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1. Introduction

Employer branding as an influential approach and a new discourse of human resource management (Martin et 
al., 2005) has received much attention in practitioner world and has prompted a steady stream of articles, books 
(Barrow and Mosley, 2011; Sartain and Schumann, 2006), blogs and investigative pieces, as well as a rapid 
growth of consultancy firms and services, devoted to the topic. The literature examines theoretical founda-
tions and conceptual framework of employer branding (Ambler and Barrow, 1996; Backhaus and Tikoo, 2004; 
Edwards, 2010; Lievens et al., 2007; Moroko and Uncles, 2009; Mosley, 2007; Wilden et al, 2010; Martin et 
al., 2005), analyzing its dimensionality (Hillebrandt and Ivens, 2013; Berthon et al., 2005; Baronienė, Žirgutis 
2016; Raudeliūnienė et al.; 2016), exploring premises of attraction to an employer (Highhouse et al, 2007; 
Highhouse et al, 2003; Devendorf and Highhouse, 2008; Schreurs et al, 2009; Zaveri and Mulye, 2010; Nadler 
et al., 2010; Ehrhart and Ziegert, 2005; Lievens et al, 2001; Lievens, 2007; Lievens and Highhouse, 2003; Yu, 
2014; Kausel and Slaughter, 2011; Lievens et al, 2005; Turban, 2001; Jiang and Iles, 2011; Shahzad et al., 2011; 
Prakapavičiūtė, Korsakienė 2016), and investigates specific aspects of the phenomenon, such as positioning 
(Sartain, 2005; Sivertzen et al, 2013; Kroustalis and Meade, 2007), employer branding outcomes (Davies, 
2008; Cable and Edwards, 2004; Fulmer et al, 2003; Mosley, 2007), effects of corporate social performance 
(Turban and Greening, 1997; Albinger and Freeman, 2000), and characteristics of successful employer brands 
(Moroko and Uncles, 2008).
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Nevertheless, more research is still needed on employer branding as there are more questions than answers 
and little empirical data as well as serious, independent studies on particular aspects of employer branding 
are available (Jenner and Taylor, 2007; Martin, 2007). The undeveloped employer branding theory, its con-
ceptual ambiguity (Backhaus and Tikoo, 2004; Moroko and Uncles, 2008, Martin, 2007; Edwards, 2010, 
Lievens, 2007) and the lack of knowledge on how organizations should develop and implement effective 
employer branding (Backhaus and Tikoo, 2004; Edwards, 2010) is particularly regrettable, since being a great 
workplace creates reputation which attracts talents, reduces turnover, fosters creativity and innovation of 
employees, sets a high-quality standard on culture, increases resistance against downturns or market shocks, 
provides higher levels of customer satisfaction and loyalty and, eventually, helps an organization to outper-
form its competitors and achieve financial success (Great Place to Work, 2014). Moreover, motivation, which 
is provided by the good workplace „can be viewed as a prognostic factor of sustainability/unsustainability of 
development of the company as a whole“ (Guseva et al. 2016:145). On the larger scale, innovation and „the 
development of human capital are the most important indicators that are creating the competitiveness and 
sustainability of the country“ (Aleksejeva, 2016: 354). Therefore, it is the particular ambition of this paper to 
elaborate on the terminology of employer branding construct and to explore a framework for employer brand 
development strengthening its conceptual foundations and providing with the analytical framewok for its 
practical application. 

2. Defining the employer brand

Employer branding was first coined by Ambler and Barrow (1996: 187) and defined as “the package of func-
tional, economic and psychological benefits provided by employment, and identified with the employing com-
pany”. Employer branding is also defined as “a targeted, long term strategy to manage the awareness and 
perceptions of employees, potential employees, and related stakeholders with regards to a particular firm” 
(Sullivan, 2004: para 1). Furthermore, employer branding “represents organizations’ efforts to communicate to 
internal and external audiences what makes it both desirable and different as an employer” (Jenner and Taylor, 
2007: 7). As Rosethorn and Mensink (2007: 6) assert, “employer branding is not a project or a programme. Nor 
is it a rush to freshen up your recruitment advertising. It’s a way of business life. Understanding what engages 
people and being clear about what an organization offers and does not, means that you are more likely to recruit 
and therefore retain the right people.”

