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Title	  of	  the	  Master’s	  Thesis:	  

Company,	  its	  performance	  and	  perceived	  employer	  attractiveness	  

Abstract:	  

This	  thesis	  analyses	  influencers	  of	  employer	  attractiveness	  with	  high	  focus	  on	  
company	  performance	  and	  other	  elements	  concerning	  company	  as	  such.	  	  

Theoretical	  part	  of	  this	  thesis	  aims	  to	  bring	  relevant	  background	  for	  the	  practical	  
analysis.	  In	  particular,	  it	  examines	  areas	  such	  as	  talent	  management,	  employee	  value	  
proposition	  and	  employer	  branding	  and	  their	  connection	  to	  employer	  attractiveness.	  
Practical	  part	  identifies	  objective	  and	  subjective	  drivers	  of	  employer	  attractiveness.	  
This	  part	  consists	  of	  three	  analyses:	  Questionnaire,	  Correlation	  Analysis	  and	  RPC	  
Graduate	  Survey.	  Triangulation	  of	  all	  three	  analyses	  brings	  complex	  results	  
concerning	  employer	  attractiveness	  influencers.	  Empirical	  part	  works	  towards	  
answering	  of	  research	  questions	  and	  creating	  a	  recommendation	  manual	  that	  shall	  
help	  companies	  to	  become	  attractive	  employers.	  
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1. Introduction	  

Strategic	   Human	   Resource	   management	   (SHRM)	   became	   one	   of	   the	   most	  

important	  jobs	  in	  every	  company.	  SHRM	  departments	  work	  together	  with	  CEOs	  and	  

top	  managers	  in	  order	  to	  get	  their	  employees	  on	  board	  and	  communicate	  the	  right	  

employer	   branding	   campaign	   towards	   potential	   applicants.	   Why	   are	   companies	  

following	   this	   trend?	   Aren’t	   there	   enough	   eligible	   people	   around	   the	   world?	   The	  

term	  “War	  of	  Talent”	  was	  introduced	  in	  1998	  and	  since	  then	  it	  became	  topic	  number	  

one	   in	   the	   most	   companies	   (McKinsey,	   1998).	   There	   are	   certainly	   enough	   people	  

around	   the	  world	   that	  are	  able	   to	  work,	  but	   the	  problem	   lies	   in	   the	   lack	  of	   talent.	  

Talented	  people,	  these	  A	  players1,	  are	  missing	  in	  many	  countries	  or	  industries	  (Evans	  

et.al,	   2010).	   There	   are	   several	   reasons	   for	   this	   talent	   gap,	   such	   as	   changing	  

demographics,	   low	  switching	  cost	  or	  shift	   to	  knowledge	  economy.	  All	   these	   factors	  

are	  making	  talent	  precious	  for	  companies	  and	  talent	  management	  one	  of	  the	  most	  

important	   processes	   in	   the	   organization.	   	   Talented	   people	   not	   only	   enhance	  

productivity	   and	  motivate	  others,	   they	   are	   the	  ones	  who	  are	   innovative	   and	  bring	  

creative	  solutions.	  Moreover,	  one	  of	  the	  sources	  for	  MNC’s	  comparative	  advantage	  

is	   knowledge	   sharing	   and	   talented	   people	   are	   also	   known	   as	   the	   ones	   bringing	  

knowledge	  and	  spreading	  mainly	  tacit	  knowledge	  through	  the	  company.	  

The	   task	   for	   every	   SHRM	  department	   is	   how	   to	   be	   an	   attractive	   employer,	  

how	  to	  attract	  these	  ambitious	  students,	  fresh	  graduates	  or	  senior	  managers.	  What	  

drives	  attractiveness?	  How	  do	  employees	   find	  out	  about	  our	   company?	  These	  and	  

more	  questions	   are	   the	   everyday	  bread	  of	  million	   SHR	  managers	   that	   try	   to	  make	  

their	   organizations	   to	   be	   perceived	   attractively	   (Evants	   et.al,	   2010).	   The	   term	  

Employee	  value	  proposition	  was	  described	  as	  giving	  potential	  applicants	  envisioned	  

benefits	   that	   are	   comparably	   better	   than	   the	   ones	   offered	   from	   the	   competitors	  

(Berthon,	  2005).	  	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

1	  1	  Top	   performance,	   which	   have	   direct	   influence	   on	   company	   strategy	   and	   have	   strategic	  
value	  for	  the	  company	  	  
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Communication	  of	   these	  envisioned	  benefits	  became	   third	   rising	   topic.	   It	   is	  

coming	   from	   marketing	   product/services	   branding	   activities.	   Companies	   conduct	  

employer-‐branding	   campaigns,	   similar	   to	   product-‐branding	   ones,	   to	   target	   their	  

audiences	  and	  become	  employers	  of	  their	  choice.	  	  

	  

1.1. Research	  objectives	  

This	   thesis	   aims	   to	   contribute	   to	   the	   current	   rising	   topic	   of	   employer	  

attractiveness.	   It	   shall	   observe	   different	   influencer	   of	   employer	   attractiveness	   and	  

their	   relationships	   in	   order	   to	   develop	   recommendations	   for	   setting	   up	   a	   correct	  

employer	  branding	  and	  talent	  management	  strategy.	  Both	  theoretical	  and	  practical	  

parts	  try	  to	  answer	  following	  research	  questions:	  

Ø Is	   “company	   factor”	   (in	   this	   thesis	   considered	   as:	   company	   performance,	  

company	  culture,	  diversity	  policies,	  CSR	  policies	  and	  Company	  Branding)	  the	  

most	   important	   determinant	   of	   employer	   attractiveness	   out	   of	   the	   EVP	  

pyramid	  (2.4)?	  

Ø Has	  company	  performance	  a	  significant	  effect	  on	  employer	  attractiveness?	  

Ø Do	   people	   subjectively	   see	   perceive	   different	   drivers	   of	   employer	  

attractiveness	  important	  than	  the	  ones	  proven	  in	  statistical	  analysis?	  

Ø How	  can	  we	  define	  an	  attractive	  employer?	  

Aim	  of	  this	  thesis	  is	  to	  answer	  all	  above	  mentioned	  research	  questions	  and	  by	  

doing	   so,	   forming	   recommendations	   for	   companies.	   These	   recommendations	   shall	  

serve	  as	  a	  manual	  for	  enhancing	  employer	  attractiveness.	  	  

1.2. Structure	  of	  the	  thesis	  

This	  thesis	  starts	  with	  justification	  of	  the	  thesis	  topic,	  by	  identifying	  relevant	  

previous	   research	   and	   recent	   demand	   on	   employer	   attractiveness	   subject.	   In	   the	  

beginning	  of	   the	   theoretical	  part	   all	   relevant	   terminology	   is	   introduced	   in	  order	   to	  

achieve	  a	  better	  understanding	  of	  the	  selected	  research	  area.	  	  

The	   theoretical	   part	   concentrates	   on	   different	   SHRM	   practices	   that	   are	  

relevant	   for	   employer	   attractiveness	   area.	   	   Firstly	   this	   thesis	   describes	   talent	  
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management	   practices	   and	   factors,	   which	   are	   endogenous	   and	   exogenous	  

influencers	   of	   talent	   management.	   Secondly,	   it	   focuses	   on	   the	   theoretical	   part	   of	  

employer	   attractiveness	   by	   introducing	   Employee	   Value	   Proposition	   model	   (EVP).	  

EVP	   is	   a	   complete	   model	   that	   describes	   all	   factors	   influencing	   employer	  

attractiveness.	  Therefore,	  this	  thesis	  examines	  all	  the	  parts	  in	  the	  EVP	  structure	  with	  

appropriate	   measurement	   technique.	   EVP	   description	   however	   focuses	   mostly	   on	  

the	   Company	   pillar	   in	   the	   EVP	   structure	   to	   full	   fill	   research	   questions	   objective	   to	  

identify	   company	   influence	   on	   employer	   attractiveness.	   The	   theoretical	   section	   is	  

concluded	   by	   closely	   looking	   on	   employer	   branding,	   which	   is	   one	   of	   the	   key	  

influencers	  of	  applicant’s	  perception	  on	  company	  attractiveness.	  	  

The	   practical	   part	   consists	   of	   three	   segments:	   Questionnaire	   research,	  

correlation	   analysis	   and	   RPC	   graduate	   barometer	   analysis.	   Questionnaire	   research	  

shall	   identify	   subjective	   psychological	   perspective	   of	   VŠE	   CEMS	   students	   on	  

employer	   attractiveness	   topic.	   Its	   goal	   is	   to	   identify	   if	   there	   are	   any	   discrepancies	  

between	  objective	  statistical	  analysis	  and	  subjective	  personal	  views	  of	  students.	  	  

Correlation	  analysis	  derives	  from	  company	  ranking	  and	  measures	  correlation	  

of	  attractiveness	  and	  company	  performance.	  Correlation	  analysis	  aims	  to	  accept	  or	  

reject	   following	   hypothesis:	   Company	   factor	   significantly	   influences	   employer	  

attractiveness.	   Sub-‐analysis	   are	   conducted	   in	   different	   industries,	   in	   different	  

countries	   and	   also	   other	   influencers	   are	   measured	   such	   as	   CSR,	   Diversity	   and	  

Branding.	  It	  shall	  also	  identify	  objective	  drivers	  of	  employer	  attractiveness.	  	  

RPC	   Graduate	   Barometer	   analysis	   serves	   as	   another	   source	   of	   information	  

about	  graduate	  decisions	  concerning	  their	  future	  employers.	  In	  this	  thesis	  it	  is	  used	  

as	  a	  side	  source	  for	  complete	  overview	  over	  employer	  attractiveness	  drivers.	  	  

Discussion	  of	  the	  results	  follows	  the	  practical	  part	  and	  examines	  relevance	  of	  

the	  results.	  It	  investigates	  the	  triangulation	  between	  all	  three	  analyses	  and	  observes	  

tendencies	   in	  applicant’s	   subconscious	  employer	  decisions.	  The	   thesis	   is	   concluded	  

by	   giving	   recommendations	   to	   the	   companies,	   how	   to	   be	   an	   attractive	   employer,	  

based	  on	  results	  in	  the	  practical	  part	  of	  the	  thesis.	  	  	  	  	  
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1.3. Research	  methodology	  

1.3.1. Data	  Collection	  

This	  thesis	  will	  derive	  from	  primary	  and	  secondary	  data	  and	  will	  benefit	  from	  

triangulation.	  Primary	  data	  are	  collected	  from	  sample	  of	  CEMS	  students	  and	  serve	  as	  

a	  subjective	  perspective	  of	  a	  given	  sample,	  which	  shows	  psychological	  views	  on	  given	  

area.	  Primary	  data	  are	  collected	  in	  a	  form	  of	  questionnaire.	  Secondary	  data	  are	  used	  

from	   reliable	   sources	   ex.	   Academic	   Journals,	   Business	  magazine	   ratings,	   Company	  

Financial	  Reports.	  	  

More	   specifically,	   performance	   figures	   that	   are	  needed	   for	   the	  quantitative	  

analysis	   will	   be	   taken	   from	   FT	   Global	   500	   hundred	   index	   (Appendix	   9.12),	   Forbes	  

Global	  2000	  (Appendix	  9.19.11),	  Global	  500	  Most	  Valuable	  brands	  (Appendix	  9.13),	  

Fortune	   25	   employers	   with	   best	   work	   environment	   (Appendix	   9.16),	   CSR	   RepTrak	  

100	   study	   (Appendix	   9.14),	   Survey	   of	   Corporate	   Diversity	   practises	   on	   S&P	   100	  

(Appendix	  9.15).	  	  

Primary	  data	  will	  be	  gathered	  in	  form	  of	  questionnaire	  on	  VŠE	  CEMS	  students	  

(Appendix	   9.17)	   and	   also	   compared	   to	   RPC	   Graduate	   questionnaire	   data	   (Chapter	  

3.5).	  	  

Employer	   attractiveness	   is	   measured	   by	   Average	   Monthly	   Searches.	   This	  

number	   is	   given	   through	   Search	   Volume	   analyser	   in	   Google	   Adwords.	   It	   gives	  

number	  of	  average	  searches	  for	  a	  particular	  phrase	  in	  a	  month.	  For	  each	  company	  a	  

search	  phrase	  “jobs	  XY”	  is	  used.	  	  

1.3.2. Choice	  of	  method	  

This	   analysis	   aims	   to	   identify	   correlations	   between	   company	   performance	  

and	   it’s	   attractiveness	   as	   an	   employer.	   The	   thesis	   focuses	   on	   the	   European	  

environment	   and	   aims	   to	   examine	   student	   and	   graduate	   applicants.	   Therefore	   all	  

data	  sources	  will	  be	  filtered	  to	  fit	  a	  European	  perspective.	  Only	  companies	  that	  are	  

from	   Europe	   or	   are	   active	   in	   Europe	   (subsidiaries/employer	   branding)	   will	   be	  

considered.	   The	   first	   part	   of	   the	   research	   is	   qualitative	   by	   gathering	   questionnaire	  

data	  from	  a	  sample	  of	  CEMS	  students.	  It	  shall	  serve	  as	  a	  psychological	  and	  subjective	  
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view	   of	   CEMS	   students	   on	   given	   topic	   and	   aims	   to	   discover	   individual	   subjective	  

influencers	  of	  company	  attractiveness	  and	  will	  contain	  all	  the	  fields	  of	  EVP	  pyramid.	  

The	  second	  part	  is	  quantitative	  and	  focuses	  on	  company	  factor:	  performance,	  

company	   culture,	   CSR,	   diversity	   policies	   and	   branding.	   It	   will	   be	   neglecting	   other	  

influencer	   such	   as	   job	   task,	   rewards	   or	   leadership	   in	   the	   company.	   Quantitative	  

analysis	   only	   aims	   to	   examine	   the	   dependency	   of	   attractiveness	   on	   the	   company	  

factor.	  

The	  third	  source	  of	  information	  is	  an	  already	  conducted	  study	  by	  RPC	  at	  VŠE	  

Prague,	  which	  will	  serve	  as	  another	  view	  on	  the	  employer	  attractiveness	  topic	  from	  

VŠE	  and	  European	  prospective.	  This	  thesis	  will	  benefit	  from	  combining	  all	  these	  data	  

sources	   by	   delivering	   more	   complex	   findings	   about	   company	   attractiveness	  

influencers.	  	  

1.4. Limitations	  

This	   thesis	   focuses	   on	   the	   current	   topic	   of	   employer	   attractiveness,	   linked	  

with	   talent	   management	   and	   employer	   branding.	   All	   of	   these	   topics	   only	   gained	  

recently	  popularity	  and	  therefore	  there	  are	  not	  that	  many	  relevant	  academic	  sources	  

concerning	  these	  topics,	  which	  could	  be	  limiting	  in	  gaining	  a	  broader	  perspective.	  

Correlation	  analysis	  has	  three	  main	  limitations.	  First	  of	  all,	  Average	  Monthly	  

Searches	  were	  used	  as	  the	  only	  predictor	  for	  employer	  attractiveness	  and	  were	  used	  

with	  worldwide	   setting.	   That	  means	   that	  many	   locals	  would	   not	   use	   international	  

phrase	  such	  as	  jobs	  “Nestlé”,	  however	  on	  example	  of	  Czech	  Republic	  students	  would	  

use	  “kariéra/práce	  Nestlé”.	  Therefore	  it	  cannot	  be	  100%	  accurate	  and	  in	  some	  cases	  

the	   real	   employer	   attractiveness	   can	   vary	   from	   the	   Average	   Monthly	   Searches.	  

Secondly,	  there	  are	  smaller	  samples	  of	  companies	  used	  in	  some	  of	  the	  sub-‐analysis	  

(country,	   industry,	  CSR,	  Diversity)	  due	  to	   lack	  of	   information	  available	  online	  about	  

sufficient	  number	  of	  companies.	  Therefore	  these	  results	  need	  to	  be	  interpreted	  with	  

caution.	  Mostly	   there	  are	  also	  only	  “top	  performers”	  used	   in	   the	  analysis,	  because	  

rankings	   usually	   show	   only	   top	   25	   companies	   (ex.	   with	   best	   diversity	   programs).	  	  

Therefore	  it	  can	  be	  assumed	  that	  results	  could	  be	  different	  if	  there	  are	  also	  available	  

data	   about	   underperformers.	   The	   third	   imitation	   can	   be	   seen	   in	   identification	   of	  
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outliers.	  Putting	  right	  filters	  can	  enhance	  the	  results,	  however	  in	  each	  case	  different	  

filter	  needs	  to	  be	  put	  and	  therefore	  it	  can	  make	  the	  results	  less	  accurate.	  	  

A	  narrow	  pool	  of	   respondents	   limits	   the	  questionnaire	  analysis.	  There	  were	  

30	  respondents	  on	  the	  given	  questionnaire.	  Although	  30	  people	  represent	  a	  little	  bit	  

less	  than	  one	  third	  of	  all	  Prague	  CEMS	  students,	  their	  opinion	  can	  be	  different	  from	  

the	  rest	  of	  the	  students	  and	  therefore	  it	  needs	  to	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  limitation.	  Secondly,	  

subjective	  opinion	  (or	  prejudice)	  of	  some	  people	  can	  turn	  around	  results	  concerning	  

some	  companies.	  	  

In	   general,	   this	   thesis	   examines	   only	   specific	   influencers	   of	   employer	  

attractiveness	  and	  therefore	  the	  recommendation	  manual	  can	  be	  used	  only	  in	  cases	  

that	  correspond	  this	  thesis.	  	  

1.5. Literature	  review	  	  

This	  chapter	  identifies	  the	  most	  important	  sources	  for	  the	  research	  topic.	  All	  

other	   relevant	   literature	   is	   introduced	   through	   the	   theoretical	   chapter.	   This	   thesis	  

investigates	   three	   important	   areas	   of	   SHRM:	   Employer	   attractiveness,	   Talent	  

management	  and	  Employer	  branding.	  

As	   a	   basis	   for	   studying	   employer	   attractiveness	   this	   thesis	   uses	   Turban’s	  

(1997)	   signalling	   theory,	   which	   indicates	   that	   they	   are	   existing	   motivators	   that	  

attract	  employees.	  Michels	  (2001)	  and	  Berthon	  (2005)	  serve	  as	  the	  main	  sources	  for	  

examining	   EVP.	   They	   both	   identify	   pillars	   of	   EVP	   and	   enhance	   importance	   of	  

understanding	  drivers	  of	  employee	  motivation	  and	  developing	  suitable	  EVP.	  	  

Talent	  management	  as	  a	  topic	  emerged	  after	  McKinsey	  published	  their	  book,	  

about	   lack	   of	   talented	   people	   on	   the	   job	   market	   (McKinsey,	   1998).	   Advanced	  

research	   on	   that	   topic	   was	   done	   by	   Tarique	   (2007),	   who	   examines	   influencer	   of	  

attracting	   talent.	   Second	   important	   source	   is	   Dries	   (2013),	   which	   frames	   Talent	  

management	  into	  psychological	  perspective.	  	  	  

The	  term	  employer	  branding	  emerged	  about	  a	  decade	  ago	  (Edwards,	  2010).	  

As	   the	  main	   book	   published	   about	   this	   phenomenon	   is	   (Barrow	  &	  Mosley,	   2005),	  

which	   take	   a	   complex	   look	   on	   employer	   branding.	   	   The	   second	   important	   source	  
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(Backhouse	  &	  Tikoo,	  2004)	  elaborates	   the	   topic	  of	  employer	  branding	  and	   suggest	  

company	  specific	  actions	  and	  segmentation.	  	  

1.6. Justification	  and	  framing	  of	  the	  paper	  

Nowadays,	  there	  is	  a	  shortage	  of	  talent.	  It	  is	  very	  important	  for	  a	  company	  to	  

stand	  out	  from	  a	  crowd	  and	  be	  attractive	  for	  talented	  people	  (Lievens	  &	  Highhouse,	  

2003).	  There	  is	  an	  imbalance	  between	  supply	  and	  demand	  on	  the	  labour	  market.	  It	  is	  

caused	  by	  several	  factors	  such	  as	  demographic	  changes,	  changing	  characteristics	  of	  

demand,	  low	  switching	  costs	  etc.	  (Evans	  et.	  Al,	  2010).	  Some	  sources	  are	  even	  talking	  

about	  a	  war	  of	  talent	  (McKinsey,	  1998).	  This	  term	  broad	  by	  McKinsey	  consultants	  has	  

rooted	   in	   company’s	   minds	   and	   become	   wide	   spoken	   topic	   in	   academic	   sphere,	  

which	   can	   be	   seen	   on	   Figure	   1.	   	   Human	   talent	   is	   nowadays	   seen	   as	   a	   renewable	  

resource,	  which	  cannot	  be	  so	  easily	  stolen	  by	  competition	  as	  before.	  It	  is	  becoming	  

more	   difficult	   to	   attract	   and	   retain	   talented	   people	   due	   to	   shifting	   demographical	  

and	  psychological	  trends	  (Dries,	  2013).	  The	  projected	  hunger	  for	  talent	  is	  estimated	  

to	   last	   for	   another	   decade	   (Herman	  Miller	   Inc.,	   2006).	   Calo	   (2008)	   sees	   following	  

challenges	   in	   demographic-‐	   retirement	   of	   baby	   boomers	   in	   Europe,	   oversupply	   of	  

young	  workers	  who	  lack	  experiences	  in	  Asian	  countries	  and	  declining	  productivity	  of	  

older	  people	  that	  is	  causing	  the	  talent	  gap.	  He	  also	  sees	  a	  psychological	  influence	  of	  

weakening	  ties	  between	  employer	  end	  employees	  as	  a	  significant	  contributor	  to	  this	  

war.	  Companies	  do	  not	  anymore	  promise	  long-‐term	  employment	  and	  employees	  do	  

not	  hesitate	  to	  switch.	  Despite	  of	  millions	  of	  unemployed	  workers,	  there	  is	  shortage	  

of	  talent.	  

Therefore	   there	   is	   an	   absolute	   need	   for	   companies	   to	  manage	   their	   talent	  

well,	   in	   order	   to	   be	   successful.	   Managing	   talent	   can	   be	   seen	   as	   getting	   the	   right	  

people	   at	   the	   right	  places	   at	   the	   right	   time.	   It	   became	   the	  major	   topic	   for	  Human	  

Resources	  (HR),	  CEOs	  and	  overall	  company’s	  strategies	  in	  the	  last	  years	  (Evans	  at.	  Al.,	  

2010).	  Getting	  A	  players	  is	  one	  of	  the	  most	  important	  tasks	  to	  solve	  in	  the	  company,	  

because	   having	   talented	   people	   can	   create	   competitive	   advantage	   in	   terms	   of	  

motivation,	   pleasant	   company	   environment	   and	   knowledge	   sharing	   (Axelrod	   et.al,	  

2002).	  Being	  an	  attractive	  employer	   is	  a	  must	   for	  every	  company	   that	  wants	   to	  be	  
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successful.	  Each	  employer	  creates	  nowadays	   it’s	  own	  branding	  and	  communication	  

plan	  towards	  potential	  applicants.	  	  

