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ABSTRACT
We aim to identify and validate the key dimensions of the employer 
brand scale in Romania, based upon an online survey with 310 
participants. Confirmatory factor analysis and regression analysis 
are used to demonstrate that the measurement of employer brand 
used in Western contexts needs to be adjusted in Romania. 
A second order construct shows that only four dimensions are 
relevant: development, social, economic, and interest value (not 
the application value). We recommend changes to the scale of 
employer attractiveness and demonstrate that the modified scale 
predicts positive work outcomes, such as job satisfaction, which 
further underscores its relevance for employee recruitment. The 
insights are important for practitioners in Romania, as they provide 
an appropriate tool for evaluating and designing employer brand-
ing strategies. Our results confirm the importance of employer 
branding strategies in the form of employer attractiveness dimen-
sion enhancements for recruitment and retention. Our research also 
expands knowledge on employer branding by showing that 
employer attractiveness is associated with positive work outcomes.

ARTICLE HISTORY 
Received 4 March 2020  
Accepted 21 July 2023 

KEYWORDS 
Employer branding; 
employer attractiveness; job 
satisfaction; Romania; 
banking

Introduction

Employer branding has been presented as a strategic tool in human resources manage-
ment to attract and retain talented employees (Michaels et al., 2001; Tanwar & Prasad,  
2017; von Wallpach et al., 2017). It is also on the agenda of practitioners, including 
recruiting firms, government, employment bodies and human resources professionals, 
as a way of applying branding principles to the employee–employer relationships (CIPD,  
2009). Hence, various practitioner indexes have been developed around the world to 
assess employer brand attractiveness (i.e. Great Place to Work, TNS Gallup’s Index of the 
Most Attractive Employer, Canada’s Top 100 Employers, and Britain’s Top Employers).
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However, the concept still lacks academic work that probes its nature, structure, 
mechanisms, and validity. Additionally, prior studies have primarily researched Western 
contexts (Ambler & Barrow, 1996; Berthon et al., 2005; Turban et al., 1998), with little 
consideration of how it is understood or applied in developing countries. We therefore 
ask if employer attractiveness dimensions hold in Romania – a developing Eastern 
European context – and assess its ability to predict positive work outcomes. In doing so, 
we address a common methodological problem for researchers, i.e. how to make use of 
existing (very often US centric) measures in very different cultural contexts. This is 
important as developing countries and related economic, social, and legal factors make 
simplistic application of models based upon developed markets (such as the U.S.) an 
imperfect choice.

We therefore build on Berthon et al. (2005) work who developed and validated a multi- 
item scale to identify and operationalise the components of employer attractiveness (the 
EmpAt Scale). Berthon et al. (2005) identified five distinct dimensions of employer attrac-
tiveness (i.e. interest, social, economic, development, and application value), and pro-
vided evidence on the validity and reliability of their scale. They also encouraged further 
research to improve and refine the scale, and our study does this by focussing on 
Romania. Using a dataset collected in the banking sector, we analyse the dimensions of 
the employer attractiveness scale. Results demonstrate that Berthon et al. (2005) applica-
tion value dimension does not fit with the Romanian data. Thus, only interest, social, 
economic and development are modelled in our work. Results additionally show the link 
between the modified employer attractiveness scale, and employee outcomes such as job 
satisfaction and the intent to apply for a job. Thus, the results confirm the importance of 
employer branding strategies in the form of employer attractiveness dimension enhance-
ments for recruitment. The view that more research is needed to establish the antece-
dents of employer brands has been established (Rampl & Kenning, 2014), and whilst 
a framework has been developed identifying these factors (such as employer attractive-
ness) and their impact on company performance (Biswas & Suar, 2016), our research 
further expands knowledge on employer branding by showing that employer attractive-
ness is associated with positive work outcomes, such as job satisfaction.

Hence, we make several contributions. Firstly, we identify the employer branding 
dimensions that are relevant in Romania, expanding knowledge on employer attractive-
ness in a unique context that has a high unemployment rate (especially in the young), is 
characterised by ‘a brain drain phenomenon’ and has high staff mobility between sectors. 
Secondly, by validating the existing scale of employer attractiveness, we provide a refined 
measure that shows the application value is not relevant (methodological contribution). 
Prior studies on employer branding in Romania tend to only present descriptive statistics 
of large surveys, or are exploratory (based on secondary data, website analysis, or a few 
short interviews, see Balan, 2013; Turnea et al., 2020; Tőkés, 2020). Hence, our work paves 
the way towards a more sophisticated measurement that can be used in future studies. 
Thirdly, the insights generated are important for HR practitioners in an Eastern European 
country as they provide an appropriate tool for evaluating and designing employer 
branding strategies, especially the need to avoid emphasis on ‘application value’, which 
might otherwise be seen as an obvious differentiator (practical contribution). Finally, we 
show that the modified employer attractiveness scale predicts positive work outcomes 
such as job satisfaction.
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The paper proceeds as follows. The first section outlines the theoretical underpinnings 
by reviewing the literature on employer branding. The variables used and the results are 
then explained. Finally, we end with discussion of findings, conclusions, and areas for 
further research.

