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Abstract 

The competition for attracting the most talented people is increasing. Employer 

branding is a concept that concerns both the marketing and human resource 

functions of organizations. In order to attract the desired employees, companies 

benefit from understanding what it is that make an employer attractive. Only then, it 

is possible to create an efficient employer brand that attracts employees. The purpose 

if this thesis is to describe the factors of employer attractiveness that influence 

corporate reputation and intentions to pursue a job application. The nature of this 

research is exploratory and explanatory. A quantitative study was conducted to 

answer the research purpose, where a questionnaire was sent to students of Luleå 

University of Technology. The results suggest that social value is the most important 

factor of employer attractiveness, followed by development value. Findings also 

suggest a relation between some factors of employer attractiveness and corporate 

reputation, which in turn is related to a potential employee’s intention to pursue a 

job application.  
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Sammanfattning 

Konkurrensen för att attrahera de mest talangfulla personerna ökar och ’Employer 

branding’ är ett koncept som berör både marknads- och HR-funktionen hos en 

organisation. För att framgångsrikt kunna attrahera de mest lämpade arbetstagarna, 

kan företagen ha nytta av ökad förståelse för vad det är som gör en arbetsgivare 

attraktiv. Först då är det möjligt att skapa ett effektivt arbetsgivarvarumärke som 

attraherar anställda. Syftet med denna uppsats är att beskriva de faktorer av 

arbetsgivares attraktivitet som påverkar företagets rykte och vidare en potentiell 

arbetstagares avsikt att genomföra en arbetsansökan. Uppsatsen är en explorativ och 

förklarande studie där en kvantitativ undersökning har genomförts för att kunna 

besvara forskningens syfte. En enkät skickades ut till studiens målgrupp, vilken 

utgjordes av studenter vid Luleå tekniska universitet. Resultaten från denna studie 

visar att sociala faktorer anses som viktigast, följt av möjligheten till 

karriärutveckling. Resultaten visar även på relationer mellan faktorer av 

arbetsgivares attraktivitet och företagets rykte, vilket i sin tur är relaterat till en 

potentiell arbetstagares avsikt att genomföra en arbetsansökan.   
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1. Introduction 
This chapter of the thesis covers an introduction to the area and orientation of this research. 

The introductory chapter begins with a presentation of the background, which is followed by a 

problem discussion. After that, the overall purpose and research questions are introduced. 

 

1.1 Background 

 

"Employees are a company's greatest asset - they're your competitive advantage. You want to 

attract and retain the best..." 

- Anne M. Mulcahy, former CEO and chairperson of Xerox Corporation1 

  

The sources of competitive advantage have shifted to become more people oriented. 

Pfeffer (1994) stated that the rapid product changes of the modern time results in 

faster outdate of technology, hence a need for ongoing technological development. 

Barney and Wright (1998) mean that the competitive advantage of differentiation will 

emerge from human capital rather than products and processes, which are more 

easily replicated. Pfeffer (1994) proposes that the need for innovation and adaptation 

to changes in markets and technology ‘virtually requires a work force that delivers 

superior performance’ (page 11). Barney (1991) talks of a company’s human capital 

resources as the skills, judgment and intelligence of the employees. However, Barney 

and Wright (1998) argue that the value of a company’s human resources represent a 

necessary but insufficient criteria of competitive advantage. The insufficiency could 

be illustrated by the idea that if the same characteristics of human resources are 

found in many competing firms, the source of competitive advantage will lose some 

of its strength. (Barney & Wright, 1998) 

 

According to Ewing, Pitt, de Bussy and Berthon (2002), a shortage of skilled 

workforce is an upcoming problem of possibly permanent nature. A consequence of 

this shortage is that companies will need to offer and market a differentiated 

employment proposition. As a result of this, competition for talented workers might 

become fiercer than competition for customers. Especially in knowledge-intensive 

markets, finding customers for a company’s offering might be easier than finding 

skilled workers to deliver it. The strategies for attracting and retaining talented 

employees will need to be reconsidered and companies will need strong employment 

brands. (Ewing et al., 2002)  

                                                 
1 From http://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20030516005369/en/LifeCare-Conference-Features-

Xerox-CEO-Anne-Mulcahy 

http://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20030516005369/en/LifeCare-Conference-Features-Xerox-CEO-Anne-Mulcahy
http://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20030516005369/en/LifeCare-Conference-Features-Xerox-CEO-Anne-Mulcahy
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A company can target its branding activities towards different audiences. For 

instance, product branding is generally addressed to customers while corporate 

branding is related to various external audiences. (Edwards, 2010) Activities directed 

to current and potential employees have been labeled ‘employer branding’ and 

concerns both marketing and HR management (Edwards, 2010; Sullivan, 2004). The 

usage of employer branding has increased, this relates to companies’ efforts to attract 

recruits and also ensure that current employees feel engaged in the company’s 

culture and overall strategy (Sullivan, 2004). 

 

The term Employer Brand was first defined by Ambler and Barrow (1996) as ‘the 

package of functional, economic and psychological benefits provided by employment 

and identified with the employing company’ (p. 187). Employer branding could be 

described as the process of creating an identity that is identifiable and unique. The 

employer brand can thereby differentiate a company from its competitors. (Backhaus 

& Tikoo, 2004) Ambler and Barrow (1996) draw parallels between the benefits that a 

traditional product brand offers consumers and those that an employer brand offers 

employees. This implies that an employer brand has a personality and can be 

positioned just like a product brand (Ambler & Barrow, 1996). According to 

Backhaus and Tikoo (2004), an employer brand can emphasize the uniqueness of a 

company’s employment offering. 

 

In the area of employer branding, Backhaus and Tikoo (2004) examined the employer 

brand image, which the authors describe to be divided into functional benefits and 

symbolic benefits. The functional benefits are objectively desirable elements of 

employment such as salary, benefits and leave allowances. The symbolic benefits 

concern the perception about the prestige of the organization but also what the 

applicants think of the social approval they will get from an employment at the firm. 

Taking these into the context of recruitment, employee attraction is generated from 

the degree that potential applicants believe that the organization possesses the 

desired attributes and how important these attributes are considered to be. 

(Backhaus and Tikoo, 2004)  

 

Employer branding aims to create an image of the company as a ‘great place to work’ 

(p. 12) in the minds of the potential employees (Ewing et al., 2002) and a concept that 

is closely related to that is employer attractiveness (Berthon, Ewing & Hah, 2005). 

This concept has been adapted by scholars and organizations, though it is still a 



 

3 

 

relatively new area of research. It has become important and is still growing, which is 

why we think it is interesting and relevant to study. 

 

 

1.2 Problem Discussion 

If employers want to create the image of a great place to work, it will be useful to 

have knowledge of what the potential employees want and find attractive from an 

employer. What is it that applicants are searching for and what elements are most 

appreciated concerning employment? One phase that every future employee has to 

go through is the job choice process. Gatewood, Gowan and Lautenschlager (1993) 

consider the initial step of that process to be the evaluation of information from 

recruitment sources, such as advertisements, media messages, and word-of-

mouth. Companies strive to be attractive on the market of potential employees. 

Berthon et al. (2005) define employer attractiveness as ‘the envisioned benefits that a 

potential employee sees in working for a specific organization’ (p. 156).  

 

The advantages related to employer attractiveness appear to influence companies to 

apply this to their daily work, as a new way to create and communicate the 

‘employer brand’ to potential employees with the intention to attract talented and 

superior applicants. Ewing et al. (2002) suggest that the strategies for both attraction 

and retention of employees will need to be changed in the knowledge economy. 

Wright, Ferris, Hiller and Kroll (1995) mean that the fundamental condition of 

attracting and retaining superior employees is an important factor that companies 

should consider as it can help improve efficiency and enable differentiation. 

  

Berthon et al. (2005) mean that the importance of employment branding and 

employment advertising will grow as companies strive towards attracting and 

retaining employees. The authors also suggest that in order to successfully compete 

in attracting employees, companies need to understand the factors that contribute to 

employer attractiveness and integrate these into the employer brand (Berthon et al., 

2005). Research show that potential employees are more likely to apply for a job at an 

organization that has a positive company reputation and the better reputation the 

organization has, the more attractive it is perceived to be by potential employees 

(Edwards, 2010).  

 

Gomes and Neves (2011) mean that previous research show a positive and strong 

relationship between organizational attractiveness and image, employer brand, and 
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reputation. The authors also suggest strong evidence in literature of a relationship 

between organizational attractiveness and job choice intentions. (Gomes & Neves, 

2011) Cable and Turban (2001) argued that the knowledge that potential applicants 

have about an employer includes three dimensions; employer familiarity, employer 

reputation, and employer image. These three dimensions of employer knowledge 

affect job application and decisions. (Cable & Turban, 2001) 

 

An issue regarding the previously mentioned need for superior employees is related 

to the prediction made by Ewing et al. (2002) that a shortage of skilled employees in 

knowledge-intense markets will result in high competition for talent. Regarding 

what to consider as potential employees, the definition will depend on what type of 

employee market that is concerned. In the matter of skilled potential employees, 

Berthon et al. (2005) give examples such as students, graduates and professionals, 

while Ewing et al. (2002) mentions final-year university students. Based on these 

assumptions, this study will focus on the concept and dimensions of employer 

attractiveness from the perspective of students as the potential employees in 

knowledge-intense markets. Final-year and second-final year students of Luleå 

University of Technology (LUT) represent potential employees for the purpose of 

this research. 

 

 

1.3 Purpose and Research Questions 

The purpose of this study is to describe the factors of employer attractiveness and 

their conceivable influence on corporate reputation and intention to pursue a job 

application. 

 

 

RQ1: What factors of employer attractiveness are considered important for a potential 

employee’s intentions to pursue a job application? 

 

RQ2: What is the relation between the factors of employer attractiveness and a potential 

employee’s perception of corporate reputation? 

 

RQ3: What is the relation between corporate reputation and a potential employee’s 

intention to pursue a job application?  
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2. Literature  
In this second chapter of the thesis, literature that is related to the research area will be 

presented. A literature review is a comprehensive examination of literature and relevant 

theory. This is conducted to learn from previous research, regarding both findings and 

mistakes. Relevant theories can also be used to develop hypotheses. (Hair, Money, Samouel & 

Page, 2007) This literature review is concluded with a frame of reference, consisting of the 

most relevant concepts and theories along with proposed hypotheses. 

 

 

2.1 Employer Attractiveness  

With the tight labor market, organizations need to work harder to be able to attract 

the most qualified employees. This view has been adapted by several companies and 

is seen to be a vital part of an organization’s strive to affect the image. The 

impression of an organization’s attractiveness as an employer is formed by many 

factors. (Lemmink, Schuijf & Streukens, 2003) Berthon et al. (2005) define employer 

attractiveness as ‘the envisioned benefits that a potential employee sees in working 

for a specific organization’ (p. 155). Employer attractiveness can be seen as an 

antecedent of employer brand equity; the more attractive potential employees 

perceive an organization to be, the stronger that particular organization’s employer 

brand equity will be (Berthon et al., 2005). 

 

Applicant decisions in the early stages of a job choice process are often based on 

general impressions of the organization’s attractiveness, as applicants tend to have 

small amounts of information in the initial phases (Rynes, 1991, in Gatewood et al., 

1993). Highhouse, Lievens and Sinar (2003) mean that the affective and attitudinal 

thoughts which individuals have about a company as a potential employer reflects 

the company’s attractiveness. These thoughts do not necessarily imply further action, 

which makes the attraction to companies passive by nature. Due to the passive 

nature of company attraction, individuals can be attracted to more than one company 

simultaneously, while a more active behavior towards the company would delimit 

the possibilities. (Highhouse et al., 2003; Barber, 1998, in Highhouse et al., 2003) 

 

Dimensions of attractiveness have been examined by researchers, for instance 

Bendaraviciene, Krikstolaitis and Turauskas (2013) studied organizational 

attractiveness of higher education institutions and developed the Organizational 

Attractiveness Extraction Scale (OAES). The scale measures 11 dimensions of 

organizational attractiveness with 67 items in total. The dimensions of the OAES are: 
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(1) Organizational Culture, (2) Fairness and Trust, (3) Teamwork, (4) Academic 

Environment, (5) Strategic Management, (6) Job Satisfaction, (7) Supervisor 

Relationship, (8) Compensation and Benefits, (9) Training and Development, (10) 

Work-Life Balance, and (11) Working Conditions. (Bendaraviciene et al., 2013) 

 

Ambler and Barrow (1996) identified three dimensions of benefits that employment 

provides; functional, economic and psychological. Berthon et al. (2005) confirmed and 

extended these into five factors of employer attractiveness: (1) interest value, (2) 

social value, (3) economic value, (4) development value and (5) application value. Of 

these factors, interest value and social value capture the psychological benefits, while 

development value and application value capture the functional benefits. The 

different factors assess the extent to which a person is attracted to an employer. 

Interest value assesses attraction to an employer that offer an exciting work 

environment, with forward-thinking and creativity, and an organization that 

produce innovative, high-quality products and services. Social value assesses 

attraction to a fun and happy work environment and good relationships with 

superiors and colleagues. The dimension of economic value assesses attraction 

regarding salary, compensation, promotion opportunities, and job security. 

Development value assesses attraction to employment that provides recognition, 

career-enhancing experience, self-worth, and confidence. Finally, application value 

relates to acceptance, opportunity to apply and share knowledge, and an 

environment that is humanitarian and customer orientated. The authors argue that it 

is likely that the dimensions of employer attractiveness contribute to the employment 

brand value. (Berthon et al., 2005) 

 

Furthermore, Berthon et al. (2005) developed a set of 25 items, related to the 

dimensions of employer attractiveness, which form the Employer Attractiveness 

(EmpAt) scale. The items of the EmpAt scale are presented below in table 2.1. 

Berthon et al. (2005) based the EmpAt scale on responses from university students in 

their final year and the authors emphasize that because of this, the EmpAt scale can 

only be generalized towards students. The perspectives that students have on job 

attributes may be more naive due to lack of working experience. (Berthon et al., 2005) 
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TABLE 2.1: Employer Attractiveness (EmpAt) scale 
In

te
re

st
 v

al
u

e 

Working in an exciting environment 

Innovative employer – novel work practices/forward-thinking 

The organization both values and makes use of creativity 

The organization produces high-quality product and services 

The organization produces innovative products and services 

S
o

ci
al

 v
al

u
e 

A fun working environment 

Having a good relationship with your superiors 

Having a good relationship with your colleagues 

Supportive and encouraging colleagues 

Happy work environment 

E
co

n
o

m
ic

 

v
al

u
e 

Good promotion opportunities within the organization 

Job security within the organization 

Hands-on inter-department experience 

An above average basic salary 

An attractive overall compensation package 

D
ev

el
o

p
m

en
t 

v
al

u
e 

Recognition/appreciation from management 

A springboard for future employment 

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

Feeling more self-confident as a result of working for a particular organization 

Gaining career-enhancing experience 

A
p

p
li

ca
ti

o
n

 

v
al

u
e 

Humanitarian organization – gives back to society 

Opportunity to apply what was learned at a tertiary institution 

Opportunity to teach others what you have learned 

Acceptance and belonging 

The organization is customer-oriented 

SOURCE: Adapted from Berthon et al. (2005) 

 

 

2.2 Corporate Reputation 

Like individuals, organizations can have reputations. A reputation is a 

representation or an image of an organization that is held by people, external and/or 

internal to the organization. The nature of an organization’s reputation will influence 

how people – like consumers, competitors and employees – interact with the 

organization, regardless of whether or not the reputation is accurate. (Clardy, 2005) 

Collins and Han (2004) state that ‘there is mounting evidence that organizational 

reputation can positively affect recruitment outcomes’ (p. 693). Notable is that the 

use of terms and definitions related to this area of research vary, especially 

concerning corporate, organizational, and employer - reputation and image. For 

instance, Gatewood et al. (1993) consider corporate reputation to be another term for 

image. Clardy (2005) mentions literature on organizational or corporate reputation, 
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which seems to imply a related definition of the two. According to Cable and Turban 

(2001) there are two important ways in which employer reputation and employer 

image are distinguished from one another. First, the reputation includes a 

component that is affective and evaluative, which image does not. Second, reputation 

concerns beliefs about how the organization is evaluated by others, while image 

consist of the beliefs held by the job seekers about the organization. (Cable & Turban, 

2001) For this literature review we have tried to be open-minded regarding the 

different terms mentioned, though the emphasis has been on corporate reputation.   

