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Abstract 

For most firms the main objectives are to generate sales and profit. However, 

behind the bases of generating sales and profits, there are a bunch of strategic 

issues firms need to overcome when achieving success with its brand. The 

concept of branding was initially related to products and services, but in recent 

years branding have been developed into a larger scheme centered around design, 

employers, events, and more. Traditional organizational structures accolade the 

management of the human resources function to the Human Resources 

department. However, recently firms have realized the benefits of managing 

employees with a balanced internal (HR) and external (marketing) market 

perspective to satisfy the needs and expectations of both employees and 

consumers (King & Grace, 2009). Consequently, this thesis considers the 

interaction between employer branding and marketing. More specifically, our 

study aims to examine which employer branding initiatives firms should allocate 

their resources to when the goal is to increase brand equity. This is done by 

examining specific initiatives that are likely to attract and recruit new candidates, 

but also by understanding whether it influences performance and brand awareness 

among consumers. Our research explores the idea that employer branding is about 

continued marketing, and the need to understand what it is like to work for an 

organization. Firms that want their employees to stay loyal and live up to their 

brand promise need to understand what drives commitments and engagement 

(Kapoor, 2010). In this context, a combination between HR related activities and 

strategic issues within marketing will be examined to understand which specific 

employer branding initiatives that give a dual effect on employer branding and 

consumer branding. 

To gather insights, an online survey was distributed asking the participants to 

choose between their preferences from both being in the position as a consumer 

and an employee. The participants were asked to choose among different 
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employer branding attributes connected to multiple firms in different industries. 

Based on the results that were analyzed using descriptive statistics, t-test, and 

crosstabs, another survey was distributed to specifically HR- and marketing 

practitioners. The idea was to get an understanding of what HR- and marketing 

practitioners believe were the most effective employer branding initiatives to 

boost brand equity and compare the results with insights gathered from consumers 

and employees. 

The results showed significant differences between responses from consumers and 

employees compared with assumptions from practitioners in HR and marketing. 

Among the specific employer branding initiatives that were examined, particularly 

offering training and development opportunities to employees stood out as having 

a high chance of attracting both consumers and employees. While other findings 

suggests that some employer branding initiatives should only be used when 

attracting employees, such as offering hybrid office. To our surprise, initiatives 

concerned with economic factors ranked poorer than expected. Our aim is that this 

paper can help practitioners clarifying some of their misconceptions in HR and 

marketing while guiding firms to successful branding. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction  

Employer branding is considered as one of the newer concepts in business. As the 

concept continue to develop, many firms are yet to experience the effect that good 

employer branding can have on marketing and revenues. Thus, the topic of this 

thesis centers around employer branding initiatives and how they can influence 

marketing decisions towards reaching higher brand equity. The thesis examines 

how firms can use different initiatives effectively to both attract new candidates 

and increase revenue. Currently, many firms are relying on older employer 

branding initiatives to enhance employee feelings, without even knowing how 

innovative employer branding approaches can drive success while boosting brand 

equity. Accordingly, this thesis aims to explore which specific employer branding 

initiatives that give a dual effect on employer branding and consumer branding - 

which again can lead to higher brand equity. 

In contradiction to employer branding, product branding is designed to develop 

lasting images in the minds of the consumer so that they start to automatically 

associate quality with any service or product offered by the owner of the brand. 

An employment brand has the same goal in that it creates an image that makes 

people want to work for a firm where workers are continually learning and 

growing. (Kapoor, 2010). Therefore, by understanding the effectiveness of 

different employer branding initiatives, firms can adapt their recruitment 

strategies accordingly and save unnecessary HR- and marketing spendings. 

As stated in Keller, (2013), a brand is not built by accident, but is the product of 

carefully accomplishing a series of logically linked steps with consumers. 

Consequently, based on the integration between consumer branding and employer 

branding, we have identified the following research question for our thesis: 

“Which employer branding initiatives should firms consider when the goal is 

to increase brand equity?” 
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To effectively answer the research question, two online surveys were distributed. 

The first survey sample consists of answers from respondents being in the position 

as consumers and employees, while the second survey sample consists of answers 

from HR- and marketing practitioners. The reason behind this approach is to 

understand whether practitioners within HR- and marketing are catching the 

recent trends within employment, consumer preferences, and branding.  

1.1 Purpose 

The purpose of the thesis is to map which employer branding initiatives firms 

should take advantage of when attracting both employees and consumers. 

Followingly, the research aims to bring valuable insights to firms that are 

struggling to be innovative in the field of employer branding. Furthermore, we 

seek to test whether the current initiatives that are performed by HR- and 

marketing practitioners are effective.  

1.2 Delimitations 

To answer the thesis question, we have done research within the field of consumer 

psychology and marketing to outline specific limitations to avoid biases and other 

threats to validity. For instance, a strategic approach was to first conduct answers 

from consumers and employees, and then compare the results against responses 

from HR- and marketing practitioners. A slight limitation to the research is that 

we have specifically chosen to focus on specific employer branding initiatives, 

which do not represent all elements within the field. Initiatives outside of our 

research that can be investigated further include senior management engagement, 

alumni-networking, pension and insurance programs, childcare benefits, among 

others. 
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1.3 Outline 

This thesis is outlined in the following manner. After the introductory part in 

chapter 1, the thesis reviews previous literature on employer branding and 

marketing in chapter 2, starting with the definitions of employer branding and 

consumer branding. Thereafter, the thesis reviews literature on specific initiatives 

in employer branding. Previous literature will be the key foundation to the 

development of the formulated hypotheses at the end of chapter 2. Hence, the 

theoretical foundation will be used as a basis for designing the survey. Moving on, 

chapter 3 focuses on the methodology that is used to answer the research question, 

followed by the analysis and results which are presented in chapter 4. In the latter 

stages of the thesis, findings are discussed in chapter 5, before the conclusion and 

final remarks are presented, respectively, in chapter 6 and 7. 

Chapter 2. Literature Review and Hypotheses 

For our proposal, we have examined several different literature angels on the 

following topics that are considered relevant for the research question: employer 

branding, brand equity, workplace considerations, compensation, sustainability 

efforts at work, and training and development opportunities. The literature review 

will bring in findings from before and after the Covid-19 pandemic into 

consideration, and it will start with defining the relevant terms for our research. 

Arguably, creating a good brand is established through both external and internal 

communication (Ruchika & Prasad, 2019). Nowadays, the concept of employer 

attractiveness can be viewed as a forerunner of brand equity, meaning the more 

attractive the employer is, the stronger the organization's brand equity (Tkalac 

Verčič, 2021). In our research, some of the objectives will involve which 

employer branding initiatives have the most consistent performance effects on 

brand equity. In recognition of this, both HR and marketing literature will form 

the bases of this thesis. 
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2.1 Employer Branding and Consumer Branding    

For many firms, their brand names have become their most valued asset (Kohli, 

1997). Products are made by firms or organizations; however, it can be argued 

that brands are created by consumers in interaction with products, brand owners 

and other sources of associations. Such as perceptions, expectations, experiences 

etc. (Aaker, 1991). By using advertising, brands can strengthen over time; thus, 

images can be created for any brand name (Kohli, 1997). However, besides being 

highly valued by marketing departments, branding efforts have also been 

increasingly seen in HR management (Simelane, 2015). The concept of employer 

branding was firmly introduced in 1996, and since then, several organizations use 

employer branding actively (Aldousari et al., 2017). Branding concerns different 

dimensions, such as reputation, image, identity, and perception. (Aldousari et al., 

2017; Kapoor, 2010). On the one hand, a brand’s role is to convince consumers to 

purchase a certain product, however, on the other hand, it also affects consumers´ 

perceptions of their identity (Aldousari et al., 2017; Wally, 2008). Thus, a brand is 

a vital tool in creating a connection between consumers and a corporate identity. 

Furthermore, the brand exercises its influence on the minds of both employees 

and consumers (Aldousari et al., 2017). 

Since the term employer branding was first introduced, firms have implemented 

employer branding to make their image more attractive to existing and potential 

employees. In the long run, it is believed that this form of branding can lead to 

higher brand equity. Traditionally, the reasoning behind the development of 

employer branding is the necessity to attract and retain the most talented 

resources. Thus, several firms started developing a characteristic employer image, 

alongside their corporate and consumer brands. (Aldousari et al., 2017; 

Carrington, 2007). 
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Furthermore, employer branding is an important element of the organization’s 

image. To be more precise, the concept refers to perceptions and knowledge about 

a company as an employer. Hillebrandt & Ivens (2011) defines employer branding 

as perception of the current and potential employees’ image of the company as “a 

desirable place to work”. This refers to the way organizations market what they 

offer to actual and potential employees, how they communicate and how they 

sustain loyalty to the working force (Aldousari et al., 2017; Biswas & Suar, 2016). 

This understanding of employer branding makes us able to understand all the 

dimensions to consider when performing research within this field.  

2.1.1 Brand Equity  

Brand equity relates to the fact that marketing and branding a product or service 

will yield positive outcomes, compared to if the same product or service was not 

associated with that brand. Thus, strategic brand management aims to enhance a 

brand’s equity (Keller, 2018). Aaker (1991) defines brand equity as assets and 

skills. Assets create competitive advantages for a firm, while skills are the ability 

to differentiate yourself from competitors. Thus, brand equity is the total assets 

and skills attached to the brand. According to Kotler (1997), brand equity might 

decrease costs of marketing, because the consumers are already familiar with the 

brand and stay loyal to it. This theory is also applicable to human resources as 

companies with strong employer brands need less efforts in attracting qualified 

employees and obtaining retention. (Dalboy, 2019; Ritson, 2002). Thus, 

considering today’s highly competitive market, brand equity initiatives and 

making the best use of HR resources are two very important aspects for firms. 

2.1.2 Dual Effects Between Employer Branding and Consumer Branding  

When thinking of branding, many consumers see it as an organization’s values, 

mission statements, design colors and logo. That is the concept of consumer 
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branding, and as already mentioned, this concept is not the only important 

branding strategy. The concept of employer branding is on the rise and ads a new 

dimension to the firm´s image. By using consumer branding strategies firms can 

boost the employer brand. The first step is to know your target audience, the 

second step involves building awareness of your employer brand and lastly 

harnessing the power of social proof. By taking advantage of the consumer 

branding strategies, research has found that you can develop, or boost, your 

employer branding with a reputation that stands out from the crowd. (Brooks, 

2018).  

