

  jrfm-13-00050




jrfm-13-00050







J. Risk Financial Manag. 2020, 13(3), 50; doi:10.3390/jrfm13030050




Article



Size of the Company as the Main Determinant of Talent Management in Slovakia



Radovan Savov *, Drahoslav Lančarič[image: Orcid] and Jana Kozáková





Faculty of Economics and Management, Slovak University of Agriculture in Nitra, Tr. A. Hlinku 2, 94976 Nitra, Slovakia









*



Correspondence: radovan.savov@uniag.sk







Received: 3 February 2020 / Accepted: 28 February 2020 / Published: 6 March 2020



Abstract

:

Nowadays, all sources in the reproduction process are easily substituted, thus the most important factors in reaching a competitive advantage are human resources. Talent management is the process oriented to enrich higher the ability of employers to increase their quality and productivity. Globalization has changed the structure of the companies in Slovakia, depending on the size of the company. This paper compares how the size of the company influences the main phases of the talent management process (strategy, identification, assessment, development, retaining). A scaled questionnaire was applied as a tool for data collection in 381 companies operating business in Slovakia. Questionnaire reliability was verified by Cronbach’s alpha. To verify the existence of statistically significant differences between individual groups of respondents, ANOVA was used. We found that the main differences between small and large companies were identified in the phases of talent identification and talent development. In bigger companies, management is more focused on HR plans that include talent identification and acquisition and have more possibilities to develop talented individuals. On the other side we could see that small companies were more successful in the process of retaining the talents. Talented people in small companies are more loyal to the employers and stay in the company for longer periods than talented individuals in large companies.
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1. Introduction


The business environment nowadays is characterized by rapid technological, social, and economic changes, globalization, and mass customization of both production and consumption, which has led to hypercompetitive conditions in the market and competitive advantages have become temporary (Wee and Taylor 2018; D’Aveni et al. 2010; Oreg et al. 2018). In business, there are many challenges. Successful companies are very flexible in their reactions to external changes. They could respond very quickly, learn from the market, adapt a new culture, and implement changes to transform products and services according to external opportunities or threats (Braunscheidel and Suresh 2009; Sherehiy et al. 2007; Ahammad et al. 2020). Usually, these changes are connected with high tech development, implementing new apps, and robotics. However, several surveys emphasized the role of human power as the key element in successful changes (Zheltoukhova 2014). A focus on HR can strengthen positive effects in changes through innovations that are difficult to imitate for competitors (Zhou and Wu 2010). Almost all managers are focused on results, but only some of them respect the importance of human power in this process. People are movers of changes and bring added value to the organization. Thus, focus on human capital has become a strategic question in management systems.



Investing in people is the first and key element in a strategy of sustainability that involves the leveraging of talent as a key factor to human capital development (Rudito 2015). Organizations with high quality potential and talented people have a higher competitive ability in the future and talented employees have to perform an important role in the process of meeting strategic objectives with their rare knowledge and skills (Morris et al. 2016). Creating talent pipelines became one of the most important challenges in management (Cascio and Boudreau 2016) and talent management plays an important role in strategic renewal (Järvi and Khoreva 2020). Talent management has become a key strategic issue for leaders in companies (Krishnan and Scullion 2017).



How to define a talent? That is the question for many academics and managers as well. The term talent refers to a specific important skill and ability of humans, but also as a key person in the organization. This paper is oriented on persons who are talented and bring added value. Thus we use the term talent for key person with above normal skills and abilities in some areas (Silzer and Dowell 2009). Talents are individuals who demonstrate high potential and performance. Nowadays, in big competition environments, there is a need to manage these people and talent management has become one of the big challenges for HR managers. Some authors consider talent management as an integrated set of HR practices or functions, such as recruitment, selection, development, and performance appraisal, aimed at increasing the capacity of an organization (Fegley 2006; Mercer 2005; McGuire et al. 2010). Talent management is about talented individuals who are valuable and unique and can make valuable contributions to meet objectives and increase the capital of the owners (Collings and Mellahi 2009; Meyers and Van Woerkom 2014). Talented employees are valuable, rare, nonsubstitutable strategic assets for implementation of the strategies that can create value (Sparrow and Makram 2015). Nowadays, still more definitions about global talent management (GTM) can be found. Some authors (Collings et al. 2019) define GTM as the development of a talent pool of high-potential and high-performing incumbents who reflect the global scope of the company.



