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4.8 Validity and reliability  

The validity of a study considers if the findings accurately reflect what they should 

through appropriate data collection and accurate measurements (Saunders & Lewis, 

2012).  The employer branding scale used was developed and validated by Tanwar and 

Prasad (2017).  Although one of the questions was changed, the scale was tested for 

internal consistency to ensure that the questions were appropriate.  The underlying 

compensation and retention elements were considered individually rather than 

aggregated to compensation and retention concepts.   Through the total rewards 

literature, compensation consisted of cash, non-cash and performance awards 

(Schlechter et al., 2014), relating to each of the three elements tested.  Academic 

literature on retention led to the three retention elements identified.  The questionnaire 

used for the study was checked by numerous people including a professional statistician 

who had over 35 years of experience.  Consideration was given to the way in which 

questions were asked, to ensure accuracy of results.  The study only included employees 

from South African Insurers, therefore care should be at hand for inferences to other 

countries and industries.   

The reliability of a study considers if the results could be reproduced if similar data 

collection methods and statistical analysis were performed (Saunders & Lewis, 2012).  

The questionnaires were circulated electronically to all employees or to randomly 

selected employees from the insurers who participated.  The various statistical methods 

were selected by means of a consultation process with a statistician who had over 35 

years of experience.  Results were also independently verified by the statistician.  All 

calculations were performed using Microsoft Excel and IBM® SPSS® Statistics Version 

24.    

 

4.9 Limitations of the methodology 

As with most research, this study had some limitations surrounding the methodology 

followed, which are discussed in this section.  The limitations influenced the results and 

their interpretation.   

Some of the dimensions in the employer branding scale had a low Cronbach’s α.  Even 

though the employer branding scale was developed and verified (Tanwar & Prasad, 
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Figure 18 graphically represents the differences of the overall employer branding means 

between the companies.  Company 3 was measured to be the highest, followed by 

company 5.   

Figure 18: H2: Graphical representation of the means for the companies 

 

 

5.9 Hypothesis 3  

Appendix 8 contains all the statistical outputs for this sub-section.   

The series of figures below shows the box and whiskers plots for the compensation 

variables, namely salary, bonus and leave.  The yellow blocks at each level indicate the 

first and third quartile, with the black line in the middle being the median.  The lines from 

the box indicate the spread to the minimum and maximum values.  The dots indicate any 

potential outliers, and these have not been removed for the study.  For each of the plots, 

there is variability around the medians at each level, with a general increase in the 

employer branding score as the levels increase.  This can be observed in the yellow 

blocks which increase as salary levels increase.   
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Figure 19: Box and whiskers plot of the overall employer-branding score for salary levels 

 
 

Figure 20: Box and whiskers plot of the overall employer-branding score for bonus levels 
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Figure 21: Box and whiskers plot of the overall employer-branding score for leave levels 

 
 

Table 42 below shows the results for Spearman’s rho correlation tests for H3a, H3b and 

H3c. For all three tests, the correlations were significant with all the p-values being less 

than 0.05.  The correlation coefficients are all positive and have a moderate strength.   

Table 42: Spearman's Rho Tests for the Compensation Variables 

 
Spearman's rho 

 

Correlation 

Coefficient 
p-value 

H3a: Salary 0.425 0.000 

H3b: Bonus 0.399 0.000 

H3c: Leave 0.424 0.000 
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5.10 Hypothesis 4  

Appendix 9 contains all statistical outputs for this sub-section.   

The series of figures below shows the box and whiskers plots for the retention variables, 

namely satisfied with employer, actively in the job market and approachable.  As above, 

the outliers have not been removed for the study.   

For each of the plots, there is variability around the medians at each level.  Figure 22 

shows a general increase in the employer branding score as the levels increase.  Figure 

23 shows that general levels in the employer branding score are lower for those actively 

in the job market. Figure 24 shows a general decrease in the employer branding score 

as the levels increase. 

Figure 22: Box and whiskers plot of the overall employer-branding score for satisfaction-with-employer levels 
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Figure 23: Box and whiskers plot of the overall employer-branding score for actively-in-job-market levels 

 
 

Figure 24: Box and whiskers plot of the overall employer-branding score for approachability levels 
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Table 43 below shows the results for Spearman’s rho correlation tests for H4a, H4b and 

H4c. For all three tests, the correlations were significant with all the p-values being less 

than 0.05.  The correlation coefficient for the first variable, satisfied with employer, is 

positive, while the others are negative.  All the coefficients have a moderate strength.   

Table 43: Spearman's Rho Tests for the Staff-Retention Variables 

 
Spearman's rho 

 

Correlation 

Coefficient 
p-value 

H4a: Satisfied with 

employer 0.537 0.000 

H4b: Actively in job market -0.430 0.000 

H4c: Approachable -0.500 0.000 

 

5.11 Conclusion 

This chapter disclosed the results of this study: (1) the impact of demographics on 

employer branding; (2) if employer branding efforts are recognised by employees; (3) 

the impact of perceived employer branding on compensation expectations to move to 

another organisation; and (4) the impact of perceived employer branding on staff 

retention.   

Table 44 summarises the results for each of the hypotheses.   

Table 44: Results Summary 

Hypothesis Results summary 

H1a: Employer branding perceptions do 

not differ between age groups 

Significant difference in the average 

overall employer branding scores 

between the age bands   

H1b: Employer branding perceptions do 

not differ between males and females 

No significant difference in the average 

overall employer branding scores for 

gender 
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H1c: Employer branding perceptions do 

not differ between races 

No significant difference in the average 

overall employer branding scores 

between races 

H1d: Employer branding perceptions do 

not differ between education levels 

Although a significant difference was 

observed in the overall employer branding 

score between education levels, post-hoc 

analyses suggested that these were not 

significant between any of the levels.   

H1e: Employer branding perceptions do 

not differ for duration of employment 

Significant difference in the average 

overall employer branding scores 

between the employment-duration levels   

H2: Employer branding perceptions do not 

differ between companies 

Significant difference in the average 

overall employer branding scores 

between the employment-duration levels 

H3a: Employer branding perceptions of a 

current employer are not correlated with 

the salary expectations to move to 

another employer with a perceived strong 

employer brand   

A moderately strong positive 

correlation was observed between the 

overall employer branding score and 

salary expectations 

H3b: Employer branding perceptions of a 

current employer are not correlated with 

bonus expectations to move to another 

employer with a perceived strong 

employer brand 

A moderately strong positive 

correlation was observed between the 

overall employer branding score and 

bonus expectations 

H3c: Employer branding perceptions of a 

current employer are not correlated with 

leave expectations to move to another 

employer with a perceived strong 

employer brand   

A moderately strong positive 

correlation was observed between the 

overall employer branding score and 

leave expectations 

H4a: Employer branding perceptions of a 

current employer are not correlated with 

A moderately strong positive 

correlation was observed between the 

overall employer branding score and how 
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how satisfied employees are with their 

current employer 

satisfied employees are with their current 

employer 

H4b: Employer branding perceptions of a 

current employer are not correlated with 

employees who are actively looking to 

move 

A moderately strong negative 

correlation was observed between the 

overall employer branding score and 

employees who are actively looking to 

move 

H4c: Employer branding perceptions of a 

current employer are not correlated with 

how likely employees are to consider 

moving to another organisation if they 

were approached 

A moderately strong negative 

correlation was observed between the 

overall employer branding score and how 

likely employees are to consider moving 

to another organisation if they were 

approached 

 

The results are discussed in the next chapter. 
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6 Discussion of results 

6.1 Introduction 

The previous chapter provided the test results for the hypotheses set out in chapter 3.  

The results were obtained through the collection of data by means of an electronic 

questionnaire and various statistical analyses.  For each of the hypotheses, a specific 

statistical test was performed.   

This chapter discusses the results from the previous chapter and how they relate to the 

four research objectives.  Each of the hypotheses are answered and discussed taking 

into consideration the literature review performed in chapter 2.   

 

6.2 Hypothesis 1 

Hypothesis 1 considers various demographic factors and whether a significant difference 

could be observed between the categories for each factor.  This directly relates to the 

third objective of the study which is to determine the impact of demographic factors on 

employer branding perceptions.   