According to a meta-analysis run by Rynes et al., (2002), which conducted 

research on behalf of HR professionals' beliefs about the effectiveness of HR 

practices, overall findings suggest that firms that place a high effort on HR have a 

higher survival-rate than firms that are not putting efforts into HR. The meta-

analysis includes a sample size of 959 respondents which examined a wide range 

of beliefs about HR practices. Some of the key findings from the analysis include 

that most employees prefer to be compensated based on individual performance 

rather than on team or organizational performance, new companies have a better 

chance of surviving if all employees receive incentives based on organization-

wide performance, and most employees prefer straight salary followed by 

individual incentives rather than variable pay systems. To continue, results 

suggest that there are in fact very large differences across companies in what their 

HR leaders know about best practices in HR. (Rynes et al., 2002). This creates an 

opportunity to study the best practices in HR and marketing that brings dual effect 

to brand equity.  

To continue, research from Aaker (1996) indicate that improving branding allows 

firms to acquire more consumers and create a loyal relationship between them, 

along with helping the firm to attract the best employees. Therefore, it is of 

interest to understand the dual effect a great employer brand can have on business 
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results. Aaker (1996) suggests that the employer brand can be used as one of the 

most important assets firms obtains when it uses their brand as a part of their 

marketing strategy (Dalboy, 2019). After two long years of pandemic, our 

research focuses on examining whether firms that are actively using employer 

branding as a marketing strategy will achieve a competitive benefit on its 

competitors.  

There are already a few studies that connect employer branding and brand equity. 

A study published by Kunerth & Mosley (2011), found that organizational 

initiatives which improve external image as an employer, can drive employee 

engagement. This was concluded based on a practical case study detailing how the 

soft drink company, Coca-Cola Hellenic, created an employee value proposition 

that could provide a central reference point for both its recruitment 

communication and employee engagement strategy. The authors findings bring 

value to our thesis as this research suggests that firms can be able to use their 

overall employer branding practices beyond just external recruitment purposes. 

In the paper by Theurer et al., (2016), the authors identify 187 articles, which they 

integrate to fit along different employer branding dimensions and branding 

strategies. More specifically, the paper examines the correlation it has for firms to 

have the best employer ratings and its performances outside the firm. The authors 

suggest that being best-in-class in employer branding will (in most cases) increase 

the earnings per share, stock price and the overall market capitalization of the firm 

(Theurer et al., 2016). Our research differentiates from the abovementioned 

research by exploring which specific dimensions of employer branding that firms 

should allocate their resources to for greater results rather than just examining 

whether being good at employer branding influences brand equity. The findings 

will be supported by collected research that examines which specific dimensions 

of employer branding that are most likely to boost brand equity. Additionally, it 
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will bring added value to compare the findings up against some of the already 

existing research on this topic. 

2.2 Psychology in HR and Marketing 

Even though the employer market is experiencing increasing competition, there is 

little research that explores the different psychological mechanisms in which 

employees evaluate a future employer, and the characteristics of the employee-

based brand equity in these assessments. As the amount of information consumers 

are exposed to is extensive, while the processing capacity is limited, it is 

important to look after potential psychological biases when conducting research. 

In the field of marketing research there are publications that address the issues 

behind potential biases. As the primary data is gathered through a questionnaire, it 

is significantly important to understand the mechanisms behind consumer 

responses. 

2.2.1 Brand Knowledge and Cognitive Psychology 

As firms are encouraging employees to embrace their role as brand ambassadors, 

employees can be used as a key asset when building a brand. Therefore, it is 

highly important that marketers understand how they can ensure that employees 

possess the required brand knowledge. If firms are not able to serve employees 

with the right brand knowledge, employees are at risk of not being able to 

transform the firm's vision into reality. (Miles & Mangold, 2004). 

When drawing conclusions from the research that is conducted, our thesis 

explores research that conceptualizes brand equity from an employee-based 

perspective. From Keller´s (2013) marketing perspective, brand knowledge 

consists of a brand node in the memory with a variety of associations linked to it. 

How these brand nodes are organized in memory has an influence on how 

individuals recall information about a brand, which influences behavior. It can 
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therefore be assumed that this does not only affect how consumers recall brand 

information, but also how employees are valuing and recalling employers. Having 

knowledge of a brand is seen as the driving force behind creating brand equity 

(Keller, 2013). This type of brand knowledge is represented in the cognitive 

psychology literature as a connectionist approach, that is concerned with units in 

the brain being linked to other units that depict certain information (Galotti, 

2004). However, this approach does only account for how the brain processes 

information, but not for the environment in which such cognitive processes occur. 

Additionally, limitations in Keller´s (2013) research include that it does not 

account for the influence of brand experience in the realization of brand equity 

(King & Grace, 2009). As stated by Galotti (2004), “cognition does not occur in 

isolation from larger cultural contexts; all cognitive activities are shaped by the 

culture and by the context in which they occur” (p. 33). Therefore, when 

conducting research within the field of employer-based brand equity, it is very 

important to consider the behavior and characteristics of the respondents. 

2.2.2 Psychology in the Service Encounter 

For firms in the service category specifically, the role that employees play in a 

consumer's evaluation of a product is particularly important. As a matter of fact, 

the limited physical evidence in a service often means that the complete service 

experience is an outcome of the firm's culture as well as the training and attitudes 

of its employees (Chernatony & Segal-Horn, 2003). This is particularly relevant 

for our research as a firm's employer branding strategy can have a direct effect on 

how employees are given incentives to enhance a service experience. Continuing 

with the service encounter, research within this field has found that the behavior 

of an individual is evaluated as being appropriate (or not) as determined by the 

reactions of other related individuals, meaning that consumers and employees 

share the same script (Solomon et al., 1985). Thus, highlighting the importance of 

a good employer brand. 
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2.3 Workplace Considerations  

Decisions made at the workplace can be very important. In fact, there are multiple 

aspects at the workplace that firms need to consider when increasing brand equity. 

For our research, we want to particularly dig deeper into a firm´s focus on 

facilitating hybrid-work opportunities among employees, and the promotion of 

work-life balance. 

2.3.1 Hybrid Office and Flexibility 

The aftermath of the Covid-19 pandemic has directed firms to offer employees 

new models to their working life. During the pandemic, home-office has been the 

main means of communication, using software such as Zoom and Microsoft 

Teams (Agache et al., 2021). As employee behaviors and expectations change, 

firms should make multiple considerations prior to opening their offices. As the 

hybrid office model opens the doors to a best-of-both-worlds solution, we want to 

dig deeper into recent literature to understand whether it would influence brand 

equity to offer employees the ability to work wherever they prefer.  

For firms, facilitating for hybrid office as an opportunity to work remotely will 

most likely offer employees greater flexibility. To confirm this, a Microsoft report 

suggests that hybrid work tends to include more freedom around when to work as 

well as where to work. However, the challenge has been to motivate firms to 

enable the collaborative and secure environment required for offering remote 

working. (Microsoft & TechRepublic, 2020). As physical presence might be 

required on specific projects, orientations and team-building activities, tasks that 

require more concentration might be more effective at home (Ro, 2020). As a 

matter of fact, Stanford Professor, and an expert in the field of remote work, 

Nicholas Bloom, suggest that once the pandemic subsides, working from home 

two days a week will be optimal to balance both collaborative and quiet work. 
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Additionally, employees will benefit from the reduced stress of less commuting, 

which adds personal flexibility. (Bloom, 2020). 

The idea of working from home is not something that accidentally occurred 

because of the pandemic. A study initiated by Nicholas Bloom which he did back 

in 2013 forecasted the trend of hybrid work. In his experiment, Bloom worked 

with a Chinese firm to study the productivity of employees working remotely. 

Results made it clear that the staff members became notably more productive by 

working from home four days a week. (Bloom et al., 2013). However, one 

important limitation of Bloom´s findings was that the experiment was easy to 

carry out as the workers which were analyzed did repetitive tasks. Examining the 

productivity of workers with a day-to-day life that is not repetitive will be more 

difficult. Additionally, inequality among employees is at risk of becoming more 

visible with remote work (Lufkin, 2020). Employees are at risk of being less 

productive when they are in a less ideal living situation, such as having to work 

from a tiny bedroom with no access to sunlight.  

As we are now in a period where many firms are considering offering hybrid 

offices as a benefit to attract talent, it is important to understand the new 

expectations among employees. A survey conducted by the consultancy firm, 

McKinsey, found that over a quarter of the surveyed employees would consider 

switching employers if it meant working fully on-site after the pandemic (Bloom, 

2020). Implying that firms are at risk of losing out on highly qualified candidates 

if they can't offer the flexibility it brings to offer hybrid office. 

When exploring the impact offering hybrid offices can have on the firm's brand 

equity, firms should also consider how consumers react. The shift to hybrid work 

affects customer interactions, it is therefore necessary for firms to align their 

hybrid work model with the customer experience (Dalal, 2022). When using a 

hybrid model, firms are becoming more dependent on technology. While 

technology developments can enhance service quality and deliver increased 
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performance to the firm, overuse of technology can be less profitable. Firms that 

experience profit loss is suffering from the limited customer use, which according 

to Bitner et al., (2010), is because consumers do not always want technology to 

replace interpersonal, employee-consumer, exchange. For our research, this is 

particularly important as the way consumers perceive a brand can be influenced 

by a firm's ability to meet consumers face to face or providing a good digital 

service that is needed in a hybrid work model. As a result, when offering 

employees opportunities for a better work-life balance, firms should focus on 

maintaining good health among employees and offer them flexibility in working 

hours to gain a competitive advantage (Agache et al., 2021). 

Moreover, research suggests that firms using hybrid offices as a strategic move to 

enhance the employee experience are more likely to have happier employees and, 

in turn, happier customers (Dalal, 2022). To add on this, a study by Glassdoor that 

included opinions from 300,000 U.S consumers on products and services found a 

strong statistical link between customer satisfaction and employee well-being. In 

industries where employees and consumers are interacting frequently and closely, 

each one-star improvement in Glassdoor company rating suggested a 3.2 increase 

in satisfaction among consumers. (Chamberlain & Zhao, 2019). As previous 

literature suggests that firms can experience many benefits from offering hybrid 

offices to employees, it leads us to the following hypothesis for this topic: 

Hypothesis 1: Firms using hybrid-office will have more positive spillover effects 

to brand equity among consumers than offering fully remote or fully at office.  

2.3.2 Work-life Balance 

Followingly, the Covid-19 pandemic has prompted many employees to question 

the traditional 8-hour workday culture and the need for work-life balance. As 

many as 41 % of 2,000 surveyed employees in Great Britain expressed a desire to 

retrain or find a more meaningful place to work in 2020. (Slater & Gordon, 2020). 
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Thus, it is essential that firms are reflecting on what they are giving back to their 

employees and society, while adapting their stories and messaging strategies 

accordingly. 

Research shows that employer branding initiatives determine several outcomes for 

firms, such as talent attraction, loyalty, employee engagement and retention. In 

conjunction with this research, firms are facing challenges related to branding 

value among potential and current employees, as well as managing its talent. 

