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Abstract 
The present study analyses the specific impact of proactivity, career satisfaction and 
job embeddedness on career turnover and aims to contribute to the improvement of 
future recruitment and retention policies. We propose an integrated model that fo-
cuses on direct and indirect effects of proactivity, career satisfaction and job em-
beddedness, on alternative job opportunities, going to job interviews and signing a 
new job contract. To test our hypotheses we used structural equation modeling with 
data from 192 employed participants, contacted at two separate points in time, once 
asking for personality and career related data, and six month later for turnover out-
comes. The results support the assumption that proactive but not career satisfied and 
embedded employees carry with them a higher risk of leaving for greener pastures 
through their easier access to alternative job opportunities. On their way up the ca-
reer ladder only high levels of job embeddedness and in particular attractive career 
opportunities within the present organization make staying more attractive than 
leaving. 
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1. Introduction 

There is common consent in the business world that talented people are critical to the 
success of any organization. The human resource management (HRM) literature sup-
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ports this reasoning and provides broad empirical evidence that knowledge, skills, crea-
tivity, innovativeness and other human capital components are key factors to gain sus-
tainable competitive advantage in business (Michaels, Handfield-Jones, & Axelrod, 
2001; Ng, Eby, Sorensen, & Feldman, 2005). In the context of increasingly uncertain 
and interdependent work environments, a growing body of HRM research focuses on 
the impact of proactive employees (Grant & Ashford, 2008; Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 
2001; Parker, Williams, & Turner, 2006). Theoretical and empirical studies confirm that 
especially proactivity, defined as a relatively stable personality trait that captures em-
ployees’ tendencies to enact changes, predicts a variety of relevant beneficial individual 
behaviours and organizational outcomes (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Grant & Ashford, 
2008). Beyond the Big Five, proactive personality positively relates to organizational 
performance indicators, career success, change-oriented citizenship and entrepreneu-
rial performance (Fuller & Marler, 2009; Griffin, Parker, & Mason, 2010; Tornau & 
Frese, 2013). 

Due to the well documented costs associated with an organization’s high voluntary 
turnover rate (Glebbeek & Bax, 2004) and with regard to the change-oriented nature of 
proactive employees (Bateman & Crant, 1993), scholars have begun to examine the re-
lationship between proactivity and staying or leaving preferences (Grant & Ashford, 
2008). On the one hand, they support the idea that proactivity is not synonymous with 
quitting (Morgan, Walker, Wang, & Aven Jr., 2012; Seibert et al., 2001). On the other 
hand, they offer empirical evidence for the supposition that proactive professionals 
tend to voluntarily change their job more often (Boudreau, Boswell, Judge, & Bretz, 
2001). Even though research has uncovered an extensive amount of diverse individual, 
organizational and situational predictors and mediators of voluntary turnover, there is 
still a lack of unambiguous conclusions on proactivity (Holtom, Mitchell, Lee, & Eberly, 
2008). In an effort to further our understanding of how proactivity may affect voluntary 
turnover, we propose a study approach integrating proactivity into a broader theoreti-
cal framework. By utilizing three additional factors commonly found in a number of 
turnover models, we will shift the focus from former single research designs to a more 
complex view of the proactivity-voluntary turnover process (Swider, Boswell, & Zim-
merman, 2011). 

In order to do so, we refer to the seminal work of March and Simon (1958) intro-
ducing a two-factor model of employee turnover. The interest to find a more desirable 
employment situation is seen as an essential predictor and the ease of movement as po-
tential mediator of voluntary turnover (Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner, 2000; Holtom et al., 
2008). Perceived desirability is often operationalized by career satisfaction (Boudreau et 
al., 2001), whereas the ease of movement is measured by means of perceived job alter-
natives (March & Simon, 1958). But not each alternative does imply that a new job 
contract is finally signed (Swider et al., 2011). Even if people decide to evaluate the at-
tractiveness of job alternatives and accept the invitation to a job interview, staying or 
leaving remain options (Rynes & Cable, 2003). Mitchell et al. (2001) therefore evolved 
March and Simon’s (1958) model into a three-factor model. Based on field theory 
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(Lewin, 1951), they developed the job embeddedness concept that identifies organiza-
tional and community-related network-forces as main drivers in employees’ turnover 
considerations. Job embeddedness predicts the key outcomes of both intent to leave 
and voluntary turnover (Crossley, Bennett, Jex, & Burnfield, 2007). 

