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Abstract 

 

Based largely on talent shortages, the war on talent has given place to the war for talent. Organizations, as 

a result, have begun to seek and develop strategies to cope with difficulties in attracting and retaining a 

talented workforce.  In this study, the concept and role of employer branding, as one of these strategies, has 

been studied extensively and the role of employer brand practices on the perceived insider status and 

employee performance has been investigated from the perspectives of current employees. Also, it has been 

assessed to what extent perceived insider status has an impact on the employer performance. In the light of 

data collected from 175 respondents from different sectors, results of the study have revealed that social, 

development and interest value aspects of employer brand influence the perceived insider status and 

performance of employees. Additionally, perceived insider status has a positive impact on employee 

performance. Besides, it has been observed that economic value aspect of employer brand has no impact 

on the employee performance and perceived insider status. 
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1. Introduction  

In the age of knowledge economy, more and more organizations have begun to experience 

difficulties in achieving sustainability and competitive advantage due to increased competition. One of 

these challenges is the difficulty in finding skilled workforce due to the aging of the population and 

retirement of larger generations, emergence of new business lines and open market through globalization 

(Wahba & Elmanadily, 2015). 

Based on their research conducted in 77 US companies via a survey from 6,000 executives and 20 

companies’ case studies, Chambers et al. (1998) accentuated that organizations have experienced to “war 

for talent” because of difficulty in attracting and retaining the workforce stemming from talent shortages. 

In a similar vein, Dobbs et al. (2012) carried out a research in 70 countries and stated that advanced 

economies could experience talent shortage by 16 million to 18 million college-educated workforces while 

there could be potential surplus nearly from 90 million to 95 million low-skill workers’ in 2020. These 

talent shortages have compelled organizations to review their attraction and retention strategies for gaining 

a sustainable competitive advantage in the highly competitive business environment. As a result of this 

talent scarcity and war for talents, the aim of attracting and retaining the best employees have led to the 

emergence of the notion of employer brand in organizations. Accordingly, Chambers et al. (1998) proposed 

that creating great employee value proposition is the best way of winning the war for talent thanks to 

retaining and attracting the best talents in the organization.  

As a result, growing stream of research has put emphasize on employer brand concept for the 

attractiveness of organizations as an employer (Ambler & Barrow, 1996; Berthon, Ewing, & Hah, 2005; 

Lievens & Highhouse, 2003). With this regard, a vast number of studies have given ample attention to the 

attraction of potential employees’ aspect of employer brand. When the studies are examined, it is seen that 

employer brand attributes  as having good working condition and competence attributes (Van Hoye, Bas, 

Cromheecke, & Lievens, 2013), innovativeness and competence attributes (Lievens & Highhouse, 2003),  

work content and work culture (Rampl, 2014), symbolic attributes (Lievens, 2007), social and reputation 

value (Schlager, Bodderas, Maas, & Luc Cachelin 2011); working environment, development, economic 

value and image (Gungordu, Ekmekcioglu, & Simsek, 2014); responsibility and empowerment and 

compensation and location (Agrawal & Swaroop, 2009); psychological value (Sivertzen, Nilsen, & 

Olafsen, 2013); organizational culture, brand name and compensation (Leekha Chhabra & Sharma, 2014) 

have made important contributions to the employer brand attractiveness in the perspective of prospective 

employees. 

Within this framework, our research responds to a call to investigate the employer brand concept in 

terms of current employees’ view and their organizational outcomes (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004; Maxwell 

& Knox, 2009). In this context, this study intends to contribute to the literature with being one of the first 

studies delineating the impact of employer brand on the employee performance and perceived insider status 

of current employees. 
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2. Literature Review and Theoretical Framework  

2.1. Employer Brand 

The first serious discussions and analyses of employer brand emerged during the 1990s with the 

study of Ambler and Barrow (1996) via accentuating the employer role and characteristics of organizations. 

