‘‘to a very great extent’’). The ‘‘real
company’’ was chosen by referring to national reputation
rankings. An example item of each dimension is pro-
posed: ‘‘the organization both values and makes use of
your creativity’’ (development value); ‘‘having a good rela-
tionship with your colleagues’’ (social value); ‘‘an attrac-
tive overall remuneration package’’ (economic value);
‘‘gaining career-enhancing experience’’ (development
value); ‘‘humanitarian organization—gives back to soci-
ety’’ (application value). Table 1 shows the English and
Italian versions of the items.

In order to build the Reputation scale, the constructs
most commonly associated with it, those enlisted and
analyzed in the previous theoretical paragraph, were
examined. Specifically, the 13 items of the initial scale
referred to: awareness (two items); word of mouth (two
items); perceived corporate social responsibility (two
items); prestige (two items); work-life balance (one item);
use of social networks (one item); profitability (one

item); honesty and fairness (one item); and working cli-
mate (one item). Items were both adapted from existing
scales in literature and created ad hoc. As for the transla-
tion and back-translation processes performed for the
‘‘real’’ EmpAt scale, the adapted items of our Reputation
scale were translated into Italian by the authors, the
same who created the ad hoc items, directly formulated
in Italian. Then, a back-translation of all items blindly
back into English was made by a native speaker. Minor
divergences from the original version of adapted items
were resolved. Finally, Reputation items were included
in the previous pilot administration, in order to check
their Italian comprehensibility.

A maximum of two items per dimension were chosen.
As regards items retrieved from the literature, those with
the highest factor loadings were chosen, considering also
their comprehensibility and applicability to the Italian
context (e.g., for CSR, the two out of three items with
the highest standardized factor loadings were chosen;
Shin et al., 2016). Ad hoc items were created by drawing
on the reference literature.

Table 2 summarizes the details and characteristics of
the 13 items and their related constructs; Table 3 shows
items’ English and Italian versions.

Data Analysis

Analyses were performed using SPSS 27 (IBM, Armonk,
NY, USA) and MPlus 8 (Muthén & Muthén, Los
Angeles, CA, USA) software. The datasets generated
and analyzed during the current study are available from
the corresponding author under request. SPSS 27 was
used for descriptive analyses of the sample, descriptive
analyses of the single items, reliability analyses
(Cronbach’s a), correlation, regression, and Exploratory
Factor Analysis (EFA). Through MPlus 8, Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA) was performed using a robust
statistical extraction method (MLR, Maximum
Likelihood Robust), as the assumption of normality in
the data distribution was violated (Li, 2016). CFA was
used to test the construct validity of the scales, to con-
firm the penta-factorial structure of EmpAt (Berthon
et al., 2005), and to confirm the monofactorial structure
of our Reputation scale. We used MPlus because it
allowed us to use MLR and calculate standard errors
and significance tests for factor loadings.

According to the literature (Bollen & Long, 1993) the
following goodness-of-fit criteria were considered: the x2

goodness-of-fit statistic; the Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA); the Comparative Fit Index
(CFI); the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI); the Standardized
Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). Values of both
RMSEA and SRSM lower than .08, and CFI and TLI
values greater than .90 indicate a good fit.
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To address the common method variance issue,
Harman’s single-factor test (Podsakoff et al., 2003) has
been tested by a CFA that included all items from both
scales. According to the results, one single factor could not

account for the variance in the data [x2(495)=2,164.96, p
\ .001, CFI=0.74, TLI=0.72, RMSEA=0.09 (90%
CI: [0.09, 0.10]), SRMR=0.07]; thus, common method
variance was not a major problem in the study.

Table 1. Original and Italian Versions of EmpAt Scale.