Talent management is perceived as a comprehensive guide to using strategic methods in HR to increase performance (Hunt 2014). Bethke-Langenegger et al. (2011) confirmed the fact that the talent management focusing on retaining and developing talents has a statistically significant positive impact on human resource outcomes such as job satisfaction, motivation, commitment, and trust in leaders. Harvey et al. (2002) explored the determinants of performance. They found talent as one important factor identified with high achievement. A talent management system positively influences a firm’s ability to exploit knowledge and has an indirect positive effect on firm performance through its absorptive capacity (Latukha and Veselova 2019). Talent management is the way to increase the quality of human resources in each company, regardless of the size of the company. Talent management should be defined as a systematic and dynamic process of discovering, developing, and sustaining talent (Egerová et al. 2015). To manage the talent, a first step is to identify key positions in the organization (Collings et al. 2019). Recruitment activities represent initial efforts to attract highly qualified talents in the firm. It is one, and possibly the most important, step to acquire talents for achieving competitive advantage (Banks et al. 2019). Global talents are needed to create value. Identification of talents as another step in the talent management process has a limited impact on employee attitudes (Björkman et al. 2013). Talent development significantly influences organizational results, as shown in the results of the research, and there is positive connection between talent development efforts and performance of the firm (Latukha 2018). Careful deployment of talent management in the process of business strategy implementation may bring high economic value (Järvi and Khoreva 2020).



In current conditions, in an era of globalization, human capital plays a competitive advantage more and more. Talent management can be named as a strategic plan for organizations to improve their performance (Alruwaili 2018). Moreover, talent management practices with a strong focus on corporate strategy have a statistically higher significant impact on organizational outcomes, such as company attractiveness, the achievement of business goals, customer satisfaction, and, above all, corporate profit, more so than any other areas that talent management focuses upon. Size of the enterprise as an important factor influencing human resources management has been investigated in more scientific papers (Březinová and Vrchota 2016; Collings and Mellahi 2009). However, to the best of our knowledge, none of the studies have explored the relationship between talent management and the size of the company, because the majority of the results in the research field are connected with large multinational enterprises (Morley et al. 2015; Festing et al. 2013; Stahl et al. 2012; Vaiman et al. 2012; Scullion et al. 2016 Iles et al. 2010) There are only a few articles that deal with talent management in a theoretical way in small and medium-sized companies (Krishnan and Scullion 2017; Festing et al. 2013). However, we think that talent plays an important role also in small and medium-sized companies because they make important contributions to the global economy (Festing 2007; OECD 2015) and HR practices generally are recognized as a key factor to contribute success in SME companies (Carlson et al. 2006; Heneman et al. 2000). Even we consider that some important steps in the talent management process should be on a better level in these companies compared to large ones. We reflect on the challenges in articles by Collings et al. (2019), Scullion et al. (2016), Krishnan and Scullion (2017), where the necessity of research in the area of talent management in SME companies is highlighted.




2. Materials and Methods


Research design, data obtained, and their structure in the research and methods used in this paper are described in this part. The aim of the paper was to identify if the size of the company is a significant factor influencing the talent management process in the entities running businesses in Slovakia. We obtained data from 379 companies operating in the different sectors of the economy. In the research sample (see Table 1), there were 181 (47.7%) small, 113 (29.9%) medium-sized, and 85 (22.4%) large companies included in the research.



Selective survey was used as a method for data collection. A scaled questionnaire was used as a tool of collection data. This questionnaire was set up with the consortium of scientific researchers and modified for our research conditions (Egerová et al. 2015). It contained 41 items directly aimed to the talent management process, including HR strategy, identification, assessment, development, and retaining.



Here is the list of searched items:



Talent management is essential (I1). Talent management is an important part of our company’s mission (I2). Top management worked out a joint attitude towards talent management (I3). We have a clearly defined human resources management strategy (I4). We have a clearly defined talent management strategy (I5). Talent management strategy is connected with strategic goals of our organization (I6). We are currently modifying the list of key talents indispensable in our company (I7). We search for talent in every single person that has just been employed (I8). Formulated talent management strategy is not difficult to realize in our company (I9). All positions in our company have been divided into key and peripheral positions (I10). Our workers’ competences are adapted to their position requirements (I11). We are currently identifying talents among all the workers employed in our company (I12). We are currently identifying positions we need to recruit candidates for from the external environment (I13). We apply a plan of attracting talents from the external environment (I14). Our worker recruitment system makes it possible to acquire people of the highest development potential (I15). We know quite a lot about talents our employees have (I16). Talented people are willing to get employed by our company (I17). We know what talents we are going to need in the future (I18). We know how many talented people we are going to need in the future (I19). We perform some special activities designed to attract talents (I20). We systematically assess our workers’ performance (I21). We promote our workers on the basis of objective criteria (I22). We draw conclusions from the workers’ performance assessment (I23). Talent management is linked to the workers’ reward system (I24). Talented people’s assessment is performed on the basis of specially designed criteria (I25). The results of workers’ performance assessment are used to formulate talent development plan (I26). We have clearly defined criteria of workers’ performance assessment (I27). We use a wide range of forms and methods of our workers’ competences development (I28). In the recruitment process we take into consideration some above average competences of potential workers (I29). We have well-formulated career paths of talented workers (I30). We develop talents thanks to the plans we implemented (I31). In most cases the positions where our employees work makes it possible to develop their talents (I32). We have enough time to develop our workers’ talents (I33). We do have sufficient financial resources to support talent development (I34). We successfully retain talented people (I35). Talented people have financial requirements that we can meet (I36). We have a clear system of motivating workers (I37). We encounter problems as far as the communication with talented people is concerned (I38). We manage to retain talented workers by supporting them in their self-improvement process (I39). Talented people leave our company in search for new challenges (I40). We support talented people in a special way (I41). In Table 2 we can see variables operationalization.



The items of the questionnaire were scaled according to Likert from 1 to 5, where 1 means absolute disagreement of the respondent, 5 means absolute consensus, and 0 expressed irresolute attitude of the respondent. We added also position 0, which enabled the respondent not to comment on a given item. The questionnaire was distributed online through Google documents system. We verified reliability of the questionnaire by means of Cronbach´s alpha. The evaluation of scales was based on examining the correlations between the individual items or measurements in relation to the variability of the items. The value of Cronbach´s alpha higher than 0.7 shows sufficient scale consistence. Cronbach´s alpha reached level 0.864 for these items of the questionnaire. In Table 3 we can see results reliability verification.



ANOVA as a statistical method was used to verify the existence of significant differences between the individual groups of respondents from small, medium-sized, and large companies. The aim of the test was to find whether the differences of the medians found in the sample of the individual groups were statistically significant (there is a relationship between the variables) or whether these were coincidental (there is no relationship between the variables) (Munk et al. 2010). We tested it on the 5% level of significance. If the p-value is lower than 0.05, a statistically significant difference exists in the tested group.




3. Results


In our research, we examined what factors influence the process of talent management. We tested ownership, economic results, foreign capital, and existence of an HR department as the important factors of talent management in companies in Slovakia. The size of the company was recognized as the most significant factor. In Table 4, we can see the average score in all phases of the talent management process according to size factor. When we compare small, medium, and large companies, we recognized that the talent management process generally was on a higher level in large companies in almost each phase. Except retaining, where small companies were more successful compared to medium-sized and large companies. That was the reason why we searched differences in each phase in more detail.



3.1. HR Strategy and Talents


Strategy plays important role for each company. A well-formulated and implemented strategy leads to better results. There is a necessity of strategy consistency on each level. HR strategy usually belongs to functional strategies, which are on the bottom level in companies. However, its importance is very high. Ahammad et al. (2020) and Collings and Mellahi (2009) suggested to implement talent management as part of the HR strategy. It could bring many benefits connected with the creation of economic values (Järvi and Khoreva 2020).



In the Table 5, the average scores of items in the area of HR strategy according to size of the company are displayed. In each item, large companies reached better results compared to SMEs. It is a standard result because strategic orientation is much more significant in large companies. It is a well-known fact that large companies have greater motivation to think strategically and prepare strategic changes. We identified three significant differences according to size of the company in answers of respondents about the first phase of talent management—HR strategy. We used ANOVA and all of these differences are highlighted in Table 6 (items I4, I5, and I7). These items were investigated via post hoc tests (Table 6) to identify between which groups of respondents the differences originated.



Let us see these differences in more detail. In item I4, we investigated whether HR strategy is clearly defined. We found that differences exist among all groups simultaneously. We concluded that HR strategy is on a higher level in large companies compared to small and medium-sized companies. The reasoning can be explained, thereby, that in smaller companies there are no people delegated to create such a strategy and HR strategy does not exist. In small companies, people are multifunctional and perform more activities and a specialist for HR who can create and then meet HR strategy does not exist. For the same reason, talent definition and talent strategy were missing in these companies, which should be a natural part of HR strategy. This difference was identified in item I5 and exists only between small and large companies. Another difference was identified in item I7. This item was focused on the fact of whether management of the company modifies the list of talents needed in the future. Differences could be seen only between small companies on one side and medium or large on the other side. We concluded that medium and large companies are better in the process of modifying of talents needed. They scan the external environment on a higher level and results are implemented into HR strategy. This fact influences the list of talents needed for the future existence of the company.