They defined employer brand as “the package of functional, economic and psychological benefits provided 

by employment, and identified with the employing company” (Ambler and Barrow, 1996 p. 188). Employer 

brand, based on this definition, provides benefits to employees with offering “(1) developmental and/or 

useful activities (functional); (2) material or monetary rewards (economic); and (3) feelings such as 

belonging, direction and purpose (psychological)” (Ambler and Barrow, 1996 p.189). 

Defining employer brand as “a strategy of internal and external communication of the unique 

attributes that establishes the identity of the firm as an employer and what differentiates it from others, with 

the aim of attracting and retaining potential and current employees”, Wahba and Elmanadily (2015 p. 149) 

has exerted more comprehensive view of employer brand with stating groups targeted through employer 

brand. In the light of above points, it can be posited that employer brand, given in terms of target market, 

focus on two aspects as external and internal employer brand (Lievens and Slaughter, 2016). External 

employer brand refers to the perception of outsiders about the attributes of organizations as an employer 

while internal employer brand refers to the perception of insiders about employer attributes of the 

organization.  

In this context, positive employer brand associations that will shape these perceptions of both 

prospective and current employees have been decisive for the employer brand attractiveness (Collins & 

Kanar, 2014). Edwards (2009) demonstrated that good reputation and organizational identity have an effect 

on attracting prospective and current employees. 

Employee value proposition, which is another important concept for creating a positive perception 

of target employees, is discussed as “the unique and differentiating promise a business makes to its 

employees and potential candidates” (Sullivan, 2002, p. 20). With a similar way in the marketing concept 

focusing on the value creation for the customers, employer brand aims to create unique employee value 

proposition for the potential and current labor market. With this regard, the ideal employee value 

proposition should diagnose the organizational culture and provide differentiated and unique emotional and 

functional benefits (Bas, 2011). In a nutshell, creating strong employer value proposition contribute to the 

development of positive associations and eventually attractiveness of employer brand. 

As posited by Berthon, Ewing and Hah, employer brand attractiveness refers to “the envisioned 

benefits that a potential employee sees in working for a specific organization” (2005 p.156) and determines 

attractiveness according to the existence of five dimensions.   

Interest value assesses the extent to which employers provide an exciting organizational 

environment and benefit from the creativity of employees for producing high quality and innovative 

products.  

Social value refers to the existence of a good relationship with colleagues as well as supervisors and 

happy working environment.  

Economic value includes the existence of remuneration and promotion opportunities, above-average 

wages, good retirement policies.  



https://dx.doi.org/10.15405/epsbs.2019.01.02.43 

Corresponding Author: Berivan Tatar 
Selection and peer-review under responsibility of the Organizing Committee of the conference 

eISSN: 2357-1330 

 

 515 

Development value articulates the training opportunities, gaining career-enhancing work experience, 

recognition, and appreciation from the organization.  

Application value refers to the extent to which organizations provide a facility to employees for 

applying and using their knowledge and teach this knowledge to other members of the organization. 

In this vein, having a strong employer brand provides a vast number of benefits for organizations 

through contributing in the development of such favorable employees’ attitudes as employee retention 

(Barrow & Mosley, 2011; Knox & Freeman, 2006), work engagement (Piyachat, Chanongkorn, & Panisa, 

2014), satisfaction (Heger, 2007; Davies, 2008), organizational identification (Lievens, Van Hoye & 

Anseel, 2007; Schlager et al., 2011), employee commitment (Ito, Brotheridge, & McFarland, 2013).  

In a nutshell, employer brand concept has gained an importance for the organizational success and 

competitive advantage thanks to its role in attracting and retaining the best possible employees. In order to 

overcome the war for talent, organizations should formalize their existing activities in harmony with the 

expectation of both prospective and current employees (Berthon, Ewing and Hah, 2005). 

 

3. Hypotheses Development 

3.1. Employer Brand and Perceived Insider Status 

Employee-organization relationship has drawn attention from organization scholars in recent 

decades. Defined as “the extent to which an individual employee perceives him or herself as an insider 

within a particular organization” (Stamper & Masterson, 2002), perceived insider status has embraced this 

employment relationship in the sense of being a central part of organization and feeling of that they are 

insiders. 

