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ABSTRACT 

SULTAN, MOHSIN A., M.S., December 2019, Psychology 

Work-Family Conflict and Withdrawal: Exploring the Influence of Occupation-Specific 

Labor Market Characteristics  

Director of Thesis: Ryan C. Johnson 

The present study explores relationships between work-family conflict and 

turnover via affective mechanisms, expanding beyond organizational turnover to also 

examine occupational turnover. Extant theories of turnover also highlight the importance 

of the labor market in both organizational and occupational turnover processes, such as 

alternative opportunities that are available to the individual (e.g., Mobley et al. 1979), yet 

the labor market is often not included in empirical tests of turnover theory. The present 

study expands this literature by examining occupation-specific unemployment (N=328) 

and projected occupation growth (N=347) in both the organizational and occupational 

turnover processes. Results indicate that occupation-specific unemployment rates may 

play a role in both forms of turnover, providing evidence that researchers and 

practitioners should measure and assess labor market characteristics in future practical, 

empirical, and theoretical endeavors. Theoretical and practical implications, as well as 

future research directions, are also discussed. 
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WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT AND WITHDRAWAL:EXPLORING THE INFLUENCE 

OF OCCUPATION-SPECIFIC LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS 

A continuous obstacle that organizations encounter is employee turnover. The 

United States Department of Labor reported that in 2016 there were over 36.1 million 

employees who left their job, which does not include employees who were laid off or 

discharged (Thibaud, 2017). That year, the number of employees who left their job 

increased by seven percent from the previous year, which led to the overall number of 

vacated positions to exceed pre-recession levels (Thibaud, 2017). Employee turnover can 

also be further examined by industry, as some industries are more prone to higher levels 

of turnover than others (e.g., arts, entertainment, and recreation; U.S. Department of 

Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017).  

As a result of employee turnover, there are severe financial ramifications that 

organizations incur, such as the separation, replacement, and training costs for each 

individual that leaves the organization and needs to be replaced (Cascio, 2000). These 

various costs have been estimated to be 50% of the exiting individual’s annual salary 

(Gemignani, 1998). The consequences of turnover have led to interest in uncovering 

potential antecedents of this epidemic. When exploring the antecedents of employee 

turnover, it is important to differentiate between occupational turnover (e.g., leaving an 

occupation) and organizational turnover (e.g., leaving an organization but remaining in 

the same occupation), with occupational turnover being far less common. This is partially 

due to the “investment” an individual has in their occupation and, as a result, it is more 
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difficult for an individual to change occupations entirely compared to changing 

organizations within an occupation (Neapolitan, 1980; Blau, 2000).  

Numerous antecedents of turnover have been explored (e.g., compensation, job 

insecurity, and procedural justice; Griffeth & Hom, 2000). One such antecedent, work-

family conflict, is defined as “a form of inter role conflict in which the role pressures 

from the work and family domains are mutually incompatible in some respect” 

(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985, p.77). In a review of work-family conflict, it was revealed 

that the work domain variable most closely related to work-family conflict was turnover 

intentions, yet this antecedent of turnover is relatively understudied compared to other 

antecedents (Allen, Herst, Bruck, & Sutton, 2000). Work-family conflict has been 

demonstrated to have a positive relationship with occupational withdrawal cognitions 

(Ryan & Sagas, 2009) as well as organizational turnover intentions (e.g., Grandey & 

Cropanzano, 1999; Blomme, Van Rheede, & Tromp, 2010; Lu et al., 2017), such that 

increases in work-family conflict are related to increases in an individual’s thoughts to 

change occupations or organizations respectively.  

Due in part to relatively few primary studies examining work-family conflict and 

turnover, the specific mechanism(s) linking work-family conflict and turnover are not 

well understood (Haar & Roche, 2012). The present study will examine the relationship 

between work-family conflict and turnover through an affective mechanism, such that an 

individual’s satisfaction with their job and career may link their perceptions of work-

family conflict and turnover intentions. For example, when work demands interfere with 

competing family obligations, dissatisfaction with the job (career) may result as the job 
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(career) is the root cause of the conflict, thus leading to thoughts of leaving a job to better 

meet family obligations (Boyar, Maertz, Pearson, & Keough, 2003). Elements of this 

process have been demonstrated empirically at both an organization and occupational 

level as work-family conflict has been demonstrated as an antecedent of job satisfaction 

(e.g., Judge, Boudreau, & Bretz, 1994; Thomas & Ganster, 1995; Bruck, Allen, & 

Spector, 2002) and job satisfaction has been demonstrated as an antecedent of 

organizational turnover (e.g., Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974; Tett & Meyer, 

1993; Maertz & Campion, 1998) as well as occupational turnover (e.g., Rhodes & 

Doering, 1993; Blau & Lunz, 1998). Likewise, work-family conflict has been 

demonstrated as an antecedent of career satisfaction (e.g., Martins, Eddleston, & Viega, 

2002; Amstad, Meier, Fasel, Elfering, & Semmer, 2011) and career satisfaction has been 

demonstrated as antecedent of organizational turnover (Joo & Park, 2010) as well as 

occupational turnover (e.g., Rhodes & Doering, 1983; Blau, 2007). Given the negative 

relationship between work-family conflict and job (career) satisfaction, as well as the 

negative relationship between job (career) satisfaction and turnover, it is important to 

further explore what additional external factors may influence these relationships.  

Throughout the turnover literature, researchers have noted the importance of 

incorporating labor market effects (e.g., Hom & Griffeth, 1995; Hom & Kinicki, 2001), 

yet they are not often incorporated in empirical studies. Studies that have included labor 

market characteristics and their effects on employee turnover have often used general 

characteristics such as the national unemployment rate. For example, Carsten and 

Spector’s (1987) meta-analysis revealed that the relationship between job satisfaction and 
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turnover was lower during times of high national unemployment, and higher during times 

of low national unemployment. This is indicative that the labor market, in general, may 

influence the relationships between turnover and its antecedents. General measures of the 

labor market, such as the unemployment rate at the national level, are broad, and ignore 

occupation-level differences. Indeed, job opportunities and growth within an occupation 

vary between occupations regardless of the national unemployment rate. Further, Steel 

and Griffeth (1989) argue that differences between occupations in terms of potential 

mobility are an important consideration when predicting employee turnover, also noting 

that the occupation-level approach is rarely taken. In sum, it is important to incorporate a 

labor market effect that is occupation-specific, since individuals’ turnover related 

thoughts and behaviors, based on alternative employment opportunities, are likely most 

influenced by the growth (or lack thereof) in their own occupation rather than the national 

unemployment rate (Thatcher, Stepina, & Boyle, 2014). The present study incorporates 

projected occupational growth and occupation-specific unemployment as occupation-

specific labor market characteristic which may explain differential turnover outcomes 

related to work-family conflict. For example, in occupations with a high projected growth 

or a low occupation-specific unemployment rate, occupational turnover may be low, but 

organizational turnover may be high. On the contrary, in occupations with low or 

negative projected growth or a high occupation-specific unemployment rate, occupational 

turnover may be higher. 

The present study makes several important contributions to the literature. First, 

the relationship between work-family conflict and both organizational and occupational 
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turnover is examined. Many studies that have examined work-family conflict and 

turnover have only focused on one form of turnover, with organizational turnover being 

more frequently examined (e.g., Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999; Wang, Lee, & Wu, 

2017). By including both forms of turnover, the present study is able to examine potential 

differential relationships (e.g., strength) and processes linking work-family conflict and 

each form of turnover.  

An additional contribution of the study is the incorporation of occupation-specific 

labor market characteristics. Previous studies have used general labor market 

characteristics such as the nationwide unemployment rate (e.g. Carsten & Spector, 1987; 

Hom & Kinicki, 2001), which ignores differences between occupations. This is a critical 

limitation of general measures as there are several job market parameters beyond the 

nationwide unemployment rate, such as job alternatives within an occupation which are a 

result of occupation growth, that create various employment opportunity for individuals 

based on their occupation (Steel & Griffeth, 1989). Incorporating occupation-specific 

characteristics in this study provides a more precise measure of the labor market’s 

relationship with turnover.  

A third contribution of this study is its methodologically rigorous design. 

Turnover studies are often criticized for including single-organization or single-

occupation samples (Blau, 2000), and thus ignoring occupation-level variables and 

effects (Lee, Carswell, & Allen, 2000). Research on work-family conflict is similarly 

criticized, as many studies that have examined work-family conflict and turnover have 

used only homogeneous samples (e.g., Harr, 2004; Ryan & Sagas, 2009; Blomme, Van 
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Rheede, & Tromp, 2010). The limited variability of experiences within a single 

occupation or single organization, specifically regarding alternative employment 

opportunities, likely impacts the relationships between these job market variables and 

both work-family conflict and turnover (Schmidt, Hunter, & Urry, 1997). The present 

study’s sample consists of employees from a wide variety of occupations and 

organizations, permitting examination of occupation-specific labor market explanations 

in the link between work-family conflict and both forms of turnover. Further, many 

previous studies of turnover and work-family conflict rely on single source self-report 

data and are thus potentially prone to common-method bias. The present study 

supplements self-report data with objective occupation-level data from the Bureau of 

Labor Statistics.  

