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Abstract 

The work project “How do turnover intentions in resilient employees look like?” aims at 

bringing research attention to formerly unconsidered perspectives of resilience. While 

previous research found that this psychological characteristic directly lowers turnover 

intentions in employees, this study revealed that highly resilient individuals who perceive a 

career limit in the company they work for have stronger intentions to quit compared to 

workers with a lower level of resilience. The hypothesis that resilience moderates the 

relationship between job embeddedness and turnover intentions was not supported but  

statistical analyses indicate that both job embeddedness and job satisfaction significantly 

lower turnover intentions.  
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1 Introduction  

The question why employees leave an organization has not only attracted many researchers 

but is also of main interest for top-level managers (Mitchell, Holtom, Lee, Sablynski, & Erez, 

2001). This is not surprising given that employee turnover entails high costs for organizations 

and is especially dysfunctional in case employees are profitable or have developed large 

customer networks (Hayes & Schaefer, 1999). According to Griffeth and Hom (2001), 

workflow disruptions and the expensive as well as time-consuming process of recruiting, 

selection and newcomer training are additional adverse effects that accompany employee 

turnover.  

A key factor that was found to mitigate turnover intentions is job embeddedness. According 

to Mitchell et al. (2001), this aspect describes a person’s connections to other teams, groups 

and people, how the fit with the job and community is perceived as well as the estimated 

sacrifices in case of quitting the current job. Job embeddedness can therefore be considered a 

web that consists of connections to work and nonwork groups and friends as well as the 

physical environment a person is surrounded by (Mitchell et al., 2001). 

Even though various factors such as job embeddedness foster job retention, other aspects can 

lead to employee turnover. In this context, perceiving a career limit is a circumstance that can 

result in dissatisfaction as well as frustration and can consequently cause an employee to look 

for alternative, external job opportunities that may be more favourable for a career 

development (Zhao & Zhou, 2008). 

Resilience, which according to Luthans (2002) enables people to adjust in a positive way to 

adverse events, was found to be negatively related to turnover. This leads to the question if 

this variable moderates and even strengthens the negative relationship between job 

embeddedness and turnover intentions.  
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Given that resilience also lowers job demands such as burnout, stress as well as emotional 

exhaustion and is positively associated with job resources (e.g. job satisfaction and coping 

skills), organizations benefit from highly resilient employees and often offer specific trainings 

that foster this psychological characteristic (Yu, Raphael, Mackay, Smith, & King, 2019). 

Another interesting finding regarding this variable is that highly resilient individuals show an 

increased curiosity and openness to change (Tugade & Fredrickson, 2004) as well as new 

experiences (Block & Kremen, 1996). In addition, Block and Kremen (1996) found that 

individuals with a high level of resilience tend to cope better with fuzzy and unstructured 

circumstances.  

In case an individual perceives a career limit and intents to quit, job search and starting in a 

new job would be the consequences (unless the person is about to retire). Both processes were 

found to include many stressful situations, potential frustrations and disappointments as well 

as uncertainties (Stumpf, Colarelli, & Hartman, 1983; Louis, 1980a).  

This leads to the interesting (and so far unexplored) question if highly resilient employees 

might be less discouraged from these challenging circumstances and have higher turnover 

intentions once they perceive a career limit in their current organization.  

2 Theoretical background 

In order to provide an understanding of the theoretical background of the hypotheses, the 

variables turnover intentions, job embeddedness, perceived career limits and resilience are 

explained in the following sections. 

2.1 Turnover intentions 
 

Diverse disciplines such as work and organizational psychology as well as labour economics 

have focused on analysing turnover intentions since the beginning of the 20th century (Hom, 

Mitchell, Lee, & Griffeth, 2012). In this context, traditional research has typically equated 

turnover with employees quitting the organization they worked for. Individuals who decided 
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to change the employer have been named leavers while those who intended to continue their 

employment relationship were classified as stayers.  

 

Most of today’s research on possible factors that foster an employee’s intentions to quit is 

derived from March and Simon’s (1958) theory which suggests that voluntary turnover is 

determined by the combination of two factors: the perceived ease of movement and the 

desirability of leaving the job. The first component is reflected by job alternatives which are 

typically represented by the job market while the second factor is usually measured in terms 

of job satisfaction. Mobley (1977) describes the interaction of job alternatives and job 

attitudes as follows: employees first become dissatisfied with their jobs, start looking for 

alternative options which are then compared to the present employment and, in case one of 

the alternatives is considered superior to the current one, leave the organization.  

 

The question why employees leave an organization is a research topic which has not only 

challenged many social scientists but also top-level managers. Even though companies can 

benefit from low performers leaving an organization when replacement costs are moderate 

and successors are expected to show a superior performance, the leaving costs of high 

performers are dysfunctional for an organization – not only in monetary terms, but also 

regarding proprietary knowledge and customer networks (Hollenbeck & Williams, 1986). The 

cost of turnover may include expenses for recruiting, selection and training of new employees 

and especially highly valued employees at more senior job levels are difficult and expensive 

to replace since performance differences are greater in more complex jobs (Boudreau, 1992). 