Perceived insider status of employees has mostly embraced with regard to benefits provided by the 

organizations (Ding & Shen, 2017) and fulfillment of their needs. These needs can be classified as economic 

needs (payment and promotions), relatedness needs (interaction and communication among supervisors 

and co-workers, participation in decision making) and developmental needs (career and growth 

opportunities, training programs). As a result of these benefits, employees tend to promote the perception 

of being a member as well as a part of an organization (Masterson & Stamper, 2003). Besides, monetary 

inducements and nonmonetary inducements (social atmosphere, rewards, work-life balance, perceived 

organizational support, training) contribute to the feeling of being a central part of the organization (March 

& Simon, 1958). 

In a similar vein, benefits provided by the organizations, as an employer, contribute to the formation 

of insider status of employees. According to Dai and Chen (2015) inducements provided by the 

organizations can be classified as economic inducements, inducements of development through training 

and advancement opportunities and social-emotional support through strong interaction with supervisors 

and colleagues. These rewards and inducements, based on the social exchange theory (Blau,1964), shape 

the perception of employees through showing the importance given to employees by the organization and 

prompt employees to the obligation of working better.  Besides, employees tend to perceive themselves as 

an insider. 

Shore et al. (2011) executed that three factors can be a predictor of inclusion of employees given as 

organizational climate considering the fairness and diversity; leadership behavior leading inclusiveness of 
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employees to activities and decision making of the organization, and organizational activities promoting 

the satisfaction of uniqueness and belongingness needs through the fulfillment of needs of employees. 

Previous research has stated that providing training and promotions opportunity and quality of the 

supervisor-subordinate relationship can enhance the perceived insider status (Wang, Feng, Prevellie & Wu, 

2017). Similarly, Hui, Lee, and Wang (2015) revealed that perceived supervisor support affects the 

perception of owning insider status. Additionally, a strong relationship with the colleagues, as well as 

recognition from management, arouse a feeling of being insider thanks to a supportive and friendly working 

environment (Shore, Cleveland & Sanchez, 2017).  

In the light of these arguments, it is proposed that the organizations’ practices through social, 

economic, development, application and interest value aspects of employer brand have made important 

contributions to the improvement of insider status. In this context, we propose in this current study that: 

  

H1: Social value is positively related to perceived insider status. 

H2: Economic value is positively related to perceived insider status. 

H3: Development value is positively related to perceived insider status. 

H4: Interest value is positively related to perceived insider status. 

 

These arguments suggest that employees may be motivated to perceive themselves as members of 

the organization to the extent that the organization can fulfill a variety of important employee needs, such 

as economic needs (e.g., pay and benefits), relatedness needs (e.g., co-workers with similar backgrounds 

and values, social status), or developmental needs (e.g., challenge and growth opportunities).These 

correspond closely with the rights that organizations may grant to employees, particularly social rights 

(economic benefits, social status, and training opportunities; Graham, 1991). Simultaneously, employees 

should be more likely to perceive themselves as organizational members to the extent that they make 

contributions toward organizational goals and objectives and other members’ needs. In contrast to 

organizational the commitment that describes an individual's affective attachment to an organization as a 

whole, perceived insider status relates to an individual's perceived importance or identity defined in terms 

of relative standings in an organization. In contrast to organizational the commitment that describes an 

individual's affective attachment to an organization as a whole, perceived insider status relates to an 

individual's perceived importance or identity defined in terms of relative standings in an organization. In 

contrast to organizational the commitment that describes an individual's affective attachment to an 

organization as a whole, perceived insider status relates to an individual's perceived importance or identity 

defined in terms of relative standings in an organization. In contrast to organizational the commitment that 

describes an individual's affective attachment to an organization as a whole, perceived insider status relates 

to an individual's perceived importance or identity defined in terms of relative standings in an organization. 