In the sections below, a brief overview of turnover is presented with a focus on 

organizational turnover, including its antecedents, followed by a focus on work-family 

conflict as an antecedent of both forms of turnover. Then, the role of an individual’s 

satisfaction with both their job and career as mechanisms linking work-family conflict 

and both forms of turnover are described, followed by a brief section describing 

occupational turnover more in detail. Lastly, the influence of occupation-specific labor 

market characteristics on the relationship between both forms of satisfaction (career and 

job) and both forms of turnover (organizational and occupational) is discussed, followed 

by a detailed description of the current study methods and analytical strategy. 
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Employee Turnover 

Employee turnover is a prevalent problem for organizations, and leaving a job or 

occupation is a major event in an employee’s life. Although turnover can be involuntary 

(e.g., employees being fired or laid off without choice), the majority of employee 

turnover research has focused on voluntary turnover, or turnover that is employee-

initiated, typically unexpected by the organization, and largely outside of the 

organization’s control. By predicting and/or reducing voluntary turnover, organizations 

can better manage their human resources and attenuate the various consequences 

associated with employees leaving the organization.  

 Voluntary turnover can exist at either the organization or occupation level. 

Organizational turnover, which is “the termination of a membership in an organization by 

an individual who receives monetary compensation for participation in that organization” 

(Hom & Griffeth, 1995, p.5), is one of the most prevalently studied employment related 

constructs. Voluntary turnover can also occur at the occupation level, representing an 

individual willfully leaving their occupation or profession rather than simply leaving their 

current organization (Blau, 2003). It is also important to acknowledge that occupational 

turnover is typically also a form of organizational turnover, as when an individual leaves 

their occupation they are also likely leaving their current organization. As such, studies 

that primarily focus on occupational turnover, also often explore organizational turnover 

(Blau, 2003, 2007), but the opposite rarely occurs. In general, occupational turnover is 

less frequent than organizational turnover within an occupation, due to various obstacles 

individuals face such as lost income, greater accumulated costs due to investments within 
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an occupation (e.g., financial, educational, emotional, and social), and limited 

occupational alternatives (Neapolitan, 1983; Carson, Carson, & Bedeian, 1995; Blau, 

2003). As a result of occupational turnover being less common, there are also fewer 

theoretical models and empirical studies that have focused on occupational turnover 

compared to organizational turnover. The remaining portion of this section will focus on 

organizational turnover, and occupational turnover will be revisited below.  

Given the important consequences voluntary organizational turnover has for 

organizations, several theoretical models have been proposed. A prominent early model 

of organizational turnover is March and Simon’s (1958) model, which consists of an 

individual’s perceived desirability of quitting, or “push” factors, and the individual’s 

perceived ease of movement, referred to as “pull” factors. In addition to March and 

Simon’s (1958) model, the majority of the traditional models of turnover (e.g., Mobley, 

1977; Mobley, Griffeth, Hand, & Meglino, 1979; Price & Mueller, 1981) include two 

major categories of predictor variables, one emphasizing job attitudes (e.g., job 

satisfaction), and the other emphasizing ease of movement (e.g., perceived alternatives) 

(Mitchell, Holtom, Lee, Sablynski, & Erez, 2001; Trevor, 2001; Holtom, Mitchell, Lee, 

& Eberly, 2008). Over time, models of turnover increased in complexity by examining 

more predictors of turnover beyond job satisfaction and alternative employment 

opportunities (e.g., Lee & Mitchell, 1994; Hom & Kinicki, 2001).  

Throughout the turnover literature, each model of organizational turnover 

proposes various processes that lead an individual to leave their organization. A critical 

common element among these models is the incorporation of withdrawal cognitions, 
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which are any thoughts that reflect an individual leaving their current organization (e.g., 

Mobley, 1977; Price & Mueller, 1986; Lee & Mitchell, 1994; Hom, Mitchell, Lee, & 

Griffeth, 2012). The primary outcome of the present study, turnover intentions, are a 

form of withdrawal cognitions, and are the strongest and most proximal antecedent of 

turnover (e.g., Hom, Caranikas-Walker, Prussia, & Griffeth, 1992; Griffeth et al., 2000; 

Hom, Lee, & Shaw, 2017). The strong predictive ability of turnover intentions has been 

demonstrated across many studies, with a recent meta-analysis revealing that out of fifty-

seven unique antecedents of turnover, thoughts of quitting a job such as turnover 

intentions had the strongest relationship with actual organizational turnover (Rubenstein, 

Eberly, Lee, & Mitchell, 2017).  

Another shared element between some of the most prominent models of 

organizational turnover is job satisfaction, as the dissatisfaction with the job serves as the 

primary motivation to leave the job. As models of turnover have increased in complexity 

over time, job satisfaction at the level of the individual has consistently been proposed as 

the central attitudinal variable of the organizational turnover process (e.g., March & 

Simon, 1958; Mobley, 1977, Mobley, Griffeth, Hand, Meglino, 1979; Price & Mueller, 

1986; Lee & Mitchell, 1994; Hom & Kinicki, 2001). Based on the various models of 

turnover, a critical antecedent of turnover intentions, or thoughts to stay within the 

organization, is the individual’s dissatisfaction with their job. (e.g., Mobley, 1977 & 

Mobley et al., 1979; Price & Mueller, 1981; 1986). The Mobley turnover models 

(Mobley, 1977 & Mobley et al., 1979) have gone under extensive evaluation with both 

receiving strong empirical support. Specifically, the direct negative relationship between 
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job satisfaction and turnover intention is consistent throughout the literature (e.g., 

Mobley, Horner, & Hollingsworth, 1978; Youngblood, Mobley, & Meglino, 1983; Lee, 

1988; Egan, Yang, & Bartlett, 2004; de Moura, Abrams, Retter, Gunnarsdottir, & Ando, 

2009). Likewise, both Price and Mueller models (1981, 1986) have received empirical 

support, specifically the negative relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intent 

and the positive relationship between job satisfaction and intent to stay (e.g., Kim Price, 

Mueller, & Watson, 1996; Gaertner, 1999). Additional studies not directly testing either 

model have also indicated a negative relationship between job satisfaction and 

organizational turnover intentions (Griffeth et al., 2000; Tnay, Othman, Siong, & Lim, 

2013). 

Another prominent yet unique model of organizational turnover is Lee and 

Mitchell’s (1994) unfolding model, which proposes that turnover decisions are not 

always the result of accumulated job dissatisfaction and may occur without much 

deliberation at all (Holtom et al., 2008). Their model consists of five unique behavioral 

and psychological pathways, two of which describe a traditional process driven by 

accumulated job dissatisfaction, and three pathways that are driven by a jarring event or 

“shock” that triggers quitting a job without much deliberation (Holtom et al., 2008). The 

unfolding model has received empirical support, yet the majority of individuals followed 

a more traditional pathway via job dissatisfaction rather than experiencing a shock (Lee, 

Mitchell, Wise, & Fireman, 1996; Morrell, 2005). Given the importance of job 

satisfaction to the overall turnover process, turnover models have also theorized about the 

factors related to job satisfaction, and specifically, what leads to an individual’s 
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dissatisfaction with their job. Among the various models of organizational turnover, a 

perceived lack of fit between the individual’s desires and the organization’s values is a 

common antecedent of job dissatisfaction. Lee and Mitchell (1994) specified that unlike 

the other paths presented in their model, a shock is not needed for an individual to assess 

a lack of “fit” with their organization, leading an individual to become dissatisfied with 

their job. In addition, the Mobley et al. (1979) model includes numerous antecedents of 

job satisfaction, the majority of which relate to the individual’s perception of their 

organization (e.g., organizational climate, supervisor/work group, and organizational 

values). Similarly, the Price and Mueller (1981) model proposes various antecedents 

related to fit between the individual and the organization, such as the individual’s ability 

to participate in decision making and role clarity, both of which have been demonstrated 

as strong predictors of job satisfaction (Driscoll, 1978; Jackson & Schuler, 1985; Witt, 

Andrews, & Kacmar, 2000). Lastly, the Hom & Kinicki (2001) model includes an 

individual’s inter-role conflict as an antecedent of job satisfaction. Based on an increase 

in dual-earner couples and the resulting increase in potential for conflict between work 

and personal life, their model proposes that the inability to successfully fulfill work 

demands due to the individual’s personal life, and vice versa, leads an individual to be 

dissatisfied with their job (Hom & Kinicki, 2001). The present study will further examine 

work-family conflict, a pervasive form of inter-role conflict, as a critical antecedent in the 

turnover process. 
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Work-family Conflict 

Work-family conflict (WFC) is “a form of interrole conflict in which the role 

pressures from the work and family domains are mutually incompatible in some respect” 

such that participation in one role is made more difficult by participation in the other 

(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985, p.77). Thus, the work role can interfere with the family role 

(WIF), and the family role can interfere with the work role (FIW) (Frone, 2003). Both 

directions of WFC not only differ conceptually but have also been empirically 

demonstrated to be distinct constructs (e.g., Netemeyer et al., 1996; Kossek & Ozeki, 

1998).  

 Work-family conflict has been demonstrated to have negative relationships with 

outcomes related to an individual’s well-being (e.g., Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992; 

Geurts, Kompier, Roxburgh, & Houtman, 2003). Both directions of work-family conflict 

are associated with a variety of non-work-related outcomes such as family satisfaction 

(e.g., Cardenas, Major, & Bernas, 2004), depression (e.g., Vinokur, Pierce, & Buck, 

1999), and life satisfaction (e.g., Greenhaus, Collins, & Shaw, 2003). In addition, WIF 

and FIW are associated with a variety of work-related outcomes including organizational 

commitment (e.g., Aryee, Srinivas, & Tan, 2005), burnout (e.g., Peters, Montgomery, 

Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2005, and work-related strain (e.g., Netemeyer, Brashear-

Alejandro, & Boles, 2004).  

