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Nghién ctru ndy xac dinh, do luong mét sé yéu t6 co tac dong
to1 duy tri nhan vién trong doanh nghi¢p Viét Nam. Phuong phap
nghién ctru dinh lugng dugc st dung dé kiém dinh mo hinh va céac
gia thuyét nghién ctru. Dir liéu dugc thu thap thong qua khao sat
303 nhan vién dang lam viéc trong cac doanh nghiép Viét Nam &
Thanh phé H6 Chi Minh (TP.HCM). Két qua nghién ciru: (i) Hop
ddng tam 1y va hai 1ong cong viée co tac dong 1én duy tri nhan vién;
(ii) Thuong hiéu nha tuyén dung va cam két voi to chc ¢6 tac dong
Ién hai long cong viéc; (iii) Cam két véi to chirc va thuong hiéu
nha tuyén dung c6 tac dong 1én hop dong tam 1y. Ngoai ra, nhan
vién nir, lam doanh nghiép 16n thi duy tri cao hon nhan vién nam,
lam doanh nghiép vira va nhd. Nghién ctru gitip nhitng nha quan 1y
cac doanh nghiép Viét Nam thiy 16 hon viéc dau tu vao thuong
hiéu nha tuyén dung s& c6 hiéu qua cao hon cam két véi t6 chirc
dbi voi duy tri nhan vién.

ABSTRACT

The study identifies, and measures some factors that have an
impact on employee retention in Vietnamese enterprises.
Quantitative research methods are used to test the model and
research hypotheses. Data was collected through a survey of 303
employees working in Vietnamese enterprises in Ho Chi Minh
City. Research results: (i) Psychological contract and job
satisfaction have an impact on employee retention; (ii) Employer
branding and organizational commitment have an impact on job
satisfaction; (iii) Organizational commitment and employer
branding have an impact on the psychological contracts. In
addition, female employees, working in large enterprises have to
maintain higher levels than male employees, working in SMEs.
The study helps Vietnamese business managers see more clearly
that investment in employer branding will be more effective than
the organizational commitment to employee retention.

1. Giéi thiéu

B4o c4o khao sat vé noi lam viéc tot nhit ¢ Viét Nam 2018 do tdp doan Anphabe (2018)
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thuc hién, v6i 678 cong ty co danh tiéng trén thi trudng thudc 24 nganh nghé va két qua cho thiy
ty 1€ nghi viéc cia nhan vién tang 1én tirng nam (2017: 16%, 2018: 20%). C6 su khéc biét 16n gitra
nd luc ha thap ty 18 nghi viéc va nd luc ting cao ty 18 duy tri nhan vién (Cardy & Lengnick-Hall,

2011). Duy tri nhitng nhan vién c6 gié tri ludn 1a cong viée rit quan trong 601 v6i1 cac doanh nghiép,
ngay nay no cang c6 y nghia quan trong hon trong mot thi truo’ng noi von con ngudi van 1a mot
trong so it nguon luc ¢6 kha nang mang ti loi thé canh tranh bén viing (Barney, 1991). Thuong
hiéu nha tuyén dung la phuong thirc duoc nhiéu doanh nghiép lira chon dé bao dam va duy tri nhan
Vién, nhiing nguoi sé giap cho doanh nghiép duy tri thanh cong thuong hiéu cong ty va dam bao
loi nhuén lién tuc (Moroko & Uncles, 2008). Khai niém thuong hiéu nha tuyén dung (Ambler &
Barrow, 1996) 1a mdt goi tich hop cac loi ich: chirc nang, kinh té, tam ly dugc cung cép, xac dinh
boi nha tuyén dung. Backhaus va Tikoo (2004) khing dinh 1y thuyét dua vao ngudn luc (RBV)
cung cap cho thuong hiéu nha tuyén dung mot nén tang co ban vé 1y thuyét trong viéc xay dung,
g dung va phat trién. Gan ddy c6 thém nghién ctru thyc nghiém vé thuong hiéu nha tuyén dung
va duy tri nhan vién (Hadi & Ahmed, 2018). Tuy nhién, trén pham vi Qudc té va tai bdi canh Viét
Nam, c6 rit it nha nghién ctru danh sy quan tam té1 mbi quan hé cia thuong hiéu nha tuyén dung
v6i viée duy tri nhan vién tai cdc doanh nghi€p (Matongolo, Kasekende, & Mafabi, 2018). Bén
canh, cam két v6i t6 chtrc 1a mot yéu t6 rat quan trong ma doanh nghiép can phai xem xét dé duy
tri nhan vién (Tanwar, 2016), vi két qua ctia hanh vi cam két véi t6 churc 1a tang hidu suat va co
thé lam giam ty 1¢ nghi viéc (Anderson, Coffey, & Byerly, 2002). i c6 cac nghién ctru cho thay
cam két véi to chire ¢o su tac dong kha tich cyc tdi duy tri nhan vién (Naz & ctg., 2020; Pradhan,
Jena, & Pradhan, 2017). Mac du tam quan trong cua vi¢c duy tri nhan vién ddi voi hiéu luc, hiéu
qua cua cac doanh nghiép 1a rat rd rang, nhung tai Viét Nam c6 rét it cong trinh nghién ctru vé
thuong hi¢u nha tuyén dung vd&i viée duy tri nhan vién tai doanh nghiép. Bai viét nham xéc dinh,
do ludng vé sy tac dong cua thuong hiéu nha tuyén dung, cam két véi t6 chire dbi véi viée duy tri
nhan vién trong doanh nghiép Viét Nam. Thém vao d6, bai viét cling mudn xem xét sy khac biét
vé duy tri nhan vién theo gidi tinh va quy mo doanh nghiép. Két qua ctia nghién ciru s& gitip nhiing
nha quan 1y cic doanh nghiép Viét Nam thiy rd hon viéc dau tu vao thwong hiéu nha tuyén dung
s& ¢6 hiéu qua cao hon cam két véi to chirc trong viéc duy tri nhan vién.

