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Abstract

Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to provide a systematic review of studies on antecedents of the
corporate reputation of higher education institutions (HEIs) from the perspectives of employees
Design/methodology/approach – The approach is an examination of previous literature on antecedents of
corporate reputation in HEIs, published between 2010 and 2020.
Findings – The findings show that general and specific factors of corporate reputation in HEIs are being
employed as strategic tools to survive the competitive nature of the higher education landscape.
Originality/value – Factors of corporate reputation in HEIs from the perspectives of employees are an
understudied area with little academic literature available.
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Introduction
Previous studies have established the importance of corporate reputation as an intangible
asset in all types of organizations, including higher education institutions (HEIs). However,
its usefulness lies in a careful understanding of corporate reputation’s antecedents and
consequences. Several scholars called for an investigation of antecedents and consequences
of corporate reputation (Money and Hillenbrand, 2006; Fombrun, 2012). Since this call was
made, several studies have investigated antecedents and consequences of corporate
reputation in various contexts, such as hotels. However, both antecedents and consequences
of corporate reputation are complicated and specific to a setting and stakeholder (Ali et al.,
2015; Ruiz et al., 2016), such as customers in a service organization (Walsh et al., 2009) and
employees and students in HEIs. Few studies have investigated antecedents of reputation in
HEIs related to employees (Seman and Zulhamri, 2012; Maduro et al., 2018). This paper
intends to build from the existing literature. It presents results of a systematic review of
antecedents of corporate reputation related to employees in public universities and offers
propositions for further investigation.

The paper commences with a summary of corporate reputation in HEIs, followed by a
presentation of research on antecedents of corporate reputation in HEIs. After that, the
antecedents related to employees and their importance in HEIs are presented. The next
section presents the method used to select and to review the literature, including details of the
search strategy. This is followed by the presentation of results for the thematic analysis. The
final section presents a discussion of the findings that indicate that antecedents of corporate
reputation in HEIs with employees require further refinement through empirical testing.
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Corporate reputation in HEIs
The literature on corporate reputation is typically studied within a business context
(Alessandri et al., 2006). However, this context is different from the academic setting because
rules of operation in academia differ from those in the corporate world (Ver�ci�c et al., 2016). For
instance, features such as loose structure, identity, organizational environment and pressure
from the institutional environments (Christensen and Gornitzka, 2016) are some of the
considerations for studying corporate reputation in HEIs.

Furthermore, the antecedents may be different from those in the corporate world because
universities are primarily established to advance knowledge and develop human capital.
Despite these contextual differences, scholars have used corporate reputation literature of the
corporate world to conceptualize university reputation. Alessandri et al. (2006) defined
university reputation as collective representations that the university’s multiple constituents –
various internal and external constituents, including the media – hold of the university over
time. With stakeholder group in mind, Sontaite and Bakanauskas (2011) defined corporate
reputation in an academic context as a personal and collective recognition, perception, attitude
and evaluation of HEIs among all key stakeholder groups (internal and external) during a
specific period, that is based on their past behavior, communication and potential to satisfy
expectations in comparison with the competition.

In the absence of consensus, studying or defining corporate reputation in an academic
context is challenging. According to Suomi et al. (2014), the first challenge is that different
groups assess the HEIs’ quality and reputation based on how the HEI has met their
expectations. Helm (2007) argued that the criteria applied by individuals belonging to
different stakeholder groups in assessing corporate reputation are somewhat similar, but
actual perceptions of reputational facets are different. Furthermore, past research argues that
business school reputation assessments vary across stakeholder groups depending on the
degree to which each stakeholder group’s expectations for quality programs, processes and
practices are met (Vidaver-Cohen, 2007). The second challenge is the complexity of a
university, coupled with individual freedom typically granted to faculty members in
academia, which means that the HEIs could have a distinct and fragmented university
reputation (Delgado-M�arquez et al., 2012). Third, a university may have a good reputation
and visibility locally but may have a bad reputation at the national or international level.

