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Abstract

Given growing interest in collective turnover (i.e., employee turnover at unit and
organizational levels), the authors propose an organizing framework for its antecedents and
consequences and test it using meta-analysis. Based on analysis of 694 effect sizes drawn from
82 studies, results generally support expected relationships across the 6 categories of collective
turnover antecedents, with somewhat stronger and more consistent results for 2 categories:
human resource management inducements/investments and job embeddedness signals. Turnover
was negatively related to numerous performance outcomes, more strongly so for proximal rather
than distal outcomes. Several theoretically grounded moderators help to explain average effect-
size heterogeneity for both antecedents and consequences of turnover. Relationships generally
did not vary according to turnover type (e.g., total or voluntary), although the relative absence of
collective-level involuntary turnover studies is noted and remains an important avenue for future

research.
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The issue of collective turnover—that is, “the aggregate levels of employee departures
that occur within groups, work units, or organizations” (Hausknecht & Trevor, 2011, p. 353)—
has a long history in management and applied psychology research. Discussions of
organizational-level turnover rates extend back nearly a century, as seen in early work addressing
“rates of departure” (Greenwood, 1919, p. 187) and the “stability of employment” (Fish, 1917, p.
162). Topical interest further formalized via several influential accounts of collective turnover’s
causes and consequences (March & Simon, 1958; Mobley, 1982; Price, 1977; Staw, 1980). More
recently, this attention has intensified in terms of empirical studies (e.g., Batt & Colvin, 2011,
Shaw, Dineen, Fang, & Vellella, 2009; Siebert & Zubanov, 2009; Trevor & Nyberg,

2008), theoretical contributions (Dess & Shaw, 2001), and narrative reviews (Hausknecht &
Trevor, 2011; Shaw, 2011). Indeed, over 100 studies have been published on the topic—nearly
two thirds in the last decade alone—mostly in leading journals in management and related fields
(Hausknecht & Trevor, 2011).

Alongside the growing interest, the number of constructs that have been postulated as
potentially related to collective turnover has grown substantially. This increase stems from
turnover rates serving as a key predictor or outcome variable across a wide range of both
emerging and established research topics at group, unit, and firm levels (e.g., high-commitment
human resource [HR] practices, collective attitudes, human and social capital, organizational
demography). Moreover, while general understanding of how different constructs relate to
turnover within a given topical domain has appeared (e.g., within strategic human resource
management [HRM]; see Combs, Liu, Hall, & Ketchen, 2006), there has been little systematic
attention to understanding which constructs matter most across these areas. In this study, we take

a broad view of collective turnover to organize its relevant causes and consequences



Cause and Consequences 4

conceptually and then use meta-analysis to determine which factors matter most from an
empirical standpoint.

Our intended contributions are threefold. First, we classify the multitude of variables that
have been studied to date into a more theoretically parsimonious organizing framework. Second,
we leverage this framework and use meta-analysis to understand which factors most strongly
relate to collective turnover. Given vast differences in sample sizes across studies, we examine
whether between-study differences represent sampling error rather than variation in true effects.
Third, we test several study-level moderators that could explain effect-size heterogeneity. In
doing so, we address a number of extant theoretical propositions that can benefit from the cross-
study analysis that meta-analysis allows. We conclude by discussing implications for research
and practice. Throughout the article, we refer to collective turnover or simply turnover,

recognizing that similar terms exist (e.g., unit-level or organizational turnover, turnover rates).

Organizing Framework

In a recent narrative review, Hausknecht and Trevor (2011) organized causes of
collective turnover into three areas: HRM practices, collective attitudes/perceptions, and
collective characteristics. They classified consequences in terms of productivity, firm
performance, and customer outcomes. Although we aim to test their overall framework
empirically, we focus on antecedents for two primary reasons. First, the collective turnover
literature contains substantially more effect sizes for antecedents than for outcomes. Based on
our literature search and inclusion criterion of at least three available independent effect-size

estimates, we identified 40 antecedents and 12 outcomes (Appendix A lists names, definitions,
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and sample citations for all 52 variables). Indeed, of the 694 effect-size estimates identified here,
526 (75.8%) pertained to turnover antecedents. From a variable standpoint, 40 of 52 variables
(76.9%) captured presumed turnover causes. Thus, the literature on antecedents is much larger—
and more diffuse—and could therefore benefit substantially from systematic consolidation.
Second, given several recent studies that exclusively focused on turnover’s consequences (e.g.,
Hancock, Allen, Bosco, McDaniel, & Pierce, 2013; T. Park & Shaw, 2013; Shaw, 2011),
systematic examination of its determinants remains an important but as of yet untested issue.
Although we emphasize antecedents, we also include meta-analyses of consequences to highlight

findings that extend our understanding beyond existing research.

Causes of Collective Turnover

We organize the multitude of collective turnover antecedents into six categories: (a)
HRM inducements and investments, (b) HRM expectation-enhancing practices, (c) shared
attitudes toward the job and organization, (d) quality of work group and supervisory relations, (e)
job alternative signals, and (f) job embeddedness signals. Rather than provide an exhaustive
account of the theory and findings for all constructs within each category, we focus on general

descriptions of the categories in the text and include a more detailed rationale in Table I.*

1 We note up front that, although researchers debate whether antecedents and consequences of
turnover vary across different turnover types (e.g., voluntary vs. involuntary; see Batt & Colvin,
2011; T. Park & Shaw, 2013; Shaw et al., 1998), extant collective turnover research almost
uniformly reflects total or voluntary turnover rates, particularly with regard to antecedents. As
such, our theory and hypotheses generally pertain to total or voluntary turnover rates, yet we also
report relationships with involuntary turnover in the tables in those few cases where possible. We
discuss turnover types more explicitly in later sections.
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HRM inducements and investments. Broadly, scholars explain the influence of HRM-
turnover relationships in terms of how they promote different forms of the employee-
organization relationship (Tsui, Pearce, Porter, & Tripoli, 1997). Practices that signal
investments and inducements should negatively relate to turnover rates because they imply
employer commitment to building long-term, rewarding employee relationships. This includes
high-commitment or high-performance work systems (Combs et al., 2006; Guthrie, 2001;
Huselid, 1995) and other HR practices that enhance motivation and commitment and decrease
the attractiveness of available alternatives (Batt & Colvin, 2011; Shaw et al., 2009), such as
tangible rewards (e.g., pay, benefits) and indirect investments (e.g., training opportunities) that
are less monetary in nature but nonetheless, promote favorable employee response (Shaw,
Delery, Jenkins, & Gupta, 1998).

Certain HR practices generate their primary effects by increasing the desirability of
current employment for employees; others simultaneously influence the organization’s
preferences toward employee retention by increasing the costs—pecuniary and otherwise—
associated with departures. Such practices generate stronger, compounded effects on turnover
rates because employees are not only less likely to leave of their own accord (Horn et al., 2009;
Tsui et al., 1997) but also are viewed as more valuable by the organization itself. For instance,
participation-enhancing practices that increase employee discretion, autonomy, and control over
work (Batt, 2002; Haines, Jalette, & Larose, 2010) such as team- based work systems, flexible
job design, and problem-solving groups reduce turnover because “the firm has to invest in setting
up participatory structures and then relies on employee experience and commitment to improve
their effectiveness” (Doellgast, 2008, p. 294). In the same vein, a workforce characterized by a

high proportion of full-time employees may be indicative of organizational proclivities toward
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primary (vs. secondary) employment systems (Osterman, 1987), once more signaling greater
desirability of current employment among employees and greater desires for retention among
organizations. Such structures represent mutual investment strategies with respect to the
employee-organization relationship—that is, “some degree of open-ended and long-term
investment in each other by both the employee and the employer” (Tsui et al., 1997, p. 1093)—
and suggest enlargement of potential organizational gains from employee retention. Similarly,
investments in workforce quality (e.g., staffing selectivity) may generate compounded effects as
both the organization’s return to retention is increased via enhanced employee utility and
employees’ desirability of employment is increased via better organizational fit. Taken together
and using prior literature as a guide, we identify 14 inducement and investment variables (see

Appendix A for definitions and study names) and expect the following:

Hypothesis 1: HRM inducements and investments (i.e., benefits, dispute resolution, high-
commitment HR systems, internal mobility, participation-enhancing work design,
proportion of full-time employees, relative pay, straight pay, variable pay, selection
sophistication, skill requirements, staffing levels, staffing selectivity, and training) will be

negatively related to collective turnover.

HRM expectation-enhancing practices. Expectation-enhancing HRM practices—for
example, monitoring and routinization (e.g., Batt, Colvin, & Keefe, 2002; Mueller & Price,
1989; Shaw et al., 1998)—include those interventions that reduce employee autonomy, expand
organizational control over work behaviors, and effectively increase employee accountability for

organizationally desired contributions. HRM practices that demonstrate an organization’s
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aversion toward long-term employee investments—for example, pursuit of secondary
employment subsystems or employee divestiture through downsizing—should increase
aggregate turnover as the direct and indirect costs of departures and replacements to
organizations are effectively reduced (from the employer’s perspective), as is the desirability of
current employment (from employees’ perspectives). Other common forms of expectation-
enhancing practices include close supervision and electronic performance monitoring. These
oversight mechanisms are thought to reduce trust, increase stress, and signal organizational
preference for short- rather than long-term employee- organization relationships, all of which
should increase the desirability of leaving and lead to higher turnover rates (Batt & Colvin, 2011;

Tsui et al., 1997).

Insert Table 1 Here

Hypothesis 2: Expectation-enhancing practices (i.e., downsizing rate, electronic
monitoring, managerial oversight, and routinization) will be positively related to

collective turnover.

Shared attitudes toward the job and organization. Numerous researchers have linked
collective-level employee attitudes and perceptions (e.g., aggregated views of satisfaction,
commitment, justice) to unit-level turnover rates (e.g., Liu, Mitchell, Lee, Holtom, & Hinkin,
2012; McNulty, Oser, Johnson, Knudsen, & Roman, 2007; Riordan, Vandenberg, & Richardson,
2005; Ryan, Schmit, & Johnson, 1996). Although these aggregates are not interchangeable with

their individual-level counterparts, all have been conceived as unit-level indicators of collective
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favor or disfavor with the job, organization, and/or work environment (Whitman, Van Rooy, &
Viswesvaran, 2010). When attitudes and perceptions are sufficiently shared (as research
indicates is often the case due to social contagion and exposure to similar work environments;
Felps et al., 2009; Ryan et al., 1996; Whitman et al., 2010), these constructs may signal a
collective-level desirability of movement that is analogous to the concept most often found at the
individual level (and most often indexed as job satisfaction; Mobley, 1982). Positive shared
attitudes and perceptions signal that members derive benefits (e.g., working in a committed
team) that would be foregone through leaving, whereas negative views, especially those that are
shared, become a common topic of discussion among members (Felps et al., 2009), inducing
employees to look elsewhere for more satisfying work. We include four constructs as indicators
of shared attitudes toward the job or organization—satisfaction, commitment, justice, and

turnover intentions—and predict the following:

Hypothesis 3: Unit-level commitment, justice, and satisfaction will be negatively related
to collective turnover; unit-level turnover intentions will be positively related to

collective turnover.

Quiality of work group and supervisory relations. In addition to targeting collective
feelings about a given job and/or organization, scholars have also addressed group perceptions
regarding the quality of relations within the work group and/or with the supervisor. We identify
six such variables: climate, cohesiveness, supervisory relations, organizational citizenship
behaviors (OCBs), age diversity, and tenure diversity. For example, units with positive climates

tend to have high levels of employee participation, information sharing, and employee
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investment—characteristics that employees find desirable (Gelade & Ivery, 2003; Richardson &
Vandenberg, 2005; Tsui et al., 1997). Similarly, units with high cohesiveness tend to have lower
turnover rates because group members value and enjoy group membership (George &
Bettenhausen, 1990). In terms of supervisory relations, Nishii and Mayer (2009) studied leader-
member exchange (LMX) and argued that high-LMX-mean units signal a higher proportion of
employees feeling validated and supported by leaders, greater power sharing between leaders
and employees, and a heightened sense of psychological safety, all of which should reduce the
desirability of leaving. OCBs also relate to the desirability of movement because, in units
characterized by high OCB:s (i.e., those possessing a strong tendency of members to help one
another, offer suggestions for process improvements, etc.), members should derive satisfaction
and belonging that would be lost via departure. As Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff, and Blume
(2009) noted, “OCBs may also enhance team spirit, morale, and cohesiveness, thereby reducing
the amount of time and energy spent on team maintenance functions and enhancing the
organization’s ability to attract and retain the best people” (p. 125). Thus, higher OCBs likely
signal a more favorable work environment, less desirability of leaving, and less actual turnover.
Finally, age and tenure diversity should relate positively to unit turnover, as organizational
demography theory implies that dissimilarity may create disparities in beliefs and value systems,
increasing conflict (Pfeffer, 1983; Wagner, Pfeffer, & O’Reilly, 1984) and desirability of

leaving. In light of these arguments, we expect the following:

Hypothesis 4: Climate, cohesiveness, supervisory relations, and OCBs will be negatively
related to collective turnover; age diversity and tenure diversity will be positively related

to collective turnover.
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Job alternative signals. Job alternative signals encompass nonaffective attributes of
organizational members, establishments, and the labor market that indicate enhanced (or
constrained) ability to find extraorganizational alternatives (March & Simon, 1958) and include
signs of both the quantity and quality of other employment opportunities (Griffeth, Steel, Allen,
& Bryan, 2005; R. P. Steel & Griffeth, 1989). March and Simon’s (1958) notion of “ease of
movement”—that is, an individual’s perception of the “number of perceived extraorganizational
alternatives” available (March & Simon, 1958, p. 100)—addresses the quantity dimension and
helps explain the influence of several antecedents. The number of available alternatives is
dependent on characteristics of organizational members (i.e., education) and the labor market
(i.e., unemployment rate). Just as higher levels of education create more available alternatives
(and higher turnover) due to increased human capital (e.g., Becker, 1962), higher unemployment
rates reduce the number of alternatives available to employees (and reduce turnover).

Complementing ease of movement factors, those that reflect March and Simon’s (1958)
notion of desirability of movement also may explain collective turnover by addressing the
quality of alternatives. Griffeth et al. (2005, p. 336) argued that researchers should address both
quantity and quality dimensions, stating that “having an abundance of employment alternatives
does not ensure that the alternatives will be attractive or desirable.” Despite this direction,
alternative quality is rarely studied at the collective level; hence, we examine here several related
factors that may signal collective desirability of movement with regard to current employment
(i.e., size, age, and site quality). When the unit’s standing on these dimensions is favorable to
employees, the relative attractiveness of alternatives may be offset via the opportunity cost of

foregoing current employment. Specifically, we expect lower desirability of movement (and
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lower turnover) in units that are smaller (i.e., smaller groups are less susceptible to coordination
difficulties; Hausknecht, Trevor, & Howard, 2009), favorably located (i.e., establishments with
easy access to customers, proximity to frequently visited locations, and a presence in more
densely populated locales with more expansive customer bases should be more favorable due to
more frequent and positive customer interactions; Holwerda, Ericksen, & Dyer, 2010; Kacmar,
Andrews, Van Rooy, Steilberg, & Cerrone, 2006), and older (i.e., over time, older organizations
offer relatively more employment stability and more favorable employment structures and

practices; Brown & Medoff, 2003). Based on the arguments above, we expect the following:

Hypothesis 5: Alternative availability, average employee education, and size will be
positively related to collective turnover; site quality, unemployment rate, and

establishment age will be negatively related to collective turnover.

Job embeddedness signals. In introducing the concept of job embeddedness, Mitchell,
Holtom, Lee, Sablynski, and Erez (2001) noted the need to break away from a focus on
traditional antecedents of turnover such as attitudes and alternatives and instead consider other
potential on-the-job and off-the-job influences, such as the links and fit between a person and his
or her organizational and community environments as well as the sacrifices involved with
leaving a job. For instance, higher job embeddedness is associated with decreased turnover, as
individuals perceive a high cost (e.g., sacrifice) of leaving environments to which they feel a
higher degree of attachment (e.g., links and fit; Mitchell et al., 2001)—in essence, reducing the

desirability of movement (March & Simon, 1958). Particularly relevant to the current study, this
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effect has also been found at the organizational level, as higher firm-level job embeddedness is
associated with reduced quit intentions (Horn et al., 2009).

Drawing from the above logic, we expect that units with higher average employee tenure
(Bennett, Blum, Long, & Roman, 1993; Cotton & Tuttle, 1986), as well as those with higher
experience concentrations, will exhibit lower turnover. Employees in these units have become
embedded in their jobs over time (Mitchell et al., 2001) and have become tied to social networks
(e.g., Burt, 1987; Granovetter, 1973) within their organizations. Leaving involves a high degree
of sacrifice, thus decreasing desirability of movement. In addition, scholars have long noted
higher departure rates of younger versus older workers (due in part to more plentiful entry-level
jobs and greater likelihood of early-career misfits; Mobley, 1982) and of women versus men. Job
embeddedness may be lower for females, as family obligations may cause interruptions in
employment, disrupting the formation and degree of links and fit between females and the
organization. Similarly, family obligations may prompt a greater percentage of females to accept
part- time and temporary employment, creating a concentration of females in jobs without formal
career ladders (Baron, Davis-Blake, & Bielby, 1986). Altogether, this suggests that average age
and proportion of female employees will share negative and positive associations with turnover
rates, respectively. Finally, unionization should also decrease collective turnover, as unions not
only enhance job security (Trevor & Nyberg, 2008) but also negotiate higher wages and provide
employee voice mechanisms, both of which should embed workers and decrease the desirability
of leaving (Delery, Gupta, Shaw, Jenkins, & Ganster, 2000; Freeman & Medoff, 1984;
Hirschman, 1970). Overall, we identify five variables representing job embeddedness signals:
average employee age, average employee tenure, experience concentration, unionization, and

proportion female. We expect the following:
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Hypothesis 6: Average employee age, average employee tenure, experience
concentration, and unionization will be negatively related to collective turnover;

proportion female will be positively related to collective turnover.

Moderators of Antecedent-Turnover Relationships

Beyond the aforementioned main effect relationships, theory and past research suggest
that certain antecedent-turnover relationships may be context dependent. As such, we sought to
identify antecedent-turnover relationships that possess a theoretical basis for moderation and a
sufficient number of available studies for estimating relationships across subgroups. These
criteria led us to examine moderators for four different antecedents: training, internal mobility,
high-commitment HR practices, and size.

Firm specificity of training investments. Although researchers often view training as an
inducement and investment that should reduce turnover (e.g., Huselid, 1995), others have argued,
on the basis of human capital theory (Becker, 1962), that investments in training—particularly
those that are general versus firm specific—may actually increase turnover (Benson, Finegold, &
Mohrman, 2004; Haines et al., 2010). That is, while training investments may be viewed
generally as a signal of longer term organizational commitment to employees, to the extent that
training increases external marketability (e.g., Trevor & Nyberg, 2008) or an individual’s
movement capital (Trevor, 2001), higher turnover is likely. Given arguments that general
training is more visible externally, it is expected to relate positively to turnover. Conversely,

because firm-specific training is generally both less valuable and less visible to external
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employers, it is expected to bind employees to their current employer, resulting in negative

training-turnover relationships (Becker, 1962).

Hypothesis 7: Training-collective turnover relationships will be negative when training is

firm specific and positive when training is general.

