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Effects of employer brand equity on employee well-being and loyalty

Abstract

This study questions the relevance of Berthon, Gveind Hah's (2005) employer brand equity
(EmpAt) scale, which measures five dimensions opleger attractiveness: economic value,
interest value, social value, development value, @oplication value. Therefore, replication is
necessary, from a theoretical perspective, to bonate the five-factor structure and the external
validity of the EmpAt scale and, from a managepiaispective, to provide empirical evidence of
the managerial usefulness of the scale.

The purpose of this research is two-fold: firstgteestion the relevance of this measurement tool;
and second, to examine its explanatory power.

An online survey of 604 employees reveals that shle needs some adjustment, although the
structure of the scale seems to be reliable ovefdé results also highlight the effects of

employer brand equity on positive employee wellkbeiwvhich in turn, influences loyalty.
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1. Introduction

For decades, studies have emphasized the laclpladaton research in marketing (Hubbard &
Amstrong, 1994; Evanschitzky & Armstrong, 2013).spiée repeated calls for replication
research, marketing studies corroborating prevresslts remain rare. In response to this need
for research replication, this paper intends testthe relevance of the EmpAt (employer
attractiveness) scale (Berthon, Ewing, & Hah, 2085peasuring employer brand equity (EBE).
This replication pertains to the scope of humauese (HR) marketing, which is of growing
interest to both practitioners and researchers tduthe difficulty employers experience in
attracting and retaining talent with certain presil The term “consumption” covers a wide range
of situations and, according to current thinkingHR marketing, we can consider the employee
to be the client, the employer the brand, and HRstlpplier of the product (Panczuk & Point,
2011). The employer brand concept is a perfecstiiédion of the combination of marketing and
HR. This concept has prompted numerous publicasamse the mid-1990s and continues to do
so (Kima, Jeon, Jung, Lub, & Jones, 2011; Liua, ¥&hapleo, 2017).

While academics generally agree that Ambler anddséds paper (1996) is the starting point for
the scientific infatuation with the concept of eowy#r brand, Berthon, Ewing and Hah's
publication (2005) is recognized as the equivalerAmbler and Barrow’s paper, as far as EBE
measurement is concerned. The concept of employendp defined as “the package of
functional, economic and psychological benefitsyted by employment and identified with the
employing company” (Ambler & Barrow, 1996, p. 183}l receives attention from both
practitioners and researchers in HR marketing.

Our study questions the relevance of the Berthoal.g2005) EBE scale, better known as the

EmpAt scale. In their seminal paper, Berthon etshbwed that EBE is a multidimensional



construct reflecting five types of values providied“HR customers” and characterizing the
employer brand: economic value (e.g., salary)réstevalue (e.g., interesting work), social value
(e.g., an enjoyable working environment), developinvalue (e.g., advancement opportunities),
and application value (e.g., opportunities to immat one’s own knowledge). Since its
publication, this paper has been quoted often (Achige & Robertson, 2011; Biswas & Suar,
2016; Jiang & lles, 2011; Lee, Kao, & Lin, 2018;yR8008; Sharma & Prasad, 2018).

The arguments in favor of replicating Berthon’sdstiare strong. First, the authors developed
their scale 15 years ago, and consumers’ expectatiave changed since the mid-2000s: the
benefits consumers hope to gain from consumptiahkaand choice have evolved (Soulez &
Guillot-Soulez, 2011); we can also observe thisgeain expectations among employees. Even
the youngest generations of workers (Gen Z and Yjegxpress different expectations. Young
people from Gen Z “would rather have a job thakerffinancial stability than one that they
enjoy”, whereas millennials “generally prioritizending a job that is more fulfilling over one
that simply pays the bills” (Miller, 2018). Secortie EmpAt scale was initially used as a tool
for evaluating the (external) attractiveness of éngployer brand. Our aim is to show that this
tool is also well suited for talent retention. Thithe EmpAt scale lacks external validity: to
develop their scale, Berthon et al. (2005) usedravenient sample of undergraduate students
(683 respondents). Our sample is composed of 68Achremployees from varied industries.
Last, in their pioneering paper, Berthon et al.0&0did not provide evidence of their EBE
scale’s explanatory power. We go further by linkiBBE and loyalty. We assume that the
influence of EBE on loyalty is indirect and meddtby employee well-being. Therefore,

replication is necessary from, a theoretical pespe, to corroborate the five-factor structure



and the external validity of the EmpAt scale amdnf a managerial perspective, to provide
empirical evidence of the managerial usefulnesh®ftcale.