 

3.2. Employer Brand and Employee Performance 

Organizations operating in today’s business environment characterized by high competition 

increasingly have made an effort to differentiate themselves from other organizations. With this regard, the 

literature has garnered much empirical evidence demonstrating that investing in the human resources, on 

the basis of resource-based view, is vital for gaining competitive advantage for organizations (Barney, 



https://dx.doi.org/10.15405/epsbs.2019.01.02.43 

Corresponding Author: Berivan Tatar 
Selection and peer-review under responsibility of the Organizing Committee of the conference 

eISSN: 2357-1330 

 

 517 

1991). In this context, developing employees’ knowledge, competencies and abilities formalize their 

tendency of contributing organizational success as well as increasing their motivation and performance 

(Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Fey, Björkman, & Pavlovskaya, 2000).  

According to the findings of the previous research employer branding activities have an impact on 

financial and non-financial firm performance (Biswas & Suar, 2016). Fulmer, Gerhart and Scott (2003) 

investigated the impact of “great place to work” perception on the performance of the 100 best companies 

to work for in the US. Results showed that positive relationship via participation and collaboration leads to 

an increase in motivation of employees as well as firm performance. 

In terms of the employees’ performance, Katua (2015) revealed that training and development 

contribute to the improvement of knowledge, skills, and abilities of banking employees and leads to 

enhance the performance of employees as well as increase the quality and lower the cost because of errors. 

With this regard, training and development are likely to have a positive impact on performance to the extent 

to which the firm increases employees’ satisfaction (Fey & Björkman, 2001). Besides, providing related 

and necessary knowledge for vocational development and determining career-related goals for employees 

help to improve their skills leading better performance (Amin et al., 2014). 

On the other hand, Mayson and Barret (2006) proved that high performance and growth have been 

actualized through the agency of compensation packages. In this vein, reward programs including financial 

rewards, pay and benefits, promotions and incentives lead employees to increase their performance. 

Furthermore, recognizing the employees indicates the awareness and appreciation of organizations to 

employees and contributes their performance (Danish & Usman, 2010). Pao-Long and Wei-Ling (2002) 

are of the view that performance-based incentives and promotion opportunities, as well as benefits as 

retirement and profit sharing plans, enhance the employees’ performance. Additionally, Heger (2007) 

showed that financial rewards based on pay performance, rather than base pay, within the scope of the 

employer value proposition are one of the key components of employees’ productivity. In a similar vein, 

effective communication and interaction with both supervisors and subordinates increase the employees’ 

performance via organizational support perception by providing necessary information and clarifying 

organizational goals (Neves & Eisenberger, 2012).  

Drawing on the above discussion, creating an attractive workplace through employer brand may 

contribute to the performance of employees thanks to positive employee relations and attitudes. Based on 

the reviewed literature, the following hypotheses are suggested: 

 

H5: Social value is positively related to employee performance. 

H6: Economic value is positively related to employee performance. 

H7: Development value is positively related to employee performance. 

H8: Interest value is positively related to employee performance. 

 

3.3. Perceived Insider Status and Employee Performance 

Based on the ground of Inducements and Contributions Theory (March & Simon, 1958), by courtesy 

of the inducements and benefits provided to insiders, employees tend to feel an obligation in terms of 

showing more effort and positive work outcomes (Stamper & Masterson, 2002) for promoting the 

http://tureng.com/tr/turkce-ingilizce/by%20courtesy%20of
http://tureng.com/tr/turkce-ingilizce/by%20courtesy%20of
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organization. This effort raising from the insider status leads employees to increase their task performance 

(Chen & Aryee, 2007).  

Chen and Tang (2018) revealed that perceived inclusion of employees enhance the employees’ 

innovator and team member role performance while this insider status does not affect job role performance, 

career role performance, and organization member role performance. Mirap (2008) examined the 

relationship between perceived insider status and performance and executed that perceived insider status, 

in turn, leads to task performance, contextual performance, and total performance. According to the study 

of Pearce and Randel (2004), which deals with insider status on the basis of the feeling of socially included 

in the workplace, the sense of inclusion affects employee performance. Taken together, the following 

hypothesis is proposed: 

 

H9: Perceived insider status is positively related to employee performance. 