Strength of internal mobility practices. Alongside other characteristics of internal labor
markets (e.g., seniority-based rewards, firm-specific training, implicit or explicit job security),
policies and practices that promote internal mobility (e.g., promotion from within) should foster
long-term commitment and reduce the attractiveness of alternatives (Osterman, 1987). However,
although internal mobility policies may reduce turnover generally, effects are likely stronger
when internal mobility reflects the actual rate of internal promotion (e.g., Batt & Colvin, 2011)
versus perceptions or reports generated by key informants regarding the organization’s general
emphasis on promoting from within (e.g., Mueller & Price, 1989). Indeed, there is evidence that
objective measures of internal mobility are better predictors of individual- level turnover than
subjective measures (Carson, Carson, Griffeth, & Steel, 1994). At the collective level, actual
promotion rates serve as relatively objective signals of an organization’s adherence to internal
labor market employment structures (and, by extension, its focus on long-term employment
relationships), whereas perceptual measures reflect more subjective, and therefore potentially

less accurate, assessments of these same practices.

Hypothesis 8: Negative internal mobility-collective turnover relationships will be

stronger when measured in terms of actual (vs. perceived) internal mobility.
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Industry effects of high-commitment HR practices. Extant studies of the relationship
between high-commitment HR systems and collective turnover represent a mix of single-
industry (e.g., Batt & Colvin, 2011) and multi-industry studies (e.g., Huselid, 1995). However,
when compared with single-industry studies (e.g., financial services, transportation, hospitality),
multi-industry studies confound differences in industry-specific norms in both HR practices and
turnover rates (e.g., what constitutes low turnover in the hospitality sector might be considered
high within financial services), as well as differences in the nature of knowledge, skills, and
abilities, organizational processes, and work structures, both of which should weaken
relationships between the focal constructs. Conversely, when industry is held constant,

relationships between high-commitment HR practices and turnover should be more evident.

Hypothesis 9: Negative high-commitment HR practice- collective turnover relationships

will be weaker in studies conducted in multi-industry (vs. single-industry) studies.

Context dependence of collective size. Although size is routinely defined in terms of the
number of employees, scholars contend that the size-turnover relationship depends on whether
size reflects group/subunit or total firm size. Porter and Lawler (1965, p. 40) argued, “it is
conceivable, for example, that although working in a large subunit has disadvantages ... working
in a large total organization might have advantages as long as the subunits within the
organization are relatively small.” Consistent with this reasoning, authors of firm-level studies
contend that larger size signals greater resource availability for combating turnover (e.g., use of
high-involvement HR practices, greater likelihood of internal mobility practices; Guthrie, 2001;

Mobley, 1982), whereas authors of group-level studies maintain that larger size creates
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coordination difficulties, increases conflict, weakens leader relations, and inhibits cohesiveness
(Green, Anderson, & Shivers, 1996; LePine, Piccolo, Jackson, Mathieu, & Saul, 2008; Terborg
& Lee, 1984). Taken together, these competing rationales suggest that size is negatively related

to turnover at the firm level but positively related at the group/subunit level.

Hypothesis 10: The relationship between size and collective turnover will be negative in

firm-level studies and positive in group/unit-level studies.

Consequences of Collective Turnover

Turning next to the consequences of collective turnover, most turnover-performance
research rests upon one of three broad theoretical arguments: (a) turnover damages performance
because it conveys a loss of valuable knowledge, skills, and abilities (the human capital
argument; Osterman, 1987; Shaw, Gupta, & Delery, 2005); (b) turnover hinders performance
because it disrupts established patterns of interaction, creates flux in coordination, and diverts
attention to nonproductive activities (the operational disruption argument; Staw, 1980; Summers,
Humphrey, & Ferris, 2012); or (c) turnover damages performance because it incurs replacement
costs that deplete potential financial gains (the cost argument; Cascio, 2006). In all three cases,
high turnover constrains productive capacity (Hausknecht & Holwerda, 2013), which should
inhibit both short- and longer term performance. Following past work (Dyer & Reeves, 1995)
and foreshadowing a potential moderating characteristic, we organize consequences into
proximal and distal outcomes. Proximal outcomes signify direct outputs and include measures

such as customer satisfaction, production efficiency, and error rates. Distal outcomes capture the
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financial returns (e.g., sales, profits) generated by the group’s or firm’s activities. We expect the

following:

Hypothesis 11: Collective turnover will be negatively related to customer satisfaction,
production efficiency, financial performance, and sales; collective turnover will be

positively related to counterproductivity, error/loss rates, and absenteeism.

Moderators of Turnover-Effectiveness Relationships

Given the diverse array of settings in which turnover’s consequences have been studied,
we expect that overall effect-size estimates will be heterogeneous, thereby suggesting
moderators. Theory and past research suggest that turnover relationships should vary across
studies that differ with respect to the (a) definition of turnover (e.g., total, voluntary,
involuntary), (b) causal proximity of turnover to the outcomes investigated, (c) study setting (i.e.,
within- vs. between-organization), (d) complexity of the job(s) under investigation, and (e)
industry within which the study was conducted.

Turnover type. In the most aggregated form, employee departures for any reason are
combined into a total turnover rate (i.e., ratio of total number of leavers to group size). Yet
researchers have long noted that not all departures signal equivalent losses of human capital.
Instead, some are organizationally initiated and may generate functional effects (Dalton &
Todor, 1979; Staw, 1980), while other, voluntary departures may signal significant human
capital losses that the organization would avoid if possible (Price, 1977; Shaw, 2011). Hence,

total turnover rates confound voluntary turnover (i.e., employee-initiated departures, which may
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include high, average, and/or low performers) with involuntary turnover (i.e., organization-
initiated departures, which often include low performers). Specifically, “involuntary turnover
rates . . . signal the extent to which workforce quality is problematic” (Hausknecht & Trevor,
2011, p. 369), while voluntary turnover rates more specifically represent departures of
employees who perform well (or at least adequately) and whom a given organization would
prefer to retain (or at least not terminate). Combined total turnover rates essentially represent two
distinct constructs, which attenuates observed relationships by introducing unobserved
heterogeneity into turnover relationships through the combination of unmeasured employee

subpopulations. Thus, we expect the following:

Hypothesis 12: The magnitudes of collective turnover- effectiveness relationships will be
stronger when collective turnover is measured as voluntary turnover rather than when

collective turnover is measured as a total rate.

Proximal/distal nature of outcome. The magnitude of turnover-consequence
relationships should also depend on the causal proximity of the focal outcome to the turnover
construct itself. Dyer (1984) and Dyer and Reeves (1995) predicted an increasing likelihood of
contamination of outcome measures as one moves from operational and organizational outcomes
toward financial/bottom-line outcomes. Thus, the magnitude of turnover- outcome relationships
should decrease as more distal (financial and/or market-based) outcomes considered as factors
unrelated to the turnover construct (e.g., cyclical changes in sales, variations in input prices)

begin to contribute to observed variance of the measures in question.



Cause and Consequences 20

Hypothesis 13: Negative collective turnover-effectiveness relationships will be weaker

for distal (financial) than for proximal (operational) outcomes.

Within-organization versus between-organization settings. Turnover-outcome
relationships should be larger in within- organization studies because they control for unobserved
covariates such as company policies, work design, HRM practices, and the like, as opposed to
their between-organization counterparts for which such controls are regularly incomplete or
unavailable. Glebbeek and Bax (2004) discussed the prominent role that unmeasured
organizational differences in between-organization settings play in obscuring turnover-
performance relationships and noted the impossibility impossibility of applying statistical
controls for all such differences. By constraining the sample, within-organization studies should
decrease unobserved heterogeneity relative to between- organization studies. Thus, we expect the

following:

Hypothesis 14: Negative collective turnover-effectiveness relationships will be weaker in

studies conducted in a between- organization (vs. within-organization) context.

Industry effects. In those industries characterized by high turnover, we propose that
organizations will actively take strategic steps to mitigate the impact of turnover on performance.
Such steps may produce a sort of immunity effect—that is, structural characteristics of the nature
of work in a given industry or the industry itself that insulate firms from the negative effects of
turnover. Immunity effects can be generated by several means, for instance, minimizing the

training or educational requirements necessary to perform a job, de-skilling or otherwise dividing
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components of a job into discrete tasks, increasing routinization or centralization, decreasing
autonomy, or, more generally, moving toward a control-based (Arthur, 1992, 1994) HR system.
Such efforts increase the size of the viable labor pool and therefore minimize the time and cost
needed to find suitable replacements. For instance, the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics has
documented large differences in both voluntary and involuntary turnover rates across specific
industries, with some industries, such as leisure and hospitality, reporting voluntary rates as high
as 60%, while government occupations report rates around 10% at the high end (Hausknecht &
Trevor, 2011). Organizationally led generation of immunity effects is evident in the fast-food
industry, where key job duties have been standardized through technology or other means so that
someone can perform front-line jobs with minimal experience or training. Conversely, for
complex jobs in which work tasks are not (or are less) able to be divided into routine
components, the effects of turnover on performance should be stronger as greater human capital
is required to perform such tasks, thus shrinking the number of suitable replacements and

limiting organizations’ abilities to generate structural immunity.

Hypothesis 15: Negative collective turnover-effectiveness relationships will be weaker

when (a) the industry is characterized by high turnover and (b) job complexity is low.
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Method

Study Identification

Literature search. To identify relevant studies, we first searched several computerized
databases (ABI/INFORM, Business Source Complete, JSTOR, ProQuest, PsycARTICLES)
using the search terms turnover, quit, discharge, layoff, dismissal, and termination in
combination with the terms organizational, collective, unit, proportion, rate, and ratio. No
limitations were placed on the year of publication. Second, a manual search of articles published
in Academy of Management Journal, Journal of Applied Psychology, Journal of Management,
and Personnel Psychology was conducted from the year 2000 forward. Third, citation searches
were conducted for articles referencing seminal studies addressing collective turnover (e.g., Batt,
2002; Shaw et al., 1998; Staw, 1980). Fourth, we scanned reference lists of relevant articles.
Fifth, to help mitigate possible publication bias, a computerized search of conference
programs/proceedings was conducted for both the Academy of Management Annual Meeting
and the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology Conference from the year 2007
forward due to the availability of electronic databases for this period. In the same vein, the
ProQuest Dissertations and Theses database was searched using the aforementioned search
terms. Altogether, these procedures resulted in the initial identification of 128 potentially eligible
studies.

Inclusion criteria. Included studies had to report a Pearson correlation for collective
turnover and a unit-level antecedent or consequence, or data from which a correlation could be

derived, as well as sample size. We retained for analysis any antecedent or consequence variable
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so long as three or more independent effect- size estimates were available. Studies reporting only
individual- level turnover were omitted. After applying these criteria, we arrived at a final
sample of 82 studies and 694 effect sizes. Appendix B lists study names, effect sizes, and

moderator codes. Appendix C contains exclusion reasons for the 46 excluded studies.

Coding Procedure

Identification of antecedent and consequence variables. To create the final list of
variables, we independently examined variable names, construct definitions, and measures used
in primary studies. We independently categorized variables as causes or consequences and,
within each, further classified variables into subcategories based on Hausknecht and Trevor’s
(2011) framework, as expanded upon in the current work. Discrepancies were resolved by
discussion and unanimous consensus over a series of meetings until the final variable groupings
were decided. With the final variable list in hand, we then defined each variable/construct to
facilitate valid and consistent organization of effect sizes into appropriate categories for analysis.
Appendix A lists the 52 included variables—40 causes and 12 consequences—and provides
definitions, citations, and sample variable names used by the original authors.

Coding of effect sizes. After finalizing our list, we then extracted the relevant effect
sizes. Accompanying sample sizes were coded as the number of units used to compute the
correlations found within individual studies. In cases where the same sample was used in
multiple studies, only those effect sizes not present in the original study were included for further
analysis to eliminate possible double counting. Further, multiple effect sizes for a single

construct were combined using Hunter and Schmidt’s (1990) formula for linear composites.
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Coding of study characteristics. Our coding scheme recorded study characteristics that
would serve as the basis for our moderator analyses. The coding scheme was first developed by
one of the authors and then discussed with the remaining authors until consensus was reached.
Study characteristics were then coded independently by two of the authors. Discrepancies in this
phase were resolved by discussion and required unanimous consensus. We coded turnover type
according to voluntariness (i.e., voluntary, involuntary, or total/combined). Those studies whose
measures of turnover were ambiguous or indeterminable were classified as falling into the total
category based on the logic that (a) if either only involuntary or only voluntary turnover were
measured, it would have likely been reported and (b) even poorly defined measures—those for
which the structure of the numerator and/or denominator was not clear or for which the
voluntariness of what was being measured was not apparent—are still measuring turnover and
thus merit inclusion. Regarding antecedent moderators, we coded training as either firm specific
or general (Becker, 1962), internal mobility as perceptual or an actual rate, size as either firm
size or group/subunit size, and industry as single or multiple. Proximal/distal outcome was coded
based on Dyer and Reeves’s (1995) conceptual hierarchy of effectiveness outcomes. Proximal
outcomes included absenteeism, counterproductivity, customer satisfaction, error/loss rates, and
production efficiency. Distal outcomes included sales, sales efficiency, sales growth, operating
profit, profit margin, return on assets, and return on equity (proximal = 0, distal =1). We coded
study setting such that studies addressing multiple subunits (e.g., stores, groups) within a single
organization were coded as within-organization, while those involving more than one firm were
coded as between-organization (within- organization = 0, between-organization =1). Coding of
job complexity was performed by matching job titles (coded from primary studies) to

occupational listings on 0*NET (www.onetonhne.org) and coding as an integer value the listed
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job zone (e.g., a listing of Job Zone 1 indicates “little or no preparation needed” while a listing of
Job Zone 5 indicates “extensive preparation needed”). Finally, industry was coded according to
the median wage for production and nonsupervisory employees for relevant industries by North
American Industry Classification System code as listed by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

(www.bls.gov).

Meta-Analytic Procedures

Random-effects meta-analyses were conducted according to procedures recommended by
Hunter and Schmidt (1990, 2004) and Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, and Rothstein (2009). We
report k, the number of independent effect sizes used to compute the mean effect; N, the number
of work units within the sample; 7, the weighted mean correlation; and the 95% confidence
interval for the mean effect. In addition, we report three statistics to quantify heterogeneity: the Q
statistic, the weighted sum of squares and its associated p value (a statistically significant p value
allows one to reject the null hypothesis that effect sizes are constant across studies); T, the
standard deviation of true effect sizes, which indicates the absolute amount of deviation in effect
sizes about the mean; and the 12 statistic, which indicates the proportion of dispersion that can be
attributed to real differences in effect sizes as opposed to within-study error (Borenstein et al.,
2009). All estimates were calculated using Comprehensive Meta-Analysis 2.0 software
(Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, & Rothstein, 2005).

Note that in the following tables, summing k values for voluntary, involuntary, and total
turnover categories may not add up to the k value for corresponding summary figures. This is a

result of efforts to avoid double counting and to use the most detailed information available.
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More specifically, voluntary and involuntary categories are comprised of studies in which the
turnover measure clearly captured voluntary or involuntary turnover, respectively. The total
category contains studies in which the measure was undifferentiated or clearly a combination of
voluntary and involuntary turnover. Finally, the summary category was composed of any kind of
measured turnover (i.e., voluntary, involuntary, or total) but, to avoid double counting, excluded
total turnover effect sizes from a study if voluntary and/or involuntary effect sizes for that same
study were available. In cases where a given study provided an effect size only for total turnover
that effect size was included in the summary analysis.

Concerning moderator tests, we posit five factors that might account for heterogeneity in
turnover-effectiveness relationships. For turnover type, we report meta-analytic results separately
for total, voluntary, and involuntary turnover (as well as for the summary category). Concerning
the remaining moderators, which represent several continuous and possibly correlated variables,
we used weighted least squares (WLS) multiple regression. WLS techniques are preferred
because they account for correlated moderators, assign proper weighting to studies based on the
inverse of the sampling error variance, and avoid dichotomization of continuous moderators (P.
D. Steel & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2002). Given that moderators of antecedent-turnover
relationships involved different variables, we tested these hypotheses using subgroup analysis.

Finally, we calculated meta-analytic intercorrelations of different turnover types (e.g.,
voluntary-involuntary turnover, voluntary-total turnover). Numerous scholars have argued that
combined or total turnover measures mask important differences across determinants and/or
outcomes of voluntary and involuntary turnover (e.g., McEvoy & Cascio, 1985; Shaw et al.,

1998). Examining relationships between voluntary and involuntary turnover rates (and between
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each type with total turnover rates) indicates the degree of overlap across these different

approaches to collective turnover measurement.

Results

Antecedents of Collective Turnover

HRM inducements and investments. In Hypothesis 1, we stated that HRM inducement
and investment practices would negatively relate to collective turnover. As reported in Table 2
and in support of Hypothesis 1, we found negative weighted mean correlations for benefits (i =
—.14), dispute resolution (¥ = —.14), high-commitment HR systems (r = —.23), internal
mobility (¥ = — .25), participation-enhancing work design (r = —.17), relative pay ( = —.13),
skill requirements (¥ = —.16) and staffing selectivity ( = —.24) in relation to summary
turnover. (This latter finding suggests that the more selective organizations are in their hires, the
lower the turnover rate.) For each of these estimates, the 95% confidence intervals excluded the

null value, suggesting that the mean true correlation is significantly different from zero.?

2 Although we discuss and report mean effect-size estimates here as the “best estimate of the
construct-level correlation” (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004, p. 16), it is also important to consider the
dispersion around these estimates. In the tables of results, the value of T indicates the estimated
standard deviation of true effect sizes, which can be used to construct prediction intervals
(Borenstein et al., 2009) around the mean (e.g., an 80% prediction interval is approximated by
the mean effect size £[T X 1.28]). In doing so, consistent with the assumption of random-effects
meta-analysis, results suggest that many relationships examined in this study have relatively
wide prediction intervals (e.g., the 80% prediction interval for high-commitment HR systems is
—.40 to —.06, suggesting that a study selected at random would fall in this range 80% of the
time). This overall pattern is reinforced by statistically significant Q values, which indicate that
most effect-size estimates are heterogeneous. Thus, we urge caution when interpreting mean
effect-size values as there is often variability around these estimates.
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Contrary to expectations, we did not find support for variable pay, proportion of full-time
employees, straight pay, selection sophistication, staffing level, or training. Examining the full
set of HRM inducements and investments by the other turnover classifications (i.e., voluntary,
total, involuntary) revealed similar results, although we found several items of note. First, while
results for benefits held across summary and voluntary turnover, the relationship was not
significant for total turnover. Conversely, while results for training were not statistically
significant for summary and voluntary turnover, the relationship with total turnover was
statistically significant (¥ = —.25). Altogether, results indicate partial support for Hypothesis 1.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that HRM expectation-enhancing practices would be positively
related to collective turnover. As shown in Table 2, we found positive relationships for electronic
monitoring ( = .18) and routinization (i = .36). Contrary to expectations, we did not find
support for downsizing or managerial oversight. Examining these practices across the other
turnover classifications (i.e., voluntary, total, involuntary) revealed similar results, although the
confidence intervals for routinization included zero for measures of total turnover. These results
indicate partial support for Hypothesis 2.

