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Factors that Impact Turnover Intentions

Introduction:

Top managers are realizing that a key driver of success for a company is the way in which the company manages its employees. In today’s volatile economy it is imperative for companies to proactively engage with the turbulent environment in order to ensure that their company experiences stable growth, increased customer loyalty and shareholder value. This is only possible if top managers are able to decrease turnover intentions, and increase the rate of retention in their company. The impact of turnovers is severe in that companies not only experience financial instability, but also production is affected thereby the quality of the product/services offered to customers is not up to the standard. Jac Fitz – enz founder and chairman of Saratoga Institute “and his colleagues have developed a formula for calculating the cost of turnover that considers expenses associated with termination, replacement, vacancy and learning curve productivity loss. Their research indicated that the average cost of a termination for a non – exempt employee is approximately equal to six months of pay and benefits. For a professional or manager, this estimate jumps to the equivalent of a full year’s salary and benefits” (Scott, 2003, p. 2). The cost of an employee quitting a company has a negative impact that pushes the company further away from reaching its goals. 
There are multiple reasons for low employee retention rate; it could be because baby boomers are approaching their retirement age, the economy, downsizing, poor company culture, fierce competition etc. Whatever the reasons may be the reality is that companies for a long time have been faced with the challenge of recruiting, and maintaining high performers. As employees quit an organization they not only decrease the standard of productivity but also rob an organization of its customers. The main aim of this review is to offer a comprehensive report of the research that has been done in the area of turnover literature to understand the factors that lead to an employee’s decision to quit.  The paper is categorized into two sections; the first part consists of research materials that study turnover intentions based on a theoretical foundation, namely the social exchange theory. The social exchange theory addresses employee retention from the employee’s point of view by examining job fit, personal sacrifice, career mobility, and from the employer’s point of view by looking at HR practices, the role of managers, the relationship between agent and structure and the tools for creating an effective workplace. The second part consists of practical tools or practices from companies to combat employee retention.  
The Theory of Social Exchange
Job Fit and Personal Sacrifice as Mechanism of PSS, POS and Turnover Intentions
As organizations find themselves facing a turbulent/dynamic external environment, it is important that they proactively engage with the environment to maintain a stable growth for the company. One of the ways by which companies can be proactive is through effectively managing their workforce or the human resources. But managing human resources is in itself a complex task because the training, the education, and the skills people have keep changing over a short period of time.  In other words, the knowledge that is pertinent to an organization’s success today may become obsolete tomorrow. In such a situation, Dawley, Houghton and Bucklew (2010) write that “not only will recruiting qualified employees become a priority, retaining knowledgeable workers will be equally important” (p. 238 -239).   Organizations try to reduce the rate of voluntary turnover because of its negative impact on the company’s performances, finances and services. According to Dawley, Houghton, and Bucklew, previous research on turnover intentions have revolved around the concept of POS/perceived organizational support. This significant study states that employees’ form impressions/opinions about the extent to which an organization values and cares about the employees and their contributions, and how ready organizations are to reward them. Hence turnover intentions are based on these employee impressions. The authors state that further research had been done to link PSS/perceived supervisor support and turnover intentions. From previous research it has been found that the mediating factors that link PSS to POS and finally the turnover intentions include ‘organizational justice,’ ‘participation in decision making,’ ‘increase in job satisfaction,’ and ‘commitment.’


Dawley, Houghton and Bucklew contend that the mediating factors or the ‘mechanisms’ that link PSS, POS and turnover intentions of previous researchers have all focused on the ‘organizational attitudes’ towards turnover intentions. Instead of studying turnover intentions from the organizations point of view, the authors state that the perceptions of employees towards the organization must be the deciding factor of turnover intentions.  In order to be more specific about what these perceptions are, the authors study turnover intentions in the light of two organizational constructs – job fit and personal sacrifice - that have been overlooked in most turnover studies. The authors have two hypotheses, the first hypothesis states that job fit will partially mediate the relationship between PSS and POS. the second hypothesis is that personal sacrifice will partially mediate the relationship between POS and turnover intentions; Thereby drawing a link between PSS, POS and turnover intentions. 


The two organizational constructs – job fit and personal sacrifice – are in reality categories of influence that fall under the term job embeddedness. This term states that there are a ‘web of influences’ that connect an employee to the organization. Job fit throws light on employee’s perception of ‘comfort’ or ‘compatibility’ with the work culture of the organization. The higher the job fit, the less likely is an employee to quit the organization. The authors state that “job fit is enhanced when an organization’s culture offers an environment consistent with an employee’s personal values and career goals, and when a job utilizes an employee’s skills, abilities, and job specific knowledge” (Dawley, Houghton & Bucklew ,2010, p. 243).    

Personal sacrifice on the other hand is what an employee might loose if he quits the organization. It could be salary, opportunities for development, social, cultural ties etc. An employee is less likely to quit an organization if s/he will incur a loss because of their decision to leave a company. Both perceptions, job fit and personal sacrifice, can be easily controlled by the organization. Employees have a tendency to interpret the actions of the supervisors (PSS) as the actions of the organization (POS). Therefore supervisors have the power to control PSS by making sure that employees have a good job fit. Second the organization can create personal sacrifices to ensure that employees do not quit their company. They could implement rewards, training and development, raises etc. By doing this an organization can make sure that an employee’s intention to quit is less likely because he/she has a lot to loose.    


In order to explain the dynamic relationship between the organization and the employee, and to clarify the link between PSS, POS and turnover intentions, Dawley, Houghton and Bucklew build their hypothesis upon a theoretical foundation. They state that the relationship between an employer and an employee is a give and take relationship, where the organization has something to offer to the employee, and in return the employee offers something to an organization which is high performance, less absenteeism, and not quitting. The theory that best explains this dynamics between the organization and the employee is called the social exchange theory. The social exchange theory is built upon the phenomena known as the ‘norm of reciprocity’. The authors write, “The social exchange process generally involves a series of interdependent and contingent interactions between two parties resulting in certain types of obligations that may lead to a high – quality relationship” (Dawley, Houghton, Bucklew, 2010, p. 240). 


Therefore, if an employee perceives that the organization values their contributions and their skills are utilized and rewards are implemented, and that the supervisors are supportive of the welfare of the employees, then their perception and behavior towards the organization is positive. This proves that job fit does mediate the relationship between PSS, and POS. If an employee feels that he/she will loose a lot if he quits a company then s/he is less likely to do so. Therefore the employee’s decision to stay is built purely on calculative motives, and not because of emotional ties to the organizations. The employee knows that the company s/he is working for offers a lot of opportunities that other companies may not have. This proves that personal sacrifice partially mediates the relationship between POS and turnover intentions.