2. Ly thuyét va mé hinh
2.1. Co s6 Iy thuyét
2.1.1. Ly thuyét dwa vao nguon luc

Theo Barney (1991) véi quan diém dya vao ngudn luc (RBV) thi cac loai ngudn luc cia td
chtrc chia thanh 03 loai chinh: nguén nhéan lyuc, nguén von t6 chire, nguén von vat chat. Tb chirc
kiém soat dugc nguén luc s& tao thanh lgi thé canh tranh bén ving, néu td chirc ¢6 nang lyc tao
nén tai san c6 dic diém VRIN 1a (1) c6 gid tri, (2) hiém c6, (3) kho bét chude va (4) khong thé
thay thé. Ngudn nhan lyc 12 quan trong bac nhat dbi voi mot doanh nghiép va thuong hiéu 1a tai
san 16n nhit cua doanh nghiép (Ambler & Barrow, 1996). Thuong hiéu nha tuyén dung la chién
lugc hiéu qua dé thu hit cling nhu duy tri nhan vién (Tanwar & Prasad, 2016) va RBV cung cap
cho thuong hiéu nha tuyén dung mot nén tang co ban vé 1y thuyét trong viéc xdy dung, phat trién
(Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004).

2.1.2. Ly thuyét hgp dong tam ly

Theo Rousseau (1995) thi hop dong tdm Iy tp trung vao nhén thirc ctia nhan vién ddi véi
ban chit mdi quan hé voi to chire, c¢6 hai loai hop dong tam 1y 1a hop dong tdm 1y giao dich
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(transactional psychological contract) va hop ddng tdm 1y quan hé (relational psychological
contract). Trong d6, hop dong tim 1y quan hé co lién quan t&i cac két qua tich cuc hon vé murc do
ctia cam két véi to chuc (Raja, Johns, & Ntalianis, 2004). Hop dong tam 1y 1a 101 hira khong phai
ky vong, cac c4 nhan quan sat nhitng gi bén kia da 1am hodc khong 1am lién quan dén 161 htra cta
ho, chinh viéc vi pham hop dong tim 1y 13 nguyén nhan dan t6i phan tng ciia mot ca nhén
(Rousseau, 1995). Két cuc, viéc vi pham vé hop déng tam 1y la niém tin t6 chuc thép hon
(Robinson, 1996), su hai 1ong vé cong viéc thip hon (Zhao, Wayne, Glibkowski, & Bravo, 2007),
mirc d6 ctia cam két d6i voi to chirc thip hon (Restubog, Hornsey, Bordia, & Esposo, 2008).

2.1.3. Ly thuyét tai san nhan vién

Theo Cardy, Miller, va Ellis (2007) thi tai san nhan vién (Employee Equity, EE) 1a mot
khung 1y thuyét méi cho viéc quan 1y vé ngudn nhan luc tai doanh nghiép. Piém quan trong cia
EE 1a quan diém xem nhén vién la khach hang ndi bd véi thanh phﬁn cua EE bao gém: gia tri,
thuong hiéu, duy tri cung khai niém gia tri 1au dai ctia nhan vién (Employee Lifetime Value, ELV),
ELV la mot ham cta ca stc manh va thoi gian bao lau ciia mdi quan hé gitta nhan vién - doanh
nghiép, “strc manh” mdi quan hé giita nhan vién - doanh nghiép co tir gia tri déng gop cta nhan
vién cho cong ty. Tlr co s ELV, cong ty s& danh gia dugc muc do vé sy hai long, cam két, duy tri
va hiéu qua cong viéc ctia nhan vién. Do vay, nhitng thanh phan cing khai niém ELV cta EE sé&
hd tro cho doanh nghiép trong viéc xdy dung mot thuong hiéu nha tuyén dung huéng dén duy tri
nhan vién mot cach co6 chon loc (Michaels, Handfield-Jones, & Axelrod, 2001). Duy tri nhiing
nhan vién mong mudn sé& ludn ludn 1a cong tac quan trong bac nhat d6i véi cac to chirc trong nd
lyc canh tranh hi€u qua trén thi truong (Cardy & Lengnick-Hall, 2011).

2.2. M6 hinh nghién ciru
2.2.1. Duy tri nhan vién

Duy tri nhan vién (Employee Retention, ER) la qua trinh ma nhén vién nhén dugc sy
khuyén khich & lai doanh nghiép v&i thoi gian tdi da hodc cho ti luc hoan thanh xong dy an (Das
& Baruah, 2013). Duy tri nhan vién 1 gitt lai nhan vién c6 nhitng nang luc tot, c6 dong gop cho
su thanh cong cua t6 chuc trong mot thoi gian dai hon nham thu duoc loi thé trong canh tranh.
Tang cao ty 1¢ duy tri va ha thap ty 1& nghi viéc, 14 hai cach tiép can khac nhau dé dinh hinh khung
quyét dinh (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981) c6 thé truyén tai sy quan tdm va thong diép khac nhau
td1 nhan vién, c6 truong hop chung c6 quan hé ty 1€ nghich voi nhau: ty 1€ duy tri kém c6 nghia la
ty 18 nghi viéc cao hon. Bé duy tri nhan vién mot cach c6 hiéu qua, doanh nghiép phai nhan thirc
dugc nhiing yéu t6 khién ho roi khoi t chire (Mitchell, Holtom, Lee, Sablynski, & Erez, 2001),
chang han nhu viéc vi pham hop dong tam 1y cua t6 chirc din dén ¥ dinh nhan vién nghi viéc ting
Ién (Zhao & ctg., 2007). B&i vi 12 10 hira chir khong phai ky vong, hop dong tim 1y quan hé hudng
t6i trong tAm ctia mdi quan hé lau dai, cdi md va chii yéu nham phat trién nhan vién (Rousseau,
1995; Raja & ctg., 2004). Ké hoach duy tri nhan vién nén duoc xay dung dé xac dinh 1y do tai sao
ho lam viéc, ro1 di va Iua chon cac td chure khéc (Tanwar & Prasad, 2016); ké hoach nay can dua
trén gia tri nhan vién dong gop cho 6 chirc, trong quan hé lau dai nhan vién véi to chie cliing quan
diém xem nhén vién 1a khach hang noi b (Cardy & ctg., 2007) thi viéc duy tri nhan vién 1a co
chon loc dé tang hi€u qua cta cong viéc va/hodc tao loi thé canh tranh bén virng cho t chirc theo
tiéu chi VRIN (Barney, 1991). Nhitng nhan vién nhiét tinh v6i thwong hiéu s& c6 xu hudng séng
cung thuong hiéu, cam két hiéu qua va gin két voi doanh nghiép (Dechawatanapaisal, 2018).
Doanh nghiép c¢6 thuong hiéu nha tuyén dung manh, c6 thé giam chi phi cho viéc thu hit nhan
vién bang cach nang cao thai do tich cuc cua nhitng nhan vién hién tai va lam nhu vay ciing giup
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tang kha nang trong viéc gilr chan nhan vién (Schlager, Bodderas, Maas, & Cachelin, 2011). Theo
do, thuong hiéu nha tuyén dung la chién lugc dai han duoc doanh nghiép ap dung dé thu hut, duy
tri va tao dong luc cho nhan vién (Tanwar & Prasad, 2016). No6i cach khac, thuong hiéu nha tuyén
dung 1a phuong thirc dugc nhiéu doanh nghiép liwa chon dé bao dam va duy tri nhan vién, nhitng
nguoi s€ giup cho doanh nghiép trong vié¢c duy tri thanh cong thuong hi€u cong ty va dam bao loi
nhuan lién tuc (Moroko & Uncles, 2008).