	  

Figure	  1-‐	  Bibliometric	  curve	  of	  the	  number	  of	  publications	  referring	  to	  talent	  management	  between	  

1990	   and	   2013.	   (Database:	   Business	   Source	   Premier).	   Source:	   DRIES,	   Nicky.	   The	   psychology	   of	   talent	  

management:	  A	  review	  and	  research	  agenda.	  Human	  Resource	  Management	  Review,	  2013,	  23.4:	  272-‐285.	  

2. Theoretical	  part	  

Employer	   attractiveness	   is	   combining	   different	   topics,	   such	   as	   company	  

branding,	  talent	  management,	  human	  resource	  management	  and	  others.	  	  

2.1. Talent	  management	  

Especially	  talent	  management	  emerged	  from	  a	  marginal	  theme	  to	  one	  of	  the	  

hot	  topics.	  In	  this	  phenomenon	  a	  steep	  increase	  in	  interest	  can	  be	  observed	  (Dries,	  

2013).	  Figure	  1	  shows	  the	  steep	  increase	  in	  Talent	  management	  publications.	  

Some	  papers	  study	  talent	  management	  from	  psychological	  view.	  They	  claim	  

that	  people	  shall	  be	  approached	  from	  psychological	  rather	  than	  resource	  perspective.	  

The	   I/O	  psychology2	  literature,	   tackles	  mainly	  performance	  appraisal.	   It	  approaches	  

talent	   from	   individual	   uniqueness	   perspective.	   Important	   features	   are	   cognitive	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

2	  Industrial	  and	  Organizational	  Psychology	  studies	  human	  behaviour	  the	  workplace	  
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ability,	  expert	  knowledge,	  and	  personality.	  The	  education	  psychology	  focuses	  mainly	  

on	   gifted	   education	   and	   is	   considering	   talent	   as	  giftedness.	   Vocational	   psychology	  

literature	   takes	   talent	  as	  an	  identity.	   It	   is	  perception	  of	   itself	  about	  goals,	   interests	  

and	   course	   of	   career.	   Positive	   psychology	   literature	   operationalizes	   talent	  

as	  strengths—	  characteristics	  of	  a	  person	  that	  allow	  them	  to	  perform	  well	  or	  at	  their	  

personal	  best	  (Dries,	  2013).	  

HR	   literature	   considers	   talent	   as	   a	   human	   capital,	   social	   capital,	   political	  

capital	  and	  cultural	  capital.	  Human	  capital	  can	  be	  characterized	  by	  knowledge,	  social	  

and	  personality	  attributes	  and	  ability	  to	  perform.	  Social	  capital	  is	  the	  benefit	  that	  can	  

be	   derived	   from	   social	   networks.	   Political	   capital	   is	   the	   status	   person	   has	   in	   the	  

company,	  for	  example	  rewarded	  for	  getting	  stuff	  done	  and	  it	  is	  also	  about	  reputation	  

and	  use	  of	  power.	  Cultural	  capita	  are	  habits	  and	  values,	  which	  are	  shared	  as	  a	  tacit	  

knowledge	  (Dries,	  2013).	  	  

Talent	   management	   can	   be	   also	   put	   into	   international	   human	   resource	  

management	   (IHRM).	   This	   field	   of	   study	   defines	   three	   main	   challenges	   of	   IHRM	  

(Roberts	  et.al,	  1998):	  

Ø Getting	  right	  skills	  at	  right	  numbers	  

Ø Develop	  talent	  globally	  

Ø Spreading	  knowledge	  within	  company	  

Figure	   2	   shows	   the	   biggest	   challenge-‐	   getting	   right	   skills	   at	   right	   numbers.	  

Despite	  of	  millions	  of	  unemployed	  workers,	  there	   is	  shortage	  of	  talent	  (Calo	  2008).	  

More	  than	  demographical	  gap,	  there	  is	  talent	  gap.	  This	  figure	  shows	  the	  proportion	  

of	   people	   that	   are	   actually	   having	   the	   right	   skills	   (are	   talented	   enough)	   for	   your	  

company.	  	  

	  



	   10	  

	  
Figure	  2-‐	  Talent	  Challenge.	  Source:	  GUTHRIDGE,	  Matthew;	  KOMM,	  Asmus	  B.;	  LAWSON,	  Emily.	  

Making	  talent	  a	  strategic	  priority.	  McKinsey	  Quarterly,	  2008,	  1:	  48.	  

2.2. Factors	  influencing	  managing	  talent	  

2.2.3. Exogenous	  drivers	  of	  Talent	  management	  

Forces	  outside	  of	  the	  company	  that	  influence	  talent	  management	  within	  the	  

company.	  

Globalization	  

Frequent	   studies	   abroad	   and	   international	   work	   experiences	   help	   to	  

encourage	   global	   movement	   of	   talent.	   People	   are	   often	   coming	   to	   their	   home	  

countries	   to	   take	   advantage	   on	   local	   opportunities	   after	   their	   international	  

experience	  and	  leave	  countries	  that	  brought	  them	  international	  education	  (Carra	  et	  

al.,	  2005).	  

Demographics	  

The	   population	   in	   developed	   economies	   is	   not	   expected	   to	   rise	   and	   is	  

predicted	   to	   get	   older.	   On	   the	   other	   hand	   population	   in	   developing	   economies	   is	  

getting	  younger	  and	  producing	  more	  productive	  workers	  (Strack,	  Baier,	  &	  Fahlander,	  

2008).	  	  

Demand-‐	  supply	  Gap	  
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It	   is	   challenging	   for	   employers	   to	   find	   suitable	   candidates	   for	   positions	   in	  

particular	  regions.	  Especially	   in	  emerging	  economies,	   there	  are	  enough	  people,	  but	  

lack	  of	  talented	  ones	  (Strack	  et.al,	  2008).	  	  

2.2.4. Endogenous	  drivers	  of	  Talent	  management	  

Forces	  within	  company	  that	  influence	  attraction	  of	  new	  talent.	  	  

Regiocentrism	  

Many	  Global	  talent	  management	  (GTM)	  practices	  are	  specific	  for	  a	  particular	  

region	   or	   industry.	   Therefore	   organizations	   should	   adopt	   regional	   and	   industry	  

specific	  strategies	  to	  be	  able	  to	  attract	  talent	  more	  effectively	  (Tarique,	  2010).	  

International	  Strategic	  Alliances 

High	   number	   of	   mergers	   and	   acquisitions	   challenge	   talent	   management	   in	  

MNC.	   Companies	   try	   to	   capture	   and/	   or	   retain	   talent	   during	   these	   periods.	  

Sometimes	  it	  can	  be	  a	  talent	  raiding	  strategy	  (Tarique,	  2010).	  	  

Required	  Competencies 

Competencies	   that	   company	   needs	   to	   obtain	   to	   be	   able	   to	   target	   talented	  

candidates.	   These	   competencies	   are	   for	   example	   communication	   skills,	  

computer/technology	  skills	  or	  ability	  to	  perform	  under	  changing	  conditions	  (Tarique,	  

2010).	  

2.3. Employer	  attractiveness	  

Employer	   attractiveness	   as	   a	   topic	   can	   be	   also	   tackled	   from	   different	  

perspectives	  and	  fields	  of	  study.	  Mostly	  is	  this	  topic	  seen	  from	  a	  HR	  perspective,	  but	  

some	  see	  it	  as	  a	  whole	  company	  issues	  and	  for	  example	  Kotler	  (1994)	  puts	  this	  issue	  

into	  internal	  marketing.	  It	  is	  a	  topic	  discussed	  in	  many	  field	  such	  as:	  communication,	  

vocational	  behaviour,	  applied	  psychology	  and	  marketing.	  	  

Berthon	   (2005)	   defines	   it	   as	   “the	   envisioned	   benefits	   that	   a	   potential	  

employee	   sees	   in	   working	   for	   a	   specific	   organization“.	   He	   also	   claims	   that	   there	  

exists	  a	  correlation	  between	  employer	  branding	  and	  employer	  attractiveness.	  Better	  

the	  employer	  branding	  is	  than	  more	  attractive	  is	  the	  company	  perceived.	  	  
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Nowadays	  employer	  branding	  and	  enhancing	  company	  attractiveness	  are	  one	  

of	   the	  main	   topics	   of	   companies,	   because	   it	   can	  help	   to	   gain	   and	   sustain	   talented	  

people,	   who	   can	   subsequently	   provide	   competitive	   advantage	   for	   the	   company	  

(Lado	   &	   Wilson,	   1994).	   Applicants	   have	   mostly	   incomplete	   knowledge	   about	  

company	  and	  therefore	  indicators	  such	  as	  performance,	  culture	  or	  company	  policies	  

are	  signals	  that	  are	  attracting	  them	  (Turban	  et.	  Al.,	  1997).	  Some	  studies	  suggest	  that	  

being	  part	  of	  one	  company	   is	  basically	  projecting	  your	  own	  values	  and	  personality	  

(Turban	  et	  Al.,	  1997).	  	  

2.4. Employee	  value	  proposition	  

One	   of	   the	   views	   on	   employer	   attractiveness	   is	   giving	   the	   best	   value	  

proposition.	  This	  approach	   is	  a	  complex	  matrix	  that	  takes	   into	  account	  most	  of	  the	  

motivation	   factors	   that	   drive	   employer	   attractiveness.	   There	   is	   a	   certain	   employer	  

value	   proposition	   that	   makes	   talented	   applicants	   to	   choose	   one	   company	   over	  

another	  or	  give	  them	  signal	  to	  stay	  or	  switch	  (Michels	  et.al,	  2001).	  Brown	  (2012)	  sees	  

it	   as	   a	   superior	  work	  experience	   in	  one	  organization	  over	   another.	   It	   is	   a	   concept,	  

which	  was	  delivered	  in	  the	  last	  couple	  of	  years	  and	  has	  had	  an	  impact	  on	  employee	  

recruitment,	   selection,	   engagement	   and	   retention.	   See	   Figure	   3	   Below	   showing	  

number	  of	  companies	  that	  have	  EVP	  in	  place.	  	  

	  

Figure	  3-‐	  Classifying	  Percentage	  of	  Organizations	  with	  Formalized	  EVP.	  Source:	  Creating	  a	  sustainable	  

Rewards	   and	   Talent	   Management	   Model,	   Global	   Talent	   Management	   and	   Rewards	   Study,	   Towers	   Watson	  

(2010)	  
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Employee	   Value	   Proposition	   (EVP)	   is	   a	   set	   of	   associations	   and	   offerings	  

provided	  by	  an	  organisation	   in	  return	   for	   the	  skills,	  capabilities	  and	  experiences	  an	  

employee	  brings	   to	   the	  organisation.	  Lately	   there	  have	  been	  some	  problems	   in	  HR	  

departments,	   in	  how	  to	  approach	   the	  EVP	  model.	  Every	  HR	  department	  knew	  that	  

this	   proposition	   needs	   to	   be	   defined,	   but	   some	   of	   them	   simply	   wrote	   a	   piece	   of	  

paper.	  Problematic	  was	  also	   that	  some	  companies	   tried	   to	  create	  EVP	  that	  did	  not	  

correspond	   to	   the	   actual	   state	   of	   the	   company.	   EVP	   goes	   hand	   in	   hand	   with	  

employer	  branding	  as	  a	  best	  underlying	  option	  for	  a	  future	  employee.	   Important	   is	  

to	   develop	   several	   value	   propositions.	   Different	   desires	   have	   generations	   X	   and	   Y,	  

young,	  old	  and	  also	  people	  from	  different	  parts	  of	  the	  world	  (Guthridge	  et.al,	  2008)	  

Employee	   value	   proposition	   (EVP)	   consists	   of	   4	   pillars	   that	   influence	   these	  

decision:	  company,	  rewards,	  leaders	  and	  job	  (Figure	  4)	  	  (Michels	  et.	  Al	  ,	  2001).	  	  

	  

Figure	   4-‐	   Employee	   Value	   Proposition.	   Source:	   General	   Management	   Practices-‐	   Lecture	   5.	   Dana	  

Minabeva	  (2014)	  

These	  four	  pillars	  contain	  the	  most	  common	  reasons	  why	  people	  choose	  one	  

company	   over	   another.	   For	   each	   individual	   have	   each	   of	   these	   pieces	   different	  

meaning,	   however	   according	   to	   Netee	   et.	   Al	   (2014)	   the	   main	   influencer	   is	   the	  

company	  with	  its	  performance,	  company	  culture,	  policies	  and	  image.	  Under	  the	  term	  

company	   can	   therefore	   be	   hidden	   different	   aspects	   of	  motivation	   to	   apply.	   	  With	  

rising	   importance	   of	   attracting	   talented	   people,	   companies	   shall	   understand	  what	  

drives	  employer	  attractiveness	  and	  which	  part	  of	  their	  EVP	  Pyramid	  is	  the	  key	  factor	  
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(Berthon,	   2005).	   Figure	   5	   shows	   McKinsey	   study	   on	   top	   executives	   on	   main	  

motivation	  factors.	  

	  

Figure	  5-‐	  What	  motivates	  talent?	  Source:	  

http://www.executivesondemand.net/managementsourcing/images/stories/artigos_pdf/gestao/The_war_for

_talent.pdf	  

This	  study	  shows	  that	  company	  factor	  (in	  the	  graph	  “Great	  Company”)	  is	  the	  

main	   influencer	   for	   the	   employer	   decision.	  Out	   of	   the	   company	   factor	   Values	   and	  

Culture	  is	  on	  the	  first	  place.	  

Benefits	  of	  EVP	  (Brown,	  2012):	  

Ø Companies	   improve	   their	   attractiveness	   and	   they	   are	   able	   to	   search	   from	  

broader	   pool	   of	   candidates.	   60%	   including	   normally	   passive	   candidates	   are	  

drawn	  to	  companies	  with	  good	  EVP.	  	  

Ø Effective	   EVP	   also	   increase	   employee	   commitment.	   In	   EVP	   effective	  

companies	   there	  are	  30-‐40%	  of	  highly	  committed	  employees	   in	  comparison	  

to	  only	  10%	  in	  underperforming	  organizations.	  	  

Ø Organizations	  are	  able	  to	  attract	  employees	  easier	  and	  therefore	  can	  spend	  

almost	  10%	  less	  on	  compensations.	  

There	   are	   also	   external	   influencers	   of	   applicant’s	   decision,	   such	   as	  

candidate’s	   age,	   gender,	  work	   experience,	   other	   job	   offers	   and	   level	   of	   education	  

(Albinger	  &	  Freeman,	  2000).	  
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2.4.5. Company	  factor	  

Some	   studies	   examined	   the	   connection	   between	   some	   of	   the	   company	  

elements	   to	   the	   employer	   attractiveness.	   Brown	   (2012)	   conducted	   a	   study,	   which	  

showed	  that	  company	  elements	  are	  most	  important	  for	  people	  below	  30	  years	  old,	  

which	  put	  it	  on	  the	  2nd	  place	  of	  importance.	  Compare	  to	  the	  age	  group	  between	  30-‐

60,	  which	  put	  it	  to	  the	  3rd	  place.	  This	  paper	  focuses	  on	  a	  company	  (top	  part	  of	  EVP	  

pyramid)	   as	   an	   influencer	   of	   employer	   attractiveness.	   It	   will	   mainly	   focus	   on	  

company	   performance.	   But	   as	   described	   above,	   the	  whole	   company	   perception	   is	  

influencing	   such	   decisions	   with	   policies,	   branding	   and	   company	   culture.	   	   This	  

approach	   is	   different	   from	  McKinsey’s	   company	   factor	   (Figure	   5),	  where	   they	   also	  

take	  job	  task,	  hierarchy,	  leadership	  and	  future	  career	  perspective	  into	  company	  field.	  

This	   thesis	   follows	   EVP	   distribution	   and	   in	   company	   factor	   counts	   following	  

characteristics:	  Performance,	  Culture,	  CSR,	  Diversity	  and	  Branding.	  	  

2.4.6. Strong	  results	  

Financial	   performance	   of	   a	   company	   can	   be	   seen	   in	   financial	   statements.	  

They	  bring	  investors,	  shareholders	  and	  other	  stakeholders	  much	  information	  on	  how	  

to	   assess	   the	   company’s	   performance.	   The	   most	   used	   ones	   are	   the	   statement	   of	  

profit	   and	   loss	   and	   statement	   of	   financial	   positions.	   Others	   include	   cash	   flow	  

statement	   and	   statement	   of	   changes	   in	   equity.	   The	   statement	   of	   profit	   and	   loss	  

shows	  company	  financial	  performance	  for	  the	  past	  accounting	  year	  and	  a	  statement	  

of	  financial	  position	  shows	  the	  state	  at	  the	  end	  of	  fiscal	  year.	  	  Company	  performance	  

can	  be	  seen	  in	  these	  financial	  statements	  and	  it	  is	  further	  analysed	  for	  more	  accurate	  

results.	  Commonly	  used	  values	  are:	  Market	  Value,	  Net	  profit,	  Turnover,	  Sales,	  Price	  

per	  share,	  Assets.	  	  

Non-‐financial	   indicators	   such	   as	   number	   of	   employees	   can	   also	   measure	  

strong	  results.	  	  

Measurement	  

When	   conducting	   a	   financial	   analysis,	  most	   common	  way	   is	   to	   apply	   ratios	  

that	  are	  comparing	  different	  parts	  of	  financial	  statement.	  	  There	  are	  main	  groups	  of	  

financial	   ratios:	   Profitability,	   Activity,	   Liquidity,	   Gearing	   and	   Investor	   ratios.	  Out	   of	  
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these	   ratios	  are	  according	   to	  Hagel	   (2010)	  most	  used	  ROE.	  Watson	  &	  Head	   (2013)	  

add	  to	  this	  ratios	  Net	  profit	  margin,	  Quick	  Ratio	  and	  Current	  Ratio.	  Most	  companies	  

use	  return	  on	  equity	  measurement	  technique	  (ROE)	  (Hagel	  et.al.,	  2010).	  ROE	  focuses	  

on	   making	   return	   to	   the	   shareholders	   of	   the	   company.	   	   It	   measures	   how	   well	   a	  

company	   uses	   shareholders'	   funds	   to	   generate	   a	   profit	   and	   it	   is	   expressed	   as	  

percentage	   (Watson	   &	   Head,	   2013).	   According	   to	   Financial	   times	   (2014)	   is	   it	   the	  

mother	  of	  all	  ratios.	  	  

ROE=	   profit	   for	   the	   year	   (or	   net	   income	   after	   taxes)	   /	   stockholders’	   or	  

shareholders’	  equity	  

Ratios	   are	   mostly	   used	   to	   conduct	   financial	   analysis	   for	   one	   company	   or	  

compare	  one	  company	  to	  another.	  When	  we	  assess	  bigger	  sample	  of	  companies,	  we	  

mostly	   look	   at	   their	   figures	   alone.	   Companies	   are	   mostly	   valued	   on	   their	   share	  

performance,	  which	   is	   the	   best	   indicator	   for	   shareholder	  wealth	   (Dullforce,	   2013).	  

Below	   we	   can	   see	   different	   business	   magazines	   and	   institutes	   ranking	   companies	  

according	  to	  different	  criteria:	  	  

Brand	  Finance-‐	  Global	  500:	  Most	  valuable	  brands	  

This	  study	  is	  computing	  brand	  value	  using	  the	  Royalty	  Relief	  methodology.	  It	  

determines	  the	  value	  of	  a	  company	  brand,	  by	  computing	  what	  would	  the	  company	  

be	  willing	  to	  pay	  for	  a	  license,	  to	  purchase	  its	  brand	  as	  if	  the	  company	  did	  not	  own	  it	  

(Brand	  Finance,	  2014).	   This	   ranking	   is	   computing	  value	  of	   the	   company	  brand,	  not	  

value	  of	  the	  company	  as	  such.	  	  

Financial	  Times	  (FT)-‐	  Global	  500/2000	  

Companies	   are	   ranked	   according	   to	  market	   capitalisation,	  which	   shows	   the	  

value	  of	  the	  company	  as	  their	  stock	  value.	  The	  end	  result	  is	  a	  share	  price	  multiplied	  

by	  number	  of	  shares.	  Companies	  need	  to	  have	  at	  least	  15	  %	  free	  float	  shares	  to	  be	  

able	   to	   be	   considered	   in	   this	   study	   (Dullforce,	   2013).	   Financial	   Times	   Ranking	  

includes	  other	  indicators	  such	  as	  Net	  profit,	  Turnover,	  Employees	  and	  Price	  per	  share.	  	  

Forbes	  Global	  2000-‐	  World’s	  biggest	  public	  companies	  

Forbes	  Global	  analysis	  compares	  four	  company	  performance	  indicators:	  sales,	  

profits,	   assets	   and	   market	   value.	   There	   is	   minimal	   amount	   for	   each	   performance	  
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indicator	  for	  company	  to	  be	  considered	  for	  the	  list.	  	  Each	  of	  these	  four	  indicators	  has	  

the	  same	  value	  in	  the	  overall	  assessment	  (Murphy,	  2014).	  	  

Fortune:	  Global	  500	  	  

Companies	   are	   ranked	   according	   to	   their	   turnover.	   The	   list	   also	   shows	  

revenues	   for	   the	   respective	   fiscal	   year.	   The	   study	   also	   informs	   about	   decrease	   in	  

profits	  and	  number	  of	  employees	  (MPA,	  2013).	  	  

To	  conduct	   the	  practical	  analysis	  data	   from	  FT	  Global	  500	  will	  be	  used.	   It	   is	  

the	  most	  accurate	  and	  complex,	  because	   it	   takes	  shareholder	  wealth	  maximization	  

as	  the	  main	  goal	  of	  each	  company	  (Watson	  &	  Head,	  2013).	  Increasing	  market	  value	  is	  

a	   result	   of	   rising	   share	  prices,	  which	   are	  projecting	   the	  wealth	  of	   the	   company.	   In	  

order	   to	   determine	   tendencies	   within	   industries	   this	   paper	   will	   derive	   also	   from	  

Forbes	  Global	  2000	  study,	  because	  it	  has	  enough	  participants	  in	  each	  sector.	  Brand	  

Finance	   focuses	   on	   value	   of	   company’s	   brand	   and	   not	   for	   the	   overall	   company	  

performance.	   Therefore	   it	  will	   be	  used	   to	   analyse	   relationship	  between	  brand	  and	  

attractiveness.	  	  

2.4.7. CSR	  policies	  

Nowadays	   examine	   researchers	   corporate	   social	   performance	   (CSP)/	  

corporate	   social	   responsibility	   (CSR)	   as	   an	   influencer	   of	   employer	   attractiveness	  

(Schmidt	   &	   Freeman,	   2000).	   CSR	   can	   be	   put	   in	   the	   EVP	   pyramid	   to	   the	   Company	  

pillar,	  because	  it	   is	  a	  part	  of	  company	  image,	  strategy	  and	  values.	  Emphasis	  on	  CSR	  

from	   the	   side	   of	   potential	   employee	   is	   seen	   as	   a	   part	   of	   their	   self-‐identification	  

within	   the	   company	   (Turban	   et.al,	   1997).	   	   Schmidt	   &	   Freeman	   confirm	   that	   CSR	  

activities	  have	  positive	  effect	  on	  attracting	  high-‐qualified	  employees.	  Weber	  (2008)	  

points	   out	   five	   benefits	   of	   CSR	   in	   the	   company:	   Positive	   effect	   on	   company	   image	  

and	  reputation,	  cost	  savings,	  CSR-‐	  related	  risk	  reduction	  or	  management,	  increase	  in	  

revenue	   derived	   from	  higher	  market	   sales	   and	  market	   share,	   favourable	   effect	   on	  

motivation,	  retention	  and	  recruitment	  of	  employees.	  	  

