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Project Report


Research topic:

Relationship between corporate reputation and employer attractiveness to job seeking students




Hypothesis:	

There is relationship between corporate reputation and employer attractiveness to job seeking students




Objectives:	

1. Develop a survey instrument and research strategy (including sampling and analysis) to test the hypothesis: and

2. Pre-test the instrument and check for robustness.
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1. Introduction

The intended research will cover the relationship between corporate reputation and employer attractiveness to job-seeking students in Hong Kong.

The subjects under study are the university students in Hong Kong who will seek jobs after graduation.  These students were born in the mid-1990s to mid-2000s, generally referred to as Generation Z.  They have different occupational values than those of previous generations.  Their career expectation influences the recruitment strategies of the companies.

The companies aim to attract talents to gain competitive advantage over their competitors.  Reputation is the means to maintain the company sustainable competitive advantages and secure a long-term relationship with multiple stakeholders.  Public awareness of the young generation about the corporate activities depend on the digital communication, social media, word-of-mouth and influence of opinion leaders.  Understanding the preferred citizenship and the career expectation of the students will enable the organisation to focus their recruitment efforts for obtaining the competitive advantages.

Corporate reputation refers to the perceived corporate citizenship which include economic citizenship, legal citizenship, ethical citizenship and philanthropic citizenship.  The company’s reputation is a reflection of how it is regarded by the multiple stakeholders.  This helps the organisation obtain the trust and creditability in society, which will in turn assist in the achievement of the organisation goals and business benefits.  The corporate image and perceived corporate citizenship are the antecedents to firms’ attractiveness and job application intention of the students.  The individual differences of the students moderate the relationship between corporate reputation and employers’ attractiveness.  The individual’s experience and knowledge about the organisation impact his/her perception about the organisation and the reactions.  






2. Research approach

This is intended to be the applied research (versus basic research) to examine the empirical relationship between the corporate reputation and employer attractiveness to the job seeking students in Hong Kong. 

The information requirements are explanatory type (versus descriptive type) to see the cause and effect between the corporate reputation and employer attractiveness.  

The research data will be the primary data (versus secondary data) obtained from the survey with the university students in Hong Kong.

This is the positivist research (versus phenomenological research) that emphasize the quantitative data for hypothesis testing.  We adopt the deductive approach that starts with the hypothesis statement and then collection of data for the hypothesis testing.  We come to conclusion whether to confirm or refute the theory.

We collect the data by survey questions with the university students in Hong Kong.  When the questionnaire is designed, we pay attention to ensure the simple language, short questions, single focused and non-leading questions are used.  The questions are free from ambiguity and are easy to answer.  

Our research involves the perceptual questions that measure people’s attitude towards the various aspects of a concept, i.e. corporate reputation.  Constructs and attributes of the corporate reputation will be included in the questionnaire.  We adopt the Likert scales as it is simple and easy for the respondents to answer.  The 5-point Likert scales in our questionnaire are a series of statements that asks how much a person agree or disagree with them.  It ranges from “strongly agree”, “agree”, “neutral”, “disagree”, and “strongly disagree”.



Due to time constraints, this research paper has the following limitations:

a. The survey includes the questions on corporate reputation only. Questions on other perspectives such as the relative importance of the dimensions of corporate reputation, the relationship among corporate reputation, employer attractiveness and personal attitudes are not included. 

b. Dimensions and variables (constructs and attributes) of corporate reputation are borrowed from the existing literature.  Instead of building my own instrument, I have adopted the existing instrument from literature review.  We will not perform validity test of the instruments as they have been done by previous researchers.  The validity test refers to the tests on content validity, criterion validity and construct validity.  

c. We will perform the reliability test on internal consistency only.  I expect that the result of the test will be satisfactory as the dimensions and variables were developed by rigorous researches by previous experts.  Cronbach’s alpha is a measure of how closely related a set of items in the construct are as a group for research.  Other reliability test on test-retest reliability and inter-rater reliability are not included.

d. Only 25 replies on the questionnaire are received.  This research report is only a pilot test on the instrument developed.  Due to the small sample size, the tests on correlation and means comparison (by Two-sample Independent T-Test) cannot be performed with accurate results.  The results on the correlation and means comparison tests shown in the research paper are for illustration purpose only and serve as a reference for future dissertation.











