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Abstract
Identifying the dimensions of the employer brand attractive-
ness of Indian ‘Generation Z’ students who are prospective 
employees on an overall basis and for certain segments of 
students, the study is conducted. Generation Z belongs to 
the age cohort, which has just started entering the workplace 
during this study. The study identifies the organizational at-
tributes most significant in attracting Indian Generation Z 
B-School students to seek and aspire for employment. Seg-
mentation was done based on the student’s gender, special-
ization, and previous work experience to differentiate the 
perception factors. Finally, the comparison of Millennials and 
Gen Z preferred attributes showed a degree of similarity of 
employer preference attributes for Millennials and Gen Z, as 
both generations preferred instrumental factors. Still, Gen Z 
preferred more growth and learning opportunities than Mil-
lennials, who favoured compensation and organizational at-
tributes. A sample of 160 Gen-Z B-School students from India 
is 15 B-Schools were surveyed to acquire the data to meet the 
requirements.
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1 Introduction
There is compelling evidence to suggest that com-

panies need to spend a considerable amount of re-
sources on hiring the right organizational fit candidate 
for their respective organizations [1]. This observation 
is bolstered by the fact that companies have assigned 
dedicated departments and teams to set the right com-
munication cues with prospective employees using 
employer branding methods [2]. The model of em-
ployer branding derived from the theory of market-
ing has been the choice of organizations throughout 
the world. To make themselves the employer of choice 
and ease the talent acquisition process by attracting 
the ‘right’ candidate to apply for the hiring process 
and other organizational outcomes, like reduced cost 
of hiring, increased retention and even improved em-
ployee engagement [3]. To have an attractive employ-
er brand, it must precede a good employer branding 
strategy, presenting its perceived benefits of associat-
ing with the organization with the potential employees 
looking out for job opportunities [4].

In January 2017, 25.9 million people in India 
sought out jobs in the market, according to the Cen-
tre for Monitoring Indian Economic (CMIE). This 
body does work and collects data on economics and 
business. Due to a difference between graduating stu-
dent’s skills and industry-current requirements, the 
demand for expert workers by the Indian industry has 
remained unfulfilled. It has become quite a contradic-
tory situation that the two segments are unable to ful-
fill the aspirations and expectations of each other due 
to the existing skill gap. Therefore, finding the right 
talent pool and tap it to fulfill the organization’s need 
is necessary.

Campus recruitment happens to be one of the fa-
vored methods of talent acquisition for companies 
despite the higher costs due to the availability of high-
skilled talent, which after training can be easily ab-
sorbed in the organization [5]. Campus recruitment 
is also favored because it forms a steady pipeline of 
talent, which is inherently a limited-sized pool with 
a high-quality talent pool compared to other talent 
pools. It is necessary to recognize the attributes that 
assist in forming a good sway in the minds of probable 
student hires and thus develop the brand to acquire 
the best talent from the campus. Some previous stud-
ies outside of India have concentrated on job seekers ‘ 
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role of employer brands; the cultural dimension of In-
dia is different, which may lead to different application 
intentions by Indian students [6].

As of the year 2020, the latest generational cohort 
to enter or about to enter the workplace are Genera-
tion Z. Gen Z are distinct from the Millennials as re-
corded in a study of 3,200 Generation Z in Brazil, Ja-
pan, Germany, Mexico, UK, China, India, and the US. 
It has been established that Gen Z values employers 
that provide “fair pay and promotion opportunities, 
technical learning opportunities, and development 
opportunities.” They also revealed that Gen Z likes 
“managers who treat employees with dignity, ethical 
behavior, equal pay and promotion, open and con-
sistent communication, and wise decision-making in 
businesses.” 

Other main characteristics of generation Z are also 
being “independent, self-confident, and autonomous.” 
Keeping all the generational differences in attitudes 
and perceptions in mind, it is essential that the tal-
ent acquisition strategies to attract Gen Z have been 
adjusted and tailored accordingly [7]. Identifying the 
attributes of employer attractiveness for Gen Z can ef-
fectively improve the hiring strategy of organizations, 
reduce hiring costs, and increase the attraction of 
quality candidates from the Gen Z pool.

This paper will try to identify the employer brand 
attractiveness dimensions of Indian Generation Z 
students, who are soon-to-be employees, on an over-
all basis. For certain segments of students, which will 
assist firms in acquiring a clear understanding of the 
Indian Generation Z student’s psyche, concerning em-
ployer attractiveness attributes and strategically acting 
on the findings to develop their employer brand [8].