  

Research shows that potential recruits are more likely to pursue a job application to 

an organization that has a positive company reputation and the better reputation that 

the company has, the more attractive it is perceived to be by the potential recruits 

(Edwards, 2010). Organizations with better image or reputation are considered to 

have a higher chance to attract better job applicants (Gatewood et al., 1993). Turban, 

Forrest and Hendrickson (1998) mean that results from previous research suggest a 

positive and direct effect of organization reputation on applicant attraction. Cable 

and Turban (2003) found that individuals were willing to ‘pay a premium’ (p. 2245) 

by accepting a lower wage, to work for an organization that has a positive 

reputation.  

 

Clardy (2005) identified six properties from existing literature to define the meaning 

and function of organizational reputation: (1) a blanket characterization, like a 

stereotype, that highlights some characteristics/attributes and neglects others, (2) a 

set of beliefs or expectations about the future behavior of the organization and its 

members, (3) a simplified characterization embodied by beliefs and attitudes that are 

attributed to the organization, (4) people come in contact with an organization for 

different reasons and in various ways, and the organization may have several 

reputations, (5) a reputation is not fixed, it can be changed, and (6) a brand is a 

special kind of reputation, that is attached to the organization’s products or services. 

 

According to Abratt and Kleyn (2012), an organization will have a number of 

different reputations depending on which stakeholders are concerned. The author 

suggests that stakeholders form perceptions of an organization from interactions 

with brand-associated stimuli. These perceptions form the brand image, an 

impression at a point in time, and images like these will over time evolve into a 

perception of the reputation of an organization. (Abratt & Kleyn, 2012) 
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Cable and Turban (2003) examined organizational reputation in a recruitment 

context and concluded that organizational reputation affect job applicants likeliness 

to pursue because of two reasons: (1) individuals use reputation for inferences about 

job attributes and (2) the applicants expect more pride from organizational 

membership.  The authors go even further with the concept that pride towards an 

organization could make people sacrifice other aspects. They performed a study on 

how much (in general) a job seeker is willing to `pay´ to belong to an organization 

with better reputation. The result showed that on average, applicants are willing to 

accept roughly 7% less salary towards an identical job at an organization that has a 

positive reputation against an organization that has a negative reputation. The 

authors however, emphasize the need for further research on this topic. (Cable & 

Turban, 2003) Turban et al. (1998) measured firms’ reputation using four items; (1) 

This firm has a reputation as being an excellent employer, (2) This firm has a good 

public image, (3) I have heard a lot of good things about this firm, and (4) This firm 

has an excellent reputation on campus.  

 

Turban and Cable (2003) suggest that organizations with better reputation attract 

applicant pools that are larger and of higher quality. Findings from the research 

conducted by Turban and Cable indicated that reputation has a positive relation to 

number of applicants as well as the actual job pursuit behaviors. 

 

 

2.3 Intention to Pursue a Job Application 

According to Gomes and Neves (2011), the labor shortages that appear in many 

markets make it important for organizations to understand the arguments that can be 

used to increase applicants’ intentions to apply to a job vacancy. Highhouse et al. 

(2003) mean that thoughts about a company’s attractiveness are passive in its nature, 

while intentions move beyond that and imply further action.  Due to the fact that 

intentions are more active than company attractiveness, it is likely that intentions are 

limited to a smaller number of potential employers. (Highhouse et al., 2003) Gomes 

and Neves (2011) suggest that intention to apply for a position is an important 

outcome of attraction and generating intentions is a main result of the attraction 

stage of a recruitment process.  

 

Gomes and Neves (2011) identified three types of intentions commonly used in 

research on factors that determine applicant intentions, these factors are: (1) 

intentions to apply to a job vacancy, (2) intentions to pursue a job, and (3) intentions 
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to accept a job. The authors focus their research on the attraction stage of the 

recruitment process and the first factor (intentions to apply for a job vacancy), 

though they mention that the intentions to pursue and accept a job both represent 

important outcomes of a selection process (Gomes & Neves, 2011). 

 

Highhouse et al. (2003) measured intention to pursue in a study by using five items 

adapted from previous research, these items are: (1) I would accept a job offer from 

this company, (2) I would make this company one of my first choices as an employer, 

(3) If this company invited me for a job interview, I would go, (4) I would exert a 

great deal of effort to work for this company, and (5) I would recommend this 

company to a friend looking for a job. These five items were designed to focus on the 

behavioral intentions that the respondents had regarding the company. (Highhouse 

et al., 2003) 

 

 

2.4 Combining Employer Attractiveness, Corporate Reputation and 

Intentions to Pursue a Job Application 

Several researchers have studied the relation between  applicants’ perceptions of an 

organization and intentions to pursue a job application (e.g. Belt & Paolillo, 1982; 

Gatewod et al., 1993; Cable & Turban, 2003; Turban et al., 1998; Lemmink et al., 2003; 

Collins & Han, 2004; Edwards, 2010; Sivertzen, Nilsen & Olafsen, 2013). Highhouse et 

al. (2003) examined attraction to organizations with indicators for attractiveness, 

prestige and intentions. Collins and Stevens (2002) suggest that activities early in the 

recruitment process indirectly are related to intentions and decisions, this through 

two dimensions of the organization’s employer brand image; general attitudes 

toward the organization and the perceived job attributes. Gatewood et al. (1993) 

found that corporate image can be a significant predictor of initial decisions to 

pursue contact with an organization. Lemmink et al. (2003) examined the influence of 

corporate image and company employment image on intentions to apply and found 

that both types of image had significant positive effect on the application intentions. 

Turban et al. (1998) found that applicant perceptions of job and organizational 

attributes were positively influenced by organization reputation, though 

organization reputation was found to have a negative direct effect on attraction of 

applicants.  

 

Sivertzen et al. (2013) took the research on employer attractiveness by Berthon et al. 

(2005) further by testing the EmpAt scale and including three more variables to the 
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research; corporate reputation, use of social media, and intentions to apply for a job. 

That study examined how the dimensions of employer attractiveness influence 

corporate reputation and intentions to apply for a job. The findings from the study 

indicated that several employer attributes positively influence the corporate 

reputation and that corporate reputation is related to attraction of potential 

employees. (Sivertzen et al., 2013) The research model by Sivertzen et al. (2013) is 

shown in figure 2.1.  

 

 
FIGURE 2.1: Research Model Proposed by Sivertzen et al. (2013) 

SOURCE: Sivertzen et al. (2013) 

 

 

2.5 Conceptual Framework 

The development of a conceptual model is an important outcome of the literature 

review. Conceptualization involves three steps: (1) identification of variables and 

constructs, (2) specification of hypotheses and relationships, and (3) preparation of a 

conceptual model that visually represents the theoretical basis of the research. (Hair 

et al., 2007) 

 

The first step is hence to identify the variables and constructs. Variables are 

observable and measureable characteristics while a construct is a combination of 

questions or statements, used to represent a concept or characteristic. Variables are 
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measured directly, while a construct is measured indirectly by using the variables. 

(Hair et al., 2007) After reviewing the literature related to the research area, three 

constructs have been chosen in order to answer the research purpose; create 

understanding of the factors of employer attractiveness that influence corporate 

reputation and intention to pursue a job application. These constructs are presented 

in table 2.2 and further discussed below.  

 

TABLE 2.2: Constructs used for this research 

Construct Source 

Employer Attractiveness Berthon et al. (2005) 

Corporate Reputation Turban et al. (1998) 

Intentions to Pursue a Job Application Highhouse et al. (2003) 

 

 

The Employer Attractiveness (EmpAt) scale was developed by Berthon et al. (2005) 

and consists of 25 items evenly distributed under five dimensions; (1) social value, (2) 

economic value, (3) development value, (4) interest value, and (5) application value. 

The EmpAt scale has been used in research in India (Roy, 2008), Sri Lanka 

(Arachchige & Robertson, 2011, 2013) and Norway (Sivertzen et al., 2013). These 

studies have all resulted in adaptations of the original EmpAt scale. Roy (2008) 

added three new dimensions to the original scale, resulting in eight dimensions of 

employer attractiveness. Arachchige and Robertson (2011) included seven items to 

the scale and that research also resulted in a total of eight dimensions. Sivertzen et al. 

(2013) altered the five dimensions of the original EmpAt scale and rearranged the 

items. In this research we will use the original construct consisting of five factors of 

employer attractiveness, as proposed by Berthon et al. (2005). 

 

For the construct of corporate reputation, we will use a scale developed by Turban et 

al. (1998) consisting of four indicators, e.g. ‘This firm has a reputation as being an 

excellent employer’ and ‘I have heard a lot of good things about this firm’. Intentions 

to pursue a job application will be viewed and measured in accordance to Highhouse 

et al. (2003), with indicators such as; ‘I would accept a job offer from this company’ 

and ‘I would make this company one of my first choices as an employer’. In the 

research by Sivertzen et al. (2013), Turban et al.’s (1998) indicators for corporate 

reputation and Highhouse et al.’s (2003) indicators for intention to apply were used, 

examining the influence the dimensions of employer attractiveness have on these. 

Having decided upon the main constructs, the next step is to specify hypotheses and 

present the conceptual model. 



 

13 

 

2.5.1 Hypotheses and Research Model 

After reviewing the literature, ideas of potential hypothesis to test have evolved. 

Many factors form the impression that individuals hold about an organization’s 

attractiveness as an employer (Lemmink et al., 2003). Berthon et al. (2005) identified 

five dimensions of employer attractiveness from the perspective of potential 

employees and developed the EmpAt scale, which the authors refer to as an initial 

operationalization of the construct. Berthon et al. (2005) found a positive relationship 

between the five dimensions of employer attractiveness and overall attractiveness. 

Sivertzen et al. (2013) used the EmpAt scale developed by Berthon et al. (2005) and 

tested whether there is a relation between the dimensions of employer attractiveness 

and corporate reputation. The result from that research suggested that three 

dimensions of employer attractiveness have a positive relation to corporate 

reputation; innovation value, psychological value and application value. The 

remaining two dimensions were not found to have a significant positive relation to 

corporate reputation in that study. (Sivertzen et al., 2013) In our study we 

hypothesize whether each of the five dimensions of employer attractiveness have a 

relation with corporate reputation, presented in the following hypotheses: 

 

H1. There is a relation between social value and perception of corporate 

reputation when a potential employee considers an employer. 

 

H2. There is a relation between economic value and perception of corporate 

reputation when a potential employee considers an employer. 

 

H3. There is a relation between interest value and perception of corporate 

reputation when a potential employee considers an employer. 

 

H4. There is a relation between application value and perception of corporate 

reputation when a potential employee considers an employer. 

 

H5. There is a relation between development value and perception of corporate 

reputation when a potential employee considers an employer. 

 

Several studies suggest a positive relation between corporate reputation and 

intentions to pursue a job application (Belt & Paolillo, 1982; Gatewod et al., 1993, in 

Cable & Turban, 2003; Collins & Han, 2004; Edwards, 2010; Sivertzen et al., 2013). 

Collins and Stevens (2002) mean that positive perceptions of an organization affect 
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students’ intentions to apply for a job at that organization. Collins and Han (2004) 

suggest a strong influence by corporate reputation on the intentions to apply for a 

job. In our study we hypothesize that there is a relation between how potential 

employees perceive the corporate reputation and their intentions to pursue a job 

application. 

 

H6. Corporate reputation has a relation to the potential employees’ intentions to 

pursue a job application. 

 

Building on the literature that has been reviewed and the proposed hypotheses, we 

have adapted the research model from Sivertzen et al. (2013). The research model is 

shown in figure 2.2 and it graphically illustrates the included constructs and 

hypothesized relations which will be examined in this study.   

 

 

 
FIGURE 2.2: Research Model 

SOURCE: Adapted from Sivertzen et al. (2013)  
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3. Methodology 
In this chapter, the methodological design of this research is presented. Research design 

provides the basic directions of a research project and should be chosen so that relevant 

information on the research questions/hypothesis can be provided (Hair et al., 2007). The 

outline of this chapter will be as follows; first the purpose, approach and strategy of the 

research are described. After that, methods for data collection, sample selection and analysis of 

data are presented. Finally the aspects of reliability and validity are presented in the section of 

quality standards. 

  

 

3.1 Research Purpose 

The purpose of a research can be exploratory, descriptive or explanatory – or a 

combination of more than one purpose. Exploratory studies are useful when the aim 

is to clarify and create understanding of a problem, descriptive studies are used to 

portray people, events or situations, and explanatory studies are used to establish 

causal relationships between variables. (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2009) The 

overall purpose of this study is to describe the factors of employer attractiveness and 

their conceivable influence on corporate reputation and intention to pursue a job 

application. In order to answer this purpose, three research questions have been 

developed: 

 

RQ1: What factors of employer attractiveness are considered important for a potential 

employee’s intentions to pursue a job application? 

 

RQ2: What is the relation between the factors of employer attractiveness and a potential 

employee’s perception of corporate reputation? 

 

RQ3: What is the relation between corporate reputation and a potential employee’s 

intention to pursue a job application? 

 

The research purpose of the first question is of exploratory character, as it aims to 

explore what factors of employer attractiveness that are important for job application 

intentions. The purpose of the second and third research question is explanatory as it 

concerns a causal relation between two variables. Given the differences of the 

research questions, this study will have a combination of exploratory and 

explanatory purpose. 
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3.2 Research Approach 

The research approach can be either quantitative or qualitative. Data collection or 

data analysis that generates or uses numerical data is predominantly referred to as 

quantitative, while qualitative research generates or uses non-numerical data. 

(Saunders et al., 2009) In quantitative data measurements, numbers directly represent 

the characteristics of something. Structure and representativeness are the strengths of 

quantitative research. Since the respondents provide numbers for quantitative 

research, the researcher’s opinion will not affect the hypotheses test, though it will 

influence the design of the questions that the respondents answer. Qualitative data is 

collected without directly assigning numbers and it is often collected through 

observation or unstructured interviews of some kind. The lack of structure that 

characterizes qualitative research allows the researcher to identify issues that are less 

likely to be revealed in a structured questionnaire. Generally, quantitative data is 

more useful for testing, while qualitative data is more useful for discovering. (Hair et 

al., 2007) 

 

Based on the purpose of this study, the appropriate approach for the research is 

quantitative. This is because we are interested in what the population of LUT thinks 

in the matter of employer attractiveness. To be able to do this we need to have a high 

number of respondents. Quantitative research gives us the possibility to do our study 

on a bigger scale, implying that the number of responses will be higher. Further, this 

gives us the possibility to generalize the results on the average student from LUT to 

some extent. This enables clarification of the apprehension from the ‘typical’ student 

for LUT. Quantitative research also gives the opportunity to test the gathered data in 

different computer programs, in descriptive or other form of analysis. This can 

enable the drawing of conclusions or generation of appropriate graphs and tables, 

which may help to interpret the output from the data that is gathered.  