2.2.2. Thirong hiéu nha tuyén dung

Thuong hiéu nha tuyén dung (Employer Branding, EB) 13 mot géi tich hop céac loi ich:
chirc ning, kinh té, tam 1y (Ambler & Barrow, 1996); thwong hiéu nha tuyén dung 1a mot qua trinh
tao dung mot nha tuyén dung c6 thé nhan biét va doc nhat (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004). Sy doc nhat
nay chinh 14 c6 gia tri va khong thé thay thé theo tiéu chi VRIN (Barney, 1991), sy that 4 nhan tai
lu6n khan hiém va céac td chuic ludn trong tdm thé cudc chién canh tranh nhan tai. Puogc su hd tro
va xay dung (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004) trén nén tang RBV, nén EB phai hudng dén viéc tao loi
thé canh tranh bén viing cho nha tuyén dung va tat nhién viéc duy tri nhan lyc cho to chirc s& rat
quan trong ddi véi viec duy tri va/hodc tao thanh lgi thé canh tranh cho doanh nghiép. Nghién clru
ctia Tanwar va Prasad (2016) va Hadi va Ahmed (2018) cho thdy c6 nhiéu yéu t6 tac dong t6i EB
va EB ciing ¢6 tic dong dén nhiéu yéu t6 nhu hop dong tam 1y, hai long cong viéc, duy tri nhan
vién. Theo ky vong ctia Bal, Kooij, va De Jong (2013) viéc phat trién quan 1y vé ngudn nhan lyuc
(HRM) nén giam hop dong tam 1y giao dich va ting hop dong tam 1y quan hé, 1y do 1a hop dong
tam 1y giao dich quan tdm t&i vat chat va ngin han, con hgp ddng tim 1y quan hé quan tim téi
quan hé 1au dai va nham phat trién nhan vién. Trong mdi quan hé véi su thanh cong cua cong ty
thi khai niém thuong hiéu nha tuyén dung va kha nang duy tri nhitng ca nhan phu hop 13 v6 cling
quan trong (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004), sy phii hop trén nén tang quan diém xem nhan vién la khach
hang ndi bo (Cardy & ctg., 2007), khi d6 EB s& hudng dén viéc tang muc do nhan vién hai long
bang cach cai thién cac thanh phan loi ich: chic ning, kinh té, tim 1y ctia EB (Ambler & Barrow,
1996). Thuong hiéu nha tuyén dung co su tic dong manh téi hai long cong viée (Chiu, Fajardo,
Lopez, & Miranda, 2020) va hop dong tam 1y (Ruchika & Prasad, 2019), tir &6 anh hudong dén duy
tri nhan vién (Tanwar & Prasad, 2016). Do vy, gia thuyét H1 va H2 nhu sau:

HI: Thirong hiéu nha tuyén dung tac dong tich cwe dén hai long cong viéc
H?2: Thirong hiéu nha tuyén dung tac dong tich cwc dén hop dong tam Iy
2.2.3. Cam két véi té chirc va hop dong tam ly

Cam két véi t6 chirc (Organizational Commitment, OC) 1a sy gan b6 tinh cam va tm 1y ciia
nhan vién véi to chirc (Meyer & Allen, 1997); cam két v6i to chirc 1a sy rang budc tAm 1y va su san
sang nd lyc thém cua nhan vién nham dat dugc cac st ménh cia to chirc (Miller & Lee, 2001). ba
s6 nhan vién ludén tim hiéu vé to chirc va cong viée trude khi chdp nhan dé nghi gia nhap vao t6
chtrc, n6i cach khac nhan vién da tu cam két véi td chire trude khi chinh thire lam viée cho td chire,
do vy nhitng nhan vién nay s& dé dang hai long v6i cong viéc hon. Cam két vdi to chirc hinh thanh
nén tdm 1y sdn sang nd lyc thém hoic cdng hién hon vi t6 chirc, vi vy ma nhan vién co thé bo qua
cam xuc tiéu cuc. Cam két véi to chite ¢6 su tac dong tich cuc td1 hai long cong viée (Knights &
Kennedy, 2005). Qua trinh tim hiéu té chirc va cong viéc s& gilip nhan vién ting su hiéu biét, khi
nhan vién ¢ cam két véi to chire thi ho d& dang chép thuan hop dong tam 1y vai t6 chic.