Literature review

Employer branding

The scope and application of branding has increased over recent years to the point where 
branding may be viewed as a cultural phenomenon driven by the incongruities and 
synergies among managers, employees, consumers, and other stakeholders (Tanwar & 
Prasad, 2017). The increased relevance of employer branding, which essentially concerns 
the application of branding principles and practices in the area of human resources 
management (HRM) (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004) is therefore logical. The important role of 
employees in brand identity has long been recognised (von Wallpach et al., 2017), but as 
employers increasingly treat human resources as a strategic issue (Michaels et al., 2001), 
the role of employer branding to attract and retain employees has grown (Berthon et al.,  
2005).

Employer branding is defined as ‘the package of functional, economic and psycholo-
gical benefits provided by employment, and identified with the employing company’ 
(Ambler & Barrow, 1996, p. 187). According to Backhaus and Tikoo (2004), employer 
branding refers to the unique and exclusive features of an employer and encompasses 
distinctive characteristics of the company’s employment offerings and/or environment 
that will differentiate it from competitors. These definitions allow for further inquiries as to 
whether companies could offer unique employment offerings in a market largely regu-
lated and defined by legislation.

An employer brand is further conceptualised as a set of attributes and qualities (often 
intangible) that makes an organisation distinctive, promises a particular kind of employ-
ment experience, and appeals to those people who will thrive and perform best in its 
culture (CIPD, 2009). In other words, it represents the image and appropriate set of 
economic and non-material (psychological, symbolic) advantages distinguishing the 
company in the labour market. For Sullivan (2004), employer branding is a strategy to 
manage stakeholders’ awareness, perceptions, opinions, and beliefs with regards to 
a particular organisation.

Martin et al. (2011, p. 3618) also explain that a good employer brand should be known 
among key stakeholders for providing a ‘high quality employment experience’, and 
a ‘distinctive organisational identity’, which employees value, engage with and feel 
confident about, and are happy to promote to others. This means that employers need 
to create a high-quality employment experience, but the authors somewhat vaguely 
explain what the employment experience is and what high quality indicates, leaving 
the question around how this experience is created and associated benefits unanswered. 
As organisations include people working towards specific corporate goals in specific 
cultural environments, this experience is created differently in various socio-economic 
contexts, and it is highly dependent on the employees working in the company, its 
internal policies and culture.
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Furthermore, in assessing employer branding, Moroko and Uncles (2008) address 
the substructure of the psychological contract in the relationship between employee 
and employer. In their view, psychological contracts are individual beliefs regarding 
reciprocal obligations. Rousseau (1990) argues that the relationship between employer 
and employee principles become contractual when the individual believes that he or 
she owes the employer certain contributions (i.e. work, commitment) in return for 
certain inducements (i.e. pay, job security). These reciprocal obligations are being 
formed during the recruitment process, and, as Moroko and Uncles (2008) emphasise, 
can be based on explicit statements of the company alongside informal and imprecise 
information (i.e. from external recruiters, word-of mouth sources, press and popular 
media). Employees are therefore more likely to be committed to an organisation and 
satisfied with their job when the employer fulfils its requirement (Tanwar & Prasad,  
2017), in other words, when they will psychologically accept the proposed employ-
ment offering. Robinson and Rousseau (1994) note that when the psychological 
contract is broken, engagement and productivity may decline. Researchers suggest 
that if an employer fails to deliver its employer brand promise to new staff and acts in 
an inconsistent way in validating its employment decision, it is likely that the post- 
entry performance of employees will be negatively affected and staff turnover will 
increase (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004) as the psychological contract is perceived to be 
violated or broken.

An empirical measurement tool for employer branding has been presented by Berthon 
et al. (2005) and identifies five dimensions of employer attractiveness: interest, social, 
economic, development and application value. ‘Interest value’ refers to ‘the extent to 
which an individual is attracted to an employer that provides an exciting work environ-
ment, novel work practices and that makes use of its employee’s creativity to produce 
high-quality, innovative products and services’ (Berthon et al., 2005, p. 161). ‘Social value’ 
is ‘the extent to which an individual is attracted to an employer that provides a working 
environment that is fun, happy, provides good collegial relationships and a team atmo-
sphere’ (Berthon et al., 2005, p. 161). However, the value of a ‘fun working environment’ 
varies with the cultural and economic context and therefore needs examining in the 
specific country context (Graham & Cascio, 2018).

‘Economic value’ measures ‘the extent to which an individual is attracted to an 
employer that provides above-average salary, compensation package, job security and 
promotional opportunities’ (Berthon et al., 2005, pp. 161–162). ‘Development value’ is ‘the 
extent to which an individual is attracted to an employer that provides recognition, self- 
worth and confidence, coupled with a career-enhancing experience and a springboard to 
future employment’ (Berthon et al., 2005, p. 162). Lastly, ‘Application value’ is ‘the extent 
to which an individual is attracted to an employer that provides an opportunity for the 
employee to apply what they have learned and to teach others, in an environment that is 
both customer orientated and humanitarian’ (Berthon et al., 2005, p. 162).