2. Literature review

2.1 Employer branding: overview
Corporate organizations indulge in a continuous 

tug-of-war to retain and attract the best talent from 
the market pool. Present-age companies spend a sig-
nificant amount of capital and workforce resources to 
seem ‘attractive’ from a prospective job seeker. The 
earliest discussion on employer brand was the promo-
tion of brand management techniques on the manage-
ment of people resources for the benefit of companies 
in terms of improving internal relationships and, thus, 
firm performance [9]. As defined by Ambler and Bar-
row, Employer brand is a bundle of advantages given 

by the job and acknowledged with the organization; 
the benefits are in the form of purposeful benefits, 
psychological benefits, and finally, monetary benefits.

In the original paper, “The War for Talent,” Cham-
bers investigates the grim outlook of large American 
corporations in attracting the most appropriate talent 
for executive-level [10]. Explanations behind this in-
clude the maturing levels of the USA populace, which 
is bringing about a decrease of the extent of the work-
ing-age limit of individuals, no expansion of female 
worker population in the talent pool, the constant 
‘graph lines of workforce efficiency upgrades, stable 
inward immigration levels, and employees not stretch-
ing out their professional term period. These quanti-
tative variables are additionally aggravated by three 
subjective difficulties, which Chambers distinguish 
as the requirement for the multifaceted economy for 
extra-specialized talent with a worldwide outlook of 
business acumen, cross-cultural sensitization, and 
adoption of entrepreneurial and technological skills. 
Second, the inception and growth of many early-level 
firms that are gradually aiming at the same segment 
of talent pool pursued by large companies, and third-
ly, the increase in the way individuals jumped across 
companies and industries.

While these findings of Chamber’s were in public 
for more than two decades, their significance is still 
bearing in the present times. Authors are investigat-
ing the subject of the talent market scenario state the 
presence of a “talent crisis” which “will worsen in the 
years ahead.” Konig says, “Entering and exit ration is 
1:4 in the job market by 2012, it will be increased to 
1:6 by 2016”. Konig’s focused on this concern and ad-
vocates that organizations should continuously ask the 
following:
1. Is the company drawing the “right kind” of people 

in the organization at all levels?
2. Is there an existence of a corporate culture enabled 

to recognize and develop the right talent internally?
3. Is there an existence of right incentives in the or-

ganization, which in still determination in the em-
ployees to raise through the corporate ladder?
Following this discourse, the process with which 

employer brand is built, called employer branding, 
was identified as enabling establishing a firm’s brand 
as a preferred worker and attracting top talent and 
employees. Further, the notion was that the employees 
inducted through the influence of employer brand-
ing would support the firm’s goals and values and, 
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therefore, increase their organizational citizenship 
behaviour towards it [3]. Employer branding also 
encompasses a host of other benefits and rewards 
attained by a prospective employee to supplement 
their employment to the firm, called “employee value 
proposition” or EVP [11]. Over the last decade, there 
have been studies done as to how employers can use 
market segmentation to improve the outcomes of em-
ployer branding [12] and to identify the values that 
employees’ desire the most and which, in turn, can 
affect the employer branding strategy of a firm [13]. 
Employees were likely to join organizations whose val-
ues were aligned with their values, i.e., the maximum 
person-organization fit was sought for organizational 
entry [14]. Employer brand is considered a sustain-
able HRM tool to act as a competitive advantage to 
other firms by integrating various concepts like social 
identity theory, employer value proposition, and sig-
nalling theory throughout the employee lifecycle [15]. 
Employer branding effects were also seen in existing 
managers by Davies. The study was done to “explore 
the role of employer brand in influencing employees’ 
perceived differentiation, affinity, satisfaction, and 
loyalty” [16]. Attracting ‘knowledge workers’ is the 
main objective of employer branding by organiza-
tions and is recognized as an important success factor 
[17]. As for employers to identify significant organi-
zational attributes that attract prospective employees, 
it is paramount to find the underlying factors, which 
are perceived most desirable [18]. A study found that 
challenging work environments and career growth op-
portunities were considered the key property to have 
for an employer of choice across age-group and racial 
demographics in the USA [19]. The implications and 
nature of employer branding were studied by utilizing 
the theory of signalling and informational economics. 
The study by Wilden reveals that prospective employ-
ees evaluate the attraction of an employer by “Based 
on previous work experiences with the worker or in 
the sector; the credibility, clarity, and consistency of 
the effective employers’ brand signals; perceptions of 
the employers’ brand investments; and perceptions 
of the employers’ product or service brand portfolio” 
[20]. Employer branding has also been effective as a 
strategy for engaging motivation for employees to 
“live the brand” by the lenses of social identity theory. 
The specific attributes that were identified as desirable 
were different across organizations. However, the cat-
egories were identical, viz. employment, firm success, 

perceived external image, and product/service offer-
ing characteristics [21]. The perspectives of the em-
ployer do not remain the same for different people. It 
is imperative to identify the difference in attitudes.