 Focusing on work-related outcomes, studies of withdrawal behaviors have been of 

increasing interest among researchers. It is believed that when employees experience 

work-family conflict they may withdraw from work and engage in withdrawal behaviors 
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(Greenhaus et al., 2001). Work-related withdrawal behaviors, such as absenteeism (e.g., 

Kirchmeyer & Cohen, 1999) and lateness to work (e.g., Hammer, Bauer, & Grandey, 

2003), have been empirically demonstrated as consequences of work-family conflict. 

Work-family conflict is also positively related to more severe forms of withdrawal, 

including both turnover intentions (e.g., Anderson, Coffey, & Byerly, 2002; Netemeyer et 

al., 2004; Harr, 2004; Carr, Boyar, & Gregory, 2008; Blomme, Van Rhede, & Tromp, 

2010), and actual organizational turnover (e.g., Greenhaus, Collins, Singh, & 

Parasuraman, 1997).  

 In examining WFC, researchers have also identified differential relationships 

between WIF and FIW and various non-work and work-related outcome variables (e.g., 

Frone, 2000; Grandey, Cordeiro, & Crouter, 2005; Hammer, Cullen, Neal, Sinclair, & 

Shafiro, 2005), highlighting the importance of taking into account both directions of this 

form of inter-role conflict. Further, research has focused on whether the source of conflict 

(e.g., work in the case of WIF) matters, proposing that relationships are either stronger 

for outcomes in the same domain as the source (e.g., matching hypothesis) or for 

outcomes in the other domain (e.g., cross-domain hypothesis; Kelloway & Barling, 

1991). For example, the matching hypothesis predicts that WIF will have stronger effects 

on work-related outcomes and FIW will have stronger effects on family-related 

outcomes. A meta-analysis tested the cross-domain vs. matching hypothesis and the 

results empirically supported the matching hypothesis, which suggests that WIF has a 

stronger relationship with work-related outcomes (e.g., intention to turnover) rather than 

consequences related to family (Amstad et al., 2011). Indeed, regarding turnover 
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intentions, WIF is more strongly related than is FIW (e.g., Amstad et al., 2011; Nohe & 

Sonntag, 2014). Given the empirical support for the positive relationship between work-

family conflict and organizational turnover intentions the following hypotheses are 

proposed:  

Hypothesis 1: Work-family conflict is positively related to organizational 

turnover intentions. 

Hypothesis 2: The positive relationship between work-family conflict and 

organizational turnover intentions is stronger for WIF than FIW. 

  Given the positive relationship between work-family conflict and organizational 

turnover intentions, researchers have been interested in the mechanism linking the two 

(e.g., Harr, 2012; Wang, 2017). Work-family researchers have primarily relied on the 

previously described organizational turnover models (e.g., Mobley et al., 1978; Hom & 

Kinicki, 2001), which focus on an affective mechanism, such that dissatisfaction with 

one’s job as a result of work-family conflict leads an individual to engage in thoughts of 

leaving that job. Indeed, throughout the literature, the most widely studied correlate of 

work-family conflict is job satisfaction (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Allen et al., 2000; 

Grandey, Cordeiro, & Crouter, 2005), “an internal state that is expressed by affectively 

and/or cognitively evaluating an experienced job with some degree of favor or disfavor” 

(Brief, 1998, p.86). As mentioned previously, several models of organizational turnover 

include inter-role conflict as an antecedent of job satisfaction. Work and family roles are 

of primary importance for the majority of individuals (Mortimer, Lorence, & Kumka, 

1986), and perceived incompatibility is likely to create tension and negative feelings for 
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the individual (Grandey et al., 2005). Further, job satisfaction may depend on the extent 

to which the individual’s job is seen as threatening to other roles (e.g., family in the case 

of WIF). When valued roles are threatened individuals appraise the source of the threat in 

a negative way (Lazarus, 1991; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Carlson & Kacmar, 2000). 

The negative relationship between work-family conflict and job satisfaction has been 

demonstrated empirically (e.g. Kahn et al., 1964; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Allen et al., 

2000; Bruck, Allen, & Spector, 2002; Buonocore & Russo, 2013), and two separate meta-

analyses revealed that WIF had a stronger relationship with job satisfaction than did FIW 

(e.g.; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Amstad et al., 2011) which further supports the matching 

hypothesis. Thus, the following hypotheses regarding work-family conflict and job 

satisfaction are proposed:  

Hypothesis 3: Work-family conflict is negatively related to job satisfaction.  

Hypothesis 4: The negative relationship between work-family conflict and job 

satisfaction is stronger for WIF than FIW. 

Many of the organizational turnover models identified job satisfaction as a critical 

antecedent of organizational turnover intentions, with employees attempting to resolve 

their dissatisfaction by seeking alternative employment (e.g., Mobley, 1977; Mobley et 

al., 1979; Price & Mueller, 1986; Hom & Kinicki, 2001). In the present study, job 

dissatisfaction as a result of work-family conflict is proposed to lead the individual to 

have the intention to leave their job. The mediating role of job satisfaction has been 

empirically supported, as job satisfaction has been demonstrated to mediate the 

relationship between work stress and organizational turnover intention (e.g., Kuo, Lin, & 
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Li, 2014; Crede, Chernyshenko, Stark, Dalal, & Bashshur, 2007). Thus, it is proposed 

that satisfaction is a critical mechanism linking work-family conflict to the organizational 

turnover process:  

Hypothesis 5: Job satisfaction is negatively related to organizational turnover 

intentions.  

Hypothesis 6: Job satisfaction mediates the relationship between work-family 

conflict and organizational turnover intentions. 

Occupational Turnover 

It is important to acknowledge that occupational turnover (i.e., changing careers 

or occupations) is almost always a form of organizational turnover, as when an individual 

leaves their occupation entirely they are also likely leaving their current organization. 

The most prominent model of occupational turnover is the Rhodes and Doering’s (1983) 

model, which is primarily based on the Mobley et al. (1978) model of organizational 

turnover. Even though an individual is leaving their occupation rather than just their 

organization, both processes are theoretically similar. For example, analogous to the 

relationships between organizational turnover intentions and actual organizational 

turnover, some of the best predictors of occupational turnover are thoughts of leaving 

one’s profession (e.g., occupational withdrawal cognitions; Blau, 1989; Hom & Griffeth, 

1991). Further, research has demonstrated that occupational withdrawal cognitions are 

related to, but are distinct from, organizational withdrawal cognitions (Blau, 1985, 2000; 

Carson et al., 1995), thus, the present study will examine both. 
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Similar to the models of organizational turnover, the Rhodes and Doering (1983) 

model of occupational turnover includes work-related stressors such as career/family 

conflict as an antecedent of occupational turnover, and the positive relationship between 

work-family conflict and occupational withdrawal intentions has been demonstrated 

empirically (e.g., Greenhaus, Parasuraman, & Collins, 2001; Ryan & Sagas, 2009). In 

addition, given that occupational turnover intentions are a work-domain outcome, 

(similar to organizational turnover intentions), per the matching hypothesis it is expected 

that WIF will have a stronger relationship with occupational turnover intentions 

compared to FIW: 

Hypothesis 7: Work-family conflict is positively related to occupational turnover 

intentions. 

Hypothesis 8: The positive relationship between work-family conflict and 

occupational turnover intentions is stronger for WIF than FIW. 

Like the aforementioned organizational turnover models, the Rhodes and Doering 

(1983) model of occupational turnover also emphasizes the importance of satisfaction. 

Career satisfaction is defined as “the overall affective orientation of the individual to his 

or her career” (Gattiker & Larwood, 1988, p.573). Several determinants of satisfaction 

have been included as part of the Rhodes and Doering (1983) model and empirically 

supported, including a lack of supervisor support and leadership, a lack of social 

connections through co-workers, and low-quality supervisor leadership (McPherson, 

Popielarz, & Drobnic, 1992; Blau, 2003a; Van der Heijden et al., 2009). In addition, 

similar to models of organizational turnover, working conditions and inter-role conflict 
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are also included as determinants of satisfaction in the occupational turnover process 

(Phillips & Lee, 1980; Rhodes & Doering, 1983). The same process of the negative 

appraisal of work due to inter-role conflict can also lead to dissatisfaction with one’s 

career just as it would with one’s current job, and the negative relationship between 

work-family conflict and career satisfaction has been demonstrated empirically (e.g., 

Aryee & Luk, 1996; Martins, Eddleston, & Veiga, 2002). Similar to job satisfaction, 

career satisfaction is an outcome in the work-domain, therefore, in line with the matching 

hypothesis, it is expected that WIF will have a stronger relationship with career 

satisfaction than FIW: 

Hypothesis 9: Work-family conflict is negatively related to career satisfaction.  

Hypothesis 10: The negative relationship between work-family conflict and career 

satisfaction is stronger for WIF than FIW. 

As mentioned previously, the models of organizational turnover propose that a 

direct consequence of job dissatisfaction are thoughts of changing job. Likewise, the 

Rhodes and Doering (1983) model of occupational turnover proposes that direct 

consequences of career dissatisfaction are thoughts and intentions of changing careers. 