Measurement	  

Measuring	  CSR	  is	  not	  so	  clearly	  defined	  as	  measuring	  financial	  performance.	  

It	  is	  mostly	  a	  qualitative	  measure	  as	  for	  ex.	  labour	  right	  protection,	  transparency	  of	  
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policies	  etc.	  	  Sometimes	  it	  is	  also	  qualitative	  measure	  such	  as	  Tons	  of	  CO2	  emissions	  

(Chen,	  2010).	   In	  this	  thesis	  will	  be	  CSR	  measured	  by	  Reputation	  Institute:	  2013	  CSR	  

RepTrak®	   100	   Study.	   This	   study	   ranks	   companies	   according	   to	   their	   CSR	   activities.	  

Reputation	  institute	  surveys	  55000	  consumers	  in	  15	  countries	  and	  determines	  which	  

companies	   are	   perceived	   to	   be	   delivering	   best	   CSR.	   Although	   it	   is	   not	   direct	  

measurement	   of	   each	   CSR	   strategy,	   it	   is	   suitable	   for	   purpose	   of	   this	   thesis,	   since	  

potential	   employees	   also	   work	   with	   incomplete	   information	   and	   their	   own	  

perceptions	  (Turban,	  1997).	  	  	  

2.4.8. Diversity	  

Another	  specific	  part	  of	  company	  factor	  as	  an	  influencer	  of	  attractiveness	  can	  

be	   diversity	  management	   policies	   (Williams,	   2012).	   	   Diversity	   can	   be	   described	   as	  

heterogeneity	   in	   individual	   characteristics.	   Nowadays,	   we	   talk	   about	   inclusion	   in	  

diversity,	  which	  means	  that	   individuals	  are	  treated	  as	   insiders	  of	  a	  group,	  however	  

their	  uniqueness	   is	  highly	  valued	   (Chavez	  et.al.	  2008).	  Good	  diversity	  management	  

has	  a	  positive	  value	  on	  social	  architecture,	  knowledge	  sharing,	  employee	  satisfaction	  

and	   employer	   attractiveness	   (Chavez	   et.al.	   2008).	   Diversity	   policies	   can	   create	   a	  

signal	   for	   a	   potential	   employee	   that	   company	   environment	   would	   be	   accepting	  

his/her	  characteristics	  (Turban	  et.al,	  1997).	  Again,	  same	  as	  with	  the	  CSR	  activities,	  is	  

diversity	  part	  of	  the	  company	  perception	  in	  the	  EVP	  pyramid,	  with	  a	  certain	  outreach	  

to	  the	  leaders	  pillar.	  	  

Measurement	  

Diversity	   can	   be	   measured	   quantitatively	   and	   qualitatively.	   Quantitative	  

measurements	   can	   be	   for	   example:	   representation,	   pay	   equity,	   promotion,	   and	  

turnover	   of	   employees.	   On	   the	   other	   hand	   qualitative	   measurement	   can	   be	  

employee	  inclusion,	  employee	  affinity	  groups	  etc.	  (Hubbard,	  2003).	  

This	   thesis	  uses	   the	  diversity	  measurement	  by	  Calvert	   Investment	  Group:	  A	  

Survey	   of	   corporate	   diversity	   practices	   of	   the	   S&P	   100.	   This	   statistics	   was	  

recommended	   also	   by	   several	   business	  magazines	   (e.g.	   Forbes).	   It	   combines	   both	  

qualitative	   and	   quantitative	   measurements.	   	   Calvert	   generated	   company	   scores	  

based	   on	   publicly	   available	   information	   from	   company	  websites	   and	   sustainability	  
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reports,	   SEC	   filings,	   and	   outside	   publications.	   Companies	   could	   also	   submit	  

additional	  materials.	  	  

2.4.9. Company	  Culture	  

Company	   culture	   is	   a	  one	  of	   the	  most	   important	  determinants	  of	   company	  

success.	   Culture	   in	   the	   company	   shapes	   the	   inner	   environment	   and	   enables	   one	  

competitor	   to	   outperform	   others	   with	   the	   same	   financial	   results	   in	   terms	   of	  

employer	  attractiveness.	  Strong	  company	  culture	  connects	  people	  together	  and	  also	  

connects	   them	  with	   the	   company	  goals.	   The	  war	  of	   talent	   is	   therefore	   focused	  on	  

talents,	  which	  will	  fit	  into	  the	  company	  culture.	  	  Nowadays	  it	  is	  important	  to	  create	  

people-‐	  profit	  culture,	  which	  means	  having	  employees	  that	  are	  enjoying	  their	  work,	  

have	  good	  relationships	  with	  management	  and	  are	  on	  the	  other	  hand	  also	  treated	  as	  

key	  contributors	  (Cawood,	  2008).	  	  

Measurement	  

Corporate	   culture	   can	   be	  measured	   in	   level	   of	   sharing	   and	   participation	   of	  

collaborators,	   level	   of	   difficulty	   in	   internal	   coordination,	   degree	   to	  which	  potential	  

conflicts	   between	   governance	   bodies	   have	   been	   overcome,	   behaviour	   orientation,	  

turnover	  level,	  the	  number	  of	  coordination	  meetings	  with	  the	  employees	  (Franzoni,	  

2013).	  

Data	  used	  in	  this	  thesis	  to	  measure	  the	  quality	  of	  company	  culture	  are	  used	  

from	  Fortune	  Top	  25	  companies	  to	  work	  for.	  Working	  environment	  was	  examined	  in	  

a	  survey	  in	  257,	  with	  more	  than	  252,000	  employees	  in	  45	  countries	  around	  the	  world.	  

2.5. Other	  factors	  influencing	  employer	  attractiveness	  

In	  past	  research	  was	  already	  proven	  that	  employer	  decision	  is	   influenced	  by	  

job	  task,	  salary,	  benefits	  and	  future	  career	  prospective	  opportunities	  (Judge	  &	  Brenz,	  

1992).	  	  

2.5.10. Job	  task	  

Job	  Task	  can	  be	  described	  as	  work	  content	  and	  career	  perspective.	  Under	  the	  

term	  work	  content	  can	  be	  seen	  characteristics	  such	  as	  variety,	  structure,	  autonomy,	  

feedback	   and	   impact.	   Career	   consists	   of	   advancement,	   title,	   personal	   growth,	  
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training	  etc.	   It	   is	   the	   satisfaction	   that	  employees	   receive	   from	  their	  work	   (Browne,	  

2012).	  According	  to	  Brown	  (2012)	   is	  the	  work	  content	   is	  the	  highest	  motivation	  for	  

all	  age	  groups.	  

In	  the	  past,	  there	  was	  a	  trend	  to	  have	  rigid	  job	  descriptions.	  The	  desire	  was	  to	  

find	  people,	  who	  are	  able	  to	  fill	  in	  this	  precise	  job	  task.	  Later	  the	  trend	  shifted	  to	  find	  

people	  according	  to	  their	  skills	  and	  personality.	  We	  can	  talk	  about	  a	  shift	  from	  task-‐

based	   job	  description	   to	   competency-‐based	   job	  description.	   Task-‐based	  model	   are	  

old-‐fashioned,	  because	  they	  focused	  on	  how	  the	  task	  was	  done	  in	  the	  past.	  Proper	  

job	   description	   should	   motivate	   applicants	   and	   ensure	   that	   they	   are	   capable	   for	  

certain	  position.	  Competence	  based	  model	  can	  distinguish	  top	  performers	  from	  the	  

rest	  of	  the	  applicants.	  Companies	  are	  also	  more	  flexible,	  when	  selecting	  according	  to	  

this	  model,	  since	  it	  creates	  workforce	  with	  particular	  skills	  (Hawkes	  &	  Wheathington,	  

2014)	  

2.5.11. Leaders/Team	  and	  Hierarchy	  

Leaders	  represent	  the	  company	  and	  show	  how	  well	  is	  the	  management	  able	  

to	   solve	   company	   problems.	   This	   topic	   also	   includes	   the	   management	   style	   and	  

hierarchy.	   The	   teams	   in	   the	   company	   represent	   certain	   abilities,	   personality	  

characteristics	  and	  level	  of	  collaboration	  (Trost,	  2014).	  	  	  

In	   particular	   charismatic	   leaders	   can	   bring	   attention	   and	   trust	   of	   all	  

stakeholders	   towards	   the	   company.	   Good	   leaders	   are	   able	   to	   communicate	   their	  

vision	   clearly	   and	   unite	   the	   company.	   They	   are	   able	   to	   generate	   motivation	   and	  

excitement	  among	  their	  employees	  (Flynn	  at.al,	  2004).	  

Corporate	   strategy	   and	   organizational	   structure	   are	   main	   determinants	   of	  

flexibility	   in	  a	   company.	  This	   can	  be	  perceived	   from	  outside	  as	  good/bad	  company	  

environment	  (Lukášová,	  2004).	  Healthy	  corporate	  environment	  often	  requires	  good	  

teamwork	   and	   clear	   vision.	   Teamwork	   increases	   efficiency	   and	   decreases	   costs.	  

Teamwork	   is	   in	   general	   preferred	   by	   both	   parties,	   employer	   and	   employee,	   and	  

therefore	  applicants	  are	  drawn	  to	  companies	  with	  better	  functioning	  team	  dynamics	  

(Bednaříková	  et.al,	  2010).	  	  
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2.5.12. Extrinsic	  rewards	  

Rewards	  usually	  consist	  of	  compensation	  and	  benefits.	  According	  to	  Brown’s	  

survey	  (2012)	  benefits	  are	  more	  important	  for	  applicant	  under	  30	  year	  old.	  Most	  of	  

the	  age	  groups	  put	  benefits	  on	  the	  4th	  place	  of	  importance,	  however	  compensation	  

is	  second	  most	  important	  factor.	  	  

Competitive	  compensation	   is	  one	  of	   the	  most	   important	   factors	   for	   the	   job	  

applicants	   (Tuzuner	   at.al,	   2009).	   	   It	   usually	   consists	   of	   fix	   pay,	   flexible	   pay	   and	  

benefits.	   	   Fixed	   pay	   is	   a	   guaranteed	   payment.	   Flexible	   pay	   can	   be	   for	   example	  

bonuses	  or	  good	  performance	  appraisal.	  Benefits	  can	  be	  made	  up	  for	  food,	  housing,	  

clothes,	  goods	  etc	  (Igalens	  et	  al.	  1999).	   	  Compensation	  has	  a	  confirmed	  correlation	  

with	  employer	  attractiveness,	  however	  it	   is	  not	  the	  most	  important.	  The	  popularity	  

of	  a	  company	  can	  be	  largely	  shaped	  by	  different	  benefits.	  They	  need	  to	  be	  tailored	  

for	   their	   audience,	   because	   older	   employees	   prefer	   better	   retirement	   packages	  

compare	   to	   younger	   ones	   that	   prefer	   health	   insurance	   or	   vacation	   times	   (Tetrick	  

et.al,	  2010).	  	  

It	   is	   important	   to	   offer	   interesting	   compensation	   package.	   Top	   talented	  

people	   require	   at	   least	   25%	   more	   money	   than	   regular	   workers.	   However	   some	  

companies	  still	  offer	  only	  10%	  extra	  (South	  China	  Morning	  Post,	  2006).	  

2.6. Employer	  branding	  	  

No	   applicant	   has	   a	   full	   information	   about	   the	   potential	   company	   and	  

therefore	   it	   is	   very	   important	   to	  make	   a	   good	   impression	   as	   an	   employer	   (Turban	  

et.al.,	   1997).	   The	   proper	   term	   for	   this	   field	   is	   employer	   branding,	   which	   can	   be	  

describe	   as	   establishing	   a	   positive	   company	   perception	   that	   outperforms	   other	  

competitors	   in	  heads	  of	  potential	  applicants	  (Ronald	  et.	  al,	  2011).	   It	  creates	  certain	  

expectations	   about	   company,	   job	   task,	   salary	   etc.	   Employer	   branding	   is	   a	   SHRM	  

practise,	   which	   has	   the	   aim	   to	   communicate	   in	   a	   way,	   that	   the	   company	   attracts	  

high-‐quality	   employees	   and	   retains	   them.	   	   Therefore	   it	   can	   also	   be	   said,	   that	  

communication	  is	  also	  key	  successor	  to	  attract	  new	  employees.	  The	  term	  employer	  

branding	  means	   showing	   your	   company	   as	   a	   good	   place	   to	  work	   (Sullivan,	   2004).	  

Employer	   branding	   is	   an	   effective	   communication	   of	   all	   facts	   about	   company	   and	  
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translating	   them	   to	   the	   best	   value	   proposition.	   This	   communication	   towards	  

employees	  needs	  to	  be	  tailored	  towards	  different	  segment	  groups	  (Brown,	  2012).	  

Initial	   impression	   of	   an	   applicant	   is	   key	   to	   successful	   company	   perception.	  

Past	   research	  was	  not	  showing	  how	  to	  differentiate	   itself	  as	  a	  company	  to	  achieve	  

better	   employer	   attractiveness.	   Past	   research	   only	   informed	   that	   the	   main	  

influencers	   are	   applicants'	   perceptions	   of	   job,	   rewards,	   and	   opportunities	   for	  

advancement,	   location,	  career	  programs,	  or	  organizational	   structure.	  However,	   the	  

above-‐mentioned	   characteristics	   are	   very	   hard	   for	   differentiation	   of	   the	   company	  

from	  their	  competitors,	  because	  applicants	  do	  not	  perceive	  many	  differences	  within	  

the	  same	  industry	  (Lievens	  &	  Lighhouse,	  2003). 	  

2.6.13. Term	  employer	  branding	  

Branding	  was	  first	  used	  as	  a	  differentiation	  of	  our	  products	  from	  competition.	  

The	   term	   branding	   is	   mostly	   used	   in	   association	   with	   developing	   products	   and	  

brands,	   however	   this	   term	   can	   be	   also	   used	   in	   HRM	   under	   the	   phrase	   “employer	  

branding”.	  	  It	  can	  be	  defined	  as	  long-‐term	  strategy	  to	  build	  a	  positive	  perception	  of	  

employees,	  potential	   applicants	  and	  other	   stakeholders	  with	   regard	   to	  a	  particular	  

company	  or	  differentiation	  of	   the	  company	  as	  an	  employer	   from	  competition.	   It	   is	  

also	   building	   a	   unique	   company	   employer	   identity.	   Employer	   branding	   is	   a	   topic,	  

which	   is	   rising	  on	  popularity	   and	   companies	   are	   spending	  more	   resources	   to	  build	  

the	   branding	   strategy	   (Backhouse	  &	   Tikoo,	   2004).	   	   According	   to	   conference	   board	  

(2010)	   effective	   employer	   branding	   is	   helping	   to	   gain	   competitive	   advantage,	  

internationalization	  of	  a	  company	  and	  retention	  of	  employees.	  	  

Backhaus	  &	  Tikoo	  (2004)	  make	  a	  remark	  that	  although	  company	  branding	  is	  

currently	   a	   very	   important	   topic,	   there	   is	   a	   lack	   of	   academics	   studying	   this	  

phenomenon.	  Mostly	  practitioners	  are	  involved	  and	  describe	  employer	  branding.	  	  

Internal	  branding	  

Is	   the	   process	   in	   the	   company	   that	   creates	   inner	   strategy	   for	   current	  

employees.	  It	  consists	  of	  communicating	  company	  beliefs	  values	  and	  culture	  towards	  

employees.	   Convincing	   everybody	   in	   the	   company	   that	   it	   is	   important	   to	   work	  
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together	  on	   creating	  a	  pleasant	  working	  environment	  and	   linking	  every	   job	   to	   this	  

vision	  (Berthon,	  2005).	  	  

Employer	  branding	  

There	   are	   all	   the	   activities	   to	   communicate	   the	   internal	   situation	   to	   the	  

outside	  world.	  Company	  communicates	  all	  the	  benefits	  in	  EVP	  (Berthon,	  2005).	  	  

2.6.14. Process	  of	  employer	  branding	  

1. Employer	  branding	  shall	  start	  with	  developing	  EVP.	  This	  value	  proposition	   is	  

the	  package,	  which	  will	  present	  the	  company	  to	  all	  stakeholders.	  	  

2. Tailor	  your	  value	  proposition	  to	  potential	  candidates.	  	  

3. Work	  on	  internal	  marketing	  (internal	  branding)	  

Employer	  branding	  and	  product/services	  branding	  needs	  to	  go	  hand	  in	  hand	  

and	  commonly	  creates	  the	  vision	  about	  the	  company.	  However,	  employer	  branding	  

is	   targeting	  both	   the	  outside	  as	  well	  as	   the	   inside	  environment	  of	   the	  company,	   in	  

comparison	  to	  brand	  communication,	  which	   is	   targeting	  only	  outside	  environment.	  

Backhouse	  &	  Tikoo,	  2004).	  	  	  

	  

Figure	  6-‐	  Framework	  for	  employer	  branding.	  Source:	  Backhouse	  &	  Tikoo,	  2004.	  

Figure	  6	  shows	  implications	  of	  employer	  branding.	  Brand	  associations	  are	  the	  

most	   important	   product	   of	   employer	   branding.	   It	   is	   the	   feeling	   	   (potential)	  

employees	  have	  about	   the	   company.	  What	   values,	   benefits	   and	   type	  of	   treatment	  

they	   expect.	   What	   attributes	   company	   has	   are	   important	   for	   them	   etc.	   This	  

perception	   is	  made	   out	   of	   outside	   sources	   that	   cannot	   be	   controlled	   by	   employer	  

(Backhouse	  &	  Tikoo,	  2004).	  	  
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2.6.15. Theoretical	  background	  

Employer	  branding	  works	  with	  the	  same	  theoretical	  background	  as	  a	  human	  

resource	   management.	   Human	   capital	   brings	   value	   to	   the	   firm	   and	   helps	   gaining	  

competitive	  advantage.	  It	  is	  called	  resource-‐based	  view	  (RBV).	  External	  marketing	  of	  

the	   company	   creates	   the	   possibility	   to	   attract	   the	   best	   talented	   human	   capital.	  

Internal	  marketing	  helps	  in	  achieving	  unique	  corporate	  culture	  and	  workplace,	  which	  

competition	   cannot	   imitate.	   Internal	   marketing	   also	   helps	   employee	   retention	  

(Backhouse	  &	  Tikoo,	  2004).	  	  

From	   psychological	   perspective	   it	   works	   with	   the	   theory	   of	   psychological	  

contract.	  Traditionally	  workers	  promised	  loyalty	  to	  employees	  as	  an	  exchange	  for	  a	  

secure	   job.	  Nowadays	  with	   unstable	  markets,	   outsourcing	   and	   downsizing	   has	   the	  

psychological	  contract	  changed	  -‐	  employers	  provide	  workers	  with	  skills	  and	  training	  

in	   exchange	   for	   good	   working	   results	   and	   flexibility.	   Therefore	   helps	   employer	  

branding	   to	  show	  all	   the	  benefits	  company	  has	   to	  offer	  as	  an	  additional	  benefit	   to	  

just	  giving	  a	  job.	  These	  additional	  benefits	  are	  nowadays	  for	  example	  development,	  

career	  growth	  etc.	  (Backhouse	  &	  Tikoo,	  2004).	  	  

Third	   theoretical	   approach	   to	   the	   employer	   branding	   is	   a	   brand	   equity	  

concept.	   In	  marketing	  branch,	  brand	  equity	   is	   the	  value	  of	   the	  brand	  computed	  by	  

assets	   and	   liabilities	   linked	   to	   the	   brand.	   In	   employer	   branding	   it	   is	   the	   brand	  

knowledge	  of	   applicants/employees,	  which	   receive	   a	   signal	   to	   apply	   (Backhouse	  &	  

Tikoo,	  2004).	  	  

Measurement	  

Employer	   branding	   can	   be	   measured	   by	   calculating	   incoming	   employees,	  

skills	  and	  knowledge.	  It	  can	  also	  be	  measured	  as	  a	  turnover	  rate,	  in	  other	  words,	  how	  

retention	   changed	   after	   applying	   employer	   branding	   campaign.	   Third	   way	   to	  

measure	   employer-‐branding	   effectiveness	   is	   to	   examine	   the	   level	   of	   productivity	  

(Backhous	  &	  Tikoo,	  2014).	  

2.7. Existing	  studies	  

List	   of	   most	   attractive	   employers	   are	   available	   on	   the	   Internet,	   examining	  

attractiveness	  from	  different	  perspectives	  than	  this	  paper.	  	  
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LinkedIn,	  the	  biggest	  professional	  social	  network,	  makes	  this	  chart	  according	  

to	   searched	   on	   LinkedIn.	   They	   publish	   first	   50	   companies	   that	   are	  most	   searched	  

companies	  in	  Northern	  America	  (LinkedIn,	  2014a).	  The	  limitation	  of	  their	  approach	  is	  

in	  focusing	  just	  on	  North	  American	  region,	  which	  can	  be	  very	  different	  in	  employee	  

preferences	  than	  rest	  of	  the	  world.	  Secondly,	  there	  is	  a	  big	  problem	  in	  determining	  

employer	  attractiveness	  solely	  from	  LinkedIn.	  All	  potential	  candidates	  do	  not	  use	  this	  

network	  and	  all	  around	  the	  world	  has	  around	  300	  million	  users	  (LinkedIn,	  2014b).	  	  

Second	   list	   of	   attractive	   employers	   is	   done	   by	   Universum	   Global	   (2013),	  

which	   conducted	   study	   on	   over	   20	   000	   students	   and	   asked	   them	   about	   their	  

preferred	   employer.	   This	   study	   is	   make	   on	   two	   types	   of	   students	   (business	   and	  

engineers)	  and	  shows	  top	  50	  companies.	  	  

In	   this	   paper	   attractiveness	   is	   measured	   according	   to	   Average	   Monthly	  

Searches	   (AMS),	   which	   are	   available	   on	   Google	   AdWords	   as	   an	   Average	   Search	  

Volume	   estimator.	   These	   results	   should	   project	   the	   employer	   attractiveness	  

according	   to	   the	   two	   key	   areas	   we	   identified:	   the	   company	   factor	   and	   employer	  

branding.	  Company	  factor	  in	  EVP	  is	  identified	  as	  the	  most	  significant	  factor.	  Secondly,	  

company	   should	  be	  able	   to	   communicate	  well	   to	  brand	   itself	   as	   a	   good	  employer,	  

which	  should	  be	  projected	  on	  AMS	  as	  well,	  because	   if	   there	   is	  no	   information	  flow	  

about	  the	  company	  it	  will	  not	  be	  enough	  searched	  on	  Google.	  	  

