
It is not a new phenomenon, but it is now widely seen as scalable as new social media technologies 
make the task of in-house recruiting more efficient and less expensive. What had become the de facto 
nod to use external recruiting specialists 20 years ago is now questioned, repeatedly – and it is a 
trend that is not going away. In Hunt Scanlon Media’s survey of human resource and talent acquisition 
professionals this year, all respondents reported that they now use in-house recruiters to fill at least 
some professional level positions. And the trend to bring more recruiting work back inside is advancing 
quickly; this same respondent group reported a 35 percent rise in in-house recruiting in the last five 

years, but within the next decade this group reported that more than 75 percent of all open positions could, in fact, be 
handled internally or by in-house recruiting methods. 

Jason Hanold, managing partner of Hanold Associates, said the trend is without question increasing dramatically. “If I 
compared in-house recruiting today to a decade ago I would comfortably say there is a 65 percent increase in the number of 
organizations using in-house methods to recruit professional level people.” Mr. Hanold has based his business premise on 
the fact that companies will more often than not in the future search for talent themselves. His search firm, in a new industry 
twist, specializes in recruiting in-house recruiters for top companies.

In the following interview, Mr. Hanold, discusses this emerging trend and why companies are increasingly turning to his firm to 
identify and recruit talent acquisition professionals to spearhead internal recruiting initiatives for their companies. Mr. Hanold 
leverages his in-depth knowledge of distinctive leadership traits and competencies to advise clients in assembling high-
performing leadership teams. Prior to founding Hanold Associates, Mr. Hanold was managing director with Russell Reynolds 
Associates where he led the firm’s human resources officer practice and was a member of the firm’s board of directors and 
CEO practices. Before Russell Reynolds, Mr. Hanold led the global talent acquisition function for Whirlpool Corporation. Prior 
to that, he was with McKinsey & Company where he was director of recruiting, charged with direct-elect partner hiring for the 
company. Previously, he was the Americas director of leadership recruiting at Deloitte. 

THE EMERGENCE OF IN-HOUSE RECRUITING
A Conversation with Jason Hanold, Managing Partner – Hanold Associates

The HR departments of many companies today 
are reporting an uptick of hiring an internal 
recruitment professional whose responsibility it is 
to identify and recruit candidates for the company. 
Do you agree and would you consider this a 
growing trend? 

We have been seeing a definite rise in in-house 
recruiting and the continuation of a trend that started 
well over a decade ago. It has really gained traction in 
the last few years as HR departments and HR officers 
are witnessing major changes to the landscape in the 
hiring market. 

When did companies begin to see the advantages 
of in-house recruiting and how much has this 
increased in the last five to 10 years? 

In-house recruiting began to take hold in the early to 
mid-1990s within organizations with large-scale hiring 

needs. These are companies that did lots of hiring 
and tended to be at the leading edge in terms of how 
they were thinking about staffing and bringing talent 
into their organizations. The industries where this was 
most prominent at that time were financial services, 
banking, technology and consulting & professional 
services for the most part. 

What was it about those industries that fostered 
this type of change in how companies approached 
hiring? 

In professional services and financial services, for 
example, these organizations tended to employ more 
sophisticated recruiting techniques and approaches 
and they therefore had to scale to accommodate 
the volume of hiring they were doing as they were 
growing. And in-house recruiting was also the result 
of the growth in technology, such as ERP systems; 
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remember, in the early and mid-1990s the Internet 
was in its infancy. 

So what has happened in the last five to 10 years? 
Why is this now enveloping the industry today? 

In the last decade organizations have become far 
more sophisticated than ever before and the caliber 
of people they have within their HR function have 
become more savvy about people issues in their 
organizations. It is not only the HR officer becoming 
more knowledgeable about the broader business 
but it is the entire leadership within companies who 
are becoming more knowledgeable, especially in 
the areas of hiring -- particularly in how they ought 
to be thinking about it and approaching it. Senior 
leadership is really placing a premium on people and, 
as a result, they are thinking to a much greater degree 
about how they should be leveraging their internal 
assets to make that happen. 

If you had to put a percentage on how much of an 
increase there has been in in-house recruitment 
where might you peg that? 

There is a 65 percent increase in the number of 
organizations that have a more sophisticated in-
house recruiting capability than what there was 10 
years back.

Is the director of recruitment or the in-house 
recruitment professional in charge of hiring 
generally someone who is currently employed by 
that company or are they typically brought in from 
the outside?

It is typically a recruitment professional who has 
been brought in as a fulltime employee and member 
of the internal HR team. For the last five, six, seven 
years now, companies have been seeking in-house 
recruiters who possess the requisite skills particularly 
in the area of how to close senior level candidate 
assignments. Today, companies generally have solid 
in-house recruiters who are quite skilled. And as 

internal hiring needs have become more senior and 
C-level, the internal recruiters now occupying the seat 
have that level of experience and expertise. In-house 
recruiting teams are handling those types of positions 
as well today. This is a growing phenomenon.