English version Italian version

1. The organization produces innovative products and services L’organizzazione produce beni e/o eroga servizi innovativi
2. Innovative employer—novel work practices/forward-thinkinga Datore di lavoro innovativo—che adotta pratiche di lavoro

innovative/pensiero lungimirantea

3. The organization both values and makes use of your creativitya L’organizzazione valorizza e sfrutta la tua creativitàa

4. The organization produces high-quality products and servicesa L’organizzazione produce beni e/o eroga servizi di alta qualitàa

5. Working in an exciting environmenta Lavorare in un ambiente stimolantea

6. Having a good relationship with your colleaguesa Avere una buona relazione con i tuoi colleghi/ea

7. Having a good relationship with your superiorsa Avere una buona relazione con i/le tuoi superioria

8. Supportive and encouraging colleaguesa Colleghi/e supportivi e stimolantia

9. A fun working environment Un ambiente di lavoro divertente
10. Happy work environmenta Un ambiente di lavoro serenoa

11. An attractive overall compensation packagea Un pacchetto retributivo nel complesso attrattivoa

12. An above average basic salary Uno stipendio base superiore alla media
13. Job security within the organizationa Sicurezza lavorativa nell’organizzazionea

14. Good promotion opportunities within the organizationa Buone opportunità di sviluppo di carriera nell’organizzazionea

15. Hands-on inter-departmental experiencea Fare esperienze pratiche nei vari reparti/aree aziendalia

16. Feeling more self-confident as a result of working for a particular
organization

Sentirti più sicuro di te stesso come risultato del lavorare per
una specifica organizzazione

17. Feeling good about yourself as a result of working for a particular
organizationa

Stare bene con te stesso/a come risultato del lavorare per
una specifica organizzazionea

18. Gaining career-enhancing experiencea Acquisire esperienza per valorizzare la tua carrieraa

19. A springboard for future employmenta Che l’organizzazione sia un trampolino di lancio per un
impiego futuroa

20. Recognition/appreciation from managementa Riconoscimento/Apprezzamento da parte del managementa

21. Opportunity to teach others what you have learneda Avere opportunità di insegnare agli altri ciò che hai imparatoa

22. Opportunity to apply what was learned at a tertiary institutiona Avere opportunità di mettere in pratica quanto appreso nel
corso della tua formazionea

23. The organization is customer-orientated L’organizzazione è orientata verso il cliente
24. Humanitarian organization—gives back to societya Un’organizzazione umanitaria—che dà qualcosa in cambio alla

societàa

25. Acceptance and belonginga Accettazione e senso di appartenenza all’organizzazionea

aItems of the final real EmpAt scale.

Table 2. Dimensions and Bibliographic References for Reputation Scale Construction.

Item number Dimension Bibliographic references

1 Familiarity/awareness Arachchige and Robertson (2011), Cable and Turban (2001), and D. A. Aaker (1991)
2
3 Positive word of mouth Lievens and Slaughter (2016) and Sivertzen et al. (2013)
4
5 Perceived CSR Tkalac Verčič and Sinčić Ćorić (2018) and Shin et al. (2016)
6
7 Prestige Tkalac Verčič and Sinčić Ćorić (2018) and Arachchige and Robertson (2011)
8
9 Work-life balance Melin (2005)
10 Use of social networks Sivertzen et al. (2013)
11 Profitability Arachchige and Robertson (2011)
12 Honesty and fairness Arachchige and Robertson (2011)
13 Working climate Miotto et al. (2020) and De Stobbeleir et al. (2018)
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Validation Steps

For the real EmpAt scale, we firstly performed CFA in
order to reproduce the penta-factorial structure of the
scale as Berthon et al. (2005) did. Then, we also modeled
the EmpAt scale both as unidimensional and with a
second-order factor, comparing results.

For the Reputation scale, we first performed an EFA
in order to test the chance to obtain a monofactorial
structure of our starting 13-item scale; then we deleted
some items which did not fit well with this purpose. The
subsequent CFA of the 10-item scale was performed in
order to confirm the monofactorial structure of this last
scale.

Finally, correlation and regression analyses were con-
ducted to analyze convergent and predictive validity, to
evaluate the capability of the two scales to discriminate
among different groups.

Results

Statistical Properties of the Real EmpAt Scale

Descriptive Statistics. Table 4 provides descriptive analy-
ses of each item of the real EmpAt scale, showing a mean
from a minimum of 4.52 and a maximum of 5.69 (SD
from 1.13 to 1.57).