Shared attitudes about the job and organization. Meta-analytic results for the shared
attitudes-collective turnover relationship are reported in Table 3. As posited in Hypothesis 3, we
found a significant negative correlation for satisfaction (¥ = — .14), as well as a significant
positive correlation for turnover intentions ( = .34). Contrary to expectations, no significant
relationships were found with commitment or justice. Thus, Hypothesis 3 was partially
supported.

Quiality of work group and supervisory relations. Results for the quality of work group

and supervisory relations-collective turnover relationship are reported in Table 3. Consistent with
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Hypothesis 4, we found significant negative correlations for cohesiveness (i* = —.16),
supervisory relations (r = —.10), and OCBs (r = —.12), as well as a significant positive
correlation for age diversity (¥ = .19). However, we did not find significant relationships for
climate or tenure diversity. Thus, we found partial support for Hypothesis 4.

Job alternative signals. Relationships between job alternative signals and collective
turnover are reported in Table 4. As stated in Hypothesis 5, we found significant, negative
weighted mean correlations for establishment age (- = —.10) and site quality (¥ = —.10), as well
as a significant, positive weighted mean correlation for alternative availability (¥ = .16).
Unexpectedly, we did not find a statistically significant relationship between turnover and
unemployment rate ( = —.01). Results were generally consistent across the total and voluntary
turnover classifications. Unexpectedly, we did not find a significant effect between turnover and
size or average employee education. Thus, Hypothesis 5 was partially supported.

Job embeddedness signals. Consistent with Hypothesis 6, we found significant, negative
weighted mean correlations for average employee age ( = —.26), average employee tenure (" =
—.25), proportion of unionized employees ( = —.21), and union presence (r = —.13). Results
(shown in Table 4) were generally similar for the total and voluntary turnover classifications. In
terms of job embeddedness signals expected to share a positive association with turnover, we
found a significant relationship with proportion of female employees (¥ = .17), but not with

experience concentration. Hypothesis 6 was partially supported.

Insert Table 2 Here
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Moderators of Antecedent-Turnover Relationships

Within antecedent-turnover relationships, we proposed four moderators based on theory
and past research. We found substantial variability around the mean effect size for the four
antecedents (i.e., training, internal mobility, high-commitment HR practices, and size), as
indicated by statistically significant Q values, substantial dispersion around the mean effect (e.g.,
see T values in Table 2), and fairly wide credibility intervals. One of the more visible examples
of this concerns training, as the mean effect size was just —.08 (ns) but dispersion was
substantial (T = .35), suggesting that moderators may explain why the training-turnover
relationship is moderate and positive in some instances but moderate and negative in others.
Results also suggested that moderators were present for the remaining three relationships, so we

proceeded to test Hypotheses 7-10 using subgroup analysis.

Insert Table 3 Here

Hypothesis 7 stated that training-turnover relationships would be negative when training
was firm-specific and positive when it was general. As shown in Table 5, we found partial
support for Hypothesis 7, as firm-specific training was moderately and negatively related to
turnover (i = —.40), whereas general training was unrelated to turnover ( = .01). Hypothesis 8
stated that internal mobility-turnover relationships would be stronger when measured in terms of
actual promotion rates rather than perceived internal mobility. Findings supported Hypothesis 8,
as the effect-size estimate for actual promotion rates ( = — .38) was higher than that for

perceived internal mobility (¥ = —.05) and confidence intervals did not overlap. Results did not
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support Hypothesis 9 or 10. Although we found that high-commitment HR practice-turnover
relationships were indeed weaker in cross-industry (i = —.15) versus single-industry settings (
= —.27), which is consistent with Hypothesis 9, confidence intervals overlapped between the
two estimates. Hypothesis 10 suggested that size would be positively related to turnover at the
group/subunit level and negatively related to turnover at the firm level, but confidence intervals
included zero and overlapped substantially for average group/subunit size ( = .02) and firm size
(¥ = .05) relationships with turnover.

Note that for the remaining antecedents, we identified a subset of variables where we
determined that the mean effect size (mean r) was homogeneous and that moderators were
unlikely. This was the case when either the value of Q was not statistically significant or the
estimated dispersion around the mean effect size was trivial (or, in some cases, both). Using
these criteria, we concluded that moderators were unlikely to be present for 16 of the 40
antecedents. For example, many of the effect-size estimates for shared attitudes were
homogeneous (e.g., job satisfaction, cohesiveness), as were both dimensions of unionization
(union status and union percent). For the remaining 20 antecedents, moderators were somewhat
likely (as indicated by statistically significant Q values and/or a moderate amount of dispersion
around the mean effect), but examination of both the mean effect size and 80% credibility
intervals (which are based on T) suggested that conclusions regarding the relationship in
question would not substantively change (i.e., effect sizes remain directionally consistent and
similar in magnitude to the mean). In other cases, a small number of studies and/or lack of
theoretical grounding for possible moderators suggested that additional analysis to uncover

moderators would be premature (e.g., moderators may explain variability around the average
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effect size for benefits [ — .14], but credibility intervals suggest negative and weak relationships

even at different levels of a given moderator).

Insert Table 4 Here

Consequences of Collective Turnover

Meta-analytic results for the collective turnover- organizational effectiveness
relationships are reported in Table 6. As stated in Hypothesis 11, we expected that collective
turnover would be negatively related to proximal and distal measures of organizational
effectiveness (and positively related to measures of counterproductivity, error/loss rates, and
absenteeism). Partially supporting these hypotheses, we found weighted mean correlations
between turnover and customer satisfaction (r = —.22), profit margin (r = —.15), production
efficiency (r = —.22), sales efficiency ( = —.09), counterproductivity ( = .27), and error/loss
rates (r = .14). No significant relationships were found for absenteeism, operating profit, return
on assets, return on equity, sales, or sales growth. These results indicate partial support for

Hypothesis 11.

Moderators of Turnover-Consequence Relationships

Heterogeneity tests and turnover types. Examining Q statistics for turnover-

effectiveness relationships revealed that moderators were likely. As shown in Table 6, 11 of 12

turnover- effectiveness relationships (see Summary rows) had statistically significant Q values
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(p < .05), suggesting that effect sizes were not homogeneous. Breaking down relationships by
turnover type (e.g., voluntary, involuntary), however, yielded smaller estimates. Several Q values
were no longer statistically significant, indicating homogeneity within a particular turnover type
(e.g., see voluntary turnover-customer satisfaction). Further examination revealed that in no
instance did the confidence intervals differ across turnover types, suggesting that despite clear
conceptual differences, turnover-consequence relationships did not vary based on turnover type.
Although these findings must be interpreted with caution given the small number of studies for
some relationships, the available evidence does not support our prediction (Hypothesis

12) that relationships would be stronger for voluntary turnover.

Insert Table 5 Here

Moderator results. We used WLS regression to test the remaining four moderators.
Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations are presented in Table 7. Note that small-to-moderate
correlations were found among the moderators, reinforcing the need to estimate their
independent influences within a multivariate framework. We hypothesized that turnover-
effectiveness relationships would be weaker for distal (vs. proximal) outcomes (Hypothesis
13), weaker for between-organization (vs. within-organization) studies (Hypothesis 14), weaker
in industries characterized by high turnover rates (Hypothesis 15a), and weaker in settings where
job complexity is low (Hypothesis 15b). The dependent variable in this analysis is the turnover-
effectiveness effect size (i.e., correlation) as defined by the Summary estimates shown in Table

6. Across these outcomes, complete moderator data were available for 118 effect-size estimates.
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WLS regression results (shown in Table 8) indicate that, as hypothesized, turnover-
effectiveness relationships are stronger for both proximal outcomes (B = .12,p < .05) and
within- organization studies (B = .08, p < .05). Stated differently, consistent with Hypotheses
13 and 14, relationships were weaker for distal outcomes and between-organization studies (i.e.,
the overall average negative effect shifts closer to zero for distal outcomes and between-
organization studies). Results did not support Hypothesis 15a or 15b, as effect-size estimates did
not vary across our operationalizations of industry (B = .00,p > .05) or job complexity (B =
.00,p > .05).

Our final goal was to examine intercorrelations of different turnover types (i.e., among
total, voluntary, and involuntary rates). As shown in Table 9, we found a modest, positive
correlation between voluntary and involuntary turnover (i = .28) and much stronger correlations
between total turnover and voluntary turnover (r = .85) and between total turnover and
involuntary turnover ( = .74). Note that these latter estimates are upwardly biased as they
represent part-whole correlations (i.e., total turnover rates are the sum of voluntary and
involuntary turnover rates). Confidence intervals excluded zero across all analyses, suggesting

statistically significant relationships across various operationalizations of turnover rates.

Discussion

The current work makes three contributions to inquiry surrounding collective turnover.
First, we offer a parsimonious framework by which to organize this large and arguably growing
list of factors based on categories and definitions in the relevant extant literature (e.g.,

Hausknecht & Trevor, 2011; see also Appendix A). Second, our meta-analysis provides the first
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comprehensive quantitative summary of the many and varied antecedents of collective turnover.
Third, we extend knowledge of antecedent-turnover relationships via examination of pertinent
moderators and find support for predictions that firm-specific training and internal promotion
levels are associated with lower turnover rates.

To broadly summarize antecedent-turnover relationships, we present Figure 1, which
plots the absolute values of each weighted mean correlation against its associated sample size.
The predominance of points in the lower left quadrant—characterized by weaker relationships
and relatively fewer independent effect sizes—is indicative of the still-emerging nature of this
field. As antecedent theory and measurement are further refined, we expect the precision and
consistency of these estimates to improve. The lower right quadrant depicts mean correlations
that are similarly weak but have received more research attention (e.g., alternative availability,
establishment age, and unemployment rate). These relationships, although weak, may constitute
important influences in some settings as moderator or control variables and thus merit continued
attention. Upper quadrants depict the strongest correlations, highlighting the importance of
certain collective characteristics (e.g., average employee age, average employee tenure,
unionization percentage) and HR practices (e.g., high-commitment HR systems, internal
mobility, routinization) in predicting turnover. Relationships in the upper right quadrant indicate
factors possessing some degree of theoretical maturity and fairly robust support, whereas those in
the upper left quadrant represent potentially strong and important relationships, where future

research can contribute to generalizability.

Insert Table 6 Here
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Revisiting our organizing framework, both organizational investments in employees and
inducements to maintain current employment generally related negatively to turnover. While we
note the considerable variability in magnitudes of observed correlations at the individual-
practice/policy level (¥ = +.04 — .24), results pertaining to internal mobility, high-commitment
HR systems, and participation-enhancing work design corroborate evidence that, as coherent
constellations of individual practices, bundles/systems of practices generate the greatest effects
on key organizational outcomes (e.g., see Arthur, 1994). Specifically, the relative strength of
these relationships is likely reflective of both additive effects and synergies associated with sets
of multiple mutually supportive and reinforcing practices and supports the logic that a practice
that exists as part of a consistent system generates larger impacts than the same practice on its
own (Combs et al., 2006). This pattern may reflect increased alignment of utilities between
employers and their workforces. Substantial organizational investments and reliance on
discretionary employee effort (Doellgast, 2008) increase potential departure costs for employers
while decreasing the desirability of departure for employees. As organizations become less
willing to see employees leave and employees themselves become less willing to go, their
respective utilities approach alignment, and the effects on turnover are compounded. These
mechanisms and our findings lend credence to arguments that employment arrangements that

enhance worker well-being may be beneficial for both employees and employers.

Insert Table 7 Here

Insert Table 8 Here
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Conversely, expectation-enhancing practices generally related positively to collective
turnover although, once again, variance in magnitudes was substantial ( = +.04 — .36).
Tellingly, those practices that most directly and pervasively influence work design and, by
extension, employees’ day-to-day activities—routinization and electronic monitoring—had the
strongest relationships. These results suggest that those employment practices that constrain
employee decision-making processes (e.g., see Mueller & Price, 1989) or constitute invasive
supervision (Batt & Colvin, 2011) may have particularly deleterious effects on turnover.
However, given the small number of studies from which these estimates were drawn, caution is
urged with respect to their interpretation until further work documents the generalizability of
these effects.

In addition, positive shared attitudes toward the job and organization as well as positive
shared perceptions of work group and supervisory relations generally related significantly and
negatively to turnover. With two exceptions—turnover intentions (r = .34) and justice/fairness
(r=—.03)—variability in magnitudes across these categories was relatively limited, with eight
of 10 examined relationships falling in the range of ¥ = +.10—. 19. The consistency of
magnitudes across these antecedent classes suggests they may be among the more stable
correlates of collective turnover. Further, these general findings bear resemblance to magnitudes
of counterpart constructs considered by Griffeth, Horn, and Gaertner (2000), suggesting that
these sets of constructs are at least as influential on turnover at the collective level as they are at
the individual level of analysis (see also Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002).

While job alternative signals exhibited relatively weak relationships ( = +.01 —.16;
five of six observed correlations fell at or below +.10) and only half of those relationships

excluded zero in the 95% confidence interval (alternative availability, establishment age, site
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quality), relationships among job embeddedness signals were relatively stronger (¥ = +.13 —
.26) and all constructs except experience concentration significantly related to turnover. Given
these differences across antecedent classes, factors pertaining to employee attachment to jobs
and firms (e.g., see Felps et al., 2009; Mitchell et al., 2001)—as opposed or in addition to those
pertaining to opportunity to leave—emerge as particularly important.

Finally, where possible we examined moderators of antecedent- turnover relationships to
address heterogeneity in our results. Among significant moderators, we found firm-specific (vs.
general) training negatively related to turnover, suggesting that its reduced visibility and value to
external employers (Becker, 1962) may generate organizational benefits by inducing employee
retention and protecting organizational investments that presumably drive productivity and
performance. In addition, actual promotion rates (as opposed to perceived internal mobility)
negatively related to turnover. While this finding in itself suggests that objective measures of
policy outcomes may possess greater validity than perceptual measures, taken together these
moderators suggest greater specificity of measurement of turnover-related constructs may help
account for the marked heterogeneity of many antecedent-turnover relationships as well as

improve the consistency of findings across studies.

Insert Table 9 Here

With respect to consequences, and consistent with theory predicting detrimental
performance impacts (e.g., Osterman, 1987; Staw, 1980), we found evidence that collective
turnover negatively relates to effectiveness outcomes such as customer satisfaction, production

efficiency, and sales efficiency. Further, turnover positively associated with increased
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counterproductivity and error rates. Heterogeneity in our findings once again prompted us to
consider moderating variables; relationships between turnover and performance were stronger
for proximal (e.g., operational efficiency, customer satisfaction) than for distal (e.g., financial
outcomes) performance indicators and weaker for data collected in between-organization versus
within-organization designs. In light of these findings, we encourage careful consideration of

outcome proximity and study design going forward.

Insert Figure 1 Here

Future Research

Given our results as well as the characteristics of our sample, several implications for
future research are apparent. First and foremost is that our meta-analytic approach largely leaves
open questions regarding causality, process mechanisms, and within- study moderation, all of
which would benefit from additional study. While our findings help summarize the relevant
correlates of collective turnover, many of the included estimates were drawn from studies that
did not seek to formally model antecedents or consequences of collective turnover. Additional
studies that develop and test process models, as well as those that address contingencies and
other boundary conditions of these effects, are needed. In doing so, echoing Hausknecht and
Trevor (2011), we highlight the need for theory specific to turnover at the collective level.
Fortunately, such theoretical work is emerging (e.g., Bartunek, Huang, & Walsh, 2008;
Hausknecht & Holwerda, 2013; Nyberg & Ployhart, 2013), and we encourage follow-up

empirical studies along these same lines.
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Further, at a conceptual level, some conclusions about turnover interventions (e.g., HR
practices) or turnover’s impacts on performance depend, in part, on exactly who leaves. In nearly
every study included here (see H. Y. Park, Ofori-Dankwa, & Bishop, 1994; Shaw et al., 2009, for
exceptions), turnover rates theoretically included high, average, and low performers as well as an
assortment of leavers who departed different occupational levels, thus precluding any inferences
about specific employee populations. As this area progresses, developing research strategies and
measures that isolate the potentially unique causes and consequences of turnover for different
employee groups will be especially valuable (e.g., retaining a diverse workforce; Horn,
Roberson, & Ellis, 2008). Additionally, characteristics of the employment practices themselves
also warrant further study. As one reviewer noted, in some cases there is a rationale to expect
that certain practices within the same category could have different effects (e.g., within the
variable pay category, different effects may be found for short- vs. long-term or individual- vs.
group-based incentives; see also Batt et al., 2002, for evidence that certain forms of variable pay
actually increase voluntary turnover because they shift risk from the employer to employees).

Also notable is the veritable lack of empirical consideration of involuntary turnover. Just
three of 52 included variables had sufficient data to calculate effect-size estimates specific to
involuntary turnover. Further, results revealed a weak correlation between voluntary and
involuntary turnover (i.e., sharing less than 10% variance). Thus, combining the two turnover
rate types into a single total turnover rate is inadvisable. Further, firm conclusions about whether
antecedent-turnover relationships differ by turnover type are premature given that very few
studies have measured antecedents of involuntary turnover (e.g., Batt & Colvin, 2011; Shaw et

al., 1998). These conditions, taken together, suggest that fundamental questions regarding
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involuntary turnover at collective levels of analysis, although currently unanswerable from an
empirical standpoint, represent significant and fruitful avenues for future inquiry.

Another opportunity pertains to the potential moderating effects of unemployment rates.
In their review, Hausknecht and Trevor (2011) discussed unemployment’s important empirical
role as a means to account for the presence of employment alternatives and, thus, turnover
propensity. Specifically, high unemployment rates effectively enlarge organizations’ respective
labor pools—that is, viable alternatives are reduced while the number of employees seeking
those alternatives is increased—thus easing identification and acquisition of suitable
replacements and mitigating turnover’s negative performance effects. Despite our interest in
evaluating unemployment rate as a moderator, many primary studies included neither
unemployment rates nor years of data collection (which would allow imputation). Researchers
are encouraged to include more specific unemployment rates when possible (e.g., see Ny- berg,
2010; Trevor, 2001) or provide information that will allow others to ascertain unemployment
rates themselves—that is, the location(s) and year(s) in which data were collected.

Finally, some recommendations arise from limitations of the current work. Although we
obtained a sizable number of effect sizes from primary sources, several relationships reported
here are based on only three or four studies. While we consider our detailed approach to variable
categorization a strength as it allowed for construct-level investigations (as opposed to collapsing
potentially distinct constructs into broader but conceptually heterogeneous categories), this
strategy also drives low k values for some relationships. Thus, reconsideration of these
relationships is warranted as additional primary sources become available. In addition, although
we account for type of turnover measurement (e.g., summary, total, voluntary, involuntary) and

discuss differences in findings where possible, in some cases we were unable to determine how
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primary sources measured turnover. While our summary category of turnover addresses all types,
we recognize the value of comparing results across turnover types, as interesting and important
differences may arise, and, further, strongly recommend explicit delineation of employed

turnover measures (i.e., formulas for calculation) in future work.