Therefore, it is crucial to identify factors that mitigate turnover intentions.   

In this context, job satisfaction and organizational commitment are two aspects that were 

found to be negatively related to turnover (Jaros, 1997).  
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Job satisfaction is determined by various workplace resources such as leader support 

(Gerstner & Day, 1997), colleague support (Rentsch, 1990), satisfaction with the salary 

(Motowidlo, 1983) as well as physical resources at the workplace (Bakker & Demerouti, 

2007).  

In addition to these factors, job characteristics have been revealed to influence job satisfaction 

as a function of an employee’s age. Zaniboni, Truxillo and Fraccaroli (2013) found that older 

employees especially value using various skills at work which they have accumulated 

throughout their lifetime whereas younger employees show higher job satisfaction and lower 

turnover intentions when they were given tasks that include a high level of task variety. This 

can be explained by the fact that executing different tasks is considered an opportunity to 

acquire various skills that are needed to develop a successful career.  

 

2.2 Job embeddedness  
 

In addition to both job satisfaction and organizational commitment, job embeddedness is 

another factor which is positively associated with a lower likelihood of future turnover 

(Rubenstein, Kammeyer-Mueller, Wang, & Thundiyil, 2017).  

According to Ng (2016), job embeddedness needs time to develop and therefore represents a 

status that results from past work in an organization. The construct is composed of three 

different aspects – links, fit and sacrifice – that can be compared to a net in which employees 

are stuck. Links refer to an individual’s (informal or formal) connections to other people, 

groups and institutions - more precisely, the community of the neighbourhood an employee 

lives in, different teams a person belongs to as well as work and non-work friends. The 

strength and amount of links a person has is positively associated with boundedness to the job 

(Mitchell et al., 2001). While some of the links may be of higher importance than others, the 

different people an individual is related to, especially family members and colleagues, exert 
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normative pressure to remain in an organization (Prestholdt, Lane, & Mathews, 1987). In 

addition, Abelson (1987) reported that being married and having children that need care are 

further factors that tend to induce an employee to rather stay on a job based on the underlying 

feeling of (monetary) responsibility for the family.  

The second factor of job embeddedness – fit – refers to “an employee’s perceived 

compatibility or comfort with an organization and with his or her environment” (Mitchell et 

al., 2001, p. 1104). More precisely, an individual’s values, goals, beliefs, skills and plans 

should match the organizational culture. High conformity between the two parties results in a 

strong bond to the firm and is likely to foster employee retention whereas a person-

organization misfit was found to be associated with turnover intentions (Villanova, Bernardin, 

Johnson, & Dahmus, 1994).  

Sacrifice, the third part of job embeddedness, includes personal losses, especially 

psychological as well as material factors and benefits, that would result from quitting the 

current job. Colleagues or interesting projects are illustrative aspects which could be forfeited.  

The more an employee would sacrifice in case of changing jobs, the stronger this person is 

attached to the current job since leaving would imply the loss of these accumulated 

advantages. In the event of necessary relocation, community sacrifices would be an additional 

factor that represents constraints to voluntary turnover (Jiang, Liu, McKay, Lee, & Mitchell, 

2012).  

In conclusion, high levels of job embeddedness imply perceived social obligations to stay on 

a job. In contrast, employees with less severe relationships in an organization or a community 

perceive a lower amount of personal sacrifices in case of a job change. 

 

Hypothesis 1: Job embeddedness is negatively related to turnover intentions.  

This implies the more embedded people feel to their job, the lower are their intentions  

to leave the organization they work for. 
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2.3 Career success & perceived career limits  
 

As described in the previous section of this work project, factors such as job embeddedness 

mitigate turnover intentions and foster employee retention. However, other aspects in work 

environments rather induce individuals to leave the organization they work for. In this 

context, a perceived career limit is a factor that indicates a stagnation in the professional 

advancement and can consequently lead to dissatisfaction and increased turnover intentions 

(Shields & Ward, 2001). 

2.3.1 Career success 
 

Since more than 55% of adult US citizens derive their self-identity from their jobs (Riffkin, 

2014) and most individuals spend a large amount of time engaged at their workplace, career 

success has been a construct of interest for many researchers.  

This term is defined by Seibert and Kraimer (2001, p. 2) as “the accumulated positive work 

and psychological outcomes resulting from one’s work experiences”. In this context, Hughes 

(1937) distinguishes between the objective and subjective career. The first aspect is both 

directly measurable and observable and therefore refers to verifiable success indicators such 

as promotions, salary, occupational status as well as salary growth (Heslin, 2005).  