2.2 Employer branding: factors leading to 
recruitment

While the cost for campus recruitment being high, 
companies still pursue it because the recruited students 
stand to assimilate in the organization culture far better 
and are thought to be more eager to learn [22]. There-
fore, it became crucial for a company to project itself as 
a favourable place of work. It was noticed that the most 
favored organizational attributes among students were 
“brand name, organizational culture, and compensa-
tion.” Students classified the career portal as the pre-
ferred source for employer interest. The study showed 
a significant and positive correlation between the like-
lihood of application and strong brand image. Berthon 
developed a scale to measure the attributes of employer 
attractiveness using Australian university students as 
subjects. The study involved exploratory identification 
of the attributes by focus group discussion and finally, 
reducing it to a 25-item scale. A study comprising 10 
Indian B-school millennial students identified percep-
tions of the best employer using Berthon’s EmpAt scale. 
It is used to identify ‘Necessary factors,’ ‘Neutral factors,’ 
and ‘High impact factors [23].

Further, Pingle and Kaur conducted a factor anal-
ysis to group the items of the EmpAt statements into 
eight factors for Indian B-school students. The seg-
mentation variables like “age, gender and employment 
status” effect on the dimensions of the attractiveness 
of employer branding have also been studied. The 
findings reveal significant variations concerning gen-
der, but not the current employment status or the age, 
between the professed values of the attractiveness di-
mensions of the employer. However, this has not been 
studied in the Indian context or with the Gen Z pop-
ulation yet. 

2.3 Generation-Z
Generations are cohort based on the birth of in-

dividuals in a certain period, also known as “social 
generations,” are commonly referenced and utilized 
in pop-cultural settings and have been the core for 
analysis, especially when viewed with the lens of so-
ciology [24]. The study of generations as a cohort 
began in the nineteenth century because of youth re-
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belling against the established social structure order 
and growing awareness of the possibility of everlast-
ing social change [25]. Few analysts believe that gen-
eration is more important than other factors such as 
class, gender, race, and education. In contrast, others 
see generation as one of the most important social cat-
egories in a society [26]. “A set of historical events and 
related phenomena that creates a distinct generational 
gap” is how the cohort of generation is defined [27]. 
According to Parry and Urwin, identifying a genera-
tion necessitates “some form of social ‘proximity’ to 
shared events or cultural phenomena.”

Defining generations through cohorts give a chance 
to view and document attitudinal differences across 
demographics [28], which often allows a researcher 
to study and analyze changes over time across gen-
erations; terms like Baby Boomers, Millennials, and 
Generation Z are used to describe certain generational 
cohorts [30]. Generation Z is the latest generation that 
has reached adulthood and started joining the work-
force [29]. There are many different cut-off years for 
Generation Z by different organizations. The Pew Re-
search Center defines Generation Z as someone born 
in 1997 and after. Forbes states that Gen Z is composed 
of people born in 1995 to 2010 [31]. BBC identifies Gen 
Z as someone born after 1995. Gen Z is also informally 
called a “zoomer.”(What does zoomer mean? n.d.) Gen-
eration Z’s unique features are digital natives, i.e., they 
have experienced internet, telecommunication, com-
puting devices, both large and handheld, since their 
birth [32]. No other generation has lived with so much 
access to modern technology since birth like Genera-
tion Z [33]. Gen Z had access to technological marvels 
of multimedia like iPods, smart phones, iPad, gaming 
consoles, social media, and online streaming media. In 
the current world scenario, where everyone is used to 
interacting and conversing in a closely connected inter-
net world 24x7, this environment is quite ‘normal’ and 
well-adjusted for Generation Z.