3. Conceptualisation

Corporate reputation is increasingly recognised as the competitive advantage of the company that creates business benefits.  The figure below shows the constructs in the RepTrak System for measuring coporate reputation (Fombrun, 2015).  These dimenions are likely to trigger the stakeholders’ emotion reactions of admiration, liking and trust towards an organisation.
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We don’t have the time to create the constructs of corporate reputation.  Using the conceptual model from previous studies could save the time.  The pilot test in this research paper is to show the approach taken to work on a research topic with scale development and to use the SPSS system for data analysis purpose.

As shown in the figure on RepTrak System, the attributes in the rectangle (e.g. high quality) of the construct (e.g. product) can be defined as the construct’s operational definition that can be measured and controlled.  Each of the construct should be measured by at least one attribute.  For example, rewards employee fairly is one of the attributes of the workplace (the construct) that constitute the corporate reputation.

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha is a summary measure of the intercorrelations of a set of items used to measure a construct.  We expect the attributes are inter-related among themselves in the construct, e.g. Cronbach’s alpha on the four attributes of the construct “leadership”.  

On the other hand, the correlation coefficient should be statistically significant and should be positive if their relationship is positive.  We expect the attributes are positively related to the constructs (e.g. the three attributes of the construct “performance”).  We also expect the constructs are positively correlated among themselves (e.g. correlation among the constructs “products”, “workplace” and “performance”).

In the dissertation on the large-scale research, we intend to carry out the relation-based research on the attitude of job-seeking students.  The relationship between corporate reputation (in terms of citizenship) and the employer attractiveness to the job seeking students will be revealed.  The dependent variables are the employer attractiveness (first-layer) and corporate reputation (second-layer).  The independent variable is the job seeking students with different characteristics.  Correlation and Two-Sample Independent T-Test will be performed to analyse their relationship among themselves.  Due to the small sample in this pilot test, the results on the correlation and T-Test are shown for illustration purpose only.




4. Hypothesis development

More literature review will be done on the previous researches done by scholars and practitioners on the topic relating to the relationship among corporate reputation, employer attractiveness and attitudes of job-seeking students.  There will be considerations such as my personal research interest, contribution to the field, development and trends, and the feasibility of the study.    

Statistical hypotheses are the mathematical and logical statements that help researchers interpret the results of the research.  When conducting hypothesis testing, there are two possible outcomes, i.e. the null hypothesis is either true or false.  Based on the sample statistics, we can take two possible decisions, i.e. reject the null hypothesis or fail to reject it.

The alpha level α is the criterion we use to decide whether to accept or reject the null hypothesis.  To decide whether to accept or reject the null hypothesis, researchers compare the p-value associated with the test statistic (also called the calculated value) against the alpha level.  We compare the p-value using the SPSS system to the critical alpha level α (usually 5%).  A p-value represents the probability with which the result would occur by chance when the null hypothesis is true.  If the p-value is less than the critical alpha level α, the finding is significant.  

My initial hypothesis is as follows:
Corporates with high citizenship have higher employer attractiveness and therefore higher intention of the students to apply for the jobs.

On the other hand, the individual attitudes towards social responsible activities will affect their liking and trust with these organisations with high citizenship.  For example, the social enterprises attract the young generation if they like the good social cause.  However, the practical reason of the students to earn the living after graduation and therefore does not intend to apply for the job will impact the results.



The intended hypothesis for testing will be as follows:

Null Hypothesis
μ high citizenship = μ employer attractiveness

Null Hypothesis
μ high citizenship ≠ μ employer attractiveness




5. Measurement/Scale development
A scale is a group of items that together measures a concept.  An item is a sentence that measure the concept.  The concept of corporate reputation is much more complex that it seems.  It is abstract and difficult to put it into operational sentence.  The concept of corporate reputation includes corporate image and corporate identity which are hard to be distinguished.