Since the level at which in-house recruiters 
has moved up-stream are companies tapping 
executive search consultants or would this be a 
human resource professional or talent acquisition 
leader at another company who has been doing 
this for his or her company?

We see both but the process is becoming far more 
sophisticated today. To give you some background: 
five years ago companies wanted one individual 
with executive search experience to spearhead the 
company’s in-house recruitment efforts. Today, a 
company hiring a professional into this role might 
not be seeking someone with a talent acquisition 
background but rather someone who has broader 
knowledge about the industry the company serves. 
These might be credible leaders in a particular 
function or industry but their key attribute is that they 
know how to assess talent from their expert lens of 
knowledge. Then the actual sourcing component 
becomes the responsibility of a more junior person.

So this overall function of having an in-house 
recruiter can often be made up of teams of people 
then? 

Correct and often times it is. Today’s model consists 
of executive recruiting teams and, depending on 
the size of the company, they may range from four 
people to around 10. They handle executive level 
recruiting in a group that might include the director, 
senior directors, and vice presidents across the entire 
enterprise. A common model is one that almost 
replicates an executive search firm structure where 
you might have a junior researcher and then a lead 
recruiter who is the more seasoned professional 
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who is actually making those outbound calls and 
assessing prospects. In the case of Nike and Deloitte, 
for example, they know their industry well and what 
“culture fit” means for their respective organizations. 
They are relatively structurally flat organizations 
where each recruiter is responsible for full recruitment 
lifecycle process. 

Are there specialties within the inhouse recruiting 
function? 

Yes, when companies scale the in-house recruiting 
function it allows each of their internal recruiters to be 
more specialized. And this seems to be mimicking the 
trend we see of talent acquisition professionals today 
preferring specialist recruiters over their larger rivals. 

If you had to look at a certain average position 
compensation or functional level that internal 
recruiters would be responsible for, what would 
that be and has this increased as the trend has 
increased? 

Yes, as the sophistication of the in-house recruiting 
function has become more enhanced, there is an 
organizational thirst for the in-house recruiter to do 
more senior-level recruiting at the VP level and above. 
A decade ago, there was more of a push to focus on 
the director and manager levels within a company, 
and then to outsource the lower levels through an 
RPO process and the senior levels to executive 
search firms. Today, RPO firms handle both lower and 
mid-level positions while the in-house recruiting team 
focuses on the more senior level roles to off-set the 
higher cost of executive search fees. 

External search providers have developed a 
very substantial network of candidates through 
years of recruiting and working with dozens or 
even hundreds of companies -- how are in-house 
recruiters able to replicate what their external 
counterparts have been able to effectively do for 
years? 

The tools and technologies are vastly different 
today, allowing for relationship networks to be 
established much more quickly than in the early days 
of executive search. When a company wanted to 
recruit an executive 20 years ago, they relied on the 
relationships of seasoned executive recruiters. Those 
executive recruiters spent all of their time networking 
and meeting folks, building one relationship at a 
time. We didn’t have the internet or e-mail or social 
networks to tap into from their desktop computers 
– in fact back then they didn’t even have desk top 
computers! They simply had a phone book and a 
golden rolodex – that was their value proposition. 
It has changed so much and now it doesn’t take 
a career or at least a half of a career to build an 
extensive relationship for those who seek to leverage 
connections - whether it be via social media or what 
have you. So today, if you are representing a great 
organization and you are sitting in-house, you are 
probably pretty passionate about where you are, who 
you represent, passionate about the culture – and it is 
therefore easy to convey that enthusiasm to someone 
who you have just met. 

So what you are saying is that technology and 
the other resources that are at the disposal of in-
house recruiters allows them to cast a wider net 
and essentially do as an effective job. 

That’s right. It’s market transparency. The talent used 
to be local and now technology allows us to see who 
is out there across geographies.

An obvious reason to bring the recruitment 
function in-house is to save on fees. But what are 
some other considerations for developing this 
function in-house and how is this really helping to 
streamline the process? 

The most important consideration is understanding 
cultural fit to the company. If one is living and working 
in an organization every day, one knows the culture 
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better than any external search partner. When insiders 
are immersed with all of the business leaders, not 
just those in HR, they understand culture fit. So this 
understanding of cultural fit is as important a reason 
to consider in-house recruiting as cost savings. 
Executive search consultants can be great at this 
as well, no question, but it depends on how well 
skilled they are at assessing the cultural nuances of 
a company. There is a learning curve that external 
executive recruiters have to climb if they don’t live and 
work there every day. 

Is there any loss in quality as the function comes 
in-house? 

After we were awarded a search from a major global 
company recently, they said; “Your competition wasn’t 
so much other firms we talked to, we didn’t think they 
would be fast enough for us. However, your biggest 
competition is our internal recruiting team. We know 
they can run fast and we wanted to see if you could 
go as fast as them. The difference is that you are 
starting with a better network than they have.” 

Why do internal recruiters move faster; what is it 
that they can do to accelerate the search process? 
And do they lose quality by moving faster? 