Subjective career success is characterized by the feelings, emotions, perceptions and attitudes 

an employee has towards his or her accomplishments in the personal career. Measures of this 

career success component are therefore broadly diversified and include - among other factors 

- organizational commitment, job satisfaction and professional identification (Judge, Cable, 

Boudreau, & Bretz, 1995).  

In terms of career types, linear and non-linear careers can be differentiated. While the first 

mentioned factor represents the process of progressively moving up the career ladder towards 

a more senior position that includes a higher authority level in hierarchical organizational 

(Brousseau, Driver, Eneroth, & Larsson, 1996), the second type describes the commitment to 
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develop a high level of expertise in a particular skill or field in the long term or even the 

search for personal values before committing to a career that meets these principles and 

beliefs. The pursuit of this goal may result in changes of professional and organizational areas 

which often do not seem to be linked to each other (Sturges, 1999).  

Employees pursuing a linear career have the possibility to set their achievements in relation to 

the attainments of other individuals (e.g. their organizational cohort). This can be referred to 

Festinger’s social comparison theory (1954) which postulates that people intend to gain an 

accurate self-evaluation by means of comparing themselves to other people in similar 

positions and circumstances. In an organizational context, especially promotions or raises can 

serve as benchmarks for comparisons among colleagues. These reference points are used 

when work-related outcomes are evaluated (Heslin, 2005).   

In addition, in order to assess their career success, employees also use self-referent criteria. As 

an example, employees set personal career goals like the objective to earn a specific amount 

of money by a certain age and verify whether they are still on schedule.  

Lawrence (1984) conducted a study with 488 managers and found that employees, who felt 

they were behind the schedule and should have reached a higher position at their age, had 

more negative attitudes towards work and were less satisfied with their career compared to 

colleagues who considered themselves on schedule. These findings are based on the fact that 

the age distribution in companies forms an implicit career timetable and managers have a 

feeling of which hierarchical position they should have reached at a given age.  

2.3.2 Perceived career limits  
 

Promotions are the key to hierarchical advancement in organizations and considered one of 

the most desirable rewards in an organizational setting. They offer the opportunity to not only 

obtain an enhanced and increased symbolic status within a firm, but also frequently include 

material rewards. Even though they are intended to serve as a motivational factor that gives 
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hope to the maximum number of workers and companies frequently use them as an incentive 

to employees to make a greater effort, the number of individuals who will be finally promoted 

is limited – especially towards more senior positions (Rosenbaum, 1979).  

In this context, not only employees who have recently received a promotion show higher 

levels of job satisfaction, but also workers who are convinced they will soon be promoted 

(Pergamit & Veum, 1999). By contrast, Shields and Ward (2001) found that dissatisfaction 

with personal promotion and career opportunities in the firm a person currently works for 

results in greater turnover intentions compared to dissatisfaction with salary or workload. In 

addition, Veiga (1981) found that two major factors are the reason for a manager’s intention 

to change the employer: career impatience as well as the fear of career stagnation.  

 

Hypothesis 2: Perceived career limits are positively related to turnover  

intentions. This implies the more an employee perceives there is no more possible 

career development in the organization he/she works for, the higher are this person’s 

intentions to quit. 

 

2.4 Resilience 

Another factor that is related to turnover is resilience. However, contrary to the fear of career 

stagnation, this psychological characteristic was found to mitigate intentions to quit and is 

positively related to job satisfaction as well as performance (Bakker & Schaufeli, 2008). 

Luthans (2002, p. 702) defined resilience as “the developable capacity to rebound or bounce 

back from adversity, conflict, and failure or even positive events, progress and increased 

responsibility”. Together with confidence or self-efficacy, hope and optimism, resilience is 

considered an element of Positive Organizational Behaviour which is “the study and 

application of positively oriented human resource strengths and psychological capacities that 

can be measured, developed, and effectively managed for performance improvement in 

today’s workplace” (Luthans, 2002b, p. 59). In an organizational setting, job demands such as 
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burnout, workplace bullying, stress and posttraumatic stress disorder are negatively related to 

resilience while a positive association exists between this psychological characteristic and job 

resources (e.g. wellbeing, coping skills, social support etc.) as well as job retention (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2007). These factors could imply that employees who feel highly embedded in 

their job are even less likely to (voluntarily) leave the organization they work for.  

 

Hypothesis 3: Resilience moderates the relationship between job embeddedness and  

turnover intentions. Among people with high resilience, the negative relationship  

between job embeddedness and turnover intentions will be even stronger than  

among people with low resilience. 