2.4 Exploring changes in employer 
preference attributes across generations

A study based on Sri Lankan Millennials business 
school students (MBA) identified eight student prefer-
ence factors by using an instrument designed by Ber-
thon called Employer Attractiveness (EmpAt) scale, 
influenced by their economic environment and cul-
tural affinity [34]. For the Indian context, determining 
dimensions of employer brand for Indian early millen-

nial business school students (MBA) was done using 
a similar Berthon’s EmpAt scale [27] with a few gaps 
and limitations. The study used a convenience sample 
from limited B-schools. The study did not segment the 
student population on any basis to identify any prefer-
ence based on it. The study was conducted for only the 
millennial population.

Therefore, it is imperative to study the preferred 
dimensions of employer brand of Indian Generation 
Z B-School students by taking a comparatively broad-
er sample and determining the dimensions based on 
segments like student’s gender, specialization, and 
previous work experience due to its significance and 
relevance in the present times. There is also a need 
to evaluate if the dimensions of a preferred employer 
brand have changed over time and generations for In-
dian B-School students.

3 Research methodologies
A sample of 160 Gen-Z B-School students from In-

dia is 15 B-Schools were surveyed to acquire the data 
to meet the requirements. As there is no single consen-
sus cut-off year for Gen Z, we chose the earliest cut-off 
year for Gen Z., i.e., the year 1995, as found during 
the literature review. Therefore, all the subjects cho-
sen to be in the study were born on or after 1995. The 
students were drawn from different specializations, 
viz., Human Resource, Marketing, Finance, and Op-
erations. These students had undergone their summer 
internships and, thus, effectively thinking about their 
employment possibilities. This opportunity had given 
them some introduction to working and the qualities 
of various kinds of managers, workplace factors, and 
other deciding employment factors.

Data were collected from the subjects through a 
self-filled survey via Question Pro, separated into two 
sections. Section A comprised demographic details, 
which were intended to be used for segmentation 
like gender and specialization. Section B comprises 
32 items, which are factors that potential employees 
may consider before selecting a potential employer. 
Of these things, 25 items belonged to the original Em-
ployer Attractiveness (EmpAt) scale created by [4]. In 
subsequent research using Berthon’s scale and future 
research, additional items were added to the EmpAt 
instrument. An extended EmpAt scale was used with 
an additional seven items. These were: “profitabil-
ity of the company, size of the company, advertising 
and media exposure, type of product and/or service 
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produced organization’s honesty and fairness, man-
agement quality, and greater admiration from family 
and friends.” The factors that were later added to the 
EmpAt scale (total 7 included).

Before being used in the main study, the extended 
EmpAt scale was tested in a pilot study to determine 
an acceptable value of Cronbach’s alpha to check inter-
nal consistency. Table 1 shows that Cronbach’s alpha 
was 0.923, which is considered a very high degree of 
internal consistency.

Table 1
Reliability statistics
Cronbach’s alpha Cronbach’s alpha on 

Standardized Items
No. of Items

.923 .926 32

Data analysis was carried out in two parts; first, 
by calculating the overall mean (average) of the items 

individually from Part B of the online survey. Firstly, 
the overall average of each of the instrument items was 
found out, and then it was next done for different seg-
ments like gender, specialization, and previous work 
experience.

In addition, data obtained by analysis of means, 
Principal Component Analysis (PCA), was done to 
bucket the dimensions of employer attractiveness of 
the respondents.

4 Results and analysis
Table 2 lays out average scores of the EmpAt scale, 

which was scored on a 5-point Likert scale. The mod-
ified EmpAt scale was pilot tested for internal consis-
tency in SCMHRD, Pune before utilizing in the main 
study. The respondents were from the final year of an 
MBA in human resources, marketing, operations, and 
finance. 

Table 2
Employer attractiveness: mean score

“How much Important are the following factors 
to You When Considering Potential Employers?”

Mean (5-Point 
Likert Scale) Std. Deviation

“Gaining experience will help the career.” 4.670 .6862
“In future, provide better job opportunities.” 4.613 .6700
“Job security in the organization” 4.547 .7189
“An attractive compensation package” 4.528 .7330
“Promotion opportunities in the organization” 4.509 .6934
“Feeling good about yourself for working in the organization.” 4.472 .6504
“More self-confident for working in the organization.” 4.462 .7195
“An above Average salary Package” 4.453 .8063
“Appreciation/recognition from management” 4.425 .6466
“The quality of the management.” 4.425 .6611
“Happy work environment” 4.425 .7678
“Acceptance and belonging” 4.358 .7328
“Good relationship with your colleagues” 4.349 .7043
“May get experience in many departments.” 4.311 .6951
“Encouraging and Supportive colleagues” 4.302 .6924
“A good working environment” 4.274 .7109
“Healthy relationship with your superiors” 4.255 .7936
“Your creativity is valued and utilized by the organization.” 4.245 .8259
“The company is known for its integrity and fairness.” 4.217 .8508
“It is a thrill to work in such a stimulating environment.” 4.151 .8596
“Socially responsible organization” is a term used to describe a company that is 
committed to 4.085 .9574