Still and all, the broad but non-finite range of available partially overlapping definitions of employer brand and 
employer branding, presented in Table 1, displays the existing confusion and profusion of terminology in the 
employer branding literature.

Table 1. Definitions of employer brand and employer branding 

Definitions Source

“The package of functional, economic and psychological benefits provided by employment and 
identified with the employing company”.

Ambler and Barrow  
(1996: 187)

“How a business builds and packages its identity, from its origins and values, what it promises to deliver 
to emotionally connect employees so that they in turn deliver what the business promises to customers”.

Sartain and Shuman  
(2006: vi)

“An employer brand is a set of attributes and qualities – often intangible – that makes an organization 
distinctive, promises a particular kind of employment experience, and appeals to those people who will 
thrive and perform to their best in its culture”.

Chartered Institute  
of Personnel and  

Development (2007)
“Represents organizations’ efforts to communicate to internal and external audiences what makes it both 
desirable and different as an employer”.

Jenner and Taylor  
(2007: 7)

“A targeted , long-term strategy to manage the awareness and perceptions of employees, potential 
employees, and related stakeholders with regards to a particular firm”

Sullivan  
(2004: para 1)

„Employer branding is an activity where principles of marketing, in particular the “science of 
branding”, are applied to HR activities in relation to current and potential employees“. Edwards (2010: 6)

“The employer brand establishes the identity of the firm as an employer. It encompasses the firm’s 
values, systems, policies, and behaviors toward the objectives of attracting, motivating, and retaining 
the firm’s current and potential employees”.

The Conference Board 
(2001: 10)
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„The term employer branding suggests differentiation of a firm’s characteristics as an employer from 
those of its competitors, the employment brand highlights the unique aspects of the firm’s employment 
offerings or environment”. 
Employer branding is “the process of building identifiable and unique employer identity“.

Backhaus and Tikoo 
(2004: 502)

Employer branding involves managing a “company’s image as seen through the eyes of its associates 
and potential hires”. 

Martin and Beaumont  
(2003: 15)

“The image of your organization as a ‘great place to work’ in the mind of current employees and key 
stakeholders in the external market (active and passive candidates, clients, customers and other key 
stakeholders). The art and science of employer branding is therefore concerned with the attraction, 
engagement and retention initiatives targeted at enhancing your company’s employer brand”.

Minchington  
(2011a: 28)

„An employer brand is the sum of all the characteristics and distinguishable features that prospective 
candidates and current employees perceive about an organization‘s employment experience“

Versant Works  
(n.d.: 2)

Employer branding “represents a further extension of branding theory and research, involving efforts to 
communicate to existing and prospective staff that the organization is a desirable place to work, creating 
compelling, distinctive employee value proposition”.

Jiang and Iles, 
(2011:98)

Employer branding has emerged as a viable conceptual framework unifying separate disciplines of human 
resource management and brand marketing and applying brand management techniques and brand thinking 
to employment context (Ambler and Barrow, 1996). Therefore, clarifying the essence of employer branding it 
should be seen from both management and marketing perspectives.

In marketing terms brand is “a name, symbol, logo, design or image, or any combination of these, which is 
designed to identify the product or service” (Kotler et al. 2009: 425) and to represent the consumer’s experi-
ence with an organization, product or services. A brand is intended to differentiate products, services, persons 
or places and distinguish them from those of competitors. According to Kotler et al. (2009), a brand can also be 
viewed as a holistic, emotional and intangible experience and be strong enough to “evoke feelings and belong-
ings, love and affection” (p. 426). 

As suggested by Aaker (2012) and summarized by Esch (2010; see Figure 1) brand can be seen from four per-
spectives: 1) brand as a product; 2) brand as an organization; 3) brand as a person, and 4) brand as a symbol, 
altogether forming a brand identity. The brand as a product encompasses product-related associations and 
product-related attributes providing functional and emotional benefits. Product-related attributes create a value 
proposition, offering unique or better quality and value features and services. Brand as a product may be associ-
ated with use occasion, typical users or linked to a country or region. The brand as an organization perspective 
is related to organizational attributes, such as quality or innovativeness that are based on organizational values, 
culture, programs and people. The brand as a person consists of a brand personality concept and customer-
brand relationship construct. Eventually, brand as a symbol includes audio and visual images, metaphors and 
brand heritage. All four perspectives should be considered in order to build strong brands; however, for some 
of them only one perspective will be appropriate. 