The above conceptualisations of employer branding and the associated dimensions 
presented by Berthon et al. (2005) imply a set of often intangible attributes and qualities 
representing the image and appropriate set of economic and non-material advantages 
(psychological, or symbolic), distinguishing an employer in the labour market. However, 
such intangible attributes are subject to interpretations that may exhibit specificities in 
different countries.
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The importance of employer branding

Over recent years employment levels have been high in many developed countries, 
and competition to recruit and retain skilled employees is likely to increase as 
many populations age (Wilden et al., 2010). Organisations therefore need to treat 
human resources as a key issue (Michaels et al., 2001) that is almost as critical as 
competition for customers (Berthon et al., 2005). As organisations want to be seen 
as attractive employers (Lievens & Highhouse, 2003), employer branding has 
become an important tool (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004). This is a concept based on 
the assumption that human capital adds value to the organisation, and, through 
skilful investment in human capital, organisational performance can be enhanced 
(Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004).

The benefits of employer branding can be explained further through the selec-
tion-attraction-attrition model (ASA; Schneider, 1987). The ASA model is a person- 
based model of the organisation, linked to the individual (Ployhart et al., 2006) and 
predicts organisations’ strive towards homogeneity in knowledge, skills, abilities 
and other competencies through three interrelated processes: attraction, selection 
and attrition. In this paper, we focus on the attraction element. Attraction involves 
the fit between persons’ characteristics and an organisation’s characteristics 
(Ployhart et al., 2006). A key tenet of the ASA model is that individuals will be 
attracted to organisations characterised by values in congruence with their own 
values. This idea of value congruence is commonly captured through fit, i.e. 
person-organisation fit, person-environment fit, and person-job fit (Kristof‐Brown 
et al., 2005; Westerman & Cyr, 2004). The person-organisation fit should inform any 
employer branding strategy and employer brands therefore link to a key decision 
of how to operationalise the person organisation fit components (Cable and Judge,  
1996). A critical use of employer branding thus will help to send signals to 
potential employees that enable them to assess their fit with the company 
(Westerman & Cyr, 2004).

Organisations with a positively perceived employer brand will attract more talented 
applicants (Cable & Turban, 2003; Turban & Greening, 1997) and can reduce recruitment 
costs by improving the recruitment performance (Knox & Freeman, 2006). Such positive 
perceptions of the employer brand also contribute to employee retention, reduce staff 
turnover (Berthon et al., 2005) and improve organisational culture (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004). 
Moreover, employer brand is found to exert positive influences on applicant perceptions of 
recruiter behaviours (Turban et al., 1998) and it is a significant predictor of early decisions 
made by new recruits about their employers (Gatewood et al., 1993). Employer branding 
also builds trust in leadership and impacts individual, team, and organisational engage-
ment (Gittell et al., 2010). Martin et al. (2011) also argue that employer branding has the 
potential to help organisations become responsive and build social capital, thus contribut-
ing to the innovation agenda and transformative business model change. Grigore and 
Stancu (2011) show the positive role that corporate social responsibility plays in employers’ 
brand.

Ultimately, the application of branding principles to human resources produces 
a system that invites managers to communicate internally in a way that permits employ-
ees to feel proud to work for a desirable and attractive employer.
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Employer branding and organisational attractiveness

Conceptually, there have been differences between the constructs of employer image, 
employer brand and employer attractiveness. For example, Gatewood et al. (1993) care-
fully distinguish between corporate image and recruiting image (which is a type of 
employer image). Also, Backhaus and Tikoo (2004) carefully distinguish brand- 
associations, employer brand, and employer image. Furthermore, Cable and Turban 
(2003) use the term ‘firm reputation’, that is more closely related to the corporate 
image (perceived by customers), rather the employer image (perceived by job seekers). 
Finally, Lievens and Highhouse (2003) define the term ‘corporate employment image’ 
which, again, is a facet of the broader theoretical construct ‘corporate image’. Thus, there 
are some important variances between these theoretical constructs. In this section, we 
provide an overview of each concept.

Viewing employer branding as a manifestation of organisational identity, Albert and 
Whetten (1985) express its central, enduring, and distinctive character, and suggest that it 
may help employees to identify themselves with the values of the employer. To support 
this, Backhaus and Tikoo (2004) place employer branding within organisational identity, 
and they suggest the two concepts are complementary. In addition, Knox and Freeman 
(2006) found a positive correlation between an attractive employer brand image and 
candidate’s likelihood to apply for jobs. If an organisation has a strong positive employer 
brand, it can increase its ability to not only attract, but also to retain and engage people 
(Ambler & Barrow, 1996; Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004).

The synthesis of conceptualisations of employer branding reveals the preoccupations on 
identifying factors, motives, and rationales that influence the attractiveness of an organisa-
tion to potential employees. Organisational attractiveness denotes ‘the envisioned benefits 
that a potential employee sees in working for a specific organization’ (Berthon et al., 2005, 
p. 156). Jiang et al. (2011) also see it as a force that draws applicants’ attention to employer 
branding and encourages existing employees to stay loyal to a company.