“Family and friends will show you more respect.” 4.047 .9699
“Innovative employer—new work practices and ideas” is a phrase used to describe 
a company that is willing to try new things. 4.038 .7798

“The company is customer-focused.” 3.925 .8805



438 | Cardiometry | Issue 23. August 2022

The most and least preferred attributes of the 
respondents are summarized in Table 3. It is found 
that the most preferred attributes of employer at-
tractiveness for Gen Z Indian students are mostly 
the organization’s career-related factors, like gainful 
work experience, future opportunities, and promo-
tion opportunities. The Gen Z Indian students also 
prefer Job-related factors, like compensation and job 
security. 

The least preferred attributes for employer attrac-
tiveness were the company’s attributes like size, profit-
ability, publicity from media, product type, and usage 
of academic knowledge in the workplace.

It is quite evident that the Gen Z students pre-
ferred instrumental factors, which include job and 
organizational characteristics like compensation, 
opportunities for promotions, etc. Studies have 
shown that while instrumental factors are import-
ant for attracting prospective job candidates, they 
are the symbolic attributes that act as a differentia-
tor amongst companies. While we see instrumental 

factors predominate most of the preferred attributes 
of an employer, we find symbolic dimension and 
esteem, happiness in the workplace, and self-confi-
dence. So, while designing an employer value prop-
osition for Gen Z, companies need to cater to the 
symbolic needs and differentiate themselves from 
competitors.

4.1 Preferred attributes of student segments
While designing an employer-branding strategy, it 

is paramount that it be tailored for different segments 
as different groups’ needs and wants are different. 
Therefore, talent acquisition practices need to be be-
spoken to the wants and needs of prospective employ-
ees rather than encompassing all the practices into a 
“one-size-fits-all” method. As for the pretext, Gen Z 
students’ factors need to be looked into for various 
other segments. This study distinguishes preferred at-
tributes based on gender, specialization, and previous 
work experience. The average of the responses of the 
EmpAt items was calculated for correlation to distin-

“How much Important are the following factors 
to You When Considering Potential Employers?”

Mean (5-Point 
Likert Scale) Std. Deviation

“The company provides high-quality goods and services.” 3.858 .7488
“The company creates cutting-edge products and services.” 3.811 .7942
“A chance to put what I learned in university to use” 3.726 1.0003
“Profitable organization” is a term used to describe a business that makes money 3.689 .8436
“Product types and service provided by the organization.” 3.434 .9157
“Opportunity to share what you’ve learned at university with others.” 3.406 .9737
“A big company” 3.236 1.0100
“Popularity of the company through promotion.” 3.085 1.0521

Table 3
Employer attributes by most-preferred and least preferred (32 EmpAt Items)

Preferred Employer Attributes Indian Generation Z Student
Most Preferred Attributes • “Gaining experience may help the career.”

• “In future, provide better job opportunities.” 
• “Organizational job security”
• “An enticing remuneration package”
• “Organizational advancement opportunities” 
• “Feeling good about yourself for working in the organization.”
• “More self-assured for working in the organization.”
• “An above-average remuneration package”

Least Preferred Attributes
(in ascending order)

• “Popularity of the company through promotion.”
• “A large corporation”
• “Opportunity to share what you’ve learned at university with others.”
• “Profitable organization” is a term used to describe a business that makes money.
• “Types of products and services offered by the company”
• “A chance to put what I learned in university to use”
• “The company creates cutting-edge products and services.”
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guish if there are any significant differences between 
them. The results are summarized in Tables 4, Table 5, 
and Table 6.

The correlation coefficient calculated for male and 
female respondents was 0.943, which is considered 
highly correlated. Therefore, it indicates a very small 
variation between the score of males and females in 
terms of preferred attributes (Table 4).