Hop dong tam 1y (Psychological Contract, PC) bao gdm niém tin ctia ca nhan vé cac diéu
khoan, cac diéu kién cua thoa thuan trao do6i gitra ho va td chirc cua ho (Rousseau, 1995). Hop
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ddng tam 1y quan hé x4y dung quan hé lau dai giita to chirc véi nhan vién (Rousseau, 1995), thé
nén nhan vién c6 hop déng tim Iy quan hé cho thdy mirc d6 ciia cam két v6i t6 chirc cao hon nhiéu
(McDonald & Makin, 2000) va cam két véi t6 chirc co su tac dong tich cuc téi hop dong tam Iy
(Pradhan & ctg., 2017). Theo Tanwar va Prasad (2016) thi hai long cong viéc va hop dong tam 1y,
gitp dat dugc ty 1& duy tri nhan vién cao. Trong tdm chinh ciia hgp dong tim Iy 12 nham tac dong
t6i y dinh nhéan vién ¢ lai (De Vos & Meganck, 2009), hop dong tim 1y c6 anh huéng tich cuc toi
kha nang duy tri nhan vién (Nayak, Jena, & Patnaik, 2021; Tanwar & Prasad, 2016). Do vay, gia
thuyét H3, H4 va H5 nhu sau:

H3: Cam két véi t6 chirc tac dong tich cwee dén hai long cong viée

H4: Cam két véi t6 chirc tdc dong tich ciee dén hop dong tam 1y

HS5: Hop dong tam 1y tac dong tich cwce dén duy tri nhan vién

2.2.4. Hai long cong viéc

Hai long cong viéc (Job Satisfaction, JS) 13 cam nhan ctia nhan vién vé nhirng gi ho nhan
thay, trai nghiém trong cong viéc c6 thé tich cuc hodc tiéu cuc, két cuc tit ca nhitng yéu t6 nay tao
nén sy hai 1ong ctia nhan vién tai doanh nghiép (Anis, Khan, & Humayoun, 2011). Hai long céng
viéc ¢ lién quan tich cuc t61 y dinh ¢ lai (Westlund & Hannon, 2008), y dinh ¢ lai da dugc xac
dinh 1a mot trong s6 yéu té du doan manh nhét vé kha niang duy tri nhan vién (Griffeth, Hom, &
Gaertner, 2000). Néu nhan vién hai long cong viéc thi s& c6 y dinh phuc vu doanh nghiép trong
thoi gian dai hon (Osteraker, 1999; Westlund & Hannon, 2008), hai long cong viéc c6 tac dong
tich cuc téi duy tri nhan vién (Anis & ctg., 2011). Do véy, gia thuyét H6 nhu sau:

H6: Hai long céng viéc tac dong tich cwc dén duy tri nhan vién

H1+ N
Thuong hiéu Hai long
Nha tuyén 7\ congvicee %
dung 8
' %
>
Duy tri nhan
vién
g
Cam két voi Hop dong «S’X
to chac Ha+ tam |y

Hinh 1. M6 hinh va gia thuyét nghién ctru
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3. Phuwong phap nghién ctiru
3.1. Thang do nghién ciru

Cac bién quan sat str dung dé do luong cac khai niém nghién ctru dugc ké thira tir cac
nghién ciru trude duge cong bd trén cac tap chi khoa hoc uy tin. Nhim bao dam tinh nhat quan
gita ban tiéng Viét va tiéng Anh, cac bang hoi dugc dich boi hai chuyén gia ngdn ngit thuc hién
doc 1ap. Nhom nghién ctru tién hanh thao luan nhém cing 05 chuyén gia trong linh vyc nhan sy
(02 Giam dbc Nhén sy, 03 Truong phong Hanh chinh - Nhén su). Két qua théng nhét vé ban dich
thang do va viéc ké thira, didu chinh thang do phu hop véi bdi canh doanh nghiép Viét Nam. Cy
thé: 05 bién quan sat (diéu chinh tir Kissel & Biittgen, 2015) dung do luong bién thuong hiéu nha
tuyén, 06 bién quan sat (ké thira tir Tanwar, 2016) dung do ludng bién cam két véi to chirc, 04
bién quan sat (ké thira tir Cho, Rutherford, & Park, 2013) dung do ludng bién hai 10ng cong viéc,
05 bién quan sat (diéu chinh tir Raja & ctg., 2004) dung do luong bién hop dong tam 1y va 06 bién
quan sét (diéu chinh tir Kyndt, Dochy, Michielsent, & Moeyaert, 2009) dung do ludng bién duy
tri nhan vién. Cac thang do déu sir dung thang Likert 5 diém tir 1 (hoan toan khong dong y) dén 5
(hoan toan dong ¥).

3.2. Thu thdp dit ligu

Nghién ctru da sir dung phuong phap chon mau thuén tién véi hinh thirc khao sat truc tuyén.
Hién nay, TP.HCM co s6 doanh nghiép dang hoat dong cao nhét ca nude véi 239,623 doanh
nghiép, chiém 31.6% (Bo Ké hoach va Pau tu, 2020). Do vay, TP.HCM dugc chon dé thuc hién
khéo sat thu thap dir liéu cho nghién ctru. Cude khao sat so bg vao thang 03/2021 véi 30 dap vién
dang 1 hoc vién hé cao hoc tai Pai hoc Kinh t&¢ TP.HCM (hién 14 nhan vién dang lam viéc cho céc
doanh nghiép Viét Nam tai TP.HCM) nham xem ngudi tham gia vao khao sat ¢6 hiéu cau hoi, thoi
gian hoan thanh bang cau hoi, tiép nhan cic gop y, san sang chinh sira. Tiép theo, cudc khao sat
chinh thtrc di duogc tién hanh tir thang 04/2021 t6i thang 07/2021, bang cau hoi theo link khao sat
guri qua cac kénh (Email, Zalo, Forum, Linkedin, Facebook) t&1 nhan vién lam viéc tai cac doanh
nghiép Viét Nam ¢ TP.HCM. Két qua thu vé 303 phiéu hop 1¢. Trong 303 phiéu tra 10i thi nhan
vién nir 1a 165 (chiém 54.5%), phan 16n c6 @6 tudi chii yéu 1a tir 25 dén 39 (chiém 84.2%), cac
nhan vién chu yéu lam viéc trong cac doanh nghiép tu nhan (chiém 66.3%) va doanh nghiép vira
va nho (chiém 58.4%).