Current literature does not consider differences for specific attributes but rather general 

considerations (Sommer et al., 2016).  The development of the employer branding scale 

by Tanwar and Prasad (2017) creates the opportunity for specific factors to be analysed.  

This study considers by means of empirical evidence if certain differences can be 

observed between the categories of specific factors.  Although not directly related to the 

hypotheses, Tanwar and Prasad (2017) also wanted to understand if some of the specific 

dimensions of their scale showed any differences.  The latter is also be discussed in this 

section.   

The definition of employer branding used in this study, a set of tangible and intangible 

benefits offered by an organisation to attract and retain employees from a targeted 

audience, considers the retention of the targeted audience.  Employer branding is 

differently perceived by different groups (Maxwell & Knox, 2009) and messages should 

be adjusted for a particular target audience (Kucherov & Zavyalova, 2012).  Although the 

target audiences of the insurers involved in the study were not known, the Employment 

Equity Act of 1998 states that all South African entities need to target a demographic 

group representing the race and gender distribution of South Africa.  Employment equity 
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is certainly on the agenda for most insurance groups, as the industry has historically 

shown employment-equity disproportions.   

Studies have also shown that staff turnover differs between demographic factors, with 

age and years of service being among to most notable ones (Schlechter et al., 2016; 

Smit et al., 2015).  For this reason, establishing if some of the demographic factors have 

an impact on employer branding, could be used by organisations to implement 

appropriate employer branding strategies to reduce staff turnover rates.    

This study is a first attempt to highlight potential differences between demographic 

groups.  Ideally each company should be evaluated on its own and potentially compared 

against management’s set target group.  Due to limited responses per entity (in this 

study) this was not possible.  It was therefore assumed in the study that all companies 

in the comparison had the same target group.  This is fairly realistic given the nature of 

the insurers involved in the study and the data comparison in section 6.2.1.   

The section first considers a comparison of the underlying data to the demographic 

profile of South Africa.  This is done in order to ascertain if an inference could be made 

for South Africa as a country.  Following this, each of the demographic factors are 

considered separately to discuss the results of the study.  Significant differences were 

observed for gender, education level and employment duration.   

 

6.2.1 Data comparison to South Africa’s demographics 

To understand if the data represents the population of South Africa (which the insurance 

industry should be targeting according to the Employment Equity Act of 1998), it was 

compared to Statistics South Africa’s Community Survey for 2016 (Statistics South 

Africa, 2016).  The three graphs below compare the study’s age, gender and race 

distributions against the census data. 

Considering the age distribution comparison (Figure 25), the study had a higher 

concentration of 30 to 49-year-old respondents compared to a decreasing census 

distribution.  The study had proportionally more female respondents compared to the 

gender ratio from the census report (Figure 26).   

The highest race classification for the study was from the white population, which 

represents the second lowest category in the census data (Figure 27).  Black South 
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Africans represent 79% of the population for the age range 20 to 64.  In this study, only 

33% of the respondents were black (excluding the respondents who did not want to 

disclose their race).   

Therefore, the data do not present the demographic distribution of the country.  Care 

should be taken not to infer the results to those for the whole of South Africa.  Statistics 

on the insurance industry regarding demographics are not publicly available and can 

therefore not be compared.   

One of the possible explanations for the demographic distributions observed in the study, 

might be that the industry has not sufficiently transformed as intended by the 

Employment Equity Act of 1998.   

Figure 25: Age comparison between the study and the 2016 community census data 
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Figure 26: Gender comparison between the study and the 2016 community census data 

 

Figure 27: Race comparison between the study and the 2016 community census data 

 

 

6.2.2 Age 

The hypothesis for age was: 

 H1a null: Employer branding perceptions do not differ between age groups  

 H1a alternative: Employer branding perceptions do differ between age groups 
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The respondents had a good distribution between the age bands, representing sufficient 

numbers within each band for an analysis of variance test.  The results show a significant 

difference between the age bands with a p-value of less than 0.05.  Therefore, H1a null 

hypothesis can be rejected at a 5% level of significance.   

It can therefore be concluded that employer branding perceptions do differ between age 

groups.  This confirms the suggestion by Rampl and Kenning (2014) that age has an 

influence on employer branding.   

Further investigation shows that the overall employer branding score of the youngest 

age group (below 30 years) significantly differs from the oldest age group (above 50 

years).  An increasing pattern for overall employer branding score over the age bands is 

also present.   

Further investigations into the different dimensions of employer branding suggest that 

age is only a factor for the overall employer branding score.  Age bands did not show 

any significant differences on a 5% level of significance for any of the dimensions.  On a 

10% level of significance, differences were found on the “Healthy work atmosphere” 

dimension.   

 

6.2.3 Gender 

The hypothesis for gender was: 

 H1b null: Employer branding perceptions do not differ between males and 

females 

 H1b alternative: Employer branding perceptions do differ between males and 

females 

The respondents had a good distribution between male and female, representing 

sufficient numbers within each category for a T-test.  The results did not show a 

significant difference between male and female, with a p-value greater than 0.05.  

Therefore, H1b null hypothesis cannot be rejected at a 5% level of significance.   

It can therefore be concluded that employer branding perceptions do not differ between 

males and females.  This is in contrast to Tanwar and Prasad (2016) who found that 

gender has a moderate effect on employer branding.   

 
 
 

 

©©  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  PPrreettoorriiaa  

 



84 
 

Gender did not show any significant differences on a 5% or 10% level of significance for 

any of the dimensions of employer branding.  Even though Tanwar and Prasad (2016) 

found that gender has a moderate effect on employer branding, they suggested that 

further investigation is required on the dimensions they developed the following year 

(Tanwar & Prasad, 2017).   

 

6.2.4 Race 

The hypothesis for race was: 

 H1c null: Employer branding perceptions do not differ between races 

 H1c alternative: Employer branding perceptions do differ between races 

Although the black and white groups represented 68% of the respondents, a sufficient 

number of respondents were in each of the categories for an analysis of variance test.  

The results did not show a significant difference between race groups, with a p-value 

greater than 0.05.  Therefore, H1c null hypothesis cannot be rejected at a 5% level of 

significance.   

It can therefore be concluded that employer branding perceptions do not differ between 

races.  Rampl and Kenning (2014) suggested that cultural differences might have an 

effect on employer branding.  This study therefore shows that the cultural differences 

explained by race do not influence employer branding.   

Race did not show any significant differences on a 5% level of significance for any of the 

dimensions of employer branding.  On a 10% level of significance, differences were 

found on the “Work-life balance”, “Ethics and corporate social responsibility” and 

“Compensation” dimensions. 

 

6.2.5 Education level 

The hypothesis for education level was: 

 H1d null: Employer branding perceptions do not differ between education 

levels 
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 H1d alternative: Employer branding perceptions do differ between education 

levels 

Sufficient data points were observed in each of the education levels to perform an 

analysis of variance test.  The results show a significant difference between the 

education levels with a p-value of less than 0.05.  Therefore, H1d null hypothesis can be 

rejected at a 5% level of significance.   

It can therefore be concluded that employer branding perceptions do differ between 

education levels.   

Due to the equal variances for the overall employer branding score between education 

level groups, the Tukey post-hoc analysis test was the most appropriate.  The results 

from this test showed no significant differences between any of the education levels.  

Considering a graphical representation of the results, a decreasing overall employer 

branding mean is observed for the first three education levels, with the highest education 

level increasing substantially.   

The decreasing pattern for education levels over the first three groups could be the result 

of mobility.  The higher the level of education, the more options an employee has in the 

job market (Sparreboom & Staneva, 2014).   

The breaking of the pattern for the highest education level group, could be a result of the 

companies giving special attention to this group of employees.  This could be to ensure 

that they are retained because there are such high levels of skills shortages in South 

Africa (Rasool & Botha, 2011).   

Education levels did show significant differences on a 5% level of significance for the 

“Training and development” and “Ethics and corporate social responsibilities” 

dimensions of employer branding.  On a 10% level of significance, a difference was found 

on the “Compensation and benefits” dimensions. 