3.2. Identification and Recruitment of Talents


Identification and recruitment of talented people who can increase added value is a very difficult but important process. This should be realized inside and also outside of the company; thus the sources should be different. In the business sphere, usually talents are identified inside and if required talents are not found there this process continues outside of the company. Ariss et al. (2014) told us that the successful process of talent management starts with identification of key positions that are more important for the company and can create the organization’s sustainable competitive advantage. Therefore, it is necessary to create and implement HR plans because the wrong man in a key position could bring disastrous consequences. This plan mirrors the need for employees to respect the requirements for a working position. To recruit key employees, it is useful to perform some special activities such as an analysis of working positions, recruiting and staffing, selection, talent review, and succession planning.



Table 7 shows average scores of items in the process of talent identification according to size of the company. Generally, large companies reached higher scores in the researched items of the questionnaire and we can conclude that they have a bigger tendency to agree with these items, thus we consider that talent identification and recruitment are there on a better level. As we can see only in items I11, I12, and I16, SMEs reached better scores compared to large companies. However, these differences were not statistically significant. We identified five significant differences (in favor of large companies) in this phase of talent management (I13, I14, I18, I19, I20—highlighted in Table 8). These items were investigated via post hoc tests (Table 8) to identify between which groups of respondents the differences originated.



We can see differences resulting from item I13, where respondents from large companies showed differences in the process of positions analysis where external candidates will be required. The average score was higher in large companies compared to small ones. This process is on a better level in large companies due to higher strategic orientation for external changes. This is strongly connected with item I14 where differences were shown in plans of talent recruiting from the external environment. We considered that plans in large companies are clearly defined compared to small companies. Strategic orientation on external environment occurs in small companies only rarely. Talent identification for the future from the aspect of quality and quantity (as shown in items I18, I19) was better in large companies compared to small. Large companies also realized more special activities focused on talent recruiting (I20).




3.3. Talent Assessment


Generally, the main objective of employee assessment is to improve business processes. In the process of talent assessment, employees should be systematically evaluated from the aspect of performance but also from the perspective of growth and development (Davis et al. 2016). This kind of evaluation system can bring valuable information for further development of individuals, but also for development of whole organization. Therefore, the assessment system should be based on unbiased and measured criteria, those that can meet the function of motivation to increase the performance. A properly defined system mirrors the priorities of the company and can be used for a remuneration system. Results of assessment must be implemented into selection to talent pool. Talented individuals should have special objectives and criteria for their own evaluation.



Items I21 to I27 in the research were oriented to the talent assessment process. From the average score (see Table 9), we concluded that in six of seven cases the best results were in large companies, and therefore we can say that talent assessment is on a higher level in large companies compared to small and medium-sized companies. In four items, significant differences were found (items I21, I25, I26, I27—highlighted in Table 10). These items were investigated via post hoc tests (Table 10) to identify between which groups of respondents the differences originated.



These differences show us that employee assessment is less systematic (I21) in small companies compared to medium and large ones. Usually, there is no will and time to provide any sophisticated assessment of all employees. Systematic assessment used mostly in larger companies includes clearly defined specific criteria for the evaluation of talented individuals compared to all other employees (I25). Talented individuals are usually assessed according to performance and value added for the company. The assessment of talents according to innovation potential, which is provided in large companies, is also very interesting. In large and medium-sized companies, the criteria for employee assessment are clearly defined and people know these criteria from the beginning (I27) and what is very important is that the results of this evaluation are used more often in plans for further development in large companies compared to small ones (I26).




3.4. Talent Development


When a company would like to exist for a longer time then it must invest money for development. Not only into tangible assets but also to people. They are movers in each company to increase the value of the business. To meet this idea, employees need to improve their skills, knowledge, and experience constantly. Only this kind of employee should represent flexible human power because requirements for each working position are still higher considering new methods and technological developments. That is the reason why new methods of human resources development focused on talents are required in management systems. Many successful companies used systems of carrier plans for talents to secure improvement of the organization. For systematic talent development, sufficient money, willingness, and time are needed. Talented people need and want to take charge of their own development with the support from the management (Barlow 2006).



Items I28 to I34 of the research were focused on talent development. Large companies reached the highest score in four items, medium-sized companies in two items, and small companies in one item (see Table 11). An interesting fact is that representatives in small companies took more time to develop employee’s talents (I33), but this differences was not significant. We tested if some statistically significant differences exist among responses of representatives from each group of respondents. We identified four significant differences (items I28, I29, I31, I34—highlighted in Table 12). These items were investigated via post hoc tests (Table 12) to identify between which groups of respondents the differences originated.