(Maurya et al., 2020). The working environment is changing at a fast pace, and 

especially after the Covid-19 pandemic. This has resulted in policies that promote 

finding a healthy balance between personal life and work life. A study done by 

Maurya et al., (2020), published in the International Journal of Organization 

Theory & Behavior found that perceived work-life balance has a positive effect on 

employees, and significantly predicts the employer branding attraction value. 

(Maurya et al., 2020). 

Work-life balance is described as an individual belief and state of mind where the 

employee can effectively manage responsibilities at work, at home and in the 

community. When finding this balance, individuals will feel physical and 

emotional strength to overcome negative impressions and stress (Maurya et al., 

2020). Thus, a proper work/life balance will allow individuals to manage all their 

other identities, outside of being an employee. (Dabirian et al., 2017). However, 

work-life balance is not as easy as it may appear, as it refers to management of 

several different tasks that occur in everyday life. A study conducted on work/life 

balance shows that out of 1,500 respondents, 70% stated that they do not have a 

healthy balance between their personal life and work life. (Babin Dhas & 

Karthikeyan, 2015). Research advocates the positive effects of perceived suitable 

work-life balance. Superior benefits in conjunction with employees’ effectiveness 
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and performance is correlated with good work-life policies. Thus, it is essential 

for firms to engage in decent employer branding initiatives, such as promoting 

healthy work-life balance policies as the workforce is the most important asset for 

most firms. (Maurya et al., 2020). Thus, before insights was conducted, the 

literature review made us formulate the following hypothesis about work-life 

balance:  

Hypothesis 2: Firms that encourage employees to have a good work-life balance 

will generate positive spillover effects in terms of brand equity among consumers. 

2.4 Compensation and Non-Financial Employee Benefits 

As a part of our research, it is important to dig deeper into the area of compensation 

and non-financial employee benefits. As stated briefly in the previous section, there 

are different ways firms can make investments and spend money on employees. 

Our research aims to identify how firms can allocate their compensation spending 

to increase brand equity.  

2.4.1 Financial Compensation 

Not surprisingly, the most common form of compensation that firms can offer 

employees is salary. According to research by Burton et al., (2018), on a general 

note, established firms pay higher salaries than smaller firms. However, for firms 

that may have fewer financial resources, there are plenty of ways to compensate 

employees. For instance, a firm can choose between salaries, equity, bonuses, or a 

combination depending on its nature. As found by Longenecker et al., (2017), firms 

will benefit heavily from choosing the correct compensation structure to give 

employees financial incentives to increase productivity and motivation. This is 

particularly relevant when examining whether firms should direct their investments 

into salaries or other employee benefits.  
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Notably, recent studies suggests that a strong workplace culture is more valued by 

employees than salaries (Taylor, 2019). Additionally, a 2010 study from Princeton 

University researchers found that having a higher income only increases happiness 

up to about $75,000 per year (Kahneman & Deaton, 2010), meaning that the culture 

and values that the organization represents are extremely important when attracting 

top candidates. Arguably, firms can experience greater results by directing their 

marketing efforts on branding its values to be more identifiable while reaching out 

to larger segments. However, for the purpose of attracting top candidates, offering 

competitive salaries and financial benefits remains critical for employers 

(Chamberlain, 2017).  

Interestingly, a firm´s brand play a key role when it comes to salaries and financial 

compensation. This is because strong brands can help attracting consumers at 

higher prices, while they can also help attracting employees at lower levels of pay. 

Research in marketing has shown that consumers value the self-enhancement 

benefits that strong brands offer and that this translates into top-line financial 

benefits (Tavassoli et al., 2014). Comparatively, this can also be applied to 

employees by enhancing the bottom line in terms of reduced payrolls. Results found 

in Tavassoli et al. (2014), shows that a strong brand can do more than help recruiting 

top talents, it can also lower the compensation that new recruits are willing to 

accept. Therefore, firms should focus on making the brand a key aspect to HR 

practises, while making the use of strong brands in pay negotiations that are 

typically not being a part of marketing. As competitive salaries and financial 

benefits remains critical for employees, we have identified the following hypothesis 

related to the topic: 

Hypothesis 3: Employees are valuing firms that offer high compensation more 

than consumers do. 
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2.4.2 Non-Financial Employee Benefits 

Research suggests that firms that provide the kind of benefits employees’ value 

are the ones that succeed in the long term (Brenner, 2009). Additionally, firms are 

experiencing that employees are expecting their jobs to bring significant sense of 

purpose to their lives. Therefore, employers need to understand the needs of their 

employees, or they are at risk of losing valuable talent. (Dhingra et al., 2021). To 

continue, most employers would like to be perceived as a good place to work and 

offering benefits to employees can be a part of this image. A firm can realize the 

competitive advantage that is created by offering such benefits, while benefits 

programs will consistently motivate to individual performance. (Hennessey, 

1989). Hence, there is an interesting link between benefits levels offered by firms 

and its performance.  

Even though traditional management of employees is delegated to the HR 

department, the fact that employees are representing an essential organizational 

asset in the firms, suggests that firms should also focus on marketing and adapt 

their strategies accordingly. In the paper “Employee Based Brand Equity” by 

Tavassoli et al., (2014), the authors explore the correlation between making the 

firm´s brand meaningful and relevant for both consumers and employees to make 

them realize value in terms of consumption and work-related behaviors, which in 

turn manifest itself in brand equity (King & Grace, 2009). For our research, it is 

relevant to understand whether consumers and employees would opt for firms that 

offers non-financial employee benefits over financial compensation. This 

highlights the need for more research on the employee perspective of brand 

equity, leading us to the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 4: Firms that are investing into non-financial employee benefits will 

have more positive spillover effects to brand equity than firms using the same 

resources on higher wages. 
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2.5 Sustainability in Employer Branding 

The world is facing drastic climate change; thus, it is important that every 

company reduces their impact in energy use, manufacturing, distribution, raw 

materials etc. If this is not acted upon, you will be left behind by customer 

demands and regulations. A green brand is a brand that is substantially eco-

friendly and appeals to those that are willing to prioritize green choices. (Grant, 

2008). According to Grant, (2008), there are strong green brands that are targeting 

both B2B and retail consumers, therefore there is without a doubt a customer 

segment willing to choose green products and services. Thus, if your firm can 

offer a service or product that will make a substantial green difference, you are 

probably onto a winning strategy. (Grant, 2008). 

Green marketing integrates a broad range of different activities. These activities 

range from product modification, production process changes, changes to the 

packaging, and adjusting advertising. Nevertheless, defining green marketing is 

not easy. (Polonsky, 1994). According to Polonsky (1994), green marketing 

consists of all activities designed to facilitate or generate any exchanges planned 

to please consumers, such that the satisfaction of the needs and wants of the 

consumer transpires, with minimal damaging impact on the natural environment. 

Amazon is an example of a firm that uses sustainability as a part of their employer 

branding strategy. The firm highlights their responsibilities towards sustainability 

by powering their operations with 100% renewable energy within 2025. This is 

done by having more than 4,500 sustainability ambassadors in 1160 teams across 

20 countries (Hurst, 2020). These ambassadors are making sure that Amazon is 

focused on driving processes, mechanisms, and a broad cultural change to waste 

reduction, increase energy efficiency and recycling efforts at their corporate 
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offices and operations sites. It is interesting for our research to check whether 

efforts such as taking on a “zero cup” challenge to reduce the use of single-cups or 

exploring food sustainability workshops will influence brand equity. 

In August 2020, the abovementioned survey that was sent out to 2,000 workers in 

Great Britain also tested for how climate change and covid are transforming 

workplaces. 56% of the respondents stated that they are more likely to work for a 

firm that incorporates strong environmental policies in their business strategy. 

(Slater & Gordon, 2020). Social equity, human rights, and climate change are 

issues of growing importance to the millennial workforce. Clearly, employees do 

not just care for climate change on a personal level. It is important for them to feel 

that their employers are aligned with their values and are actively acting. 

(Acaroglu, 2020). As the thesis is diving deeper into sustainable practices at work, 

we have identified the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 5: Investing in sustainable practices will increase attitudes of brand 

equity rather than it will increase well-being among employees. 

2.6 Training and Development 

An important aspect of the present business world is the increasing competitive 

market. Thus, it is crucial for the survival of a company to pursue sustainable 

competitive advantages. Facilitating for a clear career path can be seen as different 

source of competitive advantage. The human element with intangible 

characteristics is one of them, where attitude, knowledge and skills are crucial. 

Therefore, offering training and development are considered the main activities 

for businesses to have well-prepared, flexible, and qualified employees. (Aragón-

Sánchez et al. 2003). For our research, we have defined training and development 

as opportunities that are offered to employees at firms to provide employees with 
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the tools to do their job along with the influence it can have on employees feeling 

challenged and motivated. Examples of initiatives belonging to the field of 

training and development are training of leadership and management, diversity 

and inclusion programs, and mentorship programs. 

Over the recent years, businesses have shown increased interest in training and 

development practices related to their employees and management. There is a 

general acceptance of the fact that organizational knowledge and human resources 

are two of the most important competitive advantages of a company. However, 

the adequate level of investment in such activities is not correlated with the 

significant role of training and development. This is mainly due to the lack of 

knowledge that training and development has on goal achievement. (Aragón-

Sánchez et al. 2003). From an employee-based brand equity perspective, diving 

deeper into the dual effects of offering training and development to employees is 

particularly relevant for our research.  

There is little, and only very recent research on the influence of training and 

development on business results. However, most of the studies conclude that 

training positively affects productivity, labor turnover, financial results, and 

quality. Thus, as the objective of the employer brand is to motivate, attract and 

retain a firm's current and potential employees, training and development becomes 

a crucial dimension. (Sehgal & Malati, 2013). Existing studies have shown that 

various HR practices are positively associated with organizational innovation, 

such as product sales (Sjoerd Beugelsdijk, 2008). Investments into training and 

development leads the way for the firm's overall learning culture, which again 

increases the willingness of employees to advance their capabilities and engage in 

various self-learning activities (Sung & Choi, 2014). Indeed, the role of active 

learning and pursuing new knowledge can also be highly associated with 

innovation. For our research, this connection is particularly relevant as offering 
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training and development might also have a direct effect on whether consumers 

find a brand attractive, leading us to the following hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 6:  Firms that make investments in training and development 

opportunities for employees will overall benefit from the positive spillover effects 

in terms of brand equity. 

2.7 Summary of Hypotheses 

Figure 1 represents an overview of the presented hypotheses based on the 

literature review.   