Practical Implications

First and most obvious, managers should regularly monitor turnover rates via HR
dashboards or other reporting tools. As we have shown, rising turnover rates forecast numerous
performance deficiencies and signal overall workforce health or functionality. The observed
magnitudes of antecedent-turnover relationships suggest possible interventions (see Figure 1).
Stronger relationships for internal mobility, high-commitment HR, and participation-enhancing
work design suggest the utility of these practices; however, given substantial development and
implementation costs, these should be viewed as long-term solutions rather than short-term
remedies, especially if such systems are not preexistent (e.g., see Doellgast, 2008). Additionally,
while productivity-focused practices (e.g., electronic monitoring) and work designs (e.g.,
routinization) may have benefits, they also increase turnover; managers who eliminate these
practices may enhance retention. Further, given the consistency of relationships between shared
attitudes and perceptions of work group or supervisory relations, managers could target unit-
level aggregates of these variables—for example, facilitating working conditions for all
employees versus providing bonuses for individual accomplishment.

Additionally, distinct empirical differences across conceptually related antecedent

constructs offer additional guidance for managers. For instance, staffing selectivity related
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relatively strongly and negatively to collective turnover, while the sophistication of selection
systems themselves shared only weak and nonsignificant relationships. Thus, faced with turnover
problems and limited resources, managers should increase the quality and size of applicant pools
rather than improve the quality and sophistication of their selection instruments, although the
latter are not unimportant. Further, managers and organizations must also be mindful of relevant
contextual characteristics. As our findings indicate, work units are influenced by numerous
external factors unrelated to management quality. For example, while results pertaining to
straight pay were statistically insignificant across all specifications, relative pay exhibited
consistent, negative, and significant relationships to turnover.

Finally, managers should note that rank-order comparisons of turnover across work units
(e.g., dashboards showing the top five and bottom five units) invite simplistic and potentially
misleading inferences that turnover is mostly traceable to leadership quality. As our results
indicate, turnover is multiply determined by collective characteristics of organizational members,
establishments, and labor markets—and not mainly a reflection of weak leadership or low
engagement. One means of evaluating turnover interventions in this context is to pilot
interventions and assess efficacy with data and metrics with subsets of randomly selected test
units, especially when large variance in contextual factors across sites is expected—an approach
consistent with the recent push toward evidence-based management (e.g., Pfeffer & Sutton,
2006; see also Davenport, Harris, & Shapiro, 2010). In short, contextual variances preclude one-

size-fits- all solutions to problems arising from collective turnover.
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Conclusion

In the closing chapter of his seminal work, Price (1977) pointed to the exponential
expansion of knowledge regarding organizations and emphasized the importance of systematic
codification as means to allow consumers of research to screen and evaluate a large and
expanding body of work, noting that “systematic research does not automatically ‘add up’ to
cumulative knowledge” (p. 123). While cumulative knowledge regarding the importance of
collective turnover to salient organizational outcomes is established here and elsewhere
(Hancock et al., 2013; T. Park & Shaw, 2013), to this point, cumulative treatment of turnover’s
antecedents, at least from an empirical standpoint, has been lacking. Thus, it is our hope that by
providing a parsimonious framework by which to organize this large body of extant work and
quantitatively summarizing relationships, the current work provides an initial step toward the
establishment of such cumulative knowledge. While we have found support for many
hypothesized relationships and their underlying theoretical rationales, definitive answers to many
questions about collective turnover remain unanswerable given available data and require further

study.
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Table 1

Mam Effects Predictions: Causes and Consequences of Collective Turnover

Cassesfoonsequences

Included varinhles

Theoretical rationale

Cawses
Hypothesis 1@ HRM
tiidlibcements and
invesiments

Hypathesis 2: THRM
expeciation-cnhancing
praciioes

Hyporhes:s 7: Shared aminades
toward job and organization

Hvparhes:s 40 Oualny of work

group and supeTvisory
relations

Hypothesiz 5 Jobe alternative
sigzials

Hyprorhesis 6 Job
embeddedness signals

Benafits (=), dispaie resolution {—),

full-time % (=1, high-
commatmeent HE systems (—1,
imermal meokiliny {1,
i i Capemti-cithancing work
design (=) relative pay {—)
selection sophistication (—, akill
requirerents (=), salling levels
(=} stalling sebectivity (=,
siraight pay (=1, training (=),
varsable pay {—)

Downsizing % {+ ), electronic
mmitoring (+1, managerisl
oviemsaght F ), roulimization {+ )

Commutment (), satsfaction { =),
Justice [ =}, hernover imleniions
i+

Climate (=], cohesiveness (=,
supervisory relations (—), OCBs
(=1, age diversity {+), wmure
diversity {#+}

Alverisative availabiliny [+, averags

employee education {4+ b, size (+ ],
establishment age {— b site quality

{— 1, wibemploymest rale {—)

Average emploves age (=), averape

employes enurs (=), eaperience
cancantration { =1, female % 0+,
union % (=}, union presence (=

HE practices that convey inducements and imvesinsents in human capatal
(i.g.. high-commiment HE systems, benelils, pay, Iraining; Shaw,
Idzlery, Jenkins, & Gupta, 199%; Shaw, [ieeen. Fang. & Vellella, 2N
of promede involvemest and participaion via high-involvemen work
desagm (g, duispuite resolution, participation-¢nhamcing work design;
Fianl, 20002; Bt & Colvin, 20010 should reduce mrmover becanse shey
satisly employes self-interests and promobe o tnem and
satiefacdion. lnvestments in workforce quality (eg . full-time %, internal
muohality, sebectiom sophistication. skill requirenenis, staffing levels.
saffing selectivity) simultapsously decrease employess’ desire 0 leave
Al dncrease organizations” desme Lo retain employess.

HR practices thai reduce sutomomy and exen conirol, such as increased
mamagerial oversight (Deten, Trevine, Burriz, & Andsppan, 2007,
Kar, I'QF'I?'_J, monsloring {e.g.. Batt, Colvin, & Keefe, 202 Shaw ot al.,
1998}, and moutinization (e.g., Muellsr & Price, 19890, should imerease
turmover due o belr impact on cmployes soess, modabe, amd res (Ban
£ Colvin, 20013, Employees will be more likely 1o exi when they
expenience a shock such as downsizimg (T, W, Lee, Miichell, Wise, &
Firemam, 1945 Trevor & Myberg, 20081

Witk units thal share attudes wward the pob and crganization, such as
high commatment { Riordan, YVandenberg, & Richardson, 2005],
satisfaction (Huiley & Esmelama, 20070, and justice (Mossholder,
Beemnett, & Martin, 1908), are desirable 10 employees (Tsai, Pearce,
Porter, & Tripodi, 19975 and should reduce farnover., Conversely,
aApgregate turmover inbentions may elicit a collective group responze,
with socal interaction spreading withdrawal behavior via conlagion
(Felps et al, 2008 Mchaulty, Oser, lohnson, Kmudsen, & Foman,

LU

The qualithes of & work group, such as posstive climates (e, Gelade &
[very. 20N ), cohesivencas (George & Beteshanszi, 1990, and high
UHCHe {Podeakof, Whitisg, Podsakoff, & Blume, 20000, az well a8
effective supervisory relaions (MNishii & Mayer, 2009, decrease
desirsbility of leaving (Taui et al,. 1997}, Via disparities in beliefs and
valie systems, age and tenure dissimolanity nay creste conflic
(Wagner, Meiler, & (" Really, 19843 which may result in higher
tarmeover (Pleffer, 19830

Emplovess will be leas likely o ext whe they percerve 4 lack of
available allernatives (Gray & Phillips, 19 March & Simon, 1958,
Price, 19775 as indicated by wnemployvment rave. for exomple. Simalarly,
hagher educatson bevels imerease human capital (Becker, 19621 which
creates more allernatives, Larger organizations have more process
inefficiencies. which may increase the suractivencss of aliernatives
{Hausknechi. Trover, & Heward, 20080 Older organi zasoas have
resources (o operale more sfficiently (Eisenhardd & Mariin, 20000,
which should moke aliernatives bess abiractive. Site quality may alse
rieduce the desralaliy or atractiveness of other allernatives due o the
opporiunilies favorable locations affer, such as more expansve
customer bases (Kacmar, Andrews, Van Rooy, Sweeilberg. & Cerrone.
20HKED,

{Hder employees are less Likely to l=ave (Bennett, Blum, Long, & Roman,
1995; Cogbon & Tuttle, 19863 thas, unils with higher average age
should have leas wmover. Unils with higher average temire and levels
of experience concentration should have lower lurnover, as these
charscierisiics increass the degree o which emplovess becoms
cmbeddad in their jobs, tos decressiog wimover (vichell, Holiom,
Lew, Sablynski. & Erez, 2001 Unionization gives emplovees a sense of
vaice (Freeman J& Medoff, 1984, Hirschman, 1970, which reduces
their deaire 1o exit. Conversaly, femsales are more lkely o leave
cmployment due v famaly abligations ar due #e an ahsence of formal
career lndders (Boron, Davis-Blake, & Bielby, 1986), sigeesting that a
higher proporiion of femabe workers will be assocated with lagher

furmover.,
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Table 1 (continued)

Table | {confimied)

[nchuded varinhles Theoretical mtionale

Chuses/conse guences

Conzaquences
FHvathesiz 1] (Organi zationnl Turmawver represents o loss of valuable knowledge, skills, and abilinies
elfectivimes (Ohsteriman, 1987 Shaw, Gupta, & Delery, 2008) and danages
performance because il bangs excess replacement casts that deplete
peential finamcial gains (Cascio, 2006); mwmover dismpis ezuablizhed
paiternz of imerscton, croses flux in cootdination. and divers aeston
1o nonproductive activities (Staw, 1980; Summers, Humphrey, & Fernis,
H2R
Prozumal outeomes Absenteedsm [+)
counterproductivity (# ), emonloss
rases (=l customer satisfaction
(=1, production efficiency (—)

[hstal culoomes Financial perfoomance {=}, =ales
(=), =ales efficiency (-], =ales
growth (=]

Neve,  Dhrection of hypothesized relationships is provided in parentheses. HR = human resource; HRM = human resource management; OCH =
organizational citizenship behavior.
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GRE
Variabls Turmiowver pype k & umirs ¥ LL TL [ J2 T P
HEM inducements and investments
Bremefits Supnmary 15 11498 =014 —0.21 —LOg 4331 (LK R 450
Tieaal 3 F000 =114 —LLHh (102 0,52 (111 5] .08 5.0
Voluntary 12 5,763 i L —0.24 —iLa7 4381 QXLH 011 4.9
[Hspuie resolation Surnmary ¥ a8 =14 =02 — LG brv N ] (0D 0.0k Tro
Voluntary 4] 5,541 115 023 (LK 20,5946 LA IR Tz
Full-time % Surnmary 5 320 -4 =1Lk 12 ) (k100 017 HE.0
Taital 4 490 =0 —L21 LN R 1880 DXLH] R 20,6
High-commitment HRE svstems Summary 21 4,045 =123 =020 =i{L16 0225 ALY 013 Hikd4
Tetal ] 2338 —10. 2 —0LXT —ik12 2351 UYL UELY il
Vaoluntary i1 1738 —10.24 —iL33 —ik1% SR (R .14 430
[ntermal mokbiliny Summary ] 50405 0.5 0.3 10 13504 (LK) 0.2 4.1
Toital 5 3l —0.43 —(L T —ihO4 T5.66 (100 043 T
Voluntary 1 5304 —0.11 —L 1% —ih02 140000 DXLH 07 TE.6
Farticipation-ephancing work design Summary 16 T840 =1,17 =115 =g 1373 (1,0 015 Hal
Teital 4 "z —1.15 —0LXT —ih2 268 LY 2] 0.0 5.5
Voluntary 12 T8 =019 — L2 —h0% 13506 DXL IR .7
Pay: Relative Summary 13 T.162 =113 =L 1% =ih0FT 39,45 DXL 0k i
Toial 5 1,306 =020 —(L2R —ik12 Q.41 (05 a7 51,5
Voluntary 5 5,850 — 00 =17 —ih02 16.98 DXLH a7 T4
Fay: Straighi Summary 14 118w =011 =[LXRH (kK 20702 DAL H 0.32 LA
Toal 3 441 —-0.37 L (L35 156,81 AL IR 1.5
Valuntary b3 1,521 — 11 -7 (L i DXL 014 Ta1
Pay: Vanable Summary  brd ae1E 0. =1L (1o 21581 (L0 006 514
Taital 5 43 o —(LOR .21 1325 (LM 013 .8
Vaoluntary ) 5475 004 =Ll (0 185 hI0 004 44,7
Selection sophistecation Hummary 13 1158 =1 =LH (LI¥ .oy (ALY 0.1% HE.5
Tuital 4 LA5% —10.15 — M 11 57.592 UYL 0.2 4.8
Voluntary £ 1170 =07 =iLI& x| 1040 (LM 008 51.9
Invaluniary i Rl =003 =15 (M BA6T k03 0.1 65,4
Skill requiremsents Sumnmary 4 1011 =16 Y —ih09 111 077 (10 L0
Staffiag levels Supnmary 3 £ =010 — L2 20 19.42 (LI00 0.26 807
Tetal 3 B =010} =M (20 19.42 DL} 0.2 BT
Staffing selectivity Surnmary 4 11352 —N.24 —0.16 —iL51 557 13 0046 46,2
Training Summmary 15 1313 =008 =025 NN - DXLH] 035 .7
Teal 10 2 ={.25 =0.37 =112 H5.08 DAL 0e g6.4
Voluntary 7 &AL o1s 000 .31 S3E4 {1 017 =6
HEM expectsiion-enhancing pracices
Daownsizing % Summary 4 1543 .07 =005 (1% 17.58 (10K .11 L
Voluntary 3 1204 105 —.12 .22 1705 (L0 .14 B3
Electronle monboriag % Summary | 1,730 .18 0.0 (.26 1350 0.im (.0 T4
Voluntary E| 1164 .19 Q.04 (.33 1:.57 (LK £.12 LR
Managerial oversight Sumnmary 3 583 =004 —0.18 .11 513 0,07 .10k G617
Taital 3 583 — 004 —0.18 011 513 007 R L
B outinization Summary 4 122 {136 0.2 (L6 14,37 (1] {130 o1
Toital 3 173 .34 —012 (.68 11.22 00 035 R2.3

Nege, HRE = human resource; HRM = human resource managemest; & = the number of independent effect eizes inclhided in each analygis; ¥ = the
number of work units represemed in sach analysis; 93% C1 = 95% confidence interval for 7 LL = bower level of the 93% CI; UL = wupper level of the
5% CL; @ = the {F seatistic, a measure of potential heterogeneity; p = the p value for the [ satistic; T = the standard deviston of the frue offect size;
P = the P statistic, a measire of the propostion of disparsion that can be stiributed o real differences in effect szes as opposed b within-study error.
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Meta-Analysis of Relationships Between Shared Atlitudes Toward the Job and Organization'Quality of Work Group and Supervizory

Helarions and Collective Turmover

95% C1
Variabls Turmover typs: LA BT r LL LIL {2 F T F
Shared attitudes toward the job and organization
Lot Summary 11 247 014 028 0y 397 i 0200 TR
Tnl 7 42 -1z 020 005 17TAS du 019 Bhd
Waoluntary 7 S —0i3 —034 00 7353 Q0 024 T4S
Tl sanafaction Summary 14 1,580 =14 ={L20 =007 1750 @19 G T8
Todal 11 1,442 —0ls —021 =001 M1l 43 i 1.1
Waoluntary ] 485 -0t -6 ot B2 dla @12 306
Tustios fairmess Sumimary 4 4% =03 =0 0.415 (ks ORd 0 (L0
Taal 3 628 =iz —0ln (1045 01E 09 .0
Turnover inlentions Summary L Gl 034 013 03 600 Qudd (21 B0E
Tastal 4 i 0.7 =Kl 052 2464 LLLLE 28 BA6.E
Chuality of work groap and supervisory relatvons
Climars Summary ] Q5% =il -2z O 3394 Q) Gle &4
Taal & o =017 -3 =002 996 OuE Q13 498
Yoluntary 1 672 =05 =0 008 405 00 17 624
Cohesivensss Summary 5 145 —0le —02 —F 608 19 08 M2
WVaorluntary 5 155 =X =47 (RIE ) 5.40 {LFy LLN B 620
Supervisory nelabions Summary q 1,508 =00 =T —0d 1333 0 s 400
Tainl 1] 1.0HIE —oim —@i7 —ii 791 die bG48
Waoluntary 5 ) =013 =026 (LD 432 @i s 53T
Urpanizational atizenship behaviors Summary T a1k =012 ={L. 1% —(L s 592 4% LLEET 0.0
Tdnl 3 154 07 —073 014 058 @75 00 .0
WVoluntary 4 156 =16 =27 Ch (K A.K2 LR LIEEE) 3T
Workforce diversiny: Age Summary 3 164 e L] (L34 Okl 6T 0 (L
Tadnl 5 144 IR LY L] 034 081 06y 00 .0
Workforce diversity: Temure Sumimary Q 1,523 015 =02 0% 6241 000 022 872
Tatal 5 3% IR E ={Li) %2 TR 10 nls 487
Waoluntary 4 1.285 s —4ala 0% 5251 Qud 034 43

Mege, k= the sumber of Independent effect sizes included is cach analyziz; N = the sumber of work unils represeated in cach analysis; 935% Cl = 05%
confidence interval for F: LL = lower level of the $5% CI; UL = upper kewel of ihe 95% CT; £ = the {F statistic, 8 measare of polential heterogencity;
P = the p value for the @ statistic; T = the standard devistion of the woe effect size; & = the FF aanstic, a measure of the proportion of dispersion that
can be attributed to r=al differepces in effect sizes as opposed o within-study emor



Cause and Consequences 49
Table 4
Table 4
Meta-Analysis of Relationships Between Sob Alternative Signalsifob Embeddedness Signols and Colleciive Turnover
D55 1
Vanahle Turnever 1ype i & anals r LI L e P T P
lob alternative sigmals
Alicrstive availability Sunmnary 16 1998 016 R 024 LA L] (LK) 4 55
Toual 4 [RU —0.04 —0L1% UL E.ED .03 s 66.3
Yodumtary 12 (42 0.3 iRl i} 031 1000 0.53 LT 0.0
Average emploves aducation Summary 11 FA R 0413 —{L0 .14 1KY Gl (1K 017 T2
Toaal E] 5613 =07 — 0.3 017 3658 C1.0H) 0 .6
Volumary B 1,507 (0.0 -1z 024 7158 (10K} 024 W5
Estabdishimend ags Sunmmary 1 5067 —0. 10 =119 —{0ii 156 &Y (LK} LN E L |
Toal 11 335 —0.01 —LI% ol 41T 1.H) g 9.1
Volumtary ] 1,583 ~0.18 =024 =11 1603 0,02 008 56,3
HiEe SEUTVOTAT Y 71 22,165 44 =142 L1 1,080.72 AL 023 e T
Toaal 32 L1610 0,003 — 3 09 L8145 (10K} 03 H2.O
Yoluntary 30 L300 005 — L0 015 B47.15 (10K} 3l 5.5
Inwolumary 3 S 0z —{L.p s 20 67 R 022 #6.6
Swe guality Sudvnary 1 G015 —00, 1 —1L1% — .2 o4 0.7 LRI (0
Unemployment rase Summary Az 1388 =01 = {1 LiLES 144.57 L0 LI &4
Total 110 3534 011 = (e 4515 (1K) il ail
Yolumtary 23 3,549 —0.4 =011 00z 7585 (1,0H) 03 24
Jab emibeddedness signals
Average employes age 5 1% .68 —0.2 —1.35 —17 13465 (1K) 017 &r4
Towal 10 6,674 —0.24 —.34 A K] G238 (1.CH) 4 BA.6
Volumtary ] R ~[.28 =145 L 5054 (L.0H) 026 88,2
Average smploves tenurs Humumary 21 4 532 =[.25 ={1.33 ={L1% 19 54 (LW a7 89.7
Toual 11 83X —0.1% —0.24 —LF 12404 1 CH) s 4149
Volumtary 10 114 —0.33 — 46 — (20 147 (LK) 0zl 82.5
Exparicncs concentration & | —0.1 —{L50 ni? 135,82 (10K 050 045
Yolumtary 7 28 =013 =49 027 135.E] Ll a4 5.6
Female 3 Sunamary 16 iRz 017 08 026 @17 (LK) a7 8.3
Total H s 1 3 1L (4% 36,25 (1K 025 8.2
Waolumtary 10 3,006 015 005 024 L] (10K} 014 B5.6
Uniomizstion % Summary 12 1535 =021 =27 =15 52,79 ALK LT 1A
Tzl 4 1,523 =017 =21 =12 201 057 {0 (0
Wolumtary ! 6,175 —0.12 — 0.3 —0.14 4006 C1.0H) il B0
Union presence Sumamary 18 4478 =013 =17 =08 J8.5 LK Q.07 359
Toial 3 i =014 =.21 =7 1 Ak (L34 LR (L
Wolumtary 14 4051 =013 —{L1%8 =07 Bl (10K} L 5