The structure of the rest of the paper is as fdlowhe first part deals with the concept of EBE.
Next, an online survey empirically tests the EBRicure and explanatory power. A discussion
of the results follows.

2. Theoretical framework: from employer brand to EBE

Since the mid-1990s and the pioneering paper by l&ménd Barrow (1996), the employer
brand concept has received increasing academicnandgerial interest. The employer brand is
now considered to be a unique value propositionifgwPitt, de Bussy, & Berthon, 2002;
Franca & Pahor, 2012) defining what a given emplolyeand delivers to its HR targets
compared with other employer brands in the marketpl

More recently, the focus has shifted from empldyemnd to EBE. EBE is more than employer
brand because EBE refers to employer brand streryid value (Franca & Pahor, 2012). In
marketing, Aaker (1991) defined brand equity imterof the value provided to customers. In
accord with Aaker’s definition of brand equity, Ewgiet al. (2002) assumed that EBE is a set of
assets and liabilities linked to a firm brand (tleme and symbol of the firm); these assets and
liabilities add to (or subtract from) the valuettiiae firm provides for its current and potential
employees.

EBE reflects both the internal and external valesulting from management of the employer
brand (Foster, Punjaisri, & Cheng, 2010). In the &tRtext, most EBE publications choose a

perceptual approach to EBE; Keller (1993) has aateatthis approach in marketing.



In addition to carrying out a single replicationdy, the aim of this research is to strengthen the
predictive validity of the EmpAt scale. Thereforeg propose a conceptual model that includes
well-being, which is a construct of major interestnarketers and employers.

3. Conceptual model and hypotheses

The focus of this research is to retest the rditgland internal validity of the EmpAt scale and
to assert the predictive validity of the scale bggmsing a causal model integrating employee

well-being and loyalty (Figure 1).

3.1 Effects of EBE on employee well-being

Well-being, a positive psychological state thatmsgefrom an individual's life perception and
evaluation, has attracted considerable interesintgcamong both practitioners and researchers.
Well-being, a multifaceted construct encompassimgsital, intellectual, collective and material
well-being, usually concerns happiness and quaitylife (Gorge, Ozcaglar-Toulouse, &
Toussaint, 2015, p. 105).

Research connecting EBE and employee well-beirapmrently rare (Authors, 2019). In the
marketing field, however, the relationship betwéeand and consumer well-being is an issue
that has recently generated some interesting titexaAureliano-Silva, Strehlaub, and Strehlaub
(2018) showed that brand attachment is positivetked to consumer well-being. Troebs,
Wagner, and Heideman (2018) demonstrated thatftranative brands positively influence
consumer well-being. Similarly, we consider thatEEBnd employee well-being are linked.
Given that well-being is a two-dimensional constrgonsisting of a negative and positive

dimension (Warr, 1990), the effects of EBE diffecarding to whether positive or negative

6



well-being is considered. We consequently expeetréiationship between EBE and positive
well-being to be positive, while we expect the tielasship between EBE and negative well-being
to be negative.

H1. EBE is positively linked to positive well-being L), while EBE is negatively linked to
negative well-being (H1b).