 

Resilience can be further developed through training interventions (Bonanno, 2005) which 

can result in positive outcomes concerning well-being (e.g. a decreased depression risk) as 

well as performance advantages like an increase in goal achievements (Grant, Curtayne, & 

Burton, 2009). Additional reported consequences of resilience training are a higher 

productivity and behavioural performance (Arnetz, Nevedal, Lumley, Backman, & Lublin, 

2009). The positive outcomes of inventions to strengthen resilience in employees have caused 

many employers to offer similar trainings in organizations. However, it needs to be noted that 

these training programs vary regarding both their content and pedagogical concept. Referring 

to this finding, Robertson, Cooper, Sarkar and Curran (2015) conducted a meta-analysis 

including studies that investigated outcomes of resilience training and found that most 

programmes use a cognitive-behavioural approach to develop the personal characteristic. 

Comparing different teaching approaches resulted in the fact that no specific training content 

or format was found to be the most effective.   

The development of resilience in employees might be a key factor of organizational success in 

today’s turbulent and dynamic work environments (King, Newman, & Luthans, 2016) which 

is characterised by employees experiencing more stress compared to former times (Luthans, 
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Vogelgesang, & Lester, 2006). Therefore, the researchers postulate that organizations with 

resilient employees will be more adaptive to changes and successful in the course of time.  

 

In case an employee perceives a career limit, decides to quit an occupational relationship with 

an employer and start a new position in an unfamiliar organization, resilience might help the 

individual to cope with the experience of stress during the processes of both job search and 

the initial period working in the unfamiliar professional setting. 

  

Job search, which is defined as “the process by which individuals identify, investigate, and 

decide among alternative job opportunities” (Barber, Daly, Giannantonio, & Phillips, 1994, p. 

739) consists of different stages. According to Blau (1993), two phases need to be 

distinguished: a preparatory phase, which is characterized by a broad search for potential jobs 

in order to identify as many appropriate jobs as possible, and an active phase that represents 

the acquisition of concrete details about prospective positions as well as actual applications. 

Independent from the final outcome, both phases require job searchers to invest personal 

resources such as time, effort and money, be flexible in using different sources (e.g. 

newspapers, Internet, agencies, friends, relatives etc.) and probably change their strategy over 

time.  

These factors indicate that high levels of stress and potential frustration are associated with 

job search (Stumpf et al., 1983). More precisely, since jobs are a crucial part of the self-

concept, the feeling of not being able to find an appropriate employment can lead to adverse 

psychological conditions that can also be induced by rejection which is a normal part of the 

application process and can also happen to candidates who are very well-qualified (Caplan, 

Vinokur, Price, & van Ryn, 1989). Since Luthar, Cicchetti and Becker (2000) found that 

resilient individuals usually return to normal functioning after a traumatic incident such as 

September 11th while less severe situations like a role restructuring or job redesign can even 
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result in an increased performance that exceeds the former results shown by this person, 

highly resilient individuals might more effectively deal with these challenging circumstances 

that accompany job search.  

Since this procedure also involves many uncertainties (e.g. waiting for responses to 

applications etc.), Barber et al. (1994) postulate that stress increases during the job search 

process. Consequently, withdrawal or avoidance are possible reactions that could also lead to 

psychological consequences such as a lowered self-esteem. However, given that Block and 

Kremen’s study in 1996 revealed that individuals with high levels of resilience are more 

likely to cope with unstructured and fuzzy situations, they might be less discouraged from 

these uncertainties.  

 

A successful job search leads to a new chapter in the personal career - the start in a new 

organization. However, like the previously described process of looking for a job, entering an 

unfamiliar firm is accompanied with stress and additional psychologically challenging 

circumstances. In this context, unmet expectations towards the new workplace are a key factor 

that results in disappointment, a decline in trust, reduced organizational commitment and 

potential turnover (Zhao, Wayne, Glibkowski, & Bravo, 2007). The term describes the 

discrepancy between expectations the new organizational member initially held and the actual 

experience at the new workplace (Katzell, 1968). Since resilient individuals were found to 

show higher engagement at work (Mache, Vitzthum, Wanke, Groneberg, Klapp, & Danzer, 

2014), it is likely that they will condone these surprises and rather focus on work which 

would mitigate the lowered organizational commitment. In addition, work engagement is an 

antagonist to turnover (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004) and could therefore also reduce the 

intentions to quit resulting from unmet expectations. 

Apart from unmet expectations, the experience of being new in an unfamiliar organization 

also includes sensory overload. All surroundings, in both physical and social terms, are 
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changed and many different cues are captured by the senses of the organizational newcomer 

who is usually overstrained and incapable of interpreting this input or knowing how to 

appropriately react to which cue. Consequently, a feeling of disorientation and foreignness are 

potential factors that determine the entry experience in a new organization (Louis, 1980b). 

Since Luthans (2002) described resilience not only as the capacity to bounce back from 

adversity but also to enable individuals to cope with (positive) overwhelming impressions and 

events, sensory overload in the initial period might not affect highly resilient employees to the 

same extent as workers with a lower level of this characteristic.  