Brand identity, similarly as a person’s identity, provides direction, purpose and meaning for the brand and in-
cludes a core and extended identity, where core identity embraces the central, timeless essence of the brand; 
whereas the extended identity “includes brand identity elements, organized into cohesive and meaningful 
groupings that provide texture and completeness” (Aaker, 2012: 3). Brand essence can focus on what the brand 
is, or a rational appeal that emphasizes functional benefits (e.g., Xerox: “The digital document company”), or 
it can focus on what the brand does to its customers, i.e., emotional benefits, such as Microsoft: “Help people 
realize their potential” (Aaker and Joachimsthaler, 2009: 48-49).
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Fig. 1. Brand identity model

Source: Esch (2010: 96) 

A useful way to think about the brand is offered by Esch et al. (2006: 63) with the Brand Steering Wheel (see 
Figure 2) which is an instrument used to find out how the brand is seen by customers and to create a correspond-
ing brand identity. The Brand Steering Wheel comprises the left objective part including brand competence, 
brand benefits, and the reason why, and the right subjective or emotional part including brand tonality and brand 
picture. Brand competence asks company “Who are we” and is concerned with organization’s history and dura-
tion in the market, origin of organization, its role in the market and central brand assets. Brand benefits (and the 
reason why) distinguish between brand attributes (which properties do we have), i.e. attributes of products and 
services, and characteristics of the company, and value proposition (what do we offer) of the brand functional 
and psycho-social benefits. Brand tonality refers to emotions and feelings connected to the brand, its personality 
traits, brand experiences and brand relations. Finally, brand picture reflects all perceptible modalities – specific 
visual, haptic, olfactory, acoustic and gustatory impressions as an effect of brand awareness and image.

Evidently, these four pillars of brand identity can be easily associated with the mind-set of Aaker (2012), where 
brand competence can be linked to brand as organization, brand benefits can be linked to brand as a product, 
brand tonality can be related to brand as a person, and brand picture can be related to brand as a symbol. 

Fig. 2. Brand Steering Wheel

Source: adapted from Esch, Kiss and Roth (2006: 63)
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Transferring this holistic approach to the context of employer branding, it can be noticed that employer brand 
could be also perceived as a product, offering “functional, economic and psychological benefits provided by 
employment” (Ambler and Barrow, 1996: 187), as an organization, encompassing “the firm’s values, systems, 
policies and behaviors” (The Conference Board, 2001: 10), as a symbol involving “the image of … organiza-
tion as ‘great place to work’” (Minchington, 2011a: 28), or as a person with intangible qualities appealing to 
and emotionally connecting employees (Sartain and Shuman, 2006: vi; Chartered Institute of Personnel and 
Development, 2007).

Putting the focus on the brand as a product or, otherwise, on the brand attributes and value proposition, existing 
and potential employees will be seen as customers, and unique and particular employment experience will be 
conceived as a branded product (Edwards, 2010; Moroko and Uncles, 2008). Respectively, employer brand-
ing will suggest “the differentiation of a firm’s characteristics as an employer from those of its competitors” 
(Backhaus and Tikoo, 2004: 502) and imply that employer experience is an organization-specific employment 
offering determining organizational attractiveness.

As Table 2 demonstrates, similarly, extending on the assertion from marketing literature that brands play func-
tional, rational and symbolic roles related to the performance or representation of product or service (Kotler 
et al., 2009), employment experience will therefore encompass the totality of tangible and intangible reward 
features provided to and valued by employees, such as challenging, stimulating and fulfilling work environ-
ment, competitive compensation and benefits, engagement with and positive regard for an employer of choice, 
cumulatively constituting a compelling employment value proposition (Simmons, 2009). 