3.2 Effects of EBE on employee loyalty

Oliver (1999: p. 34) defined customer loyalty as deeply held commitment to rebuy or
repatronize a preferred product/service consisteintlthe future, thereby causing repetitive
same-brand or same-brand set purchasing, despitgienal influences and marketing efforts
having the potential to cause switching behaviofSdllowing this marketing definition,
employee loyalty is “a strong tie that binds an Ewyee to his/her company even when it may
not be economically sound for him/her to stay théiregan, 1984). People stay because of their
positive affect and feelings about their organmat(Mitchell & Lee, 2001). Loyalty thus
corresponds to a relationship of trust provokingistance to the adoption of opportunistic
behavior as a consequence of external job offess.tlis reason, researchers often measure
employee loyalty in terms of intention to leave.

Most companies face staff turnover, which reacHed% in France in 2018While retention of

all employees can hinder skills renewal, turnovecdmes a major problem when turnover
affects skilled employees. The cost to companiessiofied employee turnover has been
estimated to be between 1.5 and 2.5 times the tlegpamployee's annual salary (Wright &

Bonett, 2007).

2 Kelly Services Survey (acceded January 2020):
http://www.kellyservices.fr/uploadedFiles/Dev_Kel§ervices(1)/rapport %20KGWI%20n%C2%B01.pdf,
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A recent survey of 14,000 French employees shoats38% intend to leave their employer.
Intention to leave is a subjective assessmenteptbbability of leaving the current job in the
near future (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982) oroascious desire, a deliberate intention, to
leave one's job (Cho, Johanson, & Guchait, 200@neSauthors see an intention to leave as the
final step in a phase of reflection whose purpaséoiweigh the pros and cons of leaving a
current job (Bigliardi, Petroni, & Ivo Dormio, 2005while others consider that an intention to
leave may arise from an isolated event (Morrel)%0Giraud (2015) considered an intention to
leave to be the best indicator of the adoptionro&etual departure behavior (Giraud, 2015), as
this intention reflects an employee's desire toddais/her employer voluntarily (Moore, 2000).
In marketing, brand equity influences attitudinaldabehavioral customer loyalty (Taylor,
Celuch, & Goodwin, 2004). Given that we measuregleyee loyalty by a negative behavioral
intention, we expect the influence of EBE on intemto leave to be negative.

H2. EBE is negatively linked to intention to leave.

3.3 Effects of well-being on employee loyalty

In the early 1930s, Fisher and Hanna (1931) empbdghe effects of well-being on different
employee attitudes: employee withdrawal, propensitybe absent, and contribution to the
company’s results (cited by Wright & Bonett, 20p7,144). Employees with low levels of well-
being at work were more likely to leave their enyelo(Wright & Bonett, 2007).

H3. Well-being at work influences the intention todeaan employer. The influence of positive
well-being on intention to leave is negative (H3ahereas negative well-being has a positive

influence on intention to leave (H3b).

4. M ethodology

® Ibid



4.1 Sample

We invited approximately 8,000 individuals employbg companies registered with the
Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Nouvelle Aduéao answer an online survey. This
region of France represents 9% of the countryal fpbpulation. In total, 842 people responded
to the survey (thus, producing a response rat® @%). After eliminating temporary employees,
trainees, job seekers and business owners, we zadal§04 questionnaires; 58% of the
respondents are men, and 85.5% of the respondenésrployed in private companies (91% are
on permanent contract). The 46-55 age class (32b%e respondents) is the largest in the
sample; those aged 25-35 and 36-45 represent 2@B86 26.8%, respectively, of the
respondents. Seniors (aged over 55) and youngetevgofaged under 25) represent 8.6% and
5.8%, respectively, of the sample; thus, theseormdgnts are the least represented. In total, 57%
of the respondents are graduates of higher educét®., they have a bachelor's or master’s
degree); this percentage is high when comparedmaitional statistics. In France, the proportion
of people with a higher education qualificatiordB% for people between 25 and 29 years old
and 29.8% for people aged between 25 and 64.