For researchers considering organisational attractiveness and employer branding, 
organisational attractiveness is thought of as an antecedent of the more general concept 
of employer brand equity (Berthon et al., 2005). These views express a significant devel-
opment in the way organisational attractiveness is understood, and recently, it has gained 
increasing interest from researchers in HRM and organisational behaviour (Lievens et al.,  
2007; Moroko & Uncles, 2009). As organisations seek to attract new employees and retain 
existing staff, employment branding grows in importance. Berthon et al. (2005) note that 
this objective can be achieved effectively when organisations understand the factors 
underpinning employer attractiveness.

Organisational attractiveness is therefore regarded as a multi-dimensional construct. There 
are various attempts to identify the distinct dimensions of organisational attractiveness 
(Berthon et al., 2005; Sivertzen et al., 2013) in building employer branding. Aiming to bridge 
the research streams on organisational identity and employer branding, Lievens et al. (2007) 
used the instrumental – symbolic framework to study factors relating to both employer image 
and organisational identity. Their findings support the idea that both instrumental (i.e. team/ 
sports activities, structure, and job security) and symbolic (i.e. excitement, competence, and 
ruggedness) image dimensions predict applicants’ attraction to the organisation, whereas 
symbolic perceived identity dimensions best predict employees’ identification with the 
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organisation. Jiang et al. (2011) proposed that organisational attractiveness has two dimen-
sions: internal attractiveness (for existing employees) and external attractiveness (for external 
applicants), and both dimensions should be measured separately, along with intentions to 
choose the workplace and intentions to stay in the workplace.

Applications of employer branding in Romania

Theory needs to recognise local context and possible variations in practice (Husain et al.,  
2023; Grigore et al., 2021a, 2021b). There are very few studies that specifically consider 
employer branding in Romania. For example, Turnea et al. (2020) study the rewards that 
play a role in attracting young and talented employees. The authors discuss the high 
levels of unemployment and turnover in the Romanian workforce, particularly in the 
young segments. At the end of May 2020, the unemployment rate of the young 
Romanians was 17.6%, higher than the EU rate of 15.7%. Drawing on a survey with 245 
masters and PhD students from Iasi city, their study shows that attractive employment 
offers include competitive salaries, learning and career development, or programme 
flexibility. Additionally, good social relationships and working environment contribute 
to the employees’ wellbeing. The study also reveals that the combination of a competitive 
salary and opportunities for personal development increases the companies’ abilities to 
recruit and retain talented young Romanians.

In another study, Tőkés (2020) explores the software and IT companies in Romania (one 
of the fastest growing sectors in the country), which have a competitive advantage over 
employers from other sectors given their ability to offer significant financial and non- 
financial benefits. Drawing on a content analysis of 110 software and IT corporate 
websites (2018, Cluj-Napoca city), Tőkés argues that, due to the growing shortage of 
labour force and despite these attractive benefits, many IT companies are still struggling 
to attract and retain employees. The author shows how the large international IT com-
panies operating in Romania have a complex employer brand identity used to attract 
workforce. On the other hand, medium or small (local) companies have more basic 
employer brand identity, merely formulated as answers to the request of the labour 
market, and so failing to attract staff via websites.

Finally, Balan (2013) sets out to identify whether there is a generational difference in 
how employer brands are perceived, and to reveal the various attributes of employer 
brands. Considering the results of a large online survey with 8,762 respondents con-
ducted by a consultancy, Balan notes that the most desired employers in Romania are IT 
companies, banks, and tax consulting/auditors. Romanians have a pragmatic approach 
when seeking employment, focusing on short-term and tangible rewards/benefits. For 
example, the highest criteria for selecting an employer are salary package (47.12%), 
corporate reputation (36.59%), training opportunities (36.33%), job security (35.86%) or 
good working environment (29.20%), whilst a creative and dynamic working environ-
ment, or the allocation of mentors for professional development matter less. In 
a Eurobarometer study (2013), the most attractive companies for business studies 
included 5 banks. Balan concludes that research on employer brands in Romania (other 
than descriptive statistics offered by consultancies), is scarce and calls for more research 
on employer brand differentiation that organisations can use to integrate in their strate-
gies to attract talented employees.
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Romania therefore provides a unique context, with a high unemployment rate (espe-
cially in young Romanians), characterised by ‘a brain drain phenomenon’, and with a high 
staff mobility. As noted above, prior studies on employer branding in Romania tend to 
only present descriptive statistics of large surveys, or is exploratory (based on secondary 
data, website analysis, or a few short interviews). As such, an application of a sophisticated 
scale in this context, expands employer branding knowledge and practice in Romania.