To capture the specific value added by proactivity to predict voluntary turnover, we 
integrate the prevalent concepts of career satisfaction, job embeddedness and perceived 
job alternatives in our study design. We first analyze effects of proactivity, career satis-
faction and job embeddedness on perceived job opportunities and going to job inter-
views. Second, we examine the relationship between job opportunities, going to job in-
terviews and signing a new job contract. Third, we analyze possible mediating effects of 
job opportunities and job interviews on the relationship between proactivity, career 
satisfaction and job embeddedness on the one hand and voluntary turnover on the 
other. Finally, we test if turnover rates can be fully explained by getting job opportuni-
ties and going to interviews. 

1.1. Proactive Personality 

In recent years, scholars have identified a lot of beneficial effects of proactivity at work. 
Research suggests that proactivity, a strong predictor of personal initiative (Frese & Fay, 
2001), voice (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998) and taking charge behavior (Morrison & 
Phelps, 1999), also stands for the core orientation to change situations instead of wait-
ing for changes (Tornau & Frese, 2013). Thus, one might expect a pronounced willing-
ness of proactive persons to look for greener pastures elsewhere when their vocational 
circumstances do not meet their needs (Allen, Weeks, & Moffitt, 2005). However, pre-
vious research on proactivity and voluntary turnover offers mixed results: sometimes 
reporting lower intentions to leave for individuals who score higher in proactive per-
sonality and career commitment (Morgan et al., 2012) and on the other hand support-
ing the idea that proactivity, a most wanted personality asset in the labour market, will 
enhance the chance to receive alternative job offers, a necessary prerequisite of turnover 
(Boudreau et al., 2001). In order to get abetter understanding on how exactly proactiv-
ity affects voluntary turnover we will consider March and Simon’s (1958) model of 
turnover and analyze in a first step the relationship between proactivity and perceived 
job alternatives. Recent studies on employment opportunities support the idea that 
professionals with higher levels of work performance receive more often external job 
offers than average or low performers (Glebbeek & Bax, 2004). Moreover, guidelines on 
best practice in HRM highly recommend to focus recruitment strategies on change- 
oriented, proactive candidates (Fuller & Marler, 2009). Scholars analyzing job condi-
tions for talented people suggest that proactivity, an attitude strongly related to career 
success and extra-role performance, may facilitate the access to employment opportu-
nities (Seibert et al., 2001). Thus, we posit the following: 

Hypothesis 1a: There is a positive relationship between proactivity (t1) and the 
probability to receive job opportunities six months later (t2).  

Previous research has often demonstrated that proactive people identify opportuni-
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ties and act on them (Seibert et al., 2001). As proactive individuals will actively attempt 
to promote their career, one can assume that they not only receive more attractive job 
opportunities. Also, they will be more interested to gain substantial knowledge about 
their own marketability and tend to have interviews with potential future employers 
(Briscoe, Hall, & DeMuth, 2006). One might therefore suggest that proactivity, inde-
pendently from other factors, also directly affects the tendency of accepting invitations 
to job interviews: 

Hypothesis 1b: There is a positive relationship between proactivity (t1) and the 
probability of participating in job interviews six months later (t2).  

1.2. Career Satisfaction 

For decades, research on voluntary turnover found robust support that not only job al-
ternatives, but also career dissatisfaction are strong predictors for quitting one’s job 
(Holtom et al., 2008; March & Simon, 1958). Career satisfaction is widely used as an in-
dicator for the subjective perception and evaluation of one’s career progression and 
success (Dormann & Zapf, 2001). Employees with feelings of uncertainty about future 
career steps are more willing to really test other career options (Posthuma, Maertz, & 
Dworkin, 2007). Career dissatisfaction encourages individuals to search actively for 
new employment opportunities (Ng et al., 2005). The probability to receive employ-
ment opportunities depends directly on the intensity of previous job search (Griffeth et 
al., 2000; Holtom et al., 2008). Career unsatisfied people are more engaged in active job 
search behavior and will more often accept invitations to job interviews (Griffeth et al., 
2000). Therefore, we propose the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 2a: There is a negative relationship between career satisfaction (t1) and 
the probability to receive job opportunities six months later (t2).  

Hypothesis 2b: There is a negative relationship between career satisfaction (t1) and 
the probability of participating in job interviews six months later (t2).  