 

 

3.3 Research Strategy 

Saunders et al. (2009) mention seven different research strategies to choose from: 

experiment, survey, case study, action research, grounded theory, ethnography, and 

archival research. Which one is the most appropriate depends on the nature of the 

research and the decision is guided by the research question(s), existing knowledge, 

available resources and the researcher’s philosophical foundation. (Saunders et al., 

2009) For this thesis, the chosen research strategy is survey. 
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The survey strategy allows for a large amount of quantitative data to be collected 

from a sizeable population in an economical way. This strategy can give the 

researcher more control over the research process and in addition, if sampling is used 

for the study, it might generate findings which are representative of a population. 

The survey strategy requires the researcher to spend time on ensuring that the 

sample is representative, on designing and piloting the instrument for data 

collection, and also on trying to ensure an appropriate response rate. (Saunders et al., 

2009) Survey is the best alternative in research projects that involve collection of 

information from a large sample of individuals. Though, it is important to consider 

that respondents of a survey are aware of that information about their 

behavior/attitudes is collected, as this might influence their response and cause 

response bias. (Hair et al., 2007) 

 

  

3.4 Data Collection Method 

Using a survey strategy, data can be collected through interviews, observations 

and/or questionnaires. The decision of what type and amount of data to collect 

depends on the nature of the study and the objectives of the research. The methods of 

quantitative survey data collection can be sorted into three categories: self-

completion, interviewer-completion and observation. Self-completion methods 

include approaches such as mail surveys, Internet surveys and drop-off/pick up. 

With interviewer-completed methods, the data is collected through personal 

interviews, either face-to-face or via telephone. Quantitative observation studies 

involve collection of numerical data such as click-through behavior on the Internet. 

(Hair et al., 2007) 

 

The data collection method for this study is a self-completion survey. According to 

Hair et al. (2007), self-completion methods collect data through structured 

questionnaires, which is a predetermined set of questions. The authors suggest that 

there are some inter-related activities that must be considered when conducting a 

questionnaire-based study, these are: the general design of the questionnaire, 

pretesting the questionnaire for validation, and the method for questionnaire 

administration. (Hair et al., 2007) This is described further in section 3.4.1 

‘Questionnaire development’. 

 

A problem with self-completion questionnaires is the loss of control for the 

researcher. Response bias is introduced due to issues like whether it is the intended 
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respondent who completes the questionnaire, if the questions are answered in the 

sequence they are formatted in, and whether the respondents ask others for input. 

Another matter, which might be the biggest problem with this kind of questionnaire, 

relates to response rate. If the response rate is low it will raise the question of 

whether or not those who responded are representative of the target population. 

(Hair et al., 2007) The risk of response bias is considered to be a limitation of this 

research due to the chosen data collection method.  

 

There are different ways to deliver a self-completion questionnaire to respondents. 

Generally these questionnaires are either mail surveys (regular mail, fax and 

overnight delivery) or electronic surveys (traditionally via diskette, in recent years 

via email and ‘web-hosted’ Internet). (Hair et al., 2007) For this research, the chosen 

way of delivery is electronic survey, more specifically a link to an online survey is 

sent via email.  

 

3.4.1 Questionnaire Development 

If the questionnaire is done in a way so it is well formulated and constructed, and if 

the related phases of the research are well executed, the outcome is considered as 

reliable and valid. To make sure that these criterions are fulfilled, there are steps that 

Hair et al. (2007) recommend following (see table 3.1). This thesis has followed these 

steps carefully and at the same time it has been a guide in the process in making the 

questionnaire design. The survey is constructed with parts that are adapted from 

previous research (see Appendix I). It is crucial that all the scales that are used have 

been tested and that it is proven, with results that are considered satisfied, before 

using it in the questionnaire. This is to ensure that the questions asked are of the 

nature that it gives the outcome that is requested, but also that it gives the result and 

the whole thesis more strength. As the items in the questionnaire already been tested 

and recommended by other authors, we still follow the recommendations. (Hair et 

al., 2007)  

 

As mentioned earlier the questionnaire is constructed from already tested scales, 

which are transformed into closed questions. This involves the respondent to fill out 

the answers on defined response choices. To give the respondents the opportunity to 

comment or give feedback, an open-ended question was included. 
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TABLE 3.1: Steps to be Followed in the Design of a Questionnaire 

Step 1: Initial Considerations 

 Clarify the nature of the research problem and objectives. 

 Develop research questions to meet research objectives. 

 Define target population and sampling frame (identify potential respondents). 

 Determine sampling approach, sample size and expected response rate. 

 Make a preliminary decision about the method of data collection. 

Step 2: Clarification of Concepts  

 Ensure the concept(s) can be clearly defined. 

 Select the variables/indicators to represent the concepts. 

 Determine the level of measurement. 

Step 3: Determine Question Types, Format and Sequence 

 Determine the types of questions to include and their order. 

 Check the wording and coding of questions. 

 Decide on the grouping of the questions and the overall length of the questionnaire. 

 Determine the structure and layout of the questionnaire. 

Step 4: Pretest the Questionnaire 

 Determine the nature of the pretest for the preliminary questionnaire. 

 Analyze initial data to identify limitations of the preliminary questionnaire. 

 Refine the questionnaire as needed. 

 Revisit some or all of the above steps, if necessary. 

Step 5: Administer the Questionnaire 

 Identify the “best practice” for administrating the type of questionnaire utilized.  

 Train and audit field workers, if required. 

 Ensure a process is in place to handle completed questionnaires. 

 Determine the deadline and follow-up methods.  

SOURCE: Hair et al., 2007, p. 258 

 

To ensure that the respondents are able to go through the questionnaire without any 

issues, or at least decrease the level of misunderstanding, the questionnaire should be 

properly developed. This includes use of simple wording, avoidance of ambiguity 

and an appealing layout, which it is easy for the respondent to follow. (Hair et al., 

2007) Furthermore, the possibility to choose a type of ´do not know’ where given the 

respondents. This is due to the possibility if the respondents are unsure what to 

answer on a specific question (Pallant, 2010). The wording of the indicators of the 

constructs has been adapted to avoid misinterpretation. Important to note is that 
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since the survey is made in Sweden with Swedish students as respondents, the 

language used in the questionnaire is Swedish. Hence, the indicators used in the 

questionnaire have been translated from English to Swedish. The translation as well 

as the wording have been carefully conducted and reviewed by external examiners. 

 

3.4.2 Pilot Study 

Before launching the survey it went through a pilot study in order to clarify if there 

was anything that could be misunderstood or if there were problems to follow it. In 

the pilot study we used both current students and people who have finished their 

studies; this was to get different views and perceptions to the questionnaire. The 

output of the pilot study resulted in minor changes and improvements of wording 

and formulation of the questionnaire, the recommendations from the pilot study 

were considered before the survey was launched.  

 

 

3.5 Sample Selection 

Ideally a researcher would like collect and analyze data from all members of a target 

population, which is known as census. That is not possible to do in most situations. 

Instead, a sample of the population can be drawn using either probability or non-

probability procedures. Probability sampling is generally used in quantitative 

research and involves using a random procedure to select a representative sample of 

the population. Finding based on a probability sample can with a specified degree of 

accuracy be generalized to the population. Non-probability sampling is generally 

used in qualitative research, in which judgment is used to select the sample. Findings 

from a non-probability sample can be used to describe, discover and develop theory, 

though while it may be used to generalize the population, it cannot be done with a 

specified level of confidence. (Hair et al., 2007)  

  

This thesis uses non-probability sampling, even if it is most used in qualitative 

research, this is mostly due to the fact that the respondents have all been selected 

judgmentally. According to Hair et al. (2007) there are four sampling methods to 

choose from; these are convenience, judgmental, quota and snowball. The sampling 

selection this thesis use is the convenience, as it allows the researcher to use the 

respondents that are to fit for the research and gives the possibility to nonetheless 

give satisfactory results. All the possible respondents have been easily reached from 

the LUT student register. Further, even if the entire possible responders were given 

the chance to participate there are some small factors that not give the possibility to 
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state the requirements of probability sampling. This could for instance be that all 

respondent might not have seen the invitation sent to the respondents email.  

 

3.5.1 Participants 

The decision to use students as participants became clear when deciding on the 

constructs; this in accordance to both the history of use and the fact that the 

constructs are intended towards students. All of the constructs used for the survey 

have been tested on students with satisfactory results. One of the goals for the thesis 

is to generalize the average LUT student’s thoughts on employer attractiveness; 

hence it felt obvious to use students as the natural respondent. Berthon et al. (2005) 

argue that since students are close to entering the labor market, they are not just 

substitutes representing the population at large, but the appropriate subjects of 

measurement.  

  

The participants of this study are all from LUT, but this does not mean that there are 

only students studying in Luleå. This is due to the fact that the university is spread 

on different locations in Sweden; possible respondents come from all of the programs 

included under the ‘umbrella’ of LUT. The total number of respondents of the survey 

was 278 students; the distribution was 105 (31 %) male and 142 (58 %) female. The 

questionnaire did not force the respondents to answer every question, consequently 

there were 31 (11 %) of the respondents who did not answer that question. Every 

student who is registered at a program and is in either the final or second-final year 

was given the opportunity to participate in this study. A total of 3 565 emails were 

sent to the students (respondents), of who 680 (19 %) decided to click on the link. The 

number of respondents who completed the survey in a way that appeared 

satisfactory was 278 (8 % of total and 41 % of those who opened the survey). A 

guideline for assessing the appropriateness of the sample size has been the research 

by Sivertzen et al. (2013), which had a total of 184 respondents. 

 

 

3.6 Data Analysis 

Analyzing data in quantitative research involves examination of the data that is 

collected in order to identify and confirm relationships. In order to ensure that the 

data can be used in statistical analysis properly, the quantitative data has to be 

edited, coded and sometimes transformed before the analysis. There are two 

different approaches for quantitative data analysis, these are: (1) using descriptive 

statistics in order to understand the data, and (2) using statistical tests to test 
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hypotheses. (Hair et al., 2007) In this thesis, both of these approaches have been used; 

descriptive statistics of the results are presented and interpreted, and statistical 

analyses are made to test the proposed hypotheses. The program used for data 

analysis is SPSS (version 20). Concerning preliminary analyses of data, we have 

performed a reliability test including Cronbach’s alpha and inter-item correlation. 

 

3.6.1 Data Preparation 

The initial step for data preparation was to remove all the cases that either was not 

entirely completed or that had not given serious answers, see section 3.5.1 for the 

total number of possible respondents and dropouts. Then the next step was to code 

every variable (in SPSS) to enable the analysis of the collected data.   

 

Missing data 

When conducting research, especially when working with human beings, it is very 

usual that there is uncompleted data for cases. There are different ways to control if 

there are a large amount of errors in the data; SPSS have some different techniques. 

To deal with the issue of missing data, SPSS have different solutions, but it is 

important that a decision is made with caution; this is because it could have dramatic 

effects on the results. (Pallant, 2010) These are as follows: 

 

 Exclude cases listwise means that SPSS only include cases if all data is listed. 

This means that cases are completely excluded from all the analyses if there is 

any missing information. An important notation here is that this method 

could limit the sample size more than necessary. (Pallant, 2010) 

 

 Exclude cases pairwise is an option where SPSS only exclude a case when the 

missing data is required for the specific analysis. With this option, the case 

will be included in any other analysis where the necessary information 

available. (Pallant, 2010) 

 

 The third and the last is called Replace with mean, this option calculates the 

mean for the missing variable and gives the mean value to every case that 

miss information. This option is not recommended. (Pallant, 2010) 

 

There are some more advanced solutions covered in the SPSS program, but the three 

options above are considered to be sufficient (Pallant, 2010). We have followed the 

instruction from Pallant and used the second option of excluding cases pairwise for 

our analysis. 
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3.6.2 Descriptive Statistics  

Descriptive statistics are used to acquire understanding of the collected data (Hair et 

al., 2007). This research will present the following descriptive statistics: 

 

Frequency Distribution 

Frequency distribution examines data from a single variable and provides 

statistics on responses for the different values of the variable (Hair et al., 

2007). 

 

Measures of Central Tendency 

Measures of central tendency provide the opportunity to present 

summarized information. Examples of these measures are values for 

mean, median and mode. (Hair et al., 2007)  

 

Measures of Dispersion 

Measures of dispersion describe the variability of response distribution, 

more specifically the tendency for responses to depart from the central 

tendency. Examples of these measures are range, variance, standard 

deviation, skewness and kurtosis. (Hair et al., 2007)  

 

3.6.3 Statistical Techniques 

There are different statistical techniques to choose from for testing the hypotheses 

(Hair et al., 2007).  The techniques we have decided upon for this research are briefly 

presented below. 

 

Factor Analysis 

Factor analysis is a statistical technique used for summarizing information 

by combining variables (Hair et al., 2007).  

 

Correlation 

This technique is used to examine the correlation between two variables 

(Hair et al., 2007).  

 

T-test 

A t-test can be used to compare the means of two variables, to be able to 

test the hypothesis (Hair et al., 2007).  
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3.7 Quality Standards 

Results from any concepts (construct) that will be up for analysis needs before using 

it be sure that the variables (indicators) that helps to measure some concept are 

accurate and is in a consistent manner. Here the accuracy is connected to validity and 

the consistency is to the part of reliability. (Hair et al., 2007) 

 

3.7.1 Reliability 

When it comes to research it is important to be sure that measures that is included in 

the report produces reliable findings, this could be connected to the consistency of 

the research findings. No matter the shape of the question, reliability is an essential 

essence for successful results. Worth mentioning when it comes to reliability, there 

are some guidelines that are of use to ensure reliability in scales. First, the minimum 

number of items measuring a particular concept should at least be three. 

Furthermore, the correlation between the items included in the scale needs to be 

positive. (Hair et al., 2007) 

  

The constructs that are included in this thesis are selected scales from existing 

studies. The initial scale used in the questionnaire is the Employer Attractiveness 

(EmpAt) scale, consisting of 25 items and the response is collected with a 7-point 

Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The scale has 

been used in different contexts, from the developers (tested in Australia) to other 

research such as in India (Roy, 2008), Sri Lanka (Arachchige & Robertson, 2011, 2013) 

and Norway (Sivertzen et al., 2013). The measured alpha of the original scale exceeds 

the minimum criterion for what is considered as value on alpha that could lead to 

question the reliability of the scale. Hence the scale is reliable for measurement for 

purposes of employer attractiveness. According to Berthon et al. (2005), the EmpAt 

scale is considered as reliable with a Cronbach alpha coefficient of .96. In this study, 

the Cronbach alpha coefficient measured to .89, alpha´s between 0.8 to <0.9 are 

according to Hair et al. (2007) `very good´ strength of association. 

