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Abstract

The competition to retain the best employees, specifically learned and research-active
faculty members, is now a challenge for universities in Thailand. Retaining these kind
of employees is crucial in the growth of universities and in maintaining its QA rating.
The Office of the Higher Education Commission (OHEC) requires all universities,
both public and private, to comply with the standards of Quality Assurance for
continuous quality improvement. Key areas of QA requirements as mentioned by
Thaima (2012) which is directed at building academic staff portfolio includes:
Teaching & Learning, Research and Provision of Academic Services to the
Community. This research paper aims to examine employee retention through
employee job satisfaction and its relationship with university support in building
academic staff portfolio. Moreover, this study aims to present a clear understanding of
the key areas in academic staff portfolio which complies with the requirements of
OHEC and how it is perceived by employees as contributing factors to employee job
satisfaction thus employee retention. The results of this study will aid the university in
identifying key areas in building academic staff portfolio that they should focus on or
build upon to retain outstanding employees. It will also assist the university in
recognizing the importance of building academic staff portfolio in understanding the
needs and expectations of their faculty members.

Keywords: Employee Job Satisfaction, Employee Retention, Academic Staff
Portfolio, Reward and Recognition, Training and Development
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Introduction

The competition to retain the best employees, specifically learned and research-active
faculty members, is now a challenge for universities in Thailand. Retaining these kind
of employees is critical in the growth of universities and in maintaining its QA rating.
The Office of the Higher Education Commission (OHEC), Ministry of Education
requires all universities, both public and private, to comply with the standards of
Quality Assurance for continuous quality improvement. Key areas of QA
requirements focus on Teaching & Learning, Research, Provision of Academic
Services to the Community and Preservation of Art & Culture. Among these four key
areas, the first three key areas overlap with building academic staff portfolio.

Employee job satisfaction measures how happy employees are with their jobs and
their working environment so much so they would stay with the organization for a
longer period of time, thus employee retention. Losing critical employees according
to Ramlall (2004) incurs significant economic disadvantage of a minimum of one
year’s pay and benefits to a maximum of two for the company.

While different variables contribute to the satisfaction of employees, rewards and
recognition as well as training and career development are at the forefront. Hence, this
study aims to examine employee retention through employee satisfaction in relation to
the support given by the current university to the academic staff.

Literature Review

While satisfaction refers to the level of fulfilment of one’s needs, wants and desires
(Morse, 1997), employee satisfaction refers to the fulfilment of one’s needs, wants
and desires at work (Sageer, Rafat, and Agarwal, 2012). Employee satisfaction
describes how happy employees are of his or her position of employment (Moyes,
Shao & Newsome, 2008) that is resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job
experiences (Islam & Siengthai, 2009).

Satisfied employees tend to be more productive and responsive (Heskett et al, 1994),
increases customer satisfaction (Carpitella, 2003) and decreases employee turnover
(Maloney & McFillen, 1986). A competitive salary scheme, a functional working
environment, career developments, training and education opportunities and a good
relationship with colleagues contribute to employee satisfaction (Aydin & Ceylan,
2009). Employees are more productive and loyal when they are satisfied (Hunter &
Tietyen, 1997), thereby they stay longer with an organization.

The necessity to retain qualified employees in the higher education sector stems from
the need to provide quality education, develop institutional effectiveness and attain
accreditation, consequently a higher QA rating from the OHEC in Thailand.
Employee retention is now an emerging issue in the workforce management of the
near future.

Retention is the process where employees are encouraged to remain with the
organization for the maximum period of time (James & Mathew, 2012; Ratna &
Chawla, 2012; Balakrishnan & Vijayalakshmi, 2014). It involves strategies and
measures taken by employers to create and foster a work environment where



motivating factors are presented to encourage employees to stay with the organization.
Thus, this article is focused on key areas of QA requirements in relation to building
academic portfolio.

Thaima (2012) described the primary objectives of each key area of QA requirements
as described by the National Education Act. According to Thaima, the first key area
or folio 1, Teaching & Learning, is directed at the primary objective of universities,
colleges and institutions in providing knowledge and skills that would assist their
students to be successful in their lives.

The second key area or folio 2, Research, is aimed at encouraging faculty members to
conduct research studies supporting the country’s goal of self-reliance for continued
social and economic development. The third key area or folio 3, Provision of
Academic Services to the Community, strives for community development through
the provision of different kinds of academic services.

