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Abstract

Despite the interest for employer branding among practitioners, academic research on the topic is still limited. The
purpose of the present research was to study the influence of the employment offering diffused by an organization
through its communications on its employees’ intentions to recommend the organization. More precisely, the present
study aimed at examining the effect of the interaction between employment offering and communications
distinctiveness on employees’ recommendation intentions and the mediating role of social identity, i.e.
organizational identification and pride, in this relationship. One-hundred eighty-seven employees of a large
international group of the bank industry responded to the questionnaire. Results indicated that, when the employment
offering depicts favorable employment conditions and these communications are perceived as distinct from other
organizations’ communications, employees are more proud of their organization and consequently more willing to
recommend it as an employer. By contrast, organizational identification did not mediate the influence of the
interaction of employment offering by communications distinctiveness on recommendation intentions. Implications
of these findings are discussed.

Keywords: Employer branding, Employment offering, Organizational identification, Organizational pride,
Recommendation intentions

1. Introduction

Globalization, shortage of employees and growing competition for talented workers have motivated companies to
increase their visibility as employer in order to attract, recruit, motivate and retain the best employees. Employer
branding activities have therefore been considered (Dell & Ainspan, 2001) as an approach for organizations to
communicate to potential and current employees that the organization is a great place to work (e.g., Edwards 2005).
More precisely, employer branding “involves promoting, both within and outside the firm, a clear view of what
makes a firm different and desirable as an employer” (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004, p. 502).

Despite the growing popularity of employer branding among practitioners, academic research on the topic is still
limited. The few studies conducted among employees indicated that the perceived benefits associated with
employment influence positively employees’ organizational attractiveness (Lievens, 2007), their identification (e.g.,
Lievens, Van Hoye, & Anseel, 2007), their satisfaction with the job and the organization (e.g., Davies, 2008;
Schlager, Bodderas, Maas, & Cachelin, 2011), their affinity and loyalty with the organization (Davies, 2008) and
their intentions to recommend it as an employer (Van Hoye, 2008). Most of this research has studied the impact of
employer branding on employees’ attitudes, leaving unexplored the mechanisms and the boundary conditions that
underlie these relationships. Filling these gaps, the objective of the present study is twofold. First, this research
investigates how social identity processes, i.e. organizational identification and pride, explain the relationship
between employment offering (i.e., the benefits an organization claims to offer as an employer in its communications)
and employees’ recommendation intentions. Second, the extent to which the organization’s communications are
perceived as distinct from other organizations’ communications is studied as one specific boundary condition of the
impact of employment offering on employees’ reactions.
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1.1 Employment Offering and Recommendation Intentions

As suggested earlier, employment offering (EO) refers to the benefits the organization claims to offer as an employer
in its communication campaigns (Edwards, 2010, p. 6). This EO may depict a unique employment experience by
referring to tangible and intangible features that the organization offers to its employees (e.g., training opportunities,
challenging jobs) and to elements of the character of the organization itself (e.g., the organizational values and
guiding principles). Studying the influence of EO on employees’ intentions to recommend the organization as an
employer is interesting due to the potential influence of recommendation intentions on organizations.
Recommendation intentions are defined (Van Hoye, 2008) as the extent to which employees intend to recommend
their organization as an employer to others. In organizational psychology literature, viability of organizations is
linked to employees’ willingness to engage in cooperative behaviors (e.g., Podsakoff, Ahearne, & McKenzie, 1997).
Tyler and Blader (2001) consider behavior that engages individuals in non-required behavior to promote the
organization’s goals as cooperative. Recommendation intentions could then be considered as cooperative intentions
and consequently impact favorably the organization. In line with this view, word of mouth, as a recruitment source,
is an important determinant of organizational attractiveness (e.g., Van Hoye, 2012) and has a beneficial impact on
posthire outcomes such as job satisfaction, performance and likeliness to quit (Breaugh & Starke, 2000; Zottoli &
Wanous, 2000). These positive consequences may be due to the perception that word of mouth provides realistic and
credible information (e.g., Cable & Turban, 2001). Having ambassadors among their employees might thus be
valuable for organizations in order to attract, recruit and motivate potential and current employees. If research has
studied the consequences of recommendation intentions, what motivates employees to provide favorable word of
mouth has been understudied (Shinnar, Young, & Meana, 2004). Among the few studies, Van Hoye (2008) has
shown that a favorable image of an organization as an employer leads employees to recommend their organization.
Consequently, we argue that EO depicting a unique employment experience offered to employees would also
influence employees’ intentions to recommend their organization.