Coping with changes is a further necessary part of successfully integrating into a new 

organizational setting and often very difficult for individuals. This fact was especially 

analysed by Coch and French (1948) who found that new circumstances are frequently 

accompanied by the feeling of uncertainty and the fear of failure – especially in the beginning 

when unfamiliar tasks need to be faced. However, Tugade and Fredrickson (2004) discovered 

that resilient employees are more open to changing demands at work that require flexibility. 

For example, faced with a massive corporate downsizing, resilient employees were found to 

maintain their usual levels of happiness, performance and health (Maddi, 1987, as cited in 

Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norman, 2007). Consequently, they might not consider the new 

situation an adverse event, but rather a new chance. In this context, Block & Kremen (1996) 

also reported curiosity and openness to new experiences to be additional factors that 

characterize resilient employees.  

The process of organizational socialization familiarizes the individual with the goals, values, 

structures, rules, processes and policies of the company which helps to interpret and give 

meaning to the different new impressions (Wanous & Reichers, 2000). Even though firms 

usually plan onboarding processes for new employees, Snell (2006) criticizes that the focus 

typically does not lie on the individual needs of a newcomer, but rather on the organization 
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Figure 1. Conceptual model. 

and its goals. This often results in a high volume of overwhelming information that is 

impossible for the new employee to handle or memorize. Based on Bakker & Schaufeli’s 

(2008) finding that resilient individuals show greater commitment at work, they might 

become less discouraged from this information overload and keep their curiosity and 

motivation. In addition, since resilience is positively related to job satisfaction as well as 

performance (Bakker & Schaufeli, 2008), employees with a high level of this characteristic 

could be less likely to become dissatisfied and have less difficulties memorizing the large 

amount of information.  

 

In conclusion, even though resilience is generally negatively associated with turnover 

intentions (Bakker & Schaufeli, 2008), highly resilient employees who perceive a career limit 

might be more willing to accept and less discouraged from the stress which is associated with 

job search and starting a new job. It is therefore assumed that they are more likely to have 

turnover intentions once they perceive a career limit: 

 

Hypothesis 4: Resilience moderates the relationship between perceived career limits  

and turnover intentions. Among people with high resilience, the positive relationship  

between perceived career limits and turnover intentions will be even stronger than  

among people with low resilience. 

 

The following model illustrates all four previously presented hypotheses: 
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3 Method  

In order to test the four hypotheses, a quantitative survey was conducted and statistically 

analysed. 

3.1 Sample & procedure  
 

The initial sample was composed of N = 428 individuals through convenience sampling and 

spread by means of message services such as WhatsApp and social media (e.g. Facebook, 

Instagram, LinkedIn). Since only responses of working individuals should have been taken 

into consideration for this study, 22 were automatically sorted out due to unemployment at the 

time of participation. Additionally, three participants were already retired and therefore also 

prevented from further participation in the study. 42 people were excluded because they just 

answered the first question whereas 33 stopped the questionnaire at a later stage and did not 

complete it. Analysing the z-standardised values of the duration respondents needed to 

complete the survey did not show any outliers regarding a potential too short duration. The 

final sample consisted of N = 328 participants (206 female, 122 male; mean age = 33.65 

years, SD = 11.80). The majority of the study participants (61.0%) was full-time employed, 

with an average tenure of 7.47 years in their current organization (SD = 8.62) and 3.24 (SD = 

1.94) previous employers. The breakdown of job sectors and nationalities can be seen in table 

1 and 2 in the appendix.  

Participation in the study was voluntary, not paid and participants had the chance to withdraw 

from answering the questions at any time. Two versions of the study existed: An English and 

a German questionnaire. The English version was translated into German which was then 

translated back to English, following back-translation guidelines by Brislin (1970). After 

initial modifications regarding some terms, external bilingual observers agreed that both 

versions were literally identical. The amount of valid responses for the German version was 

284; the English version accounted for the remaining 44 valid answers. The questionnaire was 
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created with Qualtrics. Participants answered the survey either on a computer or with a 

mobile device.  

3.2 Measures 
 

The survey contained measures of resilience, turnover intentions, job embeddedness, 

perceived career limits along with demographic and control variables, which were the two 

factors March and Simons (1958) consider determinants of voluntary turnover – ease of 

movement and job satisfaction.  

Resilience Scale. Resilience was measured by means of the Brief Resilience Scale (Smith, 

Dalen, Wiggins, Tooley, Christopher, & Bernhard, 2008). This measurement contained six 

items and responses were on a five-point Likert scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) 

strongly agree. Cronbach’s α = .76. 

Turnover Intentions Scale. Turnover intentions were assessed with three items developed by 

Mobley, Horner and Hollingsworth (1978). The items included “I often think about quitting 

my present job”, “I will probably look for a new job next year” and “As soon as possible, I 

will leave the organization”. The previously used five-point Likert scale was applied again. 

