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CO-BRANDING ALLIANCES AS AN EMPLOYER BRANDING STRATEGY

status quo empirical study results

research gap & problem statement research context findings

Co-branding, typically examined from the customer AREA 47 and its co-branding alliance ' |managerview  |employeeview =

perspecti\_/e, sfignificantly Impacts bran_d equity (Singh et .al., mgthod | o - | co- constructs as strong overall positive

2021), which |s_also a central concern in emplo_yer branding mlxe_d, s_equentlal qualltf'atlve-quantltatlve design approach branding signals; risks needto  evaluations of attitudes,

research (Santiago, 2023). Companies increasingly rely on qualitative research design alliance be considered brand fit & familiarity

employer branding in the competitive job market to attract semi-structured interviews, n = b managers, 01-02/2024, . . . .

and retain top talent (Tenakwah, 2021). Although studies on qualitative content analysis according to Mayring (2022) employer improvement on_a!l direct & indirect impact

brand alliances from the employee perspective are limited, quantitative research design bral?d constructs; skepticism

connections between employer branding and brand alliance online questionnaire, n = 57 current & 77 potential equity about loyalty

constructs, such as sponsorship, have been identified employees, 22/01-26/04/2024, descriptive, reliability, employer signal of security & indirect impact on

(Karjaluoto & Paakkonen, 2019). validity, spearman correlation, and regression analysis outcomes stability, impact on outcomes; weak variance
motivation, explained for productivity

research question research model productivity & WOM
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How does a co-branding alliance influence the employer's Table 1.: findings managers vs. employees
brand equity and the employer branding outcomes of a All hypotheses were confirmed (p < 0,05).

i Employer Branding Strategy: Co-Branding Alliance i
| | : : . : :
company? Attitudes towards . o It is crucial to note that co-branding alliances are pivotal
I I
| |

Brand Fit Brand Familiarity :
- Partner Brands among several tools that influence these constructs.
researchaim
To understand how potential and current employees | lHl \f IH5 I H7 implications
. : - el : : : | 1 L T | . . :
perceive CO'brandlng activities, If they influence their i Employer | Ergir:lzatlon gr?tamzat'onal i ¢ enhancement of emp|0yer brand|ng literature by using the
g - - ; . B I enti ulture | :
attitudes toward their employer, and if co-branding i A;asr;iiaﬁons ii g ; conceptual framework of Backhaus & Tikoo (2004)
alliances create a value proposition for employees. i | HE H8 ; + new method to examine and measure co-branding
| l H2 Employer i alliances as an employer branding strategy
= I | | -y . - -
theoretical backg round - Employer Brand Loyalty o . positive brand fit to signal the correct values
~ Image f | « partner recognition for attracting potential employees and
I il ' .
I i i resenting employer as a reputable
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Employer Theories in | | . Productivity « quality of the partners and their services or products is
Branding Employer  Attraction essential for retaining employees
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Sponsorship Social Identity, | {0 Employee random sampling / limited participants / cross-sectional data
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