The negative relationship between career satisfaction and occupational turnover has been 

demonstrated empirically, such that career satisfaction is negatively related to intentions 

to leave one’s occupation (Blau, 2007) as well as actual occupational turnover (e.g., 

Rhodes & Doering, 1983; Rhodes & Doering, 1993; Blau, 2007). Thus, the present study 

examines career satisfaction as the mediating mechanism linking work-family conflict 

and occupational turnover intentions: 



 26 

Hypothesis 11: Career satisfaction is negatively related to occupational turnover 

intentions.  

Hypothesis 12: Career satisfaction mediates the relationship between work-family 

conflict and occupational turnover intentions.  

Moderating Role of Labor Market Characteristics 

As previously discussed, misfit between an individual’s job or career and their 

nonwork life (e.g., work-family conflict) is related to both forms of withdrawal intentions 

(organizational and occupational) via the individual’s job (career) satisfaction, as 

satisfaction has been described as the primary motivational force for an individual to 

leave their job (career) (e.g., March & Simon, 1958; Mobley, 1977, Mobley et al., 1979; 

Rhodes & Doering, 1983; Price & Mueller, 1986; Hom & Kinicki, 2001). While 

satisfaction is a critical antecedent of both forms of turnover, researchers have also 

acknowledged that labor market characteristics such as alternative opportunities available 

to the individual may influence the relationship between satisfaction and turnover 

intentions. 

Throughout the literature, various labor market characteristics have been 

incorporated in organizational turnover studies (Nickell, 1997). For example, an 

individual’s salary (e.g., Armknecht & Early, 1972; Coughlan & Schmidt, 1985) as well 

as an individual’s salary relative to the salary distribution of the individual’s occupation, 

have been used to predict turnover and further understand differences in turnover among 

individuals (Pfeffer & Davis-Blake, 1992; Lazear, 2012). In general, however, alternative 

opportunities in the labor market are among the most theorized and studied labor market 
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characteristic. For example, a significant component of March and Simon’s (1958) model 

was the individual’s perceived ease of movement, based on the number of actual or 

perceived opportunities available to the individual outside of their organization 

(Anderson & Milkovich, 1980). Several other models of organizational turnover also 

include the role of alternatives (e.g., Mobley, 1977; Mobley et al., 1979; Lee & Mitchell, 

1994). A central tenant is that the perception of available alternatives can inflate 

intentions to turnover among dissatisfied employees. More specifically, in path 4B of Lee 

and Mitchell’s (1994) unfolding model, once dissatisfaction occurs, the individual 

evaluates alternative opportunities which can lead the individual’s intention to quit. In 

addition, the Mobley et al. (1979) model of organizational turnover proposes that the 

availability of alternatives is a function of the individual’s labor market perceptions, 

including the unemployment rate, which has a direct relationship to the individual’s 

intention to quit, and a contributing (i.e., moderating) role once dissatisfaction occurs.  

The importance of alternative employment opportunities has been empirically 

supported. Mobley et al. (1978) found that the expectancy of finding an acceptable 

alternative position was positively related to the intention to quit. In addition, Schneider 

(1976) demonstrated that the inclusion of perceived alternatives enhanced the prediction 

of turnover intentions, indicating that alternative opportunities are an essential component 

of the turnover process. In addition, researchers have further examined how alternatives 

influence the relationship between satisfaction and turnover intentions. For instance, 

Dansereau, Cashman, and Graen (1974) demonstrated that the perceived expectancy of 

finding a comparable job moderated the relationship between job attitudes and 
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organizational turnover. More specifically, job mobility, based on perceived alternative 

opportunities, has been shown to moderate the relationship between job satisfaction and 

organizational turnover intentions (Wheeler, Gallagher, Brower, & Sablynski, 2007), a 

relationship similar to the moderating role proposed in the current study.  

In addition to employees own perceptions of available opportunities, the national 

unemployment rate is often included in studies as a proxy representing ease of movement 

and available alternative opportunities (e.g., Anderson & Milkovich, 1980; Williams, 

1999; Silva & Toledo, 2009). Carsten and Spector (1987) meta-analyzed the relationship 

between job satisfaction and organizational turnover, demonstrating that the relationship 

was weaker during times of high national unemployment, and stronger during times of 

low national unemployment. While the Carsten and Spector (1987) meta-analysis is 

informative, a limitation of their approach and the primary studies they included is that 

the national unemployment rate ignores differences in unemployment between 

occupations, and thus is an imperfect proxy for an individual’s alternative employment 

opportunities. For example, during times of low national unemployment, some 

occupations may still have few available jobs, and in times of high national 

unemployment, there may be occupations that still have many open jobs.  

Similar to organizational turnover, alternative job and career opportunities are 

part of the occupational turnover process as well (Rhodes & Doering, 1983). In a study of 

occupational turnover, Blau (2007) demonstrated that alternative occupation 

opportunities were positively related to the individual’s intent to leave their occupation as 

well as actual occupational turnover. Further, alternative job opportunities within their 
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current occupation were not related to their intent to change their occupation but were 

positively related to the individual’s intent to leave their organization (Blau, 2007). This 

study demonstrates that there may be differences between occupational and 

organizational turnover intentions based on alternatives both within and outside one’s 

current occupation. 

 Steel and Griffeth (1989) highlighted that there are occupational differences in 

terms of alternative opportunities available to the individual based on their occupation, 

and in general, one is more likely to be influenced by the number of alternative 

opportunities in their specific occupation rather than the general nationwide 

unemployment rate (Thatcher, Stepina, & Boyle, 2014). Relatedly, Hulin, Roznowski, 

and Hachiya (1985) note that national or even local labor markets may be poorly related 

to the relevant labor market for the individual. Given the issue with general measures of 

alternative opportunities, some studies have incorporated more specific measures of 

unemployment such as unemployment for a specific occupation. For example, Dreher 

and Dougherty (1980) assigned participants an occupational opportunity score that was 

reflective of opportunities available given the individual’s specific occupation as reported 

by the United States Department of Labor. This study demonstrated a positive 

relationship between occupational job opportunities and organizational turnover, thus 

better job opportunities were related to a higher tendency to leave the organization. Hulin 

et al. (1985) note that the positive relationship found by Dreher and Dougherty (1980) is 

evidence of the importance of occupation-specific labor markets, therefore, the 

incorporation of more specific measures of alternative opportunities rather than general 
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measures of alternative opportunities are recommended. More recently, Trevor (2001) 

incorporated an occupation-specific unemployment rate in a study of organizational 

turnover and demonstrated that the occupation-specific unemployment rate was more 

predictive of voluntary turnover than the local unemployment rate constructed by state 

and local labor force data. Therefore, based on both theoretical and empirical support, it 

is imperative to incorporate occupation-specific labor market characteristics in studies of 

organizational and occupational turnover. The present study will do so by examining two 

occupation-specific labor market characteristics: projected occupation growth and 

occupation-specific unemployment.  

Projected occupation growth is a useful measure of future estimated alternative 

opportunities – in occupations with a higher projected growth, there will be more 

opportunities available to the individual to move between organizations within the 

occupation. Therefore, if an individual is dissatisfied with their job and there are many 

alternative opportunities available within their occupation, they may be more likely to 

leave their current organization for an available alternative in an attempt to resolve their 

dissatisfaction. In contrast, in occupations with low or negative projected growth, the few 

forecasted alternative opportunities within the occupation may result in less movement 

between organizations (Anderson & Milkovich, 1980), and lower organizational turnover 

intentions. 

Occupation-specific unemployment rate will also be examined as another 

indicator of alternative employment opportunities. An individual may not be as aware of 

their occupation’s future outlook and projected growth, thus also examining a labor 
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market characteristic representing the employee’s current context is important. Both 

projected occupation growth and the occupation-specific unemployment rate are 

incorporated as objective indicators of alternative opportunities available to the individual 

based on their reported occupation, and such opportunities are proposed to influence the 

relationship between an individual’s job satisfaction and organizational turnover 

intentions.  

Hypothesis 13: Projected occupation growth will moderate the relationship 

between job satisfaction and organizational turnover intentions, such that the relationship 

will be stronger for those in occupations with high projected growth.  

Hypothesis 14: Occupation-specific unemployment rate will moderate the 

relationship between job satisfaction and organizational turnover intentions, such that the 

relationship will be stronger for those in occupations with a low unemployment rate.  

A primary limitation of the few past studies incorporating occupation-specific 

labor market characteristics (e.g., Dreher & Dougherty, 1980; Trevor, 2001), is that only 

organizational turnover was examined. The present study examines the potential for a 

differential moderating role of labor market characteristics when examining occupational 

turnover versus organizational turnover. As previously hypothesized, in occupations with 

high projected growth or low occupation-specific unemployment rate, movement within 

the occupation may be high (organizational turnover), however, movement outside of the 

occupation (occupational turnover) should be low. In contrast, in occupations with low or 

negative projected growth, or high unemployment rate, an individual may consider 

leaving their occupation entirely due to a lack of alternative opportunities within their 
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occupation. More specifically, if an individual is dissatisfied with their career and there 

are not alternative opportunities available within their occupation, they may be more 

likely to leave their occupation in an attempt to resolve their dissatisfaction 

Hypothesis 15: Projected occupation growth will moderate the relationship 

between career satisfaction and occupational turnover intentions, such that this 

relationship will be stronger for those in occupations with low projected growth.  