Cronbach’s α = .90.  

Job Embeddedness Scale. 18 items taken from Felps, Mitchell, Hekman, Lee, Holtom and 

Harman (2009) measured job embeddedness and responses were again rated on the described 

five-point Likert scale. Cronbach’s α = .83. 

Perceived career limits. “How many career levels do you think you could move up in your 

current organization?” was the question used to measure the perceived career limit of 

respondents. In this context, the answer “I could not move up at all” represented a high career 

limit whereas “I could move up four or more career levels” illustrated the opposite. 

Control Variables. Furthermore, the two determinants of turnover according to March and 

Simon (1958) – ease of movement and desirability of leaving the job (measured by job 
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satisfaction) – were investigated. While the first aspect was measured by the question “I could 

easily find another appropriate job”, accompanied by a five point Likert scale ranging from 

(1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree, the second factor was analysed using the job 

satisfaction subscale of The Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (MOAQ-

JSS) developed by Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins and Klesh (1979). Cronbach’s α = .87. 

Demographic Variables. Age, gender, nationality, the sector a person works for, the amount 

of years a participant already works in the current organization as well as the number of 

previous employers were assessed.  

3.3 Statistical analysis & results 
 

Means, standard deviations and variable intercorrelations are reported in table 3. While 

resilience is significantly positively correlated with job embeddedness (r = .17, p < .01), a 

negative association (r = -.16, p < .01) exists with turnover intentions which supports previous 

research (Yu et al., 2019). In addition, in line with Youssef and Luthans’ (2007) findings, a 

significant association can be noticed between resilience and job satisfaction (r = .19, p < .01). 

As expected, job embeddedness is positively correlated with job satisfaction (r = .54, p < .01) 

as well as the number of years spent in the current organization (r = .16, p < .01). 

Interestingly, a positive association can be found between job embeddedness and the desired 

future position in the current company (r = .16, p < .01). 

Another surprising result is that no significant correlation can be revealed between perceived 

career limits and turnover intentions. However, positive correlations of perceived career limits 

with age (r = .39, p < .01), years already spent in the current organization (r = .26, p < .01), as 

well as the current position (r = .26, p < .01) are demonstrated. 

Turnover intentions are significantly negatively correlated with age (r = -.17, p < .01), years 

spent in the current organization (r = -.19, p < .01), job satisfaction (r = -.69, p < .01) and job 
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embeddedness (r = -.47, p < .01) which is consistent with results of Rubenstein et al. (2017) 

and Jaros (1997). 

In order to test the four hypotheses, multiple regressions were used. The results are revealed 

in table 4 and 5. 

A baseline regression model (model 1, table 4 and 5) including all control variables was used 

as a starting point for the hypotheses. 

As shown in the model, the control variables explain 51.4% of the variance in the dependent 

variable (turnover intentions). However, a closer look at the results shows that job satisfaction 

is the only significant control variable that has a very strong effect on this relationship 

(unstandardized B = -.94, SE = .06, t = -16.89, p < 0.01) and is therefore the single variable 

that is accountable for the explanation of around half of the variance in turnover intentions.  

Table 4 illustrates the results for the first and third hypothesis (“Job embeddedness is 

negatively related to turnover intentions” and “Resilience moderates the relationship between 

job embeddedness and turnover intentions”). Adding both job embeddedness and resilience to 

the baseline model results in the finding that 1.4% more variance in turnover intentions are 

explained due to the addition of these two variables (table 4, model 2). However, only job 

embeddedness serves as a significant factor (unst. B = -.25, SE = .10, t = -2.53, p < 0.05) that 

accounts for the increase in R2 – supporting hypothesis 1 – while resilience does not have a 

significant influence. To test whether resilience moderates the relationship between job 

embeddedness and turnover intentions, model 3 introduces the variable “job embeddedness X 

resilience” but shows that no interaction effect of these two variables exists (unst. B = -.01, 

SE = .04, t = -.22, p > 0.05). This finding reveals that resilience does not moderate the 

relationship between job embeddedness and turnover intentions and therefore rejects 

hypothesis 3. The lack of interaction is illustrated in graphic 1. 
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Table 5 illustrates the results for the second and fourth hypothesis (“Perceived career limits 

are positively related to turnover intentions” and “Resilience moderates the relationship 

between perceived career limits and turnover intentions”). It was found that adding both 

perceived career limit and resilience to the baseline model does not result in significant 

changes of the coefficient of determination (unst. B = .04, SE = .06, t = .64, p > 0.05 for 

perceived career limit and unst. B = -.09, SE = .06, t = -1.60, p > 0.05 for resilience) which 

rejects hypothesis 2. However, model 3 (in table 5) reveals that a significant interaction of 

both variables (perceived career limit X resilience) exists (unst. B = .12, SE = .06, t = 2.09, p 

< 0.05) which supports hypothesis four and shows that resilience moderates the relationship 

between perceived career limits and turnover intentions. Graphic 2 illustrates this interaction 

effect and reveals a positive relationship between the perceived career limit and turnover 

intentions in case of high resilience as well as a negative relation between the independent 

and depended variable when an individual has low resilience values.  