3. Empirical	  part	  

3.1. Quantitative	  analysis	  

This	  analysis	  is	  a	  bivariate	  correlation,	  which	  aims	  to	  determine	  the	  strength	  

of	  relationships	  among	  several	  variables.	  	  Data	  sets	  are	  designed	  to	  be	  able	  to	  accept	  

or	   reject	   hypothesis:	   The	   company	   factor	   (performance,	   company	   policies,	   brand	  

value,	  company	  culture)	  significantly	  influences	  employer	  attractiveness.	  

3.2. Correlation	  analysis	  	  

Correlation	   analysis	   is	   a	   statistical	  measure,	   which	   determines	   how	   two	   or	  

more	  variables	  fluctuate	  together	  and	  describes	  their	  parallel	  increase	  or	  decrease.	  It	  
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can	  also	  be	  defined	  as	  a	  degree	  and	  a	  type	  of	  relationship,	  which	  two	  variables	  have	  

between	  each	  other.	   In	   this	  analysis	   is	  used	  a	  bivariate	  correlation	   in	  order	   to	   test	  

relationships	  among	  different	  variables.	  The	  aim	  is	  to	  identify	  different	  influencers	  of	  

employer	  attractiveness.	  Correlation	  is	  measured	  by	  Pearson	  correlation	  coefficient	  

(Pearson	  product-‐moment	  correlation	  coefficient).	  

Before	   conducting	   each	   analysis,	   outliners	   will	   be	   identified,	   in	   order	   to	  

achieve	   more	   accurate	   results.	   In	   this	   case,	   it	   is	   very	   important	   to	   identify	   these	  

outliners,	   since	   some	   variables	   can	   show	   higher	   number	   of	   results	   for	   companies	  

that	  are	  more	  recently	  publicly	  communicated	  (recent	  publicity,	  scandals,	   launch	  of	  

new	  products	  etc).	  	  

There	  will	  be	  several	  smaller	  correlation	  analyses	   in	  order	  to	  determine	  the	  

influence	   of	   the	   company	   factor	   from	   different	   prospective.	   In	   all	   correlation	  

analyses	  the	  employer	  attractiveness	  measured	  by	  Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  (AMS)	  

will	  be	  a	  variable.	  This	  number	  is	  available	  on	  Google	  Adwords	  tool,	  which	  is	  showing	  

average	  monthly	   volume	  of	   searches	   for	   the	  particular	  phrase.	   For	  purpose	  of	   this	  

thesis,	   the	   tool	  was	   set	   to	   show	  worldwide	   results	  and	  compute	  average	   from	   the	  

year	  2013.	  The	  key	  word	  used	  was	  “jobs	  company	  name”,	  because	  it	  shows	  interest	  

of	   both	   student	   and	   recent	   graduates.	   Figure	   7	   shows,	   how	   the	   analysis	   of	   each	  

phrase	  looks	  like	  and	  in	  the	  red	  bracket	  can	  be	  seen	  the	  number	  that	  is	  taken	  for	  the	  

analysis.	  	  

	  

Figure	  7-‐	  Google	  Adwords	  Search	  Volume	  estimator.	  Source:	  adwords.google.com	  
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In	   some	   of	   the	   analysis	   is	   employer	   branding	   also	  measured	   by	   displaying	   Google	  

Search	   Results.	   It	   is	   a	   number	   visible	   on	   the	   upper	   part	   of	   Google	  web	   site	  when	  

searching	  for	  a	  key	  world.	  The	  key	  word	  used	  to	  conduct	  this	  analysis	  is	  “internship	  

company	   name”,	   this	   key	  word	  was	   used	   in	   order	   to	  measure	   company	   branding,	  

mainly	   towards	   students.	   The	   key	   word	   is	   different	   than	   in	   measuring	   employer	  

attractiveness,	  because	  company	  branding	  should	  be	  segmented	  and	  attractiveness	  

is	   unified.	   Google	   Search	   Results	   are	   able	   to	   determine,	   how	   much	   content	   is	  

available	  on	  the	  web	  in	  connection	  to	  internships	  in	  a	  particular	  company.	  Below	  you	  

can	  see	  an	  example	  of	  number	  of	  Search	  Results	  for	  company	  Nestle	  (Figure	  8).	  The	  

taken	  result	  can	  again	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  red	  bracket.	  	   	  

	  

Figure	  8-‐	  Google	  search	  results.	  Source:	  Google	  

	  

The	  main	  purpose	  of	  the	  analysis	  is	  to	  accept	  or	  reject	  hypothesis:	  Company	  

factor,	   composed	   of	   financial	   performance,	   company	   performance,	   branding	   and	  

CSR	  policies	  influence	  significantly	  employer	  attractiveness.	  	  

3.2.16. Interpretation	  of	  data	  

Pearson	  correlation	  coefficient	  shows	  strength	  of	  a	  relationship	  (correlation)	  

between	  two	  variables.	  Values	  range	  from	  <-‐1;1>,	  closer	  the	  value	  is	  to	  the	  number	  

+-‐1,	  stronger	  the	  correlation	  is	  between	  variables.	  

R2	   will	   be	   computed	   for	   each	   strong	   correlation	   to	   determine	   what	   is	   the	  

variance	  by	  which	   can	  one	   value	  be	  determined	  by	   the	  other	   value.	   It	   also	   ranges	  
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between	  <1;1>,	  but	  we	  will	  express	  it	  in	  percentage	  ex	  0.59	  =	  59%.	  We	  can	  interpret	  

it	  that	  value	  X	  is	  explaining	  59%	  of	  movement	  in	  value	  Y.	  R2	  is	  computed	  by	  squaring	  

the	  correlation	  coefficient	  value.	  	  

Sigma	  (2-‐tailed)	  value	   is	  expressing	  statistical	  significance	  of	  the	  correlation.	  

Sigma	  (p-‐value)	  is	  expressing	  statistical	  significance	  and	  can	  be	  interpreted	  as	  follows.	  

Sigma	  0.05	  (5%)	  means	  95%	  of	  certainty	  that	  this	  relationship	  is	  not	  due	  to	  a	  chance.	  	  

	  

3.2.17. Analysis	  of	  Top	  100	  

The	   first	  data	  set	  consists	  of	  Top	  100	  Companies,	   ranked	  according	   to	   their	  

Market	  Capitalization.	  This	  ranking,	  was	  taken	  from	  FT	  Top	  500	  companies	  and	  was	  

filtered	  for	  this	  thesis.	  Only	  companies	  that	  are	  active	  in	  Europe	  (in	  terms	  of	  offices	  

or	   company	   branding)	   were	   considered.	   Other	   columns	   in	   the	   table	   are	   Average	  

Monthly	  Searches,	  Google	  Search	  Result	  and	  Glassdoor	  ranking.	  The	  entire	  table	  can	  

be	   found	   in	   Appendix	   9.12.	   Hypothesis:	   Financial	   performance	   significantly	  

influences	  employer	  attractiveness.	  	  

Following	  variables	  are	  used	  in	  the	  analysis:	  	  

Ø Main	  performance	  indicator:	  Market	  Value	  

Ø Other	  performance	  indicators:	  Turnover,	  Net	  Income,	  Price	  per	  share	  

Ø Size	  of	  company:	  Employees	  

Ø Contentment	   indicator:	   Glassdoor	   rating.	   Glassdoor	   is	   a	   website,	   where	  

employees	   can	   rate	   companies.	   	   There	   are	   two	   reasons	   for	   displaying	  

employee	  satisfaction:	  Firstly,	  the	  satisfaction	  ranking	  is	  publicly	  available	  and	  

therefore	   it	   can	   influence	   potential	   candidates	   and	   enhance	   employer	  

attractiveness.	   Secondly,	   attractiveness	   can	   be	   compared	   to	   reality.	   As	  

Turban	  (1997)	  said,	  attractiveness	   is	  made	  out	  of	   incomplete	  information	  of	  

candidates	  and	  therefore	  we	  can	  compare	  the	  expectations	  and	  reality.	  	  

Ø Google	  Search	  Results	  (described	  in	  chapter	  3.2)	  

Ø Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  (described	  in	  chapter	  3.2)	  
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The	  table	  below	  shows	  the	  results	  of	  the	  correlation	  analysis.	  Only	  significant	  

correlations	  are	  described	  and	  can	  be	  find	  below	  the	  table.	  	  

	  

Figure	  9-‐	  Correlation	  analysis	  TOP	  100.	  Source:	  Author	  

	  

Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  and	  Market	  value:	  

Pearson	   coefficient	   between	   Average	   Monthly	   Searches	   and	   Market	   value	  

shows	   positive	   relationship	   r=	   0.330,	   n=97,	   p<	   0.001,	   which	   means	   an	   absolute	  

statistical	   significance	   of	   the	   mutual	   relationship.	   	   R2	   has	   a	   value	   of	   11%	   and	  

therefore	   just	   Market	   value	   alone	   explains	   11%	   of	   Average	   Monthly	   Searches.	  

Therefore	   it	   is	  apparent	  that	  company	  success	   (measured	  by	  financial	   indicators)	   is	  

not	   a	   significant	   determinant	   of	   employer	   attractiveness.	   Below	   we	   can	   see	   a	  

scatterplot	  (Figure	  10)	  of	  correlation	  between	  AMS	  and	  Market	  value.	  As	  you	  can	  see,	  

it	   is	  complicated	  to	  see	  a	  significant	  tendency	  in	  the	  dots	  and	  it	   is	  obvious	  that	  the	  

relationship	  is	  week.	  	  	  

Google	  Search	  Results	  and	  Market	  value:	  

Pearson	  coefficient	  between	  Google	  Search	  Results	   (GSR)	  and	  Market	  value	  

shows	   positive	   relationship	   r=	   0.350,	   n=92,	   p<	   0.001,	   which	   means	   an	   absolute	  

statistical	   significance	   of	   the	   mutual	   relationship.	   	   R2	   has	   a	   value	   of	   12.25%	   and	  

therefore	  just	  Market	  value	  alone	  explains	  12.25%	  of	  Google	  search	  results.	  In	  other	  

words,	  more	  successful	  companies	  also	  carry	  out	  more	  employer	  branding	  activities.	  	  
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Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  and	  Google	  Search	  results:	  

Correlation	  between	  AMS	  and	  GSR	  has	  a	  positive	  tendency	  on	  r=	  0.308,	  n=97,	  

p=	  0.001.	  	  GSR	  has	  10%	  influence	  on	  AMS.	  Companies	  that	  invest	  more	  in	  company	  

branding	  have	  slight	  incline	  also	  in	  company	  attractiveness.	  	  

Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  and	  Glassdoor:	  

Correlation	  between	  AMS	  and	  Glassdoor	  has	  a	  positive	  relationship	  r=	  0.349,	  

n=97,	  p	  <0.001.	  	  GSR	  has	  10%	  influence	  on	  AMS.	  Companies	  that	  are	  perceived	  more	  

attractive	   are	   also	   having	   more	   content	   employers.	   It	   can	   be	   said,	   that	   these	  

employers	   fulfil	   their	   employer	   branding	   promises	   and	   make	   their	   employees	  

satisfied.	  	  

Hypothesis	   that	   financial	   performance	   significantly	   influences	   employer	  

attractiveness	  was	  rejected.	  	  

	  

	  

	  

Figure	  10-‐	  TOP	  100	  Scatter	  Plot.	  Source:	  Author	  
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3.2.18. Analysis	  of	  country	  and	  industry	  factor	  

This	  sub-‐analysis	  takes	  data	  from	  Forbes	  Global	  2000	  and	  picks	  the	  first	  30-‐50	  

companies	  from	  particular	  industry	  or	  from	  particular	  country.	  This	  ranking	  is	  used,	  

because	  it	  has	  higher	  amount	  of	  companies	  (Than	  FT	  ranking)	  that	  are	  necessary	  for	  

a	  proper	  correlation	  analysis.	  Very	  similar	  variables	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  in	  the	  case	  of	  FT	  

Top	  100:	  	  

Ø Main	  performance	  indicator:	  Market	  Value	  

Ø Other	  performance	  indicators:	  Sales,	  Assets	  

Ø Position	   indicator:	   Shows	   position	   within	   the	   ranking.	   Best	   performing	  

company	  has	  number	  one.	  With	  the	  decreasing	  performance	  have	  companies	  

higher	  ranking.	  In	  order	  to	  confirm	  correlation	  between	  Company	  factor	  and	  

Employer	  Attractiveness,	  this	  relationship	  needs	  to	  be	  negative.	  	  	  

Ø Attractiveness	  indicator:	  Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  

Ø Employer	  Branding	  indicator:	  Google	  Search	  Results	  	  

3.2.19. Analysis	  of	  Industries	  	  

The	   analysis	   in	   this	   sub-‐chapter	   is	   focused	   on	   industries	   and	   examines	   the	  

differences	   between	   them.	   Some	   of	   the	   industries	   do	   not	   have	   enough	   data	   and	  

therefore	   will	   not	   be	   considered.	   There	   will	   describe	   tendencies	   described	   in	  

following	   industries:	   Automotive,	   Banking,	   Technology,	   FMCG,	   Insurance	   and	  

Oil&Gas.	   Hypothesis:	   Financial	   performance	   influences	   employer	   attractiveness	  

differently	  among	  industries.	  All	  datasets	  can	  be	  found	  in	  Appendix	  (9.1-‐9.6)	  
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3.2.19.1. Automotive	  Industry	  Analysis	  

	  

Figure	  11-‐	  Correlation	  Automotive	  Industry.	  Source:	  Author	  

Pearson	  correlation	  coefficient	   shows	  positive	   correlation	  with	  all	   variables,	  

except	  the	  rank	  variable	  (naturally,	  because	  lowest	  number	  has	  the	  best	  performer).	  

We	   can	   see	   that	   over	   all	   is	   better	   financial	   performance	   influencing	   positively	  

employer	  attractiveness.	  We	  can	  describe	  following	  correlations:	  

Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  and	  Market	  Value	  

This	   correlation	   is	   r=0.737,	   n=28,	   p<0.001.	   It	   is	   a	   positive	   statistically	  

significant	   correlation.	   Market	   Value	   has	   54%	   influence	   on	   Average	   Monthly	  

Searches.	   In	   automotive	   industry	   is	   performance	   highly	   regarded	   from	   applicants	  

and	  successful	  car	  manufacturers	  are	  evaluated	  as	  better	  ones.	  	  

Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  and	  Sales	  

There	  is	  a	  high	  positive	  correlation	  between	  the	  two	  variables.	  Sales	  are	  the	  

most	  significant	  variable	  correlating	  with	  AMS.	  	  The	  correlation	  shows	  r=0.804,	  n=	  28,	  

p<0.001.	  The	  variability	  in	  AMS	  is	  from	  64%	  due	  to	  the	  sales	  number.	  Applicants	  are	  

therefore	   mostly	   attracted	   to	   brands	   that	   sell	   well.	   It	   can	   have	   connection	   with	  

marketing	   branding,	   they	   are	   attracted	   to	   car	   brands,	   which	   surround	   them	   and	  

interpret	  the	  companies	  through	  these	  brands.	  	  

Google	  Search	  Results	  and	  Market	  Value	  
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This	   correlation	   is	   r=0.524,	   n=30,	   p=0.003.	   It	   is	   a	   positive	   statistically	  

significant	  correlation.	  Market	  Value	  has	  27%	  influence	  on	  GSR.	  More	  successful	  car	  

companies	  carry	  out	  more	  employer	  branding	  activities.	  	  

All	  other	  financial	  indicators	  are	  showing	  also	  positive	  correlations	  with	  AMS	  

and	  GSR	   (except	   Rank).	   It	   can	   be	   concluded	   that	   automotive	   industry	   is	   driven	   by	  

financial	  results.	  

3.2.19.2. Banking	  Industry	  Analysis	  	  

	  

Figure	  12-‐	  Correlation	  Banking	  Industry.	  Source:	  Author	  

	  

Average	  Monthly	  Searches/Google	  Search	  Results	  and	  Market	  Value	  

We	  can	  see	  no	  correlations	  between	  variables.	  Market	  Value	  (overall	  success	  

of	  company)	  does	  not	  mean	  more	  attractiveness	  towards	  potential	  employees.	  It	  can	  

be	  also	  caused	  by	  no	  significant	  incline	  in	  employer	  branding	  (GSR).	  	  

Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  and	  Assets	  

There	  is	  a	  positive	  correlation	  r=	  0.354,	  n=	  52,	  p=0.01.	  More	  affiliates	  banks	  

have	  more	  attractive	   they	  are	   towards	  potential	  employees.	  Assets	  have	   therefore	  

10%	  influence	  on	  the	  variation	  of	  Google	  Search.	  

All	   other	   variables	   show	   no	   correlation	   tendencies	   or	   low	   statistical	  

significance.	   It	  means	   that	   in	   the	   banking	   industry	   is	   company	   performance	   not	   a	  

significant	  factor.	  	  
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3.2.19.3. FMCG	  Industry	  Analysis	  

	  

Figure	  13-‐	  Correlation	  FMCG	  Industry.	  Source:	  Author	  

Google	  Search	  Results	  and	  Average	  Monthly	  Searches:	  

There	  can	  be	  seen	  a	  strong	  correlation	  between	  GSR	  and	  AMS.	  It	  is	  a	  positive	  

relationship	  r=0.524,	  n=26,	  p=	  0.006.	  More	  employer	  brandind	  measured	  by	  GSR	  has	  

an	  27%	  influence	  on	  employer	  attractiveness.	  	  

All	  other	  variables	  show	  insignificant	  or	  low	  correlations.	  In	  FMCG	  industry	  is	  

therefore	   important	   to	   have	   a	   strong	   employer	   branding.	   Company	   performance	  

does	  not	  make	  a	  big	  differets	  for	  applicants	  in	  FMCG	  sector.	  	  

3.2.19.4. Technology	  Industry	  Analysis	  	  

	  

Figure	  14-‐	  Correlation	  Technology	  Industry.	  Source:	  Author	  

Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  and	  Performance	  Indicators:	  
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The	  strongest	  correlation	  can	  be	  seen	  between	  AMS	  and	  Market	  Values.	  This	  

correlation	   is	   r=0.921,	   n=	  30,	   P<0.001.	   This	   very	   signifficant	   and	   strong	   correlation	  

shows	  that	  Market	  Value	  has	  84%	  influence	  on	  AMS.	  It	  is	  therefore	  very	  important	  in	  

the	  Technology	   industry	   to	  have	  a	   strong	   company	  and	   communicate	   it.	   Figure	  15	  

shows	  plot	  of	  correlation	  results,	  as	  you	  can	  see	  it	  is	  less	  scattered	  around	  the	  whole	  

are	  than	  in	  case	  of	  TOP	  100	  analysis	  and	  shows	  tendencies	  in	  the	  graph.	  Second	  most	  

important	  variable	  are	  profits	  that	  have	  78%	  influence	  on	  AMS.	  	  Sales	  and	  Assets	  also	  

show	  important	  correlations.	  	  

	  

Figure	  15-‐	  Scatter	  plot	  Technology	  Industry.	  Source:	  Author	  

Google	  Seatch	  Results	  and	  Average	  Monthly	  Searches:	  

GSR	   is	   positively	   correlated	   with	   AMS	   r=0.402,	   n=30,	   p=0.028.	   This	   factor	  

explains	  alone	  approximately	  16%	  of	  the	  AMS	  movement.	  This	  possitive	  relationship	  

shows	   that	   technology	   focused	   companies	   can	   enhance	   their	   attractiveness	   by	  

company	  branding,	  but	  it	  is	  not	  the	  most	  important	  factor.	  	  

Google	  Search	  Results	  and	  Performance	  Indicators:	  

The	   highest	   correlations	   can	   be	   seen	   between	   GSR	   and	   Market	   Value,	   r=	  

0.424,	  n=30,	  p=0.02.	  This	  trend	  shows	  that	  employer	  branding	  goes	  hand	  and	  hand	  
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with	  company	  performance,	  which	  influence	  it	  by	  16%.	  Other	  important	  correlation	  

show	  Profits	  with	  approxmately	  same	  influence	  level.	  

3.2.19.5. Insurance	  Industry	  Analysis	  

	  

Figure	  16-‐	  Correlation	  Insurance	  industry.	  Source:	  Author	  

Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  and	  Sales:	  

There	  is	  a	  strong	  possitive	  correlation	  between	  AMS	  and	  Sales	  r=0.65,	  n=30,	  

p>0.001.	   Sales	   have	   42%	   influence	   on	   company	   attractiveness.	   Same	   as	   in	   the	  

Automotive	   industry,	  people	  are	   influences	  by	   company	  brand	  and	   its	   success	  and	  

are	  more	  attracted	  to	  the	  companies	  whose	  products	  are	  surrounding	  them.	  

Other	   performance	   indicators	   also	   correlate	   possitively.	   Assets	   can	   be	   also	  

mentioned,	  because	  it	  shows	  that	  bigger	  companies	  (in	  terms	  of	  affilates)	  are	  more	  

popular.	   It	   is	   similar	   to	   sales	   that	   people	   prefer	   companies	   that	   are	   more	   visible	  

through	  their	  products	  and	  offices.	  	  

Google	  Search	  Results	  and	  Market	  Value	  

There	   is	   a	   possitive	   correlation	   between	   GSR	   and	   Market	   Value	   r=0.405,	  

n=30,	   p=0.026.	   There	   is	   more	   content	   online	   about	   more	   succesfull	   Insurance	  

companies,	  which	  can	  project	  larger	  employer	  branding	  strategies.	  	  
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3.2.19.6. Oil&Gas	  Industry	  Analysis	  

	  

Figure	  17-‐	  Correlation	  Oil&Gas	  Industry.	  Source:	  Author	  

In	  the	  oil	  industry	  are	  very	  insignificant	  or	  no	  correlations	  between	  company	  

performance	  and	  employer	  attractiveness.	  

Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  and	  Google	  Search	  Results	  

There	  is	  a	  positive	  correlation	  between	  AMS	  and	  GSR	  r=0.602,	  n=39,	  p<0.001.	  

More	  employers	  branding	  brings	  Oil&Gas	  companies	  higher	  perceived	  attractiveness	  

from	  their	  potential	  employees.	  R2	  is	  on	  36%	  value.	  	  

3.2.19.7. Results	  

Hypothesis,	   that	   financial	   performance	   influences	   employer	   attractiveness	  

differently	   among	   industries,	  was	   confirmed.	   The	   industry	   analysis	   is	   showing	   that	  

out	  of	  the	  all	   industries	  is	  company	  performance	  the	  most	  important	  in	  technology	  

industry,	   where	   it	   influences	   more	   than	   84%	   of	   the	   movement	   in	   attractiveness.	  

Second	  highest	  influence	  of	  Market	  Value	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  Automotive	  industry,	  where	  

it	   influences	   54%	   of	   the	   movement.	   Sales	   are	   the	   most	   important	   factors	   in	  

Automotive	  and	  Insurance	  Industry.	  	  