Table 2. Benefits of aligning external and internal brands

External brand (customers)
Corporate  

brand
Benefits

Internal brand (employees)

High quality goods and services Functional Challenging, stimulating and fulfilling work environment

Excellent value for money Economic Competitive compensation and benefits

Premium products, preferred supplier Psychological Employer of choice, engagement with the organization

Affinity with organization values and  
belief in its societal contribution Ethical Affinity with organization values from perceived congruence of its ethical 

dealings with employees, customers and wider society

A compelling product value proposition 
to current and prospective customers Cumulative A compelling employment value proposition to current and prospective 

employees

Source: Simmons (2009: 686)

Summing it up, employer brand could be referred to as a set of particular employment experience attributes 
that makes an organization distinctive and attractive as an employer (to existing and potential employees). 
This definition could be visualized through a concentric circle model of employer brand as shown in Figure 3, 
where concentric circles indicate the catalytic outward process of employer brand development and suggest the 
coherence of its facets. 
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Fig. 3. Concentric circle model of employer brand

Source: own

With this definition the emphasis is put on the internal perspective, i.e. building employer brand from the inside 
out: identifying and articulating the experience employees can expect – from training, performance manage-
ment, and compensation to rewards, promotion and communication. This primarily means answering the fun-
damental question for the employee “What’s in it for me?” if I work there and touches every dimension of the 
employee’s relationship with the organization (Sartain and Schuman, 2006: 43). 

3. Employer brand development

Illustrating the scope of concepts and contexts, covered by employer branding activities it is useful to consider 
the ‘bigger picture’ as it is demonstrated by Minchington’s (2012) employer branding eco-system (see Figure 
4), providing with some basic insight into diversity of stakeholders and complexity of functions engaged in 
building strong employer brand.
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Fig. 4. Employer branding eco-system

Source: Minchington (2012)

In their major study Backhaus and Tikoo (2004) presented a theoretical foundation and conceptual framework 
for employer branding, incorporating marketing and human resource concepts (see Figure 5). Authors suggest 
that employer branding creates two main assets – employer brand associations and employer brand loyalty. 
Employer brand associations affect brand image, which in turn enhances attraction to the company. Organiza-
tional culture and employer branding have a reciprocal relationship: employer branding reinforces and changes 
organizational culture, and organizational culture impacts employer branding. Backhaus and Tikoo (2004) see 
organizational identity as the attitudinal contributor to employer brand loyalty and as a successor of employer 
branding. Finally, employer brand loyalty is supposed to increase employee productivity. The authors conclude 
that employer branding is a useful framework for strategic human resource management and provides support 
for the organizational career management program.
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Fig. 5. Employer branding framework

Source: Backhaus and Tikoo (2004:505)

As Figure 6 shows, the conceptual framework of employer branding developed by Martin (2007) suggests that 
employer branding begins with the creation of an employer brand image, encompassing the organization’s 
package of functional, economic and psychological benefits. Two key drivers of employer brand image are 
corporate identity and organizational identity (in contrast to Backhaus and Tikoo, 2004) that are conceived 
as products of organizational culture, i.e. “hidden values, assumptions and beliefs that define ‘the way we do 
things around here’” (Ibid, p.19). Corporate identity there is defined as a posture of organization’s mission, 
strategies and culture, expressed through logos, architecture and communication of ‘what it is’, while organiza-
tional identity refers to organizational self-concept of ‘who we are’, “revealed in its shared knowledge, beliefs, 
language and behaviors” (Ibid). Further, in this model, employer brand reputation stands for the biographical 
account of organization instrumental and symbolic attributes offered to and perceived by potential and existing 
employees. According to Martin (2007), positive employer brand reputation should help attract talented ap-
plicants, ensure employees’ identification with the organization and, eventually, result in desired organizational 
performance, in turn enriching organizational identity. 

Fig. 6. Employer branding framework

Source: Martin (2007:18)
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Jiang and Iles (2011) followed Backhaus and Tikoo (2004) complementing their model by elaboration on 
the relationship between organizational attractiveness and employee-based brand equity. First, as mentioned 
earlier, a broader perspective was adapted to understanding of organizational attractiveness distinguishing be-
tween internal attractiveness encouraging existing employees to stay with the company, and external attractive-
ness encouraging potential employees to apply. Next, intentions to accept a job or stay with the company were 
analyzed as consequences of organizational attractiveness, which in turn were considered as a consequence of 
employee-based brand equity. Employee-based brand equity therein is referred as employer brand equity as 
perceived by employees and assessed by five dimensions: economic value, social value, development value, 
interest value and brand trust. Employer brand equity is defined as a value provided by employment to exist-
ing and potential employees. Interestingly, Wilden et al. (2010) have found that employer attractiveness is an 
antecedent of employee-based brand equity.