Table 6 in the appendix reveals a summary of all four hypotheses and their outcomes.  

4 Discussion 

The main aim of this study was to investigate so far unknown relationships between turnover, 

resilience, job embeddedness and perceived career limits. While previous studies have mainly 

focused on direct positive effects of resilience, this work project is one of the first that 

analysed whether resilience might moderate the relationship between job embeddedness and 

turnover intentions as well as perceived career limits and the aforementioned variable.  

The study revealed a positive relationship between a perceived career limit and turnover 

intentions in case an employee is highly resilient. In other words, employees who are 

characterized by high levels of resilience have stronger intentions to quit their job compared 

to those with lower levels of this psychological characteristic once they feel their career 

development is limited in the organization they work for. Surprisingly, and contrary to Martin 
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(1979) who found a negative relationship between perceptions of limited promotion chances 

and the intention to leave the organization, without considering the moderating effect of 

resilience, no significantly positive relationship was found between perceived career limits 

and the propensity to quit. Since job satisfaction was shown to be a very strong antagonist to 

turnover intentions which was also reported by Jaros (1997), it might be that even though 

employees consider their current organizational career chances limited, they are satisfied with 

their job and may not intend to pursue a steep career. This explanation is supported by Brett, 

Stroh and Reilly’s (1993) finding that ambition at work mainly determines how likely a 

person is willing to change the job in favour of more promising career perspectives.  

In addition, the study revealed that resilience does not moderate the relationship between job 

embeddedness and turnover intentions, but higher levels of job embeddedness were found to 

significantly lower an employee’s intentions to quit a job (when resilience was not 

considered) which supports previous findings (Mitchell et al., 2001).  

Resilience might not moderate this relationship given that job embeddedness might be related 

to job satisfaction: Embeddedness takes time to develop (Ng, 2016) which implies repeated 

interactions with colleagues over time that in turn were found to lead to greater levels of 

mutual liking (Bornstein, 1989). Convenient relations with colleagues are a key determinant 

of job satisfaction (Rentsch, 1990) which was found to be a very strong antagonist of 

turnover. Even though resilience was found to also lower the intentions to quit (Bakker & 

Schaufeli, 2008), this influence might have been too weak to be significant in comparison to 

job embeddedness and its previously described relationship with job satisfaction.  

 

As indicated, the analysis of the control variables resulted in the outcome that job satisfaction 

turned out to show a very strong negative relation with turnover intentions: the more an 

individual is satisfied with his/her job, the lower are this person’s intentions to quit. This 
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finding supports the March and Simon’s (1958) theory that this factor determines turnover 

intentions.  

4.1 Practical implications 
 

Based on various previous studies which showed how organizations can benefit from highly 

resilient employees, many employers offer resilience trainings in order to strengthen this 

factor in their employees. However, this work project revealed that high resilience levels in 

employees can also lead to stronger intentions to quit in response to perceived career limits.  

Even though resilience trainings might therefore probably, at a first glance, seem to be 

dysfunctional to the firm, it needs to be mentioned that relationships do not necessarily end 

after an employee leaves the organization. Companies should intend to foster the relationship 

to a person who leaves the firm in good terms since business-to-business (B2B) networks 

might be built or this former employee becomes a future customer etc.  

 

Since this study found that highly resilient employees are more likely to have turnover 

intentions in case they perceive a career limit, this implies that employers need to convey the 

impression that promotions and career progress are still possible for these prized workers if 

they want to keep them in the company. Since it is evident that not every employee can be 

promoted (Rosenbaum, 1979), managers are advised to think about additional small 

motivational career levels that can be reached and thus maintain the feeling that the company 

allows for further career progression.  

 

Even though resilience was not found to be moderating the relationship between job 

embeddedness and turnover intentions, the independent variable significantly affects the latter 

factor. This results in the implication that companies should invest in strengthening the 

“webs” employees are stuck in. This could for example include fostering team work and 

group activities in order to increase the links between colleagues and establish a sense of 
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community as well as the feeling of each employee that he/she is an indispensable component 

of the group. In addition, companies could also strengthen the connections between 

employees and the local community. For instance, a possible action would be to establish a 

social community day (e.g. once a year). During this day, employees would be released from 

their usual job in order to help their local environment. This could mean renovating a 

kindergarten, helping in a local animal shelter etc. which would strengthen the connection to 

the neighbourhood and create a feeling of belonginess.  

