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1. [bookmark: _Toc84955172]Glossary of Abbreviations
HEL – Hornbill Engineering Limited
HR – Human Resources




















2. [bookmark: _Toc84955173]Abstract
This report will underline the main cause of the high turnover of staff that currently affects Hornbill Engineering Limited and explore how this should be overcome and the benefit of reducing the turnover.
A review of literature will explore the different aspects of turnover by considering voluntary and involuntary turnover and functional and dysfunctional turnover. The literature will also reveal the biggest causes of turnover are job dissatisfaction by salary, lack of recognition, and management styles, and finally, it will reveal the negative impact turnover has on organisational finances.
The analysis will be made of a survey which was launched to discover the biggest reason for dissatisfaction within Hornbill and therefore the reason in which people choose to leave, which will be based on the aspects determined in the literature review. 
Statistical analysis will reveal that Hornbill employees experience a lack of recognition for the work that they carry out, and that improvement is necessary to reduce the likelihood of employees deciding to leave the organisation. 
Finally, recommendations will be made to Hornbill to improve the current recognition scheme and to increase the budget for this scheme in order to ensure greater emphasis is put on the recognition of employees. A cost-benefit analysis will demonstrate that by improving this, Hornbill is likely to save £746,783.18 a year in turnover costs and reduce the rate of turnover from 25% down to as little as 10%.







3. [bookmark: _Toc84955174]Introduction
This report has been produced for the reading of Hornbill Engineering Ltd Directors and Shareholders with the intention of highlighting the significant turnover of employees and the effects it has on the overall business. HEL is a medium-sized enterprise and consists of around 140 employees. HEL are electrical contractors operating in various countries across the world and offer services in design, manufacture, installation, maintenance, and personnel hire among other things within the electrical industry. As a result of this variation of work, all of HEL’s employees have a different working experience depending on their department, assigned project, contract of employment, etc.
The rationale behind this research is that; in the last 5 years, the average turnover rate of HEL employees has been approximately 32% per year, in 2020 it reached as high as 36%. According to Monster (ND), 15% is the UK’s Average turnover rate, however, this varies by industry, and in 2021 at the time of writing, HEL’s rate is already at 19% and therefore, already exceeds the national average by 4%. Even more so, in the construction industry, employee turnover rates are estimated to be 21.4% according to Ellis (2018), which is a more relevant rate to compare to HEL. Though the construction industry shows that it has an elevated rate compared to others, HEL’s yearly average is still almost 9% higher than the industry average. 
In addition to this, COVID-19 has brought many changes to the world of employment, in the last 18 months employees across the UK have seen mass redundancies, furlough, and unemployment rise to 5.2% during the peak of the Pandemic. Now, it seems we are facing what is being referred to by economists as ‘The Great Resignation’ where record numbers of people are quitting their jobs or are currently thinking of doing so. According to research, 38% of employees across the UK and Ireland are currently looking to change roles in the next 6 to 12 months (Personio & Opinium, 2021; The Guardian, 2021). For many, the reason for this is the way employers treated them during the pandemic, highlighting how little the employees were valued in their workplaces and coming to the realisation that they deserve more from their employers (Morgan, 2021). Therefore, in the next coming year, it is clear that HEL may need to expect an even higher rate of employee exits if they do not value or provide employees with the culture they feel they deserve.
Ultimately, now more than ever, it is extremely important to understand how employees are currently feeling in their work culture, whether or not they are happy there and if not, understand what can be done to improve this and how to continue to retain employees at the company. The CIPD (2021a) highlights the importance of understanding the reasons behind staff turnover as it can have a negative impact on the workplace and allows professionals to devise initiatives to reduce the turnover and increase staff retention. Therefore, this research will be based solely on HEL employees with comparisons to other organisations through the use of academic literature. 
The research intends to determine the above by surveying HEL’s current employees on what they feel the current working culture is at HEL (work environment, management relations, engagement, etc.), what is most important to them in terms of work culture, and how well HEL delivers that to the individual employee. Finally, recommendations will be made to HEL, by exploring academic literature, to improve the shortcomings and understand employee frustrations, and ultimately improve the high turnover rate and maintain a lower rate in the future. 
Based on the findings of the literature review, the research will be organised by Salary, Lack of recognition, and Management style. Each aspect will be analysed in turn, to understand the importance of each to HEL employees. Finally, conclusions will be drawn from the statistics, tying the topics to why employees choose to leave or stay at organisations.