 

6.2.6 Employment duration 

The hypothesis for employment duration was: 

 H1e null: Employer branding perceptions do not differ for duration-of-

employment groups 
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 H1e alternative: Employer branding perceptions do differ between duration-of-

employment groups 

There are sufficient respondents in each of the employment-duration bands.  The results 

show a significant difference between the employment-duration bands with a p-value of 

less than 0.05.  Therefore, H1e null hypothesis can be rejected at a 5% level of 

significance. 

It can therefore be concluded that employer branding perceptions do differ between 

duration-of-employment groups.   

The post-hoc analysis revealed that differences can be observed between employees 

who have been with a company for 10 to 15 years, and those who have been with a 

company for more than 15 years.  Considering a graphical representation of the results, 

a decreasing overall employer branding mean is observed for the first three employment-

duration bands, with the highest band increasing substantially.  The pattern that is 

observed cannot be explained. 

Employment duration did not show any significant differences on a 5% or 10% level of 

significance for any of the dimensions of employer branding, which is very interesting 

given the overall score being different.   

 

6.2.7 Summary 

This section discussed the third objective of the study which was to determine the impact 

of demographic factors on employer branding perceptions.  It was found that age, 

education level and employment duration have significant impacts on employer branding 

perceptions.   

Total-rewards studies have suggested that different reward structures are appealing for 

different demographic groups (Bussin & Toerien, 2015; Pregnolato et al., 2017; Smit et 

al., 2015).  As with total rewards, the differences between the demographic factors in 

this section also suggest that demographic factors should be taken into account when 

employer branding strategies are set for specific target groups as suggested by Sommer 

et al. (2016).   

It was surprising that gender did not show a significant difference on the overall employer 

branding score.  This is contracting to findings by Tanwar and Prasad (2016), who found 
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that gender has a moderate effect on employer branding.  Deeper investigations into the 

effect of gender on the different employer branding dimensions, also showed no 

significant difference.   

The data is not representative of the demographic profile of South Africa and therefore 

the study should not be inferred to South Africa.   

 

6.3 Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis 2 was: 

 H2 null: Employer branding perceptions do not differ between companies 

 H2 alternative: Employer branding perceptions do differ between companies 

This directly relates to the fourth objective of the study which is to determine if employer 

branding efforts are recognised and acknowledged by employees from different 

companies.  If the employer branding perceptions differ between companies, the efforts 

of companies are recognised.   

The development of the employer branding scale by Tanwar and Prasad (2017) provides 

a standardised measure that can be used to compare different companies.  They 

suggested comparing organisations with one another to determine differences between 

their employer branding scores and also comparing the different dimensions.   

Employer branding techniques consider both internal and external branding techniques 

(Vatsa, 2016).  Since employer branding was measured within companies, rather than 

asking external people what they think about a particular company, focus was on internal 

branding.  The example set by management is fundamental to the success of these 

efforts and creating brand champions from amongst employees is essential for the future 

success of organisations (Vatsa, 2016).   

The responses in the unknown employer group were removed for purposes of the study, 

resulting in sufficient respondents in each of the employer groups.  The results show a 

significant difference between the companies with a p-value of less than 0.05.  Therefore, 

H2 null hypothesis can be rejected at a 5% level of significance. 
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It can therefore be concluded that employer branding perceptions do differ between 

companies.  This confirms Biswas and Suar’s (2016) findings that companies with 

different employer branding strategies are perceived differently.   

The post-hoc analysis showed that the overall employer branding scores differed 

between companies 1 and 3; 2 and 3; 2 and 5; and 3.  Company 3 had the highest 

average overall score of 3.7 and company 2 the lowest score at 3.25.   

Further inspection of the dimensions of employer branding, showed that companies 

significantly differ for all dimensions on a 5% level of significance.  This further 

emphasises the importance of employer branding and shows that employer branding 

efforts are recognised by employees.   

For hypothesis 3, the questionnaire asked which employer the respondent considers as 

an optimal employer to work for.  This provides some insights into companies which 

employees from the insurance industry regard as having a strong-employer brand.  

These opinions could be formed from external branding techniques used by those 

organisations.  These techniques might include a devoted career page on the company’s 

website, wide circulation of company newsletters, participating/sponsoring of industry 

conferences, and appropriate use of social media (Clair, 2016; Vatsa, 2016). 

The following five organisations were mentioned most frequently as optimal employers: 

1. Discovery Group: 35 respondents; 

2. Hollard Group: 20 respondents; 

3. Google: 19 respondents; 

4. Sanlam Group: 15 respondents; and 

5. Old Mutual Group: 12 respondents. 

Four of the five companies are insurers in South Africa, with Google being the only IT 

company.  Discovery had 175% more respondents compared to the second organisation.  

This can potentially be explained by the various innovations the group has shown over 

the last couple of years, following the attractiveness of innovation for potential employees 

(Sommer et al., 2016).  This confirms that innovation is an attractive attribute for 

employer branding as suggested by Martin et al. (2011).   

Organisational culture and labour relations could be enhanced by means of employer 

branding (Kucherov & Zavyalova, 2012) which is sincere and exciting (Rampl & Kenning, 

2014).  This however comes at a human resource cost (including training, development, 
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marketing material and employee time) for companies (Kucherov & Zavyalova, 2012), 

but might be required in the future to retain and attract the required skills to compete in 

the market.  

 

6.3.1 Summary 

This section discussed the fourth objective of the study which was to determine if 

employer branding efforts are recognised and acknowledged by employees from 

different companies.  Significant differences were observed between companies on the 

overall employer branding score as well as on all the dimensions of the scores.  This 

indicates that employer branding efforts are recognised and acknowledged by 

employees from different companies as suggested by Tanwar and Prasad (2017).   

The section also provides notable insights suggesting that innovation attracts potential 

employees.   

 

6.4 Hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3 considers the association between various compensation factors and the 

perceived employer branding of an organisation.  This directly relates to the first objective 

of the study which was to determine the compensation expectations of employees to 

move to another employer given their perceptions of the employer branding level of their 

current employer. 

Although some studies have indicated that employer branding influences compensation 

(Rampl & Kenning, 2014), Berthon et al. (2005) believed that a strong employer brand 

reduces the salary expectations of employees (although this was  not empirically tested).  

One of the five dimensions in Tanwar and Prasad’s (2017) employer branding scale was 

“Compensation and benefits”, therefore contributing only 20% to the overall employer 

branding score.   

Financial remuneration is one of the most important factors from employees (Pregnolato 

et al., 2017) and could be deemed sensitive to some people.  This was evident from the 

number of questionnaires where the respondents completed part 1 and 2 but stopped at 

part 3, accounting for 51% of the incomplete questionnaires.  Financial rewards consist 

of remuneration (cash received), benefits (non-cash rewards) and variable pay (cash 
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rewards for high-performing employees) (Schlechter et al., 2014).  For benefits, this 

study only considered annual leave days for simplicity of the questionnaire.  This is just 

one of the many non-cash rewards within benefit structures (WorldatWork, n.d.-b).  

This part of the study was tested unconventionally as the questionnaire expressed 

changes in compensation in absolute terms rather than relative terms.  This follows from 

the difficulty people have in relating to relative numbers (Panasiak & Terry, 2013) and 

the potential biasedness this could cause.   

The remainder of this section considers each of the compensation components and the 

hypotheses relating to them.  All the compensation components showed a moderately 

strong positive correlation with employer branding.   

 

6.4.1 Salary 

The hypothesis for salary was: 

 H3a null: Employer branding perceptions of a current employer are not 

correlated with the salary expectations to move to another 

employer with a perceived strong employer brand   

 H3a alternative: Employer branding perceptions of a current employer are 

positively correlated with the salary expectations to move to 

another employer with a perceived strong employer brand 

From the graphical representation, a general increase in the overall employer branding 

score can be observed as the salary expectations to move to another employer increase.  

A significant correlation exists between salary expectations to move to another employer 

with a seemingly strong employer brand and the overall employer branding score.  The 

correlation coefficient is a moderately strong correlation with a rho of 0.425.   