4.2 Measurement scales

We used scales that have already been publishdiie(I the EmpAt 25-item scale (for EBE)
and Warr's (1990) 12-item scale (six positive amdnggative), which is designed to measure
well-being both at and outside work. In the worlated version of Warr’'s scale, we asked the
respondents to assess how often (from ‘never’ltwags’) they had experienced certain feelings

over the previous two weeks. Finally, we measunéghition to leave, which is considered to be

* Source: media.enseignementsup-recherche.gousdedad January 2020): https:/publication.enseigmésup-
recherche.gouv.fr/eest/7/EESR7_ES_19-le_niveauudest de _la_population_et_des_jeunes.php
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the best indicator for the adoption of obvious widwal behavior (Giraud, 2015), by using a 4-

item scale (Moore, 2000).

5. Results
5.1 Measurement model

First, we carried out a principal component analykat confirmed the 5-factor structure of the
EmpAt initial scale’ However, we had to remove 7 items because theglated with more than
one factor or had poor communality, or both. As dlaga originate from the same respondents,
we ran apost hoccommon bias variance test. Harman’s one-factdrisethe most frequently
used in the JBR and can “detect biasing levelsoairoon variance under conditions commonly
found in survey-based marketing research” (Fulkeale 2016, p. 3197). The first principal
component accounted for 19.45% of the variances tbercentage is well below the
recommended cutoff of 50% (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986)

Next, we used structural equation modeling (AMOSA2h a maximum likelihood method) to
confirm the structure of all scales. We eliminated additional items to improve the goodness
of fit (GOF) indices: RMSEA = 0.073; CFl = 0.9282 = 399; df = 94; and p< 0.061we
applied a bootstrap (N=200) to determine a confidanterval and the statistical significance of
the estimated parameters (Table 1). The valuesefQOF indices were within the optimum
norms defined by Hair, Babin, and Krey (2017). Thkies of Jéreskog’s rho varies from 0.74 to

0.85, thereby demonstrating good reliability.

> The results of the PCA are not reported in thisepdyecause our research is confirmatory. KMO (0.8l
Bartlett testsX2 = 4627; df = 153; p< 0.001) confirm that a PCA &&nrun.
® For EBE3 and EBE20, RMSEA= 0.089; CFI= 0.8{R;= 715; df = 125; and p< 0.001)
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We also checked the reliability, convergent vajidind discriminant validity of EBE (Table 2)
and other constructs (Table 1). Except for the iappbn value, the average variance extracted
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981) was greater than 0.5. &l&o established the discriminant validity of
each latent construct (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988)e Tmeans, standard deviations and
correlations for all items are reported in Appendixin addition, Table 3 reports the means

scores for each construct.

Berthon’s scale presents good psychometric charsiits as a measurement tool, but this result
must be tempered given the necessary adjustmesuisssied later.

5.2 The predictive validity of the EmpAt scale

We tested the predictive validity of the EmpAt schly using the same SEM method. In this
model, EBE is considered to be a second-orderfa€tee AVE for the higher-order factor was
less than 0.5 (0.456) due to weak loading (.38)beh the ECO value and EBE. In addition, the
correlation of the ECO value with other values &HEwas lower than other correlations (Table
2). Given the large sample and number of itemeweeit goodness of fit is appropriate. Here, the
fit statistics fall within a range of guidelines @ood fit (Hair et al., 2018): RMSEA = 0.064; CFI
=0.903;x2 = 1277; df = 367; and p< 0.001). We observed timgyhigh standardized residuals
between variables measuring positive and negativell-bging (contented/depressed,
optimistic/uneasy; enthusiastic/depressed, anceated/gloomy). We discuss this point later.

The direct effects of EBE on negative well-being=(0.132; p = 0.021) and positive well-being

(A = 0.152; p = 0.024) are significant, but the pesitpath between EBE and negative well-
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being is counterintuitive (H1a is supported, bubHd not)’ The results also show that EBE has
no direct effect on intention to leavk € 0.034; p = 0.467). Hypothesis H3 is thus rejcte
Positive well-being has a negative effect on intento leave X = - 0.391; p = 0.012), while
negative well-being has a positive one<0.357; p = 0.012), thus lending support to higpees
H3a and H3b. All other parameters were statisgicsijnificant (see Appendix B). Our results
highlight the effects of EBE on positive and negatemployee well-being, which, in turn,

influence employees’ intention to leave.

