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ABSTRACT 
The employer brand is the most powerful tool for the attraction, involvement, and maintenance 

of talents in line with the organization’s culture, helping managers in the development of the 
organization. The brand personality of the organization is a form of brand specific to each 

organization which brings the employees values and advantages. The objective of the present 

study is “the study of the impact of brand personality on employer brand attractiveness.” The 
model of this research is based on the variables of employer brand attractiveness, employer 

brand trust, employer brand affect and brand personality. The methodology of the research is 

practical in terms of objective and co-relational in terms of method. The required data was 
acquired through distribution and collection of data, using a simple classification method, among 

234 employees and professors of Azad University of Yazd by means of questionnaires and 

survey method. The data was then analyzed by spss18 software, and the relationship between 
variables and factors was verified through verification factor analysis and structured equations 

modeling technique by means of LISREL 8.72 software. The assumption that the employer 

brand trust and affect variables have an intervening role is examined by means of the Sobel test. 
The results show that the personality brand has a meaningful relationship with employer affect. 

The relationship between brand personality and employer brand is verified. Employer brand 

affect and trust are positively related to employer brand affect. The findings also show that 
personality brand affects employer brand attractiveness through employer brand trust and affect. 
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INTODUCTION 

 

 In the decades of brand creation activities, potential and current consumers’ objectives have been the major 

issu e in marketing (Rampl & Kenning, 2014). Brand is a symbol which constitutes a repertoire of 

dependencies. Brand creation is a very practical strategy to achieve distinction in production and service 

industries, and today companies and organizations seek not only to acquire a fair market share of products and 

services but to coordinate customers’ mental perception with their own (product/brand/company) (Usaki & 

Baloglu, 2001). Brand creation was at first used for tangible product distinction, but it is increasingly used for 

people, location and organization distinction. Employer brand creation is defined as a long-term strategy to 

manage awareness and perception of current and potential stakeholders which include direct and indirect 

communication with the organization (Rahimian, 2012). 

 Company brand personality is a kind of brand specific to each company, and includes values and measures 

of the company and business (Perepelkin & Zhang, 2011). Also, personality brand is one of the main 

constituents of “brand identity” (Azoulaty & Kapfere, 2004). According to Vhambers et al (1998) and Axelrod 

`et al (2001), brand creation acts as an effective potential or current employer which recruits and preserves 

talents (Rampl & Kerandnning, 2014). 

 As an advantage for competitiveness, private businesses should develop a strategy to recruit and preserve 

talents which is considered as an employer brand strategy (Chunping & Xi, 2011). Employer brand is perceived 

as a brand which distinguishes it from that of other competitors in the labor market. It is the most powerful tool 

for recruiting, involving, and preserving talents in line with the organization’s culture, and helps the 

organization’s managers in the growth of the organization; and like any other brand, it is related to perception. 

Perhaps one of the most important reasons for paying attention to this issue lies in the tendency of the 

organizations to get access to strategic, talented, and high performance human resources in the competitive labor 

market, not achievable otherwise with usual recruitment strategies. This has been of special significance to 
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service companies. Employer brand is considered as “a set of attempts by an organization to communicate with 

the current and future employees to make the organization a suitable place.” (Berthon et al., 2005) 

 In the past, some studies have been conducted by researchers to create employer brand in such fields as 

marketing, human resources, psychiatrics and management. These studies show that there has been a growing 

concern in the scientific community towards this subject (Rample & Kenning, 2014). Thus, this research focuses 

on how brand personality affects employer brand attractiveness. 

 

Assumptions and hypothesis: 

Employer Brand: 

 Employer brand (EB) is a term often used to describe how organizations give their employees benefits, 

communicate with them, preserve and promote their loyalty both inside and outside the organization, and give 

them a clear outlook of what distinguishes an organization as a suitable and distinct employer (Jiang & Iles, 

2011). Employer brand is considered as “a set of attempts by an organization to communicate with the current 

and future employees to make the organization a suitable place” (Berthon et al., 2005). According to Embler 

and baro (1996), employer brand is a concept which has been included in the literature of marketing and human 

resources management, and it is an interdisciplinary area. 

 This idea was first suggested by Embler and baro (1996) in relation to human resources development in a 

research entitled “employer brand.” (Kucherov & Zavyalova, 2012). Employer brand is perceived as a kind of 

brand which is distinguished from that of the other competitors in the labor market. It is the most powerful tool 

for recruiting, involving and preserving talents in line with the organization’s culture, and helps the leaders in 

the growth of the organization; and like any other brand, it is related to perception. Perhaps one of the most 

important reasons for paying attention to this issue lies in the tendency of organizations to get access to 

strategic, talented, and high performance human resources, not achievable otherwise with usual recruitment 

strategies, in the competitive labor market. This has been of special significance to service companies (Naks & 

Firman, 2006). In the past, some studies have been conducted by researchers to create employer brand in such 

fields as marketing, human resources, psychiatrics and management. These studies show that there has been a 

growing concern in the scientific community towards this subject (Rample & Kenning, 2014). 