The association observed suggests that as an employee’s perceived overall employer 

branding score increases, so do the salary expectations required for the employee to 

move to another organisation with a perceived strong employer brand.  Therefore, 

employees with high overall employer branding scores are willing to work for lower 

salaries at their current employers compared to other organisations.  The reverse is also 

true, as employees with low overall employer branding scores are required to be paid 
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more at their current employers compared to other organisations with a perceived strong 

employer brand.   

It can therefore be concluded that employer branding perceptions of a current employer 

are positively correlated with salary expectations to move to another employer with a 

perceived strong employer brand.  The remuneration component of compensation as 

defined by Schlechter et al. (2015) therefore influences employer branding as expected 

by Berthon et al. (2005). 

 

6.4.2 Bonus 

The hypothesis for bonus was: 

 H3b null: Employer branding perceptions of a current employer are not 

correlated with bonus expectations to move to another employer 

with a perceived strong employer brand   

 H3b alternative: Employer branding perceptions of a current employer are 

positively correlated with bonus expectations to move to another 

employer with a perceived strong employer brand 

As with salaries, the graphical representation suggests a general increase in the overall 

employer branding score as the bonus expectations to move to another employer 

increase.  A significant correlation exists between bonus expectations to move to another 

employer with a seemingly strong employer brand and the overall employer branding 

score.  The correlation coefficient is a moderately strong correlation with a rho of 0.399.   

As with salaries, the association observed suggests that as an employee’s perceived 

overall employer branding score increases, so do the bonus expectations required for 

the employee to move to another organisation with a perceived strong employer brand.  

Therefore, employees with high overall employer branding scores are willing to work for 

lower bonuses at their current employers compared to other organisations.  The reverse 

is also true, as employees with low overall employer branding scores are required to be 

paid higher bonuses at their current employers compared to other organisations with a 

perceived strong employer brand.   

It can therefore be concluded that employer branding perceptions of a current employer 

are positively correlated with bonus expectations to move to another employer with a 
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perceived strong employer brand.  The benefits component of compensation as defined 

by Schlechter et al. (2015) therefore influences employer branding as expected by 

Berthon et al. (2005). 

 

6.4.3 Leave 

The hypothesis for leave was: 

 H3c null: Employer branding perceptions of a current employer are not 

correlated with leave expectations to move to another employer 

with a perceived strong employer brand   

 H3c alternative: Employer branding perceptions of a current employer are 

positively correlated with leave expectations to move to another 

employer with a perceived strong employer brand 

As with salaries and bonuses, the graphical representation suggests a general increase 

in the overall employer branding score as the leave expectations to move to another 

employer increase.  A significant correlation exists between leave expectations to move 

to another employer with a seemingly strong employer brand and the overall employer 

branding score.  The correlation coefficient is a moderately strong correlation with a rho 

of 0.424.   

As with salaries and bonuses, the association observed suggests that as an employee’s 

perceived overall employer branding score increases, so do the leave expectations 

required for the employee to move to another organisation with a perceived strong 

employer brand.  Therefore, employees with high overall employer branding scores are 

willing to work for a lower number of leave days at their current employers compared to 

other organisations.  The reverse is also true, as employees with low overall employer 

branding scores are required to have more leave at their current employers compared to 

other organisations with a perceived strong employer brand.   

It can therefore be concluded that employer branding perceptions of a current employer 

are positively correlated with leave expectations to move to another employer with a 

perceived strong employer brand.  The variable pay component of compensation as 

defined by Schlechter et al. (2015) therefore influences employer branding as expected 

by Berthon et al. (2005). 
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6.4.4 Summary 

For the salary, bonus and leave components of compensation, there were a moderately 

strong positive correlation between the overall employer branding score and the 

components tested.  For each of these, this indicates that employees with high overall 

employer branding scores are willing to work for lower compensation at their current 

employers compared to other organisations.  The reverse is also true, meaning that 

employees with low overall employer branding scores require higher compensation 

levels at their current employers compared to other organisations with a perceived strong 

employer brand.   

This section discussed the first objective of the study which was to determine the 

compensation expectations of employees to move to another employer given their 

perceptions of the employer branding level of their current employer.  As suggested by 

Berthon et al. (2005), this study shows empirically that a strong employer brand reduces 

the compensation expectations of employees, where compensation considered 

Schlechter et al.’s (2015) three components namely remuneration, benefits and variable 

pay. 

 

6.5 Hypothesis 4 

Hypothesis 4 considers the association between various retention outcomes and the 

perceived employer branding of an organisation.  This directly relates to the second 

objective of the study which is to determine if employer branding efforts are recognised 

and acknowledged by employees from different companies. 

Considering the definition of employer branding for this study, retention is a prominent 

component of employer branding.  Employer branding is used to increase the retention 

of current employees (Ambler & Barrow, 1996), which can partly be explained by social 

identity theory (Biswas & Suar, 2016).  Costs associated with replacing current 

employees are high (Biswas & Suar, 2016) and employer branding could be used to 

increase employee relationships which ultimately reduce employee turnover (Berthon et 

al., 2005).  The benefits offered from being part of a company should be accurately 

communicated to increase the attractiveness of the employer brand (Moroko & Uncles, 

2008).   
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In the employer branding literature, the retention of employees has not received 

significant attention with more focus being placed on the attraction of new employees 

(Kucherov & Samokish, 2016).  The development of the employer branding scale by 

Tanwar and Prasad (2017) created significant opportunities to assess impact of 

employer branding on retention variables.  

The three retention components considered in the study were: 

 Satisfaction with employer: Higher employee satisfaction enhances 

organisational commitment, which then increases employee retention (Rose & 

Raja, 2016).  Therefore, the higher the satisfaction, the higher the employee 

retention.   

 Actively looking to move: This follows from Frey et al.’s (2013) employee retention 

definition, which is “the intent to stay with a company for the mid to long term.”  If 

an employee is actively looking to move, it shows low employee retention.   

 Approachable considering other opportunities: Along with the first point, a 

commitment to the current organisation indicates higher employee retention.   

The remainder of this section considers each of the retention components and the 

hypotheses relating to them.   

 

6.5.1 Satisfaction with employer 

The hypothesis for employer satisfaction was: 

 H4a null: Employer branding perceptions of a current employer are not 

correlated with how satisfied employees are with their current 

employer  

 H4a alternative: Employer branding perceptions of a current employer are 

positively correlated with how satisfied employees are with their 

current employer 

From the graphical representation, a general increase in the overall employer branding 

score can be observed as employee satisfaction scores increase.  A significant 

correlation exists between employer satisfaction and the overall employer branding 

score.  The correlation coefficient shows a moderately strong correlation with a rho of 

0.537.   

 
 
 

 

©©  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  PPrreettoorriiaa  

 



95 
 

The association observed suggests that as an employee’s perceived overall employer 

branding score increases, so does employer satisfaction.  Therefore, employees with a 

high overall employer branding scores are more satisfied with their employers and 

employees with low overall employer branding scores are less satisfied with their 

employers. 

It can therefore be concluded that employer branding perceptions of a current employer 

are positively correlated with how satisfied employees are with their current employer.  

This confirms Tanwar and Prasad’s (2016) study which found that employer branding is 

an important predictor of job satisfaction.   

 

6.5.2 Actively in the job market 

The hypothesis for actively in the job market was: 

 H4b null: Employer branding perceptions of a current employer are not 

correlated with employees who are actively looking to move 

 H4b alternative: Employer branding perceptions of a current employer are 

negatively correlated with employees who are actively looking to 

move 

From the graphical representation, the employees actively looking for another job have 

a lower overall employer branding score.  A significant correlation exists between 

employer satisfaction and whether the employee is actively looking for another job.  The 

correlation coefficient shows a moderately strong correlation with a rho of -0.430.   

The association observed suggests that as an employee’s perceived overall employer 

branding score increases, it is less likely that he or she is actively looking for another job.  

Therefore, employees with high overall employer branding scores are less likely to be 

actively looking to move and employees with a low overall employer branding scores are 

more likely to want to move. 