1.3. Job Embeddedness 

Research on the effects of job embeddedness on voluntary turnover turned the question 
from why do people leave to why do they stay (Mitchell et al., 2001). The job em-
beddedness construct conceptualizes on- and off-the-job forces and their binding 
power. The composite measure includes links, fits and sacrifices employees face in their 
work and non-work environment. The job embeddedness construct thereby explains 
unique variance in turnover outcomes besides the traditional models of turnover 
(Crossley et al., 2007). Strong links, a good fit in the organization and community and 
high sacrifices upon leaving the organization significantly increase the employee reten-
tion. Job embeddedness improves the prediction of voluntary turnover over and above 
that accounted for by job satisfaction and perceived job alternatives (Mitchell et al., 
2001). Based on these research findings it can be expected that employees embedded in 
their job and community do not search actively for a new job, they therefore receive 
less often job offers and will avoid the effort and cost needed to go to job interviews. 
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Thus we propose the following hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 3a: Employees, embedded in their job and community (t1) will less often 

receive job opportunities six months later (t2). 
Hypothesis 3b: Employees, embedded in their job and community (t1) will less often 

go to job interviews with a new employer six months later (t2). 

1.4. Job Opportunities 

A recurrent topic in turnover research is that the availability of job opportunities will 
influence not only turnover intentions but also leaving behavior. Already March and 
Simon (1958) argued that turnover will more likely take place when labor market con-
ditions are such that alternative jobs are more generally available. Lee and Mitchell 
(1994) explained in their model of employee turnover, that particular events like ad-
ministrative changes, firm mergers and also unsolicited job offers will trigger turnover. 
Alternative job opportunities are seen as positive shock that may induce the develop-
ment of quit intentions without job dissatisfaction. Recent research supports the idea 
that people will carefully consider available job opportunities and if it is worthwhile 
they will change to a more attractive employer (Swider et al., 2011). Based on the above 
discussion and counting on the popular phrase “an open door may tempt a saint”, we 
suppose a strong link between job opportunities and the decision to follow an invitation 
for a job interview. Moreover, going to job interviews should enhance the probability to 
sign a new job contract: 

Hypothesis 4a: The availability of alternative job opportunities will increase the 
probability to go to job interviews. 

Hypothesis 4b: Going to job interviews will increase the probability to sign a new job 
contract. 

1.5. Indirect Effects 

In this paper, we focus on employed individuals and voluntary turnover. Voluntary 
turnover occurs when employees quit the organization on their own accord. As there is 
a widely accepted assumption in the literature that the availability of job opportunities 
and the invitations to job interviews are logical antecedents in most organizations be-
fore signing a new job contract (March & Simon, 1958, Swider et al., 2011), we will now 
analyze how the relationship between proactivity, career satisfaction and job em-
beddedness on the one hand and voluntary turnover on the other is possibly mediated 
by job opportunities and job interviews. 

Empirical results support the positive effects of improving conditions of the labour 
market particularly for talented people (Cosack, Guthridge, & Lawson, 2010). Proactiv-
ity, an attitude strongly related to job performance (Seibert et al., 2001) may therefore 
enhance the probability to get a call from a headhunter or recruitment professional 
with an unsolicited job offer and may serve as a “door opener” for the next steps in a 
turnover process. Taking into account the sound tendency of proactive individuals to 
enact changes and to show personal initiative also beyond an actual employment situa-
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tion (Frese & Fay, 2001) one might also expect that the relationship between proactivity 
and voluntary turnover is mediated through the higher willingness of proactive em-
ployees to accept invitations to job interviews. Thus, we predict the following: 

Hypothesis 5: The relationship between proactivity (t1) and turnover (t2) is mediated 
by job opportunities (t2) and going to job interviews (t2).  

There is broad consensus in turnover research that career satisfaction is a reliable 
predictor for staying tendencies (Swider et al., 2011). Moreover, a wide range of em-
pirical studies on the attachment construct “job embeddedness” provides further sup-
port that employees, “embedded” in their job as a result of various organizational and 
community-related forces, stay in their organization and do not look for alternative 
employment opportunities. In accordance with previous turnover research on the me-
diating effects of perceived job alternatives (March & Simon, 1958; Holtom et al., 2008), 
we therefore propose that the relationship between career satisfaction (Ng et al., 2005) 
and job embeddedness (Mitchell et al., 2001) and voluntary turnover is mediated 
through the lower propensity of career satisfied and embedded people to search job al-
ternatives and to waste private time on interviewing for not intended job changes: 

Hypothesis 6: The relationship between career satisfaction (t1) and voluntary turn-
over (t2) is mediated by job opportunities (t2) and going to job interviews (t2). 