Hypothesis 16: Occupation-specific unemployment rate will moderate the 

relationship between career satisfaction and occupational turnover intentions, such that 

this relationship will be stronger for those in occupations with high unemployment. 
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METHODS 

Participants 

 In total, 694 individuals participated in this study via an online Qualtrics Panel. 

Of these, 347 had complete data needed to conduct the current analyses. All participants 

were full-time employees who worked a minimum of 35 hours a week of paid 

employment, were at least 18 years old, and were able to read and write in English. The 

average age of the employees was 39 years (SD = 8.43), and the majority of the 

participants were male (n = 185). All of the participants were married or cohabitating 

with a partner for at least one year and/or had a child living under their care. In addition, 

participants reported what occupation best matched their current job (e.g., Barista) from 

standardized jobs defined by the United States Department of Labor through the 

Occupational Information Network (O*NET). Variety in occupation was critical to 

testing the hypotheses in the present study, thus the eligibility survey was constructed so 

that Qualtrics would limit each O*NET occupation to, at most, ten unique participants. 

All occupations that were available in the database for a participant to select from are 

publicly available (http://www.onetonline.org).  

Measures 

 The data used for the present study come from a larger data collection including 

variables regarding the participant’s personality, family life, and experiences in the 

workplace. The variables used in the present study are detailed below.  
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Demographics 

Participants were asked their age, gender, gender of partner, race, sexual 

orientation, relationship status, weekly work hours, number of children care is provided 

for, and if the participant provides adult care.  

Work-family Conflict 

Carlson, Kacmar, and Williams’ (2000) 18-item measure of work-family conflict 

was used to assess each individual’s perceived work-family conflict. This measure 

consisted of both directions of work-family conflict; family interference with work (FIW) 

and work interference with family (WIF). The response scale for each item ranged from 1 

to 5, with 1= “Strongly Disagree” and 5= “Strongly Agree”. This scale provides an 

overall value for an individual’s bi-directional work-family conflict (α = .93), as well as 

value for each direction of their work-family conflict (WIF α = .91, FIW α = .90).  

Job Satisfaction 

Fisher, Matthews, and Gibbons’ (2016) measure of job satisfaction was used to 

assess an individual’s satisfaction with their current job. The measure consisted of one 

item, “Overall I am satisfied with my job.” The response scale ranged from 1 to 5, with 

1= “Strongly Disagree” and 5= “Strongly Agree”.  

Career Satisfaction 

 Greenhaus, Parasuraman, and Wormley’s (1990) scale was used to assess an 

individual’s satisfaction with their career. The measure consisted of 5 items (α = .94), 

responses ranged from 1 to 5, with 1= “Strongly Disagree” and 5= “Strongly Agree”. A 

sample item is, “I am satisfied with the success I have achieved in my career.”  
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Organizational Turnover Intentions 

A one item measure was used to assess an individual’s intent to leave their current 

job: “I plan to leave my current job within the next year.” The item response scale ranged 

from 1 to 5, with 1= “Strongly Disagree” and 5= “Strongly Agree.” 

Occupational Turnover Intention 

Occupational turnover intentions were measured by the Carson, Carson, Roe, 

Birkenmeier, and Phillips (1999) measure of career withdrawal cognitions to assess an 

individual’s intention to leave their current occupation. The measure consisted of three 

items (α = .97), an example item from this scale is, “I intend to leave this profession.” 

Each item response ranged from 1 to 5, with 1= “Strongly Disagree” and 5= “Strongly 

Agree”.  

Projected Occupation Growth 

Based on the occupation reported by the participant, the projected occupation 

growth for the decade following the data collection (2016 to 2026) provided by the 

Bureau of Labor Statistics was recorded. 

Occupation-specific Unemployment Rate 

Based on the occupation reported by the participant, the occupation-specific 

unemployment rate for the year of 2016 provided by the Bureau of Labor Statistics was 

recorded.  

Procedure 

After participants were recruited and screened, those who met eligibility 

requirements were given a link to the online survey. Participants were provided with an 
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online consent form before beginning the survey, and were informed that the survey 

would take about 30 minutes to complete. Participants received compensation in an 

amount provided by the Qualtrics Panels service and agreed upon before the participant 

started the survey. 

Analytical Strategy 

The direct relationships which correspond to Hypotheses 1-5 (organizational 

turnover) and Hypotheses 7-11 (occupational turnover) respectively are assessed through 

bivariate correlations which indicate the magnitude and strength of these relationships. 

Further, Hypotheses, 2, 4, 8, and 10 proposed differences in magnitude among the direct 

relationships between WIF and FIW, and the various outcomes. With the use of the 

Fisher r-to-z transformation, a z-test is used to compare the bivariate correlations between 

WIF and FIW to determine if the difference is statistically significant. In addition, 

Hypothesis 6 (organizational turnover) and Hypothesis 12 (occupational turnover) 

proposed mediating relationships. The mediation analyses are based on the formal 

significance test of the indirect effect ab (the product of path a and path b), as this 

approach is more powerful than the traditional stepwise procedure (e.g., Baron & Kenny, 

1986) as the test of ab more directly address mediation (Preacher & Hayes, 2004; Hayes, 

2018). The formal significance of ab will be based on the bootstrapping procedure, this 

procedure is widely preferred over the normal theory approach (e.g., Sobel test) as the 

normal theory approach assumes that the indirect effect ab is normally distributed 

(Hayes, 2018). This assumption is not robust, as the distribution of ab has been 

demonstrated to not have a normal distribution (Edwards & Lambert, 2007). The 
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bootstrapped procedure does not consist of any assumptions regarding the indirect effect, 

and in general generates more accurate confidence intervals as well as being a more 

powerful test than the normal theory approach (MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 

2004).  

To test moderated mediation (Hypotheses 13-16), two unique moderators were 

examined which resulted in multiple moderated mediation models. For each model, an 

index of moderated mediation is calculated, the test of formal significance for this value 

is also through a bootstrap generated confidence interval approach. The index of 

moderated mediation takes into account the entire model as a whole and assesses whether 

the weight of the moderator in the function defining the indirect effect is different from 

zero (Hayes 2015; 2018). Hypothesis 13 through 16 proposed labor market characteristics 

would moderate the path between the mediator and outcome, as a result an index of 

moderated mediation is calculated for each model, assuming there is evidence that the 

index of moderated mediation is significant, conditional indirect effects are also 

calculated, as the indirect effect may be conditional on the value of the moderator 

(Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007). In order to set the values for the conditional indirect 

effects for the moderator, the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentile values of the moderator were 

used as recommended by Hayes (2018). For all of the mediation analyses (simple 

mediation & moderated mediation) the bootstrap confidence interval is examined to 

determine if zero falls within the interval, if zero does not fall within the interval than the 

effect being tested is significant (Hayes, 2018). Further, in regard to the moderated 

mediation models, “if the bootstrap confidence interval for the index of moderated 



 38 

mediation does not include zero, then any two conditional indirect effects of X are 

different regardless of the two values of the moderator that are chosen” (Hayes, 2018, 

p.429). The moderated mediation models, including the organizational turnover 

intentions model (Figure 1) and the occupational turnover intentions model (Figure 2) are 

illustrated below.  
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Figure 1. Organizational Turnover Intentions Model with labor market characteristics as 

the moderator. 

 

 

 Figure 2. Occupational Turnover Intentions Model with labor market characteristics as 

the moderator. 

 

The analyses were conducted with SPSS (v. 24). The simple mediation analyses 

were conducted through the “PROCESS” (v. 3.2) SPSS macro developed by Hayes 

(2018). The simple mediation analyses correspond to model template 4 of PROCESS 

which generates the indirect effect and constructs the percentile bootstrapped confidence 

interval for the indirect effect. The moderated mediation analyses correspond to model 
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template 14 of the PROCESS macro, in which the index of moderated mediation is 

calculated for each model as well as the conditional indirect effects, with bootstrapped 

confidence intervals generated for each effect.  
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RESULTS 

            Table 1 presents means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations for all study 

variables. As expected, the relationship between WFC and organizational turnover 

intentions was positive (r =.40, p <.01), which supports Hypothesis 1. This positive 

relationship was stronger between WIF and organizational turnover intentions (r =.46, p 

<.01), than FIW and organizational turnover intentions (r =.25, p <.01; z = 3.17, p < .01), 

which supports Hypothesis 2. The relationship between WFC and job satisfaction was 

negative (r = -.31, p <.01), which supports Hypothesis 3, however the relationship 

between WIF and job satisfaction (r = -.32, p <.01), was not significantly stronger than 

the relationship between FIW and job satisfaction (r = -.23, p <.01; z = -1.28, p >.05), 

thus Hypothesis 4 was not supported. Further, the relationship between job satisfaction 

and organizational turnover intentions was negative (r = -.46, p <.01), which supports 