Confirmatory Factor Analysis. CFA of the penta-factorial
structure of the real EmpAt scale showed a not-good-
enough fit to the data: x2=774.38; df=265; p\ .001;
CFI=0.89; TLI=0.88; RMSEA=0.07 (90% CI [0.06,
0.07]); SRMR=0.05. Thus, according to modification
indexes, we tried to test alternative models deleting the
following items, in this order: item 16 of the development
value dimension (M2); item 12 of the economic value
dimension (M3); item 1 of the interest value dimension
(M4); item 9 of the social value dimension (M5); item 23
of the application value dimension (M6). The Chi-square
difference test showed for all models a significantly bet-
ter fit compared with the previous model (Table 5).

We also tested a unidimensional model (M7) which
fitted worse than the 5-factor model. Finally, in model 8
we tried to explain the correlations between the five
dimensions in terms of a second-order factor. Despite
the fit being good, it was not significantly better com-
pared with the fit of the 20-item 5-factor model (M6).
However, the differences of model fitness were minimal:
DCFI=20.005, DTLI=20.003, DRMSEA=0.001,
DSRMR=0.003. When there is virtually no difference
between two models’ fit, the more restricted one should
be taken; thus, in our study we took model 8 as the final
one, which reflected a higher dimension. The final model
(M8), with five first-order factors (four items each) and

Table 3. English and Italian versions of Reputation scale.

English version Italian version

1. I know this company very wella,b Conosco molto bene questa aziendaa

2. The company is well-known due to advertising and media
exposurec

L’azienda è ben conosciuta grazie alla pubblicità e
all’esposizione sui media

3. If a candidate asked me for my opinion, I would advise him/her to
work for this companyb

Se un/una candidato/a mi chiedesse un parere, gli/le
consiglierei di lavorare per questa azienda

4. I have heard a lot of good things about this companya,c Ho sentito un sacco di cose positive riguardo questa aziendaa

5. This company is committed to improving the well-being of
societya,c

Questa azienda si impegna nel migliorare il benessere della
societàa

6. This company behaves responsibly in relation to the
environmenta,c

Questa azienda si comporta in maniera responsabile nei
confronti dell’ambientea

7. I think working for this company is prestigiousa,b Penso che lavorare per questa azienda sia qualcosa di
prestigiosoa

8. Working for this company gives you/allows you to receive more
respect from family and friendsc

Lavorare per questa azienda ti fornisce/ti permette di ricevere
maggiore rispetto da parte dei famigliari e degli amici

9. The company applies policies that promote a good work-life
balance for its employeesa,b

L’azienda adotta politiche che favoriscono un buon equilibrio
tra vita privata e carriera lavorativa del suo personalea

10. The company’s social media profile gave me detailed information
about their job opportunitiesa,c

Il profilo dell’organizzazione sui social media mi dà
informazioni dettagliate riguardo le loro opportunità
lavorativea

11. Working for this company is very profitablea,b Lavorare per questa azienda è molto redditizioa

12. The company is well-known for its honesty and fairnessa,c Questa azienda è nota per la sua onestà e correttezzaa

13. This company fosters a good working climate within ita,b Questa azienda promuove un buon clima lavorativo al suo
internoa

aItems of the final reputation scale.
b

Ad hoc item.
c

Adapted from existing literature.
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one second-order factor, had the best fit to the data and
is shown in Figure 1; factor loadings ranged between .59
and .89.

Table 6 shows reliability and validity coefficients for
each dimension. In order to evaluate the internal consis-
tency of the scales, exploring to what degree the scores
are free from random measurement error, composite
reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE)
were also calculated. CR values ..70 indicate satisfac-
tory scale reliability, while AVE values \.50 indicate a

low amount of explained variance (Fornell & Larcker,
1981; Niclasen et al., 2013). Alpha and CR coefficients
were higher than .70, while AVE values were greater than
.50, except for application value which showed an AVE
slightly lower than .50. This last result does not represent
an issue, since, according to Fornell and Larcker (1981),
the average variance extracted may be considered a more
conservative estimate of the validity of the measurement
model (Lam, 2012). Furthermore, ‘‘on the basis of rh

[i.e., composite reliability] alone, the researcher may

Table 5. Results of Alternative CFA Models of the Real EmpAt Scale.