3.3. Kj thudt va phan mém xir Iy dit ligu

Bai viét sir dung cac chi sb Alpha, do tin cay téng hop, hé sb tai nhan td, phwong sai trich
trung binh dé danh gi4 vé chat luong thang do, mo hinh PLS-SEM dé kiém dinh mé hinh va céc
gia thuyét nghién ciru. Pong thoi, phan mém SmartPLS 3.2.7 duoc st dung dé phan tich dir liéu
vi PLS-SEM giai thich cac mdi quan hé giita cac cdu trac, do ludng dua trén tong phuong sai va
khong c6 sy thién vi kich c& mau 16n (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2016).

4. Két qua nghién ciru

4.1. Kiém dinh thang do

Bai bao danh gia vé do tin ciy cua thang do bang hé sé Alpha va do tin cay tong hop. Gia
trj Alpha thudc khoang tir 0.874 dén 0.918; gia tri do tin cdy téng hop thudc khoang tir 0.908 dén
0.948. Bai bao danh gia tinh hoi tu ciia thang do thong qua hé s6 tai nhan t6 clng phuong sai trich
trung binh. Hé s6 tai nhan t6 c6 gia tri thudc khoang tir 0.752 dén 0.931. Phuong sai trich trung
binh ¢6 gia tri 16n hon 0.5. Két qua duoc trinh bay trong Bang 1.
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Bang 1
Do tin cay va gia tri hoi tu cua thang do
Thang do Hesotdi | oo | pe AVE
nhan to
EB1 0.816
EB2 0.793
Thuong hiéu nha tuyén (EB) EB3 0.824 0.889 | 0.919 0.693
EB4 0.855
EB5 0.872
0C2 0.752
0C3 0.803
Cam két voi t chie (OC) oc4 0.862 0.874 | 0.908 0.663
OC5 0.821
0C6 0.829
Js1 0.932
Hai 1ong cong viéc (JS) Js2 0.919 0918 | 0948 | 0.860
Js4 0.931
PC1 0.819
PC2 0.763
Hop dong tam 1y (PC) PC3 0.859 0.888 | 0.918 0.692
PC4 0.859
PC5 0.816
ER1 0.904
ER3 0.878
Duy tri nhan vién (ER) 0.896 | 0.928 0.762
ER4 0.878
ER5 0.831

Ngudn: Két qua khao sat (2021)

) Két qua & Bang 2, cac cip tuong quan giira cac bién trong mé hinh théa mén tiéu chi vé ty
s0 Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT) < 0.90 (Hair, Risher, Sarstedt, & Ringle, 2019), nhu vay cac
bién nghién clru dat gia tri phan biét.
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Bang 2
Ty s Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT) céc bién nghién ctru
EB ER JS oC PC

EB

ER 0.843

JS 0.877 0.838

OoC 0.500 0.582 0.567

PC 0.881 0.823 0.861 0.553

Ngudn: Két qua khao sat (2021)

4.2. Kiém dinh mé hinh va cdc gid thuyét nghién ciru

4.2.1. Két qud kiém dinh mé hinh

Két qua tai Bang 3 va Bang 4: cac chi sé déu dat cac yéu cau. Cu thé: gia tri SRMR =
0.068; cac hé sd VIF < 3. Gia tri R? tir 0.635 dén 0.664. Gia tri Q? tir 0.634 dén 0.552.

Do tré tdi wu duoc lua chon dua theo tiéu chuin AIC, SIC hay HQ. Dé tai uée luong mod
hinh ARDL bang phan mém EVIEWS véi do tré t0i uu duoc lua chon theo tiéu chuan AIC. Theo
Hinh 1 d6 tré t6i uu duoc lya chon 1a (ARDL 1, 0, 2, 2, 0).

Bang 3
Hé s6 VIF
2 EB ER JS oC PC
EB 1.265 1.265
ER
JS 2.943
oC 1.265 1.265
PC 2.943
Ngudn: Két qua khao sat (2021)
Bang 4
Gia tri R? va Q?
R? Mikc df gidi thich Q? Kha niing du doan
ER 0.635 Pang ké 0.464 | Trung binh
JS 0.664 Dang ké 0.552 | Lén
PC 0.659 Pang ké 0.434 | Trung binh

Ngudn: Két qua khao sat (2021)

4.2.2. Két qua kiém dinh gia thuyét nghién cizu

Thuyc hién viéc kiém dinh Bootstrapping theo mac dinh cua SmartPLS 3.2.7, két qua tai

Hinh 2 va Bang 5: 06 gia thuyét nghién ctru déu duoc chap nhan.
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*kKk

H1:0.702

Hai long

Thuong hiéu . L
cong viec

Nha tuyén

Duy tri nhéan
Vién

Cam két
Vvéi to chuc

H4:0.187"

Ghi chi: mirc y nghia * 1a 10%, ** 1a 5%, *** la 1%.

Hinh 2. Két qua phan tich mo hinh va gia thuyét nghién ctru

Bang 5
Két qua kiém dinh gia thuyét nghién ciru
Gié thuyét Heso . ) Gid tri p Két luan
tac dong D0 1éch chuan
EB ->JS 0.702 0.042 0.000 Chap nhan
EB ->PC 0.709 0.048 0.000 Chép nhan
0C->JS 0.203 0.052 0.000 Chap nhan
OC->PC 0.187 0.062 0.003 Chap nhan
PC ->ER 0.379 0.062 0.000 Chap nhan
JS->ER 0.457 0.061 0.000 Chap nhan

Ngudn: Két qua khao sat (2021)

Két qua kiém dinh ¢ Bang 5 cho thy, EB c6 tac dong rat manh dén JS (B = 0.702) va PC
(B=0.709), OC c6 tac dong yeu dén JS (B = 0.203) va PC (B = 0.187). PC ¢o tac dong manh dén
ER (B =0.379), JS c6 tdc dong manh dén ER (B = 0.457).