Besides the challenges, there are several potential benefits for managing corporate
reputation in HEIs. Delgado-M�arquez et al. (2012) argued that an excellent corporate
reputation attracts top tier teachers, good students and affect students’ priorities in social and
academic life. In other words, the competitive nature of the higher education landscape today
forces many universities to fight for quality students, professors, ranks, scientific positions,
international projects, commercial cooperation and various other goals (Ver�ci�c et al., 2016).
Besides, a good reputation in the academic setting is also associated with better selectivity in
student recruitment. More admitted students choose to attend, better students and the ability
to charge higher tuition (Boyd et al., 2010). Furthermore, a strong corporate reputation may
also be beneficial for public organizations such as HEIs in times of scarce resources, raising
public expectations, retaining power and independence (Kuoppakangas et al., 2019).

Antecedents of corporate reputation in HEIs
What are the antecedents of corporate reputation in HEIs from the employees’ perspectives?
The review is undertaken to answer this question. Few of the proposed antecedents have
been examined empirically and tested to determine the strength and direction of their
relationship with the reputation construct. Embracing signaling and institutional arguments
(Rindova et al., 2005) and resource-based view (Boyd et al., 2010) as a basis, they investigated
the graduate management aptitude test (GMAT), an entrance exam to postgraduate
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management studies, media ranking, faculty publications and degree prestige as predictors
of corporate reputation in business school.

Further, Vidaver-Cohen’s (2007) framework for research in business school reputation
proposed competent students, prestigious faculty, research productivity, quality of teaching,
job placement, student grade point average and ability of an institution to attract funding as
predictors. Kuoppakangas et al. (2019) added knowledge transfer and application of research
as predictors of HEIs’ reputation. More predictors identified in the literature include research
performance, quality of student, program value, placement success, the order of entry and
media rankings (Saf�on, 2009). Identity and image of HEIs (Maduro et al., 2018), research,
teaching and internationalization (Delgado-M�arquez et al., 2012, 2013) are relevant drivers of
HEIs reputation on the global context.

Employees and HEIs reputation
This section presents antecedents of HEIs corporate reputation related to employees, both
academic and administrative. Prior research indicates the reputation of an institution may vary
across stakeholders, depending on the fulfillment of stakeholders’ different expectations
(Vidaver-Cohen, 2007). Stakeholders in HEIs include students, alumni, faculty, employers and
others. According to Saf�on (2009), the most important stakeholders in a university setting are
faculty, current and prospective students and corporate recruiters. Faculty members are
considered necessary for building HEIs’ reputations (Vidaver-Cohen, 2007). In contrast, Suomi
et al. (2014) view the current students as significant stakeholders ofHEIs.However, employees are
considered as the most important stakeholders as they rate the reputation of their organization
more positively and hold more positive views of reputation than consumers (Helm, 2007).

The choice of employees for this study is because they are more negatively affected with
negative corporate reputation, compared to other stakeholders, including students, due to
their dependency on the HEIs for their livelihood. Employees are also sometimes neglected
with matters that concern them, yet they are expected to make both customers and students
happy. The employees are categorized as executives, academics, researchers, technical staff
and administrative staff (Sojkin and Golata, 2020), a categorization adopted for this review.

Research performance and teaching quality (Saf�on, 2009; Delgado-M�arquez et al., 2012;
Suomi et al., 2014), quality of students, or competent students (Saf�on, 2009; Suomi et al., 2014)
are some of the antecedents of HEIs reputation from the employee perspectives. Similarly,
Ogbari et al. (2019) found research output and teaching approach to positively and
significantly related to HEIs’ reputation among students. Also, good leadership,
organizational climate and corporate social responsibility (Seman and Zulhamri, 2012;
Kwatubana, 2014; Abedtalas et al., 2019) and employee motivation (Hanaysha and Hussain,
2018) contribute to HEIs reputation. Good leadership determines the effectiveness of HEIs as
employees are willing to support the institution to achieve its goals.

Previous studies provide evidence of the relationship between social capital and corporate
reputation. Social capital moderated the relationship between corporate social responsibility
and corporate reputation (Joo, 2020). Similarly, organizational climate, which relates to
culture, created through routine behaviors, policies, practices and procedures, also
contributes to a positive reputation among employees (Kwatubana, 2014). Based on the
preceding discussion, the list of antecedents related to employees is varied and complicated.
This systematic review focuses on identifying commonly investigated antecedents of
corporate reputation from employees’ perspectives.