A.  In the pilot test, we attempt to create the quantitative research question as follows:

a. Choose the type of quantitative research question
This is a descriptive research question.  We want to know what the components of the corporate reputation are.

b. Identify the type of variables we try to measure or control
It is the categorial variable (i.e. nominal) for corporate reputation that we want to measure.  It is also something that we can manipulate and control for.  As we plan to create the relationship-based research question in the dissertation, this is also the dependent variables that we want to measure.

c. Select the appropriate structure for the research question
5-point Likert scale is used ranging from “strongly agree”, “agree”, “neutral”, “disagree”, and “strongly disagree”.

d. Write out the research question
Questionnaire: In your opinion, the following factors are important to determine the corporate reputation: totally 27 factors.  

B. Inclusion of validation items
In addition to the items found in the existing literature, I have included some additional items as the validation items for the constructs of corporate reputation in the questionnaire to give rise to the flaws/defects/problems in the instrument.



6. Sampling

When we draw a sample from a population, it is very likely that the sample statistics computed will differ from the population parameter.  The term sampling error refers to the magnitude of the difference.  In the dissertation on large-scale research, the sample of some 300 subjects will be obtained to reduce sample variance.  Large sample would reduce the sampling error.

According to Gohanson G.A. 2010, 30 respondents from the population of interest is a reasonable minimum recommendation for a pilot study where the purpose is preliminary survey or scale development. 

Based on the constructs from existing literature, we have developed the instrument to examine the important factors for corporate reputation.  The instrument is the questionnaire which is distributed to the potential participants through the electronic platform of Google Form.  The pilot test is to test the instrument for data analysis.  A convenience sample was asked to participate in a pilot test of the instrument.  In the pilot test, we obtained 25 replies from the respondents to the questionnaire.  Using the data from the convenience sample, we do the descriptive analysis and the reliability test.  We studied the reliability of the scale to reveal the internal consistency of the construct for corporate reputation.

Based on the earlier work on RepTrak System by Fombrun and Ponzi (2015), a questionnaire was used in the pilot test to collect data for study on corporate reputation.  The questionnaire is divided into 7 dimensions/constructs of corporate reputation, namely Products, Innovation, Workplace, Governance, Citizenship, Leadership and Performance.  The named dimensions are not disclosed to the participants.  Each construct consists of 3 to 4 variable/attributes for operational measurement of the Corporate Reputation. 

Dimensions or constructs refer to psychological phenomena that are socially constructed and thus cannot be seen or measured directly.  Variables or attributes are observable operationalisations of the constructs.



Using the SPSS Statistical Package, data collected from the questionnaire are analysed.  Descriptive statistics are used to summarise the demographic details and characteristics of the respondents.  After that, reliability test is performed on the attributes of the constructs to measure the internal consistency.  Cronbach’s alpha is a measure of internal consistency or correlations between items when the items are measuring the same construct.

7. Findings

Characteristics of respondents (Table 1)
The characteristics of respondents are summarised in the Table 1.  There are 25 valid results in total from the sample.  The sample comprises 72% male and 28% female.  The age profile is mainly 41-50 years old (36%) and 51-65 years old (44%).  The education level is mainly master and above (76%).  They have mainly 20 years working experience and above.  The job position is mainly Department Head (40%) and General Manager and above (32%).

Table 1
	Characteristics of the Pilot Survey Respondents
	 
	 

	Demographic
	Groups
	Frequency
	% of frequency

	Gender
	Male 
	18
	72.0

	 
	Female
	7
	28.0

	Age
	Below 25
	1
	4.0

	 
	25-40
	4
	16.0

	 
	41-50
	9
	36.0

	 
	51-65
	11
	44.0

	Education
	University
	6
	24.0

	 
	Master and above
	19
	76.0

	Work experience
	0-5 years
	2
	8.0

	 
	6-10 years
	7
	28.0

	 
	Above 20 years
	16
	64.0

	Job position
	General Manager and above
	8
	32.0

	 
	Department Head
	10
	40.0

	 
	Manager
	2
	8.0

	 
	Supervisor
	2
	8.0

	 
	Others
	3
	12.0





Questionnaire items with reliability test (Table 2)

The results on the mean, standard deviation of the individual attribute and the overall average for each construct of corporate reputation are shown in Table 2.  