 

Brand Personality: 

 Brand identity is a form of brand specific to each company and involves values and benefits for employees 

from the company and business (Perepelkin & Zhang., 2011). Freling and Forbes define brand personality as “a 

set of human personality characteristics related to brand.” The companies which have powerful brands and 

positive brand personalities enjoy a wide score of benefits. A suitable brand personality has many benefits: it 

fosters consumers’ preferences, enhances consumers’ affects, increases trust and loyalty level, and provides a 

basis for product distinction (Freling and Forbes, 2005, 404). In fact, brand personality is an important 

predictive element of measuring behavioral and attitudinal loyalty to brand (Perepelkin & Zhang., 2011). Also, 

it is a suitable variable in selecting brands by consumers (Lin, 2010). Personality brand is usually considered as 

a key factor of effective brand (Murphy et al., 2007). 

 

Brand Affect: 

 Consumers have different dependencies on brand. A class of dependencies is consumers’ affect which can 

be regarded as the overall suitable and unsuitable impression of consumers towards brand. Chadhori and 

Helbrook (2001) have defined brand affect as “a potential brand for eliciting positive emotional responses from 

consumers, consequent to utilizing it.” (Matzler et al., 2008). 

 

Brand Trust: 

 Affect consists of the positive expectations one has from a person’s action, deed, speech and decision apart 

from his or her opportunistic actions (Robbins, 2003). 

 Self-confidence and danger are among the important affects. Affect differs from one person to another. 

Moorman et al (1993) says: generally, brand is defined as the trust and belief of the other party (Moorman et al., 

1993). Brand affect can also increase employee’s attachment to and dependency on the company (Louis and 

Lombart, 2010). 

 Different concepts have emerged out of literature. Many factors affect the creation of affect; according to a 

research released by Moorie, nstitute loyalty, learning from mistakes, oral advertisement, employees’ behavior, 

management quality, and valuing customers views are among the most important factors in creating affect. 

However, in banking relation concepts, affect is considered as the strong belief of customers in the honesty, 

reliability, judgment and communicative power of service providers (Gill et al, 2006). 

 Batra et al (1993) have declared in their research that with regard to the human characteristics, the 

demographic characteristics is the most significant of all (Basfirinci, 2013). Similar to brand personality scale in 

US, the new personality scale consists of five elements: sincerity, excitement, supremacy, ruggedness and 
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competency. In addition, it includes 12 aspects and 36 characteristics (Lin., 2010). Brand personality aspects can 

be related to important marketing variables. For example, specific brand personality enhances the perception, 

preference and use of brand.  According to Biel, it stimulates consumer’s feelings and according to Fouriner 

(1995), it promotes trust and loyalty (Guse, 2011). Therefore, the following hypotheses can be suggested: 

Hypothesis 1- Brand personality positively affects the employer brand. 

Hypothesis 2- brand personality positively affects the employer affect. 

 

Employer Brand Attractiveness: 

 Employer brand attractiveness is defined as “the expected benefits as envisioned by a potential employee in 

working for an organization” (Berthon et al., 2005). 

 Brands may also cause negative and positive attitudes and can make consumers happy or sad, especially 

when they commit themselves to brands in a self-centered way. These feelings range from mild feelings (e.g 

positive demeanor) to deep feelings (e.g specific feelings). In fact, brand researches survey a wide range of 

brand affects from pleasure and good feelings to brand love. In brand management and advertisement, 

“emotional brand” has been raised as a substitute for marketing methods. Feelings like joy, sadness, love or 

anger are deep emotions which usually result in an evaluation process (Schmitt, 2012). Since trust causes 

commitment and loyalty to increase, it is assumed that a high level of brand affect enhances employees’ 

motivation (Rampl and Kenning, 2014). According to Fitzrory (2007), trust forms the basis of personal life and 

work relations (Fitzrory, 2007). Therefore, the following hypotheses can be suggested: 

Hypothesis 3- Brand affect positively affects employer brand attractiveness. 

Hypothesis 4- Brand trust positively affects employer brand attractiveness. 