Review method
The systematic review is fundamental in any academicwork (Lunde et al., 2019). According to
Tranfield et al. (2003), reviews in management are often conducted to enable the researcher
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both to map and to assess the existing intellectual territory and to specify a suitable research
question for further development of the current knowledge. They argued that literature
review in the management field emphasizes on singular descriptive accounts of contributors,
often selected for inclusion by the implicit biases of the researcher and condemned for lacking
critical assessment. A systematic review methodology fixes this weakness in the literature
review methodology. The systematic review is described as the process of synthesizing
research in an orderly, transparent and reproducible literature review (Walker, 2010). It is
considered appropriate in the management field because it “helps develop a reliable
knowledge base by accumulating knowledge from a range of studies” (Hemsley-Brown and
Oplatka, 2006).

In line with the systematic review procedure (Tranfield et al., 2003), we searched for
relevant literature from three databases: Google Scholar, ProQuest and Scopus. In these
databases, we searched for articles with abstract, titles and keywords that contained at least
one or all the search terms related to corporate reputation and university employees. The
search terms were carefully selected to increase output. The phrases we used resulted into
four different search strings that included “Corporate reputation” AND “Higher education
Institutions” AND “employees”; “Organizational image” AND “university employees”;
“Corporate reputation” AND “University employees” and “Reputation factor” AND “Public
universities.”Table 1 below presents search strings and their results based on each database.

The literature search was limited to publications between 2010 and 2020 because the 10
years provide adequate publications for review and the knowledge obtained is up to date.
Fourteen of the articles were quantitative, four of them (Morrissey, 2012; Kwatubana, 2014;
Iddrisu and Akolaa, 2017; Kuoppakangas et al., 2019) were qualitative and two used
secondary data (Delgado-M�arquez et al., 2012, 2013). The study adopted the inclusion and
exclusion criteria, as summarized in Table 2.

The article selection process went through three main stages of identification, screening
and eligibility (Muhammad Shaffril et al., 2019). During the identification stage, 1,685 articles

Search string
Google
scholar ProQuest Scopus

“Corporate reputation” AND “Higher education Institutions” AND
“employees”

1,150 118 123

“Organizational image” AND “university employees” 59 2 3
“Corporate reputation” AND “University employees” 176 15 11
“Reputation factors” AND “Public universities” 26 2 0
Total 1,411 137 137

Criteria Inclusion Exclusion

Scientific, peer reviewed journal and conference proceedings √
Empirical study, quantitative and qualitative √
Focus on corporate reputation and employees or staff in HEIs setting √
Theoretical and conceptual papers √
Articles published between 2010 and 2020 √
Focus on identity or image and branding √
Books, book chapters, reports √

Table 1.
Search strings and
results

Table 2.
Inclusion and
exclusion criteria
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that matched the search terms were retrieved from the three databases. The second stage,
screening, involved two sub-stages where the first 1,250 articles were excluded for being
review articles, book chapters and not focused on reputation, and second 84 duplicate records
were removed. The eligibility stage assessed 351 articles by looking at the abstracts andmain
content for inclusion in the study. This process excluded 331 articles because they did not
fulfill the inclusion criteria of being empirical, focus on corporate reputation, HEIs and
employees and peer reviewed. Finally, a total of 20 articles remained for further analysis (refer
Figure 1).

After the compilation of the data, a thematic analysis was performed on the 20 selected
articles. These articles provided adequate data for the extraction of meaningful statements

Records retrieved using

databases (Scopus,

ProQuest and Google

scholar, etc.)

(N=1,685)

Records excluded due to

being review articles,

book chapters, not

focused on reputation

(N=1,250)

Total records after

screened

(N=435)

Full-text articles

assessed for eligibility

(N=351)

Studies included in

qualitative synthesis

(N=20)

Duplicate records are

removed

(N=84)

Full-text articles excluded

because the articles are

conceptual and theoretical,

focus on image, identity and

branding and original

contribution

(N=331)

Figure 1.
Article selection

process (adapted from
Muhammad Shaffril

et al., 2019)
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that answers the research question. Four themes were extracted: research setting, the
purpose of research, sample and research design and factors influencing corporate reputation
in HEIs from the perspectives of employees.

Findings
The discussion in this section revolves around the research setting, the purpose of research,
sample and research design and factors influencing corporate reputation in HEIs or
antecedents of corporate reputation related to employees.

