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LSIM :::: motivation 
LSCH influence 
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Access Letter 

Dear (mclnal~er) 

RE: PERMISSION TO ACCESS STAFF 

44 Second Avenue 
Rondebosch East 
7780 
CapeTown 

ErrlpicJYE!e retention is a real issue both the organisations and the South African government. Year 

after year the country sees a mass exodus of skills. Research has suggested that and organisations 

a major role in errlpl()ye!e retention. 

leadership styles 

best lea«:len;hip 

affect errlpicJYE!eS and their organisation. Research has been completed regarding the 

The I wish to conduct is about the effect of leadelfship styles on perceptions of 

justice, support and trust within organisations. 

What does this mean for you? Between the and quarter of the year I would like to request that the 

leadelrship team of your company an online survey. The survey will ask about lea,derstlip, 

justice, trust and perceived support. The survey will not take more than 20 minutes to complete and will be 

100% anonymous. Furthermore, the name of your company will not be reflected in the study. The results of 

the study will be available to you on your request. 

If you would like to allow me to access your staff, please sign the attached form. If you have any further 

requests or further information feel free to contact me at any time. 

Kind 

Shireen McWhite 

Mobile + 27 72 319 2525 

e-mail 

Name Organisation 

Contact number Signature 

I, ' allow Shireen McWhite access to my staff and the right to ask them to 

cOlmpllet:e an online survey, understand that my company and its individuals will not be disclosed while 

conducting the survey. 
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