 

Following the EmpAt scale, the questionnaire included items to measure the 

corporate reputation, from the developers the four items were measured in a 5-point 

Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). In our study we 

use a 7-point Likert scale, due to a desire of consistency in the questionnaire. The 

scale has been used and adapted into different context in research concerning 

corporate reputation. The developer Turban et al. (1998) measured job seekers’ 

reputation perceptions. First the participants responded to two items concerning 



 

25 

 

whether the respondent indicated if they believed that the firm was a “company with 

a good public image” and a “company with a good reputation”. Further the 

respondents answered the items “I have heard a lot of good things about the firm”, 

and “This firm has an excellent reputation on campus”. (Turban et al., 1998)  

 

The last scale we used is to measure intention to pursue a job application. The chosen 

scale consists of five items connected to the intentions the respondents think of when 

there is a possible chance to apply to a company. The original response scale was 

measured on a 5-point Likert scale. As with the indicators for the corporate 

reputation the adaption to 7-point Likert scale was made to the intention to pursue a 

job application. The scale was developed from different articles (e.g., Ployhart & 

Ryan, 1998; Rynes & Miller, 1983; Schwoerer & Rosen, 1989) and then put together by 

Highhouse et al. (2003) whom used it in their research. The Cronbach’s alpha from 

Highhouse et al. measured .82.  

 

The original scale by Highhouse et al. (2003) consisted of five items, of which we 

removed the last item because of the strong connection to social attributes as 

discussed by Highhouse et al. and in accordance Sivertzen et al. (2013) who also 

removed the last item from the intention to apply scale. The final decision to remove 

the fifth item was made after discussion with the supervisor for this thesis. 

 

Control variables are included in the research. In the questionnaire these are called 

student profile and consist of gender, age, education, years to graduation and years 

of work experience. 

 

3.7.2 Validity  

Validity is the degree that a construct actually measure that it is supposed to 

measure. To make sure that the report is constructed in the way that it asses 

measurement validity, there are three parts of validity to consider, these are; content 

validity, construct validity, and criterion validity. (Hair et al., 2007) 

 

Content validity  

The content validity concerns that the scale measures what it is supposed 

to. This validation is often not enough to indicate if in fact a scale is 

measuring what it is supposed to measure. Instead there are two other, 

named above, construct and criterion validity. (Hair et al., 2007) 
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Construct validity  

This refers if the scale or construct is actually measuring the intended idea. 

To be able to make sure of this criterion the theory behind a construct is of 

importance, because this explains why the scale works and how the results 

from the application could be interpreted. (Hair et al., 2007) 

 

Then, to be able make sure that the scale is in fact of construct validity, 

there are two checks that are useful; these are convergent validity and 

discriminant validity. The first, convergent validity tell to which extent 

that there is a positive correlation with other measures of the same 

construct. For the other one is to what extent the construct do not 

correlates with other measures that are different from it. (Hair et al., 2007) 

 

Criterion validity 

Is a measure on how well a construct acts as could be expected in relation 

to other variables. According to Hair et al. (2007) ‘to establish criterion 

validity we need to show that the scores obtained from the application of 

the scale being validated are able to predict scores obtained on a 

theoretically identified dependent variable, referred as the criterion 

variable.´(p. 247). 

  

The constructs used in this thesis have been tested and applied in several studies and 

could hence be considered as validated.  
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4. Presentation and Analysis of Data 
In this chapter, the results of the study will be presented. The data has been collected through 

surveys sent to students in their final and second-final year at Luleå University of 

Technology. Outputs of statistical analyses will be described and analyzed in this chapter in 

order to test the hypotheses. 

  

 

In the chapter for results in a research report, findings from the tests are presented 

and analyzed. The analysis is explained along with presentation of details of the 

results as well as statistical and analytical issues. The main emphasis of this chapter 

is to present results regarding the research questions and hypotheses, though other 

interesting findings may be included in a section. (Hair et al., 2007) The outline of this 

chapter was developed in order to be easy for the reader to follow; alternating 

between descriptive presentation, analysis and discussion for each section. The 

analysis of data follows a logical order, where one section of analysis usually 

continues the results from the previous. The program that enable us to test and 

analyze the collected data in a way that we can control our research questions and 

make scientific statements is called SPSS (version 20), this it is an advanced statistical 

program. For guidelines regarding the use of SPSS and the data analysis, we have 

mostly relied on SPSS Survival Manual by Pallant (2010).  

 

In order to make reading and interpretation of the data analysis easier, some data is 

presented in graphs and tables directly in this chapter, while other is found in 

Appendix.  

 

 

4.1 Assumptions  
Before we tested and analyzed the gathered data there were a number of 

assumptions connected to the techniques covered in this chapter, especially for the 

parts for factor analysis and correlation respectively section three and six.    

 

Level of measurement 

The following measurements concerning the variables in chapter 4 are 

either of the type interval or continuous. (Pallant, 2010) 

 

Linearity 

The relationship between two variables should be linear; this could be 

interpreted as the variables should be more or less on a straight line, if to 

perform a scatter plot. (Pallant, 2010) 
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Independence of observations 

The data gathered before the analysis needs to be independent of one 

another. This means that the measurement is not influenced from another 

measurement. Especially when collecting data from a small group setting 

is to be considered suspect, due to the interaction with one another. 

(Pallant, 2010)  

 

Normality 

The distribution on the variables should be considered normal. This could 

be controlled with a histogram on each suspect variable/s. (Pallant, 2010) 

 

Homoscedasticity 

A similarity in variability in scores, meaning that the variability in score 

for variable X should be similar at all values in variable Y. To be checked 

with the scatter plot. (Pallant, 2010) 

 

 

4.2 Profile of Respondents  

The total number of respondents proving data for this research was 278. The profile 

of the respondents regarding distribution of age, gender, education and years of 

work experience was collected as control variables of the survey. Table 4.1 presents 

the gender distribution of respondents, indicating that a slight majority of the 

respondents were female (51.1 %) compared to male (37.8 %). The respondents were 

not forced to answer all questions, hence the gender of 31 (11.2 %) of the respondents 

is not available. 

  

TABLE 4.1: Gender 

 n Percent 

Male  105 37.8 

Female 142 51.1 

N/A 31 11.2 

Total 278 100 

 

In table 4.2, the age distribution of the respondents is presented. As shown in the 

table, the mean age of respondents was 27 years and median age 25 years. Number of 

blank responses to this question was similar to those of gender, with no available 

data for 36 (12.9 %) of the respondents. 
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TABLE 4.2: Age distribution 

 

The area of education shows in what field the respondents take their education, this 

is presented is table 4.3. The largest proportion of respondents were students on 

Master of Science programs in Engineering (22.7 %), followed by the area of Health 

science (16.9 %) and Business and economics students (13.3 %) as third largest 

respondent group.  

 

TABLE 4.3: Area of education 

 n Percent 

Engineering MSc 63 22.7 

Engineering BSc 17 6.1 

Other technical education 17 6.1 

Business and economics 37 13.3 

Law/jurisprudence 6 2.2 

Other social science 28 10.1 

Health science 47 16.9 

Teacher education 10 3.6 

Media 9 3.2 

Music/drama 2 0.7 

Other education 12 4.3 

N/A 30 10.8 

Total 278 100 

 

Respondents’ years of work experience is presented in table 4.4, showing that a 

majority have work experience to some extent. Approximately half (51.5 %) of the 

respondents answered that they have more than two years of work experience.  

 

 

 

 n Percent 

20 -24 years 96 34.6 

25 -30 years 99 35.7 

31 years or older 47 16.8 

N/A 36 12.9 

Total 278 100 

 

Mean 27 years  

Median 25 years  
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TABLE 4.4: Years of work experience 

 n Percent 

No experience 9 3.2 

Less than one year 38 13.7 

Between one and two years 57 20.5 

More than two years 143 51.4 

N/A 31 11.2 

Total 278 100 

 

 

4.3 Reliability of Scales 

Before applying any scale into the study, it was vital to control that the scales were to 

be considered reliable (to read more about scale reliability, see chapter 3 section 

3.7.1). A short summary of the measured reliability for each scale are as follows. 

According to Berthon et al. (2005), the Employer Attractiveness (EmpAt) scale has 

good internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient reported of .96. 

Turban et al. (1998) have not mentioned any measured value for the Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficient, inter-item correlation or any other measurement for reliability.  

From Highhouse et al. (2003), the scale measuring intentions to apply has a good 

internal consistency with an alpha coefficient reported of .82. The main issue to 

consider was the internal consistency, which refers to the degree of how the items in 

the scale interrelate. With other worlds if the items all measure the same underlying 

construct.  

  

Cronbach’s alpha value represents and indicates the reliability of the used scales (the 

alpha value have been mentioned from earlier research, but here we were interested 

in testing if the collected data was to be considered reliable). Ideally, the value of the 

alpha should .7 or higher for the scale to be considered reliable. There are some 

issues worth mentioning with the use of Cronbach’s alpha, of which the number of 

items is probably the most vital. This means that the alpha is sensitive when it comes 

to shorts scales (e.g. scales with fewer than ten items). In these cases there are often 

alpha values that are lower than .5, to handle this there is another measure to take 

into account. (Pallant, 2010) This is called mean inter-item correlation and can be 

calculated both for scales with few and many items (Briggs & Cheek, 1986, in Pallant, 

2010). Here the recommended value for scales with few items to be optimal in the 

range of .2 to .4. The following table (4.5) illustrates the outcome from the Cronbach’s 

alpha calculation.  
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TABLE 4.5: Reliability of the EmpAt scale 

Case Processing Summary 

 

Reliability Statistics 

  N % Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items 

Cases Valid 257 92.1 .889 25 

 Excluded 22 7.9   

 Total 279 100.0   

 

The value of Cronbach’s alpha reported .889. This suggested a good internal 

consistent reliability. Values above .7 are to be considered acceptable but it is 

preferable to get values above .8 (Pallant, 2010). This means that with high levels of 

certainty this scale (with our data) was to be considered as reliable.  

 

A reliability analysis has been done both for corporate reputation and intention to 

pursue a job application. Further, the value of alpha for corporate reputation was 

.834 and for intention to pursue a job application .875 this could be interpreted as to 

be reliable (Pallant, 2010), but the scales have also been calculated with the mean 

inter-item correlation due to the constraint of the sensitive use of Cronbach’s alpha 

with few items (Pallant, 2010). These are presented in table 4.6 and 4.7 (see Appendix 

II for complete tables). To be noticed in this situation is that the Cronbach´s alpha 

could generate outputs near value of .5 when there are few items. Even if the 

calculation gives a satisfactory outcome for Cronbach´s alpha we perform an inter-

item correlation test. 

 

TABLE 4.6: Inter-item Correlations for Corporate Reputation 

 

TABLE 4.7: Inter-item Correlations for Intentions to Pursue a Job Application 

 

The following equations represent the necessary calculation for each scale to be able 

to evaluate if the scales could be accepted as reliable. The equations represent every 

 Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 

Item 1 1    

Item 2 .666 1   

Item 3 .654 .743 1  

Item 4 .382 .462 .504 1 

 Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 

Item 1 1    

Item 2 .689 1   

Item 3 .774 .614 1  

Item 4 .570 .724 .574 1 
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correlation between the items, the values of importance are all those that does not 

correlate to itself. 

 

Equation 1: Corporate reputation 

 

  
                                   

  
   (1) 

 

             (2) 

 

Equation 2: Intentions to pursue a job application 

 

  
                                   

  
  (3) 

 

            (4) 

 

From these two equations, the outputs generate two values; .34 and .40. From Briggs 

and Cheek (1986, in Pallant, 2010, p. 97) the values that represent a satisfactory inter-

mean should be between .2 and .4. Both the calculated inter-item correlations above 

were found within the frame of recommended optimal range. This could be 

interpreted as that the two scales with the conducted data was to be considered as 

reliable.  

 

The results from the reliability tests showed that the EmpAt scale generated a 

coefficient of Cronbach’s alpha of .89. Further, for the reliability test on corporate 

reputation the measured value was reported to .83 but due to the weakness with 

scales that only include 10 or fewer items we did an inter-tem correlation test. The 

measured value for corporate reputation was then reported as .34 which lays in the 

interval for the recommended value for inter-item correlation. For the scale intention 

to pursue a job application the alpha was .88 and the inter-item correlation .4, of 

which the latter was on the upper level of acceptance but still of satisfaction.  

 

The reported values gathered from SPSS were all in the level of what to be 

considered as acceptable and in most of the cases the measured values were 

considered to be even better. These results strengthen the use of the scales in the 

study, and underline that the outcome from the continuing tests are to be considered 

as significant. From the results above, the original EmpAt scale received a reported 

alpha of .96, the value from the sample collected in this study reported .89. This was 
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to be considered good enough, and suggested that the scale had a reliable internal 

consistency. The relatively high reported alpha could be interpreted as if the scale 

interrelates good, and that the items are measuring the same underlying construct.  

 

Considering the other two scales, the use of Cronbach´s alpha is (as mentioned 

above) not always good when scales consist of few items. Even if the alphas in the 

study were measured to what is the least expected to be tolerant for reliability, we 

did an inter-item correlation test. This was to be entirely sure that the underlying 

construct was measuring correctly. Both constructs reported values in the interval of 

what is considered acceptable and together with the outcome for the EmpAt scale, it 

indicated that the scales were to be reliable.  

 

With this information we were able to continue the research with data that were 

considered as reliable, the next step of direction was to perform a factor analysis for 

the 25 items. 

 

 

4.4 Factor Analysis 

Preliminary analyses for the 25-variables were conducted with a factor analysis using 

the principal component analysis with an orthogonal factor solution. There are two 

different types of approaches to rotation, these are either orthogonal (uncorrelated) 

or oblique (correlated). The main difference between the mentioned rotations is that 

the first is easier to interpret and report, but leaves the researcher more room for own 

thoughts and interpretations. This often leads to wrong conclusions. The second 

option gives the possibility for the factors to be correlated but is harder to interpret, 

describe and report. (Pallant, 2010) This thesis followed the recommendation from 

Pallant (2010) to use the oblique approach for rotation and to check the degree of 

correlation between the factors. Further, prior to the principal component analysis, 

the assumptions mentioned earlier have been considered.  

 

The first thing that was interesting to look at from the factor analysis was the Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure, which indicates if the data is suitable for factor 

analysis (Pallant, 2010). For this research, the measured KMO reached a value of .873, 

which exceeded the minimum criterion of .6. Further, the value of Bartlett´s Test of 

Sphericity (BTS) needs to be significant, which it is if the value is .05 or smaller 

(Pallant, 2010). The factor analysis gave a BTS value that was significant (p < .001). 

From this we concluded that the factor analysis was appropriate to do.  
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The next step was to examine the Correlation Matrix (see Appendix III), to see if 

there were any values than smaller than .3. A majority of the correlation coefficients 

in our study were over the criteria of .3, which gave more proof that the use of factor 

analysis was appropriate. Stating this, the need to determine the number of 

components connected to the collected data was next to do. Table 4.8 illustrates a 

summary of the total variance explained (see Appendix IV for the complete table). 