Research Methodology

The study aims to conduct a primary research on the rate of satisfaction of employees
when it comes to university support in building academic staff portfolio. The primary
objective of the study is to establish a correlation between employee satisfaction and
employee retention. The study was carried out using a survey questionnaire in
collecting primary data from respondents of a Thai university.

A total of 332 completed questionnaires (Krejcie and Morgan, 1970) were gathered
out of the 1,000 disseminated questionnaires. Respondents of the study are limited to
faculty members and employee satisfaction is in terms of rewards, recognition,
training and career development which is relevant to building academic staff portfolio
linked to Thai QA requirements.

A structured and standardized questionnaire scale was developed by the researcher to
collect quantitative information. The questionnaire is composed of a demographic
section, statements regarding employee satisfaction on university support and
determinants of employee retention. The questionnaire was also translated into Thai
language for the purpose of ease of data collection.

Descriptive statistics such as frequencies, means and standard deviations were
generated and ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) and correlation were applied in the
analysis of data to identify the relationship between employee satisfaction on
university support in building academic staff portfolio and employee retention. Any
information gathered in the survey will only be used for academic writing purposes.

Research Design: Descriptive Research
Sampling Unit: Faculty Members
Sampling Method: Convenience Sampling
Sampling Size: 332 Respondents

Data Collection Method: Primary Data
Research Instrument: Questionnaire



The Objectives of the Study
The study aimed to address the following objectives:

* To identify a correlation between employees satisfaction with regards to
university support in building academic staff portfolio and employee retention.

* To identify significant relationship between demographic factors of respondents
and employee satisfaction as with regards to university support in building
academic staff portfolio.

* To aid the university by identifying areas in building academic staff portfolio
compliant with Thailand’s Quality Assurance requirements that would engage and
retain employees.

Hypotheses

Researchers found that demographic factors such as gender, age, educational
attainment, length of service and income have a significant and positive relationship
with employee satisfaction. For instance, Sageer, Rafat & Agarwal (2012) identified
age, gender, and educational attainment as significant determinants of employee
satisfaction. It was stated in their study that the younger the employees are, the higher
the energy level and the more satisfied they are with their jobs.

The same can be said with educational attainment of employees, the higher the
education level, the more opportunities to develop personality traits that could lead to
better evaluation process and satisfaction in the workplace. Additionally, the study
indicated that women tends to be more satisfied than men when it comes to employee
satisfaction. A similar research by Ghafoor (2012) affirmed that demographic factors
such as gender, qualification, experience, rank/designation, job status and salary of
academic staff positively influences job satisfaction while age has no significant
1mmpact.

Moreover, several research studies conducted is directed at identifying employee
retention and organizational commitment. A study by Balakrishnan & Vijayalakshmi
(2014) focused on job satisfaction leading to retention of qualified faculty members. It
was stated in this study that better compensation package, scope of advancement and
improvements, better training or working experience, better access to institution
sponsored training, workshops and seminars, among others significantly affects the
performance and retention in an organization. Another research study conducted by
Igbal (2010), confirmed that organizational tenure or length of service is significantly
and positively associated with organizational commitment and thus retention.

In order to achieve the objectives of the study, the following hypotheses were tested:

Hypothesis 1: There is a significant difference between Gender and Employee
Satisfaction.

Hypothesis 2: There is a significant difference between Age and Employee
Satisfaction.



Hypothesis 3: There is a significant difference between Educational Attainment and
Employee Satisfaction.

Hypothesis 4: There is a significant difference between Length of Service in Current
University and Employee Satisfaction.

Hypothesis 5: There is a significant difference between Length of Service as an
Academician and Employee Satisfaction.

Hypothesis 6: There is a significant difference between Academic Title and Employee
Satisfaction.

Hypothesis 7: There is a significant difference between Monthly Income and
Employee Satisfaction.

Hypothesis 8: Employee satisfaction on university support in building academic
portfolio is significantly and positively associated with Employee Retention.