Hypothesis 5. 
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Table 1 

Intercorrelations between study variables  

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Gender 1.47 .50 --          

2. WFC 2.56 0.76 -.08 (.87)         

3. WIF 2.74 0.90 -.08 .90** (.84)        

4. FIW 2.39 0.81 -.06 .88**     .59** (.80)       

5. Job Satisfaction  3.92 1.01 .04 -.31**    -.32**  -.23**     (.81)      

6. Career Satisfaction  3.79 0.88 -.07 -.29**    -.28**   -.24**     .60**    (.88)     

7. Org. Turnover Intentions  1.96 1.20 -.06 .40**     .46**    .25**    -.46** -.43** --    

8. Occ. Turnover Intentions 2.09 1.19 -.06 .35**     .40**    .21**    -.57** -.53**    .72**  (.87)   

9. Unemployment  3.16 1.91 .03 .01 .01 .01     -.03 -.17** .07       .07 --  

10. Projected Growth 8.38 8.73 -.10 .05 .03 .05 -.05    .04 .01      -.12 -.12* -- 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01. Scale reliabilities are shown in parentheses. Age is in years. Gender: men = 1 women = 2. N = 347, Row 9, 

N = 328. Higher values indicate more of that variable. 
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In addition, the relationship between WFC and occupational turnover intentions 

was positive, (r = .35, p <.01), which supports Hypothesis 7. The positive relationship 

was stronger between WIF and occupational turnover intentions (r = .40, p <.01), than 

the relationship between FIW and occupational turnover intentions (r = .21, p <.01; z = 

2.76, p < .01), which supports Hypothesis 8. The relationship between WFC and career 

satisfaction was negative (r = -.29, p <.01), which supports Hypothesis 9. However, the 

relationship between WIF and career satisfaction (r = -.28, p <.01), was not significantly 

stronger than the relationship between FIW and job satisfaction (r = -.24, p <.01; z = -.56, 

p > .05), thus Hypothesis 10 was not supported. Lastly, the relationship between career 

satisfaction and occupational turnover intentions was negative (r = -.53, p <.01), 

supporting Hypothesis 11. 

Tests of Simple Mediation 

 Hypothesis 6 posits that job satisfaction mediates the relationship between WFC 

and organizational turnover intentions. The results of the simple mediation analysis for 

the organizational turnover intentions model are presented in Table 2a. WFC was 

negatively associated with job satisfaction (B = -.41, t = -6.02, p < .01), job satisfaction 

was negatively associated with organizational turnover intentions (B = -.44, t = -7.78, p < 

.01), and the direct effect of WFC on organizational turnover intentions was positive (B = 

.45, t = 5.98, p < .01). WFC was found to have an indirect effect on organizational 

turnover intentions, B = .18, 95% CI [.10, .28], which supports Hypothesis 6. 
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Table 2a 

Simple Mediation Organizational Turnover Intentions Model 

 Consequent 

 Job Satisfaction Org. Turnover Intentions 

Antecedent Coeff. SE p Coeff. SE p 

WFC -0.41 0.07 < .001 0.45 0.08 < .001 

Job Satisfaction - - - -0.44 0.06 < .001 

Constant 4.97 0.18 < .001 2.54 0.34 < .001 

 R2 = 0.105 R2 = 0.287 

 F(1, 345) = 36.26, p < .001 F(2, 344) = 69.07, p < .001 

Note. Results for the simple mediation analysis with organizational turnover intentions as the outcome.
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In regard to the occupational turnover intentions model, Hypothesis 12 posits that 

career satisfaction mediates the relationship between WFC and occupational turnover 

intentions. The results of the simple mediation analysis for the occupational turnover 

intentions model are presented in Table 2b. WFC was negatively associated with career 

satisfaction, (B = -.33, t = -5.62, p < .01), career satisfaction was negatively associated 

with occupational turnover intentions (B = -.64, t = -10.24, p < .01), and the direct effect 

of WFC on occupational turnover intentions was positive (B = .32, t = 4.50, p < .01). 

WFC was found to have an indirect effect on occupational turnover intentions, B = .21, 

95% CI [.10, .28], which supports Hypothesis 12. 
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Table 2b 

Simple Mediation Occupational Turnover Intentions Model  

 Consequent 

 Career Satisfaction Occup. Turnover Intentions 

Antecedent Coeff. SE p Coeff. SE p 

WFC -0.33 0.06 < .001 0.32 0.08 < .001 

Career Satisfaction - - - -0.64 0.06 < .001 

Constant 4.66 0.16 < .001 3.68 0.34 < .001 

 R2 = 0.084 R2 = 0.335 

 F(1, 345) = 31.53, p < .001 F(2, 344) = 82.87, p < .001 

Note. Results for the simple mediation analysis with occupational turnover intentions as the outcome.
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Tests of Moderated Mediation 

 Hypotheses 13 and 14 examine moderation in the aforementioned mediation 

models. First, projected occupation growth is examined as a moderator of the relationship 

between job satisfaction and organizational turnover intentions, such that this relationship 

will be stronger for those in occupations with a high projected growth. The direct effect 

of WFC on organizational turnover intentions is positive (B = .45, t = 6.00, p < .01). 

However, the cross-product term between projected growth and job satisfaction was not 

significant (B = .00, t = .90, p > .05), as was the PROCESS (v 2.16) macro index of 

moderated mediation, B = -.003, 95% CI [-.009, .004], thus Hypothesis 13 is not 

supported. Further, each direction of WFC was examined separately as the predictor in 

the organizational turnover intentions model. The index of moderated mediation when 

WIF was the predictor was not-significant, B = -.001, 95% CI [-.007, .004], as was the 

index when FIW was the predictor, B = -.002, 95% CI [-.007, .003]. The results of the 

moderated mediation models with organizational turnover intentions as the outcome, 

projected growth as the moderator, and WFC as the predictor including both its directions 

(WIF and FIW) displayed in Tables 3a, 3b, and 3c respectively. 
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Table 3a  

Moderated Mediation Organizational Turnover Intentions (Projected Growth) 

  Consequent 

   (Job Satisfaction)   (Org. Turnover Intentions) 

Antecedent  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

         

 (WFC) a -0.41 0.07 < .001 c 0.45 0.08 < .001 

 (Job Satisfaction)  - - - b1 -0.49 0.08 < .001 

W (Projected Growth)  - - - b2 -0.03 0.03 .30 

  W  - - - b3 0.01 0.01 .37 

Constant iM 4.97 0.18 < .001 iY 2.78 0.41 < .001 

         

  R2 = 0.105  R2 = 0.290 

  F(1, 345) = 36.26, p < .001  F(4, 342) = 34.80, p < .001 

         
Note. Results for the moderated mediation analysis, with organizational turnover intentions as the outcome, projected growth as the 

moderator, and WFC as predictor.



49 

Table 3b 

 

Moderated Mediation Organizational Turnover Intentions (Projected Growth) 

  Consequent 

   (Job Satisfaction)   (Org. Turnover Intentions) 

Antecedent  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

         

 (WIF) a -0.36 0.06 < .001 c .46 0.06 < .001 

 (Job Satisfaction)  - - - b1 -0.45 0.08 < .001 

W (Projected Growth)  - - - b2 -0.02 0.03 .50 

  W  - - - b3 0.00 0.01 .58 

Constant iM 4.90 0.17 < .001 iY 2.49 0.39 < .001 

         

  R2 = 0.10  R2 = 0.32 

  F(1, 345) = 38.68, p < .001  F(4, 342) = 40.41, p < .001 

         
Note. Results for the moderated mediation analysis, with organizational turnover intentions as the outcome, projected growth as the 

moderator, and WIF as predictor. 
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Table 3c 

 

Moderated Mediation Organizational Turnover Intentions Model (Projected Growth)  

  Consequent 

   (Job Satisfaction)   (Org. Turnover Intentions) 

Antecedent  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

         

 (FIW) a -0.28 0.06 < .001 c .23 0.07 < .01 

 (Job Satisfaction)  - - - b1 -0.56 0.08 < .001 

W (Projected Growth)  - - - b2 -0.03 0.03 .26 

  W  - - - b3 0.01 0.01 .32 

Constant iM 4.60 0.16 < .001 iY 3.66 0.39 < .001 

         

  R2 = 0.06  R2 = 0.24 

  F(1, 345) = 19.07, p < .001  F(4, 342) = 26.63, p < .001 

         

Note. Results for the moderated mediation analysis, with organizational turnover intentions as the outcome, projected growth as the 

moderator, and FIW as predictor.  
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The same analyses were then conducted using occupation-specific unemployment 

as the moderator. The direct effect of WFC on organizational turnover intentions is 

positive (B = .47, t = 6.11, p < .01). Further, the cross-product term between the 

occupation-specific unemployment rate and job satisfaction was significant (B = -.06, t = 

-2.06, p < .05). Simple slopes were plotted at the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles of the 

moderator (Figure 3), showing the conditional effects of job satisfaction on 

organizational turnover intentions are negative. This negative association is greatest when 

the occupation-specific unemployment is high (simple slope = -.51, t = -7.55, p <.01) 

compared to moderate (simple slope = -.40, t = -6.59, p <.01), and this association is 

weakest when the occupation-specific unemployment rate was low (simple slope = -.34, t 

= -4.5, p <.01). Further, the index of moderated mediation was significant, B = .023, 95% 

CI [.002, .046], thus the indirect effect of WFC is moderated. As the occupation-specific 

unemployment rate increases, the conditional indirect effect of WFC also increases in 

magnitude, thus Hypothesis 14 is not supported.
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Figure 3. Organizational turnover intentions moderated mediation results. Organizational turnover intentions are predicted by job 

satisfaction, moderated by occupation unemployment. Low unemployment = 16th percentile; medium unemployment = 50th percentile, 

high unemployment = 84th percentile). WFC included as part of model. 
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In addition to WFC, each direction of WFC was examined separately as the 

predictor in the organizational turnover intentions model. When only FIW was examined, 

the direct effect of FIW on organizational turnover intentions was positive, (B = .23, t = 