There	   is	   a	   tendency	   that	  more	   financially	   successful	   companies	   have	  more	  

employer	  branding	  content	  online,	  however	  these	  results	  are	  most	  apparent	  again	  in	  

Automotive	  and	  Technology	  Industry.	  	  

Employer	  branding	  proved	  to	  be	  enhancing	  employer	  attractiveness,	  except	  

in	  Insurance	  and	  Banking	  industry.	  Most	  obvious	  is	  this	  trend	  in	  Oil&Gas	  industry.	  	  
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3.2.20. Analysis	  of	  differences	  between	  countries	  

This	   sub-‐chapter	   will	   inform	   about	   differences	   in	   correlations	   in	   different	  

countries.	   This	   analysis	   aims	   to	   determine	   if	   in	   some	   countries	   is	   the	   company	  

performance	   more	   important	   than	   in	   others.	   Hypotheses:	   Financial	   performance	  

influences	  employer	  attractiveness	  differently	  among	  selected	  countries.	  The	  same	  

data	  source	  will	  be	  taken	  as	  in	  the	  previous	  industry	  analysis	  and	  also	  variables	  are	  

the	  same.	  All	  datasets	  can	  be	  found	  in	  Appendix	  (9.7-‐9.11)	  

3.2.20.1. Germany	  

	  

Figure	  18-‐	  Correlation	  German	  companies.	  Source:	  Author	  

Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  and	  Market	  Value/Rank/Profits:	  

This	  correlation	  is	  on	  r>0.407,	  n=	  29,	  p<0.06.	  Above-‐mentioned	  performance	  

indicators	  are	  showing	  positive	  correlation	  with	  AMS.	  Biggest	   influences	   is	   ranking,	  

which	   is	  showing	  almost	  30%	  influence	  on	  attractiveness.	  Profits	  and	  Market	  Value	  

have	   little	   but	   less	   influence,	   but	   overall	   can	   be	   said	   that	   performance	   enhances	  

employer	  attractiveness.	  	  

Employer	   branding	   has	   no	   correlation	   with	   financial	   variables	   and	   also	   no	  

correlation	  with	  employer	  attractiveness.	  	  
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3.2.20.2. France	  

	  

Figure	  19-‐	  Correlation	  French	  companies.	  Source:	  Author	  

Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  and	  Assets:	  

For	  French	  companies	  there	  is	  a	  positive	  correlation	  between	  AMS	  and	  Assets	  

r=	   0.638,	   n=54,	   p<0.001.	   This	   strong	   correlation	   is	   showing	   that	   French	  people	   (or	  

people	  who	  desire	  to	  work	  for	  French	  companies)	  see	  companies	  with	  more	  affiliates	  

as	  more	  attractive	  than	  others.	  	  

Other	  values	  have	  low	  statistical	  significance	  or	  no	  correlation.	  	  

3.2.20.3. Switzerland	  

	  

Figure	  20-‐	  Correlation	  Swiss	  companies.	  Source:	  Author	  

Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  and	  Performance	  Indicators:	  

We	   can	   see	   a	   strong	   positive	   correlation	   between	   AMS	   and	  Market	   Value	  

r=0.699,	  n=	  37,	  p<0.001.	  48%	  of	  of	  the	  variation	   in	  AMS	  is	  explained	  by	   increase	   in	  
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Market	  Value,	   graphically	   it	   can	  be	   seen	   in	   Figure	  21.	   Same	   tendency	   can	  be	   seen	  

also	   by	   Rank,	  which	   is	   displaying	   negative	   correlation.	   It	  means	   that	   better	   in	   the	  

ranking	   company	   is,	   more	   attractive	   it	   also	   is	   for	   potential	   applicants.	   Strongest	  

correlation	  can	  be	  seen	  between	  AMS	  and	  Profits	   r=	  0.715,	  n=	  37,	  p<0.001.	  Profits	  

have	  therefore	  51%	  influence	  on	  employer	  attractiveness.	  	  

Google	  Search	  Results	  do	  not	  correlate	  with	  the	  variables.	  Employer	  branding	  

is	  therefore	  not	  enhanced	  by	  company	  performance.	  Employer	  branding	  also	  do	  not	  

correlate	  with	  employer	  attractiveness.	  	  

	  

Figure	  21-‐	  Scatter	  plot	  Germany.	  Source:	  Author	  
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3.2.20.4. UK	  

	  

Figure	  22-‐	  Correlation	  UK	  companies.	  Source:	  Author	  

Google	  Search	  Results	  and	  Market	  Value/Assets:	  

We	   can	   see	   a	   possitive	   correlations	   between	   Google	   Search	   Results	   and	  

Market	  Value/Assets:	  r>	  0.411,	  n=50,	  p=	  0.001.	  This	  is	  showing	  16%	  influence	  of	  the	  

each	  factor	  on	  Google	  Search	  Results.	  Employer	  branding	   is	  therefore	  enhanced	  by	  

size	  and	  success	  of	  the	  company.	  	  

Other	  factores	  are	  neither	  signiciant	  or	  showing	  strong	  correlations.	  	  

3.2.20.5. US	  

	  

Figure	  23-‐	  Correlation	  US	  companies.	  Source:	  Author	  

Google	  Search	  results	  and	  Average	  Monthly	  Searches:	  
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We	  can	  see	  a	  possitive	  correlation	  between	  GSR	  and	  AMS	  r=	  0.381,	  n=	  47,	  p=	  

0.008,	  confirming	  the	  interest	  of	  applicants	  in	  better	  employer	  branded	  companies.	  	  

The	  GSR	  alone	  influences	  14.5%	  of	  the	  variation.	  	  

Other	  relationships	  are	  low	  or	  insignificant.	  	  

3.2.20.6. Results	  

The	  analysis	  shows	  that	  the	  biggest	  importance	  of	  company	  performance	  is	  in	  

Switzerland,	   because	   it	   influences	   around	   50%	   of	   the	   movement	   in	   employer	  

attractiveness.	   Less	   important	   it	   is	   in	  UK	  with	  only	  16%	   influence.	   In	   countries	   like	  

Germany,	  US	  and	  France	  is	  the	  company	  performance	  not	  a	  significant	  indicator	  for	  

employer	  attractiveness.	  	  

Employer	   branding	   does	   not	   show	   tendency	   to	   rise	   with	   company	  

performance	  and	  it	   is	  also	  not	   influencing	  employer	  attractiveness	  in	  any	  particular	  

country.	  	  

Hypothesis	   that	   company	   performance	   influences	   employer	   attractiveness	  

among	  selected	  countries	  was	  accepted.	  	  

3.2.21. Brand	  value	  analysis	  

This	   dataset	   is	   different	   from	   the	   analysis	   above	   and	   can	   be	   found	   in	  

Appendix	   9.13.	   Company	   performance	   is	   measured	   with	   Brand	   Value	   instead	   of	  

Financial	   Indicators	   (Brand	   Finance,	   2014).	   It	   shows	   the	   importance	   of	   valuable	  

brand	   in	  the	  company	  branding.	  There	  are	  34	  companies	  ranked	  according	  to	  their	  

value	   and	   compare	   it	   to	   the	   AMS,	   GSR	   and	   Glasdoor	   Ranking.	   Hypothesis:	   Brand	  

value	  significantly	  influences	  company	  attractiveness.	  	  There	  are	  following	  variables	  

in	  the	  analysis:	  

Ø Brand	  equity:	  Brand	  influence	  on	  employer	  attractiveness	  

Ø Employer	  Attractiveness	  Indicator:	  Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  

Ø Employer	  Branding	  Indicator:	  Google	  Search	  Results	  	  

Ø Contentment	  indicator:	  Glassdoor	  rating:	  	  
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Figure	  24-‐	  Brand	  Value	  Correlation.	  Source:	  Author	  

We	  can	  see	  a	  strong	  correlation	  between	  AMS	  and	  Brand	  value	  r=	  0.636,	  n=	  

35,	  p=<0.001.	  Brand	  value	  explains	  40%	  of	  variability	  in	  employer	  attractiveness.	  It	  is	  

following	   the	   industry	   sub-‐analysis,	   where	   is	   also	   apparent	   that	   people	   decide	  

according	  the	  company	  brand.	  	  

Among	  companies	  with	  strong	  company	  brands,	  there	  is	  also	  big	  significance	  

of	   branding.	   Extensive	   branding	   can	   explain	   73%	   of	   the	   movement	   in	   employer	  

attractiveness.	  	  

Table	   also	   shows	   that	   companies	   with	   strong	   brands	   are	   successful	   in	  

fulfilling	   employer	   promises,	   because	   employer	   contentment	   also	   positively	  

correlates	  with	  employer	  attractiveness.	  	  

Hypothesis	   that	  brand	  value	  significantly	   influences	  employer	  attractiveness	  

was	  accepted.	  	  

3.2.22. CSR	  Analysis	  

Nowadays	   is	   CSR	   topic	   very	   popular	   among	   companies	   and	   many	   articles	  

informed	   about	   enhancing	   employer	   attractiveness	   by	   having	   CSR	   policies.	   CSR	  

ranking	   was	   taken	   from	   CSR	   RepTrak	   100	   study	   (Reputation	   Institute,	   2013)	   and	  
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compared	   it	   to	  AMS,	  GSR	  and	  Glassdoor	   rating	   to	  determining	   if	  CSR	   is	   influencing	  

Employer	   attractiveness.	   Hypothesis:	   CSR	   is	   significantly	   influencing	   employer	  

attractiveness.	  The	  dataset	  can	  be	  find	  in	  Appendix	  9.14.	  

Ø CSR	  Ranking:	  Company	  policies	  influence	  on	  attractiveness	  	  

Ø Employer	  Attractiveness	  Indicator:	  Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  

Ø Employer	  Branding:	  Google	  Search	  Results	  	  

Ø Contentment	  indicator:	  Glassdoor	  rating	  

	  

	  

Figure	  25-‐	  Correlation	  CSR.	  Source:	  Author	  

It	   is	   apparent	   that	   CSR	   does	   not	   have	   a	   direct	   influence	   on	   employer	  

attractiveness.	  There	  is	  no	  correlation	  between	  these	  two	  variables.	  From	  the	  table	  

can	  be	  drawn	  that	  CSR	  companies	  are	  not	  more	  attractive,	  however	  their	  employees	  

are	  more	  content	  in	  their	  work.	  It	  can	  be	  seen	  on	  correlation	  between	  Glassdoor	  and	  

CSR,	  which	  is	  showing	  almost	  26%	  influence.	  	  

Hypothesis,	   that	   CSR	   significantly	   influences	   employer	   attractiveness,	   was	  

rejected.	  	  
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3.2.23. Company	  culture	  analysis	  

Company	   culture	   can	   be	   determined	   by	   inclusion	   of	   environment	   for	   the	  

employees.	   Fortune	   magazine	   published	   25	   companies	   with	   best	   working	  

environments	  (Appendix	  9.16).	  Working	  environment	  is	  according	  to	  Cawood	  (2008)	  

a	   result	   of	   good	   company	   culture.	   Hypothesis:	   Company	   culture	   significantly	  

influences	  employer	  attractiveness.	  	  In	  this	  analysis	  are	  two	  variables:	  

Ø Quality	  of	  company	  culture:	  Ranking	  Fortune	  

Ø Employer	  attractiveness:	  Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  

Ø Employer	  branding:	  Google	  Search	  Results	  

	  

	  

Figure	  26-‐	  Correlation	  Company	  Environment.	  Source:	  Author	  

	  

From	  the	  table	  above	  is	  clear	  that	  there	  is	  no	  correlation	  between	  quality	  of	  

company	  culture	  and	  employer	  attractiveness.	  However,	  the	  data	  set	  consists	  of	  only	  

25	  top	  companies	  to	  work	  in	  and	  therefore	  it	  is	  possible	  that	  differences	  among	  the	  

best	  are	  not	  considerable.	  	  In	  order	  to	  examine	  this	  correlation	  properly,	  it	  would	  be	  

better	  to	  have	  also	  information	  about	  companies,	  which	  are	  not	  that	  strong	  in	  terms	  

of	  company	  culture.	  Such	  data	  exist	  only	  for	  US	  companies	  and	  therefore	  there	  are	  

not	  applicable	  in	  this	  thesis.	  	  

Hypothesis,	   that	   Company	   Environment	   significantly	   influences	   employer	  

attractiveness,	  was	  rejected.	  	  
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3.2.24. Diversity	  Policies	  Analysis	  

Diversity	  in	  company	  environment	  is	  measured	  by	  Calvet	  Institute:	  Survey	  of	  

Corporate	   Diversity	   practises	   on	   S&P	   100	   (Appendix	   9.15).	   This	   survey	   measures	  

company	   policies	   and	   number	   of	   minorities	   and	   woman	   in	   leading	   positions.	  

Hypothesis:	   Diversity	   policies	   significantly	   influence	   employer	   attractiveness.	  

Following	  three	  variables	  will	  be	  used:	  

Ø Employer	  Attractiveness:	  Average	  Monthly	  Searches	  

Ø Employer	  Branding:	  Google	  Search	  Results	  

Ø Diversity	  measurement:	  Diversity	  score	  

	  

Figure	  27-‐	  Correlation	  Diversity.	  Source:	  Author	  

There	   is	   no	   significant	   correlation	   between	   Diversity	   and	   AMS.	   The	   table	  

shows	   that	   more	   diverse	   companies	   have	   more	   extensive	   employer	   branding,	  

however	   significance	   of	   this	   relationship	   is	   lower	   and	   therefore	   can	   be	   only	  

accidental.	   More	   employer	   branding	   conducted	   by	   high	   diverse	   companies	   can	  

bringing	  more	  attractiveness	  for	  the	  company.	  	  

Hypothesis,	   that	   diversity	   policies	   significantly	   influence	   company	  

attractiveness,	  was	  rejected.	  	  
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3.3. Results	  

Initial	   hypothesis	   for	   this	   thesis	   was:	   The	   company	   factor	   (performance,	  

company	   policies,	   brand	   value,	   company	   culture)	   significantly	   influences	   employer	  

attractiveness.	   This	   hypothesis	   can	   be	   only	   partially	   accepted.	   	   Company	  

performance	  seems	  to	  be	  insignificant	  in	  worldwide	  point	  of	  view,	  but	  is	  significant	  

in	   particular	   countries	   and	   industries.	   Brand	   value	   is	   a	   significant	   influencer	   of	  

employer	   attractiveness.	   Company	   culture,	   diversity	   policies	   and	   CSR	   are	   not	  

influencing	  company	  attractiveness.	  	  

3.4. Student	  survey	  	  

A	  CEMS	  student	  survey	  was	  conducted	  during	  August	  2014.	  This	  survey	  was	  

implemented	   through	   Google	   questionnaire	   and	   distributed	   among	   students	   on	  

community	  pages,	  such	  as	  social	  media	  Facebook	  groups.	  Survey	  was	  held	  online	  and	  

was	  filled	  in	  by	  30	  respondents.	  CEMS	  program	  is	  a	  small	  community	  that	  every	  year	  

consists	   of	   approximately	   50	   students.	   In	   total,	   survey	   could	   aim	  at	   approximately	  

150	   students	   online,	   which	   consist	   of	   1st	   year	   students,	   2nd	   year	   students	   and	  

recent	   alumni.	   Respond	   rate	   is	   therefore	   approximately	   25%.	   Good	   respond	   rates	  

are	  generally	  considered	  to	  be	  between	  15-‐20%	  (Benchmarkmail,	  2014).	  

In	  total,	  had	  survey	  27	  questions.	  It	  consisted	  out	  of	  5	  identification	  questions,	  

8	   question	   of	   job	   motivators	   ranking	   from	   absolute	   unimportance	   to	   very	  

importance,	  6	   industry	  ranking	  questions,	  2	  multiple	  choice	  questions	  asking	  about	  

preferences	  concerning	  the	  business	  area	  and	  industry,	  4	  open	  questions,	  first	  about	  

current	   employer,	   second	   about	   perceived	   most	   desired	   employers,	   third	   about	  

most	   desired	   employers	   by	   each	   respondent	   and	   fourth	   about	   reasons	   for	   this	  

decisions.	   One	   more	   open	   question	   followed	   asking	   about	   their	   preferences	   in	  

working	   abroad.	   The	   last	   question	   was	   a	   multiple	   choice	   that	   was	   examining	   the	  

source	   of	   information	   about	   potential	   employers.	   The	   complete	   questionnaire	   can	  

be	  found	  in	  Appendix	  9.17)	  

This	  set	  of	  questions	  was	  designed	  to	  examine	  following	  points:	  

Ø What	  are	  the	  drivers	  of	  employer	  attractiveness	  among	  CEMS	  students?	  
Ø What	  companies	  are	  perceived	  as	  the	  most	  attractive?	  
Ø Is	  company	  performance	  an	  important	  decision	  factor	  in	  different	  industries?	  
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Identification	  questions	  were	  set	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  thesis	  in	  order	  to	  classify	  

the	   respondent	   group.	   There	  was	  balance	  between	  male	   and	   female	   respondents,	  

with	  a	  slight	  majority	  of	  women,	  who	  represented	  53%	  of	  all	  the	  respondents.	  Figure	  

shows	   representation	  of	  nationalities	   in	   the	  survey.	  Almost	  40%	  of	  all	   respondents	  

were	   Czech	   students,	   followed	   by	   Russian	   and	   Slovak	   students.	   In	   total	   ten	  

nationalities	  participated	  in	  the	  survey.	  	  

	  

Figure	  28-‐	  Nationality	  distribution,	  Source:	  Author	  

	  	  

Participants	  of	  the	  survey	  were	  mostly	  master	  students	   in	  their	  second	  year	  

of	  studies.	  Other	  participants	  were	  early	  alumni	  or	  students,	  which	  were	   in	  Prague	  

for	  their	  CEMS	  exchange.	  	  Vast	  majority	  of	  respondents	  are	  internationally	  oriented	  

and	   desire	   to	  work	   abroad,	   among	  most	   popular	   destinations	   are	  US,	   UK,	   Canada	  

and	  Asia.	  This	  sample	  of	  students	  has	  high	  language	  knowledge,	  because	  everybody	  

speaks	   at	   least	   two	   languages,	   but	   majority	   stated	   they	   speak	   three	   to	   four	  

languages.	  	  

Employer	  attractiveness	  questions	  

Identification	  questions	  were	   followed	  by	   employer	   attractiveness	   question	  

part,	   which	   examined	   drivers	   of	   employer	   attractiveness,	   company	   performance	  

factor	  in	  different	  industries	  and	  company	  preferences	  among	  students.	  	  
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First	   question,	   “Please	   define	   importance	   of	   each	   factor	   when	   choosing	   a	  

potential	  employer?”,	   showed	  eight	  different	   influencer	  of	  employer	  attractiveness	  

and	  respondents	  ranked	  them	  from	  absolutely	  unimportant	  to	  very	  important	  on	  a	  5	  

point	   scale	   (1-‐	   absolutely	   unimportant,	   2-‐	   slightly	   unimportant,	   3-‐	   neutral,	   4-‐	  

important,	   5-‐	   very	   important).	   	   Each	   factor	   therefore	   obtained	   score	   from	   each	  

respondent	  and	  afterwards	  overall	  sum	  was	  computed.	  According	  to	  this	  rating	  is	  for	  

CEMS	   student	  most	   important	   the	   specific	   job	   task,	  which	   gained	   137	   points.	   The	  

second	  most	   important	   influencer	   is	  future	  career	  perspective	  within	  the	  company,	  

which	  gained	  134	  points.	  On	  the	  third	  place	  it	  was	  followed	  by	  company	  culture	  with	  

131	  points.	  The	   least	   important	   factor	  when	  picking	  an	  employer	   seems	   to	  by	  CSR	  

activities,	  which	   scored	   only	   83	   points.	   Company	   performance	   is	   also	   not	   seen	   by	  

CEMS	   students	   as	   an	   important	   determinant,	   only	   5	   student	   responded	   that	   this	  

factor	   is	   very	   important	   for	   them.	   Students	   would	   add	   to	   this	   table	   diversity,	  

possibilities	   to	   travel,	   interest	   in	   the	   industry,	   location,	   team	  atmosphere,	  prestige	  

and	  moral	  standards.	  Figure	  29	  shows	  all	  the	  factors	  and	  their	  scores.	  	  

	  

Figure	  29-‐	  Factors	  influencing	  job	  decisions.	  Source:	  Author	  

First	   question	   was	   followed	   by	   industry	   ratings.	   These	   questions	   were	  

designed	   to	   see	   dynamics	   of	   attractiveness	   in	   industries.	   In	   each	   industry	   rated	  

students	   6-‐7	   companies,	   which	   consist	   of	   two	   top	   performers,	   two	   middle	  

performers,	   two	   low	   performers	   (Forbes	   ranking	   Global	   2000)	   and	   one	   Czech	  

company	   (if	   applicable).	   	   Students	   ranked	   these	   companies	   according	   to	   their	  
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subjective	   perception	   about	   the	   company	   attractiveness.	   Below,	   you	   can	   see	   the	  

mean	  of	  student	  ranking	  and	  companies	  organized	  according	  to	  this	  ranking.	  There	  is	  

also	  available	  comparison	  to	  company’s	  market	  value,	  Forbes	  ranking	  (among	  2000	  

companies)	  and	  if	  the	  company	  was	  selected	  as	  top,	  middle	  or	  low	  performer.	  	  

In	   banking	   industry	  was	   a	   top	  performer	   (JP	  Morgan)	   clearly	   identified	   and	  

rated	   as	   a	   top	   employer.	   However,	   Figure	   30	   shows	   that	   applicants	   did	   not	  

distinguish,	  beyond	   the	   two	   top	  performers,	  higher	  performers	  as	  more	  attractive.	  

For	  example	  Banco	  Santander	  is	  on	  of	  the	  top	  performing	  banks,	  but	  did	  not	  receive	  

such	   gratitude	   as	   UBS,	   whose	   performance	   is	   much	   lower.	   We	   can	   assume	   that	  

Banco	  Santander	  does	  not	  realize	  good	  employer	  branding	  activities	  towards	  CEMS	  

student,	   who	   do	   not	   perceive	   it	   attractive.	   Another	   surprising	   thing	   is,	   that	   even	  

though	  40%	  of	   respondents	   are	  Czech,	  ČEB	  was	  evaluated	  as	  not	   a	   very	   attractive	  

employer.	  There	   is	  also	  a	   room	  of	   improvement	   for	   its	  branding	  activities.	  Overall,	  

we	   could	   see	   that	   company	  performance	   can	   influence	   employer	   attractiveness	   in	  

the	  banking	  sector,	  when	  it	  is	  used	  together	  with	  a	  good	  employer	  branding	  strategy.	  	  

	  

Figure	  30.-‐	  Banking	  industry	  preferences.	  Source:	  Author	  

In	   automotive	   industry	   (Figure	   31)	   were	   top	   performers	   clearly	   identified.	  

BMW	  and	  Toyota	  were	  put	  on	  top	  two	  places	  as	  top	  performance	  representatives.	  