Nege, k= the pumber of independent effecl sazes imcuded 1m cach analysis: & = the sumbser of work unatz represented im cach analyaiz; 25% C1 = 95%
combiidence interval for 7 LL = lower keval of the %5% Cl: UL = wpper kevel of the 95% CI @ = the {F siatistic, 3 messare of polential heterogeneity;
p = the p value for the () statistic; T = the standard devistion of the e effect size; P o= the I satistic, a measure of the proportion of dispersion ihat
can be atiributed do real differemces in effect sives as opposed 10 withinestudy amwor.
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Table 5
Table 5
Maderaiors of Antecedewi-Turnover Relationships
B5% I
Variable Mislerator sulsgroup k & unats ¥ LL UL ] P T P
Traiming Cheneral 11 5674 . =15 .18 1614 UL 025 418
Firm-specific 3 1,364 — 0,440 —i{h52 —025 14,35 QALY LN L
[nermal moliliny Percepiual 3 4,542 =005 —{hib —0a02 arn Q5 QUi 00
Aciual & 1,453 =034 ={.57 =iL15 3165 UTL 028 44.0
High-commitment HE Blulti-industry T akl —IL15 —{).22 —(LOB (LA | LY LR LG
Single industry 14 2453 —0.27 —{34 =020 T4 (i a1l 653
L Ciroupsubunm size 24 4514 0.2 — {07 10 12608 UL ila g8
Firm size 47 174547 .05 —{hk2 13 a45 78 LD 25 5.1

Nege,  HR = human resoarce; & = the pumber of independent effect sizes included in ench analysis; N = the nomber of work units represented in csch
analwsis; 5% 1 = 95% confidence interval for 7 LL = lower bevel of the 95% CL; UL = upper lewel of the 953% CI; Of = the {J stalistic, 2 measone of
poential eterogenedty; g = the g value for te @ statistie; T = the stasdasd deviation of the oz effect size; P = the I* statizie, a measure of the proportion
of dispersion that can be attributed 10 real differences 18 effect sazes as opposed Lo witkin-sxly error.
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Table 6
Table 6
Meta-Analysis of Belativnships Between Colleciive Turmover and Ovganizationnd Effeciivencss
D% 1
Varable Turnover 1y & N itz ¥ LL 1. { Fu T "
Prosemal owtcomes
Ahseniesism Summary B ] | 11 —L03 25 17.75 il | 14 Hki
Total 4 508 o =iz L T K 015 elD
Voluntary 4 203 14 =011 037 Xy QD3 0 674
Commterproductiviey Lummary 3 w17 0.1 [HIE DS 1882 000 03 E04
Customer satigfaction Summary X2 4822 -2 -0 —lE 115014  fuw 05 BLE
Total 17 4,217 —0H -0z -2 %31 W 005 BT
Woluniary 4 5id =T —(L43 —iL13 7.9 DTl I e 623
[evalunenry L] 445 —IL25 —(h&D —(is 1263 (U0 0 B2
Emorfloss rates Summaary 14 2141 [INE] Chog 20 265,31 02 L08R S0L6G
Tonal 10k 1,423 013 (LK (14 12.95 LN 1 AL ILE
Voluntary 4 Tl% 019 002 035 1288 U 05 TEY
Producton efficiency Summary 13 2057 —irLI12 -3 -l S8 O 0T T
Total ] 1,599 =014 —(L — LI 2641 DL 013 T35
Voluntary 4 427 —IL25 —0.51 005 1900  (uld IR B9
Dastal cunteomes
Fimancial perivemance: Operating profi Summary 17 4479 =i =ik 10 ik it .U R LT 1 L N i
Total 14 3,789 — L3 =010 4 4009 i 00 BET
W oluntary 3 ey — (LR — (126 10 11 o0 015 B2
Fimancial performance: Profi margin Summary 12 1,UR7 =115 =24 =L 5 0 a1l 61S
Taotal f 1563 — (L8 =013 (.00 1315 ld 007 468
Fmancial performance: Beturn on asgses Summaary a 1,326 LT LU i | ikl 1988 Ol 013 598
Total ] 1,305 = (i =017 i 2041 o 04 637
Vaoluntary 4 116 o -4 042 BE] nor 028 659
Fmancial performance: RBeturn on equity Sumsmary S 44 L —ILIHY LA B 1.2 @1 oo 370
Taotal 5 20 =00 =030 Q02 o0d  Ouks 008 558
Vaoluniary 4] L] | =001 =014 013 1075 s 011 335
Subes Sumumary G 1,004 — (L —22 YIS 2% 0 015 TEE
Total 5 wiz =7 =022 il 1945 0 006 T4
Sales effickency Sumumary 15 2,30k — (LK =G —i3 178 00 004 BLA
Total 14 4659 —ILO5 —IL13 XS] Ioos QUM 05 873
Voluntary (0] 1,970 —L11 —(L30 —{L3 2542 (000 010 6
Sales growth Summikry 7 3,304 —0.07 —0.21 LYY Rl LEELUN R L % )
Total 4 27 —IL1# — 0.5 0.0 GR4E 00 01 %A
W oluntary 3 LAY L [N LI b2 14.71 DL 014 di4

Newe, k= the pumber of independens effert sizes included in cach analysis; N = the sumber of work units represesied in cach analysis; 93% Cl = 95%
confidence interval for 7 LL = Jower level of the 35% CI; UL = wpper level of the 95% CI; O = ihe § statistic, 3 measore of polential heterogeneny;
p = the p value for the O sttistie; T = the standard devistion of ihe inue effect size; P = ihe I siatistic, 3 mexare of the proportion of dispersion that
can be atirbuted 1o real differences in effect sizes as opposed 1o withan-sudy oo
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Table 7

Tahble 7
Dezcriprive Statistics for Hyvpoehesized Moderators of Tumover—-Consegquence Relationships

Vanable Minamuim Maximum M M X0 | 1
1. Procemsalidiznal cuncons 00 1.0 1.0 (L55 0,540 —
2 Withindbet ween organization {0k 1.3 LKL 0.3 (.42 A1 —
3. Jab comple ity (ELT 5.0H0 2} 210 1.03 a2 Aq -
A4, Indwsry {nsedianm wage) 1149 2644 1720 1715 4,17 A5 A3 52

Mere. ko= 118 N = 23180, Distal outcomes and between-organizaion designg coded hagher.
“p o 05,



Table 8

Tabhle B

Weighted Least Squares Regression of Tumover—-Conseguence

Relationships on Hypothesized Moderators

Cause and Consequences

Variable B SE B
Constant -.23° 07
Proximal/distal outcome 120 A3 35
Within/between organization 8* A5 49
lob complaxity A0 A2 A
Industry (median wage) 00 A1 A3

Note. k = 118. N = 23,180, Cases are weighted by the inverse of the
sampling error variance using Equation 2 from Hunter and Schid (19940,
[n=tal outcomes and between-organization designs coded higher, Owverall

model B2 = .17,
“p o= 05,

53
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Table 9

Table 9
Merta-Analysis of Relationships Between Differemt Turnover Rates

93% CI
Variables k N units F LL UL 0 P T r
Voluntary=involuntary turnover 9 1,308 0.28 0.21 0.35 14.04 0.08 0.08 43.0
Voluntary=total turnover 4 817 0.%5 0.77 0.90 24.61 0.00 021 B7.8
Involuntary—total turnover 2 414 .74 (LG8 (.80 1.30 0,25 (.05 233

Note. & = the number of independent effect sizes included in cach analysis; ¥ = the mumber of work units represented in cach analysis; 95% O] = 95%
confidence interval for the weighted mean 7, LL = lower level of the 95% CI; UL = upper level of the 95% CI; @ = the (? statistic, a measure of potential
heterogenzity; p = the p value for the (@ statistic; T = the standard deviation of the true effect size; I = the ¥ statistic, a measure of the proportion of
dispersion that can be auributed to real differences in effect sizes as opposed o within-study emor,
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Figure 1
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Figure I Summary of meta-analytic estimates for tumover antecedents by number of samples. Points represent
meta-analytic estimates based on summary rnover values shown in Tables 2-4. Sign of comrelation indicated
in parentheses. Size (04, £ = 71) not shown. HE = human resource; HRM = human resource management;
OCB = organizational citizenship behavior.
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Appendix A
Appendix A
List of Included Variables and Definitions
Variable names used in primary

Definition and clarifications

Example studies

studies

HEM inducemenis and
investments
Henefiis

Dizpute resolution

Full-tims %

High-commitment
HER systems

Any organizationally provided
nOnWage Compensation
provided to members of
work unit over and above
hase pay “designed 1o
safeguard employees and
their families against
problems dus to sickness,
accidents or retirements™
(C. H. Lee, Heu, & Lien,
2006, po 1952).

Any “nomunion procadures
.o providing opportunities foo
incdividual voice o redress
emploves grigvances” (Batt,
Colvin, & Keefe, 2002, p.
IEY]

The proportion of employeas
i a work umit who are
employed full-time (e.g., &t
least 40 hours per week).,

HE systems designed o “shape
desired emploves behaviors
and attitudes by forming
pevchological links between
orgamzatiomal and employes
poals™ CArthiur, 1994, 672
through such attiibutes as
imcreased skill requiremients,
emplovee discretion and the
opportuity to wiork
collaboratively with others,
and motivation-enhancang
incentive structures (adapted
fromn Baott, 2002, po S57)

Bennet, Blum, Long, &
Roman (1993); Delery,
Gupta, Shaw, Jenkins, &
Gangter (200K)); Haines,
Jalette, & Larose (200100
Shaw, Delery, Jenkins, &
Gupta (1998); Trevor &
Myberg (2008)

Delery et al. (20000; Haines et
al, (2000%; Shaw et al.
(1UUEY: Spencer (1986);
Trevor & Nyberg (2008)

Ban & Colvin (2011} Mueller

& Price (1989 Ton &
Huckman (2008)

Doellgast (2008); Ferratt,
Apgarwal, Brown, & Moore
(2005 Guest, Michie,

Conway, & Sheehan (2003);

Guthriz (2000); Huselid
(1%55); Richard & Johnson
(2001 Sels, De Winne,
Maes, et al. (2006); Shaw,
Gupta, & Delery (2005);
Sun, Arvee, & Law (2007);
Way (2002}

iAppendices conlinue)

Percent labor costs to
benefilz, pud days off,
retiement fund, benefits,
fringe benefits, pensions.

Monunion formal grievance
procedures, formal dispute

resolution.

Full-time and permanent

employees, proportion full-
time.

High involvement index,
work environment and
career development,
HIWP, HEM imtensity,
HEM index, high
performance HR practices,
HPWS, SHREM
effectiveness,
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Appendix A (continued)

Appendin & (contined)

W ariable

[hefimition and clarifications

Exainple smdies

Warighle mmes used in primary
andiess

Tnternal moklicy

Panticipation-
enbancing work
desizgn

Pay: Realative

Pay: Siraight

Pay: Variable

Selection
sophistication

Shall requreineniz

Saaffing bevel

Siaffing selectivily

The extent o which an
orgamization utilizes “a
policy of atalfing from
within the otganization”™
{Haimes eq al., 2000, p.
231,

Work avstems that enable
Semployes influesee and

woiee” (Haimes of al., 2010,
pe 220 dhrongh consuliative
and substamtive

pankipation (see Hafl ef
al., 2002, po 5810 and,
furthesr, “emhance . . .
feelings of persomal
comired” (Spector, 1986, p,
LG

Emplovee may adjusted for the
average rate for the
surroninding bcality or
relevant market (ndapged
from Siehen & Fuhanov,
W, . 3020

Average dollar amount of
annual pay,

Performance-lased cash
compensslion for which
PayCAILE e coMtingent upon
caganizsionally specified
goals {adapied from
Ceuthrie, 2000, p. 4225

The systemate wse of
validased selection
meazurcs and the level of
care with which selection
decigions ane made.

Meagure reflecting iypical

i reguireniEnLs of
employees and ihe time
mecded for & pew employes
Lo become proficient
{ndspaed From Rate, 2002,
P 5010,

The extent W which a amic's
personmel level is higher o
lower tham that suthorized
or predicied by the
reganization (adapted from
Rvan, Scham, & Johmson.
P E&1)

The extent io which the
caganizsison hires o =mall
proporiion of applicants
{Le., one mimas the
sel ection ralio)

Bail & Colvin (2001 Ban e

al, (2002 Malos &

Campion (20000 Maeller &
Price {1989 Trevoer &
Nyberg (XOR)

Haines ot al. {2010)

Bant et al. (A0 Cuthrie
(20000, Pleffer & O Reilly
(1987 Trevor & Nyberg
{2008)

Delery et al. (2000 Holden &
Pl (1RO MlcMuley, Okser,
Johmson, BEnudsen., & Boman
(20071 H. Y. Park, (Ko
Diamkwa, & Bishop (19}
Shaw e al. (1998} Yanadon
& Kato (2047

Bt & Colvim (20013 Ban e
al. {2002); Ferral et al
{20057 Hoines et al. {20040
Ricrdan, Vandenberg, &
Richardson {2005); Shaw &
Ciapta (HHOT)

Bant & Colvin (2001} Ferm et
al. (2005); Guthrie (2000
Shaw et al. {1998}

Bt & Coleim (2001}

Gelade J& Ivery (H003)

Badi & Colvim (200115

(Appendices continue)

Mobdlity (%), promotion
opporiunly, canser
development index,
promation 9, promastion
probability of averags
worker, imternal mchility
opporuniies, {niernal
laber markets.

Work design index. problem-
solving groups (5],
participation in decision
making, wark crganization
index, paricipatoty
managameani,
cepiralization, survey
feadback, empomermen
HE practices, consuliative
comimittes,

Store wage relative o coanty
average wage for sales
assastanis, relative pay.

Log pay, employee pay,
mean counsslor salary,
ralary, average pay. wage
maie, stariing salary.

Variable pay, inoentives,
mndividual pedormance-
hased rewands,
prrfumtm—buod pay
ICTEASTS, Wilge Imcendnve
syslem, groap imcentives,
pay al nek.

Moatechmical =kill

selective stalTing.

Joby ksl level, diffaculty of
average job.

Sualfing level, actual saff
minus theopetscal staff
catallizshnenn as a
percemiage of thecretical
staff establishmem.

Selection ratic
{peveise-soored),
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Appendix A (continued)

Appendin A (continued)

Wariabde names used in posmeary
s

Variahle Deefimineon and clarifications Example smdies
Training The exient o which Amghe & Perry (1981); Ban et Employes training,
employer-provided al. {20021 Detert, Trevino, professional dewelopment,
insiraction/sducation Bumiz, & Andiappan (20071 mentoring, umil specific
opporuniies e available Gelade & Ivery (2003); Buman capatal.
o emplovess cither on the Haines et al. (20000 Hurdey
Job or offsite. & Estelarm (HNOTY; Shaw et
al. (1998}
HEM expeciation-
enhancing
Practices
Divwmsazing % “The mumber ol core Hatt & Caolvin (300115 Bagt 4 Downsizing in last 5 years,
employees displaced . - . as al. (20021 Trevor & Myherg dowm=izing rabe, recent
a pereemiage of il curment {2008) layodls.
witk Force™ (HBan en al.,
L 581%
Eleztronic The propontion of employees  Bam & Caolvig (2001 Ban et Bleetrome mondtotmg (%),
mionliorag % in i wirk undl subgect w al. {20021; Shaw et al. mamiteming iniensity.

Managerial oversight

Reottanization

Shared aminsles wward
the job and
CUgAzaLion

Comamibment

Joh satisfaction

Justice/fnirness

Turnover mlenlions

organizationally initiated,
obpecuve, wochnelogy-tased
SUpTY IS Oh.

“The mumber of managers
available 1 supervise a
particular mumber ol
employeess” {detert et al,
0T, p. B955

The extent 10 which a job and
its associated duties ane
IO ORHRHAS,

“The experience ol loyalty
and a desire toosiay with
the company . . .
idemtification with the
coganization and
willingness w0 expend exira
elfon on its behalf™
(Simons & Roberson, 2003,
o455

Shared attitudes of an
organizational umit
refbecting overall
contendment with an
employment cnvirenment
(adapaod freen Byam et al,
19546

Perceptions of fairmess with
respect o ofganzaional
policies and praciices as
well as “the quality of
interpersonal wesment
received during the
imiplemeniation of decision-
making procedores”
(Simons & Roberson, 2003,
pip 4324330,

Unit-level corollary of
“conscious and deliberate
williullmess 1o leave the
crganczason’” (Tetl &
Mever, 1993, p. 262).

{1998])

Kerr {1547)

Ketr {1947); Mueller & Price
{15859)

Angle & Perry (1951
Gardner, Wright, &

Maoynihan (20017 Mueller &

Price {1989); Riordan ot al.
{2005); Trever & Nyberg
{2008)

Dhstrich & Carpell {1979
Giese & Ruter (1940
Hurley & Estelani 20075
Koy (2001 Musller &
Frice {1989); Riordan et al.
{2005)

Detert e al. (007 Dirich &
Carrell (1978)

MecNulty et al, {2007}

(Apperdices comtime

Managenial oversighi,
amsotind of supervision
{mumaber of hoarky

canpliovess per SUpeTvisorl,

Koutinization, monotony of

average ok,

Chrganizational commitmenl.,
collective affective
conmilment.

Gieneral jobr antisfaciion,
cmiployee salisfaciion.
meHale somre.

Pay fairmeas, procedural

Justice.

Turnover imlenlicn: ntEntion
o leave,
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Appendix A (continued)
Appendix A (conninid)
Vanshle mmes used in primary
Yariabl: Diefimition and clarifications Ezample sudies stulics

Cuality of work group

and supervasory

relations

Climate “8 gel of ghared perceplions Gelade & lvery (203 Climaie, organizational

Cohesiveness

(W Hs “Extra-role hehavior ot
caplicitly linked to a given
ok anad that cemtributes 1o

Supervisory relations  Perceptions of the quality of
supervision ar lesdership
within 2 wark wmit.