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha is a summary measure of the intercorrelations of a set of items used to measure a construct.  Its value ranges from 0.0 to 1.0, where larger alpha indicated higher intercorrelations.  In general, Cronbach’s alpha of 0.7 or higher are desirable.

Convergent validity is the extent to which the scale correlates positively with other measures of the same construct.  It is a measure of correlation of variables in the same construct.  For example, the four attributes of the construct “workplace” is significantly correlated with each other with Cronbach’s alpha of 0.83.  

“Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted” is the alpha statistic for a given attribute when it is deleted from the construct measure.  For example, if item of “supports sponsorship” highlighted under the construct “Innovation” is deleted, alpha increases from 0.85 to 0.86. This indicates that the other three attributes as a group are a more reliable measure of the construct than if item “supports sponsorship” was added to the analysis.

Cronbach’s alpha is a measure of reliability, not validity.  Reliability refers to whether it is likely to obtain the same results if we repeat the survey.  In contrast, validity is concerned with whether a construct is measuring what it is intended to measure.  






Table 2
	Questionnaire items on Corporate Reputation
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Dimension/
Construct
	Attribute/ Variable (Note1)
	Mean
	SD
	Cronbach α
if item deleted
	Cronbach α

	Products
	 
	3.88
	 
	 
	0.85

	 
	High quality
	4.04
	0.68
	0.79
	 

	 
	Good value
	3.80
	0.87
	0.84
	 

	 
	Meets customer needs
	3.88
	0.93
	0.77
	 

	 
	Customers recommends to friends *
	3.80
	0.65
	0.81
	 

	Innovation
	 
	3.51
	 
	 
	0.85

	 
	Innovative
	3.60
	1.04
	0.69
	 

	 
	New products 
	3.44
	0.96
	0.80
	 

	 
	Adapts to change
	3.76
	0.83
	0.83
	 

	 
	Supports sponsorship *
	3.24
	1.09
	0.86
	 

	Workplace
	 
	3.65
	 
	 
	0.83

	 
	Rewards employees fairly
	3.48
	0.87
	0.76
	 

	 
	Concern for employees' well being
	3.88
	0.60
	0.85
	 

	 
	Equal opportunities in workplace
	3.80
	0.76
	0.78
	 

	 
	Employees recommends to friends *
	3.44
	0.82
	0.75
	 

	Governance
	 
	3.89
	 
	 
	0.82

	 
	Open and transparent
	3.96
	0.89
	0.83
	 

	 
	Behave ethically
	3.96
	0.79
	0.59
	 

	 
	Fair in doing business
	3.76
	0.88
	0.83
	 

	Citizenship
	 
	3.78
	 
	 
	0.87

	 
	Protects environment
	3.84
	0.80
	0.81
	 

	 
	Supports good cause
	3.92
	0.81
	0.81
	 

	 
	Philanthropic *
	3.44
	0.92
	0.87
	 

	 
	Positive influence on society
	3.92
	0.86
	0.81
	 

	Leadership
	 
	3.68
	 
	 
	0.84

	 
	Strong leadership
	3.80
	0.87
	0.79
	 

	 
	Clear vision of future
	3.84
	0.90
	0.82
	 

	 
	Well organised
	3.40
	0.82
	0.76
	 

	 
	Excellent managers
	3.68
	0.85
	0.82
	 

	Performance
	 
	3.73
	 
	 
	0.88

	 
	Profitable
	3.84
	0.80
	0.83
	 

	 
	Good financial results
	3.48
	0.92
	0.85
	 

	 
	Strong growth prospect
	3.84
	0.99
	0.84
	 

	 
	Target for capital market *
	3.76
	0.83
	0.87
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note 1:   
All the constructs and attributes are adopted from the RepTrak System (Fombrun et al, 2015) except the items with * that are additionally included for validity checking.