Although being fairly comprehensive, the above models still lack some integrity, depth and rigour, and leave 
unanswered questions and questionable assumptions. Therefore, incorporating the conceptual employer brand-
ing frameworks proposed by Martin (2007), Backhaus and Tikoo (2004), Model of Employer Brand Equity 
formed by B. Minchington (2011a) and encompassing the foregoing theoretical considerations an integrative 
employer branding model is developed here and presented in Figure 7 for further elaboration.

Fig. 7. Integrative conceptual employer branding model

Source: own

The model suggests that employer branding is a circular process that begins with the creation of an employer 
value proposition. Employer value proposition or otherwise referred to as an employer brand proposition (Bar-
row and Mosley, 2011) or brand promise (Martin, 2007; Backhaus and Tikoo, 2004) is a central message to 
be embedded in employer brand about unique employment experience and particular value offered by the 
company to the existing and potential employees (Backhaus and Tikoo, 2004; Edwards, 2010). For example, 
Stanford Project on Emerging Companies (SPEC) while explaining determinants and diversity of employment 
relations and blueprints has elaborated on three types of attachment (Work, Love, Money), three types of se-
lection (Skills, Potential, Fit) and four types of coordination/control (Peer/Cultural, Professional, Formal and 
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Direct), finally clustering into five basic employment models (Engineering, Star, Commitment, Bureaucracy 
and Autocracy). As Hsu and Hannan, (2005) have put it “firms’ identities in the labor market are expected to be 
wrapped up with these employment systems and with the cultures they create”. It should be noted and stressed 
here that employment experience or employment offering is organization specific and encompasses a “complex 
array of features” (Edwards, 2010).

Ambler and Barrow (1996) have suggested that employer brand offers employees: (1) developmental and 
useful activities (virtuositas, or functional benefits); (2) material or monetary rewards (raritas, or economic 
benefits); and (3) feelings such as belonging, direction and purpose (complacibilitas, or psychological benefits). 
Drawing from psychological contract literature (Martin and Hetrick, 2006), employment experience can be 
also differentiated on ideological benefits, as providing employees the self-fulfillment through “doing good”. 
As Barrow and Mosley (2011: 123) state, “the proposition statement should try to capture the most compelling 
advantage offered by the employer”, such as trust and respect, an interesting job, the opportunity to get on, 
and a boss who supports you in Tesco; or fair and equitable pay, coaching and development, effective resource 
management, and pride and belief in values of organization in Building Society; or possibility to have a great 
start, work/life balance, to learn and grow, to be in the know, to make a positive impact, to be recognized, to 
share rewards and to share great ideas in Compass Group. 

Furthermore, as Edwards (2010: 7) explicitly argues, “a central element to employer branding involves the 
identification of elements of the character of the organization itself; features such as the organization’s key 
values and the guiding principles underlying how it operates as a collective entity”. To put it in another way, in 
order to create successful employer value proposition corporate identity and organizational identity should be 
researched, understood and, ideally, incorporated.

The concept of corporate identity, even though grown out from logos and outward presentation of a company 
to external audiences, “is not merely a projected image in the form of visual design and communication, but is 
fundamentally concerned with ‘what the organization is’ encompassing the strategies and culture specific to the 
organization in particular” (Cornelissen et al., 2007: S7).