4. [bookmark: _Toc84955175]Literature Review
4.1. [bookmark: _Toc84955176]Why do people leave?
When considering the reason why employees leave organisations, it is important to distinguish the difference between voluntary turnover and involuntary turnover, to understand the impact that individual exits have on the organisation. Involuntary turnover would include redundancies, retirement, and dismissals and are usually unavoidable (Varadharaj, 2018). Whereas, voluntary turnover would include resignations because of lack of job satisfaction, stress, poor management relations, etc. and can usually leave some damage on the organisation in terms of cost implications, employee morale and can often lead to the departed employee migrating to competitors, also bringing its implications (Stovel and Bontis, 2002). 
Furthermore, it is also important to distinguish between functional and dysfunctional turnover. Dysfunctional turnover may often be harmful to an organisation, where the higher-performing employees or specifically-skilled employees depart the organisation leading to higher replacement costs (Allen, 2008). While on the other hand, functional turnover sees the voluntary departure of low-performing employees or employees whose talents are easily replaceable and therefore lower costing to replace (Allen, 2008). 
Some of the most prevailing theories on the reasons for voluntary turnover centres on the fact that resignations are induced by low levels of job satisfaction (Lee et al., 1999). Models have been devised by many researchers such as March and Simon (1958), Mobley (1977), and Price (1977) which highlight this. Moreover, the models devised by these researchers were proved to be correct in Johns’ (2003) case study where it was found that lack of job satisfaction was the main reason for voluntary turnover. More recently, Lee and Mitchell (1994) proposed the ‘unfolding model of voluntary turnover’ which highlighted that, even though each individual who leaves their job will have differing circumstances, more often than not, they will follow one of four behavioural and psychological paths when they quit (Lee and Mitchell, 1994; Lee, 1996; Lee et al., 1999). See Appendix 1 for a diagram of the unfolding model of voluntary turnover. 
Essentially, what this model suggests is that multiple events occur when a person eventually leaves an organisation which includes; a shocking event that initiates the process of the person deciding to quit their job, such as unsolicited job offers; secondly, an existing plan of action based on experience, etc.; thirdly, actively searching and evaluating alternatives to their role; the fourth, realisation that the individuals' values and goal do not align with their employers; and finally, decreased levels of job satisfaction because the individual no longer receives the emotional or financial benefits they desire for their job (Lee and Mitchell, 1994; Lee et al, 1999). 
Furthermore, Abassi and Hollman (2000) state that there are 5 main reasons for voluntary turnover in the workplace which include; hiring practices, managerial style, lack of recognition, lack of compensatory schemes, and toxic environments. Ultimately, these all lead to one main issue: lack of job satisfaction, as Lee and Mitchell (1994) proposed (Stovel and Bontis, 2002). 
Academic research indicates that a high turnover of employees in organisations ultimately has a negative impact, through decreasing productivity amongst remaining staff, lower performance and quality levels, and having a profound effect on the organisation’s finances (Taylor, 2019: 297; Ployhart and Kautz, 2017: 82-83; Mohammed et al, 2016:117-121).
However, it must be kept in consideration that not all turnover is avoidable. Some employees leave organisations for unavoidable reasons, e.g. Temporary contracts, Retirement, Health Reasons, etc. And in these cases, no simple intervention may have prevented their departure as Dalton, Krackhardt, and Porter (1982) underline. Therefore, we must always foresee a small level of turnover in an organisation.
4.1.1. [bookmark: _Toc84955177]Salary.
Johnston and Futrell (1989) concluded that one of the best predictors of turnover was higher salary. Moreover, they determined that ‘skills-based pay systems’ were likely to improve employee retention (Johnston and Futrell, 1989; Stovel and Bontis, 2002). Guthrie (2000) described the ‘skills-based pay systems’ to be pay that is largely down to the breadth of knowledge and skill that an individual possesses. Furthermore, this would mean that an employee would then receive a pay adjustment when a particular skill is learned or acquired rather than a specific pay scale to a specific job (Guthrie, 2000). 
On the other hand, Sturman et al. (2003) argued that while it may increase retention among high-performers it may have the opposite effect on low-performers and increase turnover among those instead (Pietersen and Oni, 2003). This would mean it may be difficult to understand if there is any benefit to a skills-based pay system, as it is still deterring some employees, while on the other hand despite employees still leaving, it may be considered functional turnover as the staff who are leaving are generally lower-performing and the retaining staff are generally higher-performing.
Furthermore, Sturman et al. (2003) explains that organisations may design compensation systems to target retention among the high performers. This is because, the probability of turnover among high-performers is sensitive to the strength of the link between their performance and the pay they are awarded (Sturman et al., 2003; Trevor et al., 1997). Essentially, researchers have found that ‘pay-for-performance’ or ‘skills-based pay systems’ are associated with improved performance at both the individual and organisational levels (Sturman et al., 2003; Jenkins, Mitra, Gupta, & Shaw, 1998; Gerhart, 2000; O’Halloran, 2012). 
However, since these arguments, Allen (2012) determined that after reviewing research, out of 41 predictors for turnover, pay was situated at 30 for the reason why people choose to leave. Evidently, pay is not the only reason why employees decide to leave organisations but it may be a small part of a larger issue.
4.1.2. [bookmark: _Toc84955178]Lack of Recognition
Seidenfield (2014) claims that not feeling respected or valued by their supervisor is the most common reason for employees resigning. Even more so, Gibson, O’Leary, and Weintraub (2020) explored research that found that employees are also more productive when they feel gratitude from their manager and therefore teams perform tasks better. Basumallick (2020) stated that in a survey, 63% of people who were “always” or “usually” recognised in the workplace said that they were very unlikely to look for other jobs, whilst only 11% of people who were “never” recognised, said the same thing. To support this, Wong (2016) concurred that employee recognition was the driver for employee engagement and the result of better engagement amongst employees is lower turnover rates and stronger business results. Furthermore, Wong (2016) also states that engaged employees are 87% less likely to leave an organisation than their disengaged colleagues. 
Wingo (2020) explained that some of the worst qualities in a manager or supervisor include; failing to give credit to employees, rarely praising or supporting employees, failing to promote employees, and considering employees as ‘replaceable’. Moreover, the O.C Tanner Institute (2018) found that companies that implemented employee recognition programmes held on to their employees for 2-4 years longer than companies that did not have any employee recognition programmes in place. Therefore, appreciation is clearly a driving factor as to why employees wish to stay with organisations, and implementing programmes to improve this can be vital in reducing staff turnover rates.
At present, HEL has a reward and recognition scheme in place. However, as it has only recently been implemented and was originally intended as a scheme for good health and safety practices, there is a lot of confusion about who is eligible for the rewards and there is no clear guidance on how it works.
4.1.3. [bookmark: _Toc84955179]Management Styles
Price (2001) highlights that the role of the manager or supervisor is crucial to the retention of staff. The most critical role of the manager is to endear the employee to the company and to influence their commitment to stay at the organisation even when there may be job opportunities elsewhere according to Wakabi (2016). Taplin and Winterton (2007) researched the importance of management styles to the retention of employees and found that managers in high turnover organisations felt that turnover was normal, that nothing may be done to rectify it and that the cost associated with replacing those lost employees was necessary and unalterable. While on the other hand, at low turnover organisations, they found that managers understood the costly burden of turnover and had a better approach to their employees and the organisation (Taplin and Winterton, 2007).
Bennett, Saundry, and Fisher (2020) underline that a paternalistic management style prioritises employee consultation and recognises that staff retention and reward are key issues, furthermore, they state that paternalistic managers generally have a better attitude towards their employees. In contrast, authoritarian managers see employment relations as ‘relatively unimportant’ according to Bennett, Saundry, and Fisher (2020) and would therefore have a poorer attitude towards their employees. Essentially, this tells us that the managers who understand that retention of their employees is key to organisations are generally paternalistic. 
Brigette Hyacinth (2017) stated that 75% of people who voluntarily left their organisations left because of their manager. Furthermore, Hyacinth (2017) also stated that 56% of people would turn down a 10% pay rise to stay with a manager with whom they have a good relationship. That staggering amount proves the importance a good management relation is to the retention of staff in organisations.
4.2. [bookmark: _Toc84955180]Effects of employee exits on the organisation.
A high turnover of staff can be extremely damaging to businesses in terms of costs and employee morale. Employee turnover is one of the most costly human resource challenges that global organisations face according to Varadharaj (2018). Estimated costs of resignations may be sought by calculating the average group of each major category of cost and dividing that number by the turnover rate for that staff group (CIPD, 2021a). The major cost categories include; Administration of the resignation, recruitment costs, induction, and training for the new employee (CIPD, 2021a). 
Ongori (2007) states that hiring and training new employees to replace lost employees can cost organisations up to 50% of the workers yearly salary, however, he also states that the costs do not stop here as there are lots of hidden costs to consider too. To support this, Bliss (2004) claims that calculations of an employee leaving an organisation can even reach up to 150% of that particular individual’s yearly salary. Furthermore, for more senior positions such as managerial roles, he claims that the cost can reach up to 250% of the individual’s yearly salary (Bliss, 2004; Economist, 2000; Cascio and Boudreau, 2008; Allen and Bryant, 2012). A full cost analysis of the turnover of an employee can be found in appendix 2. 