By contending that job fit, and personal sacrifice are partial mediators of PSS, POS and turnover intentions, the authors are throwing light on the interdependent relationship between job fit, and personal sacrifice in that these two factors are like two pieces of a puzzle, together they link PSS, POS and turnover intentions. The most important point of this link is that it is the employees’ perception of job fit, and personal sacrifice that determines turnover intentions, and not organizational attitudes. Therefore organizations have to put more effort into increasing job fit, and personal sacrifice in order to decrease turnover intentions.  
Six Critical Ingredients of a workplace
Instead of studying turnover intentions from the perspective of the employees, Jacob, Galinsky, and Hill address the issue of retention, job satisfaction, and job engagement by addressing the various strategies that organizations implement to create an effective work place. In other words, the factors that help organizations retain employees, through job satisfaction and job engagement is “not a “perk” for employees. It is a strategic business tool that may enhance employees’ engagement and productivity, thereby serving employers and employees” (Jacob, Galinsky, Hill, 2008, p. 142).  Although this line of thought seems to echo the social exchange theory discussed by Dawley, Houghton and Bucklew, the emphasis has been removed from the employee, and it is the employer who has the upper hand in strategically managing people in order to increase productivity, and finances. Therefore the more effective the workplace is the less likely is an employee to quit the job.

Jacob, Galinsky and Hill state that there are six factors that are essential to creating an effective workplace. They point out that five factors out of the six pertains to work, they include: Job autonomy, learning opportunities, supervisor support for job success, co - worker team support for job success, and involvement in management decision making. The sixth factor, “workplace flexibility recognizes the relationship between employees’ work life and their life outside of work” (Jacob, Galinsky, Hill, 2008, p. 142).  The authors argue that these six work place factors are “strategic policies and practices intended to serve business and employee needs, rather than exploring workplace factors designed simply to accommodate the needs of employees” (Jacob, Galinsky, Hill, 2008, p.142). 

Based on this argument the authors contend that the six workplace factors, i.e. job autonomy, learning opportunities, supervisor support for job success, co worker team support for job success, involvement in management decision making, and workplace flexibility positively relate to three work outcomes, namely job engagement, job satisfaction, and employee retention. They also state that the three work outcomes, i.e. job engagement, job satisfaction, employee retention positively relate to the overall workplace effectiveness. 

The findings of this study prove that any one of the six factors or all have a positive impact on employee retention, job satisfaction, and job engagement. If an employee has job autonomy s/he is more likely to be engaged in the job as employees feel that they are contributing their best efforts to meet the company’s goal. Similarly, learning opportunities, and supervisor support have a positive impact on employee retention, satisfaction and job engagement because employees are being productive by developing their careers. Involvement in decision making helps to “facilitate psychological empowerment” (Jacob, Galinsky, Hill, 2008, P. 145). Also workplace flexibility has been proved to increase satisfaction, and retention.  
Therefore, these six factors are tools that management can use to create an effective workplace that retains employees. Although this article focuses on the organizational effort in creating an effective workplace, it is similar to Dawley’s, Houghton’s and Bucklew’s study in that it is the exchange relationship between the employer and the employees that determines job satisfaction, job engagement, and employee retention rate. The six factors become the mechanisms that link an effective workplace to job satisfaction, engagement and employee retention just as job fit, and personal sacrifice link PSS, POS and turnover intentions. 
HRM Practices and Quit Rates of Good and Poor Performers

By using the social exchange theory to describe the employee and organization relationship, and analyzing the relationship in the light of HRM practices, and the employer’s perspective, Shaw, Dineen, Fang and Vellella dig further into the employer’s attitudes towards turnover, and the impact of those practices on turnover intentions. Though Jacob, Galinsky and Hill discussed the factors that influence job satisfaction, engagement, and employment retention as a strategic tool used by management, they did not go further by discussing the employer’s expectations behind the strategic tools. Shaw, Dineen, Fang, and Vellella throw light on the motives behind HRM practices, and its impact on employee retention rate. 

According to the authors, “HRM systems reflect the different investments organizations make in their employees, and also the different behaviors organizations expect of their employees” (Shaw, Dineen, Fang, Vellella, 2009, p. 1016). Based on the theory of social exchange, the authors state that these HRM practices, from an organizational point of view, define the norms of exchange to the employees. The resources of exchange can be tangible or less tangible. “Training, job security, and procedural justice systems are less tangible” (Shaw, Dineen, Fang, Vellella, 2009, p. 1018) whereas pay and benefits are tangible. The point is that these resources of exchange communicate to the employee that an organization cares about them. But from the employer’s point of view, inducements, and incentives are the level of expectations an organization has about specific desired contribution from the employees like less absenteeism, more production etc. 

Shaw, Dineen, Fang and Vellella (2009), state that “HRM practices can be categorized into two distinct social exchange dimensions – practices designed to  enhance employee’s expected outcomes (HRM inducements and investments) and those that focus on employer’s expected contributions from employees (HRM  expectation, enhancing practices)” (p. 1015).  The authors contend that these two HR practices do not impact all employees in the same way in that high employer expectations may not force all employees to feel the need to quit a company. In other words what the authors are stating is that the factors that lead to turnover intentions depend on whether an employee is a good performer or not. 

Both good and poor performers react positively to high inducements and investments. From an organizational point of view high inducements, and investments increases employees perceived obligation to an organization. The company’s inducement and investment practices sends “signals about long term employment” (Shaw, Dineen, Fang and Vellella, 2009, p. 1018). Therefore this HR practice makes sure that employees feel obligated to work in an organization because the company has a lot to offer. This idea is similar to the organizational construct, the personal sacrifice, which Dawley, Houghton and Bucklew refer to as the partial mediator between POS, and turnover intentions in that an employer is handcuffed to the organization because s/he knows that they have a lot to loose financially, and in terms of career development etc if they quit a company.    


Though reasons for the HR practice, inducement and investment, and its impact on turnover is easy to describe, the second HR practice, expectations enhancing practices throw light on a complex relationship between the employer and employee. By implementing a performance management system, employers are able to separate the poor performers from the good performers. This practice helps organizations to direct their incentives, and rewards only to those who perform well.  The negative aspect of this practice is that it does not allow job autonomy, and does not promise employees long term job opportunities. Shaw, Dineen, Fang and Vellella contend that this practice does not always increase turnover intentions. They say that good performers continue to work because high expectations equal high opportunities for growth, and recognition. But for the poor performers this could mean more pressure and frustration. Even then it is likely that they will opt to quit a company because poor performers may view this HR practice as an opportunity to grow, or they may not have an alternative company that tolerates poor performance for high incentives. 