Research context: an overview of Romania

The Eastern European countries had similar conditions in terms of the performance of the 
labour market under communism (Savić & Zubović, 2015). These conditions were char-
acterised by ‘shortage of labour, no open unemployment, very high level of unionisation, 
and no employment protection’ (Savić & Zubović, 2015). Since the fall of communism, 
these countries have worked towards political and economic integration with the ‘West’ 
and membership of the European Union (Grigore et al., 2021a; Stoian & Zaharia, 2012). 
Eastern European countries are still facing political and economic, as well as negative 
demographic changes, with an increase in ageing population, significant migration of 
working force, and with a higher education system that is perceived by employers as not 
compatible with the requirements of the labour market (Savić & Zubović, 2015). In many 
cases, multinational companies instilled their practices in the local subsidiaries, but this 
‘adoption’ of practices took place in a system where the principles of socialist political 
economies were present within firms and their institutional fabric (Stoian and Zaharia,  
2012), including high levels of corruption and fraud (European Commision, 2017). For 
example, using Bauman’s ethics (adiaphora and moral distancing) and Borţun’s view on 
Romanianness, Grigore et al. (2021a) reveal the issue of corruption and individualism in 
Romanian corporate social responsibility practice. The authors note that managers para-
doxically feel the ‘moral impulse to do good’ at the same time as exhibiting self-interest 
and careerism, which they feel are deeply rooted in the social and cultural context. This 
ambivalence then leads to unintended consequences in CSR practice, i.e. a potential for 
corruption and ‘collateral beneficiaries’, or those vulnerable groups in society that are 
supported through short-term, promotional CSR activities. Their study, although not on 
employer branding, reveals that Romanians prefer money, or financial packages to work-
ing conditions. Stoian and Zaharia (2015) and Grigore et al. (2021a) and Ahmad et al. 
(2012) call for more research into the various business practices in this unique context.

The Romanian labour market has changed in the last few years. The number of graduates 
who get employment has decreased more than 50% compared to 2008, and the brain drain 
phenomenon continues to grow. Employers want to attract talented employees, and to keep 
employees motivated and they also recognise the importance and impact of strong employer 
brands, and as such have started investing in developing these (Hipo, 2015). A study by 
Manpower Group (2015) on ‘talent deficit’ shows that organisations in Romania are struggling 
to attract suitable employees for available jobs. In this respect, Romania is in the top five 
countries in the world and the first one in Europe in terms of talent deficit (Manpower Group,  
2015). Employees further predict that this trend will be growing in the following years, which 
leads to reduced organisational competitiveness and productivity, personnel fluctuations, and 
a decline in organisational innovation and creativity (Manpower Group, 2015).
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We chose ING bank for our analysis as it represents a typical example of a multinational 
company that instilled subsidiaries in several post-communist (transition) countries (includ-
ing Romania, Bulgaria, Cehia, Slovakia, and Hungary), to acquire legitimacy by introducing 
responsible behaviour towards employees – a key internal stakeholder whose rights are 
important in maintaining the integrity and long-term financial and societal performance of 
firms. Dow Jones Sustainability Index named ING among world leaders in the category 
‘Banks’ (ING, 2016). The bank also has a well-known brand, with positive recognition from 
customers and other stakeholders in a variety of countries (ING, 2016).

Method

We investigate the applicability of the EmpAt scale in Romania. Hence, we did not develop 
a priori hypotheses. It was not pragmatic to start the process with a qualitative pre-study 
which is sometimes recommended in full scale development papers (Hinkin, 1998). 
Rather, we examine the structure and dimensionality of the existing EmpAt scale and 
probe the relationship between employer attractiveness and intention to seek employ-
ment with the company. This approach enables us to investigate to what extent the 
psychometric properties of the existing scale hold in the Romanian context.

Participants and procedure

The online survey was conducted in May 2015 with the aim of identifying the key 
dimensions of employer attractiveness for a bank in Romania. Additionally, the sample 
is suitable to investigate the effect of employer attractiveness on the intention to seek 
employment with a bank. Respondents rated their perception of employer attractiveness 
for one multinational bank. Excluding the incomplete answers, the final sample included 
310 participants with and average age of 40.8, including 162 females and 148 males, 214 
employed and 96 unemployed. This sample is particularly suitable because employed 
respondents are invited to think about an alternative employer, and unemployed respon-
dents would naturally evaluate whether the chosen bank would be an attractive employer 
for them. Table 1 displays descriptive statistics.

Measures

If not indicated otherwise, all constructs were measured using seven-point Likert scales 
(1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree). Our research objective centres on identifying the 
key dimensions of attractiveness in employer attractiveness in Romania. Furthermore, the 
study identifies the effect of employer attractiveness on the intention to seek employ-
ment. To achieve this, we applied the 25-item employer attractiveness scale (EmpAt) 
developed and validated by Berthon et al. (2005) in the US (see above). Items were 
adapted such that they referred to our chosen bank specifically.

Four additional constructs were included. First, we used two items to measure parti-
cipants’ intention to seek employment with the bank (‘I would love to work for this 
company’, ‘I would be proud to work for this company’). This measure yields 
a Cronbach alpha of 0.95. Second, we used three global measures of frequently assessed 
employee attitudes. These are the likelihood of job satisfaction (‘If I worked for this 
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company, I would be satisfied with my job’), commitment (‘If I worked for this company, 
I would be highly committed to my job’), and intention to quit (‘If I worked for this 
company, I would never think to quit’). Such global single item measures have been 
shown to perform adequately well when compared to multi-item measures, especially 
with respect to job satisfaction (Wanous et al., 1997). The intention to seek employment 
with a company scale was developed based on Sen et al. (2006), and the Organizational 
Commitment Questionnaire (Porter et al., 1974), and was previously employed in other 
studies (Alniacik et al., 2011).