It can therefore be concluded that employer branding perceptions of a current employer 

are negatively correlated with employees who are actively looking to move.  By means 

of Frey et al.’s (2013) employee retention definition, employee retention is enhanced 

through employer branding 
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6.5.3 Approachable 

The hypothesis for approachable was: 

 H4c null: Employer branding perceptions of a current employer are not 

correlated with how likely employees are to consider moving to 

another organisation if they were approached 

 H4c alternative: Employer branding perceptions of a current employer are 

negatively correlated with how likely employees are to consider 

moving to another organisation if they were approached 

From the graphical representation, a general decrease in the overall employer branding 

score can be observed as employees become more approachable.  A significant 

correlation exists between employee approachability and the overall employer branding 

score.  The correlation coefficient shows a moderately strong correlation with a rho of -

0.500.   

The association observed suggests that as an employee’s perceived overall employer 

branding score increases, approachability decreases.  Therefore, employees with high 

overall employer branding scores are less approachable and employees with low overall 

employer branding scores are more approachable. 

It can therefore be concluded that employer branding perceptions of a current employer 

are negatively correlated with how likely employees are to consider moving to another 

organisation if they were approached.  Retention is enhanced through employee 

commitment to an organisation (Rose & Raja, 2016). 

 

6.5.4 Summary 

For all the retention components tested, higher overall employer branding scores were 

associated with higher employee retention and visa-versa.   

This section discussed the second objective of the study which was to determine if 

employer branding efforts are recognised and acknowledged by employees from 
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different companies.  As suggested by Ambler and Barrow (1996), this study shows 

empirically that a strong employer brand increases employee retention.   

 

6.6 Conclusion 

The table below summarises the objectives, the hypotheses relating to the objectives 

and the results from the hypothesis tests.  If an outcome of a hypothesis test has been 

rejected, it indicates that the alternative hypothesis can be accepted, which is what the 

study sought.   

For objectives one, two and four, all the hypotheses had favourable outcomes.  Some of 

the demographic factors under objective three were proven not to have an impact on 

employer branding.  We can therefore state that: 

1. Employer branding can be used to reduce compensation levels as suggested by 

Berthon et al. (2005); 

2. Employer branding increases staff retention, verifying Ambler and Barrow’s 

(1996) theory and adding to literature as suggested by Kucherov and Samokish 

(2016); 

3. Age, education level and employment duration influences employee’s employer 

branding perceptions which can be used for a targeted audience.  This enhances 

literature as suggested by Tanwar and Prasad (2017); and 

4. Employer branding efforts are recognised and acknowledged by employees.  

This confirms Biswas and Suar’s (2016) findings that companies with different 

employer branding strategies are perceived differently.   

Table 45: Research Outcome Summary 

Research objective Hypothesis Result 

1: To determine the compensation expectations of 

employees to move to another employer given 

their perceptions of the employer branding level of 

their current employer. 

H3a  Rejected 

H3b  Rejected 

H3c  Rejected 

H4a Rejected 
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2: To determine the impact employer branding has 

on employee retention. 

H4b Rejected 

H4c Rejected 

3: To determine the impact of demographic factors, 

specifically age, gender, race, education level and 

employment duration, on employer branding 

perceptions. 

H1a Rejected 

H1b Accepted 

H1c Accepted 

H1d Rejected 

H1e Rejected 

4: To determine if employer branding efforts are 

recognised and acknowledged by employees from 

different companies. 

H2 Rejected 

 

The next chapter concludes the study.   
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7 Conclusion 

7.1 Introduction 

In today’s environment, businesses face challenging operating conditions with high 

employee turnover (Van Zyl, 2011) and shortages of skilled employees (Rasool & Botha, 

2011).  The retention of quality employees provides a competitive edge for businesses 

(Biswas & Suar, 2016) and increases overall financial performance (Smit et al., 2015).   

This study considered employer branding as a management strategy for retaining current 

employees and attracting the right talent (Biswas & Suar, 2016; Clair, 2016).  Employer 

branding was defined as a set of tangible and intangible benefits offered by an 

organisation to attract and retain employees from a targeted audience.  This study 

specifically considered: (1) If the implementation of a good employer brand strategy can 

reduce the compensation preferences of employees; (2) whether staff turnover can be 

reduced by means of employer branding; (3) what demographic factors should be 

considered when designing an employer brand strategy; and (4) whether efforts towards 

employer branding made by companies are recognised by employees.   

This chapter discusses the main findings of the study, the implications for organisations 

and their management teams, the limitations of the study, and makes suggestions for 

future research.   

 

7.2 Principal findings 

The study showed that a good employer brand reduces the compensation preferences 

of employees, confirming the findings of Berthon et al., (2005).  A reduction in the 

compensation structures of an organisation has an impact on its financial results.  This 

impact then has to be weighed against the costs associated with employer branding 

efforts (Biswas & Suar, 2016).  The economies of scale for larger organisations could 

reduce the cost per employee associated with employer branding.  Smaller organisations 

therefore need to find creative ways to promote their employee value propositions. 

Staff turnover rates can be reduced by means of a good employer brand.  This study 

provides some empirical evidence for the lack of research surrounding employer 

branding leading to retention, identified by Kucherov and Samokish (2016).  Retention 

of staff directly impacts organisations’ bottom lines by saving on recruitment costs, 
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increasing the returns from staff development costs, and also enhances overall 

productivity (Kucherov & Zavyalova, 2012; Smit et al., 2015).  A good employer brand 

also enriches loyalty to and trust in the brand.  This enhances the attractiveness of 

potential employees through word-of-mouth (Vatsa, 2016).   

Considering the definition of employer branding, it is important that the efforts should 

take into account the targeted audience.  This study showed that age, education levels 

and employment duration have an impact on employer branding, confirming some of 

Tanwar and Prasad’s (2017) expectations.  These factors should be taken into account 

when organisations design their employer branding strategies in order to optimise their 

returns on investment. 

The study showed clear differences in employer branding ratings between the entities 

under scrutiny, confirming that employer branding efforts are recognised by employees 

as suggested by Tanwar and Prasad (2017).   

Figure 28 shows a model that was created using the results of the study together with 

current literature.  The employer branding control cycle (EBCC) is a practical 

representation of the continuous process that organisations should follow when 

employer branding strategies are considered.   

The EBCC starts by considering the design of the employer branding strategy.  The 

design considers the various dimensions of employer branding as well as the target 

groups within the organisation.  The target group should inform what tangible and 

intangible benefits should be encapsulated in the employer branding dimensions.  

Similarly, the employer branding dimensions should provide information regarding which 

target group the brand is appealing to.  The employer branding dimensions that should 

be considered are work atmosphere, training and development, work-life balance, ethics 

and corporate social responsibility, and compensation and benefits.  The target group 

takes into consideration age, education level and employment duration.  The design 

process should consider the long-term strategy of the organisation to ensure that the 

appropriate target group is identified.  The employer dimensions, and the tangible and 

intangible benefits, should all be attractive to the target groups (Moroko & Uncles, 2009).  

The proposed employer branding dimensions should be tested with the targeted group 

to ensure that the design is appropriate.   
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Figure 28: Employer branding control cycle model 
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Following the design of the employer branding strategy, an organisation needs to 

consider the implementation of the strategy.  First it needs to focus on current employees 

as their testimony is the best form of employer value-proposition advertising through 

word-of-mouth (Vatsa, 2016).  Employer branding needs to be communicated to 

employees, training around the brand should be given, leaders in the organisation need 

to set an example of the brand, appropriate behaviour should be recognised and 

rewarded, recruitment processes should be built around attracting the right staff, and 

conscious actions should strengthen the sustainability of the brand (Vatsa, 2016).   

Once the internal-branding implementation is completed, focus should move to potential 

external employees.  The value proposition needs to be communicated to the external 

environment by means of a devoted career page on the company’s website, wide 

circulation of company newsletters, sponsorships and appropriate use of social media 

(Clair, 2016; Vatsa, 2016).   

The next step in the EBCC considers the monitoring of the impact of employer branding.  

