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Is the One You Have to
Make Twice

By Benjamin Carter

Why below-market offers often lead to failed searches, early turnover,
damaged employer brand, and hiring costs that far exceed the salary

savings.
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The Most Expensive Hire
Is the One You Have to Make Twice

By Benjamin Carter

As recruiters, we understand the pressures hiring managers face. Budget constraints are real, compensation
approvals can be difficult, and internal equity concerns matter. Every organization wants to be a responsible
steward of its payroll dollars.

There is, however, a significant difference between managing compensation strategically and attempting to
secure talent through offers that fall materially short of market expectations.

In today’s labor market — particularly for technical, engineering, scientific, and healthcare roles — many
employers continue to extend offers that prevailing market data simply doesn’t support. This approach may
appear to create short-term savings. In practice, it tends to introduce hidden costs that ultimately exceed
whatever was saved on salary.

After years of representing employers and candidates alike, we've observed a consistent pattern: employers
who prioritize minimizing compensation over securing genuine commitment tend to experience longer
vacancies, higher turnover, increased recruiting costs, and greater organizational disruption.
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The Candidate Accepted the Offer. The Problem May Not
Be Solved.

One of the most common misconceptions in hiring is that an accepted offer equals a successful hire.

Candidates who feel they settled for a below-market offer often continue behaving like active job seekers.
They keep interviewing after signing. They stay receptive to recruiter outreach. They start the role while
quietly monitoring the market, and they leave quickly when something more competitive comes along. These
candidates frequently begin employment with one foot already out the door, which creates sharply elevated
retention risk during the critical first twelve months.

The Cost of Losing a Candidate Before Day One

When a candidate declines or withdraws after acceptance, organizations tend to fixate on the immediate
disappointment while overlooking the broader cost. By the time an offer is extended, the employer has already
invested ininternal recruiting efforts, hiring manager time, technical assessments, team interviews, executive
review, offer negotiation, and onboarding preparation. Every hour spent on that process is a sunk cost.

When a candidate accepts a competing offer because compensation wasn't competitive, the organization
oftenrestarts a search that may have already consumed weeks or months. The vacancy stays open, projects
remain understaffed, and productivity continues to lag.

The First-Year Turnover Problem

The financial stakes climb further when a candidate joins and then leaves within the first year. At that point, the
employer has absorbed recruiting costs, onboarding expenses, training investment, managerial supervision
time, lost productivity during ramp-up, and the cost of transferring whatever knowledge the departing
employee had begun to accumulate. In most cases, the employee hasn't yet generated enough value to
offset that investment.

When the position must be filled again, the organization effectively pays for the entire hiring process twice.
The salary difference initially negotiated — often a few thousand dollars — typically represents a fraction of
what that replacement ultimately costs.

Employer Brand Damage

Is Real ‘
Candidates talk. They discuss compensation with !
peers, former colleagues, professional associations, |

and online communities. In competitive talent XD
markets, information about compensation practices i

travels fast. J
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Organizations that become known for consistently presenting below-market offers tend to see the effects
compound quietly over time. Lower offer acceptance rates follow. Candidate engagement weakens. Applicant
pipelines thin out, and hiring cycles lengthen. Compensation reputation becomes part of employer brand,
and companies that routinely underprice talent often find that future recruiting becomes both harder and
more expensive — well before anyone has named it as the cause.

The Productivity Cost of Vacant Positions

The cost of delay is one of the most overlooked consequences of noncompetitive compensation. Every
additional week a critical position sits open can affect product timelines, customer service levels, project
execution, revenue generation, and team morale. An organization that saves a few thousand dollars in salary
while a role sits vacant for an extra month may be losing considerably more through delayed business
outcomes. The opportunity cost is frequently far greater than the compensation savings.

The Recruiting Firm
Perspective

As recruiting partners, our goal aligns with our clients”.
securing talent that stays and contributes long-term
value. We're not suggesting that organizations simply
ignore budget realities — compensation bands exist
for good reasons, and internal equity is a legitimate
concern. The argument here is about calibration.
When the approved range is materially out of step
with the market, the downstream costs of proceeding
anyway are worth taking seriously before the search
begins.

When offers fall short of market expectations,
the effects extend beyond the immediate search.
Recruiters invest real time and resources into
candidate sourcing, market mapping, screening,
interview preparation, and offer management. When
offers fail because compensation isn't competitive,
that investment has to be repeated. Placements
that fail due to compensation-driven turnover often
trigger replacement searches under guarantee
provisions, creating additional costs while further
delaying the client’s ability to stabilize the role.

There's a subtler cost as well. When candidates in a
given talent pool repeatedly encounter offers that fall
short of market expectations, recruiter credibility in
that pool erodes — regardless of the employer's intent.
Future searches in the same space become harder
for both the recruiting partner and the organization.
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The Most Expensive Hire Is Often the One
You Have to Make Twice

Hiring decisions should be evaluated on total cost, not starting salary alone. When a search fails or a new hire
departs early, the cumulative damage tends to span several categories at once:

+ Direct costs: recruiting fees, onboarding expenses, training investment, and the administrative
overhead of restarting a search

+ Indirect costs: lost productivity, delayed projects, team disruption, and the gradual erosion of
employer brand in the talent markets that matter most

A competitive offer doesn't guarantee retention. But a non-competitive offer significantly increases the
likelihood of recruiting failure and early attrition.

Organizations that consistently attract and keep high-performing talent tend to understand a straightforward
principle: the goal isn't to hire at the lowest possible cost. It's to secure the right person, build genuine
commitment, and maximize the return on that investment over time. Viewed through that lens, the offer that
looked cheapest at signing often turns out to be the most expensive hiring decision an organization can make.

Benjamin Carter is a recruiter / research associate with The QualiFind
Group and has experience supporting a broad range of client search
engagements across the US. Benjamin holds a BA degree from the
University of Georgia and is bilingual in English and Spanish.

619.571.0853

bcarter@qualifindgroup.com
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Forbes magazine has consistently
The QualiFind Group is a California- Our Atlanta-based executive ranked The ExeQfind Group among
based talent acquisition firm search practice — The ExeQfind the Top 200 Executive Search
focused on providing specialist Group provides mid-management Firm.s .in North America and The
to managerial recruitment to to executive leadership talent to QualiFind Group among the Top
client organizations throughout organizations across the Americas 200 Professional Recruitment
the Americas. We offer a diverse and in 45 countries through our Firms in North America for the
team of recruiters based across global alliance partners on 6 past six consecutive years.
Canada, the United States, continents. The ExeQfind Group
Mexico, Chile, Peru and Brazil with is comprised of accomplished
experience supporting multinational executive search consultants
organizations wherever they need located in Canada, the United
talent. States, Mexico, Chile, Peru and Brazil.
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