Due to the unexpected influence of EBE on negatigk-being and the weak correlation of the
ECO value with the second-order factor, we testedniodel after removing the ECO value. In
this model, the estimated parameter between EBEttamdhegative well-being was no longer
significant(A = 0.12; p = 0.06).

When considering the mediations between the dimessof EBE and intention to leave, the
results show several significant indirect effedtalfle 4). Due to the previous result, we did not

consider negative well-being as a mediating vaeidgitween EBE and intention to leave.

As expected, the indirect effects of EBE on intemtio leave the current employer were all
negative when considering positive well-being amediating variable: if employees perceive
EBE as having a strong application or social valuboth, their subjective positive well-being is

high, and their intention to leave the employdois.

" Complementary analyses were carried out to detteroskedasticity. The result of the Beuch-Paganis$ not
significant (p = 0.279). Moreover, the QQ plot diot show a clear pattern for residual variances.
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6. Discussion

6.1 Theoretical contributions

The first theoretical contribution concerns the suament of EBE. Our results confirm the
structure of the scale despite major modificatibemg required and having to eliminate nine of
the initial 25 items. In addition, the explainediaace (66.4%) is low for an existing scale, and
the AVE is below the expected 0.5 cutoff for thelagation value. Hair et al. (2017) consider
that CFA becomes exploratory when more than 20%eofs are eliminated. As a consequence,
economic value is a two-item construct. A minimurh 3 measured indicators is greatly
preferable and will minimize the risk of unstabl@usions. This study improves the external
validity of the EmpAt scale, however, since thelscsas used in a different cultural context
(France) and with respondents currently in emplaynfes. undergraduate students, who were
the respondents in the initial study).

We observed some high correlations between staizédrdesiduals (for the well-being measure)
and showed that these correlations were not deertonon method bidsOne explanation may
be a “missing link” between EBE and the two dimensiof well-being. The missing element
could be satisfaction at work. Tanwar and Pras@d@pdemonstrated that EBE acts as a critical
predictor of job satisfaction. A second explanatinay derive from the scale itself. Although
Warr’s job-related affective well-being measure bagn used frequently in the work context,
the way the items are structured has seen mangnigrin previous research. Recently, Laguna,
Mielniczuk, Razmus, Moriano, & Gorgievski (2017sted different structures for Warr’'s scale
across cultures and genders. The authors foundath&tfactor structure (anxiety, comfort,

depression and enthusiasm) performed better tharade?-factor models (positive and negative

® Thanks to Harman'’s one-factor test
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well-being; anxiety-comfort and depression-enthsrsip Considering the results of Laguna and
colleagues, we can wonder whether the bipolaritgesfain items can explain the high negative
correlations of residuals. Warr's scale aims totwagpthe end points of three axes: anxiety—
comfort, depression—enthusiasm, and displeasedsqule&iven that Warr’s conceptualization of
well-being refers to the circumflex framework of eions (Russell, 1980), high negative
correlations between indicators reflecting endingts of underlying axes are not so surprising.
We give evidence of the predictive validity of tBepAt scale, although the effects of the scale
on actionable HR variables, such as employee veslighand intention to leave, appear to be
complex. EBE influences intention to leave, butstbifect is indirect via well-being. More
precisely, EBE influences positive well-being, whia turn, negatively influences intention to
leave. Contrary to hypothesis H1b, however, thke between EBE and negative well-being is
positive. This unexpected result may have sevexplaeations. First, EBE includes various
values whose effects on well-being may be configctisome dimensions (such as social value)
of EBE are socially oriented, while others (sucheesnomic value) are purely self-oriented. In
addition, well-being is a subjective perceptione tekame dimension of EBE may affect
individuals differently. Although we expect the lu#nce of high wages on well-being to be
generally positive, this influence may be negafavesome individuals. A few years ago, Nobel
Prize-winning scientists (Kahneman & Deaton, 20f@)nd that as income increases, so does
life-satisfaction; however, the scientists alsovebd that this positive effect is not true for
emotional well-being, thus giving some scientifupport for the popular adage: “money cannot
buy happiness”. Our research is consistent with dha&ahneman and Deaton and shows that
“an attractive overall compensation package” anu daove average basic salary” can lead to

negative well-being at work. In the early 2000sbl@aand Turban (2003) found that “individuals