By attempting to understand turnover intentions from a social exchange point of view, and from the employer’s perspective, and practices, Shaw, Dineen, Fang, and Vellella throw light on the dynamic relationship between the employer, and the employee based on two categories, i.e. good and poor performers. Therefore, it is no longer job fit or personal sacrifice or the six factors that are essential in creating an effective workplace that solely act as the cause of turnover intentions, but the performance level of the employee is also crucial in determining turnover intentions. 
The Multidimensionality of Organization Commitment Construct

It is clear to see that the importance of the social exchange theory is an essential framework to understanding the factors that influence turnover intentions. These factors could be addressed from an employee’s point of view through job fit and personal sacrifice, or from an employer’s perspective through HRM practices or through the strategic tool used for creating an effective workplace. But the purpose of studying these factors from different angles is to understand the dynamics of the organization commitment construct. 


Organization Commitment is defined as “the relative strength of an individual’s linkage to the organization” (Wagner, 2007, p. 236). Wagner states that this linkage has been categorized into three distinct themes; they are ‘affective commitment,’ ‘normative commitment’ and ‘continuance commitment.’ Affective commitment is similar to the construct of ‘job fit’ in that an employee is committed to an organization if he perceives that his skills are used, and his values are similar to that of the organizations. “ Normative commitment designates the feeling of obligation to continue employment, while continuance commitment indicates the awareness the employee has related to the costs associated with leaving the organization” (Wagner, 2007, p.236). Continuance commitment can also be described as ‘personal sacrifice.’ When an employee perceives that by quitting he may loose a lot of opportunities a company has to offer, s/he decides to persist. 

Wagner’s contention is that researchers and mangers fail to understand the complexity of the organizational commitment construct in that the dynamics of the construct is its multidimensionality. The organizational constructs, i.e. job fit, and personal sacrifice, cannot be removed from the six factors that create an effective workplace, and the organization commitment construct cannot be studied in isolation without the understanding of job fit, personal sacrifice and the six factors. In other words, organizational commitment is complex, “there are multiple definitions and conceptualizations of the concept” (Wagner, 2007, p.236). Studying the relevance of organizational commitment in the light of nursing turnover research, Wagner contends that the importance of the multidimensionality of organization commitment is often overlooked or underused in that only selected factors that influence turnover intentions are studied like job satisfaction. 


Wagner argues that “organizational commitment should be viewed in a continuum, with one end defined by a high degree of commitment and intent to stay with an organization, and the other end characterized by low levels of commitment, coupled with a desire to remain as a member in the organization” (Wagner, 2007, p.241).  The point in this argument is that job satisfaction is irrelevant in determining turnover intentions.  Echoing Shaw’s, Dineen’s, Fang’s and Villella’s argument that the performance levels of employees determine the intention to quit or persist, Wagner states that satisfaction plays a little role in understanding turnover intentions because employees who are not satisfied with their work do not quit a company because they have don’t have other options. In this light, the multidimensionality of the organization commitment construct must be taken into consideration to understand the reality of turnover intentions, and thereby understanding the complex relationship between the employee, and the employer as explained through the norm of reciprocity or the social exchange theory.  
The Effect of Hopeful Leaders on the Resiliency of Employees and Organizations

So far the social exchange theory has been the most used theoretical framework to explain the factors influencing turnover intentions. Moving away from the exchange dynamics between employers and employees, Norman, Brett, and Kyle Luthans study the effectiveness of good leaders in an organization, and their role and impact on employee performance, and employee retention. The authors view the effectiveness of good leaders in the light of two theoretical constructs: Hope, and perceived organizational behavior (POB). 

Norman, Brett, and Kyle Luthans do not refer to hope as an emotion that is abstract, and immeasurable, but in a more specific sense in that hope is a “positive motivational state that is based on an interactively derived sense of successful (1) agency (goal directed energy) and (2) pathways (planning to meet goals)” (Norman, Brett, Luthans,2005, p. 58).  The authors contend that a good leader must posses both these essence of hope to be an effective leader. A leader cannot possess only motivation/will power, and lack the means to get the work done. 

The main argument is that leaders are the representatives of the organization, and their actions have an impact on the way employees perceive the organization. Hence a leader must be someone who has the ability to create an environment that is built upon hope. A leader is flexible, positive, open to change, and proactive. The authors contend that if leaders are effective, and spread this sense of hope throughout the organization then the employees of the organization adapt and adopt the atmosphere of the organization and become resilient to threats within and without the organization. 


The bottom line of this argument is that “leaders would need to be aware of how their actions are being interpreted and modeled, and therefore would need to examine their process” (Norman, Brett, Luthans, 2005, p. 62). In other words, the leaders are accountable for developing resiliency in employees, for creating an atmosphere that is positive, and is conducive to high performance, thereby reducing turnover intentions not only during the stable growth stages of a company, but also during turbulent times.  Leaders have the power to control the perceptions of employees, and if leaders ensure that the employees perceive the organization in a positive light then they are committed to stay because employees also model their behavior after their leaders, and can relate to them.  
Career Mobility at the Intersection of Agent and Structure

A different approach to studying turnover intentions is possible if one moves away the focus from the employer’s role in reducing turnover intentions, like leadership effectiveness, and creating an effective workplace to understanding the intent of quitting a job as an expression of career development. Forrier, Sels, and Stynen argue that the intent of quitting an organization throws light on the complex interplay between agency (the individual) and structure (the social context). They argue that most American researchers view employees as individual agencies who decide to quit based on free choice. But the reality is that career transitions are made because of structural restrictions like organizational policies, labor market segmentation, institutional rules etc. Also, it is the perception of the employee that acts as the agent of change in the midst of structural restrictions. 


The authors state that career transitions can be both voluntary and involuntary; it can be for a higher position or for higher income, location, and intensity of the work environment.  But the most important point made by the authors is that career transitions reflect the nature of the dialogue between people and their social contexts. According to Forrier, Sels and Stynen (2009) the “various factors that may stimulate voluntary as well as involuntary work – role transitions” (p. 742) are first, human capital that “encompasses the individual skills, knowledge, competencies, and attitudes influencing an individual’s career mobility opportunities” (Forrier, Sels and Stynen, 2009, p. 742), second, social capital defined as the social structure within which an employee is situated, third, self – awareness which is defined as ‘career identity’ that propels employees to reflect on their “strengths, weaknesses, goals, values, beliefs and who they want to become” (Forrier, Sels, and Stynen, 2009, p. 743) and fourth adaptability which refers to the “willingness and the ability to change behaviors, feeling and thoughts in response to environmental demands” (Forrier, Sels, and Stynen, 2009, p. 743). 
The authors also contend that the demand in the internal and external labor market in terms of the number of jobs available, incentives offered and labor costs determines career mobility or transitions. Furthermore, the ease of movement that is the availability of alternative jobs in the market, the willingness to move based on “the attractiveness of the future work role versus that of the current and alternative work – roles” (Forrier, Sels and Stynen, 2009, p.748) and the shock events which are “very distinguishable events which lead an individual to make judgments about remaining with or leaving their current labor market position (Forrier, Sels and Stynen, 2009, p. 750) contribute to the decision to change careers/ organizations.