x2 df p CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Dx2 (df) p

M1 774.38 265 \.001 0.89 0.88 0.07 (0.06, 0.07) 0.05
M2 688.34 242 \.001 0.90 0.89 0.07 (0.06, 0.07) 0.05 86.04 (13) \.001
M3 588.51 220 \.001 0.91 0.90 0.06 (0.06, 0.07) 0.05 99.83 (22) \.001
M4 502.11 199 \.001 0.92 0.91 0.06 (0.06, 0.07) 0.05 86.40 (21) \.001
M5 458.12 179 \.001 0.93 0.91 0.06 (0.06, 0.07) 0.05 43.99 (20) .001
M6 425.73 160 \.001 0.93 0.91 0.06 (0.05, 0.07) 0.05 32.39 (19) .028
M7 785.40 170 \.001 0.83 0.81 0.09 (0.09, 0.10) 0.06 359.67 (10) \.001
M8 448.88 165 \.001 0.92 0.91 0.06 (0.05, 0.07) 0.05 23.15 (5) \.001

Note. M1: Original 25-item 5-factor model; M2: M1 without item 16; M3: M2 without item 12; M4: M3 without item 1; M5: M4 without item 9; M6: M5

without item 23; M7: 20-item unidimensional model; M8: M6 with one second-order factor.

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of Real EmpAt Scale’s Items.

Items Mean Median SD

Skewness Kurtosis

Stats SE Stats SE

1 4.56 5.00 1.47 20.34 0.12 20.27 0.24
2 5.19 5.00 1.30 20.65 0.12 0.45 0.24
3 4.80 5.00 1.41 20.27 0.12 20.33 0.24
4 5.39 6.00 1.34 20.76 0.12 0.35 0.24
5 5.27 5.00 1.25 20.52 0.12 20.06 0.24
6 5.28 5.00 1.19 20.27 0.12 20.38 0.24
7 5.26 5.00 1.24 20.40 0.12 20.12 0.24
8 5.13 5.00 1.22 20.19 0.12 20.49 0.24
9 4.86 5.00 1.27 20.12 0.12 20.20 0.24
10 5.36 5.00 1.19 20.31 0.12 20.59 0.24
11 5.34 5.00 1.14 20.56 0.12 0.517 0.24
12 4.97 5.00 1.25 20.28 0.12 20.11 0.24
13 5.64 6.00 1.13 20.88 0.12 0.91 0.24
14 5.28 5.00 1.27 20.54 0.12 0.17 0.24
15 4.98 5.00 1.25 20.35 0.12 0.15 0.24
16 5.03 5.00 1.32 20.62 0.12 0.52 0.24
17 5.15 5.00 1.32 20.62 0.12 0.45 0.24
18 5.44 6.00 1.33 21.00 0.12 1.19 0.24
19 5.29 6.00 1.43 20.87 0.12 0.54 0.24
20 5.12 5.00 1.24 20.49 0.12 0.14 0.24
21 4.64 5.00 1.41 20.36 0.12 20.03 0.24
22 4.88 5.00 1.53 20.61 0.12 20.08 0.24
23 5.69 6.00 1.23 20.82 0.12 0.16 0.24
24 4.52 5.00 1.57 20.38 0.12 20.40 0.24
25 5.23 5.00 1.34 20.68 0.12 0.34 0.24

Note. N = 407.
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Figure 1. Standardized solution of the CFA (maximum likelihood estimation) for the real EmpAt scale (N = 407).
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conclude that the convergent validity of the construct is
adequate, even though more than 50% of the variance is
due to error’’ (Fornell & Larcker, 1981, p. 46).
Therefore, since the CR of the Application value is above
the recommended level, the internal reliability of these
measures could be considered acceptable. In addition, all
CR values were higher than AVE values confirming con-
vergent validity.

Statistical Properties of the Reputation Scale

Descriptive Statistics. Table 7 provides descriptive analy-
ses of Reputation scale’s items, showing a mean from a
minimum of 3.96 and a maximum of 5.59 (SD from 1.25
to 1.74).

Exploratory Factor Analysis. An EFA was performed,
using a maximum likelihood extraction method. This
analysis, performed on the 13-item initial scale, revealed
a two-factor structure (Table 8), which does not match
our aim, that is, to measure a single latent factor we
would name ‘‘Reputation.’’