Warklorce diversity: Heterog=naity within & work
unil with respect o menber

Age

age.
Workforce diversity:  Heterogeneity within a work
unit with respect 1o
organizational temune.

Tenuare

Jpb allernagive 3ii:m.|.3

Allernative The actwsl or pereeived
abumidance of atainable
oibher employment within
the relevant kb market

avalalaliy

Average employee  The mean educational

attainment of members of &

givenm work dmit.

Ezablishment age The length of cxistence ol the
physical property in which
a work wnil operales,

education

of policies, practices, and
procedures that am
organilon rewands and
suppors’ (Simons A
Foberaon, 2003, p. 434),

& relative property of groups
that summarizes the exicat
1 which a group ooheres or
hangzs tngether™ [-Gmp: &
Beoenbausen 1990, g

eifectiveness" (Richardzon
& Wamdenberg, 2005, p.

Richardzson & Vamdenberg
(2005 Ricedan ¢t al

(2008 Sellgren, Ekvall, &
lomsom (200071 Sowinsk,

Fortmann, & Lezobe (2008);

Terbiorg & Lee (1984)

Huusknecht, Trevor, & Heward

(20090 vam der Vegt,
Bunderson, & Kuipers
{2010

Georpe & Bettenhausen

{1530); Ko (2001); Simons

& Roberson (2003); Sun et
al. {2007)

Dietert ar al. CHOTH
Hausknacht =1 al. {2000);

Kerr (15947]; Niskis & Mayer

(20097 Sellgren ot al.

{2007 ); Simans & Robersan

{2003

Jackeon et al. (1997}
Wieeresima £ Brd {19903)

Abemander, Nuchols, Bloom, &

L (1995); Jackson @ al,
(19401 ) Mishii & Mayer
(204, Pheffer & O Keilly
(1987 ) Waersema & Bard
{1543y

Giray & Phillips (1996);
Mueller & Price (1989
Ployhart, Weckloy, &
Raimesy (M) Spemcer
[1986); Terborg & Lec
(1984 Ton & Huockman
L]

Hatt & Colvim (2011 ); Candner

et al, (01T O H Lee,

Hew, & Lien (2006}
Arthur (1994); Bant & Colvin

service onentation, clinse
of imvolvensent

Group cohesivencas, social
integratyon,

Prosocial behavior, CiCBs,
discretionary service
behavior, aggregate
service-oriented OCTs.

Abusive supervision
{reverse-scared), uni
supervision, leadership
behavior, satiafaction witl
sUpervision, average
supervisory qualisy,
leader—meember exchange

Mg Ilﬂ;.w.'ﬁelrjl:r.

Suandard devistion of ienre,
wemure heterogemeiry,
tenure diversity.

Lo possibilities, help
wamted, compstilors,
hirspital beds, retail
ity

Average educaiion, aducalion
lewe]

Log age, fwm age,

(20 1, Dredery =i al. (26N, arganizational age, number
Dretert e al, (2007 Ployhart  of days open, open less

el al. (HERY; Shaw, Gupla,
& [helery (HHIS); Trevor &

Myberg (2008)

(Appendices confinge )

than | year
reverse-soored .
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Appendix A {continued)

Waniable nanes used in primany

Varisble Definsen and darifications Exnmple studies audies
Size Indscator reflecting how large Alexanider o al. (19931, Arthar - Seafl ize. fiom size, log size,
or small a given [194): Bennett e al, (1993 omil saze, wal
ofganizson of wai . Drelery et al. (20000; cmpdoyment, feam sive,
Doellgast (2008, Guthrie depariment size, nunber
[2006F: Hanskmechn et al of enplovees, branch saze,
(2000 ) Jacksan et al. space in square feet,
(1990 ) Mishin & Mayer emipdoyecs, hads in
{20049 Ployhar et al, hoapital, stone size.
{20089 Spell & BElum
{2005); Terborg & Lee
{1984}
Hive quality The relstive consammer Kacear, Andrews, Van Booy.  Ssle qualny, st raling.

desmrabality ol a given
establishment wilh regard
Lo service qualny amd
Lot

The perceninge of the
waorkforce that does nod
havir & job, has actively
souphl work, and is
currendly available v work
(wwew bla.gov )

Umemployment rate

Tokr embeddedneas
signals
Average employee  The mean lengih of exisience
ape of the members of a work
umit.
Average employes  The mean time speni working
e un: for & given organizalion
among members of a given
wiork wnid.
Eaperience The exient to which tenured
concentratian hires comprise 3 work umit.
Female % The propeortion of nembers of
A Eiven work winl who ang
lermale.
Utdon 4 The percentage of cmployees

in a4 work unil covered by &
collactive bargnining
ARSI I,

Lxcilberg, & Cerrome {2006
Sum el al, (2007

Codvin (20 1% Bennetn of al.
(1593): Giray & Phillips
{15605, Hansknecht o sl
{2000 H. W, Park ot al.
l]';'g‘\l}; Pleffer & O Belly
{1987 Ployhart et al,
(20090 Sichen & Pubunoy
(20000 Sum et al. {20607
Terborg & Lee (1984);
Trevor & Myberg (2008)

Benmetn ot &l (1903 Detent o
al. (20071 Glebbeek & HBax
{2008} Kerr (19475 C, H.
Lizer et al. (HGE: Wiersema
& Bird (1993

Detent en al, (XHTE O H, Lee
ot al, (3006 Mueller &
Frice (1989); Floyhant =t al.
(20040 Siehent & Fubanoy
{20090 Terborg & Lee
(19840 Yanadon & Eaio
(20071

Hausknechi o al, {20000;
Trevor & Myberz (Z00H)

Batt {20002% Batt et 2l (2002

Benmen et al. {1993 ) Holden

& Paal (19807 McMualty 2t
al, (2007 Spell & Blam
(2005); Trevor & Nyberg
{200%)

Delery et al. (20000 Guthrse
{2000, 2001); Halnes 1 al.
(2010); Huwselid (14995
Show et al, {1998); Shaw &

Gupta (20T Trevar &
Wyberg (200R); Way (200

[Appendices continne)

Alexomder & al, (1995); Batt &  Unemployment.

umenaployemenl rde, cointy
unemiployment rae.

Miean age, employes age,
average age, mean leam

age,

Production emploves wmare,
BEmICHINY, Average
emglover tenure.

Mw e coeenliation
(reverse-scored).

Percent of women, percent
fensale, sex matio,
proprorieen male (reverse-
soored ), female radio,
peresmt mals employvess
(reversa-scared), female
workforoa,

Percent umionized, winson
repressntalion, umon
status, firm anicn
coverage, union demsity,

umiea.
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Appendix A (continued)

Appendin A (contiried)

WVariahb:

[helimitsom and clarifications

Example sindics

Variable names used in primary
sndies

Umicm presemes

Oirganizational
elfectivensas
Abzemlesizm

Comaneerproductivaty

Customer
satiafaction

Ervorfloss rales

Fimancial
performance:
Ciperating prafit

Fimancial
performance:
Profit nargin

Fimancinl
perfrmance:
ROA

Figancdal
performance: ROE

Production =fficiency A mexsure reflecting the labor

Sales

Indicator variable reflecting
whether 2 union is presem
(enaded as 1) or ot (eoded
0.

Uimnid-level indicador of “ihe
mamber of worker-days los
through absemos™
{Kichardsom & Vandemberg,
25, p 513

“Intentional employes
hehaview that is harmfl o
the legitimaie interests of
an organdization” {[alal,
HHS, pp. 1241=12470,

“The comumer’ s judginem
that a product or service
meets or falls short of
expectalions” (Gupla &
Fiithaml, 2006, p. 720,

Froduet loss ocoaming as the
regull of employes sror of
carekesaness in producixon
of goods or provesion of a
BeTVIOE,

Revenwes minus costs (e.g.,
sz [hetert et al., 2007, p.
L.

“Profits after conirollable
expenses divided by 1otal
sales™ (Blows, 2000, p. TOE).

“Met operating gain Cafier
tanea) & a pereeniage of
prbor-year admitted assels™
(Rirarclan et al., 2005, o
7L

“Met income divided by woal
equity™ (Shaw, Gupin, &
Drelery, 2005, p. 600,

NPT eSO Ces neGeRsary

for thi error-free aml tmely

provision of a service or
the generstion of a standard
unit al outpal {vanes by
imdustry k.

Giross revimues.

Arthur (194 ); Bao (2002

Batt et al, (20027% Bennent e

al. {1043); Duellgast (2008}
Gardner e al, (20113; Cuest
o al, (2002); Pleffer &

O Reilly (1987); Spencer
{]'ﬂﬁ-}; Yamadon & Kan
{2007}

Digirich & Carrell {1979}
Glebbock & Bax (2004)
Ciest et al. {20003)

Detert et al. (HHIT); Shaw &
Gupea (HNIT)

Dietert et al. (3007h; Harter,
Schnudt, & Hayes (2002)
MeElroy, Momow, & Huode
(2000 Ryan et al. (199G

Arthur (1904 Dielert el al,
(20071 Chese & Ruker
{1949 Kacmar el al.
{20060 Ryan o al {1906
Shaw, Giupia, & Delery
{20051

Dhete=rt el €3007E Glebbeek
& Baz (200u)

McElroy et al, (2001 Momow:

& McFlroy (2007): Ricedan
et al. (00%)
Husclid (1995}

Richard & Johnsan (20011
Seds, e Winne, Maes, et al.
(20000, Wiersema & Bird
(1543

Aribur (19504); Gelnde & Ivery
(20037 Jacksan &1 al.
{1990 MeElroy et al.
{20000; Peterson & Luthans
P L]

Geladie & [very (2003); Kacmar
et al, (2006 Maloe &
Campion (2000} Thoms,

Wodper, Scott, & Jones (20013

[Appendices continne)

Ulnscmization, wmon
presence. uniea, colbeciive
hargaiming, union satus,

apion repressnied.

Alsmence, employes
absenleeism, percenlage
aksent,

(ut=of-service percentage.

Customer salisfaction,
customer service guality,
updi service performance
behavior, customsr servio:
FCOEE,

Scrap raie, food loss, food
watle, repossesson ratio,
accident rale, perces error
efficiency affecting
ST AT

Oiperating profil. net resull.
profit, gross prolits,
aperating rmtio,
profivemployes, profits
pet pariner, adjusted
cantrollable profit

Profit as & percentage of
salea, profitability. gain
mel premiums writhen.

Groas este of retaim on
agseds, BOVA.

Met profitability over capilal
and reserves, reirm on
equity, ROE.

Labor howurs per production
Linal, waadl leime per ceder,
cost per loan afficiency,
drive-through time per
order, labor hours per tos,
percent productive
efficiency, operating
expenss per employes.

Sales, annual sales, billable
hycuars,
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Appendix A (continued)
Appendix A (conlinued)
Variable names wed in ponsry
Yariable Drefimition and clarifications Example studies sudies
Sales etficiency Meamre reflecting the amount George & Beimenhausen Sales performance (%1,
of sales gemerated per unit {10807 Guihne (20000} produnctivity, Toan
of imput {=.g., per Huselic (1995); Richard & generation efficlency,
employes, per labor hour, Johmson (2000 ) Sels, De volurme, revente per driver,
e, ) Winme, Maes, ot al. (20065 sales per howr worked,
Sup et al, {2007 revenies per e
Sales growih Change in sales pencrated by Batt (2002F Huselid (1933 Receipts vs. flow-through,
a unit a3 compared o sales Ehaw, Dudfy, e al. (208, same store sales, firm
generaied by that same umit Vomedon & Kaio (2007), aales growih, percent
in some previows period chamge 1 sakes
(adaped froem Ployhart e
al., 200, p 10043

Mate.  HR = human resource; HRM = human resource management; OCH = organizational citi zenshap behavior; ROA =
returm on agsets; ROE = return on equity; HIWP = high invelvement work practicss; HPWS = high performance work
ayatem; SHEM = stmfegic human resource menagement
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Appendix B
Appendix B
Listing of Study Names, Individual Effect Sizes, and Moderator Information
Turnover W/H Tob
Reference Variable F N type org  Industry  zone

Alexander, Muchols, Bloom,  Size 078 398 Voluntary 1 B 3
& Lee (1095 Unemployment rate 002 398 Volumtary | B 3
Workforce diversity: Tenure 032 398 Voluntary 1 B 3
Angle & Perry (1981) Commitment -048 24 Voluntary 1 4 2
Turnover intentions .64 24 Voluntary 1 4 2
Absentecism =026 24 Voluntary 1 4 i
Production efficiency —0.05 24 Voluntary 1 4 2
Arthur (1694) Establishment age =10 29 Tmal 1 3 z
SiEe LLix! 29 Toial 1 3 2
Union presence =2 29 Total 1 3 2
High-commitment HR system =037 29 Toal 1 3 2
Production efficiency =008 29 Toal 1 3 2
Error/loss rates (L1o 29 lodal 1 3 2

Barksdale {1994 Climate =020 23 Volmtary 1 6

Climate =021 50 Voluntary 1 i

Climate i 21 Voluntary 1 i

Climate E 22 Yoluntary 1 il

Climate —.16 32 Total 1 6

Climate .27 31 Total 1 6

Climate = {108 32 Tual 1 i

Commutment 020 23 Yoluntary 1 i

Commitment 0.26 50 Volmmtary 1 6

Commitment =003 21 Voluntary 1 i

Commuitment (133 22 Voluntary 1 &

Commutment (L1932 Toual 1 i

Commitment 022 31 Total 1 6

Commitment =017 32 Total 1 6

Job satistaction =043 23 Yoluntary 1 1]

Job satisfaction L1650 Voluniary 1 i

Job satisfaction —0.11 21 Volmtary 1 6

Job satisfaction 033 22 Voluntary 1 6

Job satisfaction (L2432 lTotal 1 il

Job satisfaction (24 31 Toaal 1 i

Job zatisfaction —0.12 32 Total 1 6

Size 013 23 Voluntary 1 6

Size 001 50 Voluntary 1 6
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Appendin B {continued}

Tumever  'W/H loh
Reference Warinhle r h ype g Industry  wone

Kiwe —{1401 11 Voluntary 1 h
Kize 003 22 Voluntary 1 1]
Size Li# 32 Towal 1 B
Hime 026 31 Toal 1 G
Size =0 31 Total 1 &
Fimancial performance: RO 44 2% Voluniary 1 s
Fimancial performance: ROA =126 5y Voluntary 1 i
Fimancial performance: RO, 025 11 Voluniary I i
Financial performance: BOA 007 22 Volunary 1 f
Fimancial performance: BOA 037 32 Total 1 &
Fimancial performance: RIbA 021 31 Teial I 1
Fimancial perfomence: RO 02 32 Tetal 1 &
Fimancial performance: ROE =048 17 Valuniary 1 1]
Fimancial performance: ROE =004 50 Voluniary I fi
Finaneial performzince : ROE =022 1 Nolumary 1 B
Financial performance: ROE =04 12 Volunlary 1 L&)
Fimancial performance: ROE —0.52 32 Touwl I i
Fimancial performsnce: ROE =012 31 Toul 1 f
Fimancial performance: ROE =135 31 Total 1 i
Benefits =00% 15 Volumiary I 1
Benefins 010 5 Volomary 1 f
Henefits i 21 Volunmlary 1 &
Benefits 004 12 Voluntary | fi
Benefita —040E 32 Toual i f
Heznefits =19 31 Total 1 i
Henefits —.1F 31 Total I fi
Trainang 036 2% Volumary 1 s
Traimang .21 3 Yolunlary 1 b
Traiming 00 21 Volomtary | fi
Traimng 056 22 Volumiary 1 &
Traiming .26 32 Total 1 &
Traiming g 31 Tedal | 1]
Trantiang 022 32 Total I f
Voluntary—todal tarmover fag 37

Bari & Colvin (2011} Education =020 239 Voluniary I T 2
Educanicon =01 239 Involumary 1 T .
Education =022 33% Total 1 T p.
Estahlishment age —0A5 339 Volumlary ] T b4
Establizhment age =025 339 [nvolomiary 1 7 2
Establishment age =15 339 Towal 1 T 2
Female % 012 239 Voluntary I T z
Femalz % =004 239 [nvolomiary | T 2
Female % il 339 Total 1 ¥ X
Kize 12 339 Volunlary 1 T z
Size G 330 [nvolomtary 1 7 2
Sz 011 339 Towal 1 T 2
Umemnploymeni rofe =007 339 Voluniary I T s
Unemploymeent rafe 019 339 Involantary | T 2
Union presence =16 339 VYolunlary 1 El I
Ulmicn presence =01% 339 Involuntary ] T z
Union presencs =018 330 Total 1 T 2
Bernefits =018 339 Valumary 1 T 2
Renefiis =20 339 Involuntary ] T s
Benefits =007 330 Toual 1 T z
ownsizing & D05 339 Yolunlary 1 T z
Downsizing % 153 339 [nvoluntary ] T z
Electronic monitoring 5 027 330 Volontary i T 2
Elecironic monitoring % 020 339 [nvolomtary 1 7 2
Full-time: % —027 3 Voluntary I T z
Full-time % =11 2349 [nvolomiary | T 1
Pl -timme 1025 339 Total 1 ¥ z
Internal makility =020 339 Valuntary | T 2
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Appendix B (continued)

Cause and Consequences

Tormover  W/R Tobs
Reference Wariahle r N ivpe oty Industry  zome
[nternal makility =022 139 [nvoluntary 1 ) 2
[nternal mobility =025 339 Tutal 1 T 2
Paricipation-enhancing work design =028 339 Valumary ] 7 2
Paricipatiom-enhancing work design =008 339 Involuneary 1 7 2
Participation-enhoncing work design —029 339 Towal 1 7 2
Peay: Variahle 008 339 Volumlary ] 7 2
Pay: Variable 011 339 Involuntary 1 7 1
Pay: Belative =022 339 Volumasy 1 ) 2
Pay: Belative =0 339 Involuntary ] 7 2
Pay: Belative =020 339 Toial i T ¥
Belection saphistication 0% 33 Volomary ] 7 2
Selection sophistication ol 339 Involantary ] 7 2
Selection sophisticalion {03 339 Toial 1 7 2
Staffing selectivily =19 339 Volumiary 1 7 2
Staffing sclectivity =020 33 Involuntary 1 7 2
Shall reguarements =016 339 Valumtary 1 7 3
Slall requirements =015 339 Involuntary 1 T 2
Cusiorer satizfrciion =014 23 Valumary 1 7 *
Customer satislaction =012 339 Involantary | T 2
Customer satisfaction =16 33 Towl 1 7 2
[nvoluntary—total wrnover 076 330 2
Volustary—imvoluntary Dinsover 038 330 b
Valustary dotal furnoever QB9 130 2
Fam {20012) Female % =01 326 Volostary ] 5 2
Umion presemce =019 324 Volomary ] s 2
Lales growth =00 32 Voluptary 1 5 2
High-commitment HE ayaiem —028 326 WValumary 1 L3 ¥
Partipation-cnbhaneing work design - =026 326 Valuotry 1 5 2
Skall requirements =15 2 Volmtawy 1 5 2
Batt, Colvin, & Keefe (20027 Education 008 598 Volunuey 5 2
Female % 018 5B Volunmary 1 5 b
Lmion presence =34 508 Voluotawy 1 5 2
Dhisguate pesclutson o1 588 Volmiary ] 5 2
Dhovwnsizing 0.2 598 Voluntary ] 5 2
Elecironic monitoring % DG 598 Volumiary ] 5 2
Pay: Wariable 013 598 Volunary ) 5 2
Intermal msohility =017 598 Voluntary 1 5 7
Farticspation-cnhancing work design —10L13 500 Voluotay 1 5 2
Fay: Relative =14 508 Voluntary ] 5 2
Training =M 508 Voluntary ] 5 7
Hennett, Bhem, Long. & Average nge =045 65 Voluntary 1
Rovman (1993 ) Female % DAl 265 Voluntary 1 12
Sz =15 265 Volntry | 12
Unemployment rate —.14 265 Volmnisy 1 12
Unica preseno: —023 I6S VYoluntary 1 12
Bremeding =020 265 Woluntry ] 1z
Chambers (1969 Averags age 4 B Volunary ] & 3
Averags age =14 # Volumay 1 & 3
Average lenure <00 B4 Volntay ] g 1
Average tenuns —1s B Volmtay ] B 1
Size 0213 84 Volunlary 1 ] 3
Size =020 8 Voluntay ] 5 3
Fay: Straighi ol B Voluniaay 1 b A
Fay: Seraight 004 B4 VYolumaey & 3
Chew. Huang, & Lo (2008 Siee W11 241 Total 1 12
High-commitment HE system —3F 241 Total 1 12
Dielery. Gupta, Shaw, Eatablizhasent ape =034 178 Voluntary 1 4 1
Jembans, & Ganster (20H)  Siee 022 178 Voluntary 1 4 2
Temmws: Experience concemtration =065 17T Voluntary 1 4 2
Uinicon % —04% 178 Woluntay 1 4 1
Beenefins 052 178 Vohmtary ] 4 2
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Cause and Consequences