Therefore the point being made is similar to the principle of the social exchange theory in that the norms of exchange are the complex dialectic exchange between agency, and the structure. The factors that influence voluntary or involuntary turnover are cyclic in nature that is founded upon this dialogue between the employee, and the organization. Since this dialogue is cyclic in nature, the authors contend that career mobility has no boundaries, and is protean in nature. But it is the perception of the employees, and the policies and rules of the structure that determines the rate of career mobility within an organization.

Time Frames for Leaving

Building on the notion that careers are boundaryless, protean in nature and that career decisions are constantly assessed throughout an individual’s life, Van Dam writes that “the decision to leave the organization can have important consequences for the individual, affecting not only one’s career development and labor market opportunities, but also one’s financial situation, family responsibilities, travelling time, and even place of residence’ (Van Dam, 2008, p. 560). 


In the light of the boundaryless protean nature of career mobility, Van Dam argues that the time frames for the transition have never been studied in depth in turnover literature. Van Dam writes, “turnover is treated as a binary variable; study participants are classified as either stayers or leavers. By treating stayers as one group, the temporal aspect of turnover as well as the relationship with career planning has largely been ignored” (Van Dam, 2008, p. 560). Therefore, Van Dams main argument is that by understanding the time frame of quitters, researches can find out the factors that influence transition, and the different ‘types of potential quitters.’


The author writes that according to the traditional turnover theory job satisfaction and organizational commitment was said to be the factors that influence turnover intentions. But recently researchers have proved that job satisfaction is only a mediator between job fit and turnover intentions. Organization commitment on the other hand was a predictor in that it predicted whether an employee wanted to work in an organization or quit. The intention to leave would only be possible if an alternative job opportunity was available. 


According to the expectancy theory, “employees are more inclined to leave when they expect that turnover will result in more positive outcomes, such as higher income, and more opportunities for personal development, than negative outcomes, such as leaving   valued colleagues and increased travelling time” (Van Dam, 2008, p. 560) hence Van contends that employees who perceive positive outcomes will quit shortly than those who perceive negative outcomes. 

Van Dam also uses the theory of planned behavior to show that employees who perceive that they have very little side bets in the company are more likely to quit than others who are pressurized to stay by the losses they may occur if the decide to quit. Based on these three theories, Van Dam states there are five groups within the turnover time frames. They are: “urgent leavers, who intend to leave the organization within the next year, determined leavers; who intend to leave the organization in the near future (2-3 years); undetermined leavers, who considered leaving a serious future option but do not have a specific time in schedule; long - term leavers, who preferred to stay in the organization for a longer period but do not intend to stay, forever; and  stayers, who intended to remain a member of the organization” (Van Dam, 2008, p. 560).


Van Dam states that urgent leavers were dissatisfied with their job context, but found alternative opportunities in the labor market for career transition.  Determined leavers were somewhat similar to urgent levers except that they did not see any opportunity in the labor market, and had pressure from the losses they may incur by quitting an organization. Undetermined leavers did not have a time frame to quit the job, but like determined leavers they too had too many side – bets to loose. Long term leavers perceived fewer opportunities outside the organizations, and hence they remained in the organization although they held ‘positive turnover attitudes.’ Finally stayers had no intentions to leave the organization because they did not perceive any opportunities outside their company. They were highly satisfied with their jobs, and hence were committed to the organization. 

Therefore by studying the time frames of the quitters, Van Dam differentiated the factors that influenced turnover intentions providing a full picture of employees’ considerations whether and when to leave the company” (Van Dam, 2008, p. 560).  
Authoritarianism as a Factor for Employee Retention and Promotion

A factor that has not been discussed so far in terms of turnover intentions is the nature of the relationship between the employee and the employer. Researchers have discussed the importance of creating a dialogue between managers and employees, the importance of job fit, personal sacrifice, the norm of reciprocity, the boundaryless of careers and its protean nature, and even the time frames of quitters, but have not gone further to define the essential attribute of the relationship that ultimately determines turnover intentions, job fit, personal sacrifice etc. Natoli in his article Theory of Employee Survival defines the ‘reporting nature’ between employee, and employer as authoritarianism congruence between the applicant and/or employee and the employer” (Natoli, 2004, p. 80). He argues that before the industrial revolution, people worked in agriculture producing there own food supply, and therefore they were self employed, and enjoyed a considerable amount of autonomy. 


But after the industrial revolution, organizations came into being, and people belonged to these organizations primarily as employees. The autonomy that once defined their work life was no more. Employees had to comply with the organizations policies, practices, work culture etc. As Natoli states (2004), “the central element of the organizational structure” (p. 80) was defined by the authoritarianism of the company as it defined the essential work life quality of the organization as different from other organizations in the labor market. Natoli uses the theory of employee survival to describe the construct of authoritarianism.

According to Natoli (2004) authoritarianism is a “co variation of three attitudinal clusters: (a) authoritarian aggression, (b) authoritarian submission, and (c) conventionalism” (p. 83). Aggression is defined as ‘general aggressiveness’ directed at employees when sanctioned by top managers. Submission is defined as submission to the authorities in an organization, and conventionalism is defined as the willingness of an employee to adhere to the conventions of the organization.

The author argues that an employee’s “initial acceptance into an organization and the longevity with the organization is based on an authoritarian congruence between the employer and employees” (Natoli, 2004, p. 83). Therefore much focus is on the hiring process wherein employees are screened to see if they fit in with the culture of the organization. “Those applicants perceived as not willing to submit to employer conventionalism are not hired and do not survive the hiring process” (Natoli, 2004, p.83).


When a candidate is hired, s/he is given the training and the orientation that takes the employee further into the role of compliance. It is here where dissonance takes place. Some employers may find the company’s belief and values relating to their beliefs and goals. And others may not find it appealing, but they still conform because they do not have an alternative. There is third group of employees who refuse to submit willingly and they enter into a state of dissonance. 