As shown in this study, staff turnover levels should decrease following the successful 

implementation of an employer branding strategy.  The quality of employees attracted to 

the organisation increases as they receive favourable communication (Vatsa, 2016).  

This study also showed that the compensation expectations of both internal and external 

employees then decreases.   

The monitoring of the effects should then feed into the design of the employer branding 

strategy once again.  This continuous process is required to ensure that the employer 

branding strategy aligns with the company’s long-term strategy (Moroko & Uncles, 2009), 

as the competitive landscape, company needs and employee requisites change over 

time.   

 

7.3 Implications for organisations and management 

Employer branding can be used to retain employees, which directly impacts 

organisations’ bottom lines by saving on recruitment costs, increasing returns from staff 

development costs, and enhancing overall productivity.  The loyalty and trust that 

employer branding creates among current staff, enhances the attractiveness of potential 

employees through word-of-mouth.  Employer branding also reduces compensation 

expectations from employees which leads to a cost saving for the organisation.  Current 
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employer branding efforts by organisations can also be refined by only taking into 

account age, education level and employment duration when considering target groups.   

The empirical results of this study provide management evidence of the advantages of 

employer branding.  This can be utilised to motivate spending on an employer branding 

strategy.  This could also provide business opportunities for consultants on various 

projects surrounding employer branding.  Besides helping companies to establish an 

employer branding strategy, consultants could also make use of the measurement scale 

to develop industry reports which benchmark different companies.   

As more organisations become focused on their employer branding, it could become a 

common practice and business as usual.  Organisations need to be careful not to be the 

last to adapt to new business practices, as brand loyalty takes time to be established.   

 

7.4 Limitations of the research 

The current economic circumstances in South Africa impacted the choices of the 

respondents.  Choices might be more conservative due to the technical recession that 

took place during the year in which the study was conducted, and due to recent country 

downgrades by leading ratings agencies, as well as economic instability enhanced by 

political uncertainty.   

The research was limited to the insurance industry and the demographic profile of the 

research was not representative of South Africa’s profile.  Therefore, care should be 

taken not to infer the results of the study to all industries and the whole of South Africa.  

Employer branding preferences in other countries might also be different from 

South Africa’s preferences due to cultural and economic differences.   

In addition to the limitations of the methodology in section 4.9, the research did not 

include the actual employer branding strategies of the participating companies, which 

might have an effect on the interpretation of the results.   

 

7.5 Suggestions for future research 

It would be interesting to perform the study in other countries to investigate the effect of 

culture on employer branding preferences.  Expanding the study to different industries 
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might affect the study as the insurance industry is known to be conservative.  The results 

might also be different in bullish economic circumstances where employees have a wider 

choice of employers.   

By including companies’ employer branding strategies and implementation methods, 

future research could determine if there is a difference between companies with 

strategies and those without.  Such research could also be extended to determine which 

of the strategies and implementation methods were the most effective.  A longitudinal 

study could also be done to determine employer branding scores before implementation 

of strategies and after, to determine the most successful strategies.   

The quantification of employer branding costs is critical in understanding its financial 

implications.  Such a study could be combined with the quantification of the overall 

reduction in compensation, to determine the net financial impact of employer branding 

on companies.   

 

7.6 Conclusion 

Employer branding provides a mechanism for organisations to attract and retain the right 

employees, in turn reducing staff turnover rates.  A mindful employer branding strategy 

results in financial and non-financial benefits for organisations, enhancing the overall 

return to shareholders.  Such strategies need to be aligned to the overall strategy of an 

organisation, to ensure that the most appropriate employees are targeted.   
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9 Appendices  

Appendix 1. Questionnaire 

This appendix contains actual screenshots from the electronic questionnaire as well as 

a more detailed explanation of part 3 of the questionnaire.   
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Part 3 of the questionnaire worked as follows: 

1. Which employer do you regard as an optimal organisation to work for (excluding 

your current employer)? ([A]) 

2. What is your current annual salary? ([B]) 

3. What is your expected annual bonus (including short- and long-term incentives)? 

([C]) 

4. How many annual leave days do you get? ([D]) 

5. For which organisation would you rather work, given the remuneration package 

below?  

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: 85% of [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, given the 

remuneration package below? 

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: 90% of [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, given the 

remuneration package below? 

Current employer [A] 
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Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

Salary: 95% of [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, given the 

remuneration package below? 

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, given 

the remuneration package below? 

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: 105% of [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, 

given the remuneration package below? 

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: 110% of [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, 

given the remuneration package below? 

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: 115% of [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

6. For which organisation would you rather work, given the remuneration package 

below?  

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: 25% of [C] 
Leave: [D] 

 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, given the 

remuneration package below? 

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: 50% of [C] 
Leave: [D] 

 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, given the 

remuneration package below? 

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: 75% of [C] 
Leave: [D] 
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 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, given the 

remuneration package below? 

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, given 

the remuneration package below? 

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: 125% of [C] 
Leave: [D] 

 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, 

given the remuneration package below? 

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: 150% of [C] 
Leave: [D] 

 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, 

given the remuneration package below? 

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: 175% of [C] 
Leave: [D] 

7. For which organisation would you rather work, given the remuneration package 

below?  

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] - 6 

 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, given the 

remuneration package below? 

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] – 4 

 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, given the 

remuneration package below? 

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] - 2 

 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, given the 

remuneration package below? 

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 

[A] 
Salary: [B] 
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Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, given 

the remuneration package below? 

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] + 2 

 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, 

given the remuneration package below? 

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] + 4 

 If response is no: For which organisation would you rather work, 

given the remuneration package below? 

Current employer 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] 

[A] 
Salary: [B] 
Bonus: [C] 
Leave: [D] + 6 
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Appendix 2. Ethical clearance  
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Appendix 3. Employer branding-measurement characteristics 

This appendix contains graphical representations of the frequency distributions for each 

of the employer branding measures in part 2 of the questionnaire as well as all the 

statistical outputs.   

 

 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB1_1: My organisation provides autonomy to its 
employees to take decisions

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB1_2: My organisation offers opportunities to enjoy a 
group atmosphere

 
 
 

 

©©  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  PPrreettoorriiaa  

 



130 
 

 

 

 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB1_3: I have work friends who are ready to share my 
responsibility at work in my absence

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB1_4: My organisation recognises me when I do good 
work

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB1_5: My organisation offers a relatively stress-free 
work environment

 
 
 

 

©©  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  PPrreettoorriiaa  

 



131 
 

 

 

 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB1_6: My organisation offers opportunity to work in 
teams

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB2_1: My organisation provides us with online 
training courses

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB2_2: My organisation organises various conferences, 
workshops and training programmes on a regular basis

 
 
 

 

©©  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  PPrreettoorriiaa  

 



132 
 

 

 

 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB2_3: My organisation offers opportunities to work 
on foreign projects

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB2_4: My organisation invests heavily in training and 
development of its employees

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB2_5: Skill development is a continuous process in 
my organisation

 
 
 

 

©©  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  PPrreettoorriiaa  

 



133 
 

 

 

 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB2_6: My organisation communicates clear 
advancement paths for its employees

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB3_1: My organisation provides flexible working 
hours

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB3_2: My organisation offers opportunity to work 
from home

 
 
 

 

©©  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  PPrreettoorriiaa  

 



134 
 

 

 

 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB3_3: My organisation provides an on-site sports 
facility

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB4_1: My organisation has a fair attitude towards 
employees

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB4_2: Employees are expected to follow all rules and 
regulations

 
 
 

 

©©  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  PPrreettoorriiaa  

 



135 
 

 

 

 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB4_3: A humanitarian organisation gives back to 
society

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB4_4: There is a confidential procedure to report 
misconduct at work

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB5_1: In general, the salary offered by my 
organisation is high

 
 
 

 

©©  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  PPrreettoorriiaa  

 



136 
 

 

 

 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB5_2: In general, the bonus (including short and long-
term incentive) offered by my organisation is high

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB5_3: My organisation provides good health benefits

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
agree

Fr
eq

u
en

cy

EB5_4: My organisation provides insurance coverage 
for employees and dependents

 
 
 

 