The difference in item I28 showed us that in large companies compared to others there are more special methods for people development used in their system. In large companies there are more possibilities, and also the experience of managers, to use adequate methods for developments of competencies, compared to small and medium-sized companies. A difference in item 29 also exists. It showed that exceptional skills of talents are taken into account in the process of selection to the talent pool and further carrier growth in medium-sized companies compared to small ones. The difference in item I31 shows better levels of human resources planning in large companies compared to small ones, while talents in large companies are developed according to defined plans. Important tasks in talent development effect the financial situation but also vision of the company. That is the reason why large companies are more successful in this process compared to small (I34).




3.5. Talent Retention


Fluctuation decreases the quality of labor power and increases costs for personal activities. Therefore, retention of key talented individuals plays an important role on the way to success. Thus, an accurate motivation system, remuneration, and communication is needed in this process. Kontoghiorghes and Frangou (2009) added employee autonomy, risk taking, tolerance of mistakes, open communications, and education as the factors of an employee’s confidence that should help to retain talents. Personal policy usually represented with care for employees beyond the scope of the law is used as a popular tool. This tool must be connected also with the possibility of self-development and self-realization. These are the ways to retain talented individuals and not to lose them due to external challenges.



Item I35—I41 were focused on retention of talents in the companies. Very interesting is the fact that even in six items out of seven, small companies dominated and reached the highest average score compared to medium-sized and large (see Table 13) companies. That indicates a higher ability to retain talents in small companies. According these items, representatives showed the ability to meet financial requirements, and clear motivation systems are adopted in small companies. Also, other factors of talent retention, such as communication about problems, support of talent self-improvement, and searching for new challenges, are on a higher level in small companies. In this phase, only one statistically significant difference was found. It was in item I40, as highlighted in Table 14. This difference occurred between small and medium-sized companies. These items were investigated via post hoc tests (Table 14) to identify between which groups of respondents the differences originated.



We can consider that small companies can retain talented employees due to better work climate, atmosphere, and stronger connections among owners, managers, and employees. Many times these relationships look familiar. Then, people do not want to escape and leave this organization due to some external opportunities from other competitors (I40).





4. Conclusions


Talent management represents a modern approach to human resources in companies. Main phases of the talent management process, such as a strategy for talent identification, assessment, development, and retaining, are influenced by many factors. In previous research we already searched ownership, economic results, existence of HR department, and foreign capital as important factors influencing level of talent management in organizations. However, according to our research, size of the company is one of the strongest factors. As stated in our research, large companies realize talent management on higher level in four out of five phases. The main significant differences among small, medium, and large companies are connected with higher strategic orientation for talents, modification of the list of talents for the future, plans for recruiting talented individuals, special activities in recruiting and development of talents, systematic assessment with special criteria, implementation to carrier plans, exceptional skills which are taken into account in the process of selection. However, a very interesting finding was that the process of retaining talents in small companies reached better results due to the better working climate, atmosphere, open communication, and familiar relationships. Although large companies have more possibilities to retain talented individuals, they usually leave the company due to other challenges and retention is not very successful.



In this article, we would like to express that size of the company is a very important factor that influences talent management in organizations. From the sample of 379 companies operating in the different sectors of the economy, we assumed that large companies would have better results. Our results confirmed that in a general sense. However, in the process of retention, small companies are more successful and it could be next topic for researchers to describe this anomaly in a deeper way. A limitation of this research consists of the focus on all main phases of talent management. However, the interpretation and findings, and the reasons why it is so, are based on interviews with a small number of HR managers. That is the proposal for following research—to find main reasons in each phase for better and deeper interpretation.
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Table 1. Research sample according to size of the company.






Table 1. Research sample according to size of the company.





	Size of the Company
	Frequency
	%





	small company (10–49 employees)
	181
	47.5



	middle-sized company (50–249 employees)
	113
	29.7



	large company (250 and more employees)
	85
	22.3



	Total
	379
	99.5



	Missing
	2
	0.5



	Total
	381
	100.0
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Table 2. Variables operationalization in the questionnaire.






Table 2. Variables operationalization in the questionnaire.