Meanwhile organizational identity can be conceived “as the collective attitude about who the company is as a 
group” (Backhaus and Tikoo, 2004: 509); it embraces the organizational ‘core’ and encompasses “key values 
and the guiding principles underlying how it operates as a collective entity” (Edwards, 2010: 7). Organizational 
identity reflects organization’s purpose and philosophy – what is perceived as central, distinctive and enduring 
to a focal organization by internal (and external) audiences (Margolis and Hansen, 2002; Lievens et al., 2007). 
Organizational identity can also be seen as “as an interpretative system, or as a set of shared cognitions, or as 
shared language and behaviors” (Cornelissen et al., 2007: S6). In this vein, organizational identity can be un-
derstood as a ‘single organism’ or ‘human being’ with inherent identity of ‘who am I as an organization?’, or as 
cognitive self-representation adopted by organizational members, or as a construct of organizational rhetoric, 
myths, stories and culturally patterned practices. Davies and Chun (2002) offer to define identity as an internal 
dimension which reflects the employees’ feelings and comprehension of the organization by answering the 
questions “who are we?” and “how do we see ourselves?”. These unique and timeless features of the organiza-
tion are seen as fundamental by its members (Puusa and Tolvanen, 2006).
 
Nevertheless, organizational identity is regarded as one on the prime inputs of employer value proposition 
and, accordingly, of the whole employer branding, the research streams focusing on organizational identity 
and employer branding have evolved and partly remained apart with few unifying attempts (e.g., Lievens et al, 
2007). However, discovery and research of organizational identity allows understanding the common organi-
zational consciousness; it reveals the shared perception of ‘who we are’, enables uncovering the employment 
experience it embraces and identifying the features that make organization attractive as an employer. The latter 
phenomenon needs some more consideration. It should be noticed that organization, even though doing noth-
ing at the area of employer branding nevertheless has its particular employment relations and practices and 
will definitely have a positive or negative reputation as an employer and will be perceived as an attractive or 
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poor place to work. This perspective unfolds a particular feature of organizational attractiveness that is uncon-
sciousness and deliberateness. Employer branding is aimed at creating an employer of choice, i.e. deliberate 
employer attractiveness, while organizational attractiveness stemming from perceived employment experience 
is by nature an emergent phenomenon.
 
Another insight follows from the notion of organizational attractiveness as an employer that is referred to as 
“the envisioned benefits that a potential employee sees in working for a specific organization” (Berthon et 
al., 2005: 156) or the degree to which potential applicants and current employees favorably perceive organi-
zations as places to work (Jiang & Iles, 2011). It suggests that organizational or employer’s attractiveness 
is a two-dimensional construct, where internal attractiveness expresses perceptions of existing employees 
and external attractiveness perceptions of potential applicants. It is worth mentioning that it is pretty a 
novel approach to organizational attractiveness, forasmuch as previous research has put an emphasis on the 
potential applicants perspective (e.g. Berthon et. al., 2005; Ehrhart and Ziegert, 2005, etc.) and very few 
studies have involved actual employees (e.g. Turban, 2001; Lievens et al., 2007) which could help to explore 
an ‘experienced’ opinion and make an attempt to answer why individuals who were attracted and selected 
consequently retain. Admitting this limitation of organizational attractiveness research, scholars (Nadler et 
al.; 2010; Ehrhart and Ziegert, 2005; Jiang and Iles, 2011) argue for more studies examining perceptions of 
workforce population.
 
Moreover, “it is crucial to study identity and attractiveness together because organizations typically want to 
attract talent by developing an attractive employer image while at the same time ensuring that this image is 
consistent with employee’s views of the identity of the organization” (Lievens et al., 2007: 46). An integrated 
view of corporate and organizational identity is also presented by van Riel and Balmer (1997), who state that 
corporate identity indicates “the way in which an organization’s identity is revealed through behavior, commu-
nications, as well as through symbolism to internal and external audiences” (p. 341). Most significantly, as the 
authors argue, the alignment, transparency and consonance between organizational identity, corporate identity 
and, additionally, corporate reputation (the images of organization held by outsiders) should be achieved; oth-
erwise the misalignment will result in employee disengagement, customer dissatisfaction and organizational 
decline (Cornelissen et al., 2007). 