5. [bookmark: _Toc84955181]Research Design: Methodology
5.1. [bookmark: _Toc84955182]Philosophical Stances.
Research philosophy is the beliefs and assumptions that are concluded throughout the process of developing knowledge through research (Saunders et al., 2016).  Throughout this research, the researcher has maintained a pragmatic philosophy. ‘Pragmatism asserts that concepts are only relevant where they support action’ (Saunders et al., 2016; Keleman and Rumens, 2018). The pragmatic approach asserts that research starts with a problem, intending to find practical solutions which will eventually inform future practice. This is essentially the aim of this report, to maintain a healthy turnover rate at Hornbill a practical solution must be concluded which will also inform all future employee retention schemes.
5.2. [bookmark: _Toc84955183]Approaches.
An inductive approach was adopted in this research, which means that a theory was produced following the gathering of data (Saunders, et al., 2016: 147). In addition to this, data was also gathered from a survey delivered to all current employees to understand what drives employees, what keeps them at HEL, and how well HEL offers those things to employees.
5.3. [bookmark: _Toc84955184]Research Strategy.
The first methodical choice to make is whether to gather quantitative or qualitative data. Quantitative research is generally linked to Positivism but also fits partly within the Pragmatist philosophies (Saunders et al., 2016). Furthermore, quantitative research incorporated an inductive approach where the data gather is used to form theory (Saunders et al., 2016), which is generally why the research is based on quantitative data. 
Moreover, this allows the researcher to understand what can be done in order to meet the employee’s needs, reverse the effects of their concerns and eventually lower the rate of turnover. The quantitative data will mean that in the future, the benefits of the recommendations made will be measurable. Data will be drawn from a survey sent to current employees, researching what drives them and keeps them at Hornbill. 
To conclude, all of the data will then be analysed to understand HEL’s shortcomings in satisfying their employees, and what needs to be targeted to reverse that.
5.4. [bookmark: _Toc84955185]Research Choices.
To determine why people leave HEL it is essential to understand the frustrations and concerns that current employees feel at the company and how important these aspects were to their employment. Therefore, the researcher opted for a survey to be issued to all employees at HEL which explored what aspect of their employment was most important to the employees and therefore could determine what HEL needed to improve in order to satisfy their employees. The survey focussed on the salary scheme currently adopted by HEL, employee recognition, and the management styles of the line managers, as these three aspects were identified within the literature review to be some of the main reasons employees leave organisations in general.
The main aim of the questionnaire was to determine the most important aspect of employment to employees out of Salary, Recognition, and Management Relations, and how well they are actually receiving this from HEL. Furthermore, defining which department participants belonged to was elemental to comprehensively define the issues that drive employees to leave HEL as the departments are extremely diverse in their nature.
An online survey was chosen as the research method as this has many benefits. Creating an online survey was quick, easy, and free to create, easy to distribute and access a large range of participants, and simple to analyse with automatically produced graphs and statistics. This method also ensured that all participants’ identity is anonymous, which is paramount given that the questions asked are directly affected to their employment. Complete anonymity is the biggest factor in ensuring responses in this survey as employees would not have felt comfortable knowing that the company was aware of their opinion of the organisation. Furthermore, the fact that there is no interviewer meant that the likelihood of the participant opening up and providing more honest answers was enhanced. 
On the other hand, there are disadvantages to be aware of too. The disadvantage of no interviewer being present is that there is no ability to probe further into the participant’s answers and this can lead to less reliable data. Moreover, surveys can also be ignored and there is no guarantee that sufficient replies will be received in order to gather enough data to represent the whole issue at hand. In addition to this, some of the questions that were essential to the research were quite sensitive and also posed as a potential conflict of interest to the directors of the company as they are direct managers to some of the employees. Therefore, it was extremely important to receive approval from all directors before issuing the survey.
Whilst creating the Survey, it was essential that the wording of questions were entirely unbiased and non-suggestive. Leading questions needed to be avoided to ensure that participants were able to give their own honest opinion and answers. Therefore, open multiple-choice questions were favoured in the survey. It was also important to ensure that only questions that were vital to the research were included in the survey as a long-winded survey could have resulted in participants becoming tired and providing unreliable data.
The main research population and sample was HEL employees, as the research was based on the organisation as a whole and therefore it was important to grasp the overall feeling of employees. This will also mean that the generalisability of the findings of this report will be limited to HEL only. 
5.5. [bookmark: _Toc84955186]Time Horizons.
The time scope of this research will be cross-sectional, and based on a two to four week period. Therefore all data gathered will be based on the general feeling of employees at this given time. This is due to there being a time constraint on the research paper.