They are not necessarily losing quality by being fast 
and efficient – there are other factors along with the 
true ability to assess the talent and things like that – 
they can say the same things about external search 
professionals. In-house teams can be more efficient 
in an assignment launch compared to an external 
search firm that has not served that client in the past. 
Once a search firm launches the assignment, they 
need to perform their due diligence. The team will 
have to meet the relevant stakeholders to get to know 
culture. Whereas that time is saved if one is immersed 
in that culture daily. You don’t need to have those due 
diligence meetings, you don’t need to get to know the 
culture and you also know the hiring manager and 

their preferences if you’re already on the inside. And 
that is significant. 

If a Fortune 500 company has been allocating 
$5 million annually for external search fees how 
much of this figure might they save by handling 
these assignments from the inside? 

I struggle with a specific answer because there are 
so many different patterns. It kind of depends on 
the level for which they would be recruiting, but let’s 
assume that average compensation of the role being 
filled is $200,000. If this is an external search, the fee 
is $70,000. Do the math on how many roles at that 
level are filled within a $5 million budget, versus how 
many internal recruiters could be hired to tackle a 
large portion of those open positions. 

So the savings are significant when you know you 
are talking about fees of $100,000 and 10 or more 
searches. 

That’s right. You have some nominal costs for your 
LinkedIn membership, salaries, benefits, office space, 
equipment and applicant tracking system, but it 
doesn’t add much. 

So aside from cost containment as being one 
priority for developing in-house recruiting functions, 
are companies also just reaching a maturation 
phase with their recruiting efforts and looking for 
perhaps more control in their hiring function? 

It has been an awakening and one I witnessed at 
Whirlpool. When I joined that company, we decided 
to build more internal executive recruiting capabilities 
because we were spending $2 to $3 million a year on 
search fees. There was a reluctance to take on the 
fixed cost versus having the search fees as a variable 
spend. Whirlpool wasn’t alone; companies would 
rather spend much more on a component that was 
variable rather than commit to the year-after-year fixed 
cost spend. So, yes, companies are maturing but cost 
management remains a priority. 

VIEWPOINT: THE EMERGENCE OF IN-HOUSE RECRUITING – JASON HANOLD
159



Off limits issues among search firms have caused 
many companies to seek smaller specialists or 
boutique providers. Is this another reason why 
companies develop the in-house recruitment 
function as a means by which to broaden the 
candidate fields? 

Yes, this is mentioned often by internal recruiters. 
They believe the large search firms have so many off 
limits constraints and it’s easy to work around those 
with an internal team in place. 

To what extent might the increasing trend of 
in-house recruiting affect the executive search 
industry? Will it have more of an effect on 
contingency firms because compensation levels 
are much lower or will this have a real effect on 
retained executive search firms? 

It will have an impact on contingency firms for sure. 
It will have an impact on some retained recruiting 
firms. There will always be a need for a form of 
executive search as long as people and practitioners 
doing great search work continue to have productive 
and long careers in the field and in working in 
partnership with the internal executive recruiting 
teams. But in-house recruiting will contain the growth 
of executive search firms and the industry in general. 
Executive search could now be kept in check as a 
result of in-house recruiting. It is a reality now and it 
is not going away. 

How has this impacted your own firm? You are 
an executive recruiter and you are specializing in 
recruiting in-house search teams for companies. 
You are kind of in a unique position. 

More often than not we are taking calls to assist an 
in-house search team on assignments they have 
been performing for a couple of months. Maybe they 
now have other priorities or other pressures and they 
need more help. Five years ago we had more calls to 

initiate a new search, rather than one that had already 
been attempted by an in-house team. The trend to 
build out the in-house function has helped our firm 
because of our focus in building executive recruiting 
in-house teams for talent acquisition leaders who are 
charged with executive level recruiting. 

What measures can executive recruiters take to 
counter the trend or to compete with companies 
who have brought this function in-house? 

The best thing a recruiter can do is always be mindful 
of why companies have historically called in executive 
search firms and why they do it today. We most often 
hear that they are calling us because of our network 
and because of our relationships. That means that 
as a search professional one’s focus ought to be on 
doing exceptional search execution and continuing 
to get to know up-and-coming smart talent out in 
the market even when they might not be relevant for 
a search you are working on today. But what most 
search consultants do, rather than spend their time 
trying to tackle the search they have on their plate, 
they focus on business development and that is the 
wrong focus. 

Part of this drive in-house is about lowering 
the standard fee. It is leading some recruiters, 
especially in this economy, to offer more flexibility 
on fees. Some are charging 25 percent as a flat 
fee for example. Do you think that is going to make 
any difference to companies that are probably 
already looking beyond fees as the consideration 
for moving this function inside? 

I don’t think it matters. What most of them ask is, 
“Aren’t you open to milestone billing?” They want 
reassurances about performance. More of the talent-
savvy clients go right to milestone billing before they 
request reduction of fees.
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