 

 

Figure 01. Conceptual Research Model 

 

4. Research Method  

4.1. Sample and Data Collection 

The survey was carried out in Turkey and through applying the convenient sampling technique, 175 

questionnaires were gathered from respondents working in various organizations. Respondents were 

instructed to evaluate their organizations, as an employer, in terms of opportunities they provide as well as 

their insider status and their performance. 

In terms of sample profile, 42,9% of the participants are women and 57,1% of the participants are 

men. 44% of all participants have university graduate, and 43,3% of all participants have a master degree 

and 12,7% of all participants have a doctoral degree. 32,7% of the sample is in the age group of 22-29, 

44,2% of the sample is in the age group of 30–37, 17% of the sample is in the age group of 38-45, and 6,1% 

of the sample is in the age group of 46 and above ages. In terms of job tenure, 3,5% of the employees have 

been working for less than 1 year, 31% of them have been working for 1-5 years, 33,9% of them have been 

working for 6-10 years, 31,6% of them have been working for 11 and above years. For the sectoral 

distribution 34,4% of respondents work in the education sector, 17,5% of them work in service sector, 

12,5% in manufacturing sector, 10% in banking and finance sector, 8,8% in automotive sector, 3% in 

information sector and 13,8% in another sector like building, textile, defence, and chemical industry 

respectively. 

  

4.2. Measures 

The questionnaire was used for data collection method and consists of two parts. Questions about 

the demographic variables of the participants are included in the first part of the questionnaire. In the second 
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part of the questionnaire, questions related employer brand, perceived insider status, and employee 

performance were included. A five-point Likert Type Rating scale ranged from ‘strongly agree’ (5) to 

‘strongly disagree’ (1) was used throughout the measurement instruments. 

 

4.2.1. Employer brand.  

Employer brand was measured with a 25-item scale of Berthon, Ewing and Hah (2005) to determine 

the perceived attractiveness level of employer brand attributes from the view of current employees. On the 

original scale, employer brand has been measured with dimensions of economic, development, social, 

interest and application value and each dimension consists of 5 questions and all dimensions were found to 

be above the acceptable Cronbach α of, 70. 

 

4.2.2. Perceived Insider Status.  

Perceived Insider Status was measured with a scale developed by Stamper and Masterson (2002). 

The scale has been measured with six items such as " I feel very much a part of my work organization", " 

My work organization makes me believe that I am included in it ". The scale has a reported alpha reliability 

of ,88. 

 

4.2.3. Employee performance.  

4 items measuring employee performance were adopted from the scale used in the study of Kirkman 

and Rosen (1999) and Sigler and Pearson (2000). Sample items include “I complete my tasks on time” and 

“I meet or exceed my goals” The scale has a reported alpha reliability of ,94.  

 

 

4.3. Analyses and Results 

In order to test construct validity of the research model, variables were tested with factor analysis 

using principal component analysis with varimax rotation method for determining the factors structure of 

dependent and independent variables and the results are presented in Table 1. 

The Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) statistics was used for determining the 

sampling adequacy for the analysis and it is expected that KMO statistics value should be greater than ,60 

(Kaiser & Rice, 1974). Finally, KMO test was found to be ,915 for employer brand; ,871 for perceived 

insider status and ,797 for the employee performance. Besides, The Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is 

significant (χ2 = 2624,388, p < 0.001 for employer brand; χ2 = 946,222, p < 0.001 for perceived insider 

status; χ2 = 211,466, p < 0.001 for the employee performance). 

As a result of analyses, three items were left out from the analysis because of low factor loadings. 

Finally, 22 items with four factors have emerged for the employer brand as development value explaining 

23,05% of the variance, social value explaining 19,25% of the variance, interest value explaining 15,18% 

of the variance and social value explaining 9,56% of the variance.  