 Companies who possess powerful brands and positive personality brands enjoy numerous benefits. A 

suitable brand personality has many benefits: it fosters consumers’ preferences, enhances consumers’ emotions, 

increases loyalty, and provides a basis for product distinction (Ferling and Forbes, 2005). The ultimate goal of 

every business is survival and growth. Sustainable and long-term sales and profit can ensure organization’s 

survival (Hasangholipour et al, 2012). Brand personality of an organization/company can make the benefits and 

advantages of a brand appear attractive to employees through their trust and feelings, and can make employees 

more committed and loyal to the organization. Therefore the following hypotheses are suggested: 

Hypotheses 5 – Brand personality affects employer brand attractiveness through affects. 

Hypothesis 6 – Brand personality affects employer brand attractiveness. 

 

Conceptual model: 

 The model of this research is based on brand personality, employer brand trust, and employer brand 

attractiveness. The conceptual model of the present research is as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 1: Conceptual model of the research (Rampl & Kenning., 2014). 

 

Methodology: 

 This research attempts to study the impact of brand personality on employer brand attractiveness; therefore, 

the model is based on four variables of brand personality, employer brand trust, employer brand affect and 

employer brand attractiveness. The demographic community consisted of employees and faculty members of 

Azad University of Yazd, and through a simple classification method 234 acceptable samples were selected out 

of this community. The methodology of the research is practical in terms of objective and co-relational in terms 

of method, and required data was collected through a valid and sustainable questionnaires and survey method. 

234 samples were selected from among the staff and faculty members of Azad University of Yazd, using a 

simple classification method. In table 1 the number of sample is specified with regard to equation 1. 

Brand personality 

Employer 

brand affect 

Employer 

brand trust 

Employer 

brand 

attractiveness 
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Nc = community number for each group 

562N= demographic population number 

234 n= sample number 

 
Table 1: Community number and research sample number. 

Research team Classification Community number Sample number 

Clerk Management 10 4 

Office work 103 42 

Research 59 24 

Training 36 14 

Students office 39 16 

Construction 13 5 

Cultural affairs 7 2 

Medical affairs 37 15 

Financial affairs 20 8 

Hospital 67 27 

- Total 394 155 

Professor Full-time faculty member 147 61 

Part-time faculty member 44 18 

- Total 168 76 

Total 562 234 

 

 Table 2 shows that out of 234 people filling in the questionnaires, 157 were male and 77 were female; %67 

were male, %33female, %23 professors and %77 clerks. The age of %46 of the people was between 26 and 35; 

%35 had MA/MS, %34 BA/BS, %17 PhD and %14 were technicians. 

 
Table 2: Demographic characteristics for the sample under survey. 

Variable Group Percent Variable Group Percent 

Sex Male 67.1 Education Technician 13.7 

Female 32.9 BA/BS 34.2 

Research team Professor 23.1 MA/MS 35.5 

Clerk 76.9 PhD 16.7 

Age Under 25 7.7 Work experience Under 5 years 12.4 

26-35 40.2 6-10 24.8 

36-45 38.9 11-15 28.2 

55-46 13.2 16-20 23.9 

More than 20 10.7 

 

 Questionnaires were used for collecting data. The questionnaire of this survey includes demographic 

information and 24 questions about variables. The questionnaires were given to people in person, and the data 

was collected carefully and then analyzed to test the hypotheses. Once the questionnaires were confirmed by the 

professors and specialists, the Cronbach’s Alpha was measured by means of spss software. Table3 shows the 

amounts of Cronbach’s Alpha and the number of questions for each variable. The coefficient of Cronbach’s 

Alpha for the whole questionnaire amounted to 0.877. Since the amount of Cronbach’s Alpha of the whole 

questionnaire and variables is larger than 0.7, the evaluation of the test is acceptable. 

 
Table 3: Type and measurement of variables. 

Variable Type Questions Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

Source 

Brand 

personality 

Sincerity  

 

Independent 

1-15 0.723  

 

Lievens et al (2005) 
Excitement 

Supremacy 

Power 

Competence 

Employer brand affect  

Intervening 

16-18 0.758 Chaudhuri & Hilbrook (2001) 

Barkus et al (2009) 

Employer brand trust  

Intervening 

19-21 0.713 Chaudhuri & Hilbrook (2001) 

Barkus et al (2009) 

Employer brand attractiveness Dependent 22-24 0.735 Taylor & Bergmann (1987) 

Total - 24 0.877 - 

  
Data analysis: 

 The study of the measurement model of exogenous variables (brand personality) and endogenous variables 

(employer brand affect, employer brand trust and employer brand attractiveness) was conducted through 

verification factor analysis approach, and the variables relationship was verified through path analysis by means 

of structured equations using LISREL software. The assumption that employer brand trust and affect have an 

intervening role is examined by means of the Sobel test. 
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Variable measurement models of the study: 

 It is necessary to ensure the verification of measurement model before going to the assumption test stage. 