Control variables

We used a standard set of control variables. Respondents were asked to indicate their age 
and gender. Additionally, respondents indicated their marital status (married, divorced, 
not married, widowed), and their highest level of education (doctorate, university, high 
school, post-high school, and professional school). Finally, we controlled for whether 
respondents were employed or on.

As a further check, the questionnaire asked the respondents whether they know this 
bank, or whether they own an account or a loan with this bank. Indeed, the results 
demonstrate that all respondents know this bank, and 30% of the sample own either an 
account, or a loan with the bank. This bank was selected as it has the best reputation as 
employer in banking sector in Romania, and the bank has recently received international 
recognition for best management of employer brand and its internal communication.

Potential for common method bias and countermeasures

Our data is cross-sectional, and thus results point towards associations and not causal 
effects. However, our primary aim was to model employer attractiveness in the East 
European context for which the cross-sectional data is suitable. The cross-sectional nature 
of the data further gives potentially rise to common method bias. The issue of common 
method bias is debated, with some considering concerns related to it as being exagger-
ated (Spector, 2006). Nonetheless, we thought it would be advisable to take some 
countermeasures. Following recommendations by Podsakoff et al. (2012), and Conway 
and Lance (2010), we used trustworthy items and made sure that items of related 
constructs appear in different parts of the survey. We benefitted from online survey tool 
use during data collection, which allowed for some item sets to be randomized. We also 
ran a Harman’s single factor test on the variables included in the regression models. 
Results do not support the existence of common method bias as the largest amount of 
variance a single factor explains is approximately 17%.

Keeping the shortcomings of such a posthoc-statistical test in mind, we want to point 
to some recent methodological studies highlighting effects that limit the influence of 
common method bias. For example, Lance and Siminovsky (2015) point out the opposite 
effects of common method bias and measurement error. While the former inflates rela-
tions between variables the latter deflates them and thus the two effects offset each 
other. Furthermore, after running several simulations, Siemsen et al. (2010, p. 472) con-
clude that common method bias is ‘less of a problem in OLS models with many indepen-
dent variables, especially if these are not highly correlated’. With very few exceptions the 
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variables in our data display rather small correlations. Correlations of our main variable 
employer attraction with other independent variables are low (the highest being high 
school degree with r = 0.15). Hence, we conclude that the combination of precautionary 
measures at the design stage, in combination with statistical tests and consideration of 
recent method studies offered an acceptable level of protection, and thus common 
method bias is of no concern.

Analysis and results

In a first step, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis modelling employer attrac-
tiveness as a second order factor. Results are displayed in Figure 1. To fit the model, we 
had to eliminate one item from the development value subscale and one item from the 
social value subscale. As such, the ‘development’ and ‘social’ value measures work in our 
Romanian sample with minor modifications (the item ‘fun at the workplace’ is dropped 
from the social dimension, and ‘perceived recognition’ is dropped from the development 
dimension). Additionally, the application value had to be removed completely. We made 
this decision as the analyses revealed high levels of collinearity of the application value 
dimension, which impacted negatively of the fit values of the overall mode. Thus, the final 
employer attractiveness second-order construct consists of four dimensions (i.e. develop-
ment value, social value, economic value, and interest value).

Overall, the factor loadings are above 0.8 throughout and the model displays satisfac-
tory fit levels (CFI=.929, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .035, TLI = .915). Reliabilities (Cronbach’s 
alpha) for the subscales were 0.93 for development value, 0.94 for economic value, 0.93 
for social value and 0.95 for interest value.

Figure 1. 2nd order CFA employer attractiveness.
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In a second step, we used OLS regressions to investigate the relation between 
employer attractiveness and the intention to seek employment and job satisfaction. The 
rationale for this analysis is that the revised scale of employer attractiveness should be 
able to predict both job satisfaction and employment intention in the Romanian context. 
The estimation strategy is as follows. We present two models for each dependent variable. 
The first estimates the model using the full set of control variables, and the second adds 
our main variable employer attractiveness.

The results displayed in Table 2 show significant associations between employer 
attractiveness and job satisfaction, and the intent to seek employment with the 
bank. It is also noteworthy that models 1 and 3 only using the control variables fail 
the F-test rendering those models meaningless. However, once employer attrac-
tiveness joins the set of predictors the models show good fit and predictive 
capabilities. Of the control variables it is noteworthy that only age and marital 
status (divorced) display significant associations with the intent to apply, but are 
insignificant with respect to job satisfaction. We also ran robustness checks on the 
subsample of unemployed respondents. Results do not change materially and thus 
for reasons of space are not displayed here. Hence, overall, we conclude that 
employer attractiveness in Romania can be effectively modelled using our revised 
Berthon et al. (2005) scale.