Hypothesis 7: The relationship between job embeddedness (t1) and voluntary turn-
over (t2) is mediated by job opportunities (t2) and going to job interviews (t2). 

The so far preferred turnover models often analyzed direct effects of the independent 
variables proactivity, career satisfaction and job embeddedness on voluntary turnover 
(Morgan et al., 2012; Seibert et al., 2001). In the previous sections, we argued that these 
independent variables have an effect on voluntary turnover via the mediating roles of 
job opportunities and going to job interviews. Beyond the number of received job op-
portunities and job interviews, however, there may be more reasons and mechanisms 
why proactive employees will more often accept a job offer, whereas career satisfied and 
embedded employees less often sign a new job contract. These additional effects can be 
analyzed by looking on direct effects of the independent variables on voluntary turn-
over (see Figure 1, inclusive dotted lines). We, therefore, propose the following: 

Hypothesis 8: A model including direct and indirect effects of proactivity, career sat-
isfaction and job embeddedness on voluntary turnover fits better than a model without 
direct effects. 

2. Method 
2.1. Sample and Procedure 

The present study was carried out in Germany. More than 2000 individuals were in-
vited via email to participate in an online survey. Email-addresses were collected from 
different sources like the German Chamber of Commerce and Industry, and other pro-
fessional networks. Giving “career management” as the subject of our interest and as-
suring strict confidentiality, the addressees were asked to rate their personal career 
management strategies. The provided link was opened by 1031 individuals, while 938  
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Figure 1. Research model. How proactivity, career satisfaction, job embeddedness and perceived 
job alternatives may affect turnover. Labels for indirect effects (hypotheses 5 to 7) not shown. 
 
persons started the survey and 506 completed it. The returned data were carefully 
screened and all cases with missing data were removed. Six months later (t2) a follow- 
up survey was sent to the remaining 388 individuals asking for job offers, job interviews 
and voluntary turnover. 192 follow-up surveys (118 male, 74 female) were completed 
and returned. At time two 115 respondents had received job offers, 66 had gone to job 
interviews and 28 had signed a new job contract. The average completion time for the 
first survey was 20 minutes, and 5 minutes for the follow-up questionnaire. 

A series of t-tests (df = 578) revealed that time 1 and 2 respondents (N = 192) did not 
differ significantly (p > .05) from time 1 respondents (N = 388) in terms of gender (t 
= .93), age (t = .16), academic major (t = 1.37), hierarchy level (t = .00), length of em-
ployment (t = .07), career satisfaction (t = .45), job embeddedness (t = .24) and proac-
tivity (t = .47). Thus our time 1 and time 2 respondents were representative of our time 
1 sample. 

2.2. Measures 

In our online survey all questions were formulated in German. In all cases where no 
German version of the instrument was available, we employed a translation-back- 
translation procedure to translate the items from English into German (Hambleton & 
Kanjee, 1995). 

Past research has conceptualized proactivity as a relatively stable individual disposi-
tion toward proactive behavior (Bateman & Crant, 1993). Recent research confirms a 
consistently positive relationship between proactive personality and specific proactive 
career behaviors in an organizational context (Tornau & Frese, 2013). To measure Pro-
activity (t1) we used Bateman and Crant’s (1993) 10-item Proactive Personality Scale. 
Sample items were “I am always looking for new ways of shaping my life”, “If I firmly 
believe in something, I find ways of realizing it regardless of the opportunities”, and “I 
recognize good opportunities long before the others”. Responses were made on a 5- 
point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”. 
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Career satisfaction (t1) was assessed at Time 1 via the Career Satisfaction scale (Green-
haus, Parasuraman, & Wormley, 1990). The scale consists of five items (e.g., “I am sat-
isfied with the success I have achieved in my career”) and participants indicated their 
agreement on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (do not agree at all) to 5 (fully 
agree). Composite job embeddedness (t1) was measured with the 40-item measure de-
veloped by Mitchell et al. (2001). All facets except community and organizational links 
used a five-point response scale (5 = strongly agree). The Organization Fit subscale 
comprised nine items, such as “My coworkers are similar to me”. Organizational Links 
included seven items, such as “How many coworkers are highly dependent on you?”. 
Organization Sacrifice was composed of 10 items, such as “I would sacrifice a lot if I left 
this job”. The five-item Community Fit subscale included items such as “The area 
where I live offers the leisure activities that I like”. Community links were assessed with 
a six-item subscale composed of items such as “Are you currently married?”, “Do you 
own the home you live in?” and “How many family members live nearby?”. The Com-
munity Sacrifice subscale was composed of three items, such as “People respect me a lot 
in my community”. Because response options differed across items, all item responses 
were standardized before being combined into respective scales.  