Although	   Toyota,	   a	   better	   performer,	   was	   ranked	   behind	   BMW,	   it	   could	   be	   a	  

stronger	   employer	   and	   corporate	   branding	   strategy	   of	   BMW	   that	   influence	   the	  

results.	  BMW	  is	  in	  Europe	  considered	  as	  a	  strong	  brand	  and	  therefore	  it	  could	  have	  

this	   advantage	   also	   in	   recruiting	   sector.	   Czech	   brand	   Škoda	  was	   successful	   among	  

foreign	  brands	  and	  was	   considered	  more	  attractive	   than	  French	  and	  Asian	  brands.	  
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This	   trend	   can	   be	   influence	   by	   extensive	   employer	   branding	   of	   Škoda	   in	   CEMS	  

program.	  Overall,	  we	  can	  see	  that	  performance	  is	  deciding	  factor	  in	  the	  automotive	  

industry.	  	  

	  

Figure	  31-‐	  Automotive	  industry	  preferences.	  Source:	  Author	  

Among	  FMCG	  companies	  were	  top	  performers	  ranked	  at	  the	  1st	  and	  3rd	  place.	  

However,	   rest	   of	   the	   Figure	   32	   does	   not	   show	   any	   tendency	   to	   follow	   company	  

performance	   results.	   Surprisingly,	   Beiersdorf	   as	   a	   low	   performer	   was	   ranked	   as	   a	  

second	   most	   attractive	   employer.	   Beiersdorf	   is	   an	   active	   international	   corporate	  

partner	   of	   CEMS,	   which	   can	   also	   have	   influence	   on	   such	   great	   result.	   The	   same	  

applies	   for	   Pilsner	   Urquell,	   which	   was	   also	   rated	   better	   than	   some	   of	   the	   good	  

performing	   international	  brands.	  Overall,	  company	  performance	   is	  not	  a	  significant	  

factor	  for	  CEMS	  students,	  when	  choosing	  employer	  in	  FMCG	  sector.	  	  

	  

Figure	  32-‐	  FMCG	  industry	  preferences.	  Source:	  Author	  

In	   technology	   sector	   (Figure	   33),	  was	  Google	   ranked	   as	   the	  most	   attractive	  

employer.	   Due	   to	   Google’s	   extensive	   employer	   branding	   and	   their	   involvement	   in	  
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CEMS	   activities	   this	   result	   is	   to	   no	   surprise.	   Apple,	   as	   an	   absolute	   market	   top	  

performer,	  was	  put	  on	  the	  third	  place,	  which	  is	  showing	  that	  Apple	  is	  not	  realizing	  a	  

good	  employer	  branding	  strategy	   towards	  CEMS	  students.	  Big	  surprise	   is	  Samsung,	  

which	   is	   a	   low	   performer,	   but	   obviously	   has	   a	   strong	   brand	   on	   the	   Czech	  market.	  

Czech	  antivirus	  company	  Avast	  also	  performed	  better,	  than	  for	  example	  Indian	  giant	  

Infosys.	  Overall,	   there	   is	  not	  apparent	   relationship	  between	  company	  performance	  

and	  employer	  attractiveness.	  	  

	  

Figure	  33-‐	  Technology	  industry	  preferences.	  Source:	  Author	  

Among	   insurance	   companies	   were	   top	   performers	   not	   identified	   among	  

CEMS	   students.	  On	   the	   first	   place	  was	   Zurich	   Insurance	  Group,	  which	   could	   be	   an	  

indication	   of	   a	   good	   name	   of	   Switzerland	   in	   the	   Czech	   republic.	   Czech	   Insurance	  

company	  was	   ranked	   as	   worse	   out	   of	   all	   insurances,	   which	   is	   showing	   very	   week	  

employer	   branding.	   Overall,	   company	   performance	   does	   not	   influence	   employer	  

attractiveness	  in	  insurance	  industry.	  	  

	  

Figure	  34-‐	  Insurance	  industry	  preferences.	  Source:	  Author	  
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European	   companies	   took	   the	   first	   two	   places	   among	   Oil&Gas	   companies.	  

Top	  performers	  were	  paradoxically	  put	  as	  a	  least	  attractive.	  This	  could	  be	  caused	  by	  

different	  factors,	  for	  example	  by	  preferences	  in	  company	  culture	  or	  location	  of	  work.	  	  

It	   can	   be	   assumed,	   that	   European	   students	   (majority	   of	   the	   respondents)	   prefer	  

known	   European	   brands.	   Overall,	   there	   can	   be	   seen	   no	   relationship	   between	  

company	  performance	  and	  employer	  attractiveness	  in	  Oil&Gas	  industry.	  	  

	  

Figure	  35-‐	  Oil	  &	  Gas	  industry	  preferences.	  Source:	  Author	  

Next	   set	  of	  questions	  was	  designed	   to	   identify	   student	  preferences	   in	   their	  

future	   employment.	   	   For	   a	   question	   “What	   industry	   are	   you	   interested	   in?”,	  

responded	   25%	   in	   favour	   of	   FMCG	   industry,	   which	   is	   the	   most	   desired	   by	   CEMS	  

students,	  it	  is	  followed	  by	  technology	  industry	  with	  23%.	  Third	  most	  popular	  industry	  

is	   automotive	   industry	   with	   18%	   popularity.	   Lowest	   was	   ranked	   real	   estate	   and	  

Oil&Gas.	  	  Figure	  36	  shows	  all	  preferences.	  	  

	  

Figure	  36-‐	  Overall	  industry	  preference.	  Source:	  Author	  
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Business	  interest	  was	  also	  researched;	  results	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  Figure	  37.	  	  Most	  

students	   want	   to	   pursue	   their	   career	   in	   Marketing&Sales,	   almost	   25%	   responded	  

that	   this	   business	   area	   is	   attractive	   for	   them.	   The	   second	   most	   popular	   area	   is	  

Strategy	  with	  21%.	   In	   the	   third	  place	   is	   consulting,	  with	  15%	  of	   interest.	   It	   is	   then	  

followed	  by	  HR,	  Finance,	  IT	  and	  Supply	  Chain.	  	  

	  

Figure	  37-‐	  Business	  area	  of	  interest.	  Source:	  Author	  

	  

Next	   question	   aimed	   to	   identify,	   which	   employers	   are	   according	   to	   CEMS	  

students	  perceived	  as	  the	  most	  attractive.	  “Please	  state	  three	  companies	  that	  are	  in	  

your	  opinion	  most	  desired	  by	  applicants?”	  Vast	  majority	  of	  people	  mentioned	  Google	  

being	  perceived	  as	  the	  top	  employer.	  More	  than	  a	  half	  of	  respondents	  see	  McKinsey	  

as	   the	   second	   best	   employer	   and	   one	   third	   perceive	   Apple	   as	   top	   employer.	  

Interestingly,	   if	   we	   have	   a	   look	   at	   Figure	   33,	   we	   could	   see	   that	   respondents	  

perceived	   Samsung	  more	   attractive	   than	  Apple.	  However	  when	   they	   had	   to	   name	  

attractive	   employers	   without	   any	   clue,	   Samsung	   was	   nobody’s	   top	   of	   mind.	   The	  

same	  applies	  for	  Coca-‐Cola	  that	  is	  identified	  in	  this	  survey	  as	  an	  attractive	  employer,	  

but	   in	   Figure	   32	   was	   evaluated	   lower.	   Different	   results	   can	   be	   interpreted,	   that	  

among	  other	  employers	  in	  the	  list	  people	  evaluate	  differently	  than	  when	  they	  search	  
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in	   their	   mind.	   Most	   attractive	   are	   FMCG	   and	   technology	   companies	   with	   4	  

representatives,	  followed	  by	  automotive	  companies	  with	  3	  representatives.	  Only	  one	  

respondent	  identified	  Czech	  company	  ČEZ	  as	  attractive,	  other	  Czech	  companies	  were	  

not	  mentioned.	   Figure	   38	   shows	   the	  whole	   overview	   of	   perceived	  most	   attractive	  

employers.	  	  

	  

Figure	  38-‐	  Most	  desired	  employers.	  Source:	  Author	  

Next	   question	   aimed	   to	   identify	   individual	   preferences	   among	   companies.	  

“Please	   state	   your	   three	  most	   desired	   companies	   to	   work	   for.”	   	   There	  was	   a	   high	  

spread	   of	   answers,	   which	   did	   not	   trace	   the	   results	   from	   the	   previous	   question.	  

Among	   some	   new	   representatives	   compared	   to	   previous	   questions	   were:	  

NovoNordisk,	   Mars,	   Nike,	   Unilever,	   Nestlé,	   Henkel,	   Unibail-‐Rodamco	   etc.	   Google	  

appeared	  only	  five	  times	  among	  the	  answers.	  It	  is	  an	  interesting	  fact	  that	  people	  do	  

not	   want	   to	   work	   for	   companies	   that	   are	   generally	   perceived	   as	   most	   attractive	  

employers.	   However,	   there	   can	   be	   many	   reasons	   why	   it	   is	   like	   that,	   personal	  

preferences	   can	  be	   influenced	  by	  many	   factors	  ex.	  hiring	  process,	   location,	   friends	  

etc.	  	  

Next	   open	   question	  was	   trying	   to	   find	   reasons	   for	   previous	   decision	   about	  

attractive	  employers.	  “Why	  do	  you	  want	  to	  work	  for	  above	  mentioned	  companies?”.	  

Most	   of	   the	   respondents	   saw	   future	   career	   opportunities	   as	   the	   main	   indicator.	  
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Second	   most	   important	   factor	   was	   company	   culture	   followed	   by	   salary.	   Many	  

students	  saw	  also	  product	  portfolio	  and	  benefits	  as	  an	   influencer	  of	   their	  decision.	  

This	  replicates	  our	  previous	  result	  in	  Figure	  29,	  where	  students	  also	  identified	  Future	  

career	   perspective	   as	   most	   important	   factor.	   Surprisingly,	   job	   task	   was	   this	   time	  

mentioned	  only	  once	  in	  comparison	  to	  the	  previous	  multiple	  choice.	  	  New	  variables	  

identified	  by	  respondents	  are	  business	  profile,	  diversity	  and	  interesting	  projects.	  	  

	  

Figure	  39-‐	  Motivators	  to	  apply.	  Source:	  Author	  

The	   last	  question	  examined	  sources	  of	   information	  for	  students	   (Figure	  40).	  

Respondents	   stated	   that	   most	   information	   is	   obtained	   from	   their	   surrounding,	  

meaning	  friends,	  professors	  or	  colleagues.	  Secondly,	  students	  look	  on	  the	  company	  

websites,	  where	  they	  search	  for	   information.	  The	  third	  source	  of	   information	   is	   for	  

them	  different	  ranking	  of	  the	  companies.	  On	  the	  forth	  place	  are	  job	  fairs	  and	  school	  

projects	  as	  another	  source	  of	  information.	  	  	  
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Figure	  40-‐	  Sources	  of	  information.	  Source:	  Author	  

	  

3.5. RPC	  Student	  Job	  Preferences	  survey	  

RPC	   on	   University	   of	   Economics	   in	   Prague	   (VŠE)	   is	   organization,	   which	  

mediates	  contact	  between	  students	  and	  companies.	  	  They	  conducted	  several	  studies	  

on	  the	  topic	  of	  student	   future	  career	  prospects	   (RPC,	  2014).	  One	  of	   these	   is	  also	  a	  

Graduate	  Barometer	  study,	  which	  is	  described	  below	  and	  will	  be	  used	  in	  this	  thesis	  

and	  serves	  as	  another	  external	  source	  of	  student	  preferences	  in	  terms	  of	  employer	  

attractiveness.	  	  

3.5.25. Graduate	  Barometer	  2013	  VŠE	  RPC	  

Graduate	   Barometer	   conducted	   a	   study	   in	   cooperation	   with	   universities	  

across	   Europe,	   including	   VŠE.	   It	   is	   a	   study	   showing	   preferences	   and	   wishes	   of	  

students	  in	  terms	  of	  their	  future	  career.	  	  

3.5.26. Methodology	  

Study	  was	  conducted	  on	  over	  35000	  participants,	  from	  27	  countries	  and	  with	  

cooperation	   of	   1150	   universities.	   Data	   were	   collected	   through	   anonymous	  
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questionnaires	   on	   each	   partner	   university.	   	   Analysis	   was	   focused	   on	   European	  

market.	   Each	  university	  has	   received	   comparison	  of	   their	   country	   to	   the	  European	  

average.	  There	  were	  4176	  respondents	  in	  the	  Czech	  Republic,	  all	  from	  VŠE.	  	  Average	  

age	  of	  respondents	  was	  22.9	  years.	  	  69%	  of	  respondents	  were	  females.	  	  On	  VŠE	  were	  

40%	  of	  respondents	  bachelor	  degree	  students,	  57%	  master	  degree	  students	  and	  3%	  

post	  gradual	  students.	  	  

3.5.27. Findings	  

According	   to	   Graduate	   Barometer,	   most	   of	   European	   students	   search	   for	  

their	   future	   job	   online.	   	   They	   consider	   as	   a	   most	   useful	   source	   of	   information	  

corporate	  websites	  and	   job	  portals.	  This	   finding	   is	   justifying	  AMS	  as	  a	  good	  source	  

for	  employer	  attractiveness	  and	  GSR	  for	  employer	  branding	  in	  the	  previous	  analysis.	  	  

Around	   60%	   of	   candidates	   in	   Europe	   as	   well	   as	   in	   VŠE	   prefer	   bigger	  

companies	  to	  smaller	  ones.	  	  Majority	  of	  candidates	  would	  rather	  have	  strategic	  task	  

than	  operational	  tasks	  in	  their	  job.	  Most	  of	  candidates	  desire	  to	  enter	  the	  company	  

through	  a	   junior	  position	  and	  prefer	   it	   to	  graduate	  programs.	   In	  Czech	  republic	  are	  

students	  keener	  on	  getting	  overall	  skills	  from	  many	  fields	  of	  expertise,	  in	  comparison	  

to	  Europe	  where	  most	  candidates	  prefer	  specialization.	  	  

Once	   having	   a	   job,	   students	   expect	   to	   earn	   13	   300	   EUR	   yearly	   in	   Czech	  

Republic,	  which	   is	  comparably	   less	   to	  European	  expectation	  of	  21	  700	  EUR.	   	  Czech	  

graduates	   are	   also	   willing	   to	   work	   44.6	   hours	   per	   week	   in	   comparison	   to	   overall	  

European	  mean	  of	  43.5	  hours	  per	  week.	  	  

41%	  of	  Czech	  Graduates	  want	  to	  find	  their	  first	   job	  abroad.	  In	  Europe	  is	  the	  

average	   only	   30%.	   Czechs	   are	   also	  more	  willing	   to	  move	   around	   the	  world,	  more	  

than	  50%	  see	  it	  as	  a	  good	  possibility.	  In	  Europe	  on	  the	  other	  hand	  are	  only	  46.3%	  of	  

candidates	   willing	   to	   move	   to	   another	   country.	   Most	   of	   the	   candidates	   have	  

following	   preferred	   countries	   for	   their	   future	   career:	   Great	   Britain,	   Germany	   and	  

USA.	  	  

Students	   mostly	   appreciate	   when	   companies	   offer	   internships	   at	   their	  

university.	   As	   another	   attraction	   method	   they	   appreciate	   guest	   speakers	   from	  
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companies	  and	  company-‐organized	  workshops.	  Students	  mention	  joined	  research	  of	  

university	  and	  company	  as	  the	  least	  popular	  attraction	  method.	  	  

Below	   you	   can	   see	   a	   table	   of	   most	   attractive	   employers.	   This	   percentage	  

shows,	   how	   many	   people	   plan	   to	   apply	   by	   this	   employer	   after	   they	   finish	   their	  

studies.	  	  

	  

Figure	   41-‐	   Who	   are	   the	   most	   attractive	   employers	   in	   Europe?	   Source:	   http://rpc.vse.cz/wp-‐

content/uploads/2012/11/barometer_20131.pdf	  

Figure	   41	   shows	   graduate	   employer	   preferences	   in	   Europe.	   This	   study	  

however	  does	  not	  show	  factors,	  which	  influence	  this	  decision.	  In	  the	  first	  two	  places	  

are	  big	  technological	  companies,	  Google	  and	  Apple,	  which	  are	  according	  to	  the	  AMS	  

measurement	   on	   respectively	   fourth	   and	  ninth	  place	   (Figure	   43).	   Two	  big	   auditing	  

companies	   follow	   them.	   In	   the	   top	   15	   can	   be	   seen	   FMCG	   companies,	   car	  

manufactures	  and	  technology	  companies.	  	  
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Figure	   42-‐	   Who	   are	   the	   most	   attractive	   employers	   in	   ČR?	   Source:	   http://rpc.vse.cz/wp-‐

content/uploads/2012/11/barometer_20131.pdf	  

Figure	  42	  shows	  that	  students	  from	  VŠE	  prefer	  similar	  employers,	  but	  would	  

sort	   them	  differently.	  Auditing	  companies	  are	  on	  the	  first	   two	  places.	   In	  the	  whole	  

chart	   are	  more	   consulting,	   auditing	   companies	   and	   banks.	   There	   can	   also	   be	   seen	  

three	  Czech	  brands	  in	  the	  top	  15.	  	  

If	   the	   similar	   table	   is	   done	  measuring	   company	   attractiveness	   according	   to	  

Average	  Monthly	  Searches	   then	  the	  results	  are	  similar	   to	   the	  European	  preference	  

table.	   Google	   and	   Apple	   are	   on	   the	   1st	   and	   2nd	   place	   respectively,	   same	   as	   in	   the	  

European	   study.	   However,	   practical	   analysis	   in	   this	   thesis	   did	   not	   contain	   auditing	  

companies	  that	  are	  very	  popular	  among	  Czech	  and	  European	  students.	  Contrary	  to	  

the	   Graduate	   barometer	   there	   are	   more	   technological	   companies	   in	   the	   top	   15	  

places	  according	  to	  AMS.	  
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Figure	  43-‐	  Most	  attractive	  employers	  according	  to	  Google	  Search	  results.	  

4. Discussion	  

This	  chapter	  serves	  as	  a	  summary	  of	  all	  three	  types	  of	  results	  of	  the	  empirical	  

part.	  Specifically,	  comparing	  correlation	  analysis	   results,	   student	  survey	  results	  and	  

secondary	   results	   from	   Graduate	   barometer.	   These	   three	   sources	   of	   information	  

shall	  show	  objective	  and	  subjective	  drivers	  of	  employer	  attractiveness	  and	  uncover	  

some	   trends	   in	   this	   field.	   It	   is	   a	   combination	   of	   primary	   and	   secondary	   data.	   It	   is	  

covering	   employer	   attractiveness	   trends,	   measured	   by	   the	   biggest	   search	   engine	  

content,	  student	  responses	  and	  an	  external	  study	  with	  35	  000	  students.	  Due	  to	  this	  

variety	  in	  sources	  of	  information	  shall	  the	  analysis	  bring	  diverse	  and	  complete	  results	  

that	  should	  be	  examining	  different	  aspects	  of	  the	  employer	  attractiveness	  topic.	  This	  

thesis	  aimed	  to	  find	  answers	  on	  following	  research	  questions:	  

Ø Is	   “company	   factor”	   (company	   performance,	   company	   culture,	   diversity	  

policies,	   CSR	   policies	   and	   Company	   Branding)	   the	   most	   important	  

determinant	  of	  employer	  attractiveness	  out	  of	  the	  EVP	  pyramid?	  

Ø Has	  company	  performance	  a	  significant	  effect	  on	  employer	  attractiveness?	  

Ø Do	  people	  subjectively	  see	  different	  drivers	  of	  employer	  attractiveness	  than	  

the	  ones	  proven	  in	  statistical	  analysis?	  
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Ø How	  can	  we	  define	  an	  attractive	  employer?	  

First	   research	  question	   tries	   to	  determine	   if	   company,	   by	   its	   behaviour	   can	  

influence	  potential	  talented	  candidates,	  or	  if	  external	  factors	  are	  the	  most	  important	  

determinants.	  Correlation	  analysis	  showed	  that	  Company	  Performance	  (measures	  by	  

Market	   Value)	   has	   minor	   effect	   on	   employer	   attractiveness.	   According	   to	  

measurements	   on	   Top	   100	   companies,	   there	   is	   a	   slight	   positive	   influence	   of	   11%.	  

Other	  factors	  than	  company	  performance	  therefore	  explain	  rest	  of	  the	  movement	  in	  

employer	  attractiveness.	  In	  the	  student	  survey,	  company	  performance	  was	  regarded	  

as	   6th	  most	   important	   determinant	   out	   of	   8,	   therefore	   it	   is	   generally	   also	   no	   that	  

important	  for	  CEMS	  students.	  	  

One	  of	   the	  more	   significant	   influencers	  of	  employer	  attractiveness	   is	  Brand	  

Value.	   Attractive	   brands	   enhance	   also	   employer	   attractiveness.	   Analysis	   on	   top	   35	  

best-‐branded	  companies	  showed	  that	  quality	  of	  brand	  could	  explain	  almost	  40%	  of	  

employer	  attractiveness	   in	  the	  companies.	  Also	  student	  survey	  showed	  that	  almost	  

one	   fifth	   of	   students	   regard	   product	   portfolio	   as	   an	   important	   determinant	   of	  

employer	  attractiveness.	  	  

Third	   measured	   characteristic	   of	   company	   environment	   was	   CSR.	   Analysis	  

showed,	  that	  CSR	  does	  not	  have	  any	  effect	  on	  employer	  attractiveness.	  However,	  it	  

has	   a	   positive	   effect	   on	   contentment	   of	   current	   employees.	   This	   also	   corresponds	  

student	  survey	  results	  that	  displayed	  CSR	  as	  least	  important	  determinant.	  	  

Correlation	  analysis	  showed	  that	  company	  culture	  and	  environment	  does	  not	  

have	  effect	  on	  employer	  attractiveness.	  However,	  student	  survey	  showed	  that	  CEMS	  

students	  regard	  company	  culture	  as	  the	  third	  most	  important	  determinant	  for	  their	  

career	   decisions	   and	   it	   is	   one	   of	   the	   reasons,	   they	   want	   to	   apply	   by	   particular	  

companies	  (which	  they	  stated	  in	  the	  survey).	  

Diversity	   same	   as	   company	   culture	   did	   not	   show	   any	   correlation	   with	  

employer	  attractiveness.	  	  It	  was	  also	  in	  the	  student	  survey	  mentioned	  only	  twice	  as	  a	  

reason,	  why	  people	  prefer	  particular	  companies.	  	  

Other	   influencers	   mentioned	   in	   the	   student	   survey	   were	   salary,	   benefits,	  

leadership	  style,	  job	  task	  and	  future	  career	  perspective.	  Future	  career	  opportunities	  
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seem	  to	  be	  the	  most	  important	  determinant	  for	  most	  of	  the	  CEMS	  students	  and	  are	  

representing	   the	   reasons,	   why	   CEMSies	   have	   a	   particular	   employer	   of	   choice.	  	  

Therefore	  the	  research	  question	  can	  be	  answered	  by	  saying	  that	  partially	  is	  company	  

factor	   influencing	   job	   decisions.	   The	   most	   important	   part	   of	   company	   factor	   is	  

branding.	  Out	  of	  the	  EVP	  pyramid	  can	  other	  variables	  be	  seen	  more	  important,	  such	  

as	  job	  task	  and	  future	  career	  prospective.	  	  