3.16, p < .01), in addition the cross-product term between the occupation-specific 

unemployment rate and job satisfaction was significant (B = -.06, t = -2.07, p < .05). The 

same percentiles (16th, 50th, and 84th) of the moderator were used to plot the simple 

slopes, the conditional effects of job satisfaction on organizational turnover intentions at 

the three different percentiles of the occupation-specific unemployment rate are all 

negative which can be seen in Figure 4. This negative association is greatest when the 

occupation-specific unemployment is high (simple slope = -.57, t = -8.39, p <.01) 

compared to moderate (simple slope = -.46, t = -7.45, p <.01), and this association is 

weakest when the occupation-specific unemployment rate was low (simple slope = -.40, t 

= -5.13, p <.01). Further, the index of moderated mediation was significant, B = .017, 

95% CI [.001, .039], which indicates that the indirect effect is moderated, as a result the 

conditional indirect effects of FIW, were also calculated. The conditional indirect effects 

also indicated that, as occupation-specific unemployment increases, the magnitude of the 

indirect effect of FIW also increases. When WIF was examined, the index of moderated 

mediation was not significant, B = .017, 95% CI [-.001, .037], thus the indirect effect was 

not moderated. The results of the moderated mediation models with organizational 

turnover intentions as the outcome and occupation unemployment as the moderator and 

WFC as the predictor including its directions (FIW and WIF) are presented in tables 4a, 

4b, 4c respectively
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Figure 4. Organizational turnover intentions, moderated mediation results. Organizational turnover intentions are predicted by job 

satisfaction, moderated by occupation unemployment. Low unemployment = 16th percentile; medium unemployment = 50th percentile, 

high unemployment = 84th percentile). FIW included as part of the model. 
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Table 4a 

 

Moderated Mediation Organizational Turnover Intentions (Occupation Unemployment)  

  Consequent 

   (Job Satisfaction)   (Org. Turnover Intentions) 

Antecedent  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

         

 (WFC) a -0.41 0.07 < .001 c .47 0.08 < .001 

 (Job Satisfaction)  - - - b1 -0.25 0.11 .02 

W (Occ. Unemployment)  - - - b2 0.25 0.11 .02 

  W  - - - b3 -0.05 0.02 .04 

Constant iM 4.97 0.18 < .001 iY 1.63 0.51 < .001 

         

  R2 = 0.09  R2 = 0.30 

  F(1, 326) = 33.86, p < .001  F(4, 323) = 35.25, p < .001 

         
Note. Results for the moderated mediation analysis, with organizational turnover intentions as the outcome, occupation unemployment 

as the moderator, and WFC as predictor.
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Table 4b 

 

Moderated Mediation Organizational Turnover Intentions (Occupation Unemployment)  

  Consequent 

   (Job Satisfaction)   (Org. Turnover Intentions) 

Antecedent  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

         

 (FIW) a -0.29 0.07 < .001 c .23 0.07 <.01 

 (Job Satisfaction)  - - - b1 -0.30 0.11 <.01 

W (Occ. Unemployment)  - - - b2 0.26 0.11 <.05 

  W  - - - b3 -0.06 0.03 <.05 

Constant iM 4.62 0.17 < .001 iY 2.50 0.52 < .001 

         

  R2 = 0.06  R2 = 0.25 

  F(1, 326) = 19.11, p < .001  F(4, 323) = 26.45, p < .001 

         
Note. Results for the moderated mediation analysis, with organizational turnover intentions as the outcome, occupation unemployment 

as the moderator, and FIW as predictor.
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Table 4c 

 

Moderated Mediation Organizational Turnover Intentions (Occupation Unemployment)  

  Consequent 

   (Job Satisfaction)   (Org. Turnover Intentions) 

Antecedent  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

         

 (WIF) a -0.35 0.06 < .001 c .49 0.06 < .001 

 (Job Satisfaction)  - - - b1 -0.25 0.10 <.05 

W (Occ. Unemployment)  - - - b2 0.22 0.11 .02 

  W  - - - b3 -0.05 0.03 .04 

Constant iM 4.88 0.17 < .001 iY 1.52 0.48 < .001 

         

  R2 = 0.10  R2 = 0.34 

  F(1, 326) = 34.50, p < .001  F(4, 323) = 41.76, p < .001 

         
Note. Results for the moderated mediation analysis, with organizational turnover intentions as the outcome, occupation unemployment 

as the moderator, and WIF as predictor. 
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Hypothesis 15 posits the same moderating role of projected occupation growth in 

the model of occupational turnover intentions – projected occupation growth will 

moderate the relationship between career satisfaction and occupational turnover 

intentions, such that this relationship will be stronger for those in occupations with low 

projected growth. The direct effect of WFC and occupational turnover intentions is 

positive, (B = .32, t = 4.48, p < .01). Further, the cross-product term between projected 

growth and career satisfaction was not significant (B = -.00, t = -.24, p > .05). The index 

of moderated mediation was also not-significant, B = .001, 95% CI [-.004, .004], 

therefore Hypothesis 15 is not supported. When only FIW was examined, the index of 

moderated mediation was not-significant, B = .000, 95% CI [-.004, .003], likewise when 

WIF was examined in the model, the index of moderated mediation was not-significant, 

B = .001, 95% CI [-.003, .004]. The results of the moderated mediation models with 

occupational turnover intentions as the outcome and projected growth as the moderator 

and WFC as the predictor including both its directions (WIF and FIW) are presented in 

Tables 5a, 5b, and 5c respectively.
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Table 5a 

 

Moderated Mediation Occupational Turnover Intentions (Projected Growth)  

  Consequent 

   (Career Satisfaction)   (Occ. Turnover Intentions) 

Antecedent  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

         

 (WFC) a -0.33 0.06 < .001 c .32 0.07 < .001 

 (Career Satisfaction)  - - - b1 -0.63 0.08 < .001 

W (Projected Growth)  - - - b2 0.01 0.03 .80 

  W  - - - b3 -0.01 0.01 .81 

Constant iM 4.66 0.16 < .001 iY 3.63 0.41 < .001 

         

  R2 = 0.08  R2 = 0.33 

  F(1, 345) = 31.53, p < .001  F(4, 342) = 41.22, p < .001 

         
Note. Results for the moderated mediation analysis, with occupational turnover intentions as the outcome, projected growth as the 

moderator, and WFC as predictor.
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Table 5b 

 

Moderated Mediation Occupational Turnover Intentions (Projected Growth)  

  Consequent 

   (Career Satisfaction)   (Occ. Turnover Intentions) 

Antecedent  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

         

 (WIF) a -0.27 0.05 < .001 c .36 0.06 < .001 

 (Career Satisfaction)  - - - b1 -0.60 0.08 < .001 

W (Projected Growth)  - - - b2 0.01 0.03 .68 

  W  - - - b3 -0.00 0.01 .70 

Constant iM 4.54 0.15 < .001 iY 3.38 0.39 < .001 

         

  R2 = 0.08  R2 = 0.35 

  F(1, 345) = 28.28, p < .001  F(4, 342) = 46.56, p < .001 

         
Note. Results for the moderated mediation analysis, with occupational turnover intentions as the outcome, projected growth as the 

moderator, and WIF as predictor.
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Table 5c 

 

Moderated Mediation Occupational Turnover Intentions (Projected Growth) 

  Consequent 

   (Career Satisfaction)   (Occ. Turnover Intentions) 

Antecedent  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

         

 (FIW) a -0.26 0.06 < .001 c .13 0.07 .06 

 (Career Satisfaction)  - - - b1 -0.69 0.08 < .001 

W (Projected Growth)  - - - b2 0.01 0.03 .88 

  W  - - - b3 -0.00 0.01 .91 

Constant iM 4.42 0.14 < .001 iY 4.37 0.39 < .001 

         

  R2 = 0.06  R2 = 0.29 

  F(1, 345) = 21.05, p < .001  F(4, 342) = 35.44, p < .001 

         
Note. Results for the moderated mediation analysis, with occupational turnover intentions as the outcome, projected growth as the 

moderator, and FIW as predictor.
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In addition to projected growth, occupation-specific unemployment rate is 

examined as a moderator for the occupational turnover intentions model, such that the 

relationship between career satisfaction and occupational turnover intentions will be 

stronger for those in occupations with a high unemployment rate. The direct effect of 

WFC on organizational turnover intentions is positive (B = .16, t = 2.18, p < .05). 