All variables of the time two questionnaire were dichotomous. First, Job Opportuni-
ties (t2) was assessed by asking respondents to indicate whether they had received job 
opportunities (1 = yes, alternative job opportunities). Second, we asked them whether 
they went to Job Interviews (t2) with a new employer (1 = yes, went to job interviews). 
Finally, Turnover (t2) was measured by asking whether the participants remained with 
or had voluntarily quit the organization (1 = yes, signed a new job contract). 

2.3. Statistical Analyses 

To test our hypotheses, we applied structural equation modeling using Mplus (Muthén 
& Muthén, 1998-2012). The variables career satisfaction and proactivity were treated as 
latent variables with parcels as indicators. Problems arising with non-normal distrib-
uted variables can be attenuated with item-parceling. Moreover, this method lowers the 
variable-to-sample-size ratio and constitutes more reliable constructs (Little, Cunning-
ham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002). In order to combine the items to parcels, we analyzed 
the scale on the basis of a confirmatory factor analysis. With respect to the factor load-
ings, we then allocated items to parcels ensuring that all parcels had equal characteris-
tics. Career satisfaction had an average variance extracted of 65.2% and proactivity of 
58.0%. We considered job embeddedness as a heterogeneous construct and treated it as 
a formative measurement model (MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Jarvis, 2005). For this vari-
able as well as for the mediators and the dependent variable which were all dichoto-
mous, we used manifest variables in the structural model. 

To cope with the dichotomous mediators and dependent variable, we conducted 
structural equation models based on probit instead of linear regressions (Muthén, 
1984). Several advantages regarding the interpretation of results and the test of model 
fit have been identified for the probit regression using a WLSMV estimator (Agresti, 
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2007). First, this type of analysis uses the underlying continuous latent responses as 
mediator and dependent variables instead of the observed ones. Thus, the variables can 
still be normal distributed in the population even if they have an observed non-sym- 
metric distribution (Muthén, 2011). This procedure implies that the probit scores can 
be interpreted as linear probability coefficients when being mindful of the latent con-
tinuous response y* (Skrondal & Rabe-Hesketh, 2005). y* can be thought of as the un-
derlying latent propensity that the binary variable is occurring (y = 1). The marginal 
effect then describes the probability change of y* for each unit change of a predictor 
which is more intuitive than odds ratios. Second, an evaluation of model fit becomes 
possible using the robust WLMSV estimator in a probit regression with Mplus 
(Muthén, 1993). Additionally, the WLMSV estimator is recommended because of more 
precise and unbiased parameter solutions (Beauducel & Herzberg, 2006). 

All parameter estimates will be reported as fully standardized coefficients. Hence, β- 
coefficients, called standardized probit scores, describe the standard deviation increase 
in y* given a one standard deviation increase in a predictor holding all other variables 
constant (Agresti, 2007). Model fit was assessed using chi-square statistics. Further-
more, the following descriptive goodness-of-fit measures were used to evaluate the hy-
pothesized model. We report the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), 
which is recommended to be smaller than .05 indicating a good model fit (Browne & 
Cudeck, 1993), and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) as well as the Tucker-Lewis Index 
(TLI) as relative descriptive indices which should be higher than .97 (Schermelleh-En- 
gel, Moosbrugger, & Müller, 2003). Descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations 
among the variables are reported in Table 1. As all hypotheses were directed, one-sided 
significance testing was used. 

3. Results 

The main results of our study are summarized in Figure 2 and Table 2. We first tested 
the fit of the research model (model 1, see Figure 1) based on our hypotheses 1 to 7. The 
chi-square statistics showed a good model fit (χ2 = 21.65, df = 20, p = .36). Moreover, all 
reported descriptive fit indices yielded excellent values (RMSEA = .021; CFI = .994;  

 
Table 1. Means (M), standard deviations (SD), and correlations of variables. 

 Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Proactivity 3.87 .48 (.81)     

2 Career satisfaction 3.60 .70 .25** (.80)    

3 Job embeddedness 3.12 .46 .16* .47** (.60)   

4 Job opportunities .60 .49 .14* .15* −.00   

5 Job interviews .34 .47 16 −.15* −.22** .34**  

6 Turnover .15 .35 .04 −.02 −.00 .18** .38** 

Notes: N = 192. Job Opportunities, Job Interviews and Turnover are coded as 0 = no and 1 = yes. Reliability esti-
mates (α) are shown in parentheses on the diagonal. *p < .05; **p < .01. 
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Table 2. Model comparisons. 

Model  χ2 df p RMSEA CFI TLI 

0 Baseline model 298.26 36 .00    

1 Research model 21.65 20 .36 .021 .994 .989 

2 Research model adjusted 22.39 21 .38 .019 .995 .991 

3 Comparison model 18.98 18 .39 .017 .996 .993 

 

 
Figure 2. Structural equation model (adjusted research model 2) examining the assumed direct 
and indirect effects of proactivity, career satisfaction, job embeddedness, job opportunities, job 
interview and turnover. 
 
TLI = .989). One of the hypothesized effects, however, was not significant (see below). 
We fixed this path to zero resulting in a slightly improved model (χ2 = 22.39, df = 21, 
p = .38; RMSEA = .019; CFI = .995 TLI = .991). The results reported in the following are 
based on this adjusted research model (model 2). 

The relationship between proactivity and job opportunities was in the expected di-
rection and was marginally significant (β = .15, p < .10). Thus, hypothesis 1a found 
partial support. Furthermore, in line with hypothesis 1b, we found a significant positive 
effect of proactivity on going to job interviews (β = .16, p < .05). Moreover, career sat-
isfaction significantly predicted receiving alternative job opportunities (β = .32, p < .01) 
which was, however, counter to our expectations, as we expected a negative relation-
ship. Hypothesis 2a had to be rejected. However, in line with hypothesis 2b, career sat-
isfaction showed a negative relationship with job interviews (β = −.38, p < .001). More 
satisfied employees are less likely to go to job interviews. Moreover, data showed that 
higher embedded employees had a lower probability of receiving alternative job op-
portunities (β = −.23, p < .05) which is in line with hypothesis 3a. Contrary to our as-
sumption (H3b), however, job embeddedness was not negatively related to taking part 
in job interviews (β = −.08, p > .10). We fixed this path to zero for the adjusted research 
model 2, which is presented in Figure 2. 

As expected, job opportunities showed a very strong positive probit relationship to 
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job interviews (β = .64, p < .001) indicating that people having alternative opportunities 
tend to go to job interviews (H4a). Furthermore, going to job interviews increased the 
probability for turnover (β = .63, p < .001) which was in support of hypothesis 4b. Next, 
we analyzed the indirect effects of all exogenous variables. In hypothesis 5 we assumed 
that in addition to the effects of proactivity (t1) on receiving job opportunities (t2) and 
going to job interviews (t2) analyzed in hypotheses 1a and b there is an indirect effect 
on the probability of signing a new job contract (t2) six months later via these variables. 
The results indicated a moderately high positive indirect effect (β = .16, p < .01), thus 
supporting hypothesis 5. Analyzing the respective indirect effects of career satisfaction, 
a negative coefficient revealed which just failed to reach significance (β = −.11, p = .056). 
This marginally significant effect is a consequence of the fact that career satisfaction 
was positively related to job opportunities (which was positively related to job inter-
views), but it was negatively related to job interviews. That is, there was a negative in-
direct effect (β = −.24, p < .05) career satisfaction-job opportunities-job interviews- 
turnover and a positive effect (β = .13, p < .05) career satisfaction-job interviews-turn- 
over. Nevertheless, there is a small negative effect on turnover in total, thus supporting 
hypothesis 6 partially. Finally, in support of hypothesis 7, there was a significant nega-
tive indirect effect (β = −.09, p < .05) of job embeddedness on turnover. Job embedded 
people have a lower probability of signing up a new contract six months later. 

Finally, we analyzed whether there were direct effects of the exogenous variables 
proactivity, career satisfaction and embeddedness on turnover on top of the indirect ef-
fects (see Figure 1, the research model including the dotted lines). The chi square sta-
tistics (Table 2) showed that this competitive model (model 3) did not result in a better 
solution (Δχ2 = 3.41; Δdf = 3; 2

critχ  = 7.81). Therefore, hypothesis 8 postulating a better 
fit of a model comprising both direct and indirect effects was rejected and the mediat-
edproactivity-career satisfaction-job embeddedness-turnover model assuming indirect 
effects only (model 2) found most support by the data. 