By observing loadings, items with scores greater than
.40 (Yong & Pearce, 2013) load into the factor 1, except

for item 2. Therefore, in order to reach better statistical
properties, that is, to build a scale loading into a single
factor, we consider both EFA results and semantic prop-
erties of the items as criteria to delete them. Using only

Table 6. Test of Reliability and Convergent Validity.

Cronbach’s a AVE CR

1. Interest .82 0.53 0.82
2. Social .92 0.75 0.92
3. Economic .83 0.55 0.83
4. Development .85 0.60 0.85
5. Application .78 0.47 0.78

Table 7. Descriptive Statistics of Reputation Scale’s Items.

Items Mean Median Standard Deviation

Skewness Kurtosis

Stats SE. Stats SE

1 3.96 4.00 1.59 20.11 0.12 20.66 0.24
2 5.59 6.00 1.38 21.11 0.12 1.13 0.24
3 5.23 5.00 1.44 20.65 0.12 0.11 0.24
4 5.30 6.00 1.71 20.98 0.12 0.23 0.24
5 4.84 5.00 1.49 20.33 0.12 20.29 0.24
6 4.65 5.00 1.38 20.19 0.12 20.03 0.24
7 5.15 5.00 1.41 20.53 0.12 20.20 0.24
8 4.05 4.00 1.74 20.19 0.12 20.80 0.24
9 5.02 5.00 1.40 20.46 0.12 0.14 0.24
10 4.31 4.00 1.42 20.23 0.12 0.02 0.24
11 4.79 5.00 1.25 20.12 0.12 20.06 0.24
12 5.07 5.00 1.45 20.45 0.12 20.17 0.24
13 5.25 5.00 1.32 20.39 0.12 20.28 0.24

Note. N = 407.

Table 8. Factor Matrix of EFA on the 13-Item Reputation Scale
With Loadings.

Reputation
item number

Factor

1 2

12 .85 –.17
13 .81 –.15
4 .80 –.22
9 .80 –.09
5 .77 –.07
3 .76 .06
6 .73 –.06
11 .70 .36
7 .69 .29
10 .55 .40
1 .49 .10
8 .43 .37
2 .28 .20

Note. Extraction method: maximum likelihood.
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the first criterion, item 2 has been eliminated.
Subsequently, we considered the remaining dimensions
represented by two items, that is, positive word of mouth
(items 3 and 4), perceived CSR (items 5 and 6), and pres-
tige (items 7 and 8), and then we decided to delete the
item with the lower loading. Consequently, items 3 and 8
were deleted. We decided to maintain both items refer-
ring to CSR since they refer to two different aspects, one
of which is particularly topical in these times (i.e., com-
pany’s concern toward the environment).

Thus, removing those three items, the subsequent
EFA on the 10-item scale (Figure 2) showed a monofac-
torial item structure (52.16% of total variance explained),
with factor loading from .47 to .86 (Table 9). Lastly,
Cronbach’s a analysis was performed, showing a good
internal consistency of this 10-item scale (a=.91).

Confirmatory Factor Analysis. CFA results confirmed the
10-item solution with a good fit to the data: x2=65.47;
df=33; p\ .001; CFI=0.98; TLI=0.97;
RMSEA=0.05 (90% CI [0.03, 0.07]); SRMR=0.04. The

solution is represented in Figure 3; factor loadings ranged
between .47 and .87. Alpha and CR coefficients were higher
than .70 (alpha=.91; CR=91), while AVE value was
equal to .51.

Modification indexes suggested correlating the error
terms between two pairs of items, that is between items 5
and 6 and between items 10 and 11. The first couple of
items refer to the same dimension of corporate social
responsibility. However, they capture two different and
equally important purposes of this dimension (i.e.,
respectively, the overall well-being of society and respect
of the environment), thus, we decided to keep both items
in the final version of the scale. The second couple refers
to, respectively, the company’s presence on social net-
works with a clever management of the job posting and
the profitability of the firm. These two items may over-
lap in meaning, as job seekers who perceive that the
company gives detailed information on their online pro-
file and job posting may be a firm that pays attention to
these aspects and this could be associated with the image
of a profitable company, especially taking into account
the high impact of social media in recent times. Since the
two items belong to two different dimensions of reputa-
tion, we decided to keep both of them in the final version
of the scale, although they are correlated.