6. [bookmark: _Toc84955187]Results and Analysis
6.1. [bookmark: _Toc84955188]Salary.
When asked to rate the current salary/pay system at HEL, participants gave an average rating of 3.04 highlighting that the pay at HEL is considered slightly over ‘average’. Only 36% of participants gave a ‘high rating’ of between 4 and 5, showing that very few participants believe that the current system is good or very good. Furthermore, when asked if they felt that salary was a big feature in why they chose to stay at Hornbill, the response was extremely mixed with 35% voting ‘yes’, 36% voting ‘no’, and 29% voting ‘maybe’ as seen in graph 1. 
Graph 1

This shows that there seems to be a mixed feeling in regards to the pay system across the company, which may be down to the disparity in pay systems between departments, as some departments follow a performance-based pay structure and others loosely follow a Skills-based pay structure. Moreover, 44% of participants who said that the salary was a big feature in why they choose to stay at HEL, also gave a high rating to the pay system at HEL, highlighting that these participants demonstrate a link between being satisfied with their pay and remaining with the company.
The highest rating department was the General Operations team, giving an average rating of 3.4, coincidentally, this team is the only team in the company to be salaried, whereas all other departments are paid wages. In comparison, the lowest rating department was the workshop employed participants giving an average rating of 2, who also coincidentally, is the lowest-paid department of wage paid employees based on the fact that they have one fixed place of work and do not have to spend money on any travel. Graph 2

When asked what they felt was the fairest approach to being paid was, a majority (55%) of participants said being paid based on individual skills was the fairest approach, as demonstrated in Graph 2. An 80% majority of HEL’s High Voltage department voted skill’s-based pay as the fairest approach, which was the highest majority across the company. This coincides with Johnston and Futrell (1989) and Stovel and Bontis’s (2002) theory that a skills-based will improve employee turnover. In comparison, 57% of HEL’s Manhire department voted that the fairest approach was performance-based. This also proves that HEL employees are focused on learning new skills and becoming high performers in order to earn higher pay. This could further prove that if HEL were to adopt these approaches, any employees who left because of salary would be a functional turnover as they would more likely be lower skills and lower performing.
However, concurring with Allen’s (2012) argument, Salary is not the most important thing to HEL employees and therefore may not be the ultimate reason employees leave HEL, but could be a contributory factor.
6.2. Lack of RecognitionGraph 3

In total, 53% voted that they ‘rarely’ or ‘never’ received recognition from their senior at HEL, as highlighted in Graph 3. Yet, a total of 87% of participants said that receiving recognition for their work was ‘somewhat’ or ‘extremely’ important to them, and no participants choosing that recognition is unimportant to them. Therefore, emphasis must be put on the importance of ensuring employees feel recognised at work as it is of evident importance to the employees of HEL. 
Furthermore, 57% of participants who are in HEL’s Manhire department, said they ‘rarely’ or ‘never’ receive recognition. 57% also said that they felt it was ‘somewhat’ or ‘extremely’ important to receive recognition for their work, and 71% of participants in this department choosing receiving recognition as the most important aspect of employment, underlining that there is a very large disparity in employee interests and what HEL offer within the Manhire department.
The majority of participants who said that they receive recognition ‘pretty often’ were in the General Operations department, with 60% of the department answering this. This also concurs with the fact that 80% of participants within the general operations department chose receiving recognition as the most important aspect of employment, and 80% also answering that HEL offers this ‘somewhat well’. 