4. Discussion 

Organizational research often highlights the positive impact of proactivity on organiza-
tional and individual performance, but differs in its assumptions about voluntary turn-
over propensity (Morgan et al., 2012; Seibert et al., 2001; Swider et al., 2011). This study 
offers an alternative approach to examine the effect of proactivity on voluntary turn-
over within an employment context. Our model implies that voluntary turnover is a 
function of proactivity, on- and off-the-job forces like career satisfaction (Greenhaus et 
al., 1990), job embeddedness (Mitchell et al., 2001) and its impacts on job opportunities 
and going to job interviews. Our findings provide support for the proposed model. 
Each variable appears to play a different important role in a voluntary turnover process. 
Our model integrates findings reported in previous studies on turnover (Holtom et al., 
2008) and offers new insights into how proactivity, career satisfaction, job embedded-
ness and perceived job alternatives work together and effect voluntary turnover. 

In line with prior research (Seibert et al., 2001), our results support the idea that 
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proactivity is related to the probability to receive more often alternative job opportuni-
ties, though the effect just fails to reach conventional levels of statistical significance 
(H1a). Furthermore, our findings support arguments (Briscoe et al., 2006) about a 
strong positive relationship between proactivity and the willingness to check job op-
portunities by accepting invitations to job interviews (H1b). Counter to our hypothesis, 
career satisfaction also attracts more alternative job opportunities, an important ante-
cedent of voluntary turnover (H2a). One possible explanation for this unexpected 
finding may be that career satisfied individuals deliver convincing performance and 
present themselves as attractive talents and high achievers on the internal and external 
job market (Crant, 2000). Career networks like LinkedIn or Xing may take advantage of 
this supposed tendency of self-promotion and report a growing number of members, 
posting their resumes and core competencies (Ng et al., 2005). People who become 
more visible on career platforms as attractive work force may be probably more often 
contacted for open job opportunities, because both headhunters and employers in-
creasingly actively search for suitable candidates for their vacancies in social media 
networks (SHRM Staffing Research, 2008). However, in line with most previous turn-
over research (Holtom et al., 2008), career satisfaction was also a strong argument not 
to go to job interviews and to seek for greener pastures elsewhere, which was in line 
with our hypothesis (H2b).  

With respect to job embeddedness, our results are consistent with findings of 
Mitchell et al. (2001) in as job embedded people report significantly less job opportuni-
ties (H3a). Contrary to our expectation (H3b), job embeddedness has no significant ef-
fect on accepting invitations to job interviews. Our results therefore only partially con-
firm the role of job embeddedness in preventing turnover preparing behavior (Mitchell 
et al., 2001). Job and community embedded employees do not actively search new em-
ployment opportunities. Because of their embeddedness they may be also less active in 
job portals. And yet, despite of these beneficial hindering effects, it is quite astonishing 
that job embeddedness cannot predict whether employees will invest time and effort to 
go to job interviews. We need indeed more research on the embeddedness construct to 
enhance our understanding of how alternative job opportunities lying on the table will 
interfere with continuance intentions. 

Our findings also correspond to March and Simon’s (1958) two-factor model of 
turnover and the unfolding model approach (Lee & Mitchell, 1994), both supposing 
that leaving for something better is sometimes triggered by attractive alternatives even 
without actual career dissatisfaction. Our results provide strong support for H4a pro-
posing that job opportunities increase the probability to go to job interviews and for 
H4b suggesting that going to job interviews enhance the likelihood to sign a new job 
contract (H4b). 

The data support a positive relationship between proactivity and voluntary turnover 
through the mediating effects of job opportunities and job interviews (H5). This finding 
offers a first indication why previous research on the relationship between proactivity 
and turnover fails to provide unambiguous results. Taking into account how proactivity 
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works together with perceived job alternatives expands previous research examining 
effects of proactivity on leaving intentions (Morgan et al., 2012; Seibert et al., 2001) or 
job changes only (Boudreau et al., 2001). HR professionals have to keep in mind, that 
proactive employees are not per se more often leavers, but they will receive more often 
job opportunities through their marketability on the external job market. Their pro-
found willingness to accept interview invitations will increase the probability to make a 
turnover decision. 