©©  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  PPrreettoorriiaa  

 



137 
 

Correlations 

  EB1_1 EB1_2 EB1_3 EB1_4 EB1_5 EB1_6 EB1 

EB1_1 Pearson Correlation 1 .502** .211** .336** .190** .361** .636** 

Sig. (2-tailed)   0.000 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 

EB1_2 Pearson Correlation .502** 1 .298** .475** .303** .539** .765** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000   0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 

EB1_3 Pearson Correlation .211** .298** 1 .295** 0.116 .305** .568** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001 0.000   0.000 0.065 0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 

EB1_4 Pearson Correlation .336** .475** .295** 1 .300** .447** .727** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000   0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 

EB1_5 Pearson Correlation .190** .303** 0.116 .300** 1 .262** .572** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.002 0.000 0.065 0.000   0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 

EB1_6 Pearson Correlation .361** .539** .305** .447** .262** 1 .711** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000   0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 

EB1 Pearson Correlation .636** .765** .568** .727** .572** .711** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000   

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Correlations 

  EB2_1 EB2_2 EB2_3 EB2_4 EB2_5 EB2_6 EB2 

EB2_1 Pearson Correlation 1 .427** .264** .386** .402** .261** .645** 

Sig. (2-tailed)   0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 

EB2_2 Pearson Correlation .427** 1 .383** .506** .530** .279** .729** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000   0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 

EB2_3 Pearson Correlation .264** .383** 1 .363** .371** .278** .624** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000   0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 

EB2_4 Pearson Correlation .386** .506** .363** 1 .802** .470** .819** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000   0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 

EB2_5 Pearson Correlation .402** .530** .371** .802** 1 .521** .838** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000   0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 

EB2_6 Pearson Correlation .261** .279** .278** .470** .521** 1 .643** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000   0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 

EB2 Pearson Correlation .645** .729** .624** .819** .838** .643** 1 
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Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000   

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 254 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Correlations 

  EB3_1 EB3_2 EB3_3 EB3 

EB3_1 Pearson Correlation 1 .359** -0.017 .657** 

Sig. (2-tailed)   0.000 0.792 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 

EB3_2 Pearson Correlation .359** 1 .171** .833** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000   0.006 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 

EB3_3 Pearson Correlation -0.017 .171** 1 .501** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.792 0.006   0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 

EB3 Pearson Correlation .657** .833** .501** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000   

N 254 254 254 254 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Correlations 

  EB3_1 EB3_1 EB3 adj 

EB3_1 Pearson Correlation 1 .359** .763** 

Sig. (2-tailed)   0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 

EB3_2 Pearson Correlation .359** 1 .877** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000   0.000 

N 254 254 254 

EB3 adj Pearson Correlation .763** .877** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000   

N 254 254 254 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

Correlations 

  EB4_1 EB4_2 EB4_3 EB4_4 EB4 

EB4_1 Pearson Correlation 1 .312** .220** .407** .762** 

Sig. (2-tailed)   0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 

EB4_2 Pearson Correlation .312** 1 0.115 .313** .609** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000   0.066 0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 

EB4_3 Pearson Correlation .220** 0.115 1 .266** .577** 
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Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.066   0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 

EB4_4 Pearson Correlation .407** .313** .266** 1 .740** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000   0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 

EB4 Pearson Correlation .762** .609** .577** .740** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000   

N 254 254 254 254 254 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Correlations 

  EB5_1 EB5_2 EB5_3 EB5_4 EB5 

EB5_1 Pearson Correlation 1 .554** .179** .165** .691** 

Sig. (2-tailed)   0.000 0.004 0.008 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 

EB5_2 Pearson Correlation .554** 1 .290** .164** .725** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000   0.000 0.009 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 

EB5_3 Pearson Correlation .179** .290** 1 .471** .694** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.004 0.000   0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 

EB5_4 Pearson Correlation .165** .164** .471** 1 .655** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.008 0.009 0.000   0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 

EB5 Pearson Correlation .691** .725** .694** .655** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000   

N 254 254 254 254 254 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Correlations 

  EB EB1 EB2 EB3 adj EB4 EB5 

EB Pearson Correlation 1 .730** .757** .632** .692** .648** 

Sig. (2-tailed)   0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 

EB1 Pearson Correlation .730** 1 .491** .271** .600** .308** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000   0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 

EB2 Pearson Correlation .757** .491** 1 .290** .529** .337** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000   0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 

EB3 adj Pearson Correlation .632** .271** .290** 1 0.122 .249** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000   0.053 0.000 

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 

EB4 Pearson Correlation .692** .600** .529** 0.122 1 .351** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.053   0.000 
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N 254 254 254 254 254 254 

EB5 Pearson Correlation .648** .308** .337** .249** .351** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000   

N 254 254 254 254 254 254 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 4. Compensation characteristics   

This section considers graphical representations of the relationships between the 

compensation measures in part 3 of the questionnaire and also shows the statistical 

outputs which are relevant.   
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Correlations 

  Salary Bonus Leave 

Salary Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .777** .821** 

Sig. (2-tailed)   0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 

Bonus Correlation Coefficient .777** 1.000 .813** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000   0.000 

N 254 254 254 

Leave Correlation Coefficient .821** .813** 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000   

N 254 254 254 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 5. Retention characteristics 

This section considers graphical representations of the relationships between the staff 

retention measures of part 4 of the questionnaire and also shows the statistical outputs 

which are relevant.   
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Correlations 

  
CurrentEmployerSatisf

action 
ActivelyLookingTo

Move 
LikelyToConsiderM

oving 

CurrentEmployerSatisf
action 

Correlati
on 
Coefficie
nt 

1.000 -.557** -.576** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

  0.000 0.000 

N 254 254 254 

ActivelyLookingToMov
e 

Correlati
on 
Coefficie
nt 

-.557** 1.000 .528** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

0.000   0.000 

N 254 254 254 

LikelyToConsiderMovi
ng 

Correlati
on 
Coefficie
nt 

-.576** .528** 1.000 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

0.000 0.000   

N 254 254 254 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 6. Hypotheses 1: Impact of demographics on employer branding 

This appendix contains the statistical outputs of the tests that were performed for impact 

of demographics on the overall employer branding score. 

Age: 

Tests of between-subject effects 

Dependent Variable:  

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares df 
Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Corrected 
Model 

1.932a 3 0.644 2.766 0.042 

Intercept 2762.078 1 2762.078 11862.537 0.000 

AgeBand 1.932 3 0.644 2.766 0.042 

Error 58.210 250 0.233     

Total 2916.020 254       

Corrected 
Total 

60.142 253       

a. R Squared = .032 (Adjusted R Squared = .021) 

 

Levene's test of equality of error variancesa 

Dependent Variable:  

F df1 df2 Sig. 

1.543 3 250 0.204 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal 
across groups. 
a. Design: Intercept + AgeBand 
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Multiple comparisons 

Dependent Variable:  

(I) AgeBand Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Tukey HSD 1 2 -0.086 0.084 0.732 -0.302 0.130 

  3 -0.159 0.084 0.232 -0.377 0.058 

  4 -0.257* 0.095 0.035 -0.502 -0.013 

2 1 0.086 0.084 0.732 -0.130 0.302 

  3 -0.073 0.079 0.791 -0.279 0.132 

  4 -0.171 0.090 0.232 -0.405 0.062 

3 1 0.159 0.084 0.232 -0.058 0.377 

  2 0.073 0.079 0.791 -0.132 0.279 

  4 -0.098 0.091 0.703 -0.333 0.137 

4 1 0.257* 0.095 0.035 0.013 0.502 

  2 0.171 0.090 0.232 -0.062 0.405 

  3 0.098 0.091 0.703 -0.137 0.333 

 

Gender: 

Independent samples test 

 

Levene's 
Test for 

Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 
(2-

tailed
) 

Mean 
Differenc

e 

Std. Error 
Differenc

e 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

Lowe
r 

Uppe
r 

Score 
Overal
l 

Equal 
variance
s 
assume
d 

0.03
2 

0.85
8 

0.86
1 

252 0.390 0.053 0.062 -
0.068 

0.174 

Equal 
variance
s not 
assume
d 

    0.86
1 

240.07
9 

0.390 0.053 0.062 -
0.068 

0.174 
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Race: 

Tests of between-subject effects 

Dependent Variable:  

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares df 
Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Corrected 
Model 

1.632a 4 0.408 1.737 0.142 

Intercept 1408.100 1 1408.100 5992.405 0.000 

Race 1.632 4 0.408 1.737 0.142 

Error 58.510 249 0.235     

Total 2916.020 254       

Corrected 
Total 

60.142 253       

a. R Squared = .027 (Adjusted R Squared = .012) 

 

Education level: 

Tests of between-subject effects 

Dependent Variable:  

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares df 
Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Corrected 
Model 

2.085a 3 0.695 2.993 0.032 

Intercept 2724.015 1 2724.015 11729.858 0.000 

EducationGroup 2.085 3 0.695 2.993 0.032 

Error 58.057 250 0.232     

Total 2916.020 254       

Corrected Total 60.142 253       

a. R Squared = .035 (Adjusted R Squared = .023) 

 

Levene's test of equality of error variancesa 

Dependent Variable:  

F df1 df2 Sig. 