Tumcver  WJH lah
Referemos Varinhle r ) type g Industry wome

Dlispuite resoluion =128 178 Volumiary 1 4 2

Panticipation-enhancing work degign —0.04 178 Voluntary 1 4 2

Pay: Siraigh =025 178 Volunary 1 4 b

Disterd, Trevimoe, Bums, & Justice/Farness =01 65 Total (1] M) 1
Andisppan {2007 JusticeTairmness =002 265 Toial L1 f 2
Supervizory relatioms -4 265 Towal iy 9 1

Bapervisory relatioms 0% 265 Total ] o z

Avempe ape =008 65 Total L Q |

Average age =004 2685 Towal i o 2

Average lenure =200 5 Total L] o 1

Averge lenure =019 265 Tousl i 'J 2

Avetage lenuns 001 265 Total 1] 9 2

Avernge lenune {LEF 265 Total 1) E 2

E=tahlishment age =005 I65  Toual L @ 1

Establishement age =002 265 Towal I 9 2

Fimancial performance: Uperating =10 265 Total ik £ 1

P
Fimancial performance: Operating 042 265 Total L1 9 2
prafid

Managerial oversight Q4 265 Total L ] [

Sanagenal oversaght 001 265 Total L 9 2

Trarmang 024 265 Total i 9 1

Traiming =0 265 Totsl L o 2

Customer satisfaction —0.19 265 Total 1] o 1

Customer satistaction = 265 Total ik £ P

Erraniloss rafes 003 265 Total L] o 1

Ervonloss rates 047 265 Total L1 o b

Litirieh & Carrell {1979 Job satistaction 028 I Volunlary ik g I
JusticeTairness =022 M Volumtary 0 g 2

Absemleaizm 053 M Volumary O a8 2

Doellgast (20 S (37T 550 Voluniary 1 5 2
Linion presence =014 550 Volumtary 1 5 b

High-comminment HE zystem =046 550 Voluntary i ] 2

Participation-enhancing work design 037 550 Wolunlary 1 ] 2

Ellicstt (2040175 Commitme 025 42 Toial L ! 1
Turmower intentions =015 42 Tousl 1] o 1

Fermmat, Agareal, Brown, & High-commitment HE sysi=m =122 1 Total 1 5 4
Melowome (20050 Pay: Wariable 002 10 Total 1 5 4
Selection sopfusticalen =18 106 Tetal i ] 4

Ciardner, Wight, & Conumilmen =041 %5 Volumary 0 4 2
Melohoymibam (200111 Avernge tenune 026 9% Volumtary 0 4 2
Educanion =037 9% Volumary 0 4 2

Pemale % ={13% Y3 Volumlary ik 4 ¥

Uimemployment rafe =125 %% Voluniary ] 4 b

Union presencs 02 U5 Wolumary O 4 2

High-commitment HE sysiem =13 43 Volunary 0 4 2

Participation-cnhoncing work design —032 0% Voluniary @ 4 2

Crelade & Ivery {2003} Climate =033 137 Total 1] i 2
Sales =032 137 Toal L & 1

Baffing level =139 137 Total ] fi b

Tranmdig =034 137 Total ] i 2

Cuglomer salisfaction =057 137 Total 0 f z

Production efficiency =028 137 Total L] i 2

George & Bedienhausen Cohesivensas =025 35 Volumtary 0 4 2
(15} s 029 33 VYolunlary 0 4 z
Hales efficicncy =25 37 Volumiary 1) 4 z
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Appendix B (continued)

Cause and Consequences

Tumicver  WAR loh
Referemo: Warinhle r ) type oy Industry  wone
Cihehregiorgis & Karsten Estahlishment age =15 B Woluniary 1 1z
(2T Hime —-024  £@ Volumtary 1 12
Eales efficiency 001 82 VYolumlary 1
Ahsenlesizm QA% BI Yolumary 1 1X
Giicae & Ruter (1540 Job aatisfaction —042 25 Total 0 4 2
Absenloizin =015 25 Todal 0 4 2
Prochuction efficiency .18 25 Toual 0 4 z
Errarfnss mics —025 25 Total 1) 4 P
Glebbeak & Bax {2004) Average age =0.1% 110 Toal i 7 3
Fimancial performence: Operating =025 110 Towal 1) 7 3
pridin
Absemteizin 029 110 Tadal i 7 i
Ciray & Phillips (19596 ARemmative availability .28 10 Volumlary 1 & 3
Alermotive peailabilicy 032 103 Voluntary 1 b k)
Altermavve avadlabulivy 023 103 Wolumary ] i
AHermative availabality 032 1 Yolunlary 1 = k]
Altermative availabilicy 021 1R Woluntary 1 b 3
Altermative avadlabalicy 032 1 Voluntary i ] 3
AHemmative availabality .22 10 Volumlary 1 & L]
Upemployment roie =1 10} Voluniary 1 & 3
Umemploymesnt rale =005 103 Volumary 1 ] i
Umemployment rile LA 1 Yolunlary 1 1 3
Umemployment raie =005 1 Volumiary 1 H] 3
Usemnployment rats 019 13 Yoluntary i ] i
Limemployment rate =5 1Y Volumtary 1 = L]
Umemnployment rofe =] 1} Volunlary 1 3 A
Giuesl, Michee, Conway, & Sige 021 3an Toal 1 12
Sheehan (2003) Union presence e 366 Tolal 1 12
Financial performance: Operating =005 366 Total | 1z
profin
Hales efficiency =k a6 Toal 1 1z
High-commitmeni HE sysiem =18 366 Total 1 [
Participation-enhancing work design —0.14 366 Total i iz
Absenlesism 0 366 Total 1 1z
Ciuthrie (20001 E=tablishment age 001 153 Toual 1 12
Sl 0% 153 Towal i iz
Umion 1% =022 153 Toual 1
High-commitmeni HE sysiem =02 15% Total 1 1z
Pay: Varahls 085 153 Towal 1 iz
Pay: Relalive =030 153 Towal 1 4
Selection sophistication =001 153 Toual 1 12
CGiuthrie (00D E=tablichment age 003 164 Toual 1 12
K =0 164 Total 1
Llmion % —0.24 164 Toual 1 1z
Sales effeciency =005 164 Todal i iz
High-comimitment HE sysiem =026 164 Toual 1
Pay: Relative =032 164 Tounl 1 1z
Haines, Jaletie, & Laross Sime =042 4160 Volumary | 1z
(20000 Ulmion 1% =1 4160 YVoluniary 1 1z
Benefils =12 4160 Volunlary 1 1z
Dhspute: resolution =012 4160 Yolontary i iz
Pay: Variable Q0 4160 YWolumlary ] 1z
Inezrinsl mebilicy =005 4160 Voluniary 1 12
Participation-enhancimg work design 00060 4160 Volunlary | 1z
Fay: Belative Ui 4160 Volunlary 1 12
Traiming .25 4160 Volumlary 1 1z
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Appendix B (continued)

Cause and Consequences

Tumever  WIR Joh
Referenos Varinhle r h Iype org  Industry wone
Heausknechi, Trewor, & Cohesiveness —{1qn2 T5  Wolumiary (1] o 2
Heweard (200E Cohesiveness =013 75 Inwolamary O "-l FJ
Supervisory relalions 002 75 Volumlary O o 2
S =034 75 Volumlary 0 o b
Size 007 75 Involumary @ o 1
Hime —0.22 75 Total 1] Q s
Tenure: Experience concentration —03% 75 Volumlary 1] ] 2
Umeraploymesnt rute 007 75 Volumary 0 B z
Unemploymenl rale 032 75 Involomtary O o 2
LUmemployment rile .11 T3 Tolal ] ] 2
Customer aatisfpcetion =031 75 Volimary 0 9 s
Customer salisfaction =032 75 Involomary O 9 s
Customer satisfaction =042 T5 Total o £ z
Inveluntary—toial murnover nga 75 z
Wolumtary—invaluntary sy n2s 75 2
Woluntary=todal lurnover LUN L B 2z
Holbden & Peel (19603 Pemale % 039 101 Total 1 Iz
Female % 021 10 Total i 4
Hime 2% 101 Total 1 1z
Kize =36 101 Total 1 1z
Unemployment rale 02% 101 Towal 1 12
Unemployment rate 3% 101 Total 1 1z
Paiy: Straigha =075 101 Total 1 Iz
Pay: Swaizhi =065 101 Toual i 4
Holwerda, Ericksen, & Dyer  Job satisfaction =17 TRZ Total ] 4 1
(200 Estahlishment age —.19  TEL Total 0 4 |
Bz 007 TR Tatal 1] & 1
Unemployment rate 15 TEZ Total 1] & 1
Fimancial performance: Operating —0.04a TEZ Total 0 4 I
prodia
Customer salistaction ={L14 THEI Total ¥ 4 1
Froduction fficiency —0G TEZ Total 0 4 |
Hutley & Estelanm (2007) Jab sansfaction =16 275 Total 1] 4 |
Supervisory relations 017 275 Total 1] 4 1
Traiming =006 275 Total 0 4 |
Cugtamer satiefaction =047 275 Toual 1] 4 i
Huszlid {1995} Hiwe 113 Blé Total 1 1
Limion % =14 ElG Total 1 1z
Fimancial performsnee: RO -0 Bl6 Total 1 [ 4
Bales efficiency =024 H16 Toual 1 1z
Sales growth 0 BlE Toual 1 12
High-commitment HE 2yaiem =003 Bl6 Total 1 1z
Jacksom et al. (1991 ) Hiwe 0325 U Total 1 fi 5
Wiorkforee diversity: Age 025 W3 Total | fi 5
Workforce diversing: Tenore 002 %5 Total 1 fa 5
Kacmar., Andrews, Yan Kt gualivy =013 262 WYolumary O G 1
Reony, Steilberg. & Kirz qualiny —00f 62 Total 0 Q z
Cemrom: (200} Size 002 262 Volumary 0 o |
S 005 262 Total 0 o 2
Financial performance: Operating =19 262 Volumtary ] 9 |
it
Fimancial performance: Operating =013 262 Toual 1] G 2
profid
Sales 020 262 Wolumary 0 Q |
Lales 11 262 Total 0 9 z
Production efficiency =37 262 Volumtary 1] 9 |
Production efficiency —03% 22 Total 1] 9 2
Ervarfloss rales 019 262 Volumary 0 o 1
Errosloss raies 011 262 Tol 0 ) FJ
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Cause and Consequences

Tumever  W/R lob
Referemce Warinhle r h type org [ndustry  wone
Kasardn (1973 Kive 2% 130 Talal I 3
Keck {1947] Avernge lenure =025 56 Tobal I 3 5
Averige lenune =026 18 Towal 1 3 5
Establishment age =005 56 Total 1 3 5
Establishiment age 05 18 Tuolal 1 3 3
Sime 012 560 Total I 3 5
Kive =12 18 Total | 3 5
Workforce diversivg: Tenure 01% 56 Tol I 3 5
Workforce diversity: Tenure =028 18 Tedal 1 3 5
Fimancial performance: B =0 56 Total 1 3 5
Fimancial performance: RIbA =050 18 Toial I 3 5
Foorr (19475 Brudy 1 Avirage age —126 T Taotal L 3 .
Female % w49 7 Total ik 1 2
K .50 T Toal LU 3 z
Ineernal molalicy —0.76 T Total i 3 s
Pay: Straigh ={131 ¥ Total il i b
Routimization 0% T Tousl U 3 P
Shall peguuremimtz —{1.59 T Taotal 1 3 .
Ahsentesism =131 T Total ik 1 2
Kerr (1947} Study 2 Supervisory relations =18 53 Toual L 3 2
Averiage age =032 53 Taoal i 3 i
Female % sk 53 Total il i 2
Size 005 52 Total i 3 1
Temure: Experienc: coneeniration 052 53 Toual i 3 .
Pay: Wariahle 40 51 Total ¥ 3 2
Intermal mobility -2 53 Toal LU 3 2
Managenal oversaght =030 53 Towal i} 3 2
Roulinization D47 52 Taotal L] 3 I
Produaion efficiency =10 53 Total LU 3 2
Ervorloss pale 003 52 Total 0 3 1
Eoslowsky & Locke {1989} Fimancial performance: Profit =42 290 Toal 1] 4 2
MArgIn
Bales efficiency O 290 Total L 1 s
Counterproductivly L 290 Total i i 2
Preduction efficiency =009 290 Total U 4 2
Keaws (2001) Jabs gatisfaction =14 28 Toial LU 0 |
Joh satisFaction 1EF 28 Total 1] & 1
O Ps s 28 Total U ks 1
(CHa -2 28 Tedal L & 1
Fimancial performance: Cperating 10 28 Toual i Y 1
i
Fimancial perfermence: Operating =022 28 Toual 0 o |
prafu
Fimancinl performance: Cperating —11.24 28 Todal 1] o 1
ol
Fimancial performsnee: Profit iy 28 Taal i H 1
MArgin
Fimancial perfermsance: Profit =020 28 Tolal L1 b 1
margin
Fimancial performance: Profic —1.28 28 Todal 1] o 1
i gin
Customer salisfacton =010 28 Tetal 0 H 1
Customer salisfaciion =032 28 Towl U s 1
Cuztomer aatisfaciion 008 28 Total L ks |
. H. Lee, Heau, & Lien Average age 126 51659 Total I 3
A Avernge lenure =134 5169 Total | 3
Fulucateon 010 5169 Total I 3
Bz =0 5169 Tetal 1 3
Benefits =] 5168 Toisl I 3
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Appendix B (continued)

Cause and Consequences

Tumever  W/H lob
Referemes Varinhle r ) type org [ndustry  zone
Mlakos & Campaon (2000 Turneever inlentions 58 117 Todal | T 1
Sime D15 17T Total I T i
Fimaneial performunce: Chperaling 030 117 Total 1 5
prafiu
Sales 002 117 Total 1 T 5
Sales efficiency 025 17T Tedal I T 5
Intzrnal makdlity =79 17T Total | T 1
Fay: Siraighi 049 117 Toial I T ]
Triaenang =046 117 Towal 1 7 5
MloCain, O Reilly. & Platfer  Sime 043 32 Volumary 0 8 5
[l Sime 005 32 Volumtary i 5
S 01 32 Volumtary @ i 5
Hime 4% 32 Volumary 0 3 3
Tenure: Experience concentration 035 32 Volumary O i 3
Temure: Experience concentialion 026 32 Volumary & i 5
Tenure: Experience comcentration 051 32 Volumlary 1] B 3
Terure: Expenience concentration 010 32 Volumtary @ i 5
Volumtarv—nvolumtary v 004 32 5
MeElray, Morrow, & Rude Hize =41 31 Valumtary 1] 4] 33
(200 Size =04g 31 Tnvoluniary (0 o LR
Fimaneial performznce: Profi =047 3 Volumiary 0 e i3
margin
Fimancial perfermance: Profie =049 31 Volumtary 0 i i%
margin
Fimancial performance: Profit =47 31 Involuntary  fF i 33
MArgin
Fimaneial performznce: Profi =036 31 Iovalonary O e i3
margin
Sales efficiency =043 31 Volumtary O B LR
Salew efficiency =056 3 Volumary 0 0 3%
Sales efficiency =135 31 [lovoluntary L& 13
Sales efficiency =042 31 Tovoluniary (0 i R
Cugtaomer satisfaction =046 31 Volomiary 0 & is
Custamer satisfaction G685 31 Involuntary 6 13
Production efficiency —058 31 Volumtary O i ER
Produstion afficiency =052 3 [ovolumsary O 0 3%
Voluntary=involumary rmover 0as 3l 13
MeNuly, Cser, Johnson, Turnopver intentions 034 T Volumiary I & 4
Kidsen, & Ronman (20077 Bducatos 024 27 Volumtary I i 4
Female % 011 217 Yolumlary 1 S 1
Parficipation-enhancing work design —0.26 21T Voluntary I i 4
Pay: Siraight 015 21T Wolumary i 4
Muoeller & Price (1959 Cohesiveness =410 115 Total 1 B i
Comminmit e =019 115 Tokal | [ i
Jobs satisfaction =015 115 Tetal I L] 3
Turnower inlentions 031 115 Total 1 3 3
Alernative availability =021 115 Touwl I i 3
Average age 005 115 Total 1 i 3
Average lenure 019 115 Taodal 1 B i
Educatiom =011 115 Tokal | [ i
Feimale % =002 115 Tatal I i 3
Sz 025 115 Total 1 i 3
Fulll-time: % QG 115 Todal I i 3
[neernal mobility =004 115 Toual 1 i 3
Participation-enhancing work design D3 115 Taotal 1 B i
Pay: Siraight 11 115 Total | B i
[t ation 003 115 Tetal I i 3
Mishen & Maver (2008} Supersasory relaons =011 38 Volumary O 1 1
Hime 012 ME Volumary @ 4 1
Workfores diversity: Tenure =005 MR Volumiary 0 4 1
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Cause and Consequences