Therefore, we deal with variable measurement in Table 4. We provide as many measurement equations as 

perceived variables.  

 
Table 4: Verification factor analysis results for variables. 

Hidden variable Perceived variables Standard 

coefficient 

statistic t Determination 

coefficient 

Error 

Brand personality Sincerity 0.45 6.98 0.59 0.077 

Excitement 0.82 14.74 0.62 0.59 

Supremacy 0.87 16.10 0.62 0.058 

Ruggedness 0.58 9.21 0.62 0.060 

Competency 0.78 13.76 0.52 0.059 

Employer brand trust 
(Aff) 

Aff 1 0.79 - 0.62 - 

Aff 2 0.80 12.00 0.64 0.069 

Aff 3 0.63 9.87 0.39 0.077 

Employer brand 

attractiveness (Att) 

Att 1 0.58 - 0.33 - 

Att 1 0.58 - 0.33 - 

Att 2 0.68 8.53 0.47 0.082 

Att 3 0.66 8.35 0.44 0.083 

Emlpoyer brand trust Tru 1 0.51 - 0.26 - 

Tru 2 0.79 7.70 0.62 0.11 

Tru 3 0.77 7.56 0.60 0.11 

 

 All the variables with t statistic are larger than 1.96; the level of determination variable is suitable, so none 

of the items are deleted from the model and we can proceed with the same items. 

 

Model veracity: 

 Generally, when working with LISERL none of the obtained results alone supports the suitability and 

unsuitability of the model, and the variables should be interpreted in their totality. There are some suitability 

factors for the evaluation of the model. As you see in table 5, the working square root to degrees to freedom 

amounts to 2.12 which being less than 3 is a suitable amount. The low level of this index shows that there is 

little difference between the research conceptual model and the perceived data of the study. RMESA amounts to 

0.069 which is less than 0.08. The lower the RMSEA index is, the more suitable the model is. Furthermore, CFI, 

IFI, NNFI and GFI indexed are all larger than 0.9. Therefore, the model is suitable and verified. 

 
Table 5: Suitability of indexes. 

Index amount index Amount 

Working square root 146.09 AGFI o.87 

Degrees to freedom 69 NFI 0.96 

Working square root to degrees 

to freedom 

2.12 NNFI 0.97 

RMESA 2.12 NNFI 0.97 

GFI 0.92 CFI 0.98 

  

Structured model (path analysis) of the research: 

 After conducing verification factor analysis we proceed with testing the hypotheses of the research through 

structured analyses. Figure 2 shows the overall model in standard estimation condition. Estimation results verify 

the suitability of the model. It is only in the standard estimation condition that we can compare the specified 

perceived variables, and this model being in a standard condition, shows to what extent the variance related to 

hidden variable can be explained by the perceived variable. The standard coefficient of the model along with the 

statistic t of each path is shown in table 6. 

 

 Table 6 shows the amount of the coefficient of determination for the employer brand attractiveness as being 

0.89, and the amounts show that the personality brand, employer brand trust and affect put together can explain 

only %89 of the employer brand attractiveness. The highest coefficient of standard path and brand personality 

index did not show a meaningful change. On the other hand, %54 of the changes in employer brand affect can 

be explained by personality brand index. Also, %56 of the changes in employer brand trust can be explained by 

brand personality index. 

 

Testing the Hypotheses of the research: 

 After the model was studied and verified, the model hypotheses were evaluated and tested. Also, the role of 

intervening variables was examined through the Sobel test. 

Hypothesis 1 – Brand personality affects employer brand affect. 



649 

 

 

 According to table 6, the absolute value of   statistic t for personality brand to employer brand affect path 

amounts to 9.76 which is larger than 1.96. Therefore, personality brand meaningfully affects employer brand. 

And the influence was positive and amounted to .073  

 
Table 6: Summary of standard coefficients, coefficients of determination, statistic t and results. 

Path Standard coefficient Statistic t Coefficient of 

determination 

Result 

Brand personality  brand affect 0.73 9.76 0.54 Verified 

Brand personality  brand trust 0.75 6.96 0.56 Verified 

Brand affect  employer brand 

attractiveness 

0.60 4.78 0.89 Verified 

Brand personality  employer brand 
attractiveness 

-0.12 -.79 0.89 Rejected 

Brand trust 0.75 4.73 0.89 Verified 

 

 
 

Fig. 2: Model in standard coefficients condition. 