Graph 4
It is easy to see that some participants who shared that they sometimes receive recognition, felt empowered to attain their good or high standards of working. One participant shared “I received gratitude for my hard work verbally from my manager, this made me want to carry on working to a high standard.” This evidently shows that recognition for your work does not need to be sophisticated in order to motivate. 
Further proving this, another participant stated ‘A telephone call thanking me for using initiative to resolve a query around the transportation of a trailer was greatly appreciated. However, my observations/opinion is that expectations are set and recognition is sometimes overlooked’, highlighting that recognition is as simple as a ‘thank you’ call, but also that managers at HEL currently expect employees to work to a certain standard without being recognised for it.
These inputs also concur with Mngomezulu et al. (2015), who states that employee morale and motivation heightens and enhances the employees’ sense of loyalty towards the organisation, and ultimately significantly improving the retention of employees.
On the other hand, there also seems to be a consistent pattern of participants sharing that they have never received recognition whilst working at HEL. Many participants only answered ‘never’ when asked to describe an occasion where they received recognition for their work. Furthermore, there also seems to be consistency in participants receiving more recognition from the client rather than from HEL as the employer. One participant answered, “Regularly from clients but rarely from own company.” 
Overall, 21 participants could not state any occasions where they had received recognition for their work. This all underlines that recognition is severely lacking at HEL despite its clear importance to the motivation, morale, and loyalty of HEL employees.
6.3. [bookmark: _Toc84955190]Management Styles
Overall, when asked to describe their relationship with their manager, a majority of participants used positive language.
Figure 1
[image: ]
As demonstrated in Figure 1, 52% of participants answered ‘good’ to this question, with many others using adjectives such as ‘respectful and approachable’ and ‘helpful. This is both encouraging and positive when we consider that 75% of people leave their organisations because of their manager (Hyacinth, 2017). 
On the other hand, this question did not come without its negatives, in HEL’s Manhire department 43% of participants described their relationship with their manager using negative language such as ‘strained’, ‘difficult’ and ‘poor’. Coincidentally, 57% of participants within the Manhire department also said that their manager’s style of managing was ‘Authoritarian’, evidently highlighting that this style of management is not effective to the employees of the Manhire department. Further proving this, 71% of participants in the Manhire department said that a democratic style of management was better suited to them, in order to bring out the best in themselves.

Graph 5
Reassuringly, when asked which style of management they feel described their manager the best, 63% of participants answered Democratic as demonstrated in Graph 5. Even more reassuring, an overwhelming 93% of participants said that a democratic style of management was the most effective style in bringing out the best in them (Graph 6).

Graph 6
This highlights that, currently, at a minimum 63% of participants are happy that their manager is operating in a way that brings out the best in them.

Graph 7
In addition to this, 63% of participants stated that having good management relations was a big feature of why they would stay at an organisation, which also reflects positively on the management and shows that participants are unlikely to leave for the reason that they are unhappy with their manager. 
Contrastingly, within the Manhire department, 57% of participants said that good management relations were a big feature of why they would stay at an organisation. Yet, 43% of participants in the department used negative language while describing their relationship with their manager. This may signify that the employees of this department, maybe likely to leave the organisation in order to gain a better relationship with a manager within another organisation.

Graph 8
Graph 8 illustrates what is most important to the participants concerning employment. As demonstrated, a 47.8% majority of participants feel that being recognised and valued for the work that they are doing is the most important aspect of employment to them, with only 13% of participants choosing it as the least important aspect. Yet, as we have discovered through analysis a majority of 53% of participants say that they are rarely or never receiving recognition at HEL, therefore, there is a clear disparity between what employees expect from their employment and what HEL is actually offering. 
Furthermore, having a good relationship with their manager came in as least important, with an overwhelming majority of 67.4% of participants choosing this as the least important aspect and only 10.9% choosing it as the most important. Yet, management relations is something that participants have shared that HEL is doing rather well across most of the departments.
Even more so, a majority of 38% of participants say that HEL offers the most important aspect of employment to them, ‘somewhat not well’. This further illustrates a disparity between what participants are looking for in employment and what HEL offer them.Graph 9

Finally, participants were asked how long they saw themselves working for Hornbill.

Graph 10
As demonstrated, the data gathered here was reassuring, as a 65% majority of participants answered ‘for the foreseeable future’, and no participants answering neither ‘a couple of weeks’ nor ‘a year’. This may demonstrate that despite feeling as though HEL does not offer what employees feel is most important to them very well, it is not so bad to drive them away from the company almost urgently. However, on the other hand, it may also highlight that employees who are feeling disgruntled at the company and are thinking of leaving relatively soon, may not have felt encouraged to participate in the survey as they may have felt hopeless and that there would be no point in them participating.
