14



were willing to pay premium in the form of lower g&s to join firms with a positive reputation”
(p. 2251), just as consumers will pay more for espgious brand (Park & Srinivasan, 1994).
This unexpected relationship between EBE and negatell-being may be due to a generation
effect. As emphasized by Miller (2018), for Genjdh interest is more important than financial
stability. The respondents in this study were fraifferent generations, but 31% of the
respondents were from Gen Y.

Our results show an indirect effect of EBE on atention to leave a job. This influence is
negative via positive well-being. Three mediatifiges are confirmed. These mediating effects
are due to the application, social, and interebtesaof EBE. If an employee perceives that the
employer brand offers an interesting job (interedtie), supportive and encouraging colleagues
(social value), and the opportunity to apply andrehwhat was learned (application value), he or
she experiences positive well-being and has naiiote of seeking a new job. A strong EBE
may reduce the risk of high staff turnover becaogositive well-being enhancement. This
result is consistent with marketing literature lmk brand equity to brand loyalty (Juntunen,
Juntunen, & Juga, 2011; Taylor et al., 2004).

In conclusion, our results confirm the explanatpoyver of the EmpAt scale and establish direct
effects on positive well-being and indirect effeatsintention to leave the current job.

6.2 Practical contributions

Our results show that the influence of EBE on thhdvioral intentions of employees is
relatively complex. It would be very useful, howevier HR managers to better understand the
conditions in which positive EBE effects on loyailtyention outweigh the negative ones.

We can question whether the EmpAt scale is recordegefor HR managers. Although the tool

has the merit of embracing the concept of EBE yaptecisely, the tool still suffers from
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weaknesses. First, despite the elimination of iteaheslength of this scale makes it unwieldy for
HR managers. A more synthetic measurement todh 8vitems per dimension, would probably
be more practical. Second, the EmpAt scale doesomdider the sustainability of the employer
brand. Recently, Tanwar and Prasad (2016) sucdlysatided a corporate social responsibility
dimension to EBE.

Although the issue of the measurement of EBE gélisists, our results indicate that the EBE
concept is obviously useful from a managerial pecspe because EBE can increase positive
employee well-being at work and reduce staff tusmro\Companies have a real interest in
investing in their EBE. While the focus of pastaash was mainly on the external attractiveness
of EBE, our results emphasize the retention poWw&BE inside the organizatioifo strengthen
their EBE, companies must ensure that HR practcesconsistent with their EB. In so doing,
the internal and external images of the EB wilcbagruent, thus making the company attractive
to potential candidates and ensuring the loyaltyusfent employees.

6.3 Limitations and further research

The EBE measurement scale needs improvement to gfainility and practicality. One
limitation, which is also an interesting researcreraue, is related to the measurement of
economic value. After CFA, only two items directBlated to the economic aspect (basic salary
and remuneration) of EBE were kept. The other thiemas, discarded during PCA and CFA,
measured various aspects that do not reflect omgnamic value: “Good promotion
opportunities within the organization,” “Job setyiwithin the organization,” and “Hands-on
interdepartmental experience”. These items mayteadla economic safety to varying degrees,
but these items also include a broader safety dimenFurther research is required to identify

items that more accurately reflect the economioe/alssociated with EBE.
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A second weakness is that the EmpAt scale doesleatly reflect CSR value. The context has
changed since the early 2000s. Consumers are no& seositive to brands’ CSR arguments.
Through a halo effect, this CSR sensitivity coulel @eneralized to EB. In recent research
(Authors, 2017), some items of the application galfEBE16; EBE17; EBE18) and the
economic value (EBE21; EBEZ22) reflected a commoctofa which we described as a
sustainable commitment by the EB; sustainable camerit by the EB requires further
investigation and can enrich the EmpAt scale.