Correlation (Table 3) and Two-Sample Independent T-Test (Table 4)
for illustration purpose only

Item-total correlation is the correlation of a given item with a summated scale of the remaining items.  Coefficients of 0.7 or higher are desirable.  We found that it is statistically significant and all the correlations are positive.

Item-average correlation is the correlation of a given item with the average of the total items in the construct.  Coefficients of 0.7 or higher are desirable.  We found that it is statistically significant and all the correlations are positive.

For the Two-Sample Independent T-Test, we try to see the mean difference between 2 groups of respondents, namely the group with 10 years working experience or less and the group with 10 years working experience or more.  We note that the difference is not significant.  And therefore we accept the null hypothesis.

	Null hypothesis:  
	μ 10 year and below experience - μ more than 10 year experience = 0

	Alternative hypothesis:  
	μ 10 year and below experience - μ more than 10 year experience ≠ 0

	
	



Due to the small sample size in the pilot test, the results on the above correlation tests and T-test are not supposed to be accurate.  We run the data and try to see any results generated from the SPSS system for data analysis. 

As the Levene’s Test for equality of variance is not significant (significance is greater than 0.05), we assume that the two variances are approximately equal.  From the T-test for equality of means, the significance is higher than 0.05, we can say that there is no significant difference between the two groups.  




Correlation (Table 3)

	Correlation
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Dimension/
Construct
	Attribute/Variable
	Mean
	Item-Total
Correlation
	Item-Average
Correlation

	Products
	 
	3.88
	 
	 

	 
	High quality
	 
	0.73
	0.84

	 
	Good value
	 
	0.60
	0.79

	 
	Meets customer needs
	 
	0.76
	0.89

	 
	Customers recommends to friends *
	 
	0.69
	0.81

	Innovation
	 
	3.51
	 
	 

	 
	Innovative
	 
	0.91
	0.95

	 
	New products 
	 
	0.68
	0.82

	 
	Adapts to change
	 
	0.61
	0.76

	 
	Supports sponsorship *
	 
	0.55
	0.76

	Workplace
	 
	3.65
	 
	 

	 
	Rewards employees fairly
	 
	0.73
	0.87

	 
	Concern for employees' well being
	 
	0.52
	0.68

	 
	Equal opportunities in workplace
	 
	0.68
	0.82

	 
	Employees recommends to friends *
	 
	0.75
	0.88

	Governance
	 
	3.89
	 
	 

	 
	Open and transparent
	 
	0.60
	0.83

	 
	Behave ethically
	 
	0.84
	0.93

	 
	Fair in doing business
	 
	0.60
	0.82

	Citizenship
	 
	3.78
	 
	 

	 
	Protects environment
	 
	0.76
	0.86

	 
	Supports good cause
	 
	0.76
	0.86

	 
	Philanthropic *
	 
	0.61
	0.79

	 
	Positive influence on society
	 
	0.75
	0.87

	Leadership
	 
	3.68
	 
	 

	 
	Strong leadership
	 
	0.68
	0.83

	 
	Clear vision of future
	 
	0.63
	0.80

	 
	Well organised
	 
	0.75
	0.87

	 
	Excellent managers
	 
	0.63
	0.79

	Performance
	 
	3.73
	 
	 

	 
	Profitable
	 
	0.80
	0.89

	 
	Good financial results
	 
	0.72
	0.85

	 
	Strong growth prospect
	 
	0.77
	0.89

	 
	Target for capital market *
	 
	0.69
	0.82

	
	
	
	
	

	** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
	
	
	






Two-Sample Independent T-Test (Table 4)

	T Test - Independent Samples Test
	 
	 

	Dimension/
Construct
	Attribute/Variable
	Levene's Test for
Equality of Variance
	Significant
(2-tailed)

	Products
	 
	 
	 

	 
	High quality
	Equal variance assumed
	0.021

	 
	Good value
	Equal variance assumed
	0.183

	 
	Meets customer needs
	Equal variance assumed
	0.065

	 
	Customers recommends to friends *
	Equal variance assumed
	0.001

	Innovation
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Innovative
	Equal variance assumed
	0.533