Data Analysis and Interpretation
Descriptive Analysis of Demographic Factors

The first section of the survey yielded demographic information on the sample being
studied. Demographic data is presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Demographic Characteristics of Academic Staff

Charactenistics (N=332) N %
Gender:
Male 115 346
Female 217 65.4
Age:
<20 years a 0.0
20.2Y years S8 26.5
30.3Y years 104 31.3
40.49 years 105 316
S50.59 years 25 87
>60 years & 1.8

Educatonal Attammment:

Bachelor 107 32.2
Master 205 61.7
Doctorate/ PhD 18 54
Others 2 0.6
Length of Servace mn Current Universaty
<1 year 46 139
1.5 years 193 58.1
6-10 years 55 16.6
=10 years 38 114
Length of Servace as Academicaan
<] year 14 4.2
1.5 years 114 343
6-10 yeoars 101 304
>10 years 103 31.0
Academac Title/Rank
Instructor/Lecturer 210 633
Assistant Professor 2.7
Assocate Professor 1 0.3
Professor 0 0.0
Professor Ementus 0 0.0
Others 112 337
Maogpiby Income (i Thi3)
«<20,000 Baht 68 205
20,000-50,000 Bakt 220 663
SO,001-100,000 Baht 44 13
>100,000 Bakt 0 0.0

Descriptive Analysis of Employee Satisfaction

The second section of the survey described in Table 2 determines the level of
satisfaction of employees as with regards to the support they are receiving from the
university in line with building their academic portfolio. 9 factors were divided into 3
Folios, Folio 1 described university support with regards to teaching and learning
factors, Folio 2 described university support with regards to research factors, and
Folio 3 described university support with regards to provision of services to the
community. The overall average showed that 89.5% of the academic staff were



satisfied with what they are receiving as university support in the 3 folios, while only
10.1% are neutral and 0.4% was dissatisfied. Out of the 3 folios, the third folio
received the highest satisfied average rating with a 90.7% followed by the second
folio with a 90.3% and the first folio with an 87.6%.

Table 2: Level of Employee Satisfaction

Level of Satisfaction
Dissatisfied  Neither Satishiec
R % R % R, %

Foho 1

1 Student feecback on faculty evaluation 2 06 53 160 277 835
communicated to the faculty.

2 Nomuration for teaching rewards and 1 03 36 108 295 B89
recognition.

ra

3  Participation ané contnbution to the 06 30 90 300 %4

delivery of continuing professional

development programs.
Average 2 05 40 119 291 K876
Foho 2
1  Competitive funding relating to 1 03 40 120 291 8.7

pudhicaton of scholarly works and
conference participation.

2 Publication of scholarly journals, book 0 00 29 87 303 913
chapters anc textbooks.

3 Participating 1n collaborative rescarch 1 03 26 78 305 919
with other universities, mdustry,
community groups or public agencies.

Average 1 02 32 95 30 %03

Foho 3

1 Dissemunration of knowledge through
projects, seminars ané workshops that
impacts commun:ity members.
Provision of professional expertise to
community members and local
practiboners.

Participation i public affairs and 1 03 19 57
contribution to the cdevelopment of pubhic

policy at a regional, ratioral or

international level.

Average 2 05 29 88 301 9.7

L]

06 40 120 2% 874

ra
[ ]

06 29 87 301 %7

w

Overall Average 1 04 34 101 297 ®IS
R. = Repetitron

Descriptive Analysis of Employee Retention

The third section of the survey determines the level of satisfaction of employees as
with regards to retention factors. Only 2 factors were described in this section and
88.3% of respondents indicated a satisfied rating while only 11.4% were neither
satisfied nor dissatisfied and 0.3% was dissatisfied.



Table 3: Level of Employee Satisfaction on Retention Factors

—

Level of Satisiaction
Dissatisfiied  Newther Satishiec

R. %% R % R. %
The uraversity provades continuous cffort 2 0.6 41 123 289 1§71
i suppocting the development of
academic portiolo.
2 The uriversity uses academic portioboin 0 0.0 1S 105 297 894
determining promotions.
Average 1 03 38 114 293 883

R. = Repetitron

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)

One way ANOVA was conducted to determine any significant difference among the
demographic factors and employee satisfaction with university support on building
academic staff portfolio.

Findings from the ANOVA test between gender and employee satisfaction revealed
that there are no significant differences for all the nine factors in three folios, between
respondent’s gender and their satisfaction with university support on building
academic portfolio. Therefore, hypothesis 1 is rejected.

Results of the ANOVA test on significant differences between age and employee
satisfaction is shown on Table 4. 8 out of 9 factors proved to have significant
differences thus hypothesis 2 is accepted for these 8 factors. Results also show that
the younger age group (20-29 years and 30-39 years) has the highest means of
employee satisfaction on university support in developing academic portfolio.