Employees’ perception of HR practices (HR attribng) can also improve the model. Nishii,
Lepak, and Schneider (2008, p. 9) define HR attidimg as “causal explanations that employees
make regarding management’s motivations for usartjqular HR practices” and emphasize the

importance of these practices for employees’ altitu
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Appendix A. Means, standard deviations, and correlations

"Table joined in a separate file"
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Appendix B. Causal mode

Paramete Paramete
Structural patr PWB <--- EBE 0.152°
NWB <--- EBE 0.132°
INT <--- EBE 0.696**
DEV <--- EBE 0.744**
SOC <emm EBE 0.717°
APPLI <--- EBE 0.765’
ECC <emm EBE 0.382**
IL <--- PWB -0.391°
IL <--- NWB 0.357°
IL <--- EBE 0.03¢
Interest valu EBE1¢ <--- INT 0.736°
EBEL1: <--- INT 0.629°
EBE1: <emm INT 0.754°
EBE1! <--- INT 0.838°
Development valt EBEE <--- DEV 0.598’
EBEE <emm DEV 0.837**
EBE4 <--- DEV 0.736°
Social valu EBE2: <--- SOC 0.642°
EBECS <--- SOC 0.778**
EBEE <--- SOC 0.850’
EBE7 <emm SOC 0.710°
Application valu EBE1¢ <--- APPLI 0.611*
EBE1¢ <emm APPLI 0.762°
EBEL1 <--- APPLI 0.651°
Economic valu EBE2< <--- ECC 0.876°
EBE2¢ <emm ECC 0.835’
Positive wel-beinc WBS8 <--- PWB 0.795°
WB9 <emm PWB 0.816°
WB1(C <emm PWB 0.893°
WB11 <--- PWB 0.788’
WB12 <emm PWB 0.795°
Negative wel-beinc wB2 <--- NWB 0.807°
WB6 <--- NWB 0.815’
WB5 <emm NWB 0.885’
wWB4 <--- NWB 0.787°
Intention to leav IL1 <--- IL 0.928°
IL2 <--- IL 0.938°
IL3_INV <--- IL 0.801’
IL4 INV <eem IL 0.776**

Note:

* Coefficient is significant at the 0.05 level (@Hed).
** * Coefficient is significant at the 0.01 leveR{ailed).
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Fig. 1. Conceptual model and hypothesis
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Tablel

Measurement scales and CFA results.

Scales Structure and number of ite Confirmatory factor analis
EmpAt Social value EBE2. A fun working environment r
Berthon et (SOC) EBEY. Having a good relationship with your supegior 0.712*
al. (2005) EBES8. Having a good relationship with your colleagu 0.847*
EBE9. Supportive and encouraging colleagues 0.778*
EBEZ23. Happy work environment 0.643*
Used by: Interest value EBEZ10. Working in an exciting environment r
Roy (2008) (INT) EBEL11. Innovative employer - novel work practicesifard thinking 0.835*
gra;)chl:hige & EBE12. The organization both values and makes igeus creativity 0.753*
obertson
(2011) EBE13. The organization produces high-quality patg@and services 0.632*
Jiang & lles EBE14. The organization produces innovative pragiaci services 0.738*
(2011) Development EBEL. Recognition/appreciation from management r
é‘g?%rs value (DEV)  pppa o springboard for future employment r
. EBEA4. Feeling good about yourself as a result akimg for a particular 0.742*
Biswas & organization "
Suar (2016) 0.834
EBES. Feeling more self-confident as a result ofkivig for a particular -
Sharma & organization 0.593
Prasad (2018)
EBEG6. Gaining career-enhancing experience
Lee, Kao &
Lin (2018) Application EBEL17. Opportunity to apply what was learned aradry institution 0.651*
value (APP) EBE18. Opportunity to teach others what you hawaenled 0.776*
EBE19. Acceptance and belonging 0.599*
EBEZ20. The organization is customer oriented r
EBEL16. A socially responsible organization r
Economic EBE15. Good promotion opportunities within the grigation r
value (ECO)
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EBE21 Job security within the organization r