Consequently, as Barrow and Mosley (2011) suggest, starting with corporate vision or mission, or the ‘big 
idea’ for organizations existence (corporate identity), proceeding with organizational values providing dif-
ferentiation, further honestly and authentically describing the personality of organization (organizational 
identity) – serious, passionate, challenging or fun, and, finally, identifying the range of benefits that drive 
employee engagement (employment experience) should allow capturing particular attributes of organizational 
attractiveness and eventuate in a specific employer brand proposition and tailored employee value proposi-
tions. Furthermore, the authors state that employer brand proposition is an integral part of organization’s 
core proposition along with customer brand proposition, and that they are closely interrelated: the strength 
of customer brand plays an important role in attracting the right people, and vice versa, a positive employer 
brand helps building and supporting the customer brand. Referring to employer brand proposition as a most 
compelling and common reason given for employees’ commitment and loyalty to the organization, the authors 
claim that it should bring “focus and consistency to the employee’s experience of the organization” (Barrow 
and Mosley, 2011: 117). 

Further, internal and external employer brand marketing activities should desirably result in employer brand 
equity that is referred to as a four-dimensional construct of employer brand awareness (the level of knowledge 
people have about an organization’s positive or negative employment characteristics), perceived employment 
experience quality (the association people have about working for an organization stemming from online, e.g., 
career website, and offline, e.g., word of mouth source), employer brand associations (thoughts, ideas, image-
ry, symbols, emotional and rational attributes an organization’s name evokes) and brand loyalty, i.e. person’s 
intentions to apply and accept the job as well as remain employed driven by the positive associations with the 
organization (Minchington, 2011a). Employer brand equity and particularly employer brand associations are 
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the determinants of employer brand image (Minchington, 2011b). The employer brand image, as an autobio-
graphical account of who it wants to be forms the employer brand reputation that is the biographical account 
of who it is perceived through instrumental and symbolic attributes (Martin, 2007). The employer brand im-
age affects employer attractiveness to potential employees and strengthens organizational identification and 
engagement among existing employees, which in turn strengthens and enriches organizational identity. 

Discussion and conclusion

In this paper the existing terminology of employer brand was summarized and, admitting its confusion, 
a definition of employer brand was developed defining it as a set of particular employment experience 
attributes that make organization distinctive and attractive as an employer. Employer branding process was 
investigated through comparative analysis of available employer branding frameworks and the integrative 
conceptual employer branding model was developed and comprehensively discussed. From a practical 
perspective, the model suggests a number of managerial implications and can be utilized by organizations 
for their employer brand development through a three-step process of 1) Extraction, i.e., internal research 
assessing organization’s current employment environment and the nature of employment relations, 
and answering the question “Who am I”?; 2) Distillation and Contemplation, capturing the essence of 
organizational attractiveness as an employer and answering the current and potential employees “What’s in 
it for me?”; and 3) Creation, Activation and Cultivation, constructing distinctive, authentic, energizing and 
compelling employer value proposition, deeply embedding it into organization’s psyche and soma and living 
your employer brand (see Figure 8).

Fig. 8. Analytical three-step process for employer brand development

STEPS

• What employment experience organization provides to its employees?
• What are employee work values, needs and expectations?
• How organization’s employment experience quality is perceived and what are  
 the areas for improvement?
• What factors drive organizational attractiveness as an employer?
• How committed are employees to their organization?

• What employment experience organization should be offering to its existing and  
 potential employees?
• What kind of employees’ organization is eager for?
• Where the uniqueness and distinctiveness of organization’s attractiveness as an 
  employer lies?
• What particular attributes and values of employment experience should be  
 embedded in employer brand?

• ‘Translate’ the extracted and distilled knowledge into a compelling and authentic 
 employer value proposition - brainstorm, outline and build organization’s employer 
 brand.
• Develop efficient target group-oriented employer brand strategies. 
• Communicate organization’s employer brand to external audiences
• Make and keep a promise to existing employees
• Nurture your employer brand and get employees connected and committed.
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The key idea behind the application of this framework is that every organization has an employer brand whether 
or not it has ever spent any time developing it. The Extraction stage is designed to diagnose the health of 
this unintentional employer brand and to find out whether it is working for or against organization (Sartain 
and Schuman, 2006). Accordingly, it should initiate the development of intentional employer brand that would 
derive from inside and enhance employee connection, commitment, contribution and engagement. Being very 
clear about where the organization is and where it wants to get to helps to introduce changes and eventually 
become an employer of choice. Organizations that would adopt the suggested employer brand development 
framework were enabled to strategically build their successful employer brands, introduce changes and establish 
their identity as an employer. 
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