Table 4: Analysis of Variance of Age and Employee Satisfaction

Age Mean Std. F Sig.
Deviation

Student feecback 2028y 406 AR 5.668 000
3038y 413 592
404 yrs 350 603
S0.5%yrs 3.66 bl4
>60 yz5 3.67 Si6

Teaching rewards & recogration 2028 yps 4.20 S50 8223 000
3039y 425 53§
4049ys  4.02 537
5059 yrs 369 A60
>60 yz5 3.67 Si6

Professional development 2029y 425 552 5.025 001
programs 3039y 427 578
4048 ys 411 553
S0.59yrs 383 658
>60 335 3.67 Si6

Resecarch funding 2029y 416 523 2.395 050
3038y 416 576
4049y 4.0 628
S0.5%yrs 386 S81
>60 335 4.17 A0S

Publication of rescarch works 2029y 422 535 3.087 016
3039y 425 A58
A04Y%yrs 409 574
S05%yrs 350 LT3
>60 yz5 4.17 408

Collaborative rescarch 2029y 430 A38 4.317 002
3038y 426 540
4048 yrs 411 625
S0.5%yrs 386 4639
>60 yo5 4.00 000

Provision of professional 2029y 425 S0 5.950 000
expertise 3038y 417 S6S
4049 yrs 354 A56
S0.59yrs 383 53
>60 335 3.67 816

Cortnibution to Gevelopment of 2029 yps 431 488 5.482 000
pudhic pohicy 3039y 425 517
049 ys 404 437
S0.5%yrs 347 823
>60 yz5 383 53

Table 5 illustrates the findings from the ANOVA test between educational attainment
of respondents and their satisfaction. 5 out of 9 factors from the three folios given
supported the acceptance of hypothesis 3, stating that there are significant differences
between educational attainment and employee satisfaction. The test also proved that
the highest satisfaction rating from respondents came from the lowest educational
attainment (Bachelor degree). Only one factor, collaborative research, gained the
highest employee satisfaction rate than the others from respondents with a
Doctorate/PhD degree.



Table 5: Analysis of Variance of Educational Attainment and Employee Satisfaction

- i

Ecucational Mean Std. F Sig.
Attainment Deviation
Teaching rewards & Bachelor 4.19 631 4.694 003
recognition Master 4.10 S1S
Doctorate 183 H18
Others 3.00 1.414
Professional development Bachelor 4.20 606 2.729 044
programs Master 4.17 570
Doctorate 4.11 476
Others 3.00 1.414
Collaborative rescarch Bachelor 4.24 S8l 3.465 017
Master 4.16 550
Doctorate 4.22 647
Others 3.0 000
Provision of professional Bachelor 4.14 606 6.396 000
expertise Master 4.09 501
Doctorate 154 Al6
Others 2.50 2.121
Contnibutior: to éevelopment of  Bachelor 4.30 SIS 10.731 000
pudhic pohicy Master 4.13 S02
Doctorate 154 Al6
Others 2.50 2.121

The outcome from the ANOVA test on length of service in current university and
employee satisfaction is supported by Table 6. Hypothesis four, accepted by 6 out of 9
factors of the study, stated a significant difference between length of service and
employee satisfaction. Respondents with less than five years but more than one year
tenure in the current university gained the highest means of employee satisfaction for
all 6 factors.



Table 6: Analysis of Variance of Length of Service in Current University and
Employee Satisfaction

Lengthof  Mean Std. F Sig.
Service In Deviation
Current
Universaty

Student feecback <1yt 393 %0 2.703 046
1.5 y1s 4.06 SE8
610 ¥ 3.93 H34
>10 325 3.79 577

Teaching rewards & recogrtion <1 3¢ 4.07 533 5.98% 001
1.5 y1s 4.20 545
6-10 315, 4.00 Sd44
>10 325 3.82 452

Professional development <1y 408 S50 4.598 004
programs 1.5 yzs .26 538
610 »Te 4.02 623
=10 325 3.97 753

Collaborative rescarch <1y 4.11 AR2 4.024 008
1.5 15 4.27 530
610 »Te 4.04 S84
>10 35 3.97 753

Provision of professional <1yt 4.13 AS3 5.783 001
expertise 1.5 315 4.18 530
610 315, 3.87 511
>10 35 3.92 749

Contnibution: to cevelopment of <1 3¢ 4,13 A% 4308 00s
pudhic pohicy 1.5 315 4.25 S11
6-10 315 4.00 A30
10 325 .03 753

The ANOVA test on length of service as academician and employee satisfaction
proved that hypothesis five should be accepted for only 5 out of the 9 factors stated in
the questionnaire.