EBEZ22. Hands-on interdepartmental experience r
EBEZ24. An above average basic salary 0.886**
EBE25. An attractive overall compensation package 0.826*
Well-being  Positive well-  PWB1. Calm (r) r X2 = 72.44:; df = 6; p<
Warr (1990) being (PWE) PWB2. Contented 0.803* 0.001
PWB3. Relaxed (r) r
Used by: PWB4. Cheerful 0.788* )
Sevastos et al. PWBS. Enthusiastic 0.885c  Joreskog rhows =0.89
(1992) PWBS. Optimistic 0817+  AVEewe=068
Negative well- NWB7. Tense r Joreskog rhawes = 0.84
being (NWB) — \\vBs. Uneasy 0.614x  AVEnws=0.52
NWB9. Worried 0.571**
NWB10. Depressed 0.831* ;Zr?drral\z;l\}ié) n: _l()fé\:lvgen PWB
NWB11. Gloomy 0.833*
NWB12. Miserable 0.721*
Intention to leave IL1. | will probably look for a job at a differemompany in the next year 0.939* X2 = 108; df = 26; p<
Moore (2000) IL2. | will take steps during the next year to seca job at a different company0.954* 0.001
Used by: IL3. | will be working at the same company this ¢éimext year (inverted) 0.777* Joreskog rho = 0.92
Guerrero & Herrbach (2009)  IL4. | will be with this company five years from wo(inverted) 0.767** AVE=0.69

Notes: r = removed after PCA or CFA,;

Discriminant validity of well-being: the square oglation between PWB and NWB (0.422) is below thé&Eof each dimension of well-being: 0.68 for PWB,
and 0.52 for NWB.

* Coefficient is significant at the 0.05 level (@Hed).

** * Coefficient is significant at the 0.01 leveR{ailed).
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Table2

Employer Brand Equity discriminant validity.

1 2 3 4 5 Joreskog rho
1. Interest value 0.55 0.83
2. Social value 0.22 0.72 0.83
3. Development value 0.24 0.34 0.53 0.77
4. Application value 0.37 0.26 0.28 049 0.74
5. Economics value 0.06 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.73 0.85

Notes: Values on the main diagonal (in bold) aseaterage variance extracted (AVE); values bel@aw th
diagonal are squared correlations.
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Table3
Means and standard deviations of means scoreatétlconstructs.

Mean score Standard deviation
Negative well-being 2.1¢ 0.8¢
Positive well-being 3.57 1.0z
Employer brand equity 4.7t 0.5€
Interest value 4.7¢ 0.7¢
Social value 4.9t 0.6¢
Application value 4.64 0.71
Development value 4.71 0.8C
Economic value 4.67 0.9z
Intention to leave the employ 3.2C 1.4¢

Notes: (1) Mean score for latent constructs = suchafehe mean score of items/number of items
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Table4
Results of parallel mediation analyses.

Direct effects  Indirect effects Total effect

INT >PWB->IL ns - 0.09* ns
APP>PWB-IL ns - 0.05* ns
DEV->PWB->IL ns ns ns
SOC>PWB->IL ns - 0.06* ns
ECO>PWB->IL ns ns

Notes: Standardized coefficients are reported;barmof bootstrap samples: 5000; ns means coeffigarot
significant; and mediations were tested with themdrocess model 4.

* Coefficient is significant at the 0.05 level (@H{ed).
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Fig. 2. Causal model with EBE considered as a second-&adtaor.
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