Validation Analyses

Convergent and Predictive Validity. After creating and ana-
lyzing statistical properties of the Reputation scale, the
convergent validity of the two main constructs of this

Table 9. Factor Matrix of EFA on the 10-Item Reputation Scale
With Loadings.

Reputation item number Factor loadings

12 .86
13 .83
9 .81
4 .80
5 .78
6 .73
11 .66
7 .65
10 .51
1 .47

Note. The numbering of the items follows that of the starting 13-item

scale. Items are listed in descending order of the associated loading value.

Extraction method: maximum likelihood.

Figure 3. Standardized solution of the CFA (maximum likelihood
estimation) for the Reputation scale (N = 407).
Note. The numbering of the items follows that of the starting 13-item scale.

Figure 2. Scree-plot of the EFA on the final 10-item Reputation
scale.
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study was analyzed. Reputation and the five dimensions
of the 20-item real EmpAt scale correlated positively with
each other (Table 10).

In order to assess predictive and convergent validity, a
two-step hierarchical regression was performed (Table 11).

In the first step, the five dimensions of EmpAt scale
were used as independent variables in order to show their
impact on the Reputation; this choice was made follow-
ing the example of Sivertzen et al. (2013) who considered
the EmpAt values as antecedents of corporate reputa-
tion. In the second step, we added two control variables
(i.e., gender and age) to the model. The occurrence of
multicollinearity between variables in the two models
was verified through the tolerance index (1/VIF). No
signs of multicollinearity were found, since for each inde-
pendent variable the values fell between .30 and .41 in
the first step, and between .30 and .97 in the second step
(potential issues can occur when values are lesser than
.20; Field, 2009). At Step 1, the overall amount of var-
iance explained by the model (i.e., adjusted R2) was .54.
Four values of EmpAt were found to be positively

associated to Reputation, that is, Interest (b=.29; p
\ .001), Social (b=.21; p\ .001), Economic (b=.14; p
\ .05), and Application (b=.16; p\ .01), except
Development, which showed a non-significant relation-
ship. At Step 2, after adding the control variables
(Method: Enter), the amount of variance explained was
almost the same (DR2= .009, p\ .05); furthermore, no
changes were observed in terms of direction and signifi-
cance of the associations between study variables. As
regards controls, only age less than 26 years was signifi-
cantly and positively associated with Reputation, in line
with recent research highlighting that new workforce
(i.e., Gen Y and Gen Z) give importance to organiza-
tional reputation when choosing a firm they want to
apply to (Mostafa, 2022).

Discussion

EB has a dual aim: on one hand, the external purpose,
that is, to attract job seekers, and, on the other, the inter-
nal purpose, that is, to retain employees (Backhaus &
Tikoo, 2004). The two processes operate in sync and
influence each other. External EB consists of under-
standing the firm’s values and what to focus on when
communicating the company culture externally; this pro-
cess creates expectations which must then be confirmed
once the job seeker becomes an employee. Any discre-
pancy between the promises made and the reality of the
facts within the company may lead to a breach in the
psychological contract and thus the intention to leave
(Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004).

The literature shows that reputation is a concept
linked to, and often integrated with, EB (Tkalac Verčič
& Sinčić Ćorić, 2018). The relationship between these
two constructs has not been well established in the litera-
ture, as different models put them in different positions
(Bendaravičien_e, 2017; Eger et al., 2019; Sivertzen et al.,
2013). However, it is clear that both employer reputation
and attractiveness refer to the external outcome of EB,
that is, recruitment (Eger et al., 2019).

Table 10. Correlations Between Reputation and Values of Real EmpAt Scale (Four Items Each).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Reputation (.91)
2. Interest value .67*** (.82)
3. Social value .64*** .68** (.92)
4. Economic value .63*** .68*** .71*** (.83)
5. Development value .60*** .67*** .65*** .75*** (.85)
6. Application value .62*** .67*** .64*** .69*** .77*** (.78)
7. Gender (1 = male) .08 .10* 13** .10* .14** 14***
8. Age (1 = up to 25 y.o.) 2 .15** 2 .08 2 .03 2 .05 2 .04 2.10 .09

Note. N = 407. Cronbach’s a on the diagonal in brackets.