Study settings
The settings for reviewed articles are divided into two: country of origin and the specific
context of HEIs in the country where the sample was obtained. Corporate reputation is
considered as a western conceptualization (Ewing et al., 2010), and the majority of the studies
focus on developed or industrialized countries (Salem et al., 2012). The reviewed studies were
conducted in fourteen countries that included developing countries. The countries are Ghana,
Nigeria, South Korea, Taiwan, China, Hong Kong, United Kingdom, Spain, Portugal, Turkey,
Malaysia, South Korea, Finland and South Africa. The additional context was global as it
focused on 50 top-ranking universities in the world. The study also focused on HEIs as a
setting, which has become too competitive for quality faculty, students and staff (Sontaite
and Kristensen, 2009). Corporate reputation has an impact not only on how the universities
work with various stakeholders but also on how to survive the competition (Steiner
et al., 2013).

Analysis of study purpose
The systematic review analyzed the objectives set out in the reviewed studies. The results
revealed that the primarymotivation for the studies was to examine the relationship between
various variables and corporate reputation in HEIs. About half of the studies were carried out
with this aim. Out of the 20 studies for this review, seven used “examine,” five “investigate,”
two “measure,” and one each used “validate,” “evaluate,” “compare,” “explore,” “analyze,” and
“understand” to describe the purposes of the studies. Most of the reviews that aimed at
examining the relationship between corporate reputation with other variables used a
quantitative approach. The purpose of the studies also incorporated the perspectives of both
internal and external stakeholders.

Sample and method
Information regarding sample andmethodwas extracted from the reviewed studies. All the
articles included in this review indicated employees as the population of the studies, except
two (Skallerud, 2011; Badri and Mohaidat, 2014) that mentioned parents and guardians of
students as their population. The works that sampled employees indicated a predominance
of professors and faculty members as a sample, found in eleven studies, followed by
administrative and support staff, cited in seven studies. The relevance and visibility of
faculty or academic staff in HEIs might have contributed to this attention by the
researchers.

Three methods were used in the reviewed studies. The methods are surveys, in-depth
interviews and secondary data analysis. The survey method is by far the most commonly
used method with fourteen studies, followed by in-depth interviews with four studies and
secondary data analysis with two studies. This indicates that the survey method was
predominantly considered by the researchers when studying corporate reputation in HEIs
from employees’ perspectives.
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Factors influencing corporate reputation
Several factors influence corporate reputation in HEIs from the perspectives of employees,
but eight stood out. Table 3 presents the elements. Although these factors have been applied
in other contexts such as hotels but teaching quality and research quality are related
explicitly to HEIs context. At the same time, the remaining six are general but are all
investigated from employees’ perspectives.

Teaching quality. Teaching quality is central and crucial to every institutional body
involved in teaching service (Abedtalas et al., 2019; Kuoppakangas et al., 2019; Ogbari et al.,
2019). It is one of the most important factors considered for university ranking and is
measured through the student-faculty ratio in the Times Higher Education Supplement
ranking (THES) (Delgado-M�arquez et al., 2012). While some researchers argue that this
measure is not entirely accurate, it is the most globally available and accessible measure of
commitment to teaching (Delgado-M�arquez et al., 2012).

Research quality. Research quality is described as a variable represented with two items:
global academic peer review and citation per faculty (Delgado-M�arquez et al., 2012).
Challenges in the application of research to practice due to funding problems and lengthy
publication procedures have made it difficult to manage corporate reputation in HEIs
(Kuoppakangas et al., 2019). Despite such challenges, universities must maintain research
output and quality to improve their reputation.

Employee empowerment. Employee empowerment is a factor that has a strong connection
with human resource literature as a variable for maintaining key talents in organizations and
a key driver of organizational success (Hanaysha and Hussain, 2018). They describe it as a
process of granting organizational personnel the power and authority to make decisions that
are relevant to their jobs. To achieve employee empowerment, employees in HEIs must first
be engagedwith their work, through recognition of efforts and employee benefits. Falola et al.
(2018) described work engagement as a process by which the human resources of an
organization are economically and strategically inspired to be involved and committed to the
organizational goals and values. They argued that such engagement is likely to attract and
retain employees with distinctive capabilities for teaching, research and innovation in HEIs.

Corporate social responsibility. Corporate social responsibility is generally accepted as a
strategic tool used to respond to expectations of various stakeholders, including employees,
to maintain and to build the reputation of an organization (Esen, 2013). In addition to
teaching, research and intellectual development of students, universities are expected to
serve the community through training, scientific and applied research (Abedtalas et al., 2019).