1.2 The Role of Social Identity: Organizational Identification and Pride

Social identity is most commonly defined as “that part of an individual’s self-concept which derives from his
knowledge of his membership of a social group (or groups) together with the value and emotional significance
attached to that membership” (Tajfel, 1978, p. 63). Groups help individuals to define themselves and evaluate their
self-worth (Social Identity Theory (SIT): Tajfel & Turner, 1986). The social identity information that individuals
draw from the groups to which they belong is combined with the unique information about themselves to define and
evaluate their identity (Tyler & Blader, 2001). Individuals thus tend to join well-perceived groups because the
association with them has positive consequences for the self (Tyler & Blader, 2001).

In human resources literature, the cognitive component of social identity which refers to ‘organizational
identification’ has been the typical focus of investigation (e.g. Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Dukerich, Golden, & Shortell,
2002). Organizational identification refers to the “perception of oneness with or belongingness to an organization,
where individual defines him or herself in terms of the organization(s) to which he or she is member” (Mael &
Ashforth, 1992, p. 104). Recently, Blader and Tyler (2009) refined this perspective and asserted, theoretically and
empirically, that social identity is best conceptualized by adding an evaluative dimension to the cognitive one. The
evaluative dimension which captures the “positive or negative value connotation attached to this group membership”
(Ellemers, Kortekaas, & Ouwerkerk., 1999, p. 372) is composed of two status judgments, i.e. pride and respect
(Blader & Tyler, 2009). Pride corresponds to evaluations of the status of one’s group (an intergroup evaluative
judgment) and is an assessment of the group’s general worth. Respect corresponds to evaluations by people of their
status and acceptance within their group (an intragroup evaluative judgment). We only considered pride as the
evaluative dimension of social identity in this research because EO draws the attention on the intergroup evaluation,
i.e. the unique employment experience an organization claims to offer to differentiate it as an employer from
competitors. In line with Blader and Tyler (2009), we thus considered the social identity construct as
multidimensional, i.e. encompassing a cognitive (i.e., organizational identification) and an evaluative (i.e.,
organizational pride) dimension.

According to Ashforth and Johnson (2001), social identity related to organizational membership could be made
salient through several communicative ways such as extolling the organization in advertising. The social identity
could then be emphasized in EO portraying benefits offered by the organization. Indeed, these benefits could refer to
the identity of the organization or provide indications of its status, which may respectively influence organizational
identification (e.g., Dukerich et al., 2002) and pride (e.g., Fuller et al., 2006, measured as prestige, Tyler & Blader
(2003)).
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Furthermore, based on group engagement model (Tyler & Blader, 2003), social identity would act as motivator of
cooperative attitudes such as intentions to recommend the organization. Cooperation would result from the
motivation to create and maintain a favorable identity (Tyler & Blader, 2003). The degree to which people engage in
supportive attitudes and behaviors toward the organization is determined by the degree to which the organization
contributes favorably to the self-image of the individual (Tyler & Blader, 2001). “It follows, then, that organizational
members serve themselves by serving the organization” (Dukerich et al., 2002, p. 511). Empirical evidence
supported that organizational identification and pride are associated to cooperation (e.g., Dukerich et al., 2002; Tyler
& Blader, 2002). Specifically, organizational identification and prestige (associated to measure of pride; Tyler &
Blader, 2003) perceived by college alumni were found to predict willingness to advise others to attend the college
(Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Social identity, i.e. organizational identification and pride, could therefore mediate the
relationship between EO and employees’ intentions to recommend the organization.