Table 7 indicates that the three factors of folio 1 gained the highest means of
employee satisfaction from respondents who has served to be academicians for less
than 10 years but more than five years. While the factor “provision of professional
expertise” gained the highest satisfaction rating from respondents with less than a year
of serving as academicians, the factor “contribution to development of public policy”
gained the highest satisfaction rate from respondents of more than one year to less
than five years of academic experience.



Table 7: Analysis of Variance of Length of Service as Academician and Employee
Satisfaction

Lerngth of Mean Std. F S
Servace as Deviation
Academician
Student feecdback <1yt 393 A16 4087 007
1.5 3t 4.03 540
610 35, 4.11 S81
>10 yz5 383 612
Teaching rewards & recogrition <1 3¢ 4.14 663 7.460 000
1.5 3t 4.18 536
610 315 424 532
>10 335 389 S63
Professioral development <1yt 4.14 663 3.950 {008
programs 1.5 y1s 4.20 S67
610 315 429 589
>10 335 4.01 602
Provision of professional <1yt 421 579 4051 07
expertise 1.5 yzs 4.19 530
610 y15. 4.11 S64
>10 335 3.94 537
Contnibution to development of <1 3 421 579 4.743 03
pudhc pohcy 1.5 yzs 430 A97
610 y15. 4.15 AY8
>10 335 4.03 S8S

The ANOVA findings on significant differences between the academic title and
employee satisfaction lead to the acceptance of hypothesis 6 by 5 out of 9 factors.
Table 8 which illustrates the mean values, shows that the highest number of
respondents (63.3% are instructors and lecturers) gained nearly as high as the
employee satisfaction means of respondents under the “Others” category.

Table 8: Analysis of Variance of Academic Title and Employee Satisfaction

Acacdemic Mean Std. F Sig.
Title Deviation
Teaching rewards & recogration  Lecturer 4.10 552 4.461 004
Asst Prof 3.56 527
Assos Prof 3.00 .
Others 4.16 594
Professioral development Lectuarer 4.17 592 3.706 012
programs Asst Prof 3.67 S
Assos Prof 3.00 .
Others 4.21 S92
Publication of rescarch works Lecturer 413 546 3939 009
Asst Prof 3.78 H67
Assos Prof 3.00 .
Others 4.24 Sd1l
Collaborative rescarch Lecturer 4.16 572 3.041 029
Asst Prof 3.8 401
Assos Prof 3.00 .
Others 4.26 549
Contnibution to cevelopment of Lecturer 4.13 ART 5.239 o2
pudhic pohicy Asst Prof 3.78 667
Assos Prof 3.00 .
Others 4.28 588




Findings from the ANOVA test between monthly income and employee satisfaction
appears on Table 9. Hypothesis 7 is accepted for almost all nine factors except the
first factor of folio 3, “dissemination of knowledge through projects, seminars and
workshops that impacts community members”. Table 9 shows that the higher the
salary bracket of the respondent, the lesser they are satisfied with the university
support in building academic portfolio.

Table 9: Analysis of Variance of Monthly Income and Employee Satisfaction

Monthly Income  Mean Std. I Sig.
Deviation

Studert feechack <20,000 L3 4.16 s07 6.848 001
20,000-50,000 53, 148 H04
50,001-100000 I8 178 534

Teaching rewards & <20,000 Lo 4.35 512 3.764 .000
recognition 20000-50,000 23, 4.09 S82
50,001-100,000 Jb58 180 462

Professional “20,000 L3k 4.31 S8 4.820 009
development programs 20,000-50,000 T332, 4.16 605
0,001-100000 I8 145 524

Resecarch funding <20,000 L3 4.24 461 4.930 008
20,000-50,000 153 408 S99
spepl-100000 358 3fgo 618

Publication of rescarch ‘F”f‘-'- AL 4.32 s02 4.682 010
works 20,000-50,000 153 4.12 517
50,001-100000 J58. 4.02 64

Collaborative rescarch <20,000 Lo 4.35 512 4.945 007
20,000-50,000 53, 4.16 S65
50,001-100000 I8 4.02 £28

Provision of professional <=0, LS4 4.25 529 3.607 028
expertise 20,000-50,000 T332, 4.05 579
50,001-100,000 I8 4.02 457

Cortnibution to “20,000 L3k 4.34 SO7 5.039 007
development of public 20,000-50,000 T334, 4.14 532
policy S0001-100000158. 4.05 S69

Correlations

A correlation analysis, at a significant level of 0.01 (2-tailed) was also used to test
hypothesis 8 of the study, focusing on a significant and positive association of
employee retention and employee satisfaction on university support in building
academic portfolio. Table 10 shows a positive correlation on all nine factors of
employee satisfaction and employee retention.