Tumcver  WAH loh
Referemos Varinhle r w Lype org Indhostry wome
H. W. Park, Ofori=-Diankwaa, Sl 02 1M Voluniary | 3
& Biship {1794) Umepploymeent rote 012 1 YWolumtary 1 k.
Union presence =0.2% 10 Yolunlary 1 3
Henefits ={.12 10 Yoluntary 1 3
Pay: Warialile =000 1 Woluntary 1 3
Pay: Straizht =030 1 Yoluatary i i
Feterson & Luthams {20685} Financial performance: Operating =147 21 Total 1) 9 1
profid
Produdeen efficiency =049 21 Taotal i O 1
Meffer & OF Railly (1987 Unemploymesnt rale =20 491 Yoluniary 1 B 3
Ulmion presence =007 492 Volumiary 1 ] 3
Workforee diversiny: Temnre 038 492 Volumtary i ] 3
Pay: Relative —{L1 492 Valuniary 1 3 3
Movhan, Weekley, & Alernative nvailability 005 1255 Total i) 4 .
Ramsey (2005 Average lenure =017 1255 Total 0 4 2
Establishment age 020 1255 Taotal 0 4 2
Siwe —020 1255 Total 0 4 2
Unemploynwent rate =005 1255 Total {0 4 2
Fimancial performance: Operating 0 1255 Total [} 4 2
i
Sales effvciency 012 1255 Tatal i 4 2
Sales growth D 1255 Total ] 4 2
Movhan, Van lddekinge, &  Sales efficiency =007 235 Total L] o |
MacKenze (20011) Sales growth =050 3% Towal 0 9 i
Imimang =45 X35 Total | o 1
Customer snlisfaction =045 2FE Total 0 o !
FErchard & Fohnson [20001) Fimancial performznce: ROE 0 73 Total 1 i 2
Lales efficiency a1y 72 Total 1 G 2
High-conmitment HE aysiem =040 72 Total 1 fi 2
Richardeon & Vandenberg Climate —02% 167 Volumary | 1%
(2IEER Supervisoey relations ={.25 147 Yoluniary 1 X
{1 Bs -7 167 Woluptary ] 12
Alwemtesizim 025 167 Wolumtary i 12
Erordan, Yandenberg, & Clomale 027 92 Total 1 iy 25
Richardson (0051 Commitment =041 92 Total 1 fi 2.3
Job satisfaction —0.14 9% Total 1 0 2.5
S =018 92 Towal 1 fi 25
Financial performance: Frofie g 9@ Toal 1 fi 2.5
MArgIn
Fimancial performnce: BOA 023 9 Total 1 f 25
Pay: Variahle =019 9% Taotal 1 fi 2.5
Parficipation-cnbancing work design —008 923 Total 1 f 2.5
Traiming =029 92 Total 1 fi 15
Kvan, Schmit, & Johnson B w12 131 Tokal (1] 5 2
{10 Sl 007 151 Total 0 f 2
Fimancial performanee: Operating 015 131 Taowal 0 ] 2
profi
Fimancial performsance: Ohperating 000 131 Total L [ 2
prati
Kales efficicncy 12 131 Total L] fi p
Sales efficiency 002 131 Total 1] f 2
Sraffing level LA 131 Total i f 2
Siaffing level DI 151 Total LU fi 2
Customer satisfaction =013 131 Total 1] i 2
Customer saliskaction 43 131 Total i G 2
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Appendin B {coentinued)
Tumicver  WJH lizh
Referemos Varinhle r i) type oy [ndustry  wone
Erroudloes roles 2% 131 Taodal i fa b
Erronloss rtes 015 131 Totsl L] fi 2
Ervarloss il 027 131 Taal ] f 2
Erronloss rales 2% 131 Tastal ih [&] b
Salvaggio (2003 ) Jab satizfaction 0405 MY Volumiary 0 4 1
(1 Ha —008 475 Voluntary O 4 1
Umemployment rale 02 347 Valuniary )] 4 1
Sellgren, Ekvall, & Tomson  Climate =% 52 Taoual 1] & E
(20T Jiab sansfaction =030 32 Toual ] 1 3
Supervisory relalions =125 52 TTotal i = 3
Sels, e Winme, Maes, o1 al,  Financial performance: ROE 008 416 Volumary 1 12
(2K Sales effvciency =19 416 Yoluntary 1 12
High-comnmitment HE system = 416 Vaolumlary 1 12
Shaw & Gupin (20607 Kize 040 26 Voluntary 1 4 z
Sz 051 2% Volumary ] 4 2
Sz 146 XM Volunlary 1 4 2
Llmic % =15 M Voluntary I 4 2
Claion % =15 226 Voluntary I 4 2
Llmiom % =16 226 Valumary 1 4 z
Fay: Wariable -2 226 Volumiary 1 4 z
Pay: Yariable 0% 226 Yolumary 1 4 2
Pay: Wariable ik 2he Volunlary 1 &4 2
Shaw, Deelery, lenkins, & Establighment age —024 11T Volumtary I 4 2
Ciupda {1906} E=tablishment age =02 22T [nvolunary 4 2
Hize .26 217 Valuntary 1 4 z
i A5 2217 Iovolungary 1 4 2
Umiom % =029 21T Woluntary 1 4 2
Ulmiom % w2 Involuntary 1 &4 2
Benefits —02% 7 Volumtary I 4 2
Benidita =012 22T [nvolumary 4 2
Ihspude resolution ={123% X' Volumary 1 4 z
Dhispude resolution —fe 27 Tovolungary 4 2
Eleciromic naitoring 5 025 227 Wolumtary 1 4 2
Elecironic monitoring %5 {12 22 lovolungary 4 2
Pay: Siraight —0321 17 Volumtary I 4 2
Pay: Siraight 12 227 Involumiary | 4 2
Salection sophistication =2 XX VYolumary 1 4 ¥
Halection sophistication 23T Iovolungary 4 2
Staffing selectivly =021 22V Woluntary 1 4 2
Lraffing selectivay =36 227 [lovolongary ] 4 2
Training =001 227 Volumtary I 4 2
Traiming o9 227 Involumtary | 4 2
Voluntary=involundary ormover 0as Iy ¥
Shaw, [hineen, Fang, & High=commitment HE sysiem =35 HA Volumlary 1 4 z
Wallella (200497 Soady 1 High-comimtment HE system =026 2F Yoluntary 1 4 2
High-comimitment HE system =14 20 [avalontary ] 4 2
Selection sophistication =013 A Volumiary I 4 2
Selection sophisticsion =025 A Woluntary 1 4 2
Salection sophistication =14 & Ipvolontary ] 4 s
WVolusary=involundary rmover g e z
Wolumtary—inveluntary amover 035 A 2
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Appendix B (continued)

Cause and Consequences

Tumever  W/H lith
Referemos Varinhle r I ype org  Indwstry  #one

Shaw, [hnesn, Fane, & Biwe — {1 %% Volunlary | ] 2
Vellella G200 Swady 2 Hize —001 83 Voluntary I o 1
Kime =010 U3 lnvolomary ] o 2

Umion presempc: O 93 Volunlary 1 ] 2

Umion presemc: =002 %5 Voluntary | o 2

Ulmieri priesemos 008 9% lnvolontary 1 9 2

High=commitment HE system =111 B3 Voluntary | o z

High-commitment HE sysiem =08 U5 Volunary I o I

High-commitment HE system =019 % Involuntary 1 o 2

Salection sophistication =003 Y VYolumlary 1 o z

Selection sophistication 005 9% Volumiary I o z

Selection sophsticaton 15 95 lovolomary 1 9 2

Woluntary—involuntary wirmaver —{L14 43 z

Wolumars—involumary rmaver g 03 s

Shaw, Dhaily, Tohnson, & Sz 025 38 Twoal 0 o 1
Lasckhart {20605 Kalex efficiency ={3132 B Total (1] ] 1
Sales growih =02 3R Tobal 1] o |

Shaw. Gopta, & Delery Establizhment age =011 110 Voluntary I 3 2
CRHEET Stady ) Participation-enhancimg work design —0.0d 110 Voluntary | 3 2z
Production efficiency 005 110 Volumtary I . 2

Errorloss rates 002 110 Yolumary i 3 2

Shaw, Gopta, & [elery Establishment age 12 2% Yolunlary I L] z
(R0 Study 2 Size 016 29 Yolmtary | 4 z
Ulmiom % =18 200 Volumiary I 4 2

Fimancial performance: Cperating 1 29 Yalunlary 1 4 2

profit

Fimaneial performance: ROE 012 200 Volomiary 1 4 2

SLalex efficiency UG 2% Volunlary I 4 2

High-conmitment HE system =033 20 Volumtary I 4 2

Panticipation-enbancing work dezign 007 200 Volumtary 1 4 2

Coanterprocuctivily 030 2% Yolunlary 1 4 z

Error/lnss rales g 2 Volunlary I 4 2

Shen & Cannella (20020 Financial performmnce: BOA =% IR Total I iz 5
Lales (1% 228 Toal I 1z h]

Sieben & Fubanoy CHN Avernge ape =050 325 Total L 4 2
Avotage age =028 325 Towl LU 4 2

Average lenure =044 315 Total L] 4 z

Avernge fenure =034 215 Total ] 4 p

Hime 021 335 Toal 1] 4 2

Sime Q10 325 Todal ] 4 2

Unemployment ride 004 325 Total i 4 2

Unemploynsnl rile =13 315 Total 0 4 2z

Sales efficiency =24 335 TTotal 1] 4 z

Kales efficiency =02 325 Todal 1] 4 2

Fay: Relative =017 325 Tadal L 4 2

Pay: Relative =008 325 Total i 4 .

Simens & Robersom (2H13) Commitment —017 98 Total ] 9 2
Justice/fairness -0 88 Total 1] 9 1

Supervisory relslions =0{d UK Total L] ] I

{OCHs =11 %8 Toal i o 2

Turnewer inlentions 021 GR Todal 0 Q 2

Cuglomer salisfaction 03 GR Total i o 2

Sowinski, Poctmann, & Climnte =007 129 Volumtary 0 4 2
Lezotte (2008 Finamcial performance: Ciperating 014 12 Voluntary @ 4 2z

profi
Customer salisfaction =3% 129 Volunlary 1] 4 z
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Appendix B (continued)

Cause and Consequences

Tumever  WAR loh
Referenoe Warinhle r i) Iype g Incostry  mone

Spell & Blwm {20415) Female % 17T M Voluniary | 1z

Sime =001 20 Valumtary 1 1z

Union presemces =008 360 Volunary 1 1%
Spencer {19863 Alermative availahalivy 018 111 Voluntary 1 -1 3
Size 013 111 Woluntary 1 S 3
Unemploymsent rate =12 111 Yoluntary 1 S 3
Limion presemee =S 111 Voluntary | & A
Benefiis =001 111 Volumiary ] i 3
Dspute resolution =020 111 Yolunlary 1 - 3
Participation-enhancing work design - =015 111 Yoluniary 1 = 3
Sun, Aryes, & Law (2007 LR EE =030 Bl Volumtary 1 9 2
Establighment age =17 Bl Woluntary 1 9 2
Sire guality = Rl Valuntary 1 o 2
Sime =0L1EF Bl Walumary ] o s
Unemploynwenl rate =010 Bl Nolunarsy 1 9 2
Kales efficiency =% Bl Volunlary 1 ] 2
High-commitment HE ayaiem —025 Bl Voluniary 1 9 2
Terbaonwg & Lew (19843 Clumite 035 65 Volumiary 0 4 2
Climate 17 65 Valunary 0 4 2
Climaie e 65 Volupiary 0 4 1
Clumsine 026 65 Wolumary O 4 2
Alermative availahality i 65 Yolunlary 1] & 2
Alemative availahility 032 65 Volumary 0 4 FJ
Alemative availabalivy 01l 65 Wolumary 0 4 2
Alemative availability D45 65 Valuntary ] 4 2
Avemnge age e 65 Wolunlary 0 4 2
Average age =027 65 Volunary 0 4 2
Avernge age 115 65 Volunlary L] L] z
Avernge ape —0.59 65 Volumtary 0 4 2
Avarage Lanue: =002 65 Volumary 0 4 ]
Average lemure =151 65 Yoluniary ] 4 2
Avernge lenure —012 65 Voluniary 0 4 2
Average lenune &1 65 Volumtary O 4 2
Fducation 013 65 Volunary O 4 2
Fducation 031 65 Volumtary O 4 2
Education 0 65 Volumary 0 4 2
Education 055 65 Volumary O 4 2
Hize i 65 Volunlary 0 4 P
Hime 010 65 Wolumtary O + 2
Sz =022 65 Volunlary 0 4 2
Kize -02% 65 Volumtary O 4 2
Unemnploymsent rate 00 65 Volumary 0 4 2
Ulmemployment rate 0l 65 Yoluniary L] 4 2
Ulmemplovymeent rle =18 65 Voluntary ] 4 2
Unemployment rate —024 65 Volumtary O 4 2
Thoms, Wolper, SooL, & Sales =006 BR Towal 0 O 1
Temes (204015 Coamterproductivity 047 BR Towal 0 0 1
Ton & Huckman (2008} Altemative availabality -0 26 Total 0 4 1
Alermative availabalivy =i I6KE  Total ] 4 2
Umemployyment rmle = ZGE Todal ] 4 2
Unemploymsent rate =000 26 Total 0 4 2
Fimaneial performsance: Profic =007 268 Towal i 4 2

margin
Fimancial performance: Profin =005 268 Touwal 0 4 2
margim

Full-time % 017 IR Total 0 4 2
Pl % 00 2R Total L 4 2
Cugtomer satsfacuon =001 268 Total ] 4 2
Customer satisfaction 00 268 Todal 0 4 2

(Appendices continmge)

74



Appendin B {contimued)

Appendix B (continued)

Cause and Consequences

Tummover  WiIE Joh
Reference Wariahle r & type org  Imdusry  pone
Trevor do Myberg (20083 Cosmimitingt 021 267 VYVoluntary 1 12
Average age =035 267 Voluntary 1 12
Establishmmeent age —0.XT 267 VYoluntary 1 12
Femnle % 034y 267 YVoluntary 1 12
Kize =017 267 Volumary 1 12
Temwrs: Eapeniend: soncentration =072 267 Voluntary 1 12
Unemployment rabe 0.34 267 Voluntary 1 12
Unica % —0E 260 Yoluntary 1 12
Brenedins —013 267 Yolun | 12
[hispuste resolulion =007 267 Voluntary 1 12
Dhvwnsizng =001 267 Yolun 1 12
[ntzrmal mehiliny = 267 Voluntary 1 12
Fay: Belative 002 267 Yoluntary 1 12
van der Vegl, Bundersan, &  Cohesivensss —043 47 Voluntary 0 k] 2
Kuipers {20109 Avernge temars -8 4T Volunary 0 3 2
Workforce diverainy: Temare =017 4T Voluntary 0 3 2
Participatiog-enhancing work design =043 47 Voluntary 0 k] 2
Roaitinization 044 47 Voluntary 0 3 2
Ermorflass rates 035 47 Voluntary 0 3 u
Van Iddekimee et al, (20097 Fmnancial performance: Prafit 0.1% %61 Total i 9 1
m
Selection sophisticaiion =034 #6l Total L 9 1
Traiming =047 861 Toal 0 a 1
Customer satisfaction —02 Rl Todal 0 a 1
Wagner, Pheffer. & O°Reilly  Establishment age 032 31 Total 1 12 5
{1984 Sipe 01l 3 Toual 1 12 5
Workforce diversity: Age 008 31 Toal | 1z 5
Warkforce diveraity: Tesure 043 31 Toal 1 12 5
Way (2002} Unioa % 0.2 366 YVolunary 1 12
Unloa % =T AW Teal 1 12
Sales efficiency —0 6h Voluntary 1 1z
Snles efficiency —0iF 380 Total 1 12
High-commitment HE system —0Il A6 Yoluntary 1 12
High-commitment HE svEiem =03 AS0 Toal 1 12
Volustary—total wrmover LER  G6h6
Wiersema & Bird (19433 Average age =054 H Todal 1 12 5
Workforce diversity: Age 014 40 Toal i 12z 5
Workforce diveraity: Tesuare 020 40 Total 1 12 5
Financial performance: ROE =02 D Todal i 12 5
Yanadori & Kato [2007) Avirags lenurs —0.5% 330 Volmiary 1 12
Average tenurs =048 301 YVoluotary 1 12
Female 0,12 3 Yolunry 1 12
Female % 021 501 Voluntary 1 12
Size =030 330 Volunary 1 12
Size =035 301 Yolunlary 1 12
Lmios presepcs =017 3 Yoluntary ] 12
Union Emos =005 301 Yoluntary | 12
Snles efficiency =00 33 Voluntary | 12
Sales efficiency =004 301 Yoluntary 12
Sales 017 330 Yolunlary 1 12
Sales growlh 015 301 Yolunlary | 12
Pay: Straight =002 3y Yoluntary 1 1z
Poy: Suraight =000 301 Yolunry ) 12

Nore, When reported. maltiple effect slzes within the same sdy Tor the same variable indicale correlaiions dravn from
independent employee groups, When muluple eifect sizes were repanted from a single group for the same variable, we
averaged them 1o crente o single estimate using Hunter and Schmidi™s (19000 formula for linear compoaites, WE org: 0 =
within, 1 = between, ladustey: 1 = naral eesources/mining, 2 = comstrecton, 3 = manofacinng, 4 = made!

transportabonfutilities, 5 = infoemetiom, & = fimancial activities, 7 = professionalhasiness services, 8 = educalion and
hzalth services, 9 = leisure and hospitalicy, 10 = other serviess, 11 = public administration, 12 = multipls industrics, Job
e 1 = lnle o no preparation needed, 2 = some preparatios peeded. 3 = medinm prepacation nesded, 4 = comulerable
preparation needed, 5 = exlensve preparation needed. Weighted averages of job rones were caloulated when multiple
cocupations were represented in the pomary study, HE = buman resource; OCH = organizational citizenzhip behavior

ROA = refurin on aszets: ROE = mebom on egquity; WH g = within/between orgamzation.
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Appendix C

Appendix C
List of Excluded Studies

Hensons for exclusion: Castle (H05)

Did not measure unil-level lumover;

Castle & Engberg (2005}
Ashwiorth (2006

Casthe & Engherg {2006)
A, Chen, & Roberts (2001)

Drale-Olsen (000K
Blocm & Michel (HH2)

Donaghve & Casile (2006}
Carley (1992)

Donoghve & Castle (2007}
Chen {2005 )

Guthne, Flood, Lin, & MacCurtsin (20080
Currall, Towler, Tudge, & Kohn (2005)

Harvimgron & Swan (3003

Ebeira & Coben (0
Babane & Shroanske (1997

Glisson & James (2002)
Kash, Castle, & Phillips (2007)

Leonard & Levine (2006}
Kesner & Dalton (1994

Martinez-Sanchez, Peres-Peree, Vela-limenes, & de-Luois-

Camicer {2008) Lavender & Muarras ( 1994
Moore (20007 Lucifora | 1998)
Swolte & Myers (1995) Meier & Hicklin (2008}
Thompson ot al. {2008 ¥ Brien-Pallas et al. {20046)
Wandenberghe (1999 Parsons (19723

Correlations not reported: Plomondon et al. (2007)
Aarons & Sawileky (2006) Powell, Montgomery. & Cosgrove (1994
Alexander, Bloom, & MNuchals [ 19404) Taplin, Winterton, & Winterton (2003}
Balkin & Gomez-Mejia (1984) Walsh (1988
Banaszak-Holl & Hines (1906) Woltmann et al. (2008}
Baron, Honnom, & Burton (20017 Yalabik, Chen, & Kim {Z008)
Beadles, Lowery. Petty, & Ezall {20060} Diuta reported elsewhere:
Booth & Humer (2007 Sels, De Winne, Delmaotte, @t al, (2008)
Branmon, Finn, Mor, & Davis (20029 Received December 20, 2011

Kevision received December 5, 2012
Cappelli & Neumark (2004) Accepted Febroary 15, 2011 =
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