In addition, Rubenstein et al. (2017) suggest that job embeddedness can also be strengthened 

by recruiting family members, friends or further referrals of employees. This technique leads 

to an establishment of relationships with current employees and the firm even before a referral 

has started to work in the organization and consequently fosters job embeddedness. 

4.2 Limitations 
 

As an early study into the question of interaction effects of perceived career limits and 

resilience on turnover intentions, this study is not without limitations.  

Even though individuals from different countries participated in the study, the vast majority 

consisted of German citizens. Therefore, it is questionable if the results of this research study 

could be generalized to other cultures. Another aspect that was not taken into consideration 

was the increasingly relevant model of fixed-term contracts. In the present study, one of the 

items measuring turnover intentions in the present study was “I will probably look for a new 

job in the next year”. Even though employees with a fixed-term contract might like to stay on 

their current job, they probably need to agree with this statement since their employment 

relationship will automatically end after a specific time which results in the necessity to 

search for a new employer. Therefore, the commonly used measures for voluntary turnover 

intentions should be complemented by a question asking about the contract type.  
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4.3 Directions for future research  
 

The findings of this study lead to potential additional interesting questions that could be 

considered topics for future research. In this context, it would be informative to analyse which 

factors exactly determine the attractiveness of the perception of (preferably) unlimited career 

prospects since it is not yet explored if the possibility to carry more responsibility, monetary 

aspects, new tasks and learning opportunities or other factors make promotions appealing. 

Since a lot of companies nowadays intend to reduce the number of hierarchical layers 

(Marschan, Welch, & Welch, 1996), future research is encouraged to examine if these 

organizations are perhaps more likely to lose their highly resilient employees since it could be 

assumed that workers might perceive a very low probability to receive one of the few 

promotion possibilities.  

While this study assumed that the reason for the interaction effect of resilience and perceived 

career limit on turnover intentions lies in the enhanced ability to cope with stress associated 

with job search and starting in a new job, further research needs to analyse if both factors can 

be held accountable or if other reasons led to the proven interaction.  

Given that Lawrence (1984) found that an implicit promotion schedule is perceived by 

managers, future research could also aim at finding out if career limits might not only be 

perceived in case a company offers limited promotion opportunities but also when these 

prospects exist, but an employee feels he/she is already behind this schedule and has lost hope 

to get soon the possibility to hierarchically move up. This would also highlight the importance 

of regular communication between employer and employee since the first might not know the 

other person feels uncomfortable with the current position and could therefore probably 

prevent unexpected turnover.   

The finding that job embeddedness significantly inhibits turnover intentions but usually takes 

time to develop (Ng, 2016) leads to the question if employees who often change their jobs 
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might restrict personal efforts to establish this fit or even intend to build fragile links 

(Rubenstein et al., 2017).  

Since job satisfaction was found to have a very strong (negative) effect on turnover intentions, 

it would be interesting to further analyse if specific organizational strategies could lead to 

high job satisfaction shortly after a person has started working in this organizations and if this 

effect could dominate weak job embeddedness and consequently decrease job-hopping 

behaviour in employees.  

Recent work revealed organizational pride to be negatively related to turnover (Kraemer & 

Gouthier, 2014). This leads to the interesting question if and how this variable might be 

related to job embeddedness and whether employees working for a very prestigious company 

might feel more quickly embedded at work given that they probably might be very proud of 

working for this organization and highly identify with it.  

 

In conclusion, this work project supported previous findings that job embeddedness mitigates 

turnover intentions but was the first to reveal that an interaction of perceived career limit and 

resilience significantly affects intentions to quit a job. More precisely, a positive relationship 

between perceived career limit and turnover intentions exists for highly resilient employees 

while this connection turned out to be negative for less resilient individuals. This implies that 

workers who more effectively deal with stress and adverse events are more likely to quit their 

job in case they perceive their career is limited in the current organization. Consequently, 

employers are required to develop solutions to stimulate the perception among highly resilient 

employees that the firm allows for personal career progression. Future research is still needed 

to determine the exact factors that underlie these findings.  
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This is the end of the survey - thank you very much for your participation. 

 

If you want to get informed about the results of the survey and receive the (final) thesis, please insert 

your email address in the text box below.  

 

Since you have already sent the survey after having answered the last question, anonymity is still 

preserved. 
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Dies ist das Ende der Studie - vielen herzlichen Dank für Ihre Teilnahme. 

 

Wenn Sie über die Ergebnisse der Studie informiert werden und die (finale) Thesis zugeschickt 

bekommen möchten, geben Sie bitte Ihre Emailadresse in das untenstehende Textfeld ein. 

 

Da Sie die Umfrage bereits nach Beantwortung der letzten Frage abgeschickt haben, ist Anonymität 

weiterhin gewährleistet. 

 

 