*p\.05. **p\.01. ***p\.001.

Table 11. Results of Multiple Hierarchical Regression of the
Values of Real EmpAt on Reputation.

Reputation

Step 1 Step 2
b b

1. Interest .29*** .29***
Social .21*** .22***
Economic .14* .14*
Development .03 .04
Application .16** .15**

2. Gender (1 = male) 2.01
Age (1 = up to 25 y.o.) 2.10**
R2 .54 .55
Adjusted R2 .537 .545
DR2 .009*

Note. N = 407. Age (dummy) = 1 (people up to 25 years).

*p\.05. **p\.01. ***p\.001.
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This study concentrated on the outcome of attraction,
establishing three objectives. The first objective was to
confirm the pentafactorial structure of the EmpAt scale
also in the Italian version. The fit indices resulting from
the CFA analysis demonstrate that this structure can
also be replicated in the Italian version of the scale, even
by changing the initial statement, referring to a real firm.
The aim of the ‘‘real’’ version of EmpAt is to refer to a
company that actually exists in the labor market. The
initial statement, in fact, asks respondents (usually exter-
nals) to describe the extent to which they believe they
would find the characteristics, possibilities, values and
opportunities listed in the scale, when hypothesizing that
they worked for company ‘‘X.’’ In this way, firms can
gain an overview of the values on which companies
should focus in order to improve their own employer
image, thus designing an effective communication
strategy.

The second objective was to build an instrument to
measure reputation. Considering the literature, we
referred to nine constructs related to reputation. The first
version of the scale numbered 13 items; following the
results of EFA and CFA and maintaining one item for
each dimension (except for perceived CSR), the final ver-
sion of the Reputation scale consisted of 10 items.

Furthermore, the results of correlation and regression
analyses between reputation and values composing real
EmpAt confirmed convergent validity. The regression
showed that only the development value did not display
a significant relationship with Reputation. This result
may be explained considering the formulation of items,
which refer to a specific fragment of the organization
(such as the supervisor) or to issues related to the individ-
ual respondent, rather than to a global evaluation of the
firm (Highhouse et al., 2009). Results of this regression
analysis confirms both convergent validity of EmpAt and
Reputation scales, measuring a similar construct, that is,
the employer capability to attract job seekers, the exter-
nal purpose of EB (Eger et al., 2019), and the predictive
validity of EmpAt related to Reputation, in line with
Sivertzen et al.’ (2013) model, which showed how these
dimensions could be predictors of job seekers’ intention
to apply. These results allow our study to achieve the
third objective. All in all, we can conclude that the two
measures assess two different constructs and are useful
for the external purpose of EB (Eger et al., 2019).

Our study focuses on the attraction process of EB,
precisely on the validation of tools that could help com-
panies analyze their attractiveness and reputation, to
enhance an effective external EB campaign. The EmpAt
scale by Berthon et al. (2005) is one of the most popular
employer attractiveness assessment tools used in different
contexts (Arachchige & Robertson, 2011; Benraı̈ss-
Noailles & Viot, 2021; Eger et al., 2019; Sharma &

Prasad, 2018). The authors’ original scale asks the
respondents how important they consider certain job fea-
tures and values when thinking about working for their
ideal employer. Otherwise, the version proposed in this
study asks the respondents to consider a real firm, indi-
cating to what extent they believe they would find the
listed attributes when working for that employer, selected
from some national reputation rankings.

Research about employers’ attractiveness could follow
this route, asking target job seekers their willingness to
apply for and the attractiveness perceptions about a real
existing firm. Considering that nowadays people seek for
new jobs on LinkedIn, Glassdoor, and other platforms,
and rely on peer reviews on social networks to build their
own organizational reputation (Mostafa, 2022), it
seemed anachronistic to ask people their image about an
ideal firm, while it could be useful to understand the
image people have built about one specific and real
organization.