	Variables
	Operationalization
	Measurement





	Size of the company
	How many employees work in your company?
	1—less than 50; 2—50–249; 3—250 and more



	Strategy
	Items 1–9
	Likert scale 1–5: 1—totally disagree, 3—neutral attitude; 5—totally agree



	Talent identification
	Items 10–20
	Likert scale 1–5: 1—totally disagree, 3—neutral attitude; 5—totally agree



	Assessment of talents
	Items 21–27
	Likert scale 1–5: 1—totally disagree, 3—neutral attitude; 5—totally agree



	Talent development
	Items 28–34
	Likert scale 1–5: 1—totally disagree, 3—neutral attitude; 5 – totally agree



	Retaining of talents
	Items 35–41
	Likert scale 1–5: 1—totally disagree, 3—neutral attitude; 5 —totally agree
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Table 3. Reliability verification of the questionnaire.






Table 3. Reliability verification of the questionnaire.





	Number of Items
	Valid Instances
	with Missing Items
	Standard Deviation
	Cronbach’s Alpha
	Standardized Alpha Coefficient
	Average Correlation between Items





	41
	156
	225
	17.841
	0.864
	0.874
	0.154
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Table 4. Average score of talent management level in the phases of talent management.






Table 4. Average score of talent management level in the phases of talent management.





	Size of the Company
	Strategy
	Identification
	Assessment
	Development
	Retaining





	Small
	3.11
	3.17
	3.20
	2.86
	3.07



	Medium
	3.26
	3.31
	3.42
	3.03
	2.96



	Large
	3.42
	3.44
	3.56
	3.11
	2.96
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Table 5. Average scores of items in the phase of strategy according to size of the company.






Table 5. Average scores of items in the phase of strategy according to size of the company.





	
Size of the Company

	
Statistics

	
I1

	
I2

	
I3

	
I4

	
I5

	
I6

	
I7

	
I8

	
I9






	
Small

	
Valid

	
176

	
178

	
168

	
178

	
171

	
177

	
173

	
178

	
172




	
Mean

	
3.61

	
3.39

	
3.36

	
3.31

	
2.74

	
2.93

	
2.65

	
3.55

	
2.45




	
Std. Dev.

	
1.03

	
1.05

	
1.06

	
1.14

	
1.05

	
1.10

	
1.13

	
1.21

	
0.99




	
Middle

	
Valid

	
109

	
110

	
105

	
109

	
109

	
104

	
98

	
109

	
104




	
Mean

	
3.68

	
3.41

	
3.42

	
3.68

	
3.03

	
3.10

	
3.06

	
3.54

	
2.43




	
Std. Dev.

	
1.03

	
1.08

	
1.14

	
1.04

	
1.01

	
1.10

	
1.09

	
1.09

	
0.94




	
Large

	
Valid

	
85

	
84

	
82

	
84

	
82

	
79

	
73

	
83

	
83




	
Mean

	
3.73

	
3.52

	
3.59

	
4.05

	
3.33

	
3.22

	
3.07

	
3.58

	
2.69




	
Std. Dev.

	
1.15

	
1.11

	
1.13

	
0.96

	
1.24

	
1.19

	
1.19

	
1.23

	
1.04










Table 6. (A) Significant differences in HR strategy according to size of the company (ANOVA) and Post hoc tests for significant differences in HR strategy (Tukey HSD). (B) Post hoc tests for significant differences in HR strategy (Tukey HSD).
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 (A)






 (A)





	Item
	I1
	I2
	I3
	I4
	I5
	I6
	I7
	I8
	I9





	Mean Square
	0.413
	0.548
	1.372
	15.975
	10.097
	2.404
	7.270
	0.034
	1.869



	F
	0.370
	0.475
	1.133
	13.867
	8.586
	1.918
	5.666
	0.025
	1.923



	pvalue
	0.691
	0.622
	0.323
	0.000
	0.000
	0.148
	0.004
	0.976
	0.148
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 (B)






 (B)





	
Size of the Company

	
Sig. I4

	
Sig. I5

	
Sig. I7






	
small

	
medium

	
0.015

	
0.075

	
0.013




	
small

	
large

	
0.000

	
0.000

	
0.024




	
medium

	
large

	
0.048

	
0.139

	
0.999
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Table 7. Average scores of items in the phase of talent identification according to size of the company.






Table 7. Average scores of items in the phase of talent identification according to size of the company.





	
Size of the Company

	
Statistics

	
I10

	
I11

	
I12

	
I13

	
I14

	
I15

	
I16

	
I17

	
I18

	
I19

	
I20






	
small

	
Valid

	
174

	
177

	
169

	
172

	
168

	
174

	
178

	
173

	
174

	
171

	
164




	
Mean

	
3.52

	
3.95

	
3.15

	
2.85

	
2.92

	
3.38

	
3.11

	
3.40

	
3.17

	
2.84

	
2.52




	
Std. Dev.