4.3. Kiém dinh khdc biét

Két qua cho thdy: Nir (Mean = 3.41) lam viéc tai cic doanh nghiép 16n (Mean = 3.46) thi
c6 duy tri cao hon so vo1 Nam (Mean = 3.15) va lam viéc trong cdc doanh nghi¢p nho va vira
(Mean = 3.09) véi muc sig < 0.05.

4.4. Thdo ludn két qud nghién ciru

Két qua nghién ctru cho thay quan hé tuong quan giira cac bién déu co p-value < 0.05 nén
ca 06 gia thuyét déu dugc chap nhan. Tac dong gian tiép EB-JS-ER c¢0 p-values bang 0.000 < 0.05
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v6i B =0.321; EB-PC-ER c6 p-values bang 0.000 < 0.05 voi B = 0.269. Tac dong gian tiép OC-
JS-ER c6 p-values bang 0.001 < 0.05 v6i p = 0.093; OC-PC-ER c6 p-values bang 0.004 < 0.05 véi
B =0.071. Nhu vay, mé hinh c6 bién trung gian JS, PC va tac dong gian tiép 1én ER cua EB cao
hon OC.Téng hiéu qua (truc tiép va gian tiép) cua EB tac dong 1én ER (B =0.590), OC tac dong
1én ER (B =0.164). EB la mot g01 loi ich bao gdm: chtrc ning, kinh té, tim Iy (Ambler & Barrow,
1996), nhan vién nhan duoc nhiéu cac loi ich tir EB thi s& ting su hai 1ong va thém tin tuéng cong
ty thuc hién 16i hira, dan t6i ti 1¢ ER sé& tang 1én. Bén canh, khi c6 sy cam két tinh cam hay cong
viéc thi nhan vién s& c6 thém su hai 1ong cliing niém tin v4i cong ty, gop phan ting thém ti 1¢ ER.

Két qua nghién ctru EB tac dong 1én JS (B = 0.702) 1a thap hon so v6i Kaur, Malhotra, va
Sharma (2020) bang (B = 0.76), nhung cao hon Chiu va cong sy (2020) bang (B = 0.40); EB tac
dong 1én PC (B =0.709) 1a minh chung cho Tanwar va Prasad (2016) va Ruchika va Prasad (2019);
OC tac dong 1én JS (B =0.203) 1a thap hon so vdi Vandenberg va Lance (1992) bang (B = 0.253);
OC tac dong 1én PC (B = 0.187) 1a thap hon so voi Pradhan va cong sy (2017) bang (B = 0.610);
PC tac dong 1én ER (P = 0.379) 14 bang so véi Nayak va cong su (2020) bang (B = 0.37); JS tac
dong 1én ER (B = 0.457) 14 cao hon so véi Anis va cong su (2011) bang (B = 0.201).

5. Két luan va ham y quan tri
5.1. Két lugn

Nhu vay, EB c6 tam quan trong ddi v6i ER cao hon OC ddi vé6i ER, su anh hudéng cua OC
t6i ER yéu hon. Thuong hiéu nha tuyén dung (EB) va cam két vdi t6 chirc (OC) c6 su tac dong
tich cuc t&i duy tri nhan vién (ER) thong qua hai long cong viée (JS), hgp dong tam 1y (PC). Khi
nhan vién hai long véi cong vige thi ho s€ cd v dinh phuc vu doanh nghi¢p moét thoi gian dai hon,
su hai 1ong va duy tri nhan vién 13 nhimg yéu té quan trong cho su thanh cong cia mot doanh
nghiép (Osteraker, 1999), bén canh khi nhan vién nhan théy doanh nghiép thyuc hién dung du hop
ddng tam 1y (nhimng gi nhu da hira) thi nhan vién ciing s& ¢6 ¥ dinh & lai lam viéc 1au dai cho doanh
nghiép (De Vos & Meganck, 2009). That vay, hai long cong viéc va hop dong tam ly, gitp dat
duogc ty I¢ duy tri nhan vién cao (Tanwar & Prasad, 2016) va tai nghién clru nay sy tdc dong cua
hai long cong viéc cao hon so v6i hop dong tam 1y tac dong 1én viéc duy tri nhan vién tai doanh
nghi¢p Viét Nam.

Bén canh, két qua nghién ctru ciing cho thiy c6 sy khac biét c6 ¥ nghia thong ké gitra hai
gi6i tinh (nam, nir) va quy mo doanh nghiép (doanh nghi€p 16n, doanh nghiép SME) do6i véi viée
duy tri nhan vién tai doanh nghiép Viét Nam.

5.2. Ham y qudan tri

Két qua nghién ctru mang téi sy hiéu biét thém cho cic nha quan 1y tai doanh nghiép Viét
Nam vé tim quan trong ctia EB cling sy gop mit ciia OC ddi vé6i viée duy tri nhan vién, tir d6 co
chinh sach dau tu vé EB hay chuong trinh duy tri nhan vién hiéu qua. Tanwar va Prasad (2016) ¢
dan ching rang 38% cac cong ty dugc khao sat da st dung ti 1& duy tri nhan vién (retention rate)
dé do luong loi tirc dau tu (ROI) vé EB. Ngay nay, EB tré nén dic biét phi hop trong bdi canh
kinh doanh do thuc té 14 rat kho tim dwgc nhitng nhan vién c6 ning luc cao va dong thoi lai trung
thanh (Michaels & ctg., 2001). Truong hgp doanh nghiep trai qua mot sy thay d6i chién lugc, thay
do6i quyen sO hitu, mua lai hodc sap nhap (M&A) diéu can thiét 1a thong diép cua thuong hiéu nha
tuyén dung bén trong va bén ngoai duoc truyén thong téi nhan vién phai 1 su that va thuc té
(Backhaus, 2016).