Natoli’s conclusion is that organizations that have a high level of authoritarianism have a hard time maximizing performance, and increasing the retention rate of employees. High authoritarian companies have high dissonance, and hence many negative repercussions. The intensity of the workplace is defined by the employee based on their perception of the authoritarianism of the organizations. Therefore, job fit, effective workplace, hopeful leaders, are all mediating facts that reflect the level of authoritative congruence between employees, and employer.   
Practical Strategies for Addressing Employee Retention
 Treating Employees like Customers 
The importance of maintaining a positive social dialogue, unlike a high level of authoritarianism, between the employer and employee cannot be best proven by any other company than Wegmans Food Market Inc. Wegmans Food Market Inc has been “recognized by Fortune as one of the 100 best companies to work for, ranking No. 1 in 2005” (Alexandria, 2009, p. 28). The reason behind the company’s success lies in the way in which the norms of social exchange have been established by the company. Alexandria writes a substantial part of “the company’s time is devoted to improving recruitment and employee development” and that the company researches the needs and desires of its employees the same way it researches the needs of its customers” (Alexandria, 2009, p. 28). 
Wegmans Food Market has created an effective work atmosphere that communicated that every member of the organization was a family, and that the company cared for them. In response to this organizational behavior, employees valued the corporate values that include “caring, respect, high standards, empowerment and making a difference in the communities it serves” (Alexandria, 2009, P. 28). The company had also managed their employees by encouraging communication between managers across the different levels in the company. This not only helped to shape a positive impression of the company in the eyes of the employees, but also helped management to be more aware of their needs, and create professional development programs to address those needs. 
The company has also created excellent side bets like competitive salaries, and benefits, health coverage for full and part time workers, retirement plans, smoking cessation and adoption assistance programs and educational scholarships. Not only did the company create an effective workplace, but they also made sure that the opportunities offered to employees were many based on their needs in order to ascertain their loyalty. Hence the company not only made sure that the employer’s perception of job fit was met, but also communicated that employees were valued in this organization, therefore creating a positive dialogue between employees, and employers which ensured a high retention rate.  
Avoiding Brain Drain

Middlebrook argues that companies are responsible for creating the workplace employees’ want to work in. But most of the times instead of focusing on the positive social dialogue between employers and employees, organizations get preoccupied with the tools they think will enhance high retention rates.  From surveys of high – performing employees it has been found that the most common reasons for employees’ turnover decisions root from “feeling undervalued by the organization; little opportunity for advancement; wanted ongoing career development and great challenge; conflict with supervisor/manager or with coworkers; wanted more job security; change in career goals; personal reasons such as relocation or return to school; unreasonable workload; disagreed with company procedures, work rules, systems; organizational politics; wanted more training; Didn’t fit into company culture” (Middlebrook, 1999, p. 9). 

In order to address these issue companies have a wide range of actions/tools to choose from like career development, reward system, training, flexible work schedules, provide more recognition etc. Although these tools are effective in reducing turnover, Middlebrook argues that managers tend to “rate the effectiveness of the above actions slightly higher than workers” (Middlebrook, 1999, p. 9) thereby rendering any management initiative ineffective. 
The author writes that human resources have an important role to play in stopping the ‘brain drain.’ They can learn the factors that cause low retention, study the demographics of the work population, study the work culture of other organizations for best practices, and offer training and tools that they need to achieve the company’s goals, and theirs. Discuss their career goals and that of the company’s  and draw a link between the two, offer feedback, and create a work culture that is more flexible and less prone to conflict.

But more importantly, human resources according to Middlebrook should implement good rewards systems and supervisors should set expectations and provide “employers with opportunities for employment” (Middlebrook, 1999, p. 10) and leaders should be coaches to make people feel empowered. Thereby decreasing the cost of employees’ leaving, but also making sure production is not disturbed. 
Strategies for Survival in the War of Talent

Michael Hay writes that companies have the misconception that employees leave an organization because they are dissatisfied with their salary. But the reality is that “employees are increasingly adopting the philosophy that their job security lies not in employment, but in employability” (Hay, 2002, p. 52). Hay states that it is important for organizations to survey their employees and find out their perceptions, and intentions towards their employers. 


Hay states that the survey of employees from Hay Group showed that there were ‘satisfaction gaps’ between those who wanted to stay, and those who wanted to quit. The point that Hay reasserts is that pay is not the main factor that influences satisfaction. Instead it is the extent to which an employee’s talent has been utilized by the company, and developed so that the skill is up to date with the demands of the labor market. Hence, employees Hay states are deeply interested in career development, and training. 


The report also identified that employees tend to leave a company because they ware dissatisfied with their boss’s management, communication, and leadership skills. Therefore, “organizations must therefore weed out marginal managers and replace them with those who can communicate effectively with their teams, and deploy initiatives that are consistent with company strategy’ (Hay, 2002, p. 53).


Employees were also dissatisfied when their company did not have a clear strategic planning. Hence Hay writes that companies are able to market themselves to their stakeholders but fail to market themselves to their employees. Another area in which companies failed to satisfy customers was the lack of advancement opportunities. Many employees feel trapped in their job task. There Hay writes that good performers need to be trained constantly, and their training should help them to be cross functional where they learn new skills and grow. And more importantly companies should not tolerate poor performers as it only leads to a decrease in retention rate. Therefore Hay’s suggestion is that companies should collect data and based on that companies need to proactively engage in reducing turnover intentions. “Employers should aim to be seen as an “employer of choice” by all their people, even those who leave” (Hay, 2002, p. 55).
Human Capital Management through HR Metrics

Based on the collected data by PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC), Shebani Patel (2010) writes that the utility sector has enjoyed “greater success in recruiting and retaining talent than other business sectors” (p. 24). In recent years executives from the utility sector have focused on “data driven, human capital management for balancing workforce stability and skill, financial sustainability and development of younger talent” (Patel, 2010, p. 24). Human resources departments have been applying an ‘evidence based’ approach to decision – making and human capital management. Patel writes that based on these evidences human resource should come up with a list of issues that “best measure human capital success” (Patel, 2010, p. 24). 


One of the issues that pertain to retention is the effectiveness of the hiring processes. The author writes that PwC assesses the quality of hire “by studying the percentage of hires that left the company within 90 days of the service and within the first year” (Patel, 2010, p. 24). If there is a high turnover within this time frame then there is a defect in the quality of the hiring procedures, i.e. “effectiveness of hiring sources, realistic job preview provided to candidates, effective on – boarding, etc” (Patel, 2010, p. 24).  

The second issue is that most organizations continue to hire employees from generation X level instead of Y; the reason being companies feel that Generation X recognizes the value of the culture and environment of the organization. And also the utility sector has “held a reputation for a slower pace and less technological innovation, making other industries more attractive for younger talent as they start their careers” (Patel, 2010, p. 24).  The problem with this is that companies need to expand their efforts to introduce younger talent into the work force to address future work force needs. Therefore to attract youngsters a reward system must be implemented, training strategies should be developed with ‘training priorities that align with Generation Y values” (Patel, 2010, p. 26).