 
Figure 1 - Overview of Hypotheses 

Chapter 3. Research Methodology 

3.1 Research Design 

For our methodological part, the main research will be conducted through two 

quantitative questionnaires. The questionnaires will be constructed in Norwegian 

language, as this is the population we intent to study. Our study aims to 

investigate the external and internal values with a strong employer brand. To 
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answer the research question and formulated hypotheses, a deductive research 

approach was used. Saunders et al., (2019) argues that a deductive approach is 

often used in conjunction with surveys where the objective is to efficiently collect 

standardized data from a sizable proportion of the population. Additionally, the 

authors state that a survey allows the researchers to identify relationships and 

correlations between different variables, thus creating models based on the data 

collected (Saunders et al., 2019). Based on the arguments presented above, we 

applied a cross-sectional survey to our thesis. Through Qualtrics, which is 

supported and advised by BI Norwegian Business School, we formed two online 

questionnaires with A/B testing to test the different variables of employer 

branding with within-subject design. The A/B tests for survey 1 and survey 2 were 

identical to ensure reliability. Particularly when the objective is to collect 

responses from a large sample that is geographically scattered, online 

questionnaires can be effective (Saunders et al., 2019). When researching whether 

current employer branding initiatives have a brand equity effect among consumers 

and employees, us as researchers first collected responses from consumers and 

employees, and then surveyed HR and marketing practitioners to understand 

whether they have sufficient knowledge of the responses from the employees and 

consumers. Lastly, we asked the participants socio-demographic questions to 

categorize the respondents into sub-groups.  

A/B testing is a form of randomized controlled experiment and is one of the most 

utilized methods in online settings (Gallo, 2017). According to Gallo (2017), A/B 

testing, also known as monadic testing, is applied when the objective is to 

compare different versions of a concept to get a deeper understanding of which 

concept performs better. In our case, as we wished to test different variables of 

employer branding, we designed five fictitious company profiles about flexible 

working hours, training & development, employee benefits, salary, and 

sustainability. The company profiles contained a professional introduction of the 

fictive business, which aimed to inform the participants about different employer 
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branding initiatives. As we wanted to test the respondents’ response to the 

different employer branding initiatives, we ensured that in every A/B test the two 

company profiles were identical, except the section explaining the chosen 

employer branding initiative. Additionally, in the first survey we also asked the 

participants other questions related to employer branding initiatives using a five-

point semantic scale. The survey also contained a question that asked the 

respondents to compare a list of different employer branding initiatives with each 

other and arrange them in order of preference. By doing so, we could get a more 

thorough understanding of the importance which the individual initiatives bring. 

3.1.1 Survey Biases and Limitations in Marketing Questionnaires 

Currently, it has been known for a long time that consumer responses to 

questionnaires are influenced by content-irrelevant factors, such as the rating scale 

associated with an item (Baumgartner & Steenkamp, 2001). Hence, when 

conducting research, one should consider how respondents can have tendencies to 

answer systematically to questionnaire items on some basis other than what was 

originally supposed to be measured. According to (Baumgartner & Steenkamp, 

2001), causal readings of scale development articles and the measurement section 

of empirical articles suggests that the response styles used are not frequently seen 

as a major threat to validity by marketing researchers. However, findings from the 

Handbook of marketing Scales suggest that many scales used in marketing 

apparently fail to control adequately for response styles (William O.  Bearden et 

al., 2022). Thus, being able to align the strategic questions to the scale option is 

particularly important to achieve good validity. Main findings from Baumgartner 

& Steenkamp, (2001), suggests that the extent to which a scale is unbalances has 

an important influence on the degree of contamination of scale rates; biases can be 

both positive and negative depending on whether the items in a scale are 

positively or negatively worded. Thus, marketers should develop instruments that 

minimize the opportunities for stylistic responding. 
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3.1.2 Selection of Research Sample in Surveys 

For our research, the main objective is to gain insight into how consumers and 

employees are influenced by employer branding initiatives. However, this 

requires that we distinguish between sample populations for the two different 

surveys. To fulfill the objective of the thesis, primary data was conducted with 

complementary analyses based on means of non-structured questionnaires and 

interview questions.  

As a part of our research, we used convenience sampling when asking people for 

participation. For the first survey, which aims to target a more general population, 

the participants are chosen based on convenience. The target sample for the first 

survey is consumers and employees in Norway. The survey respondents belong to 

firms or universities in Norway, where most of the respondents are in the capital, 

Oslo.  

The second survey aims to target HR- and marketing practitioners to get insight 

from working professionals within the research field of the thesis. The data from 

the second questionnaire was also collected using convenience sampling.  

3.1.3 Pilot Testing 

To ensure that the survey was interpreted correctly and according to our 

intentions, different pilot surveys were conducted between 15th of February and 

10th of March. The target gave us useful insights into how engaging the questions 

were, and the estimated time it took to complete the survey. The pilot respondents 

were also asked to give feedback about how the survey could be improved.  

The pilot test gave us good indications that some of the questions could be self-

explanatory, and there were also a couple of questions that could be 

misinterpreted. Thus, the testing led to a few corrections of the setup and design.  
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3.2 Data Collection 

The quantitative data was collected through a questionnaire with A/B testing, as 

well as questions on a semantic five-point scale. This gives a broad understanding 

of the different employer branding initiatives. We were not capable of studying an 

entire population; thus, we were forced to work with samples drawn from the 

population. Research from Taylor (2005) defines a sample as a defined subgroup 

of a population.  

The online data collection was done through a convenience sampling, which is a 

commonly used approach. This method is a nonprobability sampling technique 

and is at risk of different limitations. The limitations can arise due to the biased 

way of collecting participants, which may indicate that it is not a prominent 

representation of the population. Nevertheless, convenience sampling method 

only has one criterion: convenience for the researcher (Dörnyei, 2007). This 

sampling method is extremely favorable when the researchers are facing lack of 

resources, limited time, and workforce. (Etikan et al., 2015). Additionally, we 

wanted most participants to be over the age of 18, as this is the group that is 

expected to be in the workforce.  

3.2.1 First Survey  

The first questionnaire was distributed in the period of March 23rd to April 3rd, 

2022, using Qualtrics with anonymous participation. To reach a larger employee 

and consumer-base, the first questionnaire was sent through email, LinkedIn in-

mails, and other relevant social media.  

3.2.2 Second Survey  

The second survey aims to target employees and managers from HR and 

marketing positions, thus providing us with a narrower subgroup. To collect data 
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from this specific workforce, the survey was distributed through LinkedIn 

messages and email. The second survey was distributed from April 8th to April 

28th, 2022.   

3.2.3 Data Cleaning 

After distributing the first survey to consumers and employees through a 

convenience sampling, the total number of participants was 317 individual 

contributions. However, after reviewing the total number of N=317 respondents, 

128 responses were removed due to cleaning unfinished, invalid, and unreliable 

data. Consequently, after filtering the collected data, we ended up with 189 

respondents.  

As the second survey aims to target a narrower population, we expected the 

number of participants to be somewhat lower than the first survey sent out. After 

distributing the second survey to HR- and marketing practitioners, the total 

number of participants were N=31. 

3.3 Implementation 

The first survey that was constructed in Qualtrics consisted of 24 questions, 

estimated to be completed in under 10 minutes. As our goal was to check for dual 

effect on specific employer branding initiatives, we had to carefully construct the 

surveys to achieve the most valid results.  

During the construction process, it was decided that the study should contain two 

important variables: consumers and employees serving as the independent 

variable and the preferred employer branding initiative serving as the dependent 

variable (see Figure 2).  
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Figure 2 - Overview of the A/B Test Variables 

To avoid any biases associated with previous associations to specific brands, the 

main part of the two surveys is constructed in an A/B test format with fictious 

profiles of firms containing different characteristics (see Figure 3). The design of 

the different profiles is kept consistent to secure that respondent were not affected 

by visuals, but rather by the characteristics the texts involved in the profiles 

represents. As research from Baumgartner & Steenkamp (2001), suggests that 

biases can occur depending on whether questions are positively and negative 

worded, we have focused on constructing the survey with a neutral language. 

Additionally, in the implementation process, we decided that the survey was 

going to be constructed with firms belonging to different industries to secure 

variation. As the main goal of the research is to understand which employer 

branding initiatives have a dual effect on brand equity, it was important to make 

sure that respondents focused on the characteristics the different firms represents 

rather than previous brand knowledge. This is done by specifying the text 

representing each firm and include unique employer branding characteristics.  

Furthermore, we also asked the respondents questions about their preferences for 

different employer branding initiatives as a consumer or an employee in a ranking 

scale and Likert scale format. By doing so we were able to examine the strength 

of importance that the different initiatives have in the eyes of the respondents. As 

such scales can be related to content-irrelevant factors (Baumgartner & 
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Steenkamp, 2001), it was important to include the ranking and Likert scales in 

addition to the A/B tests to secure additional validity. 

As a part of the implementation process, there are specific limitations to consider 

when creating a survey. These considerations are particularly linked to validity 

and reliability. As we have developed the survey designs and intended 

manipulations on our own, results should not be interpreted with full causality. 

 
Figure 3 - Overview of the A/B Test Setup (Complete A/B test in Appendix 10 and 11) 
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3.3.1 Validity 

As a part of examining the content validity, the questionnaire was assessed by 

sending the survey to a group of friends, supervisor, and family members. By 

continuously communicating with the respondents, we received in-depth feedback 

about the design and the structure of the survey. (Saunders et al., 2019). The 

question in the survey covers all dimensions of employer branding initiatives that 

the thesis investigates through A/B testing, questions measured on a semantic 

scale and questions measured with ranking. 

External validity refers to if the results of the study are transferable to real life 

scenarios (Saunders et al., 2019). As the respondents in the study were both 

consumers and employees aged between 20 and 60 years old, the study has the 

potential to generalize findings with the sample to a broader context.  

3.3.2 Reliability 

According to Golafshani (2003), a questionnaire´s reliability refers to whether 

results are consistent over a longer period and whether they can be reproduced 

under a similar methodology. As a part of our research, the questionnaire intended 

to gather primary research by asking the respondents about their personal opinions 

about workplace and employer branding initiatives.  

The objective of the A/B section in the questionnaire was to test the respondents’ 

response to different employer branding initiatives. Thus, to verify that the 

collected data is reliable we ensured that in every A/B test the two company 

profiles were identical, except the section explaining the chosen employer 

branding initiative. Furthermore, the participants had to adapt to different roles as 

being in the position as a consumer and employee. To make this more 

trustworthy, and reduce the chance of random errors, the participants had to read a 

fictitious narrative prior to answering the questions. This was done to make it 
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easier for the participants to adapt to the different scenarios and roles they had to 

familiarize themselves with.  

Moreover, a feature that prevented the participants from going back to earlier 

questions was applied to reduce the respondents’ ability to change their answers. 