	
1.21

	
1.13

	
1.14

	
1.17

	
1.25

	
1.20

	
1.14

	
1.04

	
1.21

	
1.14

	
1.10




	
middle

	
Valid

	
112

	
112

	
107

	
106

	
101

	
109

	
108

	
108

	
104

	
101

	
106




	
Mean

	
3.54

	
4.13

	
3.45

	
3.07

	
3.27

	
3.57

	
3.04

	
3.42

	
3.39

	
2.89

	
2.69




	
Std. Dev.

	
1.14

	
0.88

	
1.04

	
1.11

	
1.10

	
1.10

	
1.13

	
0.97

	
1.13

	
1.03

	
1.11




	
large

	
Valid

	
83

	
83

	
79

	
80

	
79

	
84

	
82

	
83

	
80

	
78

	
78




	
Mean

	
3.61

	
4.08

	
3.37

	
3.36

	
3.44

	
3.58

	
3.00

	
3.41

	
3.65

	
3.24

	
3.09




	
Std. Dev.

	
1.21

	
0.93

	
1.06

	
1.03

	
1.06

	
1.10

	
1.02

	
0.84

	
0.96

	
1.08

	
1.15










Table 8. (A) Significant differences in talent identification according to size of the company (ANOVA) and (B) Post hoc tests for significant differences in talent identification (Tukey HSD).
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 (A)






 (A)





	Item
	I10
	I11
	I12
	I13
	I14
	I15
	I16
	I17
	I18
	I19
	I20





	Mean Square
	0.272
	1.301
	3.147
	7.135
	8.635
	1.759
	0.415
	0.011
	6.611
	4.529
	8.459



	F
	0.193
	1.264
	2.620
	5.674
	6.337
	1.334
	0.337
	0.012
	5.133
	3.770
	6.787



	pvalue
	0.825
	0.284
	0.074
	0.004
	0.002
	0.265
	0.714
	0.988
	0.006
	0.024
	0.001
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 (B)






 (B)





	
Size of th Company

	
Sig. I13

	
Sig. I14

	
Sig. I18

	
Sig. I19

	
Sig. I20






	
small

	
medium

	
0.280

	
0.046

	
0.239

	
0.933

	
0.465




	
small

	
large

	
0.003

	
0.003

	
0.005

	
0.021

	
0.001




	
medium

	
large

	
0.176

	
0.576

	
0.285

	
0.085

	
0.044
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Table 9. Average scores of items in the phase of talent assessment according to size of the company.






Table 9. Average scores of items in the phase of talent assessment according to size of the company.





	
Size of the Company

	
Statistics

	
I21

	
I22

	
I23

	
I24

	
I25

	
I26

	
I27






	
small

	
Valid

	
179

	
169

	
167

	
171

	
170

	
173

	
171




	
Mean

	
3.36

	
3.41

	
3.43

	
2.96

	
2.77

	
3.23

	
3.25




	
Std. Dev.

	
1.20

	
1.17

	
1.11

	
1.29

	
1.14

	
1.14

	
1.30




	
middle

	
Valid

	
110

	
112

	
106

	
104

	
105

	
110

	
107




	
Mean

	
3.73

	
3.46

	
3.42

	
3.23

	
2.98

	
3.48

	
3.61




	
Std. Dev.

	
1.09

	
1.19

	
1.17

	
1.11

	
1.13

	
1.12

	
1.18




	
large

	
Valid

	
84

	
84

	
80

	
80

	
73

	
82

	
79




	
Mean

	
4.08

	
3.55

	
3.46

	
3.30

	
3.18

	
3.66

	
3.68




	
Std. Dev.

	
0.97

	
1.11

	
1.20

	
1.16

	
1.13

	
0.98

	
1.14










Table 10. (A) Significant differences in talent assessment according to size of the company (ANOVA) and (B) Post hoc tests for significant differences in talent assessment (Tukey HSD).
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 (A)






 (A)





	Item
	I21
	I22
	I23
	I24
	I25
	I26
	I27





	Mean Square
	15.525
	0.548
	0.052
	4.145
	4.524
	5.745
	7.053



	F
	12.389
	0.406
	0.040
	2.828
	3.509
	4.747
	4.673



	pvalue
	0.000
	0.667
	0.961
	0.060
	0.031
	0.009
	0.010
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 (B)






 (B)





	
Size of the Company

	
Sig. I21

	
Sig. I25

	
Sig. I26

	
Sig. I27






	
small

	
medium

	
0.021

	
0.296

	
0.137

	
0.046




	
small

	
large

	
0.000

	
0.029

	
0.010

	
0.025




	
medium

	
large

	
0.073

	
0.490

	
0.514

	
0.908
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Table 11. Average scores of items in the phase of talent development according to size of the company.