The third issue is that companies have to develop and strengthen their succession plans. With the workforce constantly being shifted, organizations should come up with plans that sustain the talent pool for the success of the organization. If not there is a possibility that companies may experience a decrease in the retention rate. Patel writes that “one of the largest concerns as organizations work through succession and work force planning is the need to document and transfer knowledge” (Patel, 2010, p. 26). By documenting and transferring knowledge organizations will be in a better position to provide “cross – training or developmental assignments that would allow rookie employees to gain the right experience” (Patel, 2010, p. 27). Patel Writes that one of the ways PwC measures organizational commitment is by “assessing the percentage of vacant management positions eventually filled by internal candidates” (Patel, 2010, p. 27). This would suggest that the organizations are providing opportunities for leadership development within the organization. The development of such a HR metrics, Patel writes would help organizations ‘proactively’ identify issues pertaining to employee retention.
The Competence Marketplace

Scott Hawkins in his article Passport: The Competence Marketplace describes a unique model developed by Skandia Sweden that offers a solution for employee development that keeps talent from leaving. Scandia, Hawkins writes, is the 10th largest insurance company in the world. Like most competitive companies Scandia had to update their products and services continuously to focus on being a “constant innovator” (Hawkins, p. 61). Scandia understood that the link between an employee’s competence and the success of the business goals was pivotal to remain competitive and successful in the global market. “With the link between investing in human capital development and long term financial success made clear, management and staff realized the value added benefit of continuing employee education” (Hawkins, p. 61).


Therefore Scandia’s management developed corporate universities, provided tuition reimbursements and encouraged employees to take full advantages of the learning opportunities hoping that the company would be able retain these employees, and develop them. But the result of this endeavor was that employees began to leave Scandia because they were ‘burned out’ from the “pressure to work and engage in continual learning” (Hawkins, p. 61). “Workers were, in fact, sacrificing their home lives in order to achieve competency development” (Hawkins, p. 61). Hence employees quit, and Scandia faced increased turnover, and loss of knowledge to be competitive.


Scandia’s solution “was to create a new benefit aimed at restoring the balance between work, competency, development, and employees’ personal lives” (Hawkins, p.  61). The new benefit was a “competence savings account into which employees can pay part of their salary” (Hawkins, p. 61). “At some point funded by his or her competence account, an employee can take time off and receive full salary while the company uses the funds to hire a temporary worker to fill that employee’s position” (Hawkins, p, 61). The benefit of this model is that employees can develop and manage their own ‘competence growth plans.’ Thereby giving them the autonomy and the flexibility they need to satisfy with their workplace; consequently, the employer benefits from the constant learning thereby keeping the employee’s knowledge and skills up to date with the demands of the world, and thereby reducing turnover.              
Developing the Employment Package

One of the ways by which companies have addressed the problem of retaining employees is by increasing the benefits offered to employees, hoping that these benefits would be attractive enough to coax employees to stay. Hind (1990) writes that “benefits are offered to staff as an equivalent financial incentive that is theoretically cheaper for both them and the company than if the individual purchased this benefit direct” (Hind, 1990, p. 42). The incentives include: company cars, company petrol, medical insurances etc. The main function of these incentives is to increase the ‘side bets’ so that employees are handcuffed to the organization. 

 Such an increase in benefits only leads to several problems such as: “(1) there is an increasing determination on the part of the governments to reduce the financial advantages of such benefits by taxation. (2) they tend to represent past and not present achievements and changes in performance are difficult to deal with (a company car is rarely taken back once given). (3) they can be non – specific, i.e. given to all, and as such do not recognize achievement and comparability between the very good and the very bad. (4) they can reduce in perceived value (a subsidized mortgage that reduces with mortgage rate or a car nearing replacement). (5) It is assumed they are wanted (a 25 year – old, keep – fit fanatic may not feel the need for medical insurance). (6) they tend to restrict the freedom of choice of the individual (the high flier offered a company saloon when they would rather drive a sports car)” (Hind, 1990, p. 42). 


Hind’s argument is that the companies offer benefits based on the assumptions that the company knows what the employee wants. But this assumption increases the likelihood for companies to face an increase in high turnover. Therefore companies have to reduce these benefits, and use the money they save to reward good performers. The advantages to this include: (1) a low performer is not subsidized by the above average employee. They do not pay for general benefits such as pensions or health insurance offered if received by low performer. (2) only one variable, salary, would then exist for comparative purposes. (3) as salaries will only ever increase for the high performers, the total employment package will only ever appear to increase in value. (4) All the package is of immediate use to the individual. (5) It opens up freedom of choice for the individual to decide what they want spend their money on. This can vary from the type of car to the level of pension” (Hind, 1990, p. 43). 


The added value to reducing the benefits is that companies will be in a better position to distinguish the good from the bad performers. Good performers are those who are not only interested in the salary, but more importantly they have career goals that they want to meet. In other words these performers are looking for career development, and promotions. Therefore ‘high – fliers’ or ‘high risk takers’ must be included in the company’s strategic decision making processes, and must be given the freedom to attain the companies goals in their own pace. This also increases responsibility. Then companies can reward these individuals based on their performance. This will communicate the notion that the company is fair to all its employees. Thereby encouraging ‘high – fliers’ to stay, and discouraging poor performers from staying in the company. This Hinds (1990) writes, “will offer freedom of selection, freedom of action and freedom of responsibility. Thus each individual would have responsibility for helping to achieve all factors critical to the organization’s success and not just those that appear interesting or of direct relevance to their current role” (p. 43). Hence an organization creates a competitive workforce that is geared to face the changes in the external environment. 
Holding Managers Accountable

Similar to Hind’s observation that companies increase benefits to decrease turnover rates, Michael Abrams notes that “benefits apparently do not serve as a significant motivator for retention” (Abrams, 2002, p. 17 – 18).  Based on a survey of hospital administrators about the issues pertinent to employee retention, Abrams states that, first managers should be accountable for retention. Second, measures should be implemented to record the rate of retention in an organization, and third identify methods that are most effective in retaining employees. 


According to the survey, hospitals that experienced low turnover rate implemented an analytical approach by collecting data on the rate of retention, and therefore these hospitals had low turnover rates. Hospitals that did not record this data, Abrams (2002) writes failed to “develop a realistic picture of their situation” (p.16). ‘In order to address employee turnover effectively, an organization must focus on those managers who have the most contact with employees and therefore the most impact on turnover and retention” (Abrams, 2002, p.16). 

Although factors such as workload and work environment play an important role in an employee’s decision to stay, Abrams (2002) writes that “managers also have a significant impact on employee retention and turnover. If employees have problems with their managers, their probability of leaving the organization increases dramatically, since day – to – day contact has a profound impact on staffing” (Abrams, 2002, p.16). Therefore mangers and their performances must be accountable for the rate of retention. Incentives must be built into their performance management system to make sure that managers implement methods that addresses turnover. 


 According to Abrams (2002), “accountability measures can include: incorporating retention efforts into the managers’ performance appraisal process. Bonuses for taking action related to turnover or achieving a qualitative or quantitative change in the turnover rate. Periodic review of employee satisfaction in the manager’s specific service area” (Abrams, 2002, p. 17). In addition to this organizations should implement methods that are most effective in reducing turnover intentions, such as: employee satisfaction surveys, compensation reviews, pay increases, flexible scheduling, and forums created to give employees better access to top management” (Abrams, 2002, p.17). Abrams notes that it is important for organizations to understand that employees are not satisfied by benefits; in fact it has a reactive effect on turnover. Benefits as Hinds stated has a tendency to blur the distinction between a good performer, and bad performer, and this in itself can cause good performers to quit the job. Therefore, employers should promote internal promotion to engage good performers in developing their careers.