Additionally, the beginning of the survey highlights information about 

confidential use of the data and anonymity. The goal of emphasizing the 

anonymous participation was to prevent social desirability bias (Steven Gittelman 

et al., 2015).  

3.5 Research Model 

 
Figure 4 - Research Model 

Based on the literature review and the formulated hypotheses, the following 

research model (see Figure 4) contain a big picture illustration of the conducted 

research that summarizes the influence which different employer branding 

initiatives have on brand equity.   

3.6 Legal and ethical concerns 

When collecting data, there are ethical considerations to consider. To comply with 

NSD and GDPR, the survey is sent out completely anonymously, and the 
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respondents are asked to give consent to whether they agree to participate or not. 

Gaining informed consent from respondents is a central element of ethical 

conduct of research (Crow et al., 2006). One of the key principles of informed 

concept requires that participants in a study are provided with information about a 

research project they are invited to participate in. It also requires that the 

respondents freely accept to participate in the study and have the option to 

withdraw from it without any consequences. No demographic data is stored, and 

all data is deleted after the hand-in date.  

To follow these principles, the first page of our survey includes a declaration form 

where respondents are allowed to become acquainted with the purpose of the 

research project. Here, we informed all participants that the purpose of our survey 

is to gather insights into employer branding activities and its effect on firm´s 

brand equity. Additionally, respondents were informed that the survey is 

distributed completely anonymously, voluntarily, and no data is stored.  

As a part of doing research, it is critical adhere to the ethical rules when carrying 

out a study to present findings and results. Complying with all the above-

mentioned principles is a part of our work to achieve a transparent analysis and 

findings.    

Chapter 4. Analysis 

This chapter will present the data that is gathered from the questionnaires and our 

analysis performed in the study. As a part of our research, we have used 

descriptive statistics and performed different types of other statistical tests to 

answer our hypotheses and check for exploratory findings. For most of our 

analysis, descriptive statistics is used to check for interactions between variables. 

More specifically, to obtain insights into potential underlying reasons, we 

performed t-tests and crosstabs to study differences between sub-samples. The 

experiment tested the effect of different concepts on several dependent variables 
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(concept: employer branding initiative vs. employer branding initiative) within-

subject design. An overview of the statistical tests and measures used to answer 

the hypotheses is presented in Figure 5. 

 
Figure 5 - Overview of the Analysis 

4.1 First Survey 

4.1.1 Research Sample 

As discussed in section 3.2.1 Data Cleaning, we were left with 189 responses. The 

sample consists of 102 females and 87 males. Among these, the mean age is 36 

and ranges from 20 years old to 82 years old. As the thesis is focused on 

portraying how different employer branding initiatives affect consumers and 

employees, we found it of interest to look at the level of education as well as year 

of work experience among the respondents, and how this might lead to future 

research. In the sample, 91 respondents stated that they have more than five years 

of work experience and 98 respondents stated that they have less than five years 

of work experience. Nearly 55% of the respondents have a bachelor's degree, 25% 
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have a master’s degree while the remaining 20% either has a high school 

certificate, or a PhD.   

4.1.2 Descriptive Data 

To measure the specific employer initiatives that affects brand equity, the output 

from the frequency table (see Appendix 1) shows the frequency and percentage 

rates of which respondents have chosen different employer branding initiatives 

when answering the A/B test from a consumer and employee perspective. The 

options ranged from option A (1) to option B (2). Notably, firms highlighting 

training and development as a key part of their business model consistently rates 

above 40% frequency rate and has the highest average percentage rate (26.6%) 

regardless of being a consumer or employee in all the applicable cases. 

Additionally, employee benefits stand out as a valued initiative, but it does not 

have the same effect on attracting new consumers as it has on employees. 

However, in comparison to offering high compensation, offering non-financial 

employee benefits stand out as a more valued initiative among both consumers and 

employees. Focusing on sustainability has a great effect on attracting consumers, 

but not as valued by employees.  

For the different A/B tests in the first survey, we performed a paired sample t-test 

to check for mean differences between responses from consumers and employees 

when responding to the most valued employer branding initiative (see Appendix 

2). Company 1 (consultancy firm), which tested for hybrid office vs training and 

development proved not to be significant, however this was the only occasion. All 

other A/B tests had a significance level lower than .05. This tells us that it matters 

if you are an employee, or a consumer based on the preferred employer branding 

initiative. Additionally, the paired sample T-test suggests that focusing on non-

financial employee benefits is more appealing to both consumers and employees 

than offering higher wages. Furthermore, findings indicate that consumers value 

sustainability significantly more than employees. For employees, flexibility and 
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training and development are much more valued. However, when the choice is 

between training and development or high compensation, consumers value 

training and development whilst employees value the latter.  

To dig deeper into which initiatives that has the most dual effect on brand equity, 

a crosstab analysis of the A/B test is performed (see Appendix 3). From the first 

A/B test, as many as 42.3% of the respondent choose training and development as 

the most favorable from both a consumer and employee perspective. In 

comparison, there are only 23.3% that choose hybrid office in both cases. 

Remarkably, in all the A/B tests from survey 1 that include training and 

development, this initiative has the most favorable average percentage rate from 

both a consumer and employee perspective. Comparatively, sustainability is the 

initiative which is most dependent on whether you chose from a consumer or 

employee perspective. Firms that are attracting candidates by investing in 

sustainable workplace initiatives can achieve a positive effect on attracting 

consumers, but as predicted based on the formulated hypothesis related to 

sustainability, it is not as valued by employees. Notably, employee benefits in 

comparison to offering high compensation, seems to have a way higher dual effect 

on brand equity than predicted with as many as 50.3% of the respondents 

choosing this initiative from both perspectives. Employees in particular value 

flexibility, however, to increase brand equity there are other initiatives that should 

be prioritized as initiatives related to flexibility don´t rate above 23.3% in any of 

the cases.  

To summarize the key findings from the descriptive statistics, results indicate that 

that training and development along with offering non-financial employee benefits 

are the two initiatives that offers the most dual effect when achieving brand 

equity. In fact, these two initiatives can be used together to save resources when 

creating a great employer brand. 
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4.1.3 Chi Square for A/B Test  

To test for statistically significant relationship and correlation between our 

nominal variables; the role of being a consumer vs. employee and the preferred 

employer branding initiative a Chi Square test was performed on each A/B test. 

The first A/B test with Company 1 tested for Hybrid Office vs. Training and 

Development. After conducting a Chi Square test, the results indicate that there is 

a statistically significant association between being a consumer or an employee, 

and the preferred employer branding initiative, hybrid office or training and 

development (α=.05, p<.001, X2 16.196). Thus, the preferred employer branding 

initiative is dependent on whether you are a consumer or an employee. 

Additionally, we looked at Pearson’s R to get a clearer picture of the linear 

correlation strength between the two variables. According to Cohen (1988), the 

effect size is low if the value of r varies around .10, medium if r varies around .30, 

and large if r varies more than .50. For Company 1 the Pearson’s R is .293 

meaning that being a consumer, or an employee has a moderate effect on the 

preferred employer branding initiative, in this case being the initiatives hybrid 

office or training and development. 

In the A/B test for the Company 2, we tested for non-financial employee benefits 

vs high compensation. Our P value is .027, α=.05 and X2 4.859, meaning that 

there is a significantly association and dependency between being a consumer or 

an employee, and weather the preferred employer branding initiative is employee 

benefits or high salary. However, the Pearson’s R is rather low as it is close to .16 

meaning that even though it is significant, being a consumer or an employee do 

not have a high effect on whether you prefer high compensation or non-financial 

employee benefits. 

In the next A/B test we tested for sustainability vs training and development. The 

results showed α=.05, p=.01, X2 10.545, meaning that the test is significant. 
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Pearson’s R is close to .24 thus being an employee, or a consumer has a moderate 

effect on the preferred employer branding initiative, in this case being 

sustainability or training and development. 

Additionally, we tested for training and development vs high compensation where 

the result was not significant (α=.05, p=.179, X2 1.802) meaning that there is not 

significantly association or dependency between being and employee or consumer 

and weather the preferred employer branding initiative is high compensation or 

training and development. 

Lastly, we tested for sustainability vs work life balance, where the results were 

not significant (α=.05, p=.087, X2 2.926). Thus, there is not significantly 

association or dependency between being a customer or an employee, and weather 

the preferred employer branding initiative is sustainable initiatives or work life 

balance.  

4.1.4 Likert Scale and Ranking Scales 

In the first survey, respondents were surveyed about their perception to various 

statements covering employer branding in a Likert scale format. Additionally, 

respondents were asked to rank specific initiatives being in the position of 

choosing between multiple job offers (employee perspective) and purchasing a 

product/service (consumer perspective) in a ranking scale format.  

The perception analysis done in a Likert scale format, was intentionally added in 

the survey to gauge what consumers and employee think is important initiatives in 

employer branding. The Likert scale ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree), examining the importance that different initiatives have in the 

eyes of the respondents. According to the mean rates from the Likert analysis, 

results suggests that firms offering training and development along with those that 

offers a fair compensation to employees are the most attractive without any 

manipulation. The full sample do not consider sustainability at the workplace to 



 
 

 
 

 
 
 

41 

be of any important value as it has the lowest mean rate of 2.71 out of all the 

initiatives. (See Appendix 4). 

Moreover, respondents were asked to rate different initiatives based on what they 

considered important when firstly being a position of accepting a job offer, and 

secondly being in a position of a consumer choosing between different products. 

The ranking scales ranged from 1 (most important) to 7 (least important). After 

the results were obtained (see Appendix 5), training and development clearly 

stands out as the most attractive initiative among consumers with a mean rate of 

2.65 being ranked a mean rate of 1.40 higher than the next most valued attribute 

from a consumer perspective which is central office location (4.05). Results differ 

particularly from an employee perspective where employee benefits are the most 

important initiative with an average placement rate of 3.24. However, from an 

employee perspective, the mean placement rates are less spread out meaning that 

results can´t be interpreted as causal. Additionally, from an employee perspective, 

training and development ranks well with a mean rate of 3.72, less than 0.50 mean 

rate below employee benefits. As training and development has the best average 

ranking rates, there are valid reasons to believe that firms will increase brand 

equity by strategically market itself as a firm which offers training and 

development opportunities. 

Additionally, we performed a Chi Square Test for Independence on questions 

when respondents were asked to imagine themselves in a position as a consumer 

and employee when ranking different employer branding initiatives depending on 

their situation. Chi-square helps us validating whether there is a significant 

association between being an employee or a customer and the specific preferred 

employer branding initiative. 