Table 11. Average scores of items in the phase of talent development according to size of the company.





	
Size of the Company

	
Statistics

	
I28

	
I29

	
I30

	
I31

	
I32

	
I33

	
I34






	
small

	
Valid

	
165

	
161

	
166

	
167

	
173

	
171

	
171




	
Mean

	
2.67

	
3.37

	
2.72

	
2.57

	
3.00

	
3.07

	
2.64




	
Std. Dev.

	
1.03

	
1.21

	
1.09

	
1.01

	
1.34

	
1.26

	
1.23




	
middle

	
Valid

	
107

	
109

	
102

	
104

	
112

	
105

	
106




	
Mean

	
2.90

	
3.87

	
2.81

	
2.77

	
3.11

	
3.01

	
2.73




	
Std. Dev.

	
1.09

	
1.09

	
1.02

	
1.04

	
1.28

	
1.24

	
1.14




	
large

	
Valid

	
83

	
78

	
83

	
82

	
80

	
83

	
82




	
Mean

	
3.34

	
3.63

	
3.01

	
3.05

	
2.59

	
3.01

	
3.11




	
Std. Dev.

	
1.05

	
1.19

	
1.19

	
1.05

	
1.27

	
1.30

	
1.33










Table 12. (A) Significant differences in talent development according to size of the company (ANOVA) and (B) Post hoc tests for significant differences in talent development (Tukey HSD).
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 (A)






 (A)





	Item
	I28
	I29
	I30
	I31
	I32
	I33
	I34





	Mean Square
	12.197
	8.177
	2.411
	6.230
	0.483
	0.159
	6.336



	F
	11.044
	5.976
	2.006
	5.876
	0.283
	0.099
	4.203



	pvalue
	0.000
	0.003
	0.136
	0.003
	0.753
	0.905
	0.016
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 (B)






 (B)





	
Size of the Company

	
Sig. I28

	
Sig. I29

	
Sig. I31

	
Sig. I34






	
small

	
medium

	
0.199

	
0.002

	
0.287

	
0.828




	
small

	
large

	
0.000

	
0.254

	
0.002

	
0.012




	
medium

	
large

	
0.012

	
0.341

	
0.159

	
0.087
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Table 13. Average scores of items in the phase of retaining of talents according to size of the company.






Table 13. Average scores of items in the phase of retaining of talents according to size of the company.





	
Size of the Company

	
Statistics

	
I35

	
I36

	
I37

	
I38

	
I39

	
I40

	
I41






	
small

	
Valid

	
170

	
175

	
173

	
172

	
168

	
169

	
167




	
Mean

	
3.24

	
2.92

	
3.09

	
3.44

	
3.20

	
2.91

	
2.68




	
Std. Dev.

	
1.12

	
1.13

	
1.22

	
1.11

	
1.08

	
1.28

	
1.09




	
middle

	
Valid

	
109

	
104

	
111

	
106

	
105

	
106

	
101




	
Mean

	
3.04

	
2.76

	
3.06

	
3.42

	
3.20

	
2.47

	
2.74




	
Std. Dev.

	
0.92

	
1.00

	
1.19

	
1.04

	
1.11

	
1.10

	
1.26




	
large

	
Valid

	
83

	
80

	
82

	
79

	
81

	
84

	
76




	
Mean

	
2.99

	
2.75

	
2.96

	
3.32

	
2.93

	
2.68

	
3.08




	
Std. Dev.

	
0.99

	
1.11

	
1.22

	
1.16

	
1.18

	
1.29

	
1.34










Table 14. (A) Significant differences in retention of talents according to size of the company (ANOVA) and (B) Post hoc tests for significant differences in retention of talents (Tukey HSD).
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 (A)






 (A)





	Item
	I35
	I36
	I37
	I38
	I39
	I40
	I41





	Mean Square
	2.231
	1.217
	0.469
	0.397
	2.250
	6.421
	4.284



	F
	2.078
	1.024
	0.319
	0.328
	1.810
	4.246
	2.967



	pvalue
	0.127
	0.360
	0.727
	0.721
	0.165
	0.015
	0.053
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 (B)






 (B)





	
Size of the Company

	
Sig. I40






	
small

	
medium

	
0.012




	
small

	
large

	
0.333




	
medium

	
large

	
0.483
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