For career satisfaction, we found two contradictory effects. As expected, career satis-
faction prevented voluntary turnover through its direct effect on not going to job inter-
views, but increased voluntary turnover through its positive direct effect on alternative 
job opportunities and the strong positive relationship between alternative job opportu-
nities, job interviews and voluntary turnover. The fact that career satisfied employees 
rejected a higher percentage of interview invitations was partly counterbalanced by the 
fact that they had more job opportunities. The total indirect effect is, however, still in 
favour of hypothesis 6 suggesting that career satisfied employees tend to remain in the 
organization and therefore in line with previous turnover research (Holtom et al., 
2008). Even if our results indicate a small indirect positive effect of career satisfaction 
on staying and not leaving, it is probably wise to pay special attention to this side of ca-
reer satisfaction in future voluntary turnover models. In line with prior research 
(Mitchell et al., 2001) we found a small positive indirect effect of job embeddedness 
preventing job changes (H7). As embedded employees tend to search less actively for 
alternative jobs and are therefore probably less visible on the job market, they will per-
ceive also less often alternative job opportunities. A smaller number of perceived job 
opportunities entails lower rates of job invitations and reduces therefore the probability 
to get and accept an alternative job contract. 

As mentioned earlier, previous research has often looked at direct effects of proactiv-
ity on turnover. The evaluation of a turnover model with both direct and indirect ef-
fects of all independent variables on turnover clearly showed that all effects of inde- 
pendent variables on turnover were indirect via job opportunities and job interviews. 
This can be expected because in most societies hiring companies want to meet and talk 
with potential new members of their organization (Wilhelmy, Kleinmann, König, 
Melchers, & Truxillo, 2016). Therefore, offering a job opportunity and inviting some-
body to a job interview is a necessary prerequisite for signing a new job contract. 
Therefore it should be little surprising that our data support a full mediation model.  

5. Limitations and Future Research 

Several limitations are important to consider in the context of interpreting the findings 
of the present study. As all data were assessed using self-report questionnaires, the pos-
sibility of a common method variance (CMV) arises (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & 
Podsakoff, 2003). CMV caused through items with similar wording and response for-
mats, socially desirable responding, and transient factors like mood (Williams, Hart-
man, & Cavazotte, 2010) should only play a minor role for anonymous online ques-
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tionnaires. For most employees receiving job opportunities, going to an interview and 
changing the job are salient events that should be remembered for at least six months. 
However we used a lagged design and effects of proactivity, career satisfaction and job 
embeddedness on the dependent variables seem highly plausible, the present design 
does not allow drawing causal conclusions as this would require the repeated measure-
ment of both independent and dependent variables (Zapf, Dormann, & Frese, 1996). 
However, the temporal separation of measures helped alleviating some of the method 
biases (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Zapf et al., 1996). Another limitation is the use of online 
surveys and the recruitment of participants via email. These context specific character-
istics of our data collection may have had an impact on nonresponse and coverage er-
rors and are difficult to influence (Alwin, 2007). Although our sample includes em-
ployees with various professions, different age and education-levels from a variety of 
organizations in Germany, its representativeness of the broader employee population 
cannot be ensured. Having carried out the present study in Germany is a strength—it 
replicates findings from Anglo-American countries—and a weakness at the same time. 
Indeed, we need further research replicating our study design in other countries and 
assessing our outcome measures from different sources.  

6. Implications for Practice 

Handling the dynamics of proactivity at work is challenging for HR professionals and 
executives. Proactive employees need sufficient freedom to unfold their specific quali-
ties like innovativeness, creativity and extra-role performance. Nothing is as debilitat-
ing for proactive professionals as deadlocked structures and a stagnating career pro-
gress. To keep proactive individuals on board, organizations have to offer sufficient ca-
reer options and prospering business models. In filling vacancies, we therefore recom-
mend to consider carefully the potential fit between given or future job conditions and 
the specific mind-sets of proactive people (Grant, Parker, & Collins, 2009). With regard 
to our study results, supporting a distinct positive relationship between proactivity and 
voluntary turnover, it is also worth mentioning that a growing number of proactive 
staff members will increase considerably the probability of losing some of them to 
competitors. In spite of the best efforts in matching job profiles to personality types, it 
might be also helpful to shape working teams as diverse as necessary. 

7. Conclusion 

In an effort to extend prior proactivity and turnover research, we proposed a study 
model that examined the impacts of proactivity on- and off-the-job forces like career 
satisfaction, job embeddedness and perceived job alternatives on voluntary turnover. 
Our findings provide first insights into the complex positive relationship between pro-
activity and voluntary turnover. Our results may contribute to future HRM research by 
offering a well-fitting proactivity-turnover model that may help to improve future or-
ganizational staffing and retention strategies. 
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