Factor
Times
cited Sources

Employee empowerment 3 Abedtalas et al. (2019), Falola et al. (2018), Hanaysha and Hussain
(2018)

Corporate social
responsibility

2 Abedtalas et al. (2019), Kwatubana (2014)

Research quality 3 Delgado-M�arquez et al. (2012), Kuoppakangas et al. (2019),
Abedtalas et al. (2019)

Teaching quality 4 Abedtalas et al. (2019), Delgado-M�arquez et al. (2012), Ogbari et al.
(2019), Kuoppakangas et al. (2019)

Internationalization 2 Delgado-M�arquez et al. (2013), Morrissey (2012)
Social capital 2 Ho and Peng (2016), Joo (2020)
Satisfaction 2 Badri and Mohaidat (2014), Skallerud (2011)
Image 3 Del-Castillo-Feito et al. (2019), Iddrisu and Akolaa (2017), Maduro

et al. (2018)

Table 3.
Factors influencing

reputation
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Universities are therefore likely to design programs based on five dimensions of corporate
social responsibility that include community, economy, environment, employees and
student’s needs. These dimensions were tested in a university and confirmed that social
responsibility plays a significant role in building the organizational reputation of a university
and public schools (Kwatubana, 2014; Abedtalas et al., 2019).

Internationalization. Internationalization relates to the international dimension of HEIs.
It is described as one of the most important elements in today’s academic setting
(Delgado-M�arquez et al., 2013). The authors argue that the internationalization of HEIs has
contributed to the emergence of global university rankings. As a result, the process of
globalization is ongoing in the HEIs context, where the institutions from different
geographical regions are becoming more like each other (Morrissey, 2012). Researchers
have not reached a consensus on how to measure internationalization. Still, the most widely
used indicators are the ratio of international students to domestic students and the proportion
and origin of international faculty (Delgado-M�arquez et al., 2013).

Social capital. Social capital is defined as “investment in social relations with expected
returns in a marketplace” (Lin, 2005). Previous studies show that investment in social capital
translates into a positive managerial reputation (Kirkbesoglu, 2013). Within the context of
HEIs, Ho and Peng (2016) examined the relationship between institutional resources,
corporate reputation and performance in Taiwan. The findings indicated that corporate
reputation mediated the relationship between social capital and institutional performance.
Another study examined the mediating role of social capital between corporate social
responsibility and corporate reputation among university students and staff in South Korea
(Joo, 2020). Results confirmed the mediating role of social capital between corporate social
responsibility and corporate reputation. In line with these findings, both studies established a
significant effect of social capital on corporate reputation.

Satisfaction. Satisfaction is one of the most important drivers of corporate reputation in
HEIs. It relates to a favorable correspondence between customers’ expectations and their
experiences (Helm, 2007). Regarding students, satisfaction is a short-term attitude that results
from the evaluation of their experience with the education service received (Navarro et al.,
2005; Helgesen and Nesset, 2007). There is no consensus in terms of how the satisfaction
concept is measured, but some recommended general indicators include summary judgment,
comparison with expectations and comparison with an ideal situation (Helgesen and Nesset,
2007). These measures are designed with consideration of the context and the stakeholders
involved. Generally, satisfaction is positively and significantly related to corporate
reputation in schools or HEIs context (Navarro et al., 2005; Helgesen and Nesset, 2007;
Skallerud, 2011; Badri and Mohaidat, 2014).

An organization’s image is crucial for improving the competitive position in the HEIs
landscape (Del-Castillo-Feito et al., 2019). To achieve such a competitive position, the image
must be aligned with an institution’s corporate reputation. In their study, (Iddrisu and
Akolaa, 2017) recommended for establishment of positive links among identity, image and
corporate reputation for HEIs in Ghana to achieve competitive advantage. Del-Castillo-Feito
et al. (2019) tested the proposition of the relationship between image and reputation in a public
university in Portugal and confirmed that image has a positive and significant impact on
corporate reputation.

Discussion
Based on the review, the corporate reputation concept can no longer be considered as a western
conceptualization or applied in developed countries only. This systematic review focussed on
HEIs, including high schools. Three studies (Skallerud, 2011; Badri and Mohaidat, 2014;
Kwatubana, 2014) investigated the corporate reputation of high schools and primary schools.
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Most of the reviewed studies concentrated on examining the relationship between
corporate reputation and various variables in HEIs. The findings show that most of the
studies met the intended purpose and that the relationship between the eight variables and
corporate reputation is confirmed. The significance of the relations of the variables is
determined from the employees’ perspectives.