Second	   research	   questions	   focused	   on	   Company	   performance.	   In	   general,	  

company	   performance	   has	   a	   low	   impact	   on	   employer	   attractiveness.	   This	   variable	  

was	  also	  measured	  in	  different	  industries	  and	  countries.	  Fragmentation	  into	  country	  

analysis	   showed	   that	   employer	   attractiveness	   of	   Swiss	   companies	   is	   highly	  

dependable	   on	   company	   performance.	   Almost	   50%	   of	   movement	   in	   employer	  

attractiveness	   can	   be	   explained	   by	   Company	   performance	   and	   another	   50%	  by	   all	  

other	   indicators.	   United	   Kingdom	   also	   showed	   a	   relationship	   between	   employer	  

attractiveness	  and	  company	  performance,	  although	  much	  weaker	   than	   in	   terms	  of	  

Switzerland.	  Rest	  of	   the	  countries	   showed	  no	  or	  very	  week	  correlations.	  Therefore	  

the	  overall	  analysis	  also	  displayed	  week	  relationships.	  	  

Industry	   wise,	   there	   is	   high	   significance	   of	   company	   performance	   in	  

technology	  companies.	  Company	  performance	  of	  these	  companies	  influence	  almost	  

85%	  of	  the	  movement	  in	  employer	  attractiveness.	  There	  is	  also	  positive	  relationship	  

in	   automotive	   industry,	   where	   is	   company	   performance	   also	   an	   important	   factor.	  

Student	  survey	  also	  confirmed	  that	  in	  automotive	  industry	  is	  company	  performance	  

a	  significant	  variable.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  in	  technology	  industry	  were	  the	  results	  not	  

so	  clear,	  but	   the	  top	  performers	  Google	  and	  Apple	  were	   identified.	  Student	  survey	  

contrary	   to	   correlation	   analysis	   also	   showed	   that	   company	   performance	   could	   be	  

important	  in	  banking	  industry.	  	  

Overall	   is	   company	   performance	   one	   of	   the	   variables	   driving	   company	  

performance,	   but	   mostly	   not	   the	   most	   important	   one.	   There	   are	   differences	  

between	  countries	  and	   industries.	  Czech	  students	  also	  see	  some	  factors	  differently	  

than	  overall	  European	  mean.	  	  

Third	   research	   area	   tried	   to	   determine,	   if	   VŠE	   (or	   CEMS)	   students	   see	  

employer	   attractiveness	   differently	   than	  proven	  by	   the	   correlation	   analysis.	   Above	  
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there	  are	  some	  comparisons	  of	  student	  survey	  and	  correlation	  analysis.	  Overall	  are	  

student	  mostly	  confirming	  result	  of	  correlation	  analysis,	   for	  example	  with	  company	  

performance	   etc.	   However,	   there	   are	   some	   differences	   in	   drivers	   of	   employer	  

attractiveness.	  RPC	  student	  survey	   is	  also	  comparing	  European	  and	  Czech	  views	  on	  

that	  topic.	  There	  are	  different	  preferences	  according	  to	  their	  future	  employer,	  salary	  

and	  job	  functions.	  Czech	  students	  require	  lower	  salary	  and	  are	  more	  internationally	  

oriented.	   Student	   survey	   also	   showed	   interest	   in	  working	   abroad	   (especially	   in	  US	  

and	  UK).	  Graduate	  Barometer	  also	  states	  that	  Czechs	  want	  to	  require	  more	  general	  

skills	   and	   European	   students	   want	   to	   specialize.	   Czech	   students	   are	   also	   keen	   on	  

working	   in	   auditing	   and	   consulting,	   compared	   to	   European	   students	   that	   state	  

Technology	  companies	  as	  employers	  of	  choice.	  	  	  

Last	   research	   questions	   aim	   to	   find	   tendencies	   in	   employer	   attractiveness	  

and	  should	  serve	  as	  a	  practical	   implementation	  of	  results.	  Answer	  for	  this	  question	  

can	  be	  found	  in	  Recommendations	  section	  (Chapter	  5),	  where	  is	  a	  complete	  manual	  

available	  that	  shows	  all	  the	  steps	  that	  should	  be	  followed	  by	  company	  in	  order	  to	  be	  

an	  attractive	  employer.	  	  

5. Recommendations:	  Manual	  to	  get	  the	  right	  talent	  

5.1. Understand	  your	  organization	  and	  its	  outside	  environment	  

Each	  company	  has	  a	  corporate	  strategy	  in	  order	  to	  achieve	  its	  long-‐term	  and	  

short-‐term	   goals.	   It	   is	   the	   way	   “how”	   will	   company	   complete	   its	   targets.	   This	  

company	   receipt	   influences	   it’s	   inner	   and	  outside	  environment.	   There	   are	  parts	   of	  

company	   strategy	   that	   are	   long	   term	  and	  unchanged	  e.g.	   commitment	   to	   superior	  

customer	   service.	   On	   the	   other	   hand,	   there	   are	   processes	   that	   require	   constant	  

change	   e.g.	   technology,	   manufacturing	   process.	   Overall	   consist	   company	  

environment	   of	   strategy,	   culture,	   structure	   and	   behaviour.	   Corporate	   strategy	   is	  

subsequently	  forming	  all	  the	  other	  above-‐mentioned	  factors.	  	  In	  pursuance	  to	  having	  

a	  unified	  strategy,	  one	  should	  know	  its	  strengths	  and	  weaknesses	  (Andrews,	  1997).	  	  

Companies	  might	  assess	  their	  strengths	  subjectively.	  Managers	  should	  define	  

clear	  goals	  and	  monitor	  discrepancies	  in	  a	  performance.	  After	  these	  measurements	  
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they	   should	   require	   feedback	   from	   their	   employees	   and	   assess	   where	   are	  

weaknesses.	   Strengths	   should	  be	   identified	  within	   the	   company	  by	   a	   consensus	  of	  

employees.	   Sometimes	   employees	   see	   a	   core	   competence	   in	   another	   place	   than	  

their	   leaders,	   which	   can	   show	   a	   new	   big	   opportunity	   for	   the	   company.	   A	   strong	  

competence	  can	  be	  also	  something	  that	  potential	  applicants	  see,	  but	  company	  does	  

not	  communicate	  it	  (Andrews,	  1997).	  	  

Company	  needs	  to	  create	  competitive	  advantage	  over	  its	  competitors	  to	  win	  

the	  talented	  candidates.	  There	  are	  three	  ways,	  how	  to	  achieve	  general	  competitive	  

advantage:	   Cost	   Leadership,	  Differentiation	   and	   Focus.	   In	  marketing	   context	   is	   the	  

Cost	   of	   Leadership	   a	   cheaper	   offer;	   in	   HR	   we	   could	   talk	   about	   offering	   better	  

compensation	  &	  benefits	   (Dustin	  et.al,	  2014).	   	  Maroco	  &	  Uncles	   	   (2008)	   state	   that	  

the	  three	  factors	  influencing	  successful	  company	  brands:	  awareness,	  differentiation	  

and	   relevance.	  Most	   important	   by	   the	   employer	   brands	   are	  most	   accuracy,	  which	  

means	   giving	   accurate	   information	   that	   are	   in	   line	   with	   corporate	   strategy.	   All	  

successful	  employer	  brands	  also	  know	  what	  their	  employees	  value	  the	  most	  in	  their	  

company.	  	  

5.2. Talent	  planning,	  decision	  to	  build	  or	  buy	  

Talent	   planning	   is	   known	   also	   as	   human	   resources	   planning,	   succession	  

planning	  or	  building	  bench	  strength	  (Panda	  &	  Sahoo,	  2013).	  Talent	  planning	  should	  

be	  determined	  by	  strategic	  goals.	  There	  will	  be	  different	  quantities	  of	  talent	  needed	  

when	  growing	  a	  company	  than	  when	  enhancing	  efficiency.	  However,	  the	  planning	  is	  

not	  just	  about	  quantities.	  These	  decisions	  shall	  also	  contain,	  which	  skills,	  abilities	  and	  

knowledge	   are	   needed.	   Same	   as	   strategic	   goals,	   talent	  management	   goals	   should	  

have	  their	  timeline.	  Some	  skills	  are	  needed	  immediately	  and	  some	  can	  be	  obtained	  

over	   time.	   	  More	  than	  90%	  of	  companies	  do	  some	  kind	  of	  workforce	  planning	  and	  

more	   than	   20%	   take	   addressing	   supply	   of	   talented	   people	   as	   a	   strategic	   step	  

(Frauenheim,	  2009).	  	  

There	  is	  always	  a	  question	  whether	  it	  is	  better	  to	  build	  or	  buy	  talent.	  First	  of	  

all	  one	  should	  ask	  what	  type	  of	  talent	  company	  already	  have.	  That	  can	  be	  done	  by	  

reviewing	   performance	   reports	   in	   the	   company,	   examining	   overall	   company	  

performance,	   investigating	   open	   positions	   and	   positions	   with	   high	   turnover.	   This	  
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inner	  check-‐up	  shall	  determine	  if	  there	  is	  enough	  talent	  in	  the	  company	  or	  whether	  

it	  is	  better	  to	  hire	  from	  outside.	  If	  some	  of	  these	  previously	  mentioned	  steps	  seem	  to	  

be	  complicated,	  data	  is	  hard	  to	  obtain	  or	  there	  are	  vacant	  positions	  for	  a	  long	  time	  

there	  should	  be	  a	  call	  for	  buying	  talent	  (Henriques,	  2005).	  	  

One	  should	  also	  have	  a	  look	  into	  the	  outside	  environment	  and	  observe	  trends.	  

Sometimes	  it	  can	  be	  difficult	  to	  buy	  talent	  and	  would	  be	  more	  advantageous	  to	  build	  

it.	  The	  cases	  of	  that	  can	  be	  for	  example	  aging	  of	  population	  and	   lack	  of	  productive	  

age	   workers,	   job	   movement	   to	   another	   location	   or	   shift	   of	   people	   to	   different	  

industry	  (Henriques,	  2005).	  	  	  

First	   step	   should	   always	   be	   looking	   among	   our	   own	   departments	   to	   fill	   a	  

vacancy.	   	   However,	   sometimes	   candidates	   from	   outside	   can	   be	   cheaper	   and	   have	  

more	  experiences.	  If	  this	  applies	  then	  shall	  company	  consider	  the	  trade	  off	  between	  

finding	  hidden	   talent	   from	   inner	   the	  company,	  which	   is	   less	   risky	  and	  having	  more	  

experienced	  worker,	  but	  relying	  only	  on	  resume	  information.	  When	  talent	  is	  needed	  

in	  longer	  time	  periods,	  company	  shall	  try	  to	  develop	  potential	  candidates	  from	  inside,	  

but	  also	  look	  for	  external	  candidates.	  	  If	  there	  is	  no	  suitable	  candidate	  in	  both	  short-‐

term	  and	  long-‐term	  view	  within	  the	  company,	  then	  company	  needs	  to	  actively	  look	  

for	  talent	  outside	  the	  company	  (Henriques,	  2005).	  It	  can	  also	  be	  called	  gap	  analysis	  

(Panda	  &	  Sahoo,	  2013).	  

Planning	  should	  be	  done	  long	  in	  advance,	  so	  the	  talent	  can	  be	  developed	  or	  

found.	   There	   needs	   to	   be	   distinguishing	   between	   A	   players	   and	   the	   rest.	   Only	   A	  

players	  are	  worth	  investing	  majority	  time	  of	  talent	  planning	  (Henriques,	  2005).	  	  

5.3. Find	  what	  drives	  talent	  

According	  to	  student	  survey	   in	  the	  empirical	  analysis	   is	   talent	  driven	  mostly	  

by	   Future	   career	   opportunities	   within	   the	   company.	   Therefore	   shall	   employers	  

communicate	   their	   career	   growth	   possibilities.	   Secondly,	   shall	   the	   company	  

formulate	  their	  job	  task	  interestingly,	  because	  it	  is	  the	  second	  most	  important	  factor.	  

Competitive	  salary	  is	  the	  third	  most	  important	  decision	  maker.	  	  

As	   best	   perceived	   employers	   are	   among	   CEMS	   students	  Google,	   Apple	   and	  

McKinsey,	   according	   to	   Graduate	   Barometer	   there	   are	   Google,	   Apple	   and	   EY	   in	  
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European	   terms.	   All	   these	   companies	   manage	   to	   achieve	   top	   places	   in	   good	  

company	   environment	   and	   unique	   company	   culture.	   Therefore	   it	   is	   also	   very	  

important	  to	  communicate	  your	  culture	  and	  spread	  it	  among	  people.	  	  

Empirical	  analysis	  showed	  that	   they	  are	  major	  differences	  among	   industries	  

and	   countries.	   Only	   company	   performance	   was	   measured	   in	   relationship	   to	  

employer	  attractiveness	  and	   it	  showed	  that	   for	  example	   in	  Switzerland	   is	  company	  

performance	   significant,	   compared	   to	   Germany	   where	   is	   not.	   Similarly	   in	   the	  

industry	   analysis,	   there	   was	   high	   significance	   of	   company	   factor	   in	   Technology	  

companies,	   compared	   to	   Insurances	   where	   it	   was	   very	   low.	   All	   influencers	   of	  

employer	  attractiveness	  can	  be	  different	  among	  industries	  and	  countries,	  therefore	  

it	   is	   important	   to	   investigate,	   how	   a	   particular	   characteristics	   is	   significant	   in	  

particular	  market/industry.	  	  

Overall	   can	   be	   said,	   that	   EVP	   pyramid	   is	   indeed	   covering	   almost	   all	   the	  

determinants	  of	  employer	  attractiveness.	  It	  just	  needs	  to	  be	  formulated	  suitably	  for	  

each	  market.	   Among	   biggest	   drivers	   can	   be	   employer	   branding,	   product	   branding,	  

future	  career	  prospective	  and	  job	  task.	  	  	  

5.4. Formulate	  your	  EVP	  

Preparing	  and	  communication	  strong	  EVP	  attracts	  60%	  of	  candidates	  (Brown,	  

2012).	  Every	  company	  is	  unique	  and	  therefore	  has	  possibility	  to	  attract	  talent.	  Each	  

company	  needs	  to	  find	  or	  create	  some	  strength	  to	  gain	  uniqueness.	   	  You	  can	  build	  

some	  advantages,	  as	  for	  example	  fast	  recruiting	  system.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  tailor	  your	  

EVP	   according	   to	   your	   inner	   and	   outside	   environment,	   target	   group	   and	   market	  

situation.	   EVP	   should	   be	   truth	   to	   the	   actual	   state	   in	   the	   company	   and	   should	  

highlight	  company’s	  strengths.	  Some	  companies	  have	  unique	  company	  culture,	  some	  

can	   offer	   environment	   of	   a	   big	   corporation,	   some	   have	   many	   assets	   around	   the	  

world	   and	   therefore	   offer	   more	   mobility,	   others	   might	   have	   great	   managers	   and	  

efficient	  working	   style.	   There	   are	   also	   companies	   that	   are	   flexible	   in	   their	  working	  

hours	  and	  other	  generous	  in	  their	  compensation	  and	  benefits	  (Michels	  et.al,	  2001).	  	  

Each	  company	  should	   investigate	  among	  their	  employees	  and	   formulate	  clear	  EVP,	  

which	  is	  in	  line	  with	  corporate	  strategy,	  corporate	  branding	  and	  company	  culture.	  	  
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5.1. Employer	  branding	  

A	  successful	  employer	  brand	  is	  viewed	  as	  desirable.	  Sometimes	  success	  of	  an	  

employer	  goes	  hand	   in	  hand	  with	  corporate	  brand.	  However,	  employees	  are	  more	  

engaged	   in	   long-‐term	   well	   being	   of	   the	   company	   compare	   to	   consumers	   and	  

therefore	  there	  needs	  to	  be	  separated	  complex	  strategy	  for	  employees.	  It	  is	  a	  group	  

of	   attributes	   and	   benefits	   communicating	   employer	   value	   proposition	   and	  making	  

company	  the	  employer	  of	  a	  choice	  (Maroko	  &	  Uncles,	  2009).	  It	  is	  creating	  a	  picture	  

of	  your	  company,	  so	  as	  it	  is	  perceived	  as	  a	  good	  employer.	  It	  is	  showing	  signals	  that	  

are	  attracting	  applicants	  towards	  your	  company,	  so	  that	  they	  feel	  they	  would	  want	  

to	   work	   in	   your	   company	   environment	   (Turban	   et.al,	   1998).	   Company	   branding	  

makes	   company	   in	   eyes	   of	   applicants	   a	   unique	   place	   to	   work.	   This	   places	   is	  

motivating	   current	   employees,	   which	   are	   creating	   pleasant	   environment	   that	   is	  

desired	  from	  abroad	  (Panda	  &	  Sahoo,	  2013).	  	  	  

In	  order	  to	  have	  a	  successful	  employer	  branding,	  company	  needs	  to	  be	  at	  the	  

first	   place	   noticeable.	   Awareness	   needs	   to	   be	  built	   among	  potential	   candidates	   so	  

the	  perceive	  company	  as	  a	  good	  employer.	  Secondly,	  EVP	  needs	  to	  be	  relevant	   for	  

your	  audience.	  	  Moreover,	  company	  needs	  to	  differentiate	  from	  others.	  That	  is	  seen	  

as	   the	  most	   important	   factor	   in	  winning	   the	  war	  of	   talent.	  There	   is	  not	  one	  guide,	  

how	   to	   differentiate,	   however	   successful	   brands	   manage	   to	   deliver	   their	   brand	  

promises	   and	  have	   successful	   employees	   that	   spread	   the	  word	   further	   (Maroko	  &	  

Uncles,	  2009).	  	  

Empirical	  analysis	  showed	  that	  companies	  with	  higher	  market	  value	  tend	  to	  

invest	  more	   in	  employer	  branding	  activities.	  Employer	  branding	  was	  also	   identified	  

as	   an	   influencer	   of	   employer	   attractiveness.	   Overall,	   has	   employer	   branding	   10%	  

influence	  in	  employer	  attractiveness	  and	  higher	  or	  lower	  was	  identified	  almost	  in	  all	  

industries.	  Employer	  branding	  should	  also	  follow	  product-‐branding	  activities,	  which	  

influence	  highly	  employer	  attractiveness.	  	  

5.2. Tailor	  your	  promises	  to	  all	  audience	  

Segmentation	   is	   mostly	   use	   in	   connection	   to	   targeting	   final	   consumers,	  

however	   companies	   use	   the	   same	   strategy	   to	   target	   applicants.	   Same	   as	   in	  
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Marketing,	   where	   audience	   is	   segmented	   for	   different	   types	   of	   messages,	   also	   in	  

Employer	   branding	   there	   are	   the	   same	   practices.	   There	   is	   a	   need	   to	   attract	   and	  

sustain	   employees	   that	   are	   able	   to	   survive	   in	   competitive	   environment	   and	   every	  

market	  lifecycle.	  A	  company	  is	  seen	  as	  a	  package	  of	  attributes,	  giving	  applicant	  EVP.	  

The	   “product”	   of	   company	   branding,	   is	   the	   employment	   experience	   and	   the	  

“customer”	   is	  prospective	  and	  current	  stuff.	  Maroco	  &	  Uncles	   (2009)	  claim	  that	  by	  

using	  segmentation	  benefits	  a	  company	  from	  precise	  targeting.	  

Companies	   usually	   segment	   their	   audience	   according	   to	   age,	   financial	  

measurements	  and	  retention	  strategy.	  There	  is	  trend	  that	  companies	  also	  only	  brand	  

themselves	   to	   fresh	   graduates	   and	  do	  not	   segment	   enough	   to	   attract	   senior	   staff.	  

Changing	  business	  environment	  requires	  constant	  change	  and	  the	  same	  applies	  for	  

employer	   branding	   (Maroko	   &	   Uncles,	   2009).	   Therefore	   companies	   shall	   have	  

sophisticated	  segmentation	  to	  fill	  in	  vacancies	  at	  all	  levels.	  	  

5	  Segmentation	  approaches	  (Maroko	  &	  Uncles,	  2009):	  

Potential	  Profitability	  

The	   same	   as	   for	   marketers	   represent	   different	   consumers	   different	  

profitability	   opportunities,	   do	   employees	   represent	   for	   company	   different	   level	   of	  

strategically	  importance.	  Some	  with	  direct	  influence	  on	  strategy	  and	  performance	  of	  

the	  company	  are	  segmented	  more	  importantly	  than	  others.	  	  

Product-‐Feature	  preferences	  

In	   product	   marketing	   are	   buyers	   grouped	   according	   to	   their	   product	  

preferences.	   Employees	   are	   on	   the	   other	   hand	   grouped	   according	   to	   the	   benefits	  

they	   prefer.	   Some	   might	   want	   flexible	   working	   hour,	   some	   additional	   education.	  	  

Company	  shall	  first	  use	  potential	  profitability	  segmentation	  to	  decide,	  who	  to	  attract	  

and	  then	  product-‐feature	  segmentation	  to	  find	  out	  how	  to	  attract	  them.	  	  

Reference	  Groups	  

Marketers	  usually	   try	  to	   find	  out	  to	  who	  buyers	  advice	  and	  whose	  approval	  

they	   seek	  when	  making	   a	   purchase.	   In	   employer	  branding	   terms,	   people	  desire	   to	  

have	  a	  job	  at	  companies	  with	  good	  reputation.	  Usually	  family,	  friends	  and	  colleagues	  

influence	   this	   decision.	   Employers	   can	   reach	   these	   groups	   in	   several	   ways:	  
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Advertising	  &	  PR,	  award-‐wining,	  CSR	  activities	  etc.	  Employers	  can	  also	  use	  referrals	  

from	  current	  employees.	  	  

Bargaining	  Power	  

In	   marketing	   it	   means	   the	   power	   of	   different	   groups	   of	   customers	   to	  

negotiate	   terms	  and	  prices,	  which	  usually	  helps	   to	   set	  up	   tariffs	   and	   contracts.	   	   In	  

SHRM	   it	   is	   a	   power	   of	   different	   groups	   of	   applicants	   to	   negotiate	   work	   terms	  

according	   to	   their	   salary,	   seniority	   and	   experience.	   Higher	   remuneration	   packages	  

are	  needed	  to	  attract	  more	  experienced	  employees.	  	  

Choice	  barriers	  

Reasons	  that	  are	  preventing	  customers	  from	  buying	  a	  products.	  Sometimes	  it	  

can	  be	  lack	  of	  information	  or	  wrong	  appraisal	  in	  their	  head.	  In	  employer	  branding	  it	  

is	   all	   that	   prevents	   an	   employee	   to	   work	   by	   company.	   	   It	   can	   be	   for	   example	  

experience,	  visa	  or	  residency.	  Choice	  barriers	  are	  in	  power	  of	  the	  company	  and	  can	  

equilibrate	  bargaining	  power	  of	  employees.	  	  