 

Hypothesis 2 – Brand personality affects employer brand trust. 

 The absolute value of statistic t for personality brand to employer brand trust path amounts to 1.96 which is 

larger than 1.96. Therefore, brand personality meaningfully affects employer brand attractiveness. And the 

influence was positive and amounted to .075  

Hypothesis 3 – Employer brand affect affects employer brand attractiveness. 

 Table 6 shows that the absolute value of   statistic t for employer brand affect to employer brand 

attractiveness path amounts to 4.87 which means employer brand affect meaningfully affects employer brand 

attractiveness. And the Influence was positive and amounted to 0.60 

Hypothesis 4 – Employer brand trust affects employer brand attractiveness 

 The absolute value of the statistic t for employer brand trust to employer brand attractiveness path amounts 

to 4.73 which is larger than 1.96. It means that employer brand trust meaningfully affects employer brand 

attractiveness. And the influence was positive and amounted to 0.73 

Hypothesis 5 – Personality brand affects employer brand attractiveness through brand affect. 

 Table 7 shows the Sobel test statistic (4.392) and a meaningful level (0.000) which is less than 0.05. It 

means that since there is no meaningful direct relationship between brand personality and employer brand 

attractiveness in the model, employer brand affect plays the role of an intervening variable, and its indirect 

influence amounts to 0.438. As a result, brand personality affects employer brand attractiveness through brand 

affect. 

Hypothesis 6 – Brand personality affects employer brand attractiveness through employer brand trust. 
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 Considering the Sobel test statistic (3.863) and the meaningful level of 0.000 which is less than 0.05, we 

can conclude that since there is no meaningful direct relationship between personality brand and employer brand 

attractiveness in the model, employer brand trust plays fully the role of an intervening variable, and its indirect 

influence amounts to 0.548. As a result, brand personality affects employer brand attractiveness through 

employer brand trust. 

 
Table 7: Sobel test for Hypotheses 5 and 6. 

Hypothesis Z test statistic S.E P meaningful level Standard indirect 
influence 

5 4.392 0.103 0.000 0.438 

6 3.863 0.146 0.000 0.548 

 

Discussion, conclusion and applicable suggestions: 

 The present study examines the influence of brand personality on employer brand attractiveness. The 

hypothesis tests in the under-question community (Azad University of Yazd) show that there is a positive 

relationship between the brand personality of the staff and faculty members of the university and the university 

brand affect. Therefore, an increase in the personality brand of the staff and faculty members results in an 

increase in their affect to the university brand. Louis and Loumbart (2010) and Rezaee Dolatabadi et al (2013) 

have also studied the relationship between brand personality and employer brand affect. 

 The existence of a positive relationship between brand personality and employer brand trust means that an 

increase in brand personality aspects results in a significant increase in the staff and faculty member trust in 

Azad University of Yazd. In the research of Rample and Kening (2014), too, the relationship between the 

aspects of brand personality and employer brand trust has been studied. Also, Ghaffari Ashtiani and Mir (2011), 

Rezaee Dolatabadi and et al (2013), Azizi et al (2012), Pereplkin and Di Zhang (2011) have all studied and 

verified the relationship between brand personality and brand trust. The results of this research conform to those 

of the above researches. 

 The result of hypotheses 3 and 4 shows that there is a meaningful relationship between the Azad University 

of Yazd brand trust and affect and the university brand attractiveness. That is, when an employee chooses the 

university’s brand to form his identity, there grows a strong attachment and dependency (a set of effective, 

exciting memories formed as a result of the relationship between staff/professors and the university) which 

results in an emotional attachment between the university brand and the image of the staff/professors itself, so 

that he/she develops a trust in the organization, and tends to support the university brand. It means that Azad 

University of Yazd affect helps the staff/professors, in a long-term relationship with the university and 

interacting with other staff/students, to choose the brand of the university all the time. And the close relationship 

between the students and the staff results in their love for and attachment to the university brand. 

 Azad University of Yazd can create an emotional attachment among the staff/professors through 

implementing appropriate polices, so that the more  a sense of affection, friendship and excitement toward the 

brand, the more the emotional attachment between the staff/professors and the university brand grows, which 

can be very effective in their commitment and loyalty to the university brand. 

 Brand affect should also be fostered and developed through such stimulants as cash and non-cash rewards, 

pilgrimages, and leisure tours so that they stimulate employees to further their relationship. Also, special plans 

and strategies should be developed for research activities along with appropriate promotions for professors so 

that the university trust and affect can be appropriately developed. The whole system of Azad University should 

consider special benefits for the formation of employer brand attractiveness. 
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