Table 4
Comparison of mean attribute ratings by gender

Gender
Male Female

Mean 4.112 4.193
Standard Deviation 0.836 0.684
Correlation 0.943

Similar to the attributes score based on the re-
spondent’s gender, there is a small variation in the 
employer attractiveness mean score correlation of 
students of the four specializations, viz., finance, 
marketing, human resource, and operations. Mar-
keting, finance, and human resource are highly cor-
related with each other. Operations are moderately 
correlated, albeit on the higher side with marketing 
and finance, while highly correlated with human re-
source (Table 5).

Table 5
Correlation of mean attributes ratings by specialization

Marketing Finance Human 
Resource

Opera-
tions

Marketing 1 0.828 0.915 0.732
Finance 0.828 1 0.804 0.742
Human 
Resource 0.915 0.804 1 0.812

Operations 0.732 0.742 0.812 1

Table 6
Correlation of mean attributes ratings by work experience

Months 0-11 12-23 24-35 36+
0-11 1 0.886 0.908 0.903

12-23 0.886 1 0.849 0.824
24-35 0.908 0.849 1 0.856
36+ 0.903 0.824 0.856 1

When we try to decipher the relationship between 
the employer attractiveness attribute score across dif-
ferent workplace ranges, we find a high correlation 

between them. Therefore, it can be established having 
varying work experience did not alter the preferred at-
tributes of Gen Z students.

4.2 Factor analysis
To give a precise perspective on the type of attri-

butes that sway and affect the employment decision 
of a Gen Z student, dimension reduction by Principal 
Component Analysis (PCA) was utilized. In [9] orig-
inal paper, on the concept of employer branding, the 
three broad dimensions were distinguished, namely, 
economic, functional, and psychological. Berthon 
stretched out this viewpoint to five dimensions: soci-
etal, advancement, application, awareness, and mone-
tary using the EmpAt scale.

The respondent information from the survey was 
consequently investigated utilizing Principal Com-
ponent Analysis (PCA) with Varimax rotation. In the 
settings under extraction, components with an eigen-
value greater than one were chosen to be extracted. 
The outcomes are accounted for in Table 8 and Table 
9. The summarization of the component variables into 
groups and classifying them into factors are accounted 
for in Table 10 (i) and (ii).

Based on the analysis, we have grouped the vari-
ables and classified them into the 10 factors shown in 
Table 7: 

Table 7
Variables classification

Factors Variables
i Company environment
ii Organizational attributes
iii Teaching
iv Personal Growth
v Compensation
vi Job benefits
vii Innovation
viii Relationship
ix Customer focussed
x Job experience

 

When looking into the preference of employer at-
tributes and view it in terms of most and least preferred 
employer attributes of the Indian Gen Z B-School stu-
dents, it can be seen that the self-advancement, com-
pensation, and job benefits significantly preferred, 
while organizational attributes and teaching are of the 
least interest.
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Table 8
Total variance explained

Com-
ponent

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %
1 8.438 26.367 26.367 8.438 26.367 26.367 3.675 11.485 11.485
2 3.045 9.516 35.884 3.045 9.516 35.884 2.998 9.370 20.855
3 1.787 5.583 41.467 1.787 5.583 41.467 2.596 8.113 28.967
4 1.695 5.298 46.765 1.695 5.298 46.765 2.234 6.982 35.949
5 1.491 4.659 51.423 1.491 4.659 51.423 2.216 6.926 42.875
6 1.361 4.255 55.678 1.361 4.255 55.678 2.107 6.583 49.458
7 1.288 4.026 59.704 1.288 4.026 59.704 2.068 6.464 55.922
8 1.250 3.906 63.610 1.250 3.906 63.610 1.655 5.172 61.094
9 1.089 3.402 67.012 1.089 3.402 67.012 1.470 4.593 65.687
10 1.015 3.173 70.185 1.015 3.173 70.185 1.439 4.497 70.185

Table 9
Rotated component matrix

Component
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

“Appreciation/recognition from management” .405 -.346 -.182 .299 -.081 -.025 .431 -.064 -.098 -.042
“A fun in the working environment.” .549 -.197 -.002 -.188 -.156 .096 -.296 -.135 -.252 .037
“In future provide better job opportunities” .535 -.388 .092 -.130 .306 -.196 -.121 .222 .022 .062
“Feeling good about yourself for working in the 
organization.”