1.3 The Role of Communications Distinctiveness

Employer branding activities imply the necessity to differentiate the organization from competitors (e.g., Backhaus
& Tikoo, 2004). As EO is diffused through communication campaigns, we believe that perceived characteristics of
these communications, such as their distinctiveness, could be a boundary condition of EQ’s influence on employees’
reactions. SIT supports the view that people need to distinguish themselves from other in social contexts (Tajfel &
Turner, 1986). Distinctiveness “serves to separate “figure from ground”, differentiating the group from others (...)”
(Ashforth & Mael, 1989, p. 24). To our knowledge, studies that investigated distinctiveness in this research stream
mainly examined the direct effect of the perceived distinctiveness of an organization on employees’ attitudes (e.g.,
Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Distinctiveness has also been of interest in the literature investigating the relationship
between HRM practices and organizational performance. Bowen and Ostroff (2004) suggested that characteristics of
HRM system, such as distinctiveness, induce messages about what behaviors are important, expected and rewarded
by the organization, which should globally influence employees’ attitudes and behaviors and finally impact
organizational performance. Although distinctiveness of HRM system has been considered as a predictor of
employees’ attitudes (e.g., Sanders, Dorenbosch, & de Reuver, 2008), Riet van’t (2011) found that it moderates the
relationship between satisfaction with HRM practices and both affective commitment and innovative behavior.
Employees are thus more affectively linked to the organization and have more innovative behavior when they are
satisfied of their organization’ HR practices and these practices are perceived as distinctive.

Similarly, we could assume that communications diffused by an organization to employees to promote itself as an
employer are more or less distinctive. In line with Riet van’t (2011)’s results, the influence of EO on employees’
organizational identification and pride, which in turn impact their intentions to recommend the organization, could
then be strengthened if the communications diffused by the organization are perceived as being distinct from other
organizations’ communications. In line with the views developed above, we hypothesized the following:

HI1: The interaction of employment offering by communications distinctiveness on recommendation intentions will
be mediated by organizational identification.

H2: The interaction of employment offering by communications distinctiveness on recommendation intentions will
be mediated by organizational pride.

2. Method
2.1 Sample and Procedure

The 533 employees surveyed were members of an international group of the bank industry established in Belgium
and involved in employer branding practices. The employer branding strategy was developed by the international
group and implemented by each country. At the time of the research, the organization surveyed was disseminating
information about the favorable job conditions it offers as an employer such as job autonomy or opportunity to use
one’s skills. These benefits were communicated internally and externally through several media such as internet,
intranet and poster campaigns. In agreement with Maxwell and Knox (2009) who suggest taking into account the
unique attributes of each organization while studying the perspective of current employees, EO was measured by
selecting items that corresponded to the benefits claimed to be offered by the organization. These items were further
validated by the organization’s HR and marketing departments.

Participants randomly chosen were sent an e-mail explaining the purpose of the study, informing them that their
answers will be anonymous, and providing them with a website address to take the questionnaire online. The
organization allowed us to ask very few demographical questions within the questionnaire. All in all 187 employees
completed the questionnaire. The response rate (35%) is within the norm for studies conducted at individual level
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(Baruch & Holtom, 2008). Of this final sample, 46.5% were females and 51.9% were males (1.6% missing data).
Average age was 42.7 years (SD = 10) and average organizational tenure was 17.3 years (SD = 11.9).

2.2 Measures

Respondents rated their agreement with each statement using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from strongly
disagree (1) to strongly agree (5).

Employment offering. To assess employees’ perceptions of the extent to which their organization’s communications
depicted favorable benefits, items were selected from several scales (Fuller, Marler, & Hester, 2006; Jackson &
Mullarkey, 2000; Kristensen & Borg, 2003; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006; Rogelberg, Barnes-Farrell, & Creamer,
1999) to fit with the EO of the organization, and were adapted to the specific organizational context when needed.
Respondents were asked to rate to what extent their organization explicitly portrays in its internal and external
communications that it offers jobs including the following job conditions: job autonomy, opportunity to use one’s
skills, challenging job, opportunity for development, opportunity to take responsibilities, and task diversity.

Communications distinctiveness. To our knowledge, no scale was available in the literature to measure this variable.
Based on Brewer’s (1991) and Bhattacharya and Sen’s (2003) assertions and on the latter authors’ proposed items,
we developed 4 items to measure the extent to which communications diffused by the organization were
distinguishable from other organizations’ communications. A sample item is: “/ think the communications of [name
of the organization] are different from the communications of other organizations”.