Besides, most of the reviewed studies used faculty members and professors as a sample.
Few studies included other categories of employees, such as administrative staff. This is not
surprising as facultymembers are considered core employees in an academic setting and that
their views are taken seriously regarding the management of HEIs. The survey method was
dominant, indicating the popularity of the survey method when it comes to corporate
reputation studies in HEIs.

The factors for reputation can be categorized into two: those that are specific and those
that can be considered general to the university setting. “Teaching and research are the two
core functions of universities” (Delgado-M�arquez et al., 2012) that contribute to a university
position in the ranking system. Therefore, research quality and teaching quality are variables
predominantly investigated concerning corporate reputation in a university setting. The
findings also show that these are important predictors of corporate reputation among
employees in HEIs.

The general antecedents to corporate reputation included corporate social responsibility,
employee empowerment, social capital, internationalization, image and satisfaction. These
variables have been referred to as general because they are investigated in other contexts and
from perspectives of different stakeholders. However, these variables do not directly address
the core function of universities. Still, they are essential in contributing to the formulation of
successful education strategies that could enable HEIs to cope with competitions, both
nationally and internationally.

Among the six global variables, employee empowerment and image are the most
investigated variables in relationship to corporate reputation in HEIs context. Image is
reported to be related to corporate reputation, and some studies use the two terms
interchangeably. Butmanymore studies consider the terms different but related.We adopted
the position that the terms are different but related. As a result, studies that investigated
image were excluded. The increasing emphasis on internationalization in HEIs is related to
university ranking, which is used to attract students and staff. The studies show that certain
countries are admitting an increasing number of international students and international
faculty into their universities, resulting in quality improvements, competitiveness and
reputation of the country’s HEIs.

Further, the reviewed studies identified social capital as another antecedent of corporate
reputation in HEIs. This can be considered as a recent addition to the list of antecedents of
corporate reputation in HEIs, by looking at the recency of the studies that tested this variable.
Previous studies in the corporate world connect social capital with the performance of an
organization, and other studies reveal that social capital is related to corporate reputation
(Kirkbesoglu, 2013). However, social capital was tested as a mediating variable between
corporate reputation and HEIs performance in Taiwan (Ho and Peng, 2016) and between
corporate social responsibility and corporate reputation in South Korea (Joo, 2020). Both
studies confirmed social capital significantly influenced corporate reputation inHEIs context.

Conclusion
This systematic review focused on employees’ perception of corporate reputation in HEIs and
their determinants.We reviewed 20 articles, which provide an overview of the state of research
on corporate reputation in HEIs from employee perspectives. The findings show that corporate
reputation is no longer awestern conceptualization but is being investigated even in developing
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countries. The studies are predominantly quantitative and tested the relationship between
corporate reputation and its antecedents in HEIs. Out of the eight factors, research quality and
teaching quality are the most important factors specific to HEIs context.

The results have implications both for academics and practice. Academically, the factors
identified in this systematic review can serve as a starting point when studying antecedents
of corporate reputation in HEIs from the employees’ perspectives. Researchers can use the
factors of corporate reputation identified in this study to build and test amodel of antecedents
of corporate reputation in HEIs context. Practically, the influencing factors provide strategies
for building and enhancing corporate reputation in HEIs. Teaching and research quality are
the most prominent antecedents of corporate reputation, and HEIs management may
consider employing these antecedents to improve both educational delivery and institutional
reputation.

The database search was based on the inclusion and exclusion criteria developed for this
study. The selected period, 2010–2020, is considered long enough to get adequate and
relevant literature on the topic. Despite these efforts, the search might not have captured all
the pertinent articles that address the issue. Furthermore, some relevant articles might have
been left out because they were published outside the selected period. It is also possible that
the factors could be categorized differently by other researchers. Besides, a systematic review
is time-consuming and is suitable for selected researches that need to provide a general
picture and evidence to direct future research. Future studies might consider expanding the
number of databases for literature search, including the consequences of corporate reputation
and increasing the period to get more relevant articles. Also, future research can develop and
test a model of antecedents of corporate reputation in HEIs as a contribution to corporate
reputation literature.
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