 

TABLE 4.8: Total Variance Explained 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of 

Squared 

Loadingsa 

Total 
% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

1 7.662 30.649 30.649 7.662 30.649 30.649 5.702 

2 1.985 7.939 38.587 1.985 7.939 38.587 2.762 

3 1.740 6.959 45.546 1.740 6.959 45.546 4.017 

4 1.526 6.106 51.652 1.526 6.106 51.652 3.711 

5 1.312 5.246 56.898 1.312 5.246 56.898 3.160 

6 .972 3.889 60.787 
    

 

 

In table 4.8, the first thing to consider was the columns of ‘Component’ and ‘Initial 

Eigenvalues’, where the interesting part was to see how many of the components 

(factors) that had an eigenvalue exceeding 1. The data suggested that only the first 

five components had a recorded value larger than 1 (7.662, 1.985, 1.740, 1.526, 1.312). 

These five components described a total of 56.898 per cent of the total variance (see 

Cumulative & column). With other words, there were five factors that together 

described the majority of the variance for this set of data. This cumulative value was 

to be considered good as it explained more than half of the variance. If this value 

would have been lower than 50 per cent, the data used in the factor analysis would 

have needed to be altered. (Pallant, 2010) 

 

To continue with the analysis there was not enough evidence to conclude that these 

five components were the best fit to explain the best variance. Hence, the next step 

was to look at the scree plot (Pallant, 2010). See figure 4.1 below   
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FIGURE 4.1: Scree plot 

 

In a scree plot, the interesting part to look for is a change in the shape of the plot 

(Pallant, 2010). All the values above this break are most likely to be retained; in this 

case, the obvious break in the scree plot in figure 4.1 was found on the second 

component. This means that the first component explained or captured much more 

of the variance than the rest of the components. From further analysis of the scree 

plot, a smaller break at component five was found, which suggested retention of 

component 2, 3, 4 and 5. Making a decision on which components to retain comes to 

how the researcher interpret the findings and it is sometimes necessary to use 

different numbers of components to find the best fit for the factor analysis (Pallant, 

2010). 

 

Further examination of the determination of the extraction is called parallel analysis, 

and it was done by an external program (outside of SPSS) called Monte Carlo PCA 

for Parallel Analysis. To be able to do this properly we needed to go back to the table 

that describes the total variance (see table 4.8 or Appendix IV). What the external 

program does is that it generates a set of random eigenvalues that we later want to 



 

36 

 

compare with the eigenvalues from the total variance explained table. This generated 

set of eigenvalues are based on three different variables, these are ‘number of 

variables’, ‘number of subjects’ (participants) and ‘number of replication’. In our case 

the number of variables was 25 (see Appendix I) and the total number of subjects was 

278. We decided that 100 replications were enough to get a good randomized set of 

eigenvalues. The program collected 100 different sets of eigenvalues with the same 

criterion of 25 components and with 278 subjects. This gave us a mean for the 100 sets 

to compare with the eigenvalue from the output of the factor analysis (see Appendix 

V). A comparison between the eigenvalues suggested that the first five components 

should be retained.  

 

Based on the three steps described above, the decision was to retain the five first 

components. The analysis implied a fairly strong connection for the components to 

describe a majority of the variance for the factors, meaning that a five factor solution 

was the appropriate option. It could be argued that rejection of a component should 

have been considered, but for this analysis the decision was to use five components.  

 

The next step of the PCA was to look at the component matrix, which is presented 

table 4.9. This table shows the unrotated loadings for each item of the five 

components. In the table for the component matrix, loadings weaker than .3 have 

been removed to facilitate interpretation (see Appendix VI for the entire table).  
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TABLE 4.9: Component Matrix 

 Component 

1 2 3 4 5 

9 Supportive and encouraging colleagues .705  -.334   

12 The organization both values and makes use of creativity .645   -.331  

7 Having a good relationship with your superiors .635     

23 Happy work environment .634  -.304   

4 Feeling good about yourself as a result of working for a 

particular organization 

.623    -.316 

19 Acceptance and belonging .615     

14 The organization produces innovative products and services .615  .445  .374 

8 Having a good relationship with your colleagues .607  -.478   

2 A fun working environment .606   -.364  

11 Innovative employer – novel work practices/forward-

thinking 

.601   -.396  

16 Humanitarian organization – gives back to society .584   .355  

1 Recognition/appreciation from management .577     

10 Working in an exciting environment .561     

5 Feeling more self-confident as a result of working for a 

particular organization 

.543    -.331 

18 Opportunity to teach others what you have learned .538  .402   

13 The organization produces high-quality product and 

services 

.510  .393  .327 

20 The organization is customer-oriented .505   .316  

6 Gaining career-enhancing experience .478 .378  -.317 -.411 

3 A springboard for future employment .476 .437  -.362  

22 Hands-on inter-department experience .470     

21 Job security within the organization .466   .400  

17 Opportunity to apply what was learned at a tertiary 

institution  

.463  .354 .380  

15 Good promotion opportunities within the organization .422 .579    

25 An attractive overall compensation package .395 .560 -.305  .358 

24 An above average basic salary .417 .535 -.333  .373 

 

Table 4.9 shows that the strongest loadings were found in component one, with 

values mostly above .5. Component two contained the smallest number of items but 

with quite strong loadings. For the remaining components (three, four and five) the 

numbers of loadings were quite similar. Loadings that are vast and have strong 

interrelationship among the components are to be prioritized; the aim is to stick with 

the components that have the greatest and strongest interrelationship (Pallant, 2010). 

From the component matrix, there was no question about component 1. The second 
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component still had strong loadings, as did the last three components which again 

confirmed that five components were appropriate. The last table to consider and 

inspect was the rotated five-factor solution, which is illustrated in pattern matrix (see 

table 4.10). As with the component matrix, numbers smaller than .3 have been 

removed (see Appendix VII for the entire table). 

 

TABLE 4.10: Pattern Matrix 

 Component 

1 2 3 4 5 

8 Having a good relationship with your colleagues .810     

9 Supportive and encouraging colleagues .740     

7 Having a good relationship with your superiors .668     

23 Happy work environment .653     

2 A fun working environment .573    -.316 

19 Acceptance and belonging .531   .425  

1 Recognition/appreciation from management .520     

4 Feeling good about yourself as a result of working for a 

particular organization 

.499   .335  

5 Feeling more self-confident as a result of working for a 

particular organization 

.410    -.342 

10 Working in an exciting environment .332 .326    

25 An attractive overall compensation package  .826    

24 An above average basic salary  .825    

14 The organization produces innovative products and services   .794   

11 Innovative employer – novel work practices/forward-thinking   .704   

13 The organization produces high-quality product and services   .701   

12 The organization both values and makes use of creativity .383  .588   

17 Opportunity to apply what was learned at a tertiary institution    .666  

18 Opportunity to teach others what you have learned    .609  

16 Humanitarian organization – gives back to society    .541  

21 Job security within the organization    .493  

22 Hands-on inter-department experience    .455  

20 The organization is customer-oriented     .419  

6 Gaining career-enhancing experience     -.818 

3 A springboard for future employment     -.755 

15 Good promotion opportunities within the organization  .465   -.472 

  

Table 4.10 shows loadings exceeding the criterion of .3. The pattern matrix propose 

that component 1 should contain a total of 10 loadings (8, 9, 7, 23, 2, 19, 1, 4, 5 and 

10), component 2 a total of 2 loadings (25 and 24), component 3 a total of 4 loadings 

(14, 11, 13, 12), component 4 a total of 6 loadings (17, 18, 16, 21, 22 and 20) and for the 

last component number 5 a total of 3 loadings (6, 3 and 15). The ideal loading 
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distribution would be at least three or more items loading per component (Pallant, 

2010), this states that the distribution was not entirely optimal since component 2 

only consisted of 2 loadings. But from the previous discussion, we decided that the 

factor analysis should be a five factor solution.  

 

Factor Analysis: Summary  

The 25 items from the Employer Attractiveness (EmpAt) scale went through a 

principal component analysis (PCA) using SPSS version 20. Before performing the 

factor analysis, the suitability of the data for that purpose was assessed. The Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin value was .873, hence exceeding the minimum of .6, and Barlett’s Test 

of Sphericity reached statistical significance. Finally, inspection of the Correlation 

Matrix showed that a majority of the correlation coefficients exceeded the minimum 

criteria of .3. The PCA revealed five components with eigenvalues exceeding 1, 

respectively explaining 30.649 %, 7.939 %, 6.959 %, 6.106 % and 5.246 % of the 

variance. This was in line with the inspection of the scree plot, which revealed a 

break after the fifth component. A Parallel Analysis was conducted, which showed 

that the eigenvalues of the first five components exceeded the randomly generated 

corresponding criterion values. An inspection of the component matrix and pattern 

matrix showed loadings confirming retention of the five components; hence the 

factor analysis was a five factor solution. 

 

 

4.5 Labeling and Interpretation of the Factors 

When developing the Employer Attractiveness (EmpAt) scale, Berthon et al. (2005) 

extracted five factors consisting of five items each. The factors (or ‘dimensions’) were 

labeled; (1) Interest value, (2) Social value, (3) Economic value, (4) Development 

value, and (5) Application value (Berthon et al., 2005). Sivertzen et al. (2013) tested the 

EmpAt scale which also resulted in a five-factor solution, though the authors 

eliminated ten items which were not clearly related to their underlying dimensions. 

Two of the five factors found by Sivertzen et al. (2013) were labeled different 

compared to the five factors of Berthon et al. (2005), this based on changes in item 

composition. The five factors found by Sivertzen et al. (2013) were labeled; (1) 

Innovation value, (2) Psychological value, (3) Social value, (4) Economic value, and 

(5) Application value. 

 

In this research, five factors were extracted in the factor analysis. These five factors 

account for 57 per cent of the total variance. All 25 items of the EmpAt scale (Berthon 
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et al., 2005) were retained and are presented with each underlying dimension in the 

rotated pattern matrix below (see table 4.11).  

 

TABLE 4.11: Rotated Pattern Matrix 

 Measurement Items Factor loadings 

 Factor 1 – Social Value  

8 Having a good relationship with your colleagues .810 

9 Supportive and encouraging colleagues .740 

7 Having a good relationship with your superiors .668 

23 Happy work environment .653 

2 A fun working environment .573 

19 Acceptance and belonging .531 

1 Recognition/appreciation from management .520 

4 Feeling good about yourself as a result of working for a particular organization .499 

5 Feeling more self-confident as a result of working for a particular organization .410 

10 Working in an exciting environment .332 

 
 

 

 Factor 2 – Economic Value  

25 An attractive overall compensation package .826 

24 An above average basic salary .825 

   

 Factor 3 – Innovation Value  

14 The organization produces innovative products and services .794 

11 Innovative employer – novel work practices/forward-thinking .704 

13 The organization produces high-quality product and services .701 

12 The organization both values and makes use of creativity .588 

   

 Factor 4 – Application Value  

17 Opportunity to apply what was learned at a tertiary institution .666 

18 Opportunity to teach others what you have learned .609 

16 Humanitarian organization – gives back to society .541 

21 Job security within the organization .493 

22 Hands-on inter-department experience .455 

20 The organization is customer-oriented .419 

   

 Factor 5 – Development Value  

6 Gaining career-enhancing experience -.818 

3 A springboard for future employment -.755 

15 Good promotion opportunities within the organization -.472 
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As shown in table 4.11, one of the five factors was labeled ‘Innovation value’ in 

accordance to Sivertzen et al. (2013), instead of the term ‘Interest value’ used by 

Berthon et al. (2005). This was due to a slight change in item composition. The 

remaining four factors were labeled in accordance to Berthon et al.; ‘Social value’, 

‘Economic value’, ‘Application value’, and ‘Development value’. A table showing the 

items and underlying dimensions of this study compared to the research Berthon et 

al. and Sivertzen et al. (2013) is presented in Appendix VIII.  

 

Below follows a short interpretational paragraph of each factor: 

 

Factor 1: Social value 

Social value encompasses aspects such as relations with colleagues and 

superiors, support and appreciation, self-worth and confidence, and items 

related to the work environment. This factor accounts for approximately 

31 per cent of the variance explained and has a Cronbach’s alpha of .858. 

   

Factor 2: Economic value 

Economic value encompasses salary and compensation package. This 

factor accounts for approximately 8 per cent of the variance explained and 

has a Cronbach’s alpha of .795. 

 

Factor 3: Innovation value 

Innovation value encompasses that the employer is innovative, uses 

creativity, and offers high-quality, innovative products. This factor 

accounts for approximately 7 per cent of the variance explained and has a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .801. 

 

Factor 4: Application value 

Application value encompasses opportunity to apply knowledge and 

teach others, job security and that the organization is humanitarian and 

customer-oriented. This factor accounts for approximately 6 per cent of the 

variance explained and has a Cronbach’s alpha of .719. 
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Factor 5: Development value 

Development value encompasses career-related items such as gaining 

useful experience and promotion opportunities. This factor accounts for 

approximately 5 per cent of the variance explained and has a Cronbach’s 

alpha of .753. 

 

The output from the Principal Component Analysis gave this five factor solution for 

employer attractiveness, hereafter composed and labeled as mentioned in the 

previous page. These five factors describe a total of 57 per cent of the variance.  To 

ensure that the modified factors were reliable, the alpha of each factor was reported. 

The measured values of alpha were all within the range of satisfaction. 

 

 

4.6 Employer Attractiveness 

The respondents of the survey were asked to grade on a 7-point Likert scale how 

important they consider each of the 25 items of employer attractiveness to be when 

considering a potential employer. The mean value and the standard deviation for 

each of the items are presented in table 4.12 in the next page, along with total mean 

and standard deviation for the five underlying dimensions. Concerning the 

underlying dimensions of employer attractiveness, factor 1 ‘Social value’ had the 

highest mean (6.02) followed by factor 5 ‘Development value’ (5.60), factor 3 

‘Innovation value’ (5.59), factor 4 ‘Application value’ (5.32), and finally factor 2 

‘Economic value’ (5.01). 

 

The mean values of the 25 items ranged between the highest 6.43 (item 8 - ‘having a 

good relationship with your colleagues’) and the lowest 4.95 (item 20 - ‘the 

organization is customer-oriented). Notable regarding the mean is that the five items 

scoring the highest mean (i.e. considered to have the highest relative importance of 

these items when considering an employer) all belonged to factor 1 ‘Social value’. In 

fact, every single one of the ten items belonging to factor 1 ‘Social value’ scored a 

higher mean than each of the two items of factor 2 ‘Economic value’.  
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TABLE 4.12: Employer Attractiveness Mean 

 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

    

 Factor 1 – Social Value 6.02 .73 

8 Having a good relationship with your colleagues 6.43 .93 

23 Happy work environment 6.40 .92 

2 A fun working environment 6.17 1.07 

4 
Feeling good about yourself as a result of working for a particular 

organization 

6.10 1.13 

9 Supportive and encouraging colleagues 6.06 1.15 

7 Having a good relationship with your superiors 5.91 1.02 

19 Acceptance and belonging 5.88 1.16 

10 Working in an exciting environment 5.85 1.18 

1 Recognition/appreciation from management 5.83 1.12 

5 
Feeling more self-confident as a result of working for a particular 

organization 

5.59 1.29 

    

 Factor 2 – Economic Value 5.01 1.48 

24 An above average basic salary 5.04 1.65 

25 An attractive overall compensation package 4.98 1.60 

    

 Factor 3 – Innovation Value 5.59 1.06 

12 The organization both values and makes use of creativity 6.05 1.09 

13 The organization produces high-quality product and services 5.75 1.38 

11 Innovative employer – novel work practices/forward-thinking 5.55 1.31 

14 The organization produces innovative products and services 5.00 1.55 

    

 Factor 4 – Application Value 5.32 .96 

21 Job security within the organization 6.00 1.27 

17 Opportunity to apply what was learned at a tertiary institution 5.43 1.49 

22 Hands-on inter-department experience 5.38 1.47 

16 Humanitarian organization – gives back to society 5.10 1.55 

18 Opportunity to teach others what you have learned 4.99 1.47 

20 The organization is customer-oriented 4.95 1.66 

    

 Factor 5 – Development Value 5.60 1.08 

6 Gaining career-enhancing experience 6.00 1.22 

3 A springboard for future employment 5.45 1.40 

15 Good promotion opportunities within the organization 5.34 1.42 
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In table 4.13, the mean values of the 25 items in this research are compared to the 

mean of the same items in Berthon et al. (2005). Comparison of the mean scores was 

interesting mostly due to the fact that the original scale was developed and measured 

in Australia and this study was conducted in Sweden. Sivertzen et al. (2013) do 

suggest that some of the differences found between their results (of the research 

conducted in Norway) compared to the results of Berthon et al. (2005) may depend 

on cultural differences between the countries. This may also be the situation in the 

comparison with our results.  