.484 -.352 -.074 -.202 .086 -.361 .071 -.019 .467 .034

“More self-confident for working in the organization.” .627 -.105 -.066 -.151 .159 -.260 -.036 -.249 .241 -.066
“Gaining experience will help the career” .475 -.324 -.012 .124 .521 .061 .423 .000 .018 .003
“Healthy relationship with your superiors” .450 -.261 .016 -.111 .111 .381 .330 .226 -.010 -.434
“Good relationship with your colleagues” .561 .093 .156 -.090 .334 .249 -.272 .323 -.037 -.092
“Encouraging and Supportive colleagues” .587 .136 .114 -.229 .064 .371 .047 -.315 .027 .149
“Working in an exciting environment.” .694 -.100 -.046 .096 -.259 -.020 .106 -.203 -.229 -.153
“Innovative employer—new work practices and ideas.” .499 .198 .124 .552 -.132 -.087 -.210 -.062 -.113 -.122
“The organization values and makes use of your creativity.” .543 -.127 -.206 .284 -.241 -.309 -.127 .285 .040 -.167
“The organization produces high-quality products and 
services.”

.485 .413 .048 .249 -.142 -.236 .172 .373 -.018 .217

“The organization produces innovative products and 
services”

.525 .381 .282 .216 .110 -.194 .076 .199 -.189 .104

“Promotion opportunities within the organization” .478 -.399 .011 -.133 -.200 .049 -.139 .009 -.109 -.042
“Socially responsible organization” .439 .238 -.396 .363 .139 .082 .047 -.260 -.135 -.161
“Opportunity to apply what was learned at university.” .373 .497 -.250 -.068 .505 .069 -.155 -.043 -.080 .017
“Opportunity to teach others what you have learned at 
university.”

.371 .511 -.404 -.014 .350 -.225 -.133 -.224 .040 .022

“Acceptance and belonging” .688 -.270 -.236 .045 -.055 -.233 -.024 .027 -.013 -.074
“The organization is customer-oriented” .255 .328 -.258 .252 -.274 .266 .122 -.184 .462 .147
“Job security within the organization” .530 -.095 .161 .024 .022 .115 .340 .042 -.307 .319
“Gain experience in many departments” .413 -.181 -.127 .054 -.091 .268 -.002 .184 .192 .582
Happy work environment .709 -.144 -.100 -.253 -.263 .187 -.153 -.158 -.076 -.119
“An above average basic salary” .513 -.167 .405 .397 .100 .194 -.109 -.295 .199 .001
“An attractive overall compensation package” .445 -.273 .558 .295 .154 .026 -.374 -.019 .127 .026
“A very profitable organization” .520 .256 .333 -.124 -.277 -.163 .051 -.187 .085 .024
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5. Discussion

5.1 Instrumental and symbolic factors
The significance and relevance of both instru-

mental and symbolic factors to Indian Gen Z stu-
dents’ perceptions of preferred employer dimen-
sions was bolstered by this study, with instrumental 
factors being of greater significance to the Indian 
Gen Z group (85.71%, i.e., six out of the seven most 
preferred attributes). These findings are support-
ed by Lievens and High house’s original paper on 
“The relationship between instrumental and sym-
bolic attributes and the attractiveness of a company 
as an employer” [35]. In that paper, it is discussed 
how symbolic factors play a significant role in dif-

ferentiating companies from their competitors for 
prospective applicants. Instrumental factors such as 
specific industries or types of organizations play a 
role in initially attracting them.

5.2 Comparison of generation z 
with millennials

The Millennials’ necessary factors of employ-
ment as found by Mahavir were “Take-home salary 
offered,” “open and transparent organization,” “par-
ticipative management in terms of decision making,” 
“good working environment,” “employee-friendly HR 
policies,” respectively [27]. “Gaining experience in an 
organization will help your career,” “Provides better 
job opportunity in the future,” “Job security within 

Component
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

“A Big company” .415 .403 .291 -.428 -.117 -.198 .165 .004 .081 -.133
“Popularity of the company through promotion” .358 .521 .340 -.163 -.036 -.022 .294 .024 .141 -.167
“Product types and service provided by the organization.” .372 .616 .063 -.034 -.120 .260 -.062 .217 .067 -.133
“The quality of the management.” .570 -.155 -.250 -.076 -.130 .190 -.058 .319 .276 -.125
“The organization is known for its honesty and fairness.” .620 .208 -.383 -.186 -.098 .089 -.163 .197 -.123 .139
“Giving you greater respect from family and friends.” .602 -.066 .033 -.316 -.033 -.210 .066 -.177 -.244 .225