Table 2. Regression of employer attraction on job satisfaction and intent to apply.
(1) (2) (3) (4)

VARIABLES Job sat. Job sat. Intent to apply Intent to apply

empat2ndorder 0.978*** 1.009***
(0.0484) (0.0502)

Age 0.0190** 0.00851 0.0254*** 0.0146**
(0.00946) (0.00618) (0.00978) (0.00641)

Female 0.0268 −0.0733 0.0424 −0.0608
(0.191) (0.124) (0.197) (0.129)

Employed 0.242 0.186 0.266 0.208
(0.218) (0.142) (0.226) (0.147)

Divorced −0.304 −0.215 −0.511 −0.418*
(0.352) (0.229) (0.363) (0.237)

Not married 0.206 −0.0766 0.247 −0.0439
(0.246) (0.161) (0.254) (0.166)

Widowed 0.668 0.840** −0.0802 0.0967
(0.648) (0.422) (0.670) (0.437)

Doctorate 0.0315 0.0439 0.133 0.146
(0.248) (0.161) (0.256) (0.167)

High School 0.576** 0.116 0.671*** 0.196
(0.244) (0.161) (0.253) (0.166)

Post High 0.205 0.235 0.0109 0.0415
(0.372) (0.242) (0.384) (0.251)

Professional School 0.756 0.148 0.738 0.110
(0.609) (0.398) (0.630) (0.412)

Constant 3.729*** 3.444*** 3.178*** 2.884***
(0.523) (0.341) (0.540) (0.353)

Observations 310 310 310 310
Adjusted R-squared 0.007 0.579 0.014 0.580
F test 0.284 0.000 0.167 0.000
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Discussion

Our aim was to identify the key dimensions of employer attractiveness for a bank in 
Romania This study therefore adapts Berthon et al. (2005) employer attraction measure to 
an East European context, i.e. Romania. Results show that the construct can be measured 
with modifications of the original scale. The ‘application value’ dimension is revealed not 
to matter in this context. We unpack these results and the implications for managers 
below.

Our findings show that the ‘economic value’ is particularly important to respondents. 
One explanation is that Romanians have been deprived of wealth, and see obtaining an 
above-average salary, a good compensation package, or job security as benefits of 
internationalisation. After all, EU membership and then the entry of international corpora-
tions (such as ING, the bank in this study) promised such economic benefits. This result is 
consistent with previous employer branding studies in Romania (Turnea et al., 2020; 
Tőkés, 2020) and with Balan’s (2013) observation that Romanians have a pragmatic 
approach when seeking employment, focusing on short-term and tangible financial 
benefits. Secondly, the ‘interest value’, which places value on an exciting work environ-
ment, novel work practices, creativity to produce high-quality products, is relevant. This 
distances Romanians from the past where they had few career opportunities and rather 
bureaucratic jobs with little space for innovation and autonomy. Such desire for an 
‘exciting work environment’ might be stronger in the younger Romanians who wish to 
distance themselves from the bureaucratic organisations of the past.

The ‘social value’ is significant as Romanians like fun, they are social, and this is the 
more enduring aspect of collectivism in Romanian culture. Indeed, a recent study con-
ducted by Balan (2013) shows that amongst the most significant factors in choosing an 
employer is a pleasant, friendly, fun working environment (55% out of 14.691 respondents 
with business, social sciences, engineering, and IT expertise). This is important as imple-
menting ‘fun’ is discretionary and could differentiate employers that might otherwise be 
perceived as similar to help retain talent (Tews et al., 2021). As the Romanian job market 
evolves to reflect the culture, differentiation is likely to become important, so this is 
essentially ‘future proofing’ in the Romanian context. In short, ‘fun’ may help to create 
a unique and favourable employer brand, and organizations need to understand cultures 
so they can position their employer brands according to the needs and priorities of the 
people in them (Graham & Cascio, 2018).

Finally, the last relevant dimension is ‘development dimension’ and is again seen in the 
new individualism that emerged after communist (see Grigore et al., 2021a), or the 
outward looking optimistic Romanian mentality that values recognition, self-worth, con-
fidence, and career enhancement. These dimensions were validated in other employer 
branding studies (including in the West), but what is interesting to note in our study, is 
this new individualism that distances younger Romanians from their past (where lives 
were organised by the state) and introduces them into capitalist structures.

The ‘application value’, which measures the ‘extent to which an individual is attracted 
to an employer that provides an opportunity for the employee to apply what they have 
learned and to teach others, in an environment that is both customer orientated and 
humanitarian’ (Berthon et al., 2005), does not seem to matter to Romanian employees. 
This is a significant difference when compared to other countries where the scale was 
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applied. The explanation lies in various aspects of the national and business culture. For 
instance, the humanitarian aspect and ‘giving back’ to society is not prominent in post- 
communist economies (Grigore et al., 2021a; Stoian & Zaharia, 2012). Individuals were 
used to shortage and scarcity during communism under state control, and hence they feel 
a need to compensate for the lack through acquiring for themselves (Stoian & Zaharia,  
2012). For example, Grigore et al. (2021a) note this new form of individualism, where 
managers want to progress their careers, and are interested in obtaining good salaries, 
but they are also gregarious and want to have fun with others. This is important as a fun 
working environment can be a powerful differentiator. ‘Fun’ has been argued to have 
a positive impact on recruiting Millennials (Tews et al., 2012) and for increasing on-the-job 
informal learning. This indirectly reduces turnover through increased affective organiza-
tional commitment (Tews et al., 2017). Moreover, the slow development of HRM principles 
in the Eastern Europe indicates a limitation of the ‘internal customer’ concept, suggesting 
that employees lack awareness of it, and they experience low levels of engagement, trust, 
and commitment in the companies where the authoritative managerial styles are ‘normal-
ised’ or ‘preferred’ (Boia, 2013).