	 
	New products 
	Equal variance assumed
	0.388

	 
	Adapts to change
	Equal variance assumed
	0.115

	 
	Supports sponsorship *
	Equal variance assumed
	0.756

	Workplace
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Rewards employees fairly
	Equal variance assumed
	0.207

	 
	Concern for employees' well being
	Equal variance assumed
	0.957

	 
	Equal opportunities in workplace
	Equal variance assumed
	0.337

	 
	Employees recommends to friends *
	Equal variance assumed
	0.608

	Governance
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Open and transparent
	Equal variance assumed
	0.535

	 
	Behave ethically
	Equal variance assumed
	0.485

	 
	Fair in doing business
	Equal variance assumed
	0.046

	Citizenship
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Protects environment
	Equal variance assumed
	0.777

	 
	Supports good cause
	Equal variance not assumed
	0.747

	 
	Philanthropic *
	Equal variance assumed
	0.672

	 
	Positive influence on society
	Equal variance assumed
	0.896

	Leadership
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Strong leadership
	Equal variance not assumed
	0.029

	 
	Clear vision of future
	Equal variance assumed
	0.266

	 
	Well organised
	Equal variance assumed
	0.082

	 
	Excellent managers
	Equal variance assumed
	0.056

	Performance
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Profitable
	Equal variance assumed
	0.017

	 
	Good financial results
	Equal variance assumed
	0.232

	 
	Strong growth prospect
	Equal variance assumed
	0.313

	 
	Target for capital market *
	Equal variance assumed
	0.115

	
	
	
	

	Null hypothesis:  
	μ 10 year and below experience - μ more than 10 year experience = 0

	Alternative hypothesis:  
	μ 10 year and below experience - μ more than 10 year experience ≠ 0




8. Conclusion

The instrument for the research is developed and tested.  We received 25 replies from the respondents and there is no negative feedback from the respondents on the question items.

The SPSS system is used and the data are successfully run on the system with results generated.  The descriptive analysis and reliability analysis are done with satisfactory results.  The attributes of the constructs are found reliable for the measurement of the corporate reputation.  

Despite the small sample size in pilot test, the correlation test and 2-Sample Independent T-Test are performed to see any results generated.  This will be for future reference only.
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												Appendix 1

	In your opinion, the following factors are important to determine the corporate reputation:
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Questions
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	1 
	The company offers the high-quality products and services.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2 
	The products and services are a good value for the money.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3 
	The products and services meet the customer needs.  The customers seldom have complaints.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4 
	The customers are happy to recommend the products and services to their friends.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5 
	It is an innovative company in the field.  It uses the new technology in an advantageous way.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	6 
	The company offers new products and services.  The new products and services are impressive in the market.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	7 
	The company adapts quickly to market changes.  It is well known as the trend setter.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	8 
	The company contributes to support sponsorship programme for scientific and technology development.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	9 
	The company rewards its employees fairly.  The employees are satisfied with the pay and fringe benefits.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	10 
	The company demonstrates concern for the health and well-being of its employees.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	11 
	The company offers training and development / equal opportunities in the workplace.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	12 
	The employees are happy to recommend their friends to join the company.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	13 
	The company is open and transparent in compliance with corporate regulations.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	14 
	The company behaves ethically.  It conducts business with high ethical standards.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	15 
	The company is fair to deal with all stakeholders in the way it does business.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	16 
	The company acts responsibly to protect the environment.  It is conscious to the environmental concerns.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	17 
	The company supports good causes in the society.  It supports social responsible activities.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18 
	It is philanthropic and donates money.  It is generous to help the people in need.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	19 
	The company has positive influence on society.  It contributes to well being of the society.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20 
	The company has a strong leadership team.  The leaders are good expertise in the industry.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	21 
	The company has a clear vision for its future.  The strategies are clear in the company.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	22 
	The company is well organised and operates efficiently.  It is cost effective.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	23 
	The company has excellent managers.  They are well respected by the staff.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	24 
	It is a profitable company and has sound financial status.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	25 
	The financial results are better than the competitors.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	26 
	The company shows good prospects for future growth.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	27 
	Capital market sees the company as a good target for long term investment.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	1
2
3
4
5
	Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly agree
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