Organizational pride. Three items adapted from the scale developed by Tyler and Blader (2002) and used by
Boezeman and Ellemers (2007) were used to measure organizational pride. A sample item is: “/ am proud to be a
member of [name of the organization]”.

Organizational identification. The 6-item scale of Mael and Ashforth (1992) was used to assess employees’
organizational identification. A sample item is: “When I talk about [name of the organization], I usually say ‘we’
rather than ‘they’”

Recommendation intentions. We used the 3-item scale developed by Van Hoye (2008) to measure employees’
willingness to recommend the organization as an employer. A sample item is: “I/ would recommend [name of the
organization] as an employer to others”.

Control variables. Age and organizational tenure were the only demographic variables displaying a significant
correlation with the dependent variables (i.e., the mediators and the outcome variable). Analyses were done with and
without these control variables and results were essentially identical indicating that control variables could be rule
out as potential explanations for the findings (Becker, 2005). Only analyses without the control variables are reported
here (Becker, 2005).

3. Results
3.1 Discriminant validity

To assess the distinctiveness of the constructs using Lisrel 8.8 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993), we compared (Bentler &
Bonnett, 1980) the fit of a five-factor model to more constrained measurement models (four-factor models to
one-factor model). Fit indices for measurement models are displayed in Table 1. The hypothesized five-factor model
fitted the data well (x* (199) = 278.62; RMSEA = .05; CFI = .98; NNFI = .98) and was significantly better than the
alternative models. All the individual items loaded reliably on their hypothesized factors with standardized
coefficients ranging from .49 to .98.
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Table 1. Confirmatory Factor Analyses: Fit Indices for Nested Measurement Models

Model df 2 Ax? RMSEA NNFI CFI
5-factor model 199 278.62 -—-- .05 98 98
4-factor model (OP and OI = 1 factor) 203  447.83 169.21*** .08 95 .96
4-factor model (OP and RI = 1 factor) 203  688.66 410.04*** 11 .87 .89
4-factor model (OI and RI =1 factor) 203 1029.71 751.09%** 15 .89 .90
4-factor model (EO and CD = 1 factor) 203  1026.25 747.63*** A .84 .86
4-factor model (EO and OI = 1 factor) 203 823.60 544 .98*** 13 .90 91
4-factor model (EO and OP = 1 factor) 203 997.37 TIR.TSE** 15 .81 .84
4-factor model (CD and OI= 1 factor) 203  1176.46 897.84*** .16 .87 .89
3-factor model (OP, OI and RI = 1 factor) 206 861.47 582.85%** 13 .85 .87
3-factor model (EO and CD = 1 factor; OP and OI = 1 factor) 206 1193.70 915.08*** .16 .81 .83
3-factor model (EO and OP = 1 factor; CD and OI = 1 factor) 206 2088.84 1810.22%** 22 73 .76
3-factor model (EO and OI = 1 factor, CD and OP = 1 factor) 206 2118.34 1839.72%%*%* 22 74 AT
2-factor model (OP, OI and RI = 1 factor; EO and CD =1 factor) 208  1584.96 1306.34%%** .19 1 74
2-factor model (EO, CD and OP = 1 factor; Ol and RI =1 factor) 208  2191.87 1913.25%** 23 .68 ¥l
2-factor model (EO, CD and OI =1 factor; OP and RI =1 factor) 208  1987.37 1708.75%** 21 .68 Al
1-factor model 209 2029.78  1751.16%*** 22, .66 .69

Note. N = 187. The results are described in the text. EO = employment offering; CD = communications
distinctiveness; OP = organizational pride; Ol = organizational identification; RI = recommendation intentions; df =
degrees of freedom; Ay? = difference in chi-square from the five-factor model; RMSEA = root-mean-square error of
approximation; CFI = comparative fit index; NNFI = non-normed fit index. *** p < .001.

3.1 Relationships among variables
Table 2 displays descriptive statistics, internal reliabilities and correlations among variables.