On the other hand, the one-dimensional structure was found for Perceived insider status and 

employee performance. 6 items explained 80,99% of total variance and employee performance explained 

72,78% of total variance with four items. 
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In terms of the Cronbach's Alpha values ,60 which was stated as the lowest acceptable level in 

literature were used for determining the reliability of the scales (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998). 

Cronbach's Alpha coefficients of all dimensions remained above the acceptance values with a minimum α 

= ,856, indicating that all dimensions had internal consistency. 

 

Table 01. Factor Analysis Results 

Factors 

L
o

a
d

in
g

s 

E
ig

e
n

v
a
lu

e 

%
o

f 

V
a

r
ia

n
ce

 

C
ro

n
b

a
ch

's
 α

 

DEVELOPMENT VALUE  10,722 23,057 ,912 

The organization produces innovative products and services ,763    

Working in an exciting environment ,757    

Recognition/appreciation from management ,746    

Gaining career-enhancing experience ,660    

Opportunity to teach others what you have learned ,635    

Job security within the organization ,616    

Feeling good about yourself as a result of working for a particular organization ,602    

Good promotion opportunities within the organization ,584    

Hands-on inter-departmental experience ,579    

SOCIAL VALUE 

 

 1,742 19,254 ,903 

Happy work environment ,824    

Having a good relationship with your colleagues ,789    

A fun working environment ,770    

Supportive and encouraging colleagues ,745    

Having a good relationship with your superiors ,721    

Feeling good about yourself as a result of working for a particular organization ,532    

INTEREST VALUE  1,280 15,189 ,856 

The organization produces innovative products and services ,796    

Innovative employer - novel work practices/forward-thinking ,779    

The organization produces high-quality products and services ,699    

The organization is customer-orientated ,574    

The organization both values and makes use of your creativity ,528    

ECONOMIC VALUE  1,010 9,562 ,858 

An attractive overall compensation package ,799    

An above average basic salary ,790    

PERCEIVED INSIDER STATUS  4,860 80,997 ,953 

I feel I am an ‘insider’ in my work organization ,938    

My work organization makes me believe that I am included in it ,927    

I don’t feel included in this organization (R) ,906    

My work organization makes me frequently feel ‘left-out’ (R) ,903    

I feel like I am an ‘outsider’ at this organization (R) ,873    

I feel very much a part of my work organization ,851    

PERFORMANCE  2,912 72,789 ,874 

I meet or exceed my goals ,873    

I make sure that products meet or exceed quality standards ,859    

I respond quickly when problems come up ,850    

I complete my tasks on time ,830    

 
 

Pearson correlations were computed to determine relationships between four dimensions of 

employer brand and perceived insider status and employee performance (see Table 2). 
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Table 02. Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations 

 Mean Std. Dev. 1 2 3 4 5 

Economic Value 3,51 ,94 -     

Interest Value 3,92 ,71 ,602**     

Development Value 3,74 ,70 ,590** ,717**    

Social Value 3,94 ,70 ,508** ,592** ,680**   

Perceived Insider Status 3,92 ,83 ,487** , 645** ,778** ,624**  

Employee Performance 4,14 ,68 ,430** ,650** ,626** ,630** ,565** 

**; Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 
 

According to the results, it was found that economic value, interest value, development value, and 

social value have a positive relationship with the perceived insider status and employee performance. 

Highest correlations were between development value and perceived insider status (r=,778; p <0,001). 

Besides, interest value has the highest correlation with employee performance (r=,650; p <0,001). 

After the correlation analysis, the relationship between employer brand, employee performance, and 

perceived insider status was tested through multiple regression analysis. Results of the analyses have been 

shown in Table 3. 

 

Table 03. Regression Analysis Results 
Regressio

n Model 

Independent 

Variables 

Depended 

Variables 

Standardiz

ed β 
Sig. 

Adjusted  

R2 

F 

Value 

Model 

Sig. 