7. [bookmark: _Toc84955191]Conclusion
Ultimately, the purpose of the research was to determine the reason why employees leave HEL. In order to do this, the research was designed to determine which aspect of their employment employees were feeling the most dissatisfied with and which aspect was most important to them within their employment.
A review of the literature revealed that job satisfaction is comprised of many different aspects of an individual’s employment. It also concluded that a lack of job satisfaction is the main people leave organisations, and the biggest reasons for this include; dissatisfaction with salary advances, lack of recognition at work, and poor relationships with managers.
The research highlighted that between salary, recognition, and management relations there are at least some feelings of dissatisfaction towards each aspect across the company depending on the department. However, there was a clear gap between each aspect which enabled the researcher to make clear conclusions of why employees are feeling so dissatisfied they are driven to leave the organisation.
The research conducted determined that current employees feel the most important aspect of their employment is being recognised and valued for their hard work and that this is very important to them when considering whether they wish to stay at an organisation or not. It has also highlighted that employees are currently dissatisfied with the amount of recognition they are currently receiving from their seniors at HEL. Therefore, it is clear to conclude that this is one of the biggest factors leading to voluntary turnover amongst employees.
Secondly, the research concluded that salary came a rather close second to being the most important aspect of employment, yet an aspect that HEL does not seem to offer employees very well. And finally, that poor management styles are the least important aspect to employees.
It may be ascertained that in general, employees choose to leave HEL for a mixture of these reasons and that job dissatisfaction amongst HEL employees is composed of many more aspects than just the one. However, it is important to be able to address these concerns one by one rather than attempting to improve job satisfaction by improving all aspects all at once and therefore, for this research the lack of recognition at HEL will be addressed and an initiative will be created to improve recognition.
Whilst the research has identified some of the biggest reasons why employees are feeling dissatisfied at the organisation and therefore determining the reason people voluntarily leave HEL, there are a lot more aspects to be explored to improve the outcomes of the research. Participants of the survey may have felt more dissatisfied at other aspects of employment that were not included in the survey, therefore, this may have been improved with a longer time scale and could have been more beneficial to the research conclusions.
Moreover, should this research be repeated, it may also be more beneficial to conduct face-to-face interviews rather than collecting data through a survey. By conducting interviews, the interviewer may have probed further into participants’ answers providing more concise answers along with anecdotal responses. Essentially, this would ensure that the researcher is considering the employee’s voice when making recommendations to improve the levels of dissatisfaction.
Whilst the purpose of the survey was to highlight HEL’s shortcomings in order to improve them, it has also brought the implication of highlighting the fact that employees feel there are shortcomings within each aspect that was included in the survey. Essentially, it has highlighted that improvement cannot simply stop at improving recognition. Now the organisation has access to the findings of the survey, they must also act upon the dissatisfaction within the other areas. To remedy this, prioritisation will need to be made to ensure that improvement is both effective and efficient.
Even more so, not all employees will be satisfied with HEL prioritising improving recognition within the organisation over other aspects. Not all participants stated that this was the most important aspect of employment to them and some participants were overall satisfied with the recognition they were receiving. Furthermore, employees who did not participate may also feel as though this is not the aspect of employment HEL should be focussing on, and even participants who did suggest that it needed improvement may also believe that other aspects need prioritising, but it was not included in the survey.
To somewhat remedy this, communications will be shared to all employees to briefly share the aims, findings, conclusions, and recommendations of this research, in order to share the rationale behind the initiative that will be introduced to HEL. This may also encourage employees who did not participate in the survey to do so the next time a survey is circulated, as they will be reassured that their voices will be utilised in decision-making.



