Trén quan diém 1y thuyét EE xem nhan vién 1a khach hang noi bo (Cardy & ctg., 2007;
Cardy & Lengnick-Hall, 2011), viéc duy tri nhan vién can dya vao co so gia tri dong gop va cod
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chon loc. Péu c6 su tac dong duong dén duy tri nhan vién, tuy vao dac thu ctia doanh nghi¢p ma
cac nha quan 1y s& tap trung vao mot va/hodc ca hai yéu t6 1a hop dong tim 1y va hai long cong
viéc. Trudng hop viée ting thém hai 1ong cong viéc gip kho khin thi doanh nghiép ¢ thé cai thién
viéc duy tri nhan vién théng qua yéu t6 hop dong tam 1y, boi vi khi c6 hai 1ong cong viée thap thi
nhan vién chua han sé rdi bo ngay doanh nghiép nhung viéc vi pham hop dong tim 1y thi s& din
t61 hai 10ng cong viéc thip hon va nhan vién c6 y dinh nghi viéc ting 1én (Zhao & ctg., 2007).

Theo quan diém 1y thuyét RBV, ban than ngudn nhan luc khong chi 1a mot dang tai san
dic biét ma con c6 thé mang vé va/hodc chuyén héa nhitng ngudn lyc khac cia doanh nghiép
thanh loai tai san c6 dic diém VRIN tao nén loi thé canh tranh bén viing (Barney, 1991). Do vay,
viéc duy tri nhan vién 1 rat quan trong d6i v6i cac cong ty lién quan dén sy thanh cong (Backhaus
& Tikoo, 2004). Duy tri nhan vién nir di v4i doanh nghiép SMEs sé tao su 6n dinh, ¢6 hiéu qua
cao hon so v&i duy tri nhan vién nam. Sy sin sang duy tri nhan vién 14 yéu t6 quan trong thé hién
kha ning cua doanh nghiép trong viéc dap tmg hiéu qua nhu ciu thi trudng va duy tri 1ong trung
thanh cta khach hang, tir ddy dan téi thanh cong cho doanh nghiép (Bloemer & Odekerken-
Schroder, 2006).

5.3. Han ché

Nghién ctru ¢6 mot sé han ché nhat dinh nhu méi tap trung khéo sat nhan vién lam viéc
trong doanh nghlep Viét Nam tai TP.HCM, phuong phap ldy mau thuan tién va chua xem xét toi
vai tro cua truyén thong xa hoi (social media) ddi v6i doanh nghiép Viét Nam trong viéc duy tri
nhan vién.

Tai liéu tham khao

Ambler, T., & Barrow, S. (1996). The employer brand. Journal of Brand Management, 4(3),
185-206.

Anderson, S. E., Coffey, B. S., & Byerly, R. T. (2002). Formal organizational initiatives and
informal workplace practices: Links to work-family conflict and job-related outcomes.
Journal of Management, 28(6), 787-810.

Anis, A., Khan, M. A., & Humayoun, A. A. (2011). Impact of organizational commitment on job
satisfaction and employee retention in pharmaceutical industry. African Journal of Business
Management, 5(17), 7316-7324.

Anphabe. (2018). Bdo cdo khdo sdt noi lam viéc tot nhdt Viét Nam (2018) [Vietnam’s best
workplace survey report (2018)]. Truy cép ngay 13/07/2021 tai Cong ty C6 phan Téap doan
Anphabe website: https://www.anphabe.com/survey-report

Backhaus, K. (2016). Employer branding revisited. Organization Management Journal, 13(4),
193-201.

Backhaus, K., & Tikoo, S. (2004). Conceptualizing and researching employer branding. Career
Development International, 9(5), 501-517.

Bal, P. M., Kooij, D. T., & De Jong, S. B. (2013). How do developmental and accommodative
HRM enhance employee engagement and commitment? The role of psychological contract
and SOC strategies. Journal of Management Studies, 50(4), 545-572.

Barney, J. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of
Management, 17(1), 99-120.



Nguyén V. Bang, Luu M. Viing. HCMCOUJS-Kinh t€ va Quan tri Kinh doanh, 17(4),112-125 123

Bloemer, J., & Odekerken-Schroder, G. (2006). The role of employee relationship proneness in
creating employee loyalty. International Journal of Bank Marketing, 24(4), 252-264.

Bo Ké hoach va Pau tu. (2020). Sdch trdang doanh nghiép Viét Nam nam 2020 [Vietnamese
Enterprises  white  book  2020]. Truy cdp  ngay 13/07/2021 tai
http://www.mpi.gov.vn/Pages/tinbai.aspx?idTin=46136&idcm=37

Cardy, R. L., & Lengnick-Hall, M. L. (2011). Will they stay or will they go? Exploring a customer-
oriented approach to employee retention. Journal of Business and Psychology, 26(2), 213-
217.

Cardy, R. L., Miller, J. S., & Ellis, A. D. (2007). Employee equity: Toward a person-based
approach to HRM. Human Resource Management Review, 17(2), 140-151.

Chiu, J. L., Fajardo, J. J., Lopez, P. N., & Miranda, J. L. F. (2020). The effect of employer branding
on turnover intention and employee satisfaction of the utility indeustry in the
Philippines. Management Review: An International Journal, 15(2), 53-76.

Cho, Y. N., Rutherford, B. N., & Park, J. (2013). Emotional labor’s impact in a retail
environment. Journal of Business Research, 66(11), 2338-2345.

Das, B. L., & Baruah, M. (2013). Employee retention: A review of literature. Journal of Business
and Management, 14(2), 8-16.

De Vos, A., & Meganck, A. (2009). What HR managers do versus what employees value:
Exploring both parties’ views on retention management from a psychological contract
perspective. Personnel Review, 38(1), 45-60.

Dechawatanapaisal, D. (2018). Employee retention: The effects of internal branding and brand
attitudes in sales organizations. Personnel Review, 47(3), 675-693.