Managers who communicate with employees have a clear idea of the many issues that relate to turnover intentions. Human Resources cannot be held responsible for any dissonance because they do not interact with the employees unlike the managers. Therefore it is the managers’ job to implement the best methods, keep a record of the retention rate, and have a maximum impact on the rate of retention.  
Development as a Retention Tool

Similar to Abrams’s argument that managers should be held accountable for the rate of retention, and organizations should work towards retaining high performers, Scott states (2003)  that “high – caliber employees will be a key differentiator between those organizations that profit and those that fail” (p.1). Scott argues that “organizations with high levels of employee commitment have significantly higher operating margins and net profits that organizations with low employee commitment” (Scott, 2003, p.1). The two determining factors of organizational commitment are “quality of leadership” and presence of developmental opportunities” (Scott, 2003, p.1).  Scott argues that managers are likely to be dissatisfied with their work if they see that leaders are not helping them to grow professionally. From a “survey conduced in 2000 by the Society for Human Resource Management (SHRM) reported a 17 percent annual voluntary termination rate across the 473 organizations that responded to the survey. The highest rate of resignations occurred within the professional ranks” (Scott, 2003, p. 2). Therefore managing retention is crucial to the success of the organization.       
The solution to addressing the retention problem is to establish a ‘retention culture.’ “Some defining characteristics of a retention culture include: Holding managers accountable for talent management, including tying retention and development goals to performance reviews. Tapping existing talent for new opportunities within the organization. Training managers on retention and development strategies so that they can build a retention culture in their own business units. Targeting succession plans to start performers. Institute formalized mentoring and career development programs” (Scott, 2003, p. 3). Hence one of the important functions of the organizations should be to create and manage an effective talent pool. According to Scott a talent management strategy is to define the standards and criteria for superior talent, determine the skill levels and needs from the data collected, develop professional development opportunities, create succession planning, and differentiate low performers from  high performers. 


The success of an organization lies in their awareness of the importance of managing an effective talent pool. A company should therefore address retention rate strategically and analytically. Scott extends this idea further by saying that addressing the retention rate problem is a strategic measure and therefore the stakeholders buy – in must be a key component as they can help align the key issues of retention to the goals/objectives of the company.  In order to understand the issue of retention Scott states that organizations should first “determine what the voluntary turnover rate is within each job category and what impact that has on the bottom line” (Scott, 2003, p. 4).  Second, ‘gain an understanding of why people are voluntarily leaving the organization. this information can lead to targeted interventions that make sense for the organization” (Scott, 2003, p.4). Then conduct a confidential exit survey, and also conduct a stay survey to find out why people are staying in an organization, and build on those strengths.


Scott’s final argument is that the success of these strategies lies in the hands of the managers. Therefore, “managers should have specific talent – development and retention objectives that are linked to their performance evaluation and ultimately to their compensation. An organization’s leadership will need to be trained in talent management. Only then Scott writes can an organization aggressively manage talent.  The important point is that “senior managers need to buy into the notion that talent management is as important as managing the other critical aspects of the business” (Scott, 2003, p. 5). 
Training: An Effective Employee Retention Strategy


Keeping in line with Scott’s argument that the issue of retention must be addressed strategically, Maxwell and Morse argue that when companies implement training as an intervention to address retention then a clear strategy must be in place. They write that before “an organization implements an employee training program, several considerations must be made” (Maxwell, Morse, 2004, p.1). First, companies need to understand the goals for the training program, and outline how the goals night be achieved. 

Then gain the support of the executive staff, and the “executive teams can help select training areas that they consider most important for managers, while managers can do the same for their team members” (Maxwell, Morse, 2004, p.1).  Organizations should also evaluate the merits and demerits of reward systems and come up with a system that will be appreciated by the majority of the employees that shows that these employees are committed to the organization, and to improving their skills.

Another factor that is important when implementing a training program is communication. Maxwell and Morse note that there should be a push and pull communication between the employees, and the employers. E-mail notifications should be sent to all employees on to let them know of the training courses that will be offered. Finally training should be give to small groups, and based on the effectiveness of the training the size of the group must be increased.  


In addition to the above, the authors state that managers should also be trained on the vital functions of interviewing, hiring and retaining.  The authors suggest two methods of training managers, one a ‘book of the quarterly activity;’ managers could be asked to read a carefully selected book that focus on leadership, then discuss the book and relate it to the present condition of the company. The second method is ‘boot camp’ where a small group of managers meet together and share their experiences of leadership. Then they can discuss global issues, and at the end of the event managers are “presented a real time business problem facing the entire organization and are asked to work together to resolve it as though they were the executive leading the organization” (Maxwell, Morse, 2004, p.3).   

Maxwell and Morse argue that managers need to understand the importance of developing an effective employee strategy. Only then will they invest time and effort in the present to control the rate of retention. So that companies can have a stable growth in the future. Therefore by implementing training “at every level of the corporation, employees recognize ongoing training as a tool that will enable them not only to do their jobs better today but also to improve their skill sets and prepare them for increased job responsibilities in the future” (Maxwell, Morse, 2004, p.3). 
Unhappy Execs, Retention Issues Plague Organizations

Moving away from the argument that companies need to invest more time by training managers to address retention issues, Whitney writes that employees should be aware that the nature of work has changed over the years. Though the “workforce – related angst that organizations are dealing with is part economics, part culture,” (Whitney, 2005, p.1) the problem roots from the fact that employees seek new opportunities when their perception of a company change from good to bad. 
Whitney’s argument is that companies have very little power to shape and control the perception of employees. She states that “people get caught up in the euphoria of being recruited and they fail to stop and think” (Whitney, 2005, p.1). “They get to a job and realize that what they learned from the newspaper, annual reports and interview process is not in fact the feeling they have when they get there” (Whitney, 2005, p.2). Therefore employees before applying for a job should collect data on the respective company by talking to the people who work there, and then make the right decision. 

Workers need to realize that the relationship between the employer and employee has changed. Today “mobility not stability defines a successful career” (Whitney, 2005, p. 2).  Hence employees need to understand the responsibility they have in creating and managing their career, and that companies have little control in shaping their perceptions. That author states that  “that things that make you successful have nothing to do with the industry as they do to the skills that you bring to it” (Whitney, 2005, p. 3).