  

TABLE 4.13: Comparison of EmpAt Mean with Previous Research 

 

 

 

Mean in 

this 

research 

Mean in 

Berthon 

et al. (2005) 

1 Recognition/appreciation from management 5.83 5.58 

2 A fun working environment 6.17 5.75 

3 A springboard for future employment 5.45 5.62 

4 
Feeling good about yourself as a result of working for a particular 

organization 

6.10 5.69 

5 
Feeling more self-confident as a result of working for a particular 

organization 

5.59 5.72 

6 Gaining career-enhancing experience 6.00 5.83 

7 Having a good relationship with your superiors 5.91 5.66 

8 Having a good relationship with your colleagues 6.43 5.92 

9 Supportive and encouraging colleagues 6.06 5.65 

10 Working in an exciting environment 5.85 5.37 

11 Innovative employer – novel work practices/forward-thinking 5.55 5.31 

12 The organization both values and makes use of creativity 6.05 5.45 

13 The organization produces high-quality product and services 5.75 5.41 

14 The organization produces innovative products and services 5.00 5.22 

15 Good promotion opportunities within the organization 5.34 5.82 

16 Humanitarian organization – gives back to society 5.10 5.00 

17 Opportunity to apply what was learned at a tertiary institution 5.43 5.19 

18 Opportunity to teach others what you have learned 4.99 4.85 

19 Acceptance and belonging 5.88 5.63 

20 The organization is customer-oriented 4.95 5.24 

21 Job security within the organization 6.00 5.75 

22 Hands-on inter-department experience 5.38 5.43 

23 Happy work environment 6.40 6.01 

24 An above average basic salary 5.04 5.97 

25 An attractive overall compensation package 4.98 5.94 
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Regarding the comparison between this research and Berthon et al. (2005) it is notable 

that in both studies, students were asked to grade on a 7-point Likert scale how 

important each item is when considering a potential employer. Though, the 

respondents in the study by Berthon et al. were 683 final-year university students at 

business school in Australia while the respondents of this study were 278 final-year 

and second-final year students from various areas of education at LUT.  

 

 

4.7 Correlations 

The use of correlation describes the linear relationship between two variables and the 

output gives both the strength and direction. In this study we obtained and followed 

the procedure for Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r), this because it 

met our variables’ nature of being continuous intervals. The Pearson r only takes 

values from -1 to +1, and the sign before indicates whether the correlation is negative 

(if one variable increase, the other decrease) or positive (if one variable increase, so 

does the other). (Pallant, 2010) 

 

A perfect correlation is the absolute value (ignoring the signs) of 1 or -1 and indicate 

the strongest relation, this could be interpreted as the value of one variable can be 

determine exactly by knowing the value on the other variable (if then a perfect 

correlation). This means that the scatter plot of a perfect correlation would be on a 

straight line. If the correlation would be reported as 0, this could be interpreted as 

that there is no relation between the two variables. This means that one of the 

variables does not assist in predicting the value of the second variable. (Pallant, 2010) 

Before we performed a correlation calculation, we considered the assumptions from 

the beginning of this chapter. Figure 4.2 presents the correlation from each factor to 

corporate reputation.  
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FIGURE 4.2: Correlations from factors to corporate reputation 
a p = .77  

 

Cohen (1988, in Pallant, 2010) suggests three guidelines for assessing the strength of a 

correlation. Scores ranging from r = .10 to .29 represent a small relation, scores 

between r = .30 to .49 are labeled medium relationship and values of r = .50 to 1.0 a 

large correlation. The mentioned levels do not affect whether or not there are a 

negative or positive sign on front of the reported correlation. The reason for this has 

been mentioned above.  

  

The calculated correlations were ranging from .10 to .22; these indicated fairly low 

relations from each factor to corporate reputation. Though, if one of the factors 

would increase so would corporate reputation, since every output was positive. The 

significance level of application value was too high, hence we could not prove that a 

relation existed. 

 

Another measure was to calculate how much variance the two compared variables 

shared, referred to as the coefficient of determination. To be able to calculate this 

coefficient, the reported r value needed to be squared, and then multiplied by 100 to 

get the percentage of the variation. (Pallant, 2010) In the case of innovation this 

meant that the coefficient would be .219 x .219 = .048, .048 x 100 = 4.8. This indicated 

4.8 per cent shared variance between innovation value and corporate reputation. 

Social 

Value 

Economic 

Value 

Innovation 

Value 

Application 

Value 

Development 

Value 

Corporate 

Reputation 

Intention to 

Pursue a Job 

Application 

 

0.190 

0.219 

0.149 

0.108 a 

0.170 
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With other words, innovation value helped to explain nearly 5 per cent of the 

variance in respondents’ score on corporate reputation.  

  

The last measurement to consider was the significance level from the calculated 

correlation. This reported value describes how much confidence we should have in 

the measured correlation. Since this study has more than 100 respondents, a value of 

p < .05 is to be the guideline. (Pallant, 2010) For each of the calculated correlations, 

the outcome generated positive outputs, though there were weak relations. Results 

from the calculations are shown in table 4.14 below. 

  

TABLE 4.14: Correlation between factors and corporate reputation 

Social Value r = .190 n = 266 p = .002 

Economic Value r = .149 n = 276 p = .013 

Innovation Value r = .219 n = 273 p < .001 

Application Value r = .108 n = 269 p = .077 

Development Value r = .005 n = 275 p = 0.05 

 

A similar calculation was then performed to find the correlation between corporate 

reputation and intention to pursue a job application (see table 4.15). Complete tables 

of the correlations are found in Appendix IX. 

 
TABLE 4.15: Correlation between corporate reputation and intention to pursue a job application 

r = .407 n = 274 p < .001 

 

Further, we examined the relation directly from the five factors to intention to pursue 

a job application, results from this is shown in table 4.16. Complete tables of the 

correlations are found in Appendix IX. 

 

TABLE 4.16: Correlation between corporate reputation and intention to pursue a job application 

Social Value r = .227 n = 266 p < .001 

Economic Value r = .011 n = 276 p = .859 

Innovation Value r = .170 n = 273 p = .005 

Application Value r = .131 n = 269 p < .001 

Development Value r = .220 n = 275 p < .001 

 

Every correlation is illustrated figure 4.3. The relations were considered to be as 

positive correlations, but as previous outcomes the strength was still low. From the 

coefficient of determination there were also small explanations in variance between 

the tested variables. 
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FIGURE 4.3: Correlation from the factors to intention to pursue a job application 
a p = .859 

 

 

The relations for all calculations above resulted in positive correlations using the 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient. Notable, was that in two occasions 

the significant levels were higher than p < .05. This implied that we could not with 95 

per cent certainty say that it was a correlation in these two occasions The mentioned 

assumptions in the begging of this section were considered before performing any 

calculations. 

 

 

4.8 Hypotheses Testing 

The outcome of the PCA resulted in changes in item composition, which impacted 

the hypothesis testing. One change concerned the wording of factor 3 ‘Innovation 

value’, which was earlier named ‘Interest value’ but renamed due to the new item 

composition. The following figure (4.4) presents the order in which the hypotheses 

are tested.  
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FIGURE 4.4: Research Model 
 

Prior of the paired-sample t-test, the assumptions described in the beginning of this 

chapter were considered. Other aspects that were considered were the Type 1 error 

and Type 2 error. These errors refer to the possible issues or risks when to perform t-

test, this mean that there is possible to reach wrong conclusion from the output. Type 

1 error refers to the potential risk of rejecting the null hypothesis even if it is, in fact 

true. This could relate to the risk of wrongly assuming a distinction between the two 

variables´ mean. A proper alpha level could minimize the risk of Type 1 error (the 

often used levels are .05 and .01). Further, the Type 2 error occurs when the 

hypothesis fails to be rejected, when it is actually false. The issue between these two 

types of error is that they are inversely related. (Pallant, 2010) 

 

A power of a test indicates the ability to correctly find a significant difference 

between two variables. If the assumption described in the beginning of chapter 4 are 

met, the parametric test (such as t-test) are potentially more powerful than a non-

parametric tests. There are also other factors that could impact the power of a test, 

such as sample size, effect size and the alpha level. (Pallant, 2010) These were 

considered prior to performing the paired-sample t-tests. All statistics for the paired-

sample t-test is found in Appendix X 
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H1 

There is a relation between social value and perception of corporate reputation when a 

potential employee considers an employer. 

 

To test the hypothesis that the social value (M = 6.02, SD = 0.74) and corporate 

reputation (M = 5.21, SD = 1.16) were equal, a paired-sample t-test was performed. 

Prior to conducting the analysis, the assumption of normally distributed difference 

scores was examined. The assumption was considered satisfying, as the skew and 

kurtosis levels were estimated at .38 and .972, respectively, which is less than the 

maximum allowable values for a t-test; skew < |2.0| and kurtosis < |9.0| (Newell & 

Hancock, 1984; DeCarlo, 1997). It will also be noted that the correlation between the 

two conditions was estimated at r =.90, p= .002, suggesting that the paired-sample t-

test was appropriate. The null hypothesis of no difference in means was rejected, 

t(265) = 10.57, p = <.001. Thus, the social value mean was statistically significant 

higher than the corporate reputation mean.  

 

This was done to all the five factors to test the hypothesis for corporate reputation. It 

is important to note that the mean of corporate reputation changes depending on 

which hypothesis is tested. This is because there are different numbers of 

participants in every item; due to how SPSS decides to handle missing. 

 

H2 

There is a relation between economic value and perception of corporate reputation when a 

potential employee considers an employer. 

 

To then test the second hypothesis to see if that the economic value (M = 5.00, SD = 

1.48) and corporate reputation (M = 5.22, SD = 1.15) were equal, a paired-sample t-test 

was performed here as well, and the rest of the t-tests. The same assumption for the 

normally distributed difference in scores applies here to. The skew and kurtosis 

levels were -.134 and .988, which was considered satisfying since it was less than the 

maximum allowable values discussed earlier. It to be noted the correlation between 

the two conditions was estimated to r = .015, p = 0.01, this also suggested that the 

paired-sample t-test was appropriate. Here the null hypothesis of no difference in 

mean was rejected, t(276) = - 2.06, p = .04. Hence, the economic value mean was 

statistically significant lower than corporate reputation mean.  
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H3 

There is a relation between interest value and perception of corporate reputation when a 

potential employee considers an employer. 

 

To test the third hypothesis to determine whether the innovation value (M = 5.60, SD 

= 1.06) and corporate reputation (M = 5.23, SD = 1.15) were equal, a paired-sample t-

test was performed. The skew and kurtosis levels was .116 and 1.175, these were to 

be considered satisfying because of the conditions discussed earlier. The correlation 

of the two conditions was estimated to r = .22, p <.001. This was to be interpreted as 

that the paired-sample t-test was appropriate. Here the null hypothesis of no 

difference was rejected, t(273) = 4.35, p < 0.001. Thus, the innovation value mean was 

statistically significant lower than corporate reputation mean.  

 

H4 

There is a relation between application value and perception of corporate reputation when a 

potential employee considers an employer. 

 

The fourth test was to see if the application value (M = 5.32, SD = .96) and corporate 

reputation (M = 5.22, SD = 1.15) were equal, a paired-sample t-test was performed. 

The skew and kurtosis levels were what to be considered as satisfying .303 and .101. 

The correlation of the two conditions were estimated from the calculation r = .11, p = 

.08. This was interpreted as that the paired-sample t-test were not appropriate. To be 

sure, we did perform the test. Here the null hypothesis of no difference was not 

rejected, t(269) = 1.14, p = .26. There was no significant evidence that suggested 

rejection of the null hypothesis here.  

 

H5 

There is a relation between development value and perception of corporate reputation when a 

potential employee considers an employer. 

 

Then to see if the development value (M = 5.59, SD = 1.08) and corporate reputation 

(M = 5.22, SD = 1.15) were equal, a paired-sample t-test was executed. The skew and 

kurtosis levels were what to be considered satisfying .029 and 1.302. The correlation 

of the two conditions were to be estimated from the calculation r = 0.17, p = .005. This 

was then to be interpreted as the paired-sample t-test was appropriate. Here the null 

hypothesis of no difference was rejected, t(275) = 4.27, p < 0.001 Hence, the 

development value mean was significant higher than the corporate reputation mean. 
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H6 

Corporate reputation has a relation to the potential employees’ intentions to pursue a job 

application. 

  

To test the hypothesis that corporate reputation (M = 5.21, SD = 1.15) and intention to 

pursue a job application (M = 6.36, SD = .96) were equal, a paired-sample t-test was 

performed. The assumption of normally distributed differences in score still applied. 

The skew and kurtosis levels were to be considered satisfying -.117 and .457. The 

correlation for the two conditions were r = 41, p < .001. Which indicated that the 

paired-sample t-test was appropriate. The null hypothesis of no difference was 

rejected t(274) = -16.29, p < .001. Thus, the intention to pursue a job application mean 

was significant higher than corporate reputation mean.    

 

Furthermore, a calculation of the eta squared has been done for every t-test. This is a 

measure on the effect size for every output from the tests. To be even more accurate 

with the output and not only relaying on the p value, the eta squared is unrelated to 

sample size. These values describe the strength of relation between two or more 

variable or how large the difference is between groups is. (Levine & Hullett, 2002)  

 

To illustrate how to calculate the eta squared value we use the outcome data 

gathered from the paired-sample t-tests, an illustration how to do this calculation is 

presented through equation five to eight, in the example we use social value to 

corporate reputation. The calculation is then:  

 

 

                
  

         
   (5) 

 

              
         

                  
  (6) 

 

                             
      

             
  (7) 

 

                                   (8) 

 

The following calculation was done for all the paired-sample t-tests, notable here is 

that the value of N changes depending on which paired-sample t-test that is 

calculated. The same formula was then used for the other four factors to corporate 
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reputation and intention to pursue a job application. The outputs from the eta 

squared calculations are listed in table 4.17 and 4.18.  

 

TABLE 4.17: Eta squared values for factors to corporate reputation 

Eta squared H1 (Social value) = .301 

Eta squared H2 (Economic value) = .015 

Eta squared H3 (Innovation value) = .065 

Eta squared H4 (Application values) = .005 

Eta squared H5 (Development value) = .062 

 

TABLE 4.18: Eta squared for corporate reputation to intention to pursue a job application 

Eta squared H6 = .5 

 

 

According to Cohen (1988, in Pallant, 2010) the guidelines for how to interpret these 

values are as follows: .01 = small effect, .06 = moderate effect and .14 = large effect. 