Griffeth, R. W., Hom, P. W., & Gaertner, S. (2000). A meta-analysis of antecedents and correlates
of employee turnover: Update, moderator tests, and research implications for the next
millennium. Journal of Management, 26(3), 463-488.

Hadi, N., & Ahmed, S. (2018). Role of employer branding dimensions on employee retention:
Evidence from educational sector. Administrative Sciences, 8(3), Article 44.

Hair, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C., & Sarstedt, M. (2016). A primer on Partial Least Squares
Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Hair, J. F., Risher, J. J., Sarstedt, M., & Ringle, C. M. (2019). When to use and how to report the
results of PLS-SEM. European Business Review, 31(1), 2-24.

Kaur, P., Malhotra, K., & Sharma, S. K. (2020). Employer branding and organisational citizenship
behaviour: The mediating role of job satisfaction. Asia-Pacific Journal of Management
Research and Innovation, 16(2), 122-131.

Kissel, P., & Buttgen, M. (2015). Using social media to communicate employer brand identity:
The impact on corporate image and employer attractiveness. Journal of Brand Management,
22(9), 755-777.

Knights, J., & Kennedy, B. (2005). Psychological contract violation: Impacts on job satisfaction
and organizational commitment among Australian senior public servants. Applied Human
Resource Management Research, 10(2), 57-72.



124 Nguyén V. Bang, Luu M. Viing. HCMCOUJS-Kinh t€ va Quan tri Kinh doanh, 17(4), 112-125

Kyndt, E., Dochy, F., Michielsen, M., & Moeyaert, B. (2009). Employee retention: Organisational
and personal perspectives. Vocations and Learning, 2(3), 195-215.

Matongolo, A., Kasekende, F., & Mafabi, S. (2018). Employer branding and talent retention:
Perceptions of employees in higher education institutions in Uganda. Industrial and
Commercial Training, 50(5), 217-233.

McDonald, D. J., & Makin, P. J. (2000). The psychological contract, organizational commitment
and job satisfaction of short-term staff. Leadership & Organization Development Journal,
21(2), 84-91.

Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1997). Commitment in the workplace: Theory, research, and
application. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Michaels, E., Handfield-Jones, H., & Axelrod, B. (2001). The war for talent. Boston, MA: Harvard
Business Press.

Miller, D., & Lee, J. (2001). The people make the process: Commitment to employees, decision
making, and performance. Journal of Management, 27(2), 163-189.

Mitchell, T. R., Holtom, B. C., Lee, T. W., Sablynski, C. J., & Erez, M. (2001). Why people stay:
Using job embeddedness to predict voluntary turnover. Academy of Management Journal,
44(6), 1102-1121.

Moroko, L., & Uncles, M. D. (2008). Characteristics of successful employer brands. Journal of
Brand Management, 16(3), 160-175.

Nayak, S., Jena, D., & Patnaik, S. (2021). Mediation framework connecting knowledge contract,
psychological contract, employee retention, and employee satisfaction: An empirical study.
International Journal of Engineering Business Management, 13, 1-10.

Naz, S., Li, C., Nisar, Q. A., Khan, M. A. S., Ahmad, N., & Anwar, F. (2020). A study in the
relationship between supportive work environment and employee retention: Role of
organizational commitment and person—organization fit as mediators. SAGE Open, 10(2),
Article 2158244020924694.

Osteraker, M. C. (1999). Measuring motivation in a learning organization. Journal of Workplace
Learning, 11(2), 73-77.

Pradhan, R. K., Jena, L. K., & Pradhan, S. (2017). Role of psychological contract between
organisational commitment and employee retention: Findings from Indian manufacturing
industries. World Review of Science, Technology and Sustainable Development, 13(1),
18-36.

Raja, U., Johns, G., & Ntalianis, F. (2004). The Impact of personality on psychological contracts.
Academy of Management Journal, 47(3), 350-367.

Restubog, S. L. D., Hornsey, M. J., Bordia, P., & Esposo, S. R. (2008). Effects of psychological
contract breach on organizational citizenship behaviour: Insights from the group value
model. Journal of Management Studies, 45(8), 1377-1400.

Robinson, S. L. (1996). Trust and breach of the psychological contract. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 41(4), 574-599.

Rousseau, D. (1995). Psychological contracts in organizations: Understanding written and
unwritten agreements. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.



Nguyén V. Bang, Luu M. Viing. HCMCOUJS-Kinh t€ va Quan tri Kinh doanh, 17(4), 112-125 125

Ruchika & Prasad, A. (2019). Untapped relationship between employer branding, anticipatory
psychological contract and intent to join. Global Business Review, 20(1), 194-213.

Schlager, T., Bodderas, M., Maas, P., & Cachelin, J. L. (2011). The influence of the employer
brand on employee attitudes relevant for service branding: An empirical
investigation. Journal of Services Marketing, 25(7), 497-508.

Tanwar, K. (2016). The effect of employer brand dimensions on organisational commitment:
Evidence from Indian IT industry. Asia-Pacific Journal of Management Research and
Innovation, 12(3/4), 282-290.

Tanwar, K., & Prasad, A. (2016). Exploring the relationship between employer branding and
employee retention. Global Business Review, 17, 186S-206S.

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1981). The framing of decisions and the psychology of
choice. Science, 211(4481), 453-458.

Vandenberg, R. J., & Lance, C. E. (1992). Examining the causal order of job satisfaction and
organizational commitment. Journal of Management, 18(1), 153-167.

Westlund, S. G., & Hannon, J. C. (2008). Retaining talent: Assessing job satisfaction facets most
significantly related to software developer turnover intentions. Journal of Information
Technology Management, 19(4), 1-15.

Zhao, H. A. O., Wayne, S. J., Glibkowski, B. C., & Bravo, J. (2007). The impact of psychological
contract breach on  work- related outcomes: A  meta- analysis. Personnel
Psychology, 60(3), 647-680.

08

Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License.