Road to Retention

Although Whitney’s argument about employees’ role in avoiding dissatisfaction is true, the reality is that companies do have the power to take measures to avoid retention. They can create a work culture that is flexible enough to accommodate the perceptions of the employees. Kamikow writes, “Chief learning officers who get involved early and often in the retention issue will save the company cash, make knowledge development, and transfer a more successful and long term enterprise for the organization, and combat the trend toward job – hopping among younger employees, helping build a sustainable company culture and ensure a long line of succession at all levels” (Kamikow, 2005, p. 1).      
      

Ken Blanchard of The Ken Blanchard Companies offers ten steps, defined as retention insurance, to address retention. They are: show genuine interest and appreciation, make work meaningful, ask courageous questions, grow competencies situationally, meet one – on – one routinely, make retention everyone’s responsibility, be a career builder, help people get an A, manage the meaning of change, and walk the talk.


These strategic measures are built on the principle of learning. Therefore learning become a key component “in many of the initiatives” (Kamikow, 2005, p.2) . Kamikow argument is that retention is a permanent issue, and it is the companies’ role to identify best practices that curb turnover intentions, and define the value learning brings to labor. 
Managers are the Key Solution to Retention Crises
  
Building on the ten steps to address retention offered by Ken Blanchard, Whitney states that “managers may be the formidable weapons organizations can use to retain their most talented workers” (Whitney, 2005, p. 1). Managers rather than HR are the key component in retaining employees. “It is the managers who run day to day operations who can have the most impact and create a work environment that makes people want to stay” (Whitney 2005, p.1). Increasing more benefits in the employment package has very little effect on turnover unlike managers paying attention to the needs of the employees, asking after their welfare, .life outside of work etc. 


Once a manager establishes communication between the employer, and the employees it is easier to gain information about the issues behind turnover intentions. And managers are shaping a behavior model that employees will adapt to without any resistance. According to Blanchard “sometimes people talk to co – workers before they talk to a manager. By the time they talk to a manager the decision’s already been made” (Whitney, 2005, p. 3) the point is that everyone must be held responsible for turnover intentions. This way the manager gets to know the issue before an employee decides to quit.  Whitney writes that managers should focus their efforts on retaining people because business is about people, but it is also about retaining the best/talented people on the job whose contributions are significant to the company. 
Conclusion
In order to understand the factors that impact turnover intentions, it is necessary to have a working knowledge of the dynamic relationship between the employer and the employee. The problem is that the relationship in itself is so dynamic that it does not lend itself to an easy solution to the turnover intention problem. But what the exchange relationship offers to managers is that there are many factors or mediators like job fit, personal sacrifice, effective workplace, inefficient leaders, benefits, career development & mobility, promotion, that connect employee’s perception to turnover intentions. Also at the same time this relationship throws light on the different levels of performers and who reacts when, how and why. It is up to every individual company to collect data, and record the factors that contribute to a low retention rate of employees. An important point to note is that, although these articles address employee retention from different points of view it is important to consolidate these varied information into categories, and use this as an instrument to gather data. Every company has its own factor(s) that influence turnover intentions. But the reality is that companies cannot afford to overlook one factor for another. The success of the company in addressing turnover issue lies in the hands of the managers. If managers are not aware of the possibilities that these factors offer, then the company may incur only loss. Therefore companies need to balance managers’ awareness, employees’ perceptions, and the external environment in order to truly come to an understanding of turnover intentions which is only possible when companies analyze their present practices, its impact on employees, and the nature of their relationship, and the necessary tools to remedy turnover intentions like training managers to be hopeful leaders, developing careers, implementing useful benefits, establishing a competence market place, and holding managers accountable.    
References:
Abrams, Michael. (2002). Basics Employee Retention and Turnover: Holding Managers 


Accountable. Trustee, 55 (3), 15 – 18.
Dam, Karen Van. (2008). Time Frames for Leaving; An Explorative Study of 


Employees’ Intentions to Leave the Organization in the Future. Career 


Development International, 13 (6), 560 – 569.
Dawley, D., Houghton, J. D. & Bucklew, N. S. (2010). Perceived Organizational Support 

and turnover intention: The Mediating Effects of Personal Sacrifice and Job Fit.


The Journal of Social Psychology, 150 (3), 238 – 257.
Forrier, Anneleen, Sels, Luc & Stynen, Dave. (2009). Career Mobility at the Intersection


between Agent and Structure: A conceptual Model. Journal of Occupational


and Organizational Psychology, 82, 739 – 759.

Hawkins, Scott. (2002). Passport: The Competence Marketplace. TD, 60 – 62.
Hay, Michael. (2002). Strategies for Survival in the War of Talent. Career Development


International, 7 (1), 52 – 55.

Hind, Matthew. (1990). Developing the Employment Package: Attracting and Retaining 


Best Employees. Management Decision; Quarterly Review of Management 


Technology, 28, 42 – 43.

Jacob, J. I., Bond, J. T., Galinsky, E. & Hill, E. (2008). Six Critical Ingredients in 

Creating an Effective Workplace. The Psychologist – Manager Journal,

11 (1), 141 – 161.

Kamikow, Norm. (2005). Road to Retention. Chief Learning Officer. Retrieved from


 http://clomedia.com.
Maxwell, Elden and Morse, Mark. (2004). Training: An Effective Employee Retention 


Strategy. Chief Learning Officer. Retrieved from http://clomedia.com.
Middlebrook, John F., (1999). Avoiding Brain Drain: How to Lock In Talent. HR Focus.


76 (3), 9 – 10. 
Natoli, V. (2004). Theory of Employee Survival. Performance Improvement Quarterly,

17 (4), 80 – 94.
Norman, Steve, Luthans, Brett, Luthans, Kyle. (2005). The Proposed Contagion Effect


Of Hopeful Leaders on the Resiliency of Employees and Organizations. 


Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 12 (2), 55.

Owens, Donna. (2009). Treating Employers like Customers. HRMagazine, 54 (10), 


28 – 29. 

Patel, Shebani. (2010). Empowering Human Capital Management through HR Metrics.


ProQuest Science Journals, 88 (1), 24. 

Scott, John C. (2003). Development as a Retention Tool. Chief Learning Officer. 

Retrieved from http://clomedia.com/articles/view/99
Shaw, Jason D., Dineen, Brian R., Fang, Ruolian & Vellella, Robert F. (2009). 


Academy of Management Journal, 52 (5), 1016 – 1033.
Wagner, Cheryl M. (2007). Organizational Commitment as a Predictor Variable in 


Nursing Turnover Research; Literature Review. Journal of Advanced Nursing,

60 (3), 235 -247.

Whitney, Kellye. (2005). Unhappy Execs, Retention Issues Plague Organizations. Chief 


Learning Officer. Retrieved from http://clomedia.com. 

Whitney, Kellye. (2005). Managers are the Key Solutions to Retention Crises. Chief 


Learning Officer. Retrieved from http://clomedia.com.