8. [bookmark: _Toc84955192]Recommendations
8.1. [bookmark: _Toc84955193]Reward and Recognition
Following the above conclusions, a recommendation will be made to HEL to improve the amount of recognition employees are receiving and to ultimately improve satisfaction and overall turnover rate. 
As discussed previously, while HEL does currently have a recognition scheme in place, it is not being utilised to its full potential as there does not seem to be a sufficient understanding of the scheme among managers and employees. Currently, the gist of the scheme is that when an employee carries out exceptional health and safety practices or goes over and above in their job, their manager can choose to nominate that employee for the reward and recognition award for that month. There is currently no maximum number of employees who win the award monthly, due to there not being enough nominations and the award is a £25 shopping voucher.
To improve this scheme, it is suggested that additions are made. Firstly, implementing a points-based system would surely benefit the scheme, as it will ensure that employees are receiving recognition for the precise work that they have performed well in. Secondly, this will incentivise the employees to continue the good performance to gain more ‘points’ or recognition and ultimately be nominated for the monthly award. 
Case studies should be documented for the awarded points in order for line managers to give a full justification to the reward and recognition manager, for why they feel the employee is worthy of the award. The criteria to be nominated will be at least three points but with the exceptions of some acts which may go above and beyond what is expected of the employee in their day-to-day job. Nominees will then be chosen by the senior leadership team, and winners will be capped at 3 per month.
Improvements should also be made in regards to how the award winners are announced to the company. At present, winners receive a certificate and voucher, a picture is taken with HEL’s Managing Director and the announcement is made by email. It is suggested that HEL also utilise the ‘push notifications’ feature of their HR management app, as all employees need this app for various reasons and therefore will receive the notification. In addition to this, in some circumstances where the employee may have gone over and above reasonable expectations, the picture taken and a brief of why the winner has received an award should also be posted to company social media with their consent to highlight the good behaviour/performance. 
It is then suggested that HEL hold a training session for managers to understand the scheme better. This training session would entail the reason for implementation, the benefits of having a recognition scheme in the company, how the scheme should work, and how the managers should identify ‘good performance’ in order to nominate employees. 
Improvement of this scheme aims to create more opportunities for managers and supervisors to offer positive feedback to their employees, incentivise employees to perform efficiently and more consistently, and ultimately improve job satisfaction through offering more recognition for good work.
To measure the success of this scheme, a final survey will be issued in 6 months which will highlight whether or not employees are receiving more recognition or whether it has remained the same. A copy of this survey can be found in appendix 3. If the results of this survey do not reflect a positive outcome then further recommendations should be made.
8.2. [bookmark: _Toc84955194]Costings and Benefits.
The biggest benefit of improving the recognition scheme at HEL is that because there is already a basic scheme in place, the cost will not be too troublesome. Capping the award winners at 3 per month means that the direct budget for the recognition scheme needs only be £900 per annum. It may be beneficial to increase the budget to £1,500 for the year to ensure that there is also scope for extra awards where it is deserved or bigger and better awards for the employees who have truly gone over and above for the company. For example, rather than having the same £25 voucher as the other winning employees, an employee who has truly over-achieved may be awarded a £50 voucher to reflect their achievement.
In addition to this, there will also be some indirect cost associated with the scheme too, i.e. the time it is taken for managers to decide who to put forward, HR and director labour time to filter the nominees, decide the month’s winners, produce certification and vouchers, circulate the announcements, etc. As demonstrated in the cost analysis of the scheme in Appendix 4. The total yearly cost will be approximately £4,914.72, which in comparison to £1,236,447.45 for the yearly sum of the current turnover is an extremely small cost. 
In addition to this, the cost-benefit that it will bring to HEL will also be extremely impactful. As discovered in the literature review, engaged employees are 87% less likely to leave an organisation and Wong (2016) highlighted that recognition was the main driver of engagement. Therefore if 53% out of 46 HEL employees state that they do not receive recognition regularly despite it being the most important aspect of their employment, approximately 25 employees of that group are likely to leave employment due to this fact. 
This leads to the conclusion that if the recognition scheme was improved and ultimately increased engagement in 87% of those 25 employees, 21 employees would be less likely to leave the organisation because they do not receive sufficient recognition for their work. Thus, reducing the number of employees leaving the organisation to 14 per year, and ultimately reducing the yearly rate of turnover to 10%, which is well below average by 5%. as calculated in the analysis in Appendix 5. The total cost saving of improving and implementing the reward and recognition scheme will be as much as £746,783.18.
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10. [bookmark: _Toc84955196]Review of Personal Learning
Conducting this research into HEL’s turnover rates has been extremely insightful and beneficial to my development. To begin with, it has taught me the importance of employee voice by considering their input in my conclusions and ultimately my recommendations to the company. In a topic such as this, employee voice is paramount, and researching without would have led to ineffective conclusions which would not have had any cost-benefit to the company. Going forward, I will be adopting this approach more regularly in my role to ensure fairness and satisfaction among employees across the company.
Furthermore, the research has also taught me how to effectively calculate the cost-benefit of implementing schemes and initiatives. As the organisation has the aim of focussing more greatly on the strategic planning of departments, this will almost certainly allow for better strategic planning within the HR department. In addition to this, it will also ensure that the importance of the HR department is highlighted to directors and shareholders, where it may sometimes be overlooked due to the department being a non-productive overhead.
Finally, I have also learned that conclusions should not be drawn where there has not been sufficient analysis to draw them. Before undertaking this research, my and others' conclusions of why there is a high turnover of staff would have been that as the organisation are contractors, employees are always looking for a higher rate of pay and therefore the biggest reason for the turnover would have been salary. Furthermore, I may have also concluded that HEL would always experience a high turnover of staff for this reason, as it would never matter what salary we could have offered our employees, there would always be a better rate of pay elsewhere. However, whilst salary was an important aspect, it was not foreseen that the majority of employees would favour receiving recognition rather than a better rate of pay.
During the research, some challenges were met. The first challenge was containing the size of the research, as the chosen topic may have led to multiple reasons for HEL’s shortcomings in retaining staff and therefore sending the research off course and being unable to come to an effective conclusion. To overcome this, during the literature review three main aspects of employment and job satisfaction were chosen by the importance of each according to literature and the relevance I felt it had to the organisation. This ensured that the conclusions were limited to these three topics and allowed an effective recommendation whereby a detailed cost and benefit analysis were able to be produced to support the recommendation. 
Moreover, another challenge was that it was originally intended that previous exit interviews were also to be analysed to support the conclusions drawn from the survey. However, it was found that there were an insufficient amount of interviews kept on file and the interviews that were held, did not hold the same structure as the structure adopted in this research which made it extremely difficult to analyse effectively. To overcome this, it was decided that previous exit interviews were not to be analysed based on the fact that sufficient information was produced via the survey created and therefore any additional information may have been unnecessary and ineffective.
The main strength of this research report is that the responses of the survey produced very clear majority statistics, therefore the analysis was extremely accurate and clear cut. Moreover, the analysis of the responses was in-depth and detailed, and including some open-ended questions which asked for extra information from the participants allowed for a clear insight into the general thoughts of employees. Another strength is that the recommendation made is extremely achievable since there is already a basic scheme in place that merely needs improving. In addition to this, if the benefits are not seen after implementing what has been recommended, there is also a large scope for further improvement to be made to the scheme. 
In comparison, some weaknesses include; only a third of employees participated in the survey which, while better than anticipated, has room for improvement and may not have captured the majority of the organisation. By communicating with employees what has been found during this research and what will be implemented to improve this, will hopefully encourage more employees to take part in future surveys as they will be reassured that their voice is being heard. Furthermore, where it was asked of the participant to give more information surrounding a question, a lot of participants gave one-word answers or did not answer at all, which has meant that this extra information is rather weak, which could have given a lot more insight into the research. In the future, I will be sure to include prompting sentences within the question to encourage participants to answer with more detail. 
Finally, another weakness is that when considering the overall cost of employee turnover within the organisation, a large majority of the cost is indirect costs, which unfortunately may not impact the directors and shareholders as much as direct costs would. Therefore, the cost analysis unfortunately may not be seen as consequential as I would hope.
The research has allowed me to develop as an HR professional by developing my business acumen. Before this research, I would not have been likely to conduct a costs analysis of the issue, in addition to the cost-benefit of improving the issue, however, going forward it will be a common practise that I will adopt into my career. Furthermore, as stated previously gaining an understanding of employees’ feelings and using this to make decisions on how to improve issues going forward will also become a common practise in my role as this is the most suitable way to ensure satisfaction within the company. The research has also allowed me to communicate better with employees, since launching the survey and discovering the statistic I have frequently spoken with some employees about my findings and had discussions of their experiences and visions of HEL which has allowed me to better understand them and the organisation.
If this research was to be repeated, I would have allowed for a longer time period in order to gain a better response from employees, in addition to being able to release a second survey-based solely on recognition within the organisation. This may have allowed me a better insight into what recognition means to employees and how to centre a scheme around them in order to ensure complete satisfaction towards the recognition they receive. Additionally, I may have also interviewed a sample of employees in order to gain a greater understanding of their dissatisfaction and what would keep them at the company.
My advice to forthcoming students would be to consider a topic which they feel is important, interesting and which will have a large impact on the decision-makers of their organisation. Researching a topic of that nature will surely allow for their professional development, in HR, and business, and will open their mind to approaching business issues in a different dynamic.
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What would you consider the fairest approach to pay?	
Performance Based	Skills-Based	Market-Rate Based	Other	0.27	0.55000000000000004	0.15	0.03	

How often do you receive recognition for your work?