Table 2. Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Correlations among Variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Tenure (in years) 17.35 11.92 ()
2. Age (in years) 42.71 10 Bo*Fx ()
3. Employment offering 3.68 .55 -.04 .01 (.82)
4. Communications distinctiveness ~ 3.18 7 -.11 -.10 15% (:92)
5. Organizational pride 3.35 77 -.06 -.04 18%* A40%*E(91)
6. Organizational identification 343 .70 -.01 .01 .16* 20%%% - J3xEE - (84)
7. Recommendation intentions 3.58 .83 - 19%%  _ 6% 31EREF - 4FkE STRER S A4QF**(L95)

Note. N = 187. Cronbach’s alphas are provided in parentheses on the diagonal. * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p <.001.
3.2 Test of hypotheses

We tested a structural equation model in which the relationships between EO, communications distinctiveness, and
their interaction on recommendation intentions were mediated by organizational identification (Hypothesis 1) and
pride (Hypothesis 2). Since we are dealing with latent constructs, we used indicators for the main effects and the
interaction term. Following Marsh, Wen and Hau’s method (2004) to lessen multicollinearity, the indicators of each
latent variable included in the interaction (i.e., the indicators of EO and communications distinctiveness) were
centered. We also reduced to four the number of indicators for EO based on preliminary confirmatory factor analyses
and using the partial disaggregation method (Bagozzi & Edwards, 1998). We constructed the first indicator of the
latent interaction term by pairing the highest loading indicator of EO with the highest loading indicator of
communications distinctiveness. This procedure was followed for each subsequent pair of indicators. Then, we
estimated the effects of EO, communications distinctiveness, and their latent product on organizational identification

Published by Sciedu Press 5 ISSN 1927-6001  E-ISSN 1927-601X



www.sciedu.ca/bmr Business and Management Research Vol. 2, No. 2; 2013

and organizational pride, and their effect on recommendation intentions. Table 3 presents fit indices for the
hypothesized model and three alternative models. As indicated by the chi-2 difference test, the fit of Model 3 in

which two direct paths were added represents a better depiction of the data. We thus retained this model as the best
fitting model.

Table 3. Fit Indices for Nested Structural Models

Model daf % Ay? RMSEA CFI NNFI Model comparison
Model 1 (hypothesized) 240 336.45 .05 .98 .98
Model 2: adds path between employment 239 324.74 L1 71**% .04 98 98 Model 1 vs. Model 2
offering and recommendation intentions
Model 3: Model 2 and adds path between 238 315.61 Q. 13%% .04 98 98 Model 2 vs. Model 3

communications distinctiveness and
recommendation intentions

Model 4: Model 3 and adds path between the 237 315.63 .02 .04 98 98 Model 3 vs. Model 4
interaction and recommendation intentions

Note. N = 187. df = degrees of freedom; Ay? = chi-square difference tests between the best fitting model and
alternative models; RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation; CFI = comparative fit index; NNFI =
non-normed fit index. ** p <.01. *** p < .001.

Standardized parameter estimates for Model 3 are shown in Figure 1. EO, communications distinctiveness and their
interaction had a significant positive relationship with organizational pride which, in turn, predicted recommendation
intentions. Communications distinctiveness had a significant effect on organizational identification. The effects of
EO and the interaction on organizational identification and the effect of organizational identification on
recommendation intentions were not significant. Only Hypothesis 2 is thus supported. Finally, EO and
communications distinctiveness had also direct effects on recommendation intentions.

23%xx

Employment Offering

Organizational

Identification

Communications

R Recommendation
Distinctiveness

Intentions

Organizational Pride

Employment Offering
X Communications
Distinctiveness

.18*

19%*

Figure 1. Completely standardized path coefficients for Model 3 (final model).
For the sake of clarity, only structural relationships are shown. *p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p < .001.