0.282 3 250 0.838 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal 
across groups. 
a. Design: Intercept + EducationGroup 
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Multiple comparisons 

Dependent Variable:  

(I) EducationGroup Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Tukey HSD 1.00 2.00 0.145 0.088 0.350 -0.082 0.372 

3.00 0.235 0.093 0.059 -0.006 0.476 

4.00 0.023 0.096 0.995 -0.225 0.271 

2.00 1.00 -0.145 0.088 0.350 -0.372 0.082 

3.00 0.090 0.079 0.666 -0.115 0.295 

4.00 -0.122 0.082 0.451 -0.335 0.091 

3.00 1.00 -0.235 0.093 0.059 -0.476 0.006 

2.00 -0.090 0.079 0.666 -0.295 0.115 

4.00 -0.212 0.088 0.079 -0.440 0.016 

4.00 1.00 -0.023 0.096 0.995 -0.271 0.225 

2.00 0.122 0.082 0.451 -0.091 0.335 

3.00 0.212 0.088 0.079 -0.016 0.440 

 

Employment duration:  

Tests of between-subject effects 

Dependent Variable:  

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares Df 
Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 1.848a 3 0.616 2.641 0.050 

Intercept 2083.014 1 2083.014 8933.111 0.000 

Employment 
duration band 

1.848 3 0.616 2.641 0.050 

Error 58.295 250 0.233     

Total 2916.020 254       

Corrected Total 60.142 253       

a. R Squared = .031 (Adjusted R Squared = .019) 

 

Levene's test of equality of error variancesa 

Dependent Variable:  

F df1 df2 Sig. 

3.271 3 250 0.022 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal 
across groups. 
a. Design: Intercept + EmpDurationBand 
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Multiple comparisons 

Dependent Variable:  

(I) Employment duration 
band 

Mean Difference (I-
J) 

Std. 
Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Games-Howell 1 2 0.034 0.091 0.983 -0.205 0.272 

3 0.145 0.076 0.240 -0.057 0.347 

4 -0.149 0.076 0.206 -0.347 0.048 

2 1 -0.034 0.091 0.983 -0.272 0.205 

3 0.111 0.101 0.692 -0.155 0.377 

4 -0.183 0.101 0.274 -0.447 0.081 

3 1 -0.145 0.076 0.240 -0.347 0.057 

2 -0.111 0.101 0.692 -0.377 0.155 

4 -.0294* 0.088 0.007 -0.526 -0.062 

4 1 0.149 0.076 0.206 -0.048 0.347 

2 0.183 0.101 0.274 -0.081 0.447 

3 0.294* 0.088 0.007 0.062 0.526 
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Appendix 7. Hypothesis 2: Testing for differences between companies 

This appendix contains the statistical output of the tests that were performed for testing 

the differences of the overall employer branding score between companies. 

 

Tests of between-subject Effects 

Dependent Variable:  

Source 

Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 7.128a 4 1.782 8.491 0.000 

Intercept 1262.313 1 1262.313 6014.836 0.000 

Employer Group 7.128 4 1.782 8.491 0.000 

Error 51.207 244 0.210     

Total 2873.771 249       

Corrected Total 58.336 248       

a. R Squared = .122 (Adjusted R Squared = .108) 

 

Levene's test of equality of error 
variancesa 

Dependent Variable:  

F df1 df2 Sig. 

2.493 4 244 0.044 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error 
variance of the dependent variable is equal 
across groups. 
a. Design: Intercept + CurrentEmployerGroup 
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Multiple comparisons 

Dependent Variable:  

(I) Employer Group 
Mean Difference 

(I-J) 
Std. 
Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Games-
Howell 

Company1 Company2 0.040 0.113 0.996 -0.308 0.388 

  Company3 -0.412* 0.125 0.025 -0.783 -0.041 

  Company4 -0.017 0.121 1.000 -0.378 0.345 

  Company5 -0.308 0.145 0.247 -0.741 0.125 

Company2 Company1 -0.040 0.113 0.996 -0.388 0.308 

  Company3 -.0452* 0.079 0.000 -0.671 -0.232 

  Company4 -0.056 0.071 0.932 -0.253 0.140 

  Company5 -0.348* 0.107 0.048 -0.693 -0.003 

Company3 Company1 0.412* 0.125 0.025 0.041 0.783 

  Company2 0.452* 0.079 0.000 0.232 0.671 

  Company4 0.396* 0.089 0.000 0.149 0.642 

  Company5 0.104 0.119 0.903 -0.260 0.468 

Company4 Company1 0.017 0.121 1.000 -0.345 0.378 

  Company2 0.056 0.071 0.932 -0.140 0.253 

  Company3 -0.396* 0.089 0.000 -0.642 -0.149 

  Company5 -0.291 0.114 0.134 -0.646 0.064 

Company5 Company1 0.308 0.145 0.247 -0.125 0.741 

  Company2 0.348* 0.107 0.048 0.003 0.693 

  Company3 -0.104 0.119 0.903 -0.468 0.260 

  Company4 0.291 0.114 0.134 -0.064 0.646 

Based on observed means. 
 The error term is Mean Square(Error) = .210. 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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Appendix 8. Hypothesis 3: Relationship between employer branding and 

compensation  

This appendix contains the statistical output of the tests that were performed for testing 

the relationship between employer branding and compensation. 

Correlations 

      Salary Bonus Leave EB 

Spearman's rho Salary Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .777** .821** .425** 

    Sig. (1-tailed)   0.000 0.000 0.000 

    N 254 254 254 254 

  Bonus Correlation Coefficient .777** 1.000 .813** .399** 

    Sig. (1-tailed) 0.000   0.000 0.000 

    N 254 254 254 254 

  Leave Correlation Coefficient .821** .813** 1.000 .424** 

    Sig. (1-tailed) 0.000 0.000   0.000 

    N 254 254 254 254 

  EB Correlation Coefficient .425** .399** .424** 1.000 

    Sig. (1-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000   

    N 254 254 254 254 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
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Appendix 9. Hypothesis 4: Relationship between employer branding and staff 

retention  

This appendix contains the statistical output of the tests that were performed for testing 

the relationship between employer branding and staff retention. 

Correlations 

      Satisfied 
Actively 
Looking Approachable EB 

Spearman's 
rho 

Satisfy Correlation 
Coefficient 

1.000 -.557** -.576** .537** 

    Sig. (1-tailed)   0.000 0.000 0.000 

    N 254 254 254 254 

  Actively 
Looking 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

-.557** 1.000 .528** -.432** 

    Sig. (1-tailed) 0.000   0.000 0.000 

    N 254 254 254 254 

  Approachable Correlation 
Coefficient 

-.576** .528** 1.000 -.502** 

    Sig. (1-tailed) 0.000 0.000   0.000 

    N 254 254 254 254 

  EB Correlation 
Coefficient 

.537** -.432** -.502** 1.000 

    Sig. (1-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000   

    N 254 254 254 254 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
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