How o do you receive recognition for your work?	
Always	Pretty often	Occasionally	Rarely	Never	0.02	0.13	0.33	0.28000000000000003	0.24	


How important is receiving recognition from your senior, to you?	
Extremely Important	Somewhat Important	Neutral	Somewhat Unimportant	Extremely Unimportant	0.37	0.5	0.13	0	0	


The following statements are styles of management, which do you feel describes your manager the best?	
Authoritarian	Paternalistic	Democratic	Other	0.17	0.05	0.63	0.15	

Which of the management styles do you feel would be most effective in bringing out the best in you?

Which of the mnaagement styles do you feel would be most effective in bringing out the best in you?	
Authoritarian	Paternalistic	Democratic	Other	0	0.02	0.93	0.04	


Would you say that having a good relationship with your manager is a big feature of why you would stay in an organisation?	
Yes	No	Maybe	0.63	0.13	0.24	

Please rank which of the following statements is most important to you.

Third Choice	
Having a good relationship with my manager.	Regularly receiving a salary raise which reflets my skill and good work.	Being recognised and valued for my work.	0.67400000000000004	0.19600000000000001	0.13	Second Choice.	
Having a good relationship with my manager.	Regularly receiving a salary raise which reflets my skill and good work.	Being recognised and valued for my work.	0.217	0.39100000000000001	0.39100000000000001	First Choice	
Having a good relationship with my manager.	Regularly receiving a salary raise which reflets my skill and good work.	Being recognised and valued for my work.	0.109	0.41299999999999998	0.47799999999999998	




Based on your answer to Q.14, how well do you feel Hornbill offers you this?	
Extremely Well 	Somewhat Well	Neutral	Somewhat Not Well	Extremely Not Well	0.02	0.3	0.26	0.37	0.04	


How long do you see yourself working for Hornbill?	
A couple of weeks.	1 year. 	Between 1-5 years.	For the Foreseeable Future.	Other	0	0	0.26	0.65	0.09	



Would you say salary is a big feature in why you stay with Hornbill?	
Yes	No	Maybe	0.36	0.36	0.28999999999999998	
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Item Amount of time Calculation Cost

Administration of Leaver 1 hour of HR Labour £10.57

1 hour of Payroll Labour £10.00

Exit Interview with 

Leaver 1 hour of HR Labour £10.57

1 hour of employee labour £15.92

Cost of existing 

employees vacant job

6 weeks of Labour + £1.50 if 

using Agency temp (£15.92 + £1.50 = £17.42 x 40 = £696.80 x Avg. 6 Weeks = £4180.80) £4,180.80

Lost Productivity of role 

being performed 

alongside another 

employees role. 6 weeks  

50% of the weekly pay of existing employee who has undertaken 

the additional role (696.80/2 = £348 x 6 = £2088 £2,088.00

Recruitment advert

Live for between 3-5 

weeks £4 daily = £84-£140, Median = £112 £112.00

Admin of CV's, 

responding, interview 

planning 3 hours of HR Labour £10.57 x 3 £31.71

Interviews of Canditades2 days of HR labour £10.57 x 16 = £169.12 £169.12

2 Days of Management 

Labour Avg. £20.19 x 16 = £323.06 £323.06

Admin of New Starter 2 Hours of HR Labour £10.57 x 2 = £21.14 £21.14

Induction of New Starter 2 Hours of HR Labour £10.57 x 2 = £21.14 £21.14

8 hours Of new Employee 

NPL £15.92 x 8 = £127.36 £127.36

Cost of iHasco Modules 23 Modules

Training costs of ex-

employee

Cost of lost knowledge, 

skill, etc. of ex employee

50% of annual salary = £16,556.80 + 10% of figure for each year ex 

employee was employed (£3,311.36 x Avg. 3 years = £9,934.08) 

£16,556.80 + £9,934.08 = £26,490.88 £26,490.88

Departmental Training 

(employee labour) 1 working week (5 days)  £127.36 x 5 = £636.80 £636.80

Departmental Training 

(Supervisor labour) 1 working week (5 days)  £155.60 x 5 = £778 £778.00

New PPE for employee Avg. £300 £300.00

Total cost per employee £35,327.07

Total sum of employees exiting per year (25%) 35

Total cost per year £1,236,447.45
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Item Calculation Cost (per year) Comments

Award Vouchers £1,500

Manager Labour

1 hour per manager per 

month (12 managers = 12 

hours, Avg. £20.19 x 12 = 

£242.28 p/m) £2,907.36

(Award points, decide their 

nominee, produce justification, 

etc.)

HR Labour

4 hours per month max. 

(£10.57 x 4 = £42.28p/m)  £507.36

(Filter nominees, present to 

Directors, produce certification 

and vouchers, circulate 

announcement, etc.)

Total  £4,914.72
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Item Cost

Total Cost of 1 

employee Exit £35,327.07

Current yearly 

turnover cost (25%) £1,236,447.45

Cost at 10% £494,578.98

Cost to improve 

scheme £4,914.71

Annual Saving after 

scheme £746,783.18
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