The findings can also be considered in terms of contrasts with the context of the original 
Berthon et al. (2005) study where employment levels and overall standard of living were 
often high, making economic benefits less of a priority because they are assumed, or 
guaranteed. Or to put it another way, other employer branding dimensions can be con-
sidered only when pay is high, and we see that this is the case in Western countries. This was 
not the case in Romania, and this underpins a more functional, pragmatic attitude to 
employment where economic value is key. When work is precarious and pay seen as low, 
then economic dimension is a priority. As the Romanian economy and associated jobs 
market become more developed, it seems likely that other values such as social and 
development (and even the currently less important application value) may develop greater 
significance. This is an interesting proposition for future benchmarking research.

Our analyses further provide evidence for the modified scale to predict job satisfaction 
and intent to apply. These results are in line with previous research on employer branding 
and attraction (Cable & Turban, 2003), and underscore the value of employer branding as 
an approach that generates desirable employee attitudes and candidate behaviours 
(Gittell et al., 2010). Therefore, we support the strategic role ascribed to employer brand-
ing techniques and its relevance for HRM practices, in particular recruitment. Overall, the 
set of features of the employing company reflected in the modified employer attraction 
scale makes it attractive to current or prospective employees and intermediaries in the 
labour market, such as recruiting firms, government employment bodies, and represen-
tatives of the professional HR community (Kucherov et al., 2012).

However, our results also reveal those specific aspects of employer branding that will 
produce a successful attraction campaign in Romania (‘economic’, ‘interest’, ‘social’ and 
‘development’ value), and which dimensions should be ignored (‘application value’) in 
communications to potential candidates. As Balan (2013) notes, knowing which criteria is 
most important for potential employees offers very useful input in the employer differentia-
tion process. Aspects such as ‘giving back to society’, or ‘an opportunity to teach others 
what you have learnt, or apply that at a tertiary institution’ (higher education is seen not to 
provide useful work skills, so there is little potential for application, see above), or ‘working 
for a customer-orientated organisation’ related to an employer branding that are proved to 
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be effective in Western contexts, might in fact alienate potential candidates, and detract 
them from applying for a job promoted in this way. Savuica (2019), for example, shows that 
young employees do not consider the area they have studied when choosing a job, but 
rather the salary received. On the other side, employers tend to ignore the academic area of 
specialisation of potential employees in favour of their work experience, previous training, 
and extracurricular activities. All these characteristics are unique to our context. Therefore, 
our study has implications for HRM or marketing managers working in Romania as they 
provide an appropriate and sophisticated tool for evaluating and designing employer 
branding strategies, by drawing on these dimensions valued by potential candidates.

This further suggests that employer branding – like any branding – strategies must 
adapt to local cultural specificities. Indeed, Maxwell and Knox (2009) suggest that 
conceptualisations of employer branding that only focus on attributes related to 
employment are overly restrictive. The authors found that employees considered 
their organisation’s employer brand to be more attractive when the organisation was 
perceived to be successful, when they valued the attributes of the organisation’s 
product or service, and when they construed its external image as being attractive. 
Many of the latter aspects, Maxwell and Knox (2009) suggest, are culturally biased. Our 
results indeed respond to calls for the cultural sensitivity of employer branding activ-
ities (Sivertzen et al., 2013). The evidence provided here shows positive associations 
between employer attractiveness and the likelihood of job satisfaction. This finding 
highlights the internal side effects strong employer branding activities may be able to 
generate. Hence, our findings are also in line with research by Backhaus and Tikoo 
(2004) and Martin et al. (2011).

Future research direction might also consider studies with highly knowledgeable 
employees at different stages in their career (junior or senior practitioners) to better 
understand how they perceive their work and the employer brand. Depending upon 
career stage this work would link to extant attraction-selection attribution/person- 
organisation fit theory, but would need to address the potential paradox that if being 
a ‘strong’ employer brand involves attracting and retaining the most talented employees 
within the organisation (and all such employees are potentially highly skilled and knowl-
edgeable), who will undertake more mundane jobs? Similarly, loss of such talented 
employees may influence the employer brand that may be explored, and this could be 
the objective of future research. By drawing on an existing measure we may have over-
looked other cultural aspects that may enrich the conceptual domain of employer attrac-
tiveness. Future research can therefore focus on qualitive, depth interviews with 
employers, and/or employees that could then lead to new employer branding 
dimensions.

Conclusion

This work has highlighted the importance of employer branding, through validating 
the existing scale of employer attractiveness and providing further evidence of its 
strategic value in optimising human resource management performance. We also 
empirically show that the modified employer attractiveness scale has a potential to 
predict important positive work outcomes, such as job satisfaction. However, this study 
is undertaken in Romania, and therefore results in a modified version scale of value to 
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academics, as well as human resources or marketing managers, as they provide an 
appropriate tool for evaluating and designing employer branding strategies.
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