We tested for eight different employer branding initiatives: flexible working 

hours, flexible workplace, employee benefits, high salary, central location, 

sustainability at the workplace, training and development and reputation. After 
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analyzing the results from the Chi Square Test, we see that reputation, training 

and development, sustainability at the workplace, central location, high salary, 

and flexible workplace are significant, whereas flexible working hours and 

employee benefits are not. 

For all the Chi Square tests we performed, the 20% assumption was violated, thus 

we looked at the Likelihood ratio rather than the Pearson’s Chi Square. 

Reputation: How important the reputation of the company is, is dependent on the 

respondent’s role a consumer or an employee. Likelihood ratio is 70.675, p=.023 

and Cramer´s V=.228.  

Training and Development: We tested for dependency between the role of being a 

consumer or an employee, and how much training and development is valued. 

Likelihood ratio is 71.303, p=.020 and Cramer´s V=.228. 

Central Location: Tested for significant association between being in the position 

as a consumer or an employee, and if central location is highly valued or not. 

Likelihood ratio is 97.707, p=.001, Cramer´s V=.258. 

Sustainability at the workplace: Tested for whether consumer or employees care 

about sustainable initiatives or not, and if this is independent. Likelihood ratio is 

84.593, p=.001, Cramer´s V=.245 

High Salary: Tested for high salary and if is dependent or independent on 

respondents positioning themselves as a consumer or an. Likelihood ratio is 

103.171, p=.001, Cramer´s V=.269 

Flexible Workplace: We wanted to see if the option of flexibility regarding the 

workplace, such as the option of working from home, is independent or dependent 

on the role of being a consumer or an employee. Likelihood ratio is 74.847, 

p=.010, Cramer´s V=.228. 
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Thus, for all the six employer branding initiatives that proved to be significant in 

the Chi Square Independence Test, there is a small to moderate effect on how 

much of value each initiative is based on whether you are a consumer or an 

employee as all Cramer´s V values range from .245 to .269.  

4.2 Second Survey 

4.2.1 Research Sample 

The aim of the second survey was to target a narrower population with a high 

degree of competence within the field of HR and marketing, thus the sample size 

is smaller than for the first survey. After distributing the second survey to HR- 

and marketing practitioners, the total number of participants were N=31. This 

survey aims to check for differences in assumptions from HR- and marketing 

practitioners and responses from consumers and employees. The idea is to 

discover any misconceptions. In the sample, the respondents were equally split 

between marketing- and HR-background with N=15 and N=16 respondents.  

4.2.2 Descriptive Data 

For the five different A/B tests we presented for marketing- and HR-practitioners, 

a frequency test (see Appendix 6) and a paired sample t-test (see Appendix 7) was 

performed to check for percentage- and mean differences between the roles of 

being a consumer or an employee, and the most valued employer branding 

initiative. The result from both tests shows that professionals within the field of 

marketing and HR believe that consumers value sustainability more than 

employees, whilst employees value flexibility and training and development. 

Additionally, the paired sample T-test suggests that focusing on training and 

development and employee benefits is more appealing to both consumers and 

employees than offering higher wages, according to professionals within the field. 

Thus, we can reject the null hypothesis of equal means at the .05 level.  
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As a part of understanding HR- and marketing practitioners preferences towards 

specific initiatives, another crosstab analysis of their responses to the A/B tests 

was performed (see Appendix 8). Generally, practitioners believe that training 

and development has a way higher attractiveness performance among consumers, 

while employees should be more tempted by initiatives that facilitate flexibility 

and the opportunity to be able to work from home. There are only 19.4% of the 

practitioners that choose training and development in both cases compared with 

hybrid office.  

Interestingly, in all A/B tests in the second survey, the main proportion of the 

practitioners believe that consumers and employees are having different 

preferences towards different initiatives depending on their position as a consumer 

or employee. As findings from the first survey indicate that specific employer 

branding initiatives can have just as much effect on attracting consumers and 

employees, this contradicts with what practitioners assume. However, similarly 

with findings from the first survey, sustainability is the initiative which is most 

dependent on whether you chose from a consumer or employee perspective. The 

practitioners consider sustainability as a very important initiative to attract 

consumers, but they are not considering this to be a priority from an employee 

perspective. This is clearly visible when looking at results from the A/B test, 

where as many as 71% of the practitioners suggests that employees would choose 

non-financial employee benefits over sustainability at the workplace. As a matter 

of fact, from an employee perspective, initiatives that include either non-financial 

employee benefits or high compensation are always the preferred option. This is a 

particularly interesting finding as results from the first survey, suggests that 

training and development can outperform these initiatives both from a customer 

and employee perspective. 
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4.2.3 Chi-Square Test 

To check for relationship between the nominal variables in the A/B tests, we 

performed a Chi Square test, as done with the first survey. After conducting a Chi 

Square test on the survey handed out to HR- and marketing-practitioners, we see 

that none of our tests are significant and all Chi Square values are below .1, 

meaning that there is not a significant relationship between the preferred employer 

branding initiative and the role of being a consumer or an employee. In other 

words, professionals believe that the preferred employer branding initiative is 

independent on whether you are a consumer or an employee. Thus, we cannot 

reject the null hypothesis of no relationship at the .05 level. However, as the 

sampling size is relatively small, this might affect the significance level and 

increase margin of error.  

4.3 Comparison Analysis 

Referring to the comparison table that explores means from Survey 1 and Survey 

2 (see Table 1), generally, most practitioners were able to predict the initiatives 

that generate the most dual effect on brand equity. From the comparison analysis, 

it is evident that consumers are more likely to choose sustainability as their 

preferred employer branding initiative, and the practitioners predicted this very 

well. However, this initiative is the one with the least dual effect, as employees do 

not value it to the same level. On the other hand, training and development along 

with non-financial employee benefits are the two employer branding initiatives 

that offer the greatest dual effect. In most cases, both employees and consumers 

value these two initiatives. Notably, in A/B test 1, the practitioners believed that 

employees value hybrid office over training and development, however this is not 

the case. In A/B test 2, most practitioners believed that employees would prefer 

higher compensation over non-financial employee benefits. Nevertheless, 

employees are preferring being offered more benefits. Thus, it is evident that 
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when it comes to the two initiatives that offer the greatest dual effect, practitioners 

were not able to accurately predict which initiatives employees value. 

 
Table 1 - Comparison Analysis of Means 

To dig deeper into the comparison between what consumers and employees prefer 

in comparison to what the practitioners predicts, we have performed a paired 

sample t-test to check for the statistical significance of the mean differences 

between the two surveys (see Appendix 9).  

For the first A/B tests, the mean differences are relatively low with differences 

lower than .300 testing for both consumers and employees. However, the t-score 

of 1.754 for consumers and -2.334 for employees with a p-value of less than .05 
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suggests that there is a significant difference between the results from survey 1 

and 2, meaning that responses from practitioners differ from the consumer and 

employee responses. However, the practitioners were mostly right when 

predicting what consumers value. This is highlighted with the fact that training 

and development comes on top in both cases. Interestingly, the most significant 

difference among all the A/B tests occur in A/B test 1 when predicting what 

employees value between hybrid office compared to training and development. 

Practitioners were off with their assumption as the p-value is as low as .013. 

Consequently, branding the firm as one that offers flexibility to employees might 

not have the desired impact on brand equity that practitioners assume. 

The mean difference for consumer responses and the practitioners’ assumption to 

the consumer responses in the second A/B test is particularly small standing at 

only .031. This is correlated with the corresponding p-value of .401 being way 

above the significance level of .05, meaning that there is no significance 

difference between what consumers prefer and what practitioners think they 

prefer. When comparing the results with employee responses, there is a greater 

difference in means between the responses of .258 with a corresponding p-value 

of .015, meaning that there is a statistically significant difference between the 

initiatives that practitioners believe will attract employees compared to what 

employees prefer. Therefore, results from the second A/B test suggests that 

practitioners will experience far greater dual effect of increased brand equity by 

focusing on offering employee benefits rather than higher compensation.  

Moreover, the mean differences from the third A/B test for both consumers and 

employees are low with a p-value of above .05 level of significance. In other 

words, practitioners’ assumptions correlate with the findings that consumers in 

particular value sustainability efforts and employees are more concerned with 

training and development opportunities to accelerate their career and acquire the 

required competence.  
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After conducting the results from the fourth A/B test, the mean differences testing 

for both consumers and employees are less than .10 with a corresponding p-value 

of .224, clearly showing that there is not a significant difference between what 

practitioners predicts and the actual results from consumers and employees. To 

our surprise, results suggest that offering training and development opportunities 

to employees is just as effective when attracting candidates as offering high 

compensation. Thus, when attracting new consumers, firms should rather focus on 

the training and development opportunities in the organization over the financials. 

For the fifth A/B test, results from the mean differences analysis shows that there 

is a small statistical difference in means when testing for consumers and a larger 

difference when testing for employees. As the corresponding p-value for 

consumers is .080, results suggests that there is no significance difference 

between consumer preferences and assumptions from practitioners. The fifth A/B 

test shows that sustainability has a higher chance of attracting consumers. 

Comparatively, when checking for employees, the corresponding p-value of .022 

is less than the level of significance, meaning that there is a significant difference 

between responses from the two surveys. On a general basing training and 

development is more appealing to employees than sustainability practices at work, 

however, the practitioners were not able to predict employees´ level of preference 

precisely. 

 

 
Table 2 - Comparison Analysis of Mean Differences 
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Chapter 5. Discussion 

In this chapter, we will discuss our findings from the survey and analysis up against 

the existing research from the literature review. Moreover, we will focus on 

presenting possible reasonings behind the interactions and come up with 

opportunities and suggestions based on our findings. It is important to understand 

that our findings should not be interpreted as casual as this is an interaction study, 

but rather work as inspiration to how firms can operate to respond to the ever-

increasing customer demand. As this paper is concerned with brand equity, findings 

can be used by practitioners that wants to assist their firm when developing a great 

employer brand along with having a higher chance of attracting more consumers. 

The idea behind the study performed in this thesis is to emphasize which employer 

branding initiatives that have the highest positive performance effect on brand 

equity. 

5.1 Takeaways 

One of the key findings from our analysis is that employers should focus on the 

human aspects of work. The trend is that employees and consumers value initiatives 

that require social and interpersonal connections with colleagues and managers. Of 

course, higher compensation, financial benefits, and other perks are tempting 

initiatives, but it is rather important that firms are putting efforts into making their 

employees feeling valued by the organization. Such as integrating training and 

development opportunities for employees as a part of the culture. A key reason for 

this could be that employees want it to be potential for advancement in the firm. 