The results from table 4.17 suggest that the social factor was the only factor that had a 

large effect to corporate reputation, whilst the other factors were to be considered as 

contributing with small to moderate effect. Continuing to table 4.18, the result was 

interpreted as that the effect was of substantial character, meaning that the effect for 

this difference in mean was of large effect.   
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5. Conclusions and Implications 

In this final chapter of the thesis, the conclusions of this research are presented. The research 

questions will be answered in order to fulfill the purpose of this study; to describe the factors 

of employer attractiveness and their conceivable influence on corporate reputation and 

intention to pursue a job application. After that, we present implications and 

recommendations for theory, practitioners and further research. Finally, the limitations of this 

research are discussed. 

 

 

5.1 Conclusions for Research Question One 

 

RQ1: What factors of employer attractiveness are considered important for a potential 

employee’s intentions to pursue a job application? 

  

The respondents were asked to rate on a 7-point Likert scale how important each of 

the 25 items of the EmpAt scale is when considering a potential employer. From the 

collected data we conducted a principal component analysis (PCA). This resulted in 

modification of the item composition of the factors of employer attractiveness, 

compared to the original Employer Attractiveness (EmpAt) scale developed by 

Berthon et al. (2005). The five factors of the original EmpAt scale consisted of five 

items each, while the result from the PCA in our research suggested a less even 

distribution of the items, with for instance only two items measuring economic value 

while ten items measure social value. Cultural differences between the countries may 

be a possible explanation for the differing results, as argued by Sivertzen et al. (2013) 

concerning their research in Norway compared to the research by Berthon et al. 

(2005) in Australia. Consequently, the five factors (or ‘dimensions’) of employer 

attractiveness identified in the present study are; (1) social value, (2) economic value, 

(3) innovation value, (4) application value, and (5) development value. Notable is 

that innovation value was originally labeled interest value; the factor was relabeled 

due to changes in item composition. 

 

The items belonging to social value in this research all concern social matters such as 

relationships, work environment, and feelings. The items for economic value are 

rather strictly economic; salary and overall compensation. Innovation value consists 

of items which all relates to innovation and production. The items belonging to 

development value are all clearly related to career development. Finally, the items of 

application value concerns the actual application within the organization, as well as 
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the overall characteristics of the organization. A change of the item composition of 

the factors compared to the original EmpAt scale (Berthon et al., 2005) has been 

occurring in different studies using this scale (Roy, 2008; Arachchige & Robertson, 

2011; Sivertzen et al., 2013). The five factors of employer attractiveness and their item 

composition found in the present research are considered as logical and satisfactory 

by the authors, hence used to answer the research questions.  

 

The mean scores of the underlying dimensions were as follows; social value 

measured to 6.02, economic value to 5.01, innovation value to 5.59, application value 

to 5.32, and development value to 5.60. The mean values of the different factors show 

that social values on average have the highest relative importance when students of 

LUT consider a potential employer. Interestingly, the five items scoring the highest 

mean out of the 25, all belong to the underlying factor 1 ‘Social value’. This appears 

to stand in contrast to the findings of the research by Sivertzen et al. (2013), where 

social value was suggested to have the least importance of the factors of employer 

attractiveness. The factor scoring the lowest mean in this present study was economic 

value, a result that is found to be consistent with research suggesting that monetary 

attributes are of limited importance for employee attraction (Sivertzen et al., 2013). A 

possible reason for that could be that a majority of the respondents of the present 

study were at an early stage of their career, hence not expecting or valuing a high 

monetary compensation as much as for instance social and career enhancing matters. 

 

The correlation between the factors of employer attractiveness and intentions to 

pursue a job application was found to be relatively weak. The strongest correlations 

to intentions to pursue a job application were found with factor 1 ‘Social value’ 

(r=.227, p<.001) and factor 5 ‘Development value’ (r=.220, p<.001). Further, this 

resulted in a low value for the coefficient of determination. The strongest coefficients 

from our analysis were as mentioned social value and development value, these 

explain 5.2 per cent respectively 4.8 per cent of the variance in intention to pursue a 

job application. This is considerably low and indicates a weak - though existing - 

relation.   

 

Based on the findings of this study, in the context of this research and its limitations;  

 

 We conclude that social value is the most important factor of employer 

attractiveness when a potential employee considers a job application. 

Social value assesses the aspects of relations with colleagues and 

superiors, work environment, and self-worth and confidence.  
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 Further, we conclude that development value is the second most 

important factor of employer attractiveness when a potential employee 

considers a job application. Development value assesses aspects related 

to career, such as gaining experience and promotion opportunities. 

 

 

5.2 Conclusions for Research Question Two 

 

RQ2: What is the relation between the factors of employer attractiveness and a potential 

employee’s perception of corporate reputation? 

  

Our findings suggest that there is a relation between employer attractiveness and 

corporate reputation. From the analysis there is evidence of a positive relation 

between the variables, indicating that the factors in some extent have influence on 

corporate reputation. Notable is that there is a relation that we cannot prove with the 

significance level of 5 per cent; application value to corporate reputation. For the 

remaining four factors, the output from the t-test suggest with 95 per cent certainty 

that the null hypothesis can be rejected. Together with the effect sizes of eta squared 

the analysis shows a relation for the four factors to corporate reputation. An 

interesting note from the study of Sivertzen et al. (2013) is that from their analysis, 

they could not with significance imply that social or economic value has a relation to 

corporate reputation. They argue that the lack of importance of social aspects of the 

work is controversial and we do agree that the social factor should have an essential 

impact of the attractiveness of an employer and further also on corporate reputation. 

The study from Berthon et al. (2005) describes all the five factors of employer 

attractiveness to be significant. The reason why application value does not reach the 

same level of significance in the present research could be that that factor stands for 

aspects of work which could be of greater importance later in the carrier. Matters 

such as opportunity to teach others could be argued to be of little importance due to 

the uncertainty that is connected to the new role as an employee for a firm.   

 

Based on the findings of this study, in the context of this research and its limitations; 

 

 We conclude that there is a relation between four of the factors of 

employer attractiveness and a potential employee’s perception of 

corporate reputation. These factors are; social value, economic value, 

innovation value and development value. 
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5.3 Conclusions for Research Question Three 

 

RQ3: What is the relation between corporate reputation and a potential employee’s 

intention to pursue a job application? 

 

Our findings suggest that there is a relation between corporate reputation and 

intention to pursue a job application. The findings are in line with result from 

previous research, which indicate a relation between the two variables (Belt and 

Paolillo, 1982; Gatewood et al., 1993, in Cable and Turban, 2003; Collins and Han, 

2004; Sivertzen et al., 2013). The correlation test in this study revealed a positive 

significant relation, which suggests that if the reputation of a corporation increases, 

so does intention to pursue a job application. This could imply that if a corporation 

works to enhance the reputation, this might have an indirect effect on possible job 

seekers intention to pursue a job application at this particular firm. Further, the 

correlation test is of medium correlation (r=.407, p<.001). This relation indicates 

approximately 17 per cent shared variance between the two variables. We 

interpreted that corporate reputation describes nearly 17 per cent of the variance of 

the intention to pursue a job application. From the correlation test, results indicated 

that it was appropriate to perform a paired-sample t-test. The output from the t-test 

suggested that the null hypothesis of no difference in mean was rejected, with 95 per 

cent confidence. Thus, with five per cent risk of being wrong, we are confident to say 

that with our findings there is a relation between corporate reputation and intention 

to pursue a job application. Supporting this statement, the outcome of eta squared 

was to be considered as satisfactory (eta squared = .49).  

 

Based on the findings of this study, in the context of this research and its limitations;  

 

 We conclude that there is a relation between corporate reputation and a 

potential employee’s intention to pursue a job application.  

 

 

5.4 Implications for Theory 

This thesis contributes to theory mostly by its results from testing the Employer 

Attractiveness (EmpAt) scale in a new context. To our knowledge, the EmpAt scale 

has previously been used in a few studies (Berthon et al., 2005; Roy, 2008; Arachchige 

& Robertson, 2011; Sivertzen et al., 2013) with various results. Hence, implementing 

the scale in the context of this research contributes to theory by further testing the 
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applicability of it. The examination of the relation between employer attractiveness, 

corporate reputation and intentions to pursue a job application also provide 

contribution for theory, by investigating the interaction between the variables. 

Findings from this research propose that a relation between the variables exist, partly 

supporting the findings by Sivertzen et al. (2013).  

 

   

5.5 Implications for Practitioners 

The findings of this study provide information on what organizations could focus on 

in order to create an attractive employer brand. This study can help by accentuating 

the factors of employer attractiveness that companies can focus on in order to attract 

the desired employees. Though not necessarily generalizable in other contexts, the 

results provide marketing and HR management with ideas of how to make their 

companies more attractive for the students of LUT. The findings strongly suggest 

that social values are considered to be of the relatively highest importance of the 

factors of employer attractiveness measured in this study. 

 

The findings also indicate a relation between employer attractiveness and corporate 

reputation, which in turn was found to have a relation to a potential employee’s 

intention to pursue a job application. The findings concerning corporate reputation 

indicate that practitioners may benefit from taking that in consideration when trying 

to enhance the employer brand.  

 

 

5.6 Further Research 

Findings from this study compared to previous research on the EmpAt scale indicate 

that it is possible that cultural differences affect the outcome of testing the factor of 

employer attractiveness. The scale was originally developed and tested in Australia 

by Berthon et al. (2005). Throughout this thesis there are discussions about other 

authors whom have conducted research with the EmpAt scale (Roy, 2008; 

Arachchige & Robertson, 2011; Sivertzen et al., 2013) and of who all needed to modify 

the factors and item composition after conducting a factor analysis. Based on the 

differences in findings, future research could be conducted in other contexts to 

determine for instance the effect of cultural differences on employer attractiveness. 

One way to examine that could be to conduct qualitative research and further 

investigate and possibly alter the factors and items of employer attractiveness. That 

research could be followed by quantitative research and an analysis to control if the 
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same or likewise output would be generated, hence possibly validate the scale. Such 

research could determine whether there are similarities between students from 

different parts of the world, or if there clear cultural differences in opinion to what is 

to considers as an attractive employer.   

   

A suggestion for further research could also be to test whether the EmpAt scale can 

be implemented outside of the educational area. The scale was originally developed 

for examining university students’ perception of employer attractiveness (Berthon et 

al., 2005) and has been used in several studies with students as respondents 

(Sivertzen et al., (2013); Roy, 2008; Arachchige & Robertson, 2011). Research could be 

conducted to examine the use of the EmpAt scale with, for instance, people who are 

educated and experienced or non-academic workers as respondents. Research could 

also be conducted to explore if there are similarities between two groups (e.g. 

students and non-academic workers) and if the importance of the factors of employer 

attractiveness follow the same pattern. Such research could further broaden the 

understanding for employer attractiveness and hence provide ideas of how to create 

an attractive employer brand. Another suggestion for future research on employer 

attractiveness could be to test the EmpAt scale in the context of employee retention 

rather than attraction; that to determine similarities and/or differences between 

employer attractiveness and employee retention. 

 

Further research is suggested concerning corporate reputation in relation to both the 

factors of employer attractiveness and intentions to pursue a job application. An 

example of research could be to examine whether corporate reputation influence 

perceptions of employer attractiveness, if it is the other way around or if the relation 

works both ways. Such research could be conducted in order to understand a 

possible interaction between attractiveness and reputation. 

  

The respondents chosen for this study are students from one university (Luleå 

University of Technology). Because of that, the generalizability of the results is 

limited to only apply students of LUT. Further research could for instance include 

other universities in Sweden. This is to be able to generalize the typical Swedish 

student and thereby give employer incentives to take the factors into consideration in 

their daily work with hiring potential employers.  
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5.7 Limitations 

The research conducted for this thesis has limitations, most concerning the data 

collection which was conducted with an electronic survey distributed on one 

occasion. A self-completion questionnaire implies loss of control for the researcher; 

hence increasing the risk of response bias. For instance, we cannot know for sure that 

only the intended respondents completed the questionnaire. Another matter is the 

response rate of the survey, which implies that we cannot be certain that the 

respondents are representative of the population. Notable here is also that the 

questionnaire only was distributed in Swedish, probably implying that only students 

who understand Swedish have answered it. We do not know how many of the 

respondents, to whom we sent an email, understands Swedish. The issues mentioned 

in this section could have been addressed if the questionnaire would have been 

handed out personally, then we would have been certain that there would had only 

been final or second-final year students who participated.  
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Appendix 
 

Appendix I – Items used in the questionnaire 

 
 Employer Attractiveness 

1 Recognition/appreciation from management 
2 A fun working environment 
3 A springboard for future employment 
4 Feeling good about yourself as a result of working for a particular organization 
5 Feeling more self-confident as a result of working for a particular organization 
6 Gaining career-enhancing experience 
7 Having a good relationship with your superiors 
8 Having a good relationship with your colleagues 
9 Supportive and encouraging colleagues 
10 Working in an exciting environment 
11 Innovative employer – novel work practices/forward-thinking 
12 The organization both values and makes use of creativity 
13 The organization produces high-quality product and services 
14 The organization produces innovative products and services 
15 Good promotion opportunities within the organization 
16 Humanitarian organization – gives back to society 
17 Opportunity to apply what was learned at a tertiary institution 
18 Opportunity to teach others what you have learned 
19 Acceptance and belonging 
20 The organization is customer-oriented 
21 Job security within the organization 
22 Hands-on inter-department experience 
23 Happy work environment 
24 An above average basic salary 
25 An attractive overall compensation package 

SOURCE: Berthon et al. (2005) 

 

 
 Corporate Reputation 

1 This firm has a reputation as being an excellent employer 
2 This firm has a good image 
3 I have heard a lot of good things about this firm 
4 This firm has an excellent reputation on campus 

SOURCE: Turban et al. (1998) 

 

 
 Intentions to Pursue a Job Application 

1 I would accept a job offer from this company 
2 I would make this company one of my first choices as an employer 
3 If this company invited me for a job interview, I would go 
4 I would exert a great deal of effort to work for this company 

SOURCE: Highhouse et al. (2003)  



 

 

 

Appendix II - Inter-item correlations 

 

 
Corporate Reputation Correlations (4 Item scale) 

  Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 

Item 1 

 

Pearson Correlation 1 .666** .654** .382** 

Sig. (2-tailed)   .000 .000 .000 

N 278 276 278 278 

Item 2 Pearson Correlation .666** 1 .743** .462** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000   .000 .000 

N 276 276 276 276 

Item 3 Pearson Correlation .654** .743** 1 .504** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000   .000 

N 278 276 278 278 

Item 4 Pearson Correlation .382** .462** .504** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000   

N 278 276 278 278 

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

 

 

Intention to Pursue a Job Application Correlations (4 Item scale) 

  Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 

Item 1 Pearson Correlation 1 .689** .774** .570** 

Sig. (2-tailed)   .000 .000 .000 

N 277 277 277 276 

Item 2 Pearson Correlation .689** 1 .614** .724** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000   .000 .000 

N 277 278 278 277 

Item 3 Pearson Correlation .774** .614** 1 .574** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000   .000 