Two factors, “participating in collaborative research with other universities, industry,
community groups or public agencies” and “dissemination of knowledge through
projects, seminars and workshops that impacts community members” gained the
strongest positive correlation with employee retention factor “the university provides
continuous effort in supporting the development of academic portfolio.” While
“participating in collaborative research with other universities, industry, community
groups or public agencies” gained the strongest positive correlation with retention
factor “the university uses academic portfolio in determining promotions”, the second
strongest correlation was from the factor “publication of scholarly journals, book
chapters and textbooks”.



Table 10 : Correlation among Employee Satisfaction and Employee Retention

Monrtkly Income

Continuous effort

Universaty use

provaded by the acacemic
university mn support portiolo m
of ceveloping determining
academic portiolo promotions
Student feecdback Pearson Correlation A412%= 373%¢
Sig. (2-tmled) 000 000
N 132 132
Teaching rewards & Pearson Correlation 370 422%%
recognition Sig. (2-tmled) 000 000
N 132 132
Professional development  Pearson Correlation AQses 3nqs=*
programs Sig. (2-tmled) 000 000
N 132 132
Rescarch funding Pearson Correlation A4Res 443
Sig. (2-tmled) 000 000
N 132 132
Publication of rescarch Pearson Correlation 483 472%%
works Sig. (2-4myled) 000 000
N T 132 132
Collaborative rescarch Pearson Correlation S1ue= A97%*
ix (2-tailed) 000 000
EI 132 132
Dissemmnation through Pearson Correlation 528 i60**
projects, seminars and Sig. (2-tmled) 000 000
workshops N 132 332
Provision of professional  Pearson Correlation A494qss 134%*
expertise Sig. (2-tailed) R 000
N 132 132
Cortndution to Pearson Correlation A3pes 116%*
development of public Sig. (2-tmled) 000 000

policy

N

a
132

Conclusion

The results of the study indicated that six out of seven demographic factors, age,
educational attainment, length of service in the current university, length of service as
academician, academic title and monthly income, revealed a significant difference as
with regards to employee satisfaction on university support in building academic
portfolio.

This finding is consistent with other research studies wherein demographic factors
affects employee satisfaction (Acuna et al, 2009; Malik, 2011; Urosevic & Milijic,
2012; Ghafoor, 2012). But unlike Ghafoor (2012), this study revealed that there is no
significant difference among gender and employee satisfaction on university support
in building academic portfolio.

Furthermore, this study indicated that younger academicians at the age bracket of 20-
39 years, with a bachelor’s degree and instructor or lecturer academic title, whose
employment at the current university is less than five years but more than 1 year, has
been an academician for less than 10 but more than 5 years, and has an income of less
than 20,000 THB, affirmed that they are more satisfied than others, revealed through
high ratings/high mean score in employee satisfaction scale, with the university



support in building academic portfolio. An indication of the finding regarding
educational attainment as stated by Mowday et al (1982) reveals that the higher the
educational attainment, the less satisfied you are, as expectations rise as well. Igbal
(2010) on the other hand confirmed that organizational tenure leads to organizational
commitment and retention. The second objective is addressed by these results.

A positive relationship between employee satisfaction and employee retention was
also revealed in the study but three factors gained the strongest correlation with
employee retention factors. Respondents who gave high ratings on publication of
scholarly works, participation in collaborative research and dissemination of
knowledge through projects, seminars and workshops, have a high satisfaction rate on
retention factors of continuous support in the development of academic portfolio and
academic portfolio as one of the basis for determining promotions. The first objective
is addressed by these results.

Employees who are satisfied with their jobs are likely to stay with the organization
longer. Retention strategies as Lockwood (2006) defined, are integrated strategies
aiming to increase workplace productivity through improved processes focused on
attracting, developing, retaining and utilizing people with required skills and aptitude.
On the basis of the results of this study, universities in Thailand should focus more on
the provision of university support in the publication and dissemination of scholarly
works. This in turn would attend to the requirements of the Office of Higher
Education Commission’s quality assurance requirements of universities.
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