However, this is not only important when attracting top candidates, but findings 

from our research suggest that consumers value and choose firms that are 

innovative and offer a clear path for success. As follows, we will discuss the effect 

that the specific initiatives mentioned have in conjunction with the stated 

hypotheses and research from literature review. 
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5.1.1 Hybrid Office and Work-Life Balance   

As the post pandemic reopening after Covid-19 advances, companies worldwide 

are reconsidering the traditional workday. Accordingly, we found it particularly 

interesting to see if consumers, employees, and practitioners within the field of 

HR and marketing value different employer branding initiatives related to 

workplace considerations in the wake of the pandemic. Thus, based on existing 

literature we formed the following hypotheses: “Firms using hybrid-office will 

have more positive spillover effects for brand equity among consumers than 

offering fully remote or fully at office.” and “Firms that encourage employees to 

have a good work-life balance will generate positive spillover effects in terms of 

brand equity among consumers.” As mentioned in the literature review, Nicholas 

Bloom, a Stanford professor specialized in the field of remote work, suggests that 

working from home two days a week is ideal to acquire work-life balance (Bloom, 

2020). However, there are research suggesting that physical presence might be 

required on team-building activities and specific projects (Ro, 2020). 

Additionally, employees are at risk of being inefficient if their home isn’t well 

suited for a home office.  

From the different analysis we have performed, we see that employees value 

flexibility to a certain degree, however, to increase brand equity there are other 

initiatives that should be prioritized as initiatives related to flexibility do not 

provide dual effect. We wanted to dig deeper into which initiatives that have the 

greatest dual effect on brand equity, thus we see from the first A/B test that there 

are only 23.3% of the respondents that choose hybrid office as the most important 

employer branding initiative when choosing from a consumer- and employee 

perspective (see Appendix 3). Nonetheless, it is important to add that this does not 

mean that employees do not value flexibility or other initiatives related to work-

life balance. As one can see from the different statistical analyses, employees 

appreciate such initiatives, however, they value other initiatives more.  
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Interestingly, a McKinsey report with insight on employee responses to home-

office and work life during Covid-19 found that as many as 80% of the 

participants enjoy working from home (Brodie Boland et al., 2020). Thus, it is not 

surprising that practitioners believe that employees are tempted by initiatives that 

facilitate for flexibility and the opportunity to be able to work from home, 

however, this is not the case considering the results of this study. Interestingly, 

neither employees nor consumers seem to value home office and flexibility over 

other employer branding initiatives. These findings implies that practitioners 

could take advantage of investing into other employer branding initiatives rather 

than initiatives related to workplace considerations. Fascinatingly, the most 

significant difference among all the A/B tests occur in A/B test 1, when 

practitioners predicted what employees value hybrid office over training and 

development opportunities.  

According to our analysis, the practitioners are far off with their assumption when 

testing for initiatives related to the workplace. In a McKinsey report from 2020, 

the authors questions if working from home only succeeds because it is viewed as 

temporary, but not permanent (Brodie Boland et al., 2020). Thus, branding your 

organization as one that offers flexibility to employees might not have the desired 

impact and dual effect on brand equity which most practitioners believe.  

5.1.2 Non-Financial Employee Benefits vs Salaries 

From the literature review, we identified two hypotheses related to the topic of 

non-financial employee benefits and financial compensation in employer 

branding. The first hypothesis states as follows: “Employees are valuing firms that 

offer a high compensation more than consumers do”, and the second: “Firms that 

are investing into non-financial employee benefits will have more positive 

spillover effects to brand equity than firms using the same resources on higher 

wages”. As a part of researching the different structures firms can use to 
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compensate employees, we found it particularly interesting to understand what 

effect such initiatives have on a firm’s brand equity and business performance. 

Interestingly, the descriptive statistics tell us that the practitioners tend to opt for 

the economic and transactional responses when predicting what initiatives that 

employees choose. However, based on our finding employees are far more likely 

to prioritize initiatives which is concerned with the interpersonal such as specific 

non-financial employee benefits. As found by Longenecker et al., (2017), firms 

will benefit if they are able to choose the correct compensation structure to give 

employees financial incentives for increased motivation and productivity. In line 

with research from Taylor (2019), our results indicate that a strong workplace 

culture is more valued by employees than a higher compensation. As this study 

only gathered data Norwegian participants where the average monthly earnings 

are particularly high at 50,000 NOK for 2021 (Statista, 2022), there are reasons to 

believe that the high average earnings explain why employees and consumers find 

interpersonal benefits and culture more important. This is also in accordance with 

the studies which have found that having a higher income increases happiness 

only up to a certain level (Kahneman & Deaton, 2010). An underlying reason for 

this could be that a firm’s culture and values which are highly valued by both 

consumers and employees can be easier visible by offering non-financial 

employee benefits.  

Noticeably, when performing the descriptive statistics of the employee responses 

to the ranking scales, it shows that offering high compensation is the second to 

last important initiative when respondents are being asked to pick between job 

offers from employers. Surprisingly, high compensation is ranked above non-

financial employee benefits when consumers are being asked to rank different 

initiatives based on its importance when purchasing a product/service. This is in 

contradiction with the mean rates gathered from the A/B test which tested for non-

financial employee benefits against high compensation. An explanatory reason 
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behind this could be that some consumers may associate high compensation with 

higher quality products/services. This is because firms can adjust the beliefs and 

assumptions from consumers of what quality means. Research from Tellis (1986) 

found that since consumers do not have perfect information about what makes a 

product of high quality, price signaling can play a fundamental role in how 

consumers perceive a product and their willingness to pay. Leading us to think 

that stating your firm as one that offer high compensation to employees as a 

marketing strategy can perhaps be used as a price signal affecting consumers 

perception of a product/service. As previous research suggests that consumers are 

thought that prices and quality are proportionally correlated, consumers can 

actively assume that higher compensation will lead to an increase in price which 

again will reflect in the quality of the product/service. (Tellis, 1986). 

Notably, research from Tavassoli et al. (2014), found that having a strong brand 

will help recruiting top talents, while reducing the compensation that new recruits 

are willing to accept. In line with this, result from the descriptive statistics gives us 

a good indication that that firms should consider their brand as an entity when 

making financial decisions as both consumers and employees value non-financial 

employee benefits over high compensation. 

The effects from the pandemic could perhaps have changed what employees and 

consumers expects from firms. Recent research from Naina Dhingra et al., (2021), 

stresses the importance of understanding the needs of employees to not lose out on 

talent. During the pandemic years, firms have taken many different approaches to 

facilitate for employees, some succeeding more than others. As most employers 

would like to be perceived as a good place to work, results from our research 

indicate that offering non-financial employee benefits could influence the firm’s 

overall performance and strengthen brand perceptions among consumers. We have 

therefore sufficient evidence to support both hypotheses (Hypotheses 3 and 4) to 

the corresponding topic, meaning that firms should focus on adopting non-financial 
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employee benefits that are representing the values of the organization with fitting 

marketing strategies to achieve the greatest dual effect of brand equity. 

5.1.3 Sustainability, More Than Just a Buzzword? 

Prior to our research on different employer branding initiatives, we found it 

particularly interesting to see whether different sustainability efforts would have a 

positive effect on brand equity among both consumers and employees. 

Implementing green practices is an increasing trend among firms (Sun & Wang, 

2019). An exploratory study examining consumer perceptions published in the 

Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services (Pookulangara & Shephard, 2013), 

found that consumers prefer to purchase products and/or services from companies 

that has a on integrating sustainable practices. Responding to the formulated 

hypothesis belonging to the topic of sustainability in employer branding, it is of 

interest to understand whether employees value such initiatives in addition to 

consumers.  

Additionally, in the 2000s many firms have expressed the importance of 

sustainability as a key part of their business. For instance, the founder and Vice 

President of Patagonia, Yvon Chouinard and Rick Ridgeway, along with 

sustainability consultants Jib Ellison expressed that “Sustainability will simply be 

how business is done.” (Chouinard et al., 2011). To a certain degree they have 

been proven right as ethical consumerism is an increasing movement. However, a 

more detailed examination of the impact this employer branding initiative has, 

suggest that that the movement has been overvalued. Focusing on sustainability 

has a great effect on attracting consumers but is not particularly valued by 

employees. 

From the gathered data and the different analysis that has been implemented to the 

study, it is evident that consumers are finding sustainability at work more 

attractive than employees. From the different Chi Square tests, sustainability is the 
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employer branding initiative that is most dependent on whether the respondent 

chose from a customer or employee perspective. Firms that are attracting 

candidates capitalizing on their sustainable workplace can achieve a positive 

effect on attracting consumers, however, as predicted in the hypothesis related to 

this area, it is not as valued by employees. Sustainability is the initiative that 

offers the least dual effect in conjunction to increasing brand equity. 

Nevertheless, it is worth mentioning that it is not uncommon for respondents to 

bias their response to an answer that is regarded as morally right. Thus, social 

desirability bias has been viewed as a factor that might distort the effect in 

questions regarding sustainability. However, on the other hand, evidence also 

indicates that social desirability bias is not as prominent. (Vesely & Klöckner, 

2020). Consequently, this raises the question as to if consumers stated that they 

place high value on sustainability initiatives due to social desirability bias, or if 

they truly do value this.  

5.1.4 Training and Development for Success 

As a part of our research and in accordance with our hypothesis, we wanted to 

understand whether making investments into training and development 

opportunities for employees will make firms experience positive spillover effects 

in terms of brand equity. The descriptive statistics shows that offering training and 

development opportunities is the most attractive initiative when considering 

average sample responses from both consumers and employees from the A/B 

tests. In comparison to all the other employer branding initiatives examined, 

offering training and development opportunities to employees is the initiative 

which has the highest probability of generating the most dual brand equity effect 

for firms. Results from the Likert scale also indicate that the full sample consider 

firms that offer training and development opportunities to be particularly 

attractive as the belonging statement has the highest average agreement rate. The 

findings are also consistent with the ranking responses results from the full sample 
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size. Particularly for consumers, training and development is the initiative that is 

most important when choosing a product/service in comparison to the other 

initiatives which is tested for. Among employees, it is only non-financial 

employee benefits that has a higher average importance rate. 

What might come as a surprise is that training and development is particularly 

valued by consumers when purchasing a product/service. As proven from the 

crosstab analyses, the practitioners believe that training and development 

opportunities are more effective among employees, but the crosstab analysis from 

the first survey proved that training and development has the highest average 

response rate (26.6%) among both consumers and employees.  

There can be several reasons to why training and development is as important as 

our findings suggests. As most of the studies examined in the literature review 

conclude that training and development positively affects business results, it is 

important to understand the hidden influence it has on consumers. An explanatory 

factor for the great consumer influence from training and development can be its 

linkage with organizational innovation, which is explained by Sjoerd Beugelsdijk, 

(2008). Additionally, as results from Sung & Choi (2014) suggests that training 

and development leads the way for the firm’s overall culture, our findings 

strengthen the belief that offering training and development opportunities to 

employees is more than just securing that the workers have the skills and 

competence to complete their tasks. 