To further examine the interactive effect of EO and communications distinctiveness on organizational pride, lines
representing the relationship between EO and organizational pride were plotted (Figure 2), at high (1SD above) and
low (1SD below) levels of communications distinctiveness. Results of simple slopes tests indicated that the
relationship between EO and organizational pride was statistically significant when communications distinctiveness
was high (#(183) = 2.87, p < .01) and not significant when communications distinctiveness was low (#(183) = .81,
p >.05).
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Figure 2. Organizational pride as a function of employment offering
at low and high levels of communications distinctiveness

We computed bootstrap analyses to confirm that the interactive effect of EO and communications distinctiveness on
organizational pride extends to recommendation intentions (Hayes, 2013; Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007). The
test of conditional indirect effect indicated that the indirect effect of EO on recommendation intentions via
organizational pride was significant when communications distinctiveness was high (indirect effect = .22; BCa 95%
CI =[.07; .40]) and not significant when communications distinctiveness was low (indirect effect = .01; BCa 95% CI
= [-.12; .16]). These findings suggested that organizational pride mediated the effect of EO on recommendation
intentions when communications distinctiveness is high. As a whole, these results provide evidence that the
interactive influence of EO and communications distinctiveness on recommendation intentions is totally mediated by
organizational pride.

4. Discussion

By investigating the mechanisms underlying the relationship between EO and employees’ intentions to recommend
their organization, the present study adds two main contributions to the research on employer branding. It highlights
the mediating process of social identity (i.e., organizational pride) and the role of distinctiveness as a boundary
condition of the influence of EO on employees’ reactions. Results indicated that the interaction between EO and
communications distinctiveness on employees’ recommendation intentions is mediated by organizational pride. By
contrast, the mediating influence of organizational identification in the relationship between the interaction and
employees’ intentions to recommend the organization was not supported.

First, our findings suggest that the relationship between EO and organizational pride is influenced by
communications distinctiveness. As indicated by the graph of the interaction (Figure 2), employees feel more proud
of their organization when the EO diffused by their organization depicts favorable job conditions and these
communications are perceived as distinct. Furthermore, this is only when communications are perceived as distinct
that EO influences employees’ recommendation intentions through organizational pride. In other words,
organizational pride mediates the relationship between EO and recommendation intentions only when employees
perceive their organization diffuses distinctive communications. These findings suggest that, to elicit feelings of
pride among employees and therefore willingness to recommend the organization as an employer, the
communications diffused by the organization regarding EO have to be perceived as distinct from other organizations’
communications.

The present results might be explained in connection with the identity-based perspective suggested by the group
engagement model (Tyler & Blader, 2003). Through EO, the organization communicates about the job conditions it
offers as an employer and consequently gives employees information about the standing and status of the
organization. An organization that claims to offer job conditions such as opportunities to develop one’s skills or to
take responsibilities elicits pride among their employees. Furthermore, in agreement with Riet van’t’s findings
(2011), this feeling is even higher when the organization’s communications are perceived as distinct from other
organizations because it enhances the perception that the organization is different in comparison to others.
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With regard to the second identity-based mechanism, our findings indicate that the interaction between EO and
communications distinctiveness is not significantly associated to organizational identification. These results are not
surprising given that organizational identification and pride are close concepts (Blader & Tyler, 2009) and thus share
variance. Taking both variables as potential explaining mechanisms in this study may have decreased the explaining
power of organizational identification. The fact that among the two, pride emerges as the significant mediating
process may be explained by the nature of these two concepts. By referring to the status of the group and an
intergroup judgment (Blader & Tyler, 2009), pride may elicit more social comparison than organizational
identification which refers to the perception of oneness with or belongingness to an organization. In a context of
competition, an organization’s EO depicting favorable job conditions in communications that are perceived as
distinct might influence feelings of pride rather than identification when both concepts are included in the same
analysis.

Finally, the present study showed that communications distinctiveness is related to organizational pride and
identification. These results are in agreement with Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) supporting the idea
that people need to distinguish themselves from others in social contexts. Earlier studies (e.g., Mael & Ashforth,
1992) demonstrated that alumni of a religious college were likely to experience higher level of identification when
they perceived their organization as distinct. The results are also in line with optimal distinctiveness theory (Brewer,
1991) which suggests that people identify with groups balancing the fundamental tension they face, i.e. the tension
between their need to belong and their need to be unique.