N 277 278 278 277 

Item 4 Pearson Correlation .570** .724** .574** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000   

N 276 277 277 277 

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

 

  



 

 

 

Appendix III – Correlation Matrix 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 

1 1.000 .351 .186 .393 .291 .150 .460 .353 .427 .209 .371 .450 .263 .274 .205 .311 .169 .186 .311 .240 .257 .168 .346 .231 .142 

2 .351 1.000 .362 .331 .312 .316 .388 .431 .474 .467 .341 .382 .216 .257 .241 .199 .153 .210 .251 .175 .133 .209 .511 .242 .207 

3 .186 .362 1.000 .234 .247 .609 .256 .125 .124 .279 .262 .267 .157 .242 .372 .171 .226 .212 .188 .140 .212 .230 .257 .272 .223 

4 .393 .331 .234 1.000 .425 .281 .418 .401 .350 .196 .354 .379 .260 .312 .140 .342 .288 .334 .518 .329 .289 .217 .339 .106 .114 

5 .291 .312 .247 .425 1.000 .377 .289 .241 .375 .255 .279 .354 .152 .248 .153 .284 .201 .256 .364 .217 .235 .208 .306 .166 .175 

6 .150 .316 .609 .281 .377 1.000 .208 .177 .106 .268 .246 .206 .230 .256 .388 .191 .252 .254 .196 .122 .216 .279 .249 .167 .115 

7 .460 .388 .256 .418 .289 .208 1.000 .540 .526 .330 .336 .419 .220 .286 .183 .295 .184 .218 .409 .280 .198 .250 .375 .191 .196 

8 .353 .431 .125 .401 .241 .177 .540 1.000 .659 .357 .237 .280 .215 .209 .090 .318 .145 .209 .424 .257 .247 .132 .489 .265 .232 

9 .427 .474 .124 .350 .375 .106 .526 .659 1.000 .411 .353 .438 .335 .318 .087 .464 .266 .290 .449 .357 .290 .224 .505 .256 .235 

10 .209 .467 .279 .196 .255 .268 .330 .357 .411 1.000 .382 .314 .196 .293 .311 .241 .181 .228 .221 .206 .200 .228 .373 .272 .290 

11 .371 .341 .262 .354 .279 .246 .336 .237 .353 .382 1.000 .654 .372 .580 .194 .257 .154 .281 .302 .218 .124 .195 .295 .135 .102 

12 .450 .382 .267 .379 .354 .206 .419 .280 .438 .314 .654 1.000 .371 .487 .195 .306 .199 .239 .399 .247 .148 .152 .397 .131 .125 

13 .263 .216 .157 .260 .152 .230 .220 .215 .335 .196 .372 .371 1.000 .593 .129 .413 .256 .307 .241 .319 .128 .149 .267 .089 .040 

14 .274 .257 .242 .312 .248 .256 .286 .209 .318 .293 .580 .487 .593 1.000 .312 .418 .305 .378 .283 .336 .139 .267 .265 .173 .154 

15 .205 .241 .372 .140 .153 .388 .183 .090 .087 .311 .194 .195 .129 .312 1.000 .107 .210 .298 .090 .191 .207 .331 .145 .340 .376 

16 .311 .199 .171 .342 .284 .191 .295 .318 .464 .241 .257 .306 .413 .418 .107 1.000 .395 .409 .339 .335 .289 .270 .248 .168 .192 

17 .169 .153 .226 .288 .201 .252 .184 .145 .266 .181 .154 .199 .256 .305 .210 .395 1.000 .460 .260 .262 .329 .231 .163 .146 .151 

18 .186 .210 .212 .334 .256 .254 .218 .209 .290 .228 .281 .239 .307 .378 .298 .409 .460 1.000 .423 .296 .148 .363 .196 .124 .175 

19 .311 .251 .188 .518 .364 .196 .409 .424 .449 .221 .302 .399 .241 .283 .090 .339 .260 .423 1.000 .329 .304 .297 .386 .112 .125 

20 .240 .175 .140 .329 .217 .122 .280 .257 .357 .206 .218 .247 .319 .336 .191 .335 .262 .296 .329 1.000 .253 .200 .263 .241 .182 

21 .257 .133 .212 .289 .235 .216 .198 .247 .290 .200 .124 .148 .128 .139 .207 .289 .329 .148 .304 .253 1.000 .383 .349 .327 .278 

22 .168 .209 .230 .217 .208 .279 .250 .132 .224 .228 .195 .152 .149 .267 .331 .270 .231 .363 .297 .200 .383 1.000 .348 .157 .230 

23 .346 .511 .257 .339 .306 .249 .375 .489 .505 .373 .295 .397 .267 .265 .145 .248 .163 .196 .386 .263 .349 .348 1.000 .236 .205 

24 .231 .242 .272 .106 .166 .167 .191 .265 .256 .272 .135 .131 .089 .173 .340 .168 .146 .124 .112 .241 .327 .157 .236 1.000 .660 

25 .142 .207 .223 .114 .175 .115 .196 .232 .235 .290 .102 .125 .040 .154 .376 .192 .151 .175 .125 .182 .278 .230 .205 .660 1.000 

  



 

 

 

Appendix IV - Total Variance Explained  
 

 
Total Variance Explained (25 Item scale)  

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums 

of Squared 

Loadingsa 

Total 
% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

1 7.662 30.649 30.649 7.662 30.649 30.649 5.702 

2 1.985 7.939 38.587 1.985 7.939 38.587 2.762 

3 1.740 6.959 45.546 1.740 6.959 45.546 4.017 

4 1.526 6.106 51.652 1.526 6.106 51.652 3.711 

5 1.312 5.246 56.898 1.312 5.246 56.898 3.160 

6 .972 3.889 60.787 
    

7 .907 3.627 64.414     

8 .858 3.433 67.847     

9 .786 3.142 70.989     

10 .758 3.032 74.022     

11 .674 2.695 76.716     

12 .653 2.610 79.327     

13 .617 2.468 81.795     

14 .562 2.248 84.042     

15 .512 2.047 86.090     

16 .496 1.985 88.075     

17 .435 1.742 89.817     

18 .427 1.707 91.524     

19 .384 1.535 93.058     

20 .344 1.376 94.435     

21 .339 1.355 95.790     

22 .306 1.225 97.016     

23 .284 1.136 98.151     

24 .245 .978 99.130     

25 .218 .870 100.000     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

a. When components are correlated, sums of squared loadings cannot be added to obtain a 

total variance. 

 

 

  



 

 

 

Appendix V – Monte Carlo Randomized Eigenvalues 

 

 

Monte Carlo PCA for Parallel Analysis 

Number of variables: 25 

Number of subjects: 278 

Number of replications: 100 
 

Eigenvalue number Random Eigenvalue Standard Dev 

1 1.5996 .0569 

2 1.4991 .0392 

3 1.4331 .0331 

4 1.3693 .0292 

5 1.3119 .0266 

6 1.2643 .0269 

 

  



 

 

 

Appendix VI – Component Matrix 

 
 Component 

1 2 3 4 5 

9 Supportive and encouraging colleagues .705 -.283 -.334 .131 .092 

12 The organization both values and makes use of creativity .645 -.286 .092 -.331 .151 

7 Having a good relationship with your superiors .635 -.188 -.269 -.067 -.071 

23 Happy work environment .634 -.062 -.304 -.064 -.129 

4 Feeling good about yourself as a result of working for a 

particular organization 

.623 -.214 .037 .089 -.316 

19 Acceptance and belonging .615 -.245 -.014 .236 -.279 

14 The organization produces innovative products and services .615 -.110 .445 -.121 .374 

8 Having a good relationship with your colleagues .607 -.212 -.478 .083 -.035 

2 A fun working environment .606 .019 -.269 -.364 -.035 

11 Innovative employer – novel work practices/forward-

thinking 

.601 -.217 .214 -.396 .236 

16 Humanitarian organization – gives back to society .584 -.139 .201 .355 .111 

1 Recognition/appreciation from management .577 -.191 -.162 -.078 .044 

10 Working in an exciting environment .561 .154 -.173 -.243 .141 

5 Feeling more self-confident as a result of working for a 

particular organization 

.543 -.019 -.005 -.061 -.331 

18 Opportunity to teach others what you have learned .538 .045 .402 .279 -.051 

13 The organization produces high-quality product and 

services 

.510 -.244 .393 -.012 .327 

20 The organization is customer-oriented .505 -.056 .083 .316 .175 

6 Gaining career-enhancing experience .478 .378 .271 -.317 -.411 

3 A springboard for future employment .476 .437 .160 -.362 -.266 

22 Hands-on inter-department experience .470 .282 .138 .208 -.195 

21 Job security within the organization .466 .262 -.116 .400 -.172 

17 Opportunity to apply what was learned at a tertiary 

institution  

.463 .115 .354 .380 -.083 

15 Good promotion opportunities within the organization .422 .579 .170 -.150 .117 

25 An attractive overall compensation package .395 .560 -.305 .171 .358 

24 An above average basic salary .417 .535 -.333 .117 .373 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

a. 5 components extracted. 

  



 

 

 

Appendix VII – Pattern Matrix 

 

 
 Component 

1 2 3 4 5 

8 Having a good relationship with your colleagues .810 .131 -.066 .014 .151 

9 Supportive and encouraging colleagues .740 .132 .141 .118 .227 

7 Having a good relationship with your superiors .668 .030 .089 .002 -.038 

23 Happy work environment .653 .095 -.015 .011 -.128 

2 A fun working environment .573 .121 .119 -.247 -.316 

19 Acceptance and belonging .531 -.197 -.009 .425 -.033 

1 Recognition/appreciation from management .520 .048 .216 -.002 .006 

4 Feeling good about yourself as a result of working for a 

particular organization 

.499 -.238 .044 .335 -.173 

5 Feeling more self-confident as a result of working for a 

particular organization 

.410 -.132 -.024 .180 -.342 

10 Working in an exciting environment .332 .326 .326 .218 -.149 

25 An attractive overall compensation package .060 .826 -.061 .084 .015 

24 An above average basic salary .105 .825 -.031 .025 .010 

14 The organization produces innovative products and services -.079 .081 .794 .192 -.058 

11 Innovative employer – novel work practices/forward-thinking .208 -.034 .704 -.139 -.165 

13 The organization produces high-quality product and services -.020 -.024 .701 .230 .087 

12 The organization both values and makes use of creativity .383 -.073 .588 -.113 -.115 

17 Opportunity to apply what was learned at a tertiary institution -.084 .032 .111 .666 -.106 

18 Opportunity to teach others what you have learned -.052 -.017 .248 .609 -.138 

16 Humanitarian organization – gives back to society .165 .053 .290 .541 .152 

21 Job security within the organization .244 .259 -.278 .493 -.085 

22 Hands-on inter-department experience .054 .135 -.078 .455 -.297 

20 The organization is customer-oriented  .158 .175 .226 .419 .177 

6 Gaining career-enhancing experience .006 -.060 .025 .121 -.818 

3 A springboard for future employment .021 .108 .057 -.001 -.755 

15 Good promotion opportunities within the organization -.215 .465 .176 .095 -.472 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 18 iterations 



 

 

 

Appendix VIII – Comparison of EmpAt Items and Dimensions 

 

 

 
Berthon et al. (2005) Sivertzen et al. (2013) This research 

   

Interest value Innovation value Innovation value 

Exciting work environment Innovative products Innovative products 

Innovative employer Innovative employer Innovative employer 

Value and use creativity High-quality products High-quality products 

High-quality products  Value and use creativity 

Innovative products   

  Social value 

Social value Social value Good relationship w. colleagues 

Fun work environment Good relationship w. colleagues Supportive colleagues 

Good relationship w. superiors Good relationship w. superiors Good relationship w. superiors 

Good relationship w. colleagues Supportive colleagues Happy work environment 

Supportive colleagues Happy work environment Fun work environment 

Happy work environment  Acceptance and belonging 

  Recognition fr. management 

Economic value Economic value Feeling good about yourself 

Promotion opportunities Attr. compensation package Feeling self-confident 

Job security Above average salary Exciting work environment 

Hands-on inter-dep. experience   

Above average salary  Economic value 

Attr. compensation package  Attr. compensation package 

  Above average salary 

Development value Psychological value  

Recognition fr. management Feeling self-confident Development value 

Springboard for future empl. Feeling good about yourself Career-enhancing experience 

Feeling good about yourself  Springboard for future empl. 

Feeling self-confident  Promotion opportunities 

Career-enhancing experience   

  Application value 

Application value Application value Opp. to apply knowledge 

Humanitarian organization Promotion opportunities Opportunity to teach others 

Opp. to apply knowledge  Hands-on inter-dep. experience Humanitarian organization 

Opportunity to teach others Opportunity to teach others Job security 

Acceptance and belonging Opp. to apply knowledge Hands-on inter-dep. experience 

Customer-oriented  Customer-oriented 

 

 

  



 

 

 

Appendix IX – Results from Correlation 

 
 

  Corporate Reputation 

Social value Pearson Correlation .190** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 

N 266 

Economic value Pearson Correlation .149* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .013 

N 276 

Innovation value Pearson Correlation .219** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 273 

Application value Pearson Correlation .108 

Sig. (2-tailed) .077 

N 269 

Development value Pearson Correlation .170** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .005 

N 275 

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

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Correlations 

  CR Intention to Pursue an 

Job Application 

Corporate Reputation Pearson 

Correlation 

1 .407** 

Sig. (2-tailed)   .000 

N 276 274 

Intention to Pursue a Job 

Application 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.407** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000   

N 274 276 



 

 

 

  Intention to pursue  

a job application 

Social value Pearson Correlation .227** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 266 

Economic value Pearson Correlation .011 

Sig. (2-tailed) .859 

N 276 

Innovation value Pearson Correlation .170** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .005 

N 273 

Application value Pearson Correlation .131* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .031 

N 269 

Development value Pearson Correlation .220** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 275 

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

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

  



 

 

 

Appendix X – Paired Samples Statistics 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Mean N 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

Paired Differences 

t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

95 % Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Pair 1 

Corporate 

Reputation 5.2174 276 1.15141 .06931 .21558 1.73499 .10443 .00999 .42117 2.064 275 .040 

Economic Value 5.0018 276 1.48109 .08915 

Pair 2 

Corporate 

Reputation 5.2058 266 1.15545 .07085 -.81410 1.24602 .07640 -.96452 -.66367 -10.656 265 .000 

Social Value 6.0199 266 .73511 .04507 

Pair 3 

Corporate 

Reputation 5.2326 273 1.14641 .06938 -.36447 1.38298 .08370 -.52925 -.19968 -4.354 272 .000 

Innovation Value 5.5971 273 1.06508 .06446 

Pair 4 

Corporate 

Reputation 5.2203 269 1.15459 .07040 -.09820 1.41893 .08651 -.26854 .07213 -1.135 268 .257 

Application Value 5.3185 269 .95872 .05845 

Pair 5 

Corporate 

Reputation 5.2218 275 1.15116 .06942 -.36970 1.43681 .08664 -.54027 -.19913 -4.267 274 .000 

Development Value 5.5915 275 1.07768 .06499 

 

Pair 6 

Corporate 

Reputation 
5.2126 274 1.15419 .06973 

-1.14507 1.16386 .07031 -1.28349 -1.00665 -16.286 273 .000 Intentions to 
Pursue a Job 
Application 

6.3577 274 .96376 .05822 

 