At last, this analysis clearly shows that practitioners might reconsider some of 

their current branding efforts as training and development has a significantly 

larger attractiveness effect on consumers than what responses from the 

practitioners suggests. 
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5.2 Evaluation of Hypotheses 

 
Table 3 - Evaluation of Hypotheses 

As this paper include research about different areas of employer branding, 

multiple hypotheses are formulated and evaluated. Consequently, a combination 

of statistical methods was used to understand the influence which different 

employer branding initiatives have on brand equity. It is beneficial for our study 

to mix multiple hypothesis measures when evaluating each hypothesis 

individually as brand equity considers several organizational factors which again 

influence the added value that firms, employees, and consumers experience. 

However, conducting multiple comparisons increases the likelihood that some 

findings will be false positives, clouding real discoveries (Menyhart et al., 2021). 
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Therefore, to keep consistency, this study considers the hypothesis measure scores 

from the analysis setup (see Figure 5), the number of performed statistical tests, 

and the sampling size when drawing conclusions. In the cases where the p-value is 

smaller than the confidence threshold, the null hypothesis can only be rejected 

with a certain confidence, but this rejection does not “prove” that the alternative 

hypothesis is correct. Contrarily, when we have large p-values above the 

confidence threshold, the null hypothesis is not supported, although it does not 

mean that the null hypothesis can be guaranteed to be “true”. Therefore, a mix 

between quantitative measures and a qualitative approach of evaluating each 

individual hypothesis is taken, as the performed statistics together provides us 

sufficient evidence to support or reject the alternative hypothesis. A reasoning for 

the decision around each individual hypothesis is presented in Table 3. 

5.3 Limitations 

A/B testing can provide valuable insights when testing for variations of a concept, 

but it requires the right approach. In advance of distributing the final survey, we 

feared that the respondents would struggle with adapting to the role as both 

consumer and employee. However, we wrote fictious narratives to help the 

participants adapt to the different scenarios and roles they had to familiarize 

themselves with. Furthermore, without a well-organized and planned approach to 

the testing, results can be misleading. After deciding which elements in employer 

branding to study, we decided to not systematically test all the various initiatives 

in the A/B tests against each other’s, meaning that various initiatives can only be 

measured against the specific initiative in which they are tested for. E.g., as we 

only tested high compensation against non-financial employee benefits and 

training and development, we do not have sufficient data to tell whether this 

initiative would be considered less or more attractive than e.g., offering hybrid 

office to employees. Thus, this study only tells us which initiatives the 

respondents prefer the most based on their role as a consumer or an employee, 
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however it does not tell us what they do not opt for. The reasoning behind the 

decision of not systematically testing every initiative against each other’s was that 

we wanted to keep the survey short and simple as the A/B tests consist of a 

substantial number of elements that can be heavy to read for the participants. 

Additionally, we did not place much value on personal characteristics from the 

respondents. According to (Galotti, 2004), it is important to consider behavior and 

characteristics of the respondents, and to understand the mechanisms behind 

consumer and employee responses. Nevertheless, this may lead to further research 

on the topic. Furthermore, a limitation to the study may be social desirability bias 

as mentioned in the discussion (Grimm, 2010).  It is possible that consumers 

stated that they value environmental initiatives as this is ethically relevant, and to 

achieve an improved social impression of oneself (Vesely & Klöckner, 2020). 

Consequently, this bring into question how reliable research on environmental 

behavior is amongst consumers, and specifically sustainable employer branding 

initiatives.  

Finally, as our study only collected data using a quantitative methodological 

approach, we find research shortcoming as a natural consequence. By 

supplementing the research with qualitative methods that consist of more in-debt 

explanations and causal relationships may provide valuable insights. Among the 

benefits behind a qualitative approach to the methodology is that it brings more 

flexibility and a better explanation around settings, attitudes, and context-related 

issues. There are reasons to believe that using different methodological approach 

and samples, might reveal results that are beyond our findings and could assist 

existing literature. 
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Chapter 6. Conclusion 

The purpose of the research was to bring new insights that could lead to a better 

understanding of the dual effect to brand equity that firms can experience from 

developing a great employer brand. Developing a great employer brand should 

therefore be a long-term goal. What is important is to create, maintain, and 

enhance a brand based on long-term strategic initiatives. By investigating 

preferences towards different employer branding initiatives from both a consumer 

and employee perspective, we wanted to understand how HR and marketing 

activities can go hand in hand cost efficiently to achieve business success. From 

constructing an online survey, gathering almost hundred and ninety responses, 

results gave us numerous interesting findings.  

Based on the research question, and insights gathered from the concept 

development and testing stage, results suggest that most consumers and 

employees in the target segments respond positively to firms that are offering 

employees a clear career path with training and development opportunities being 

arranged as a part of the firms’ culture.  

There is statistical support to accept all the formulated hypotheses except 

Hypothesis 1, that considers how hybrid office will generate more positive 

spillover effects to brand equity than offering fully remote or fully at office. From 

the performed statistics there are evidence showing that there are other initiatives 

than offering hybrid-office that should be prioritized when firms are considering 

using it as a strategic tool to increase brand equity. The comparison analysis 

shows that practitioners are particularly overvaluing the effect of hybrid-office 

and the flexibility that comes with it when the goal is to achieve increased brand 

equity. The statistics shows a clear significant difference between practitioner 

responses and the actual responses from consumers and employees when 

measuring the attractiveness of hybrid office. This is perhaps not a surprise as 
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previous research indicate that there are very large differences across companies 

in what the practitioners know about best practices in HR (Rynes et al., 2002). As 

expected, sustainability has a greater attractiveness among consumers, but is not 

effective to use by employers when attracting candidates. 

To conclude, managers and practitioners in the borderline between HR and 

marketing can use insights from this study as a starting point for managerial 

implications to elaborate on what business strategies their firms should adopt in 

the future to stay relevant, become excellent employees, and secure positive word 

of mouth. The findings are also relevant to understand how target segments 

respond to different initiatives. When evaluating the different employer branding 

strategies, firms should consider the degree of dual effect it has on attracting 

employees and consumers, and how it will affect performance. The comparison 

analysis in this study suggests that there are certain misconceptions between 

consumer and employee responses to what HR and marketing practitioners 

assume is best practice. As a result, this study lays the foundation to question 

whether the practitioners will recognize these misconceptions and act upon them 

or not. 

Chapter 7. Final Remarks 

Finally, as this study examined which employer branding initiatives employees 

and consumers value, and what practitioners within the field of HR and marketing 

believe, we find it of importance to emphasize that the purpose of the study is to 

discuss how firms can increase brand equity. The study is meant as a supplement 

to the literature in the field of HR and marketing, as there is limited innovative 

research on the topic. By acknowledging that marketing and HR can go hand in 

hand, companies can achieve a dual effect on their employer branding initiatives 

and thus increase brand equity.  
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7.1 Suggestions for Future Research 

The findings from this thesis have generated several interesting findings that 

could lead to future research to master the integration between HR and marketing. 

Our results suggest that there are knowledge gaps between what current 

practitioners in HR and marketing believe that consumers and employees are 

valuing.  

The study shows that training and development activities can be used as a 

strategic tool to boost brand equity when targeting both employees and 

consumers. Thus, future research can examine which specific activities within the 

field of training and development that are most valued by both consumers and 

employees. Our research only considers training and development as a 

fundamental initiative in employer branding. E.g., future research can explore 

how training and development opportunities can be integrated with sustainability 

efforts, such as the effect that sustainable development programs might have on 

business performance.  

As this study contains a sample with many different personal characteristics and 

socioeconomic backgrounds, future research on how employer branding 

initiatives perform in different industries and among different age groups is 

relevant. For instance, we recommend future research to focus on sustainability, 

and how it could be applied to attract consumers, but specifically examine which 

industries and age groups where sustainability practices have the greatest dual 

effect to brand equity. Perhaps, in specific industries there could be employees 

that consider sustainability practices at work to be of significant value. 

There is also room to supplement the results from the thesis with a larger set of 

independent variables. In the conducted study, we focused particularly on 

consumers and employees, where there could be room for more proportionate 

shares between the groups. For instance, future research can include more 
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stakeholders such as owners, competitors, suppliers, investors, and governments 

in addition to consumers and employees. By comparing the different employer 

branding initiatives with more sub-groups, a more nuanced picture of the 

population could appear. Thus, future research on all stakeholders that are directly 

involved in a firm’s brand equity may bring valuable information.  

As numerous firms have transformed their work environment in support of remote 

working, we would recommend future research to dive deeper into this topic and 

examine the effect hybrid office has on employee-well-being in different 

industries. Results from our study shows that employees and consumers value 

hybrid-office, but only to a certain degree. The research from this thesis indicates 

that offering hybrid office does not have the indented brand equity effect and that 

practitioners were not accurately predicting responses from consumer and 

employees. This field of research could be examined further with a larger sample 

belonging to multiple industries. E.g., hybrid office may be more valued among 

employees that have a complicated living situation that requires more flexibility. 

Finally, results from this thesis indicate that employer branding is a business area 

with enormous potential. Firms that are mastering the specific initiatives that both 

attract consumers and employees can achieve success and added value. Findings 

contribute to Keller´s research on the topic of brand equity which states: “a brand 

is not built by accident but is the product of carefully accomplishing a series of 

logically linked steps with consumers” (Keller, 2013). As the world is constantly 

evolving, and there is limited research on the integration between HR and 

marketing, our discoveries lay the foundation for future research involving 

innovative methods to increase brand awareness and equity. Lastly, the thesis 

provides an opportunity to research how misconceptions from practitioners can be 

dealt with to master the integration between HR and marketing. 
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Appendices 

Test Results 
Appendix 1: Frequency A/B test from First Survey.

 
Appendix 2: Paired sample statistics from First Survey. 
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Appendix 3: Cross tab analysis First Survey

 

Appendix 4: Analysis of Likert Scale from First Survey.  
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Appendix 5: Analysis of Ranking Scale from First Survey (Consumer and 

Employee). 

 

Appendix 6: Frequency Analysis of A/B test from Second Survey. 
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Appendix 7: Paired Sample Statistics of A/B test from Second Survey.  

 
Appendix 8: Cross tab analysis of A/B test from Second Survey. 

 

Appendix 9: Comparison analysis - Paired Sample Statistics of A/B tests from 

First and Second Survey.  
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Qualtrics Survey 1 – Distributed to Consumers and Employees 

Appendix 10 
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Qualtrics survey 2 – Distributed to HR- and Marketing Practitioners 

Appendix 11 

 
Questions to A/B test 1 
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