Over and beyond its contribution to the literature on employer branding, the present research also contributes to the
research on recruitment and organizational attractiveness. Indeed, word of mouth has been recently studied as a
recruitment source. Several studies showed its influence on applicants’ organizational attractiveness (e.g., Van Hoye
& Lievens, 2007). However, research that investigates the determinants of word of mouth and, more specifically, the
organizational strategies that would stimulate it is still limited (Shinnar et al., 2004; Van Hoye, 2012). Consequently,
by demonstrating that employer branding activities (via EO) stimulate employees’ recommendation intentions which,
based on results of research on word of mouth, might influence candidates’ attitudes towards the organization, this
study indirectly contributes to recruitment and organizational attractiveness research.

The present research has several limitations. First, the cross-sectional design did not allow us to make any causal
inference regarding the relationships tested. Second, data were self-reported and single-source which raises the
possibility that common method variance influenced our findings. However, we believe that self-reported measures
were most appropriate for assessing the constructs given that we were interested in employees’ perceptions.
Furthermore, we assessed common method variance with the Harman one-factor test which suggests that a
single-factor solution provided a poor fit with the data (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003).
Additionally, common method variance might lead to an attenuation of the effect of the interaction term (Siemsen,
Roth, & Oliveira, 2010). Finding a significant interaction in our study is therefore strong evidence that an interaction
exists. Finally, only one company was surveyed in the present study. Even though it allowed us to focus on this
specific organization’s EO, that may have attenuated the variance of variables such as EO and, consequently,
decreased the probability to find significant relationships. Examining generalizability of these findings in other
organizations, industries, and countries would therefore be interesting. This replication is also necessary due to the
relatively small sample size that might have reduced the statistical power of the analyses conducted.

In addition to previous suggestions, other research perspectives are presented. First, we apprehended EO by focusing
on job conditions. Yet the package of benefits depicted in an EO may also include organizational symbolic traits (e.g.,
being successful) or values (e.g., Edwards, 2010). Future research should investigate whether the results would
generalize with an EO measured with these latter benefits. Second, studies should also examine whether the
influence of communications distinctiveness may vary depending on the competitive landscape and the comparison
to specific competitors. Indeed, distinctiveness is likely to depend on the competitive landscape (Bhattacharya & Sen,
2003). With a lot of competitors in the same industry, battle for competent workers might be tighter. In this type of
context, the influence of communications distinctiveness on employees’ attitudes and behaviors might increase. In
addition, because identities are relational and comparative in nature, what is perceived as distinctive can change with
the comparison situation (Ashforth, Harrison, & Corley, 2008). In this research, we compared the distinctiveness of
the communications of the studied organization to “other” organizations but we could have also compared it to
specific competitors. Depending on the competitor, the influence of communications distinctiveness may vary.
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5. Practical Implications

Employer branding has been of great interest for organizations trying to differentiate their image as employer from
those of their competitors. Accordingly, it is important for experts in human resources, marketing and
communication to understand how employer branding influences employees ’attitudes and behaviors. First, this
study indicates that promoting itself as an attractive employer is an efficient way to elicit among employees
favorable intentions toward the organization, such as recommendation intentions. EO communications directed at
employees are thus a powerful motivator to stimulate favorable reactions from the personnel. Second, experts should
keep in mind that in order to elicit feelings of pride and finally intentions to recommend the organization as an
employer, the EO communications have to depict favorable employment benefits and to be perceived as distinct. The
organization may consult its employees on a regular basis to determine the most valuable benefits to promote. It may
also benchmark other organizations’ communications in order to effectively distinguish their EO communications
from others. Third, the results indicate that job conditions are relevant attributes to diffuse in employer branding
campaigns in order to foster employees’ attitudes. Finally, this research suggests that employer branding directed at
employees also potentially influences candidates. When employees recommend their organization as an employer,
they act as ambassadors of their organization disseminating favorable information about it to friends, families,
acquaintances and so on. In this direction, the organization should give employees the opportunities to discuss and
inform others about their employer through, for instance, campus recruitment or job fair participation, job vacancy
diffusion and employee referral. Stimulating employees’ favorable recommendations about the organization as an
employer is a practice that the organization should not neglect as a potential recruitment channel. Information that is
provided by current employees of the organization is perceived as more realistic and credible. As a consequence,
candidates develop more realistic expectations regarding the job and organization before entry, with positive
consequences for their work attitudes and behaviors in the long run (Buckley et al., 2002; Wanous, Poland, Premack,
& Davis, 1992).
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