1 

Economic Value 

Perceived Insider 

Status 

-,025 ,684 

,624 
73,19

5 
,000 

Interest Value ,156* ,030 

Development Value ,578** ,000 

Social Value ,152* ,021 

2 

Economic Value 

Employee 

Performance 

-,061 ,381 

,516 
47,45

9 
,000 

Interest Value ,367** ,000 

Development Value ,180* ,039 

Social Value ,321** ,000 

3 
Perceived Insider 

Status 

Employee 

Performance 
,565** ,000 ,315 

81,19

7 
,000 

  *; Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level   **; Correlation is significant at the 0.001 level 
 

Results of regression analysis conducted for testing the relationship between employer brand and 

perceived insider status showed that there is a significant effect of interest value (β= ,156; p=,030), 

development value (β= ,578; p=,000) and social value (β= ,152; p=,021) on the perceived insider status. 

Therefore, H1, H2 and H3 are supported. On the other hand, economic value has no significant effect on 

the perceived insider status, not supporting H4. 

On the other hand, there is a significant effect of interest value (β= ,367; p=,000), development value 

(β= ,180; p=,039) and social value (β= ,321; p=,000) on the employee performance. Therefore, H5, H6 and 

H7 are supported. On the contrary, economic value has no significant influence on employee performance, 

not supporting H8.  

Finally, perceived insider status was significantly related to employee performance (β= ,565; 

p=,000), supporting H9. 

 

5. Conclusion and Discussions 

This study has shed some light on the relationship between employer brand by virtue of social, 

economic, development and interest value, employee performance and perceived insider status to fill the 
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gap in the literature thanks to being one of the first studies examining employee performance and perceived 

insider status in terms of employer brand.  

Findings of the study show that social value, interest value, and development value have a positive 

impact on the perceived insider status of the employees. The results of this study comport with the study of 

Wang et al. (2017) who noted that training opportunities and strong supervisor-subordinate relationship 

lead employees to perceive themselves as an insider. 

In addition, social value, interest value, and development value have a positive impact on the 

employee performance, which is in line with the finding of Katua (2015) and Fey and Björkman (2001) 

accentuating the importance of development and training for enhancing employee performance. In 

agreement with research of Danish and Usman (2010), appreciation and recognition through development 

value also are the predictor of the performance of employees. In terms of social value, along with similar 

lines with Neves and Eisenberger (2012), social interaction and quality of the relationship between 

colleagues and managers play important role in yielding employee performance. 

An interesting finding of this study is that providing payment and financial rewards through 

economic value aspect of the employer brand does not influence the employee performance contrary to past 

studies (Heger, 2007; Mayson & Barret, 2006; Pao-Long & Wei-Ling, 2002) which showed that financial 

programs, payment and benefits and incentives increase the performance of employees. Additionally, 

economic value also does not affect the perceived insider status.  

The underlying reason for these findings may be based on the idea that the symbolic framework of 

employer brand rather than monetary benefits, job security, and task demand is a better predictor of the 

employer brand attractiveness (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004; Lievens, 2007; Lievens & Highhouse, 2003). 

Piyachat, Chanongkorn and Panisa (2014) also emphasized the necessity for organizations to focus on 

emotional rather than the economic factors of employer brand. 

In a nutshell, this study shows that organizations should concentrate on creating value for the 

employees through employer brand based on the development opportunities, strong social relationship, 

novel work practices and getting benefits from the creativity of the current employees rather than an 

economic aspect of employer brand for the higher perceived insider status and employee performance. 

The generalizability of these results is subject to certain limitations. Firstly, the study was conducted 

in Turkey. For generalizability, it is recommended that the current research model should be tested in 

different cultural context. Besides, in terms of performance, the only perceptual performance of employees 

has been investigated in the current research. In future investigations, it might be valuable to examine the 

role of employer brand on the different aspects of performance such as contextual and task performance. 

Additionally, increasing the sample size would be crucial for the generalizability of the results. The current 

study, also, only has focused on the consequences of the employer brand. A further study could assess the 

antecedents of the employer brand from the point of organizational culture, leadership types and 

organizational climate. Besides, future research can investigate the role of participating the decision making 

and delegation in the relationship between employer brand, employee performance, and perceived insider 

status.  
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