With regard to reputation, the literature shows that it
is a concept related to the external outcome of EB, that
is, to attract job seekers in order to find talents (Eger
et al., 2019). Moreover, despite these two constructs
sometimes overlapping (Tkalac Verčič & Sinčić Ćorić,
2018), theoretical models demonstrate that they are two
separate dimensions, both necessary to enhance the
capability of attraction of an employer (Bendaravičien_e,
2017; Eger et al., 2019). Our reputation tool gathers dif-
ferent important aspects for employees, which contribute
to defining the overall judgment of the employers. This
approach and our results could help and suggest further
research to consider a range of issues related to, for
example, welfare, to identify those to build their reputa-
tion based on the needs of each generation of employees
(Daniel et al., 2020), and, consequently, help companies
calibrate their EB strategies.

Theoretical and Practical Implications

From a theoretical standpoint, this study firstly proposes
validation analyses of the EmpAt scale, widely studied
and used in the literature, also for the Italian context.
The five-factor structure, as shown by Berthon et al.
(2005), was reproduced and confirmed, suggesting that a
20-item scale (i.e., deleting one item for each EmpAt
value) could be a better and shorter tool due to its better
fit. In addition, this study proposes a reputation measure,
consisting of dimensions that are generally associated, in
the literature, with corporate reputation, referring to soft
aspects related to brand image (e.g., positive word-of-
mouth, prestige, honesty, and fairness), and corporate
features (e.g., CSR, work-life balance, profitability, and
working climate). Given its psychometrical properties,
our scale could be a measure of corporate reputation,
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adding to those already existing in the literature as we
highlighted in the theoretical background of this study.
Our Reputation scale, with its monofactorial structure,
seems to be useful to evaluate the reputation dimension
in the way explained in the Eger et al.’ (2019) model, that
is linked to the employer attractiveness (measured with
EmpAt scale), both measuring the external goal of EB,
that is, the attraction.

In fact, the analyses carried out in this study reveal
that the real EmpAt scale, even in its Italian and ‘‘real’’
version, is associated with corporate Reputation. For
this reason, on a practical level, companies could use
these tools in order to assess their ability to attract a tar-
get population. More specifically, with real EmpAt,
firms could assess the values that job seekers (or a spe-
cific target of externals) believe the firm can provide to
its employees; on the other hand, with the Reputation
scale, firms could assess their global reputation in the
eyes of externals. These processes can be considered a
preliminary analysis for the creation of an EB strategy.
In fact, the tools could highlight both the strengths and
areas for improvement related to EB, according to a spe-
cific sample. An example of practical use could be HR
managers mapping their firm’s attractiveness and reputa-
tion to the eyes of the new Generations (i.e., the new
workforce; Mostafa, 2022), which have different charac-
teristics and needs to be fulfilled also regarding the work
domain (Daniel et al., 2020).

Limitations and Future Developments

This study has some limitations. First of all, its cross-
sectional nature; secondly, the use of a sample of conve-
nience and the heterogeneous characteristics of the sam-
ple, which is not representative of Italian job seekers
(e.g., in terms of age and education level). Future studies
should be used to confirm our findings, especially for the
new Reputation scale; in particular, longitudinal data
might be collected to also calculate test-retest reliability.
Moreover, the functioning of the real EmpAt could also
be tested in other national contexts. The same suggestion
is true for the Reputation scale, for example, by testing
its link with other reputation measures more widely used
in the literature. It would also be interesting to observe
longitudinal fluctuations and test-retest validity in the
attractiveness of a real company by administering real
EmpAt and Reputation scales before designing an EB
strategy and at least three months after its implementa-
tion, in order to monitor their attractiveness and reputa-
tion over time, also correlating them with some outcomes
of interest, that is, turnover intentions, employees job
satisfaction, in-role and extra-role performances (Lievens
et al., 2007).

Conclusions

In conclusion, according to the different theoretical fra-
meworks in the literature (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004; Eger
et al., 2019), EB strategies consist of creating an employer
image that is perceived externally as being attractive to
the target population. The outcome of these processes is
that talents on the labor market are motivated to apply
to a certain company rather than its competitors, thanks
to the differences with the latter conveyed by corporate
EVPs (Theurer et al., 2018). Being perceived as a great
place to work is the goal to be achieved (Eger et al.,
2019) in order to gain that competitive advantage in the
labor market.
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