5.3. Measure	  efficiency	  of	  employer	  branding	  

Measuring	   impact	   of	   strategy	   is	   important	   for	   overall	   positive	   approach	   of	  

employees.	  Winning	  an	  employer	  ranking,	  smaller	  fluctuation	  between	  employees	  or	  

financial	  results	  are	  all	  positive	  indicators	  that	  are	  sending	  positive	  signals	  within	  and	  

also	   outside	   the	   company.	   Company	   can	   also	   measure	   increasing	   level	   of	  

productivity,	   knowledge	   sharing	   and	   other	   variables	   (Backhous	   &	   Tikoo,	   2004).	  

Importance	  of	  measurement	  lays	  in	  showing,	  where	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  company	  

lays.	  If	  it	  is	  in	  getting	  talented	  people,	  then	  current	  employees	  and	  overall	  company	  

shall	  know	  that	  it	  is	  something,	  which	  is	  measured	  and	  in	  which	  is	  aimed	  for	  better	  

results.	  	  

5.4. Gain	  people	  support	  into	  these	  brand	  promises	  

Important	  is	  to	  get	  people	  on	  board	  and	  create	  one	  unified	  unit.	  There	  is	  an	  

influential	  relationship	  of	  current	  employees	  on	  costumers	  and	  also	  future	  applicants	  

(Foster	  et.al,	  2010).	  Employees	  then	  identify	  with	  company	  missions	  and	  vision	  and	  

see	  an	  added	  value	  of	  his/her	  work.	  	  These	  people	  trust	  their	  products	  and	  are	  proud	  
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to	   be	   part	   of	   the	   company.	   These	   employees	   are	   less	   likely	   to	   fluctuate	   and	   they	  

pursue	  their	  career	  within	  the	  company.	  Lastly	  they	  also	  recommend	  the	  company	  to	  

their	  surroundings	  (Barrow	  &	  Moseley,	  2005).	  	  

According	   to	  Gallup,	   companies	  whose	  employees	   are	  highly	   engaged	  have	  

3.9%	   higher	   yield	   from	   their	   stocks.	   	   This	   study	   considers	   high	   involvement	   in	  

companies	  when	  more	  than	  65%	  are	   involved	  and	  average	   involvement	  when	  33%	  

are	   involved.	   	   We	   can	   see	   that	   employee’s	   involvement	   positively	   influences	  

company	  environment	  and	  company	  performance	  (Gallup,	  2010).	  	  

The	   signal	   created	   by	   employer	   branding	   can	   only	   be	   successful	   if	   its	  

employees	  deliver	   it.	   	  Companies	  can	  communicate	   through	   training,	  development	  

programs	  or	  internal	  communication.	  HR	  can	  also	  use	  rewards	  to	  appreciate	  certain	  

behaviour	   (Punjaisri	   &	   Wilson,	   2007).	   	   HR	   &	   leaders	   should	   regularly	   and	  

methodically	  expose	  their	  employees	  to	  the	  EVP.	  	  By	  doing	  that	  workers	  will	  be	  more	  

aligned	   with	   company	   goals	   and	   all	   together	   will	   create	   unique	   company	  

environment.	  	  

Moreover,	   empirical	   analysis	   showed	   that	   reviews	   of	   content	   current	  

employees	   that	   were	   displayed	   on	   Glassdoor	   have	   10%	   influence	   on	   employer	  

attractiveness.	   Having	   happy	   employees	   can	   therefore	   attract	   more	   talent	   in	   the	  

future.	  	  This	  goes	  hand	  in	  hand	  with	  the	  results	  of	  the	  student	  survey,	  where	  CEMS	  

students	   indicated	   that	   most	   important	   source	   of	   information	   about	   company	  

environment	  are	  their	  Friend/Colleagues.	  Therefore	  spread	  of	  good	  quality	  world	  of	  

mouth	  is	  necessary.	  	  

	  

5.5. Target	  your	  audience	  

Targeting	   the	   right	   talent	   through	   appropriate	   channels	   is	   very	   important,	  

because	  it	  brings	  segmented	  employer	  branding	  strategy	  to	  the	  right	  people.	  Some	  

years	   ago,	   more	   traditional	   ways	   of	   recruiting	   were	   in	   place.	   Passive	   candidates	  
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could	  be	  reached	  by	  tele-‐recruiting,	  talent	  scout	  cards3	  or	  point	  of	  sale	  recruitment	  

messages.	  Company	  also	  often	  made	  advantage	  of	  other	  company’s	   lay	  offs.	  Good	  

ways	   of	   attracting	   active	   candidates	  were	   posters,	   direct	  mail,	   radio,	   billboards	   or	  

television.	  	  More	  active	  approach	  was	  taking	  part	  on	  career	  days,	  having	  partnership	  

or	  doing	  information	  seminars	  (Fyock,	  1991).	  Nowadays,	  Internet	  is	  the	  man	  way	  to	  

recruit	   new	   candidates.	   26%	   of	   employers	   use	   Internet	   actively	   to	   search	   for	   new	  

candidates.	  	  

Potential	   applicant	   work	   with	   incomplete	   information	   and	   they	   have	   two	  

sources:	   formal	   and	   informal.	   Formal	   sources	   such	   as	   brochures	   and	   other	  

information	   materials	   are	   giving	   applicant	   a	   bigger	   picture	   about	   the	   company.	  

However,	  informal	  sources	  such	  as	  blogs,	  company-‐rating	  websites	  have	  sometimes	  

bigger	   impact,	   because	   they	   spread	   the	   world	   of	   mouth.	   Employees	   are	   also	  

indirectly	  affected	  by	  product	  brands,	  because	  they	  automatically	  associate	  company	  

with	  certain	  values	   through	  their	  products.	  Therefore	   it	   is	   important	   that	  company	  

has	  clear	  brand	  promises	  in	  line	  with	  product	  brands	  and	  that	  all	  these	  promises	  are	  

fulfilled	  (Uncles	  &	  Maroco,	  2009).	  	  

According	   to	   student	   survey,	   people	   mostly	   gather	   information	   from	   their	  

friends/colleagues/professors.	  Secondly	  they	  look	  on	  company	  websites	  and	  only	  the	  

third	  most	  important	  source	  are	  the	  rankings.	  According	  to	  RCP	  people	  also	  look	  on	  

company	   websites	   or	   use	   services	   of	   job	   portals.	   Therefore	   we	   can	   see,	   that	  

elaborated	   branding	   strategy	   is	   needed	   in	   order	   to	   also	   affect	   informal	   sources	   of	  

information.	  

5.6. Recruit	  with	  care	  

According	   to	   Turban	   (1998)	   recruiters	   have	   indirect	   effect	   on	   applicant’s	  

attraction	   by	   behaving	   in	   a	   way	   that	   shows	   attributes	   of	   job	   and	   organization.	  

Applicants	   receiving	   more	   information	   from	   the	   recruiters	   are	   more	   likely	   to	   be	  

attracted	  to	  the	  organization	  after	  the	  interview.	  Recruiters	  should	  be	  personal,	  give	  

a	   lot	   of	   information	   and	   sell	   well.	   By	   doing	   that	   they	   can	   change	   the	   perception	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

3	  	  Scout	  card	  =	  business	  card	  where	  is	  instead	  of	  contact	  writen	  job	  describtion	  and	  offer	  
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about	   the	   job	   and	   organization.	   Candidates	   evaluate	   many	   factors,	   such	   as	   sex,	  

competences,	   delays	   or	   composition	   of	   the	   interview	   (Rayes,	   1991).	   Pleasant	  

recruiter	   can	  win	   over	   talented	   applicants.	   Long	  waiting	   times	   between	   recruiting	  

rounds,	  waiting	  times	  for	  response	  or	  information	  can	  be	  causing	  losing	  some	  of	  the	  

talented	  people.	  Recruiter	  shall	  also	  start	  their	  application	  process	  earlier	  than	  their	  

competition.	   According	   to	   Rayes’s	   research	   (1991)	   women	   are	   more	   likely	   to	   be	  

affected	  by	  personal	  attributes	  and	  selection	  process.	  This	  research,	  which	  was	  done	  

on	  US	   university	   among	   diversified	   student	   group,	   also	   shows	   that	   almost	   50%	   of	  

women	   felt	   offensive/	   non-‐gender	   correct	   behaviour	   from	   the	  other	   side.	  Men	  on	  

the	  other	  hand	  are	  more	  sensitive	  to	  time	  delays	  and	  see	  it	  as	   incompetence	  of	  an	  

organisation.	   In	   general,	   less	   experienced	   workers	   were	   more	   sensitive	   to	   the	  

recruiter	  and	  evaluate	  the	  process	  more	  negatively	  than	  more	  experience	  workers.	  

Because	  applicants	  work	  in	  incomplete	  information,	  recruitment	  process	  is	  one	  part	  

of	  the	  signalling	  theory.	  This	  theory	  works	  with	  informational	  asymmetry	  on	  (labour)	  

market.	   Employer	   can	   signal	  different	   information,	   to	   fill	   this	   information	  gap.	  The	  

company	   sends	   a	   signal	   to	   the	   applicant,	   so	   he/she	   knows	   they	   would	   feel	  

comfortable	  in	  the	  particular	  environment	  (Morris,	  1987).	  

Applicants	   are	   also	   dependent	   on	   the	   social	   networks	   and	   are	   taking	  

perception	  about	  company	  and	  recruiting	  process	  from	  they	  friends	  (Rayes,	  1991).	  

5.7. Sustain	  Talent	  

Turnover	   rates	   usually	   rise	  when	   there	   is	   a	   shortage	   of	   talent	   in	   particular	  

industry	  or	   country.	   Leaving	  employees	  are	  usually	   seen	  as	   leaving	  knowledge	  and	  

costs,	   which	   were	   put	   to	   hire	   this	   particular	   person	   and	   costs	   to	   train	   him/her.	  

Leaving	  of	  one	  person	  in	  the	  team	  can	  damage	  the	  perception	  about	  the	  company	  of	  

the	  whole	  team.	  	  However,	  one	  employee	  leaving	  means	  also	  another	  coming	  while	  

bringing	   new	   knowledge	   and	   skills.	   Turnover	   in	   general	   is	   appreciated	   from	   both	  

sides,	   because	   it	   makes	   people	   and	   subsequently	   companies	   more	   experienced	  

(Hirzchfeld,2006).	  	  

Sometimes	   there	   is	   however	   unwanted	   loss	   of	   top	   talent,	   which	   can	   have	  

high	  impacts	  on	  the	  company.	  First	  of	  all,	  there	  is	  a	  financial	  impact	  that	  is	  at	  least	  as	  

one	  and	  half	  times	  annual	  salary.	  Apart	  from	  costs,	  it	  might	  cause	  social	  problems	  in	  
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the	  company.	  	  Replacement	  person	  is	  also	  not	  immediately	  100%	  productive	  as	  the	  

old	  one,	  which	  is	  causing	  lowered	  efficiency.	  With	  strategically	  important	  employees	  

also	  important	  knowledge	  leaves	  the	  company,	  especially	  tacit	  knowledge,	  which	  is	  

nowhere	  codified.	  One	  person	   leaving	  can	  also	  be	  the	  reactor	   for	  a	  bigger	  wave	  of	  

resignations	  (Hirzchfeld,2006)..	  	  

Employees	   usually	   decide	   to	   leave	   due	   to	   push	  motives	   (unsatisfactory	   job	  

task,	   problems)	   than	   to	   pull	  motives	   (other	   offers).	   The	  most	   common	   reasons	   to	  

leave	   are	   usually:	   personal	   situation,	   income,	   new	   challenges	   or	   market	   position.	  

Employees	  decisions	  are	  usually	   affected	  by	   level	  of	   commitment	   to	   the	  particular	  

company	  (Hirzchfeld,2006).	  	  

Company	  shall	  implement	  following	  retention	  management	  practices	  in	  order	  

to	   sustain	   their	   employees.	   After	   recruiting,	   company	   should	   help	   employee	   to	  

integrate	  into	  existing	  company	  culture.	  Job	  responsibilities	  of	  each	  employee	  should	  

be	  precisely	   defined.	  All	  workers	   should	  have	  possibility	   of	   personal	   development.	  

Company	   shall	   implement	   sustainable	  management,	   with	   sustainable	   instruments.	  

There	  should	  be	  a	  certain	  incentive	  system	  in	  place	  to	  sustain	  employee	  motivation.	  

Further	  more	  from	  more	  practical	  perspective,	  companies	  should	  carry	  out	  employer	  

satisfaction	  surveys	  and	  exit	  interviews	  in	  order	  to	  find	  out	  problematic	  areas	  in	  the	  

company.	   Employer	   should	   also	   observe	   symptoms	   of	   dissatisfaction	   ex.	  

Absenteeism	  (Hirzchfeld,2006)..	  	  

Every	   retention	  management	   strategy	   should	   start	  with	   right	   recruiting	  and	  

finding	  personal	  and	  social	  fit	  to	  the	  company	  environment.	  	  

6. Suggestions	  for	  future	  research	  

Further	   research	   should	   in	   general	   focus	   on	   improve	   measurement	  

techniques	   in	   employer	   attractiveness.	   Other	   proxy	   could	   be	   used	   together	   with	  

AMS	  in	  order	  to	  enhance	  accuracy.	  Bigger	  pool	  of	  applicants	  would	  be	  necessary	  to	  

establish	  more	   accurate	   outputs	   in	   the	   analysis	   similar	   as	   in	   the	   survey.	   Extensive	  

analysis	  of	  company	  policies	  and	  current	  employees/potential	  applicants	  interviews	  

would	  be	  beneficial	  to	  understand	  deeper	  connections	  in	  company	  environment.	  	  
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Regarding	   theoretical	   background,	   there	   are	   mostly	   empirical	   analysis	  

confirming	   some	   of	   the	   drivers,	   however	   there	   is	   no	   practical	   study,	   focusing	   on	  

drivers	   of	   attractiveness	   in	   particular	   field.	   	   Previous	   research	   mostly	   focuses	   on	  

different	   drivers	   of	   attractiveness	   in	   general.	   No	   research	   examined	   for	   example	  

differences	   in	  attractiveness	   in	  MNC,	  big,	  medium	  size	  and	  small	  companies,	  which	  

would	  also	  bring	  an	  interesting	  overview	  over	  the	  human	  resource	  market.	  	  Overall,	  

further	   research	   should	   be	   specifying	   employer	   attractiveness	   in	   one	  

country/industry	   etc.,	   because	   as	   was	   found	   out	   in	   correlation	   analysis,	   there	   are	  

huge	  differences	  between	  countries	  and	  industries.	  	  

According	   to	   literature	   review,	   there	   is	   lack	  of	   research	   concerning	  obvious	  

attributes	  of	  employer	  attractiveness.	  Many	  publications	  are	  talking	  about	  marginal	  

factors	   as	   CSR,	   Diversity	   and	   neglect	   to	   examine	   how	   actually	   Job	   Task,	   Team	   or	  

company	  performance	  influence	  attractiveness.	  	  

Lastly,	   there	   is	  war	   for	   talented	  people	   and	   lack	   of	   these	  people	   in	   Europe	  

and	  US.	  Surprisingly,	  most	  of	  the	  articles	  focus	  on	  European	  and	  US	  market.	  There	  is	  

only	   little	   research	   done	   on	   the	   topic,	   what	   drives	   talented	  

Chines/Indian/Russian/Brazilian	   applicants.	   How	   to	   attract	   them	   and	  what	   are	   the	  

important	  attributes	  that	  drive	  their	  attraction.	  	  
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7. Conclusion	  

Livens	  &	   Highhouse	   (2003)	   see	   company	   success	   in	   differentiation	   and	   the	  

instrument	   for	   achieving	   differentiation	   are	   talented	   people.	   In	   1998	   triggered	  

McKinsey	   consultants	   a	   competition	   of	   talented	   people.	   Everybody	   is	   nowadays	  

aware	   of	   demographic	   and	   global	   shifts	   in	   economy,	  which	   are	  mainly	   tangible	   in	  

Europe.	   People	  move	   around	   the	  world,	   they	   do	   not	   honour	   lifetime	   employment	  

anymore	  and	  there	  is	  not	  enough	  of	  talented	  applicants.	  Every	  company	  has	  a	  secret	  

receipt	   on	   how	   to	   cope	   with	   these	   problems	   and	   how	   not	   to	   loose	   their	  

competitiveness	   (Evans	   et.al,	   2010).	   	   Pure	   HR	   departments	   shifted	   towards	   SHRM	  

departments	  and	   talent	  management	   is	  no	   longer	   just	  a	  question	  of	  HR,	  moreover	  

CEO	  and	   the	  whole	   company	   is	   a	  part	  of	   the	   talent	  attraction	  plan.	  After	   agreeing	  

that	   getting	   the	   right	   people	   at	   right	   places,	   at	   right	   time	   is	   one	   of	   the	   most	  

important	   things	   for	   the	   company	   this	   thesis	   focused	   on	   the	   topic,	   how	   to	   be	  

attractive	  for	  these	  people.	  	  

The	   theoretical	   part	   of	   this	   thesis	   examined	   different	   fields	   that	   are	  

nowadays	  influencing	  employer	  attractiveness.	  Employer	  Value	  Proposition	  became	  

the	   central	   part,	   because	   it	   gave	   complete	   overview	   of	   the	   factors	   influencing	  

company	  attractiveness.	  Each	  part	  of	  EVP	  pyramid	  was	  subsequently	  examined	  and	  

measurements	   technique	   were	   suggested.	   In	   this	   thesis	   it	   was	   chosen	   to	   further	  

analyse	  only	  one	  of	  the	  parts	  of	  the	  EVP	  pyramid	  in	  order	  to	  be	  able	  to	  deliver	  more	  

focused	   results.	   Other	   parts	   of	   EVP	   pyramid	   where	   only	   marginally	   mentioned	  

through	   the	   student	   survey	   questionnaire,	   so	   those	   students	   were	   not	   pushed	   to	  

unreal	   responses.	   Lastly	   the	   theoretical	   part	   focused	   on	   how	   to	   communicate	   the	  

EVP	   pyramid	   and	   how	   to	   be	   visible	   for	   future	   applicants.	   This	   employer-‐branding	  

chapter	   suggested,	   how	   to	   approach	   employer	   branding	   and	  where	   is	   its	   position	  

within	  SHRM.	  

Through	   examining	   theoretical	   background	   for	   the	   thesis	   many	   indications	  

from	  academics	  were	  found	  proving	  that	  there	  is	  still	  missing	  a	  proper	  and	  extensive	  

research	   in	   this	   field.	   There	   is	   no	   research	   confirming	   particular	   drivers	   of	  

attractiveness,	   there	   is	   lot	   of	   discrepancy	   in	   which	   department	   in	   the	   company	  

should	  handle	  talent	  management	  and	  employer	  branding	  is	  still	  an	  emerging	  topic.	  	  
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At	   the	   end	   of	   the	   theoretical	   chapter	   are	   mentioned	   existing	   studies	   on	  

employer	  attractiveness	  topic,	  which	  are	  ranking	  attractive	  employers.	  	  

Empirical	   part	   focused	   on	   examining	   some	   of	   the	   drivers	   of	   employer	  

attractiveness,	  which	  were	  previously	  described	  in	  the	  EVP	  pyramide.	  Three	  analyses	  

were	   combined	   in	   order	   to	   determine	   objective	   overall	   results	   of	   the	   European	  

market	   with	   subjective	   opinions	   of	   CEMS	   and	   VŠE	   students.	   Firstly	   statistical	  

correlation	   analysis	   was	   conducted,	   which	   aimed	   to	   approve	   or	   reject	   following	  

hypothesis:	  Company	  factor	  (performance,	  company	  policies,	  brand	  value,	  company	  

culture)	   significantly	   influences	   employer	   attractiveness.	   Correlation	   analysis	  

consisted	  of	  six	  separate	  analyses,	  which	  were	  trying	  to	  investigate	  following	  topics.	  

Ø Is	  company	  performance	  main	  determinant	  of	  employer	  attractiveness?	  	  

o Industry	  analysis	  

o Country	  analysis	  

Ø Are	  strong	  corporate	  brands	  also	  strong	  employer	  brands?	  	  

Ø Is	  diversity	  influencing	  employer	  attractiveness?	  

Ø Is	  CSR	  influencing	  employer	  attractiveness?	  

Ø Is	  corporate	  culture	  influencing	  employer	  attractiveness?	  

Ø Does	  employer	  branding	  influence	  employer	  attractiveness?	  

Hypothesis	   was	   only	   partially	   accepted.	   The	   analysis	   is	   rejecting	   that	  

company	   factor	   has	   a	   significant	   influence	   on	   employer	   attractiveness,	   but	   it	   is	  

confirming	   that	   company	   performance	   can	   have	   significant	   influence	   in	   some	  

countries	  and	  industries.	  Moreover	  the	  analysis	  points	  out	  that	  the	  brand	  value	  and	  

branding	  as	  the	  most	  important	  driver	  of	  employer	  attractiveness.	  	  

A	  student	  survey	  tried	  to	  examine	  overall	  drivers	  of	  employer	  attractiveness	  

and	   copied	   above-‐mentioned	   questions,	   however	   offered	   broader	   selection	   for	  

students.	  Respondents	  also	  answered	  industry	  tendency	  questions	  in	  order	  for	  me	  to	  

determine	   if	   company	   performance	   has	   different	   meaning	   in	   different	   industries.	  

The	   third	   source	   of	   information	   was	   RPC	   Graduate	   Barometer,	   which	   completed	  

some	  of	  the	  information	  about	  student	  preferences	  on	  VŠE	  and	  in	  Europe.	  	  

The	  survey	  showed	  that	  company	  performance	  in	  general	  is	  influencing	  only	  

weekly	  employer	  attractiveness.	  More	  important	  influencers	  are	  out	  of	  the	  company	  
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factor	  in	  EVP	  pyramid,	  specifically	  job	  task	  and	  future	  career	  perspective.	  This	  overall	  

study	  also	  helped	  to	  show	  sources	  of	  information	  for	  the	  students	  and	  rank	  some	  of	  

the	  most	  popular	  and	  best	  perceived	  employers.	  	  

This	   thesis	   is	   concluded	  with	  a	   recommendation	  manual,	  which	   is	   following	  

all	  information	  obtained	  through	  the	  thesis,	  which	  are	  relevant	  for	  being	  a	  successful	  

employer.	   Manual	   consists	   of	   seven	   steps,	   which	   are	   suggesting	   how	   proceed	   in	  

order	  to	  find,	  obtain	  and	  sustain	  talent.	  	  

	  It	   is	   believed	   that	   this	   thesis	   succeeds	   to	   identify	   some	   of	   the	   drivers	   of	  

employer	  attractiveness	  and	  offers	  a	  good	  combination	  of	  theoretical	  and	  practical	  

research	   on	   the	   following	   topic.	   	   Although	   the	   hypotheses	   was	   only	   partially	  

confirmed	   it	   opens	   up	   a	   new	   question	  marks	   on	   some	   of	   the	   drivers	   of	   employer	  

attractiveness	  and	  can	  serve	  as	  a	  starting	  point	  for	  a	  further	  research.	  	  
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