Table 10(i)
Summary of component variables

Factors
i ii iii iv v

Fun Environment Innovative product and 
services

Socially responsible Future opportunities Above basic salary

Supporting colleagues Profitable organization Can apply university 
knowledge

Promotes self-esteem Attractive compensation 
package

Exciting environment Large Company Opportunity to teach 
university knowledge

Self-confidence

Promotion 
opportunities

Company well-known 
through advertising

Acceptance and 
Belonging

Product or service type

Happy environment

Table 10(ii)
Summary of component variables

Factors 
vi vii viii ix x

Recognition Innovative employer Good relationships with 
superiors

Customer-oriented Offers a range of 
experience

Gaining career 
experience

Values creativity Good relationships with 
colleagues

Job security High-quality product Quality of management
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the workplace,” “An attractive overall compensation 
package,” “Good promotion opportunities within the 
organization,” “Feeling good about yourself as a result 
of working for the organization,” and “Feeling good 
about yourself as a result of working for the organi-
zation.

There is a degree of similarity of employer pref-
erence attributes for Millennials and Gen Z, as both 
generations’ preferred instrumental factors. Still, Gen 
Z preferred more growth and learning opportunities 
than Millennials, who favoured compensation and or-
ganizational attributes.

6 Conclusions
The study contributes to the existing knowledge 

on Indian B-School employer preference attributes by 
addressing the Gen Z students’ preferred attributes of 
growth and learning opportunities from their employ-
er. Firms must understand and utilize the knowledge 
from the study to stand out among the competitor 
companies and draw the ‘cream of the crop’ workforce 
available in the market. The study also confirms pre-
vious research on B-School student’s employer prefer-
ence as there is little to no difference in employer pref-
erence attributes for students’ segments based on work 
experience and specialization. It was also found that 
the gender of respondents did not have a significant 
difference in the perception of employer attributes. 
The study identifies the organizational attributes most 
significant in attracting Indian Generation Z B-School 
students to seek and aspire for employment. Segmen-
tation was done based on the student’s gender, special-
ization, and previous work experience to differentiate 
the perception factors.

7 Limitations
As the nature of the study conducted is exploratory, 

it was limited to the students of one particular course, 
i.e., MBA or an equivalent business degree from 15 
colleges, even though students were selected from four 
different specializations. The findings from this study 
cannot be juxtaposed to students of other academic 
backgrounds or courses since the findings of employer 
attractiveness could be different. Students of different 
courses and academic backgrounds are likely to have 
diverse variables regarding skills held for employment, 
available opportunities for employment, and the char-
acteristics the employer wants from an employee. The 
findings of the study are only relevant to B-school stu-

dents. Berthon and Arachchige witnessed the influ-
ence due to the factors of culture and economics on 
Australian B-school students and Sri Lankan B-school 
students. Therefore, it is likely different for the Indian 
demographic as well. While in the course of the study, 
the seven additional items added in the EmpAt scale 
as used in the Sri Lankan study were also used in this 
study due to the cultural proximity of Sri Lanka and 
India. Therefore, caution should be ensured in associ-
ating the results to other nationalities and sub-nation-
alities as well.

Many job seekers who are currently working for a 
long period in the industry may have quite divergent 
expectancies and observations of employer attributes. 
Therefore, for more experienced workers, the out-
comes of a student may not be applicable. Further, this 
study gauges the employer attribute preference for the 
Generation Z cohort, which will not apply to the old-
er generation cohort like Baby boomers, Millennials, 
Generation X.

8 Implications and further research
This study has introduced a profile of the employ-

er preference attributes that draw in Gen Z business 
graduate students from 15 colleges of India. The de-
velopment of a ten-segment structure to explain the 
broad attractiveness of employer attributes can em-
power human resource managers and talent acqui-
sition specialists to discover a focus for recruitment 
plans by increased consciousness of the elements that 
affect Gen Z Indian B-School students’ selection of an 
employer. From this basis, it should now be possible to 
extend the results and analysis of the study be based 
on the following four areas:
• Students from a wider range of academic back-

ground and colleges;
• Different generational cohorts like millennials, etc.,
• Human Resource managers, middle- and up-

per-level managers and executives; and
• Generation cohorts from different geographies to 

understand how Gen Z is now more interconnect-
ed with the Gen Z population of other geographies 
and the world through Internet culture. Suppose 
there are any similarities or differences in the em-
ployer. In that case, preferences can be attributed to 
them, which will lead the organization to improve 
further and adapt their talent acquisition strategies 
due to the similarity/dissimilarity of the found re-
sults.
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