However, the cross-product term between the occupation-specific unemployment rate and 

career satisfaction was not significant (B = -.02, t = -.86, p > .05). When WFC was 

examined, the index of moderated mediation was not significant, B = .007, 95% CI [-

.001, .021], therefore, Hypothesis 16 was not supported. The index of moderated 

mediation for when only FIW was included in the model, was not-significant, B = .004, 

95% CI [-.001, .016], likewise when WIF examined in the model, the index of moderated 

mediation was not-significant, B = .005, 95% CI [-.001, .016]. The results of the 

moderated mediation models with occupational turnover intentions as the outcome and 

occupation unemployment as the moderator, and WFC including its directions (WIF and 

FIW) are presented in tables 6a, 6b, 6c respectively.
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Table 6a 

 

Moderated Mediation Occupational Turnover Intentions (Occupation Unemployment)  

  Consequent 

   (Career Satisfaction)   (Occ. Turnover Intentions) 

Antecedent  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

         

 (WFC) a -0.34 0.06 < .001 c .36 0.08 < .001 

 (Career Satisfaction)  - - - b1 -0.54 0.12 < .001 

W (Occ. Unemployment)  - - - b2 0.07 0.10 .49 

  W  - - - b3 -0.02 0.03 .39 

Constant iM 4.64 0.17 < .001 iY 3.29 0.54 < .001 

         

  R2 = 0.08  R2 = 0.33 

  F(1, 326) = 29.05, p < .001  F(4, 323) = 39.60, p < .001 

         
Note. Results for the moderated mediation analysis, with occupational turnover intentions as the outcome, occupation unemployment 

as the moderator, and WFC as predictor.
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Table 6b 

 

Moderated Mediation Occupational Turnover Intentions (Occupation Unemployment) 

  Consequent 

   (Career Satisfaction)   (Occ. Turnover Intentions) 

Antecedent  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

         

 (WIF) a -0.27 0.05 < .001 c .38 0.06 < .001 

 (Career Satisfaction)  - - - b1 -0.54 0.11 < .001 

W (Occ. Unemployment)  - - - b2 0.06 0.10 .54 

  W  - - - b3 -0.02 0.02 .44 

Constant iM 4.52 0.15 < .001 iY 3.14 0.51 < .001 

         

  R2 = 0.07  R2 = 0.36 

  F(1, 326) = 25.44, p < .001  F(4, 323) = 44.89, p < .001 

         
Note. Results for the moderated mediation analysis, with occupational turnover intentions as the outcome, occupation unemployment 

as the moderator, and WIF as predictor.
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Table 6c 

 

Moderated Mediation Occupational Turnover Intentions (Occupation Unemployment) 

  Consequent 

   (Career Satisfaction)   (Occ. Turnover Intentions) 

Antecedent  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

         

 (FIW) a -0.27 0.06 < .001 c .16 0.07 < .05 

 (Career Satisfaction)  - - - b1 -0.62 0.12 < .001 

W (Occ. Unemployment)  - - - b2 0.04 0.10 .67 

  W  - - - b3 -0.02 0.03 .54 

Constant iM 4.42 0.15 < .001 iY 4.14 0.54 < .001 

         

  R2 = 0.06  R2 = 0.29 

  F(1, 326) = 20.07, p < .001  F(4, 323) = 33.31, p < .001 

         
Note. Results for the moderated mediation analysis, with occupational turnover intentions as the outcome, occupation unemployment 

as the moderator, and FIW as predictor.
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Supplemental Analyses 

 Given that there was no evidence of moderated mediation for the occupational 

turnover intentions model, additional post hoc analyses were conducted. Specifically, the 

occupational turnover intentions model was modified such that job satisfaction, rather 

than career satisfaction, was examined as the linking mechanism between WFC and 

occupational turnover intentions. Despite being related, there is reason to expect that job 

satisfaction may play a more salient role in these relationships as a more proximal 

attitudinal outcome of WFC. The Rhodes and Doering (1983) model also proposes job 

satisfaction as a direct link between antecedents (i.e., WFC) and occupational turnover 

intentions. The same moderators (projected occupation growth and the occupation-

specific unemployment rate) were examined in the supplemental analyses.  

 When projected occupation growth is included as the moderator in this new 

model, the direct effect of WFC on occupational turnover intentions is positive (B = .29, t 

= 4.15, p <.01). However, the cross-product term between job satisfaction and projected 

growth is not significant (B = .00, t = .58, p >.05), as was the index of moderated 

mediation, B = -.002, 95% CI [-.001, .003]. Further, each direction of WFC was 

examined separately as the predictor in the occupational turnover intentions model. The 

index of moderated mediation when FIW was the predictor was not significant, B = -.001, 

95% CI [-.005, .002], as well as when WIF was the predictor, B = -.001, 95% CI [-.005, 

.003]. Thus, as before in the primary analyses, there was no evidence of projected 

occupational growth playing a role in these relationships. 
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 The same analyses were then conducted using occupation-specific unemployment 

as the moderator. The direct effect of WFC on occupational turnover intentions is 

positive (B = .32, t = 4.44, p < .01), and the cross-product term between the occupation-

specific unemployment rate and job satisfaction was significant (B = -.06, t = -2.34, p < 

.05). Further, the index of moderated mediation was significant, B = .035, 95% CI [.001, 

.051], thus the indirect effect of WFC is moderated. As the occupation-specific 

unemployment rate increases, the indirect effect of WFC on occupational turnover 

intentions via job satisfaction also increases in magnitude. In addition to WFC, each 

direction of WFC was examined separately as the predictor. The direct effect of FIW on 

occupational turnover intentions was positive, (B = .15, t = 2.23, p < .05), in addition, the 

cross-product term between the occupation-specific unemployment rate and job 

satisfaction was significant (B = -.06, t = -2.34, p < .05). Further, the index of moderated 

mediation was significant, B = .018, 95% CI [.004, .044], thus the indirect effect of FIW 

is moderated. The conditional indirect effects indicated that, as the occupation-specific 

unemployment increases, the magnitude of the indirect effect of FIW also increases. 

Lastly, the direct effect of WIF on occupational turnover intentions was positive, (B = 

.34, t = 5.56, p < .01), and the cross-product term between the occupation-specific 

unemployment rate and job satisfaction was significant (B = -.05, t = -2.16, p < .05). 

Further, the index of moderated mediation was significant, B = .020, 95% CI [.004, .043], 

thus the indirect effect of WIF is moderated. The conditional indirect effects indicated 

that, as the occupation-specific unemployment increases, the magnitude of the indirect 

effect of WIF also increases. The results of the moderated mediation models 
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corresponding to the supplemental analyses are presented in Tables 7a, 7b, and 7c, 

starting with WFC, followed by FIW, and then WIF respectively.
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Table 7a 

 

Moderated Mediation Supplemental Analyses Occupational Turnover Intentions  

  Consequent 

   (Job Satisfaction)   (Occ. Turnover Intentions) 

Antecedent  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

         

 (WFC) a -0.41 0.07 < .001 c .32 0.07 < .001 

 (Job Satisfaction)  - - - b1 -0.38 0.10 < .001 

W (Occ. Unemployment)  - - - b2 0.26 0.10 .01 

  W  - - - b3 -0.06 0.03 .04 

Constant iM 4.97 0.19 < .001 iY 1.63 0.51  .02 

         

  R2 = 0.09  R2 = 0.36 

  F(1, 326) = 33.86, p < .001  F(4, 323) = 46.64, p < .001 

         
Note. Results for the moderated mediation analysis, with occupational turnover intentions as the outcome, job satisfaction as the 

mediator, occupation unemployment as the moderator, and WFC as predictor.
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Table 7b 

 

Moderated Mediation Supplemental Analyses Occupational Turnover Intentions  

  Consequent 

   (Job Satisfaction)   (Occ. Turnover Intentions) 

Antecedent  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

         

 (FIW) a -0.29 0.07 < .001 c .15 0.07  .02 

 (Job Satisfaction)  - - - b1 -0.42 0.10 < .001 

W (Occ. Unemployment)  - - - b2 0.27 0.11 .01 

  W  - - - b3 -0.06 0.03 .01 

Constant iM 4.62 0.17 < .001 iY 3.31 0.48 < .001 

         

  R2 = 0.06  R2 = 0.34 

  F(1, 326) = 19.11, p < .001  F(4, 323) = 41.16, p < .001 

         
Note. Results for the moderated mediation analysis, with occupational turnover intentions as the outcome, job satisfaction as the 

mediator, occupation unemployment as the moderator, and FIW as predictor.
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Table 7c 

 

Moderated Mediation Supplemental Analyses Occupational Turnover Intentions  

  Consequent 

   (Job Satisfaction)   (Occ. Turnover Intentions) 

Antecedent  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

         

 (WIF) a -0.35 0.06 < .001 c .34 0.06  < .001 

 (Job Satisfaction)  - - - b1 -0.38 0.10 < .001 

W (Occ. Unemployment)  - - - b2 0.24 0.10 .01 

  W  - - - b3 -0.05 0.02 .03 

Constant iM 4.80 0.17 < .001 iY 2.58 0.46 < .001 

         

  R2 = 0.10  R2 = 0.39 

  F(1, 326) = 34.50, p < .001  F(4, 323) = 50.80, p < .001 

         
Note. Results for the moderated mediation analysis, with occupational turnover intentions as the outcome, job satisfaction as the 

mediator, occupation unemployment as the moderator, and WIF as predictor.
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DISCUSSION  

 The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between work-family 

conflict (WFC) and both organizational and occupational turnover intentions, and to 

determine if the relationship can be explained via employees’ satisfaction with their job 

or career, respectively. Further, the role of the labor market was examined as a contextual 

boundary condition for the links between satisfaction and turnover intentions. Most 

previous studies that have explored the influence of the labor market on turnover have 

only examined organizational turnover (e.g., Dreher & Dougherty, 1980; Steel, 1996; 

Trevor, 2001). This study also examined occupational turnover intentions which allowed 

for any differences in the influence of the labor market on both forms of turnover to be 

explored within the same sample. Further, this study includes a sample that is nationally 

representative of a wide variety of occupations which allows specific labor market 

characteristics to be examined.  

Before discussing the individual models, several relationships among the focal 

variables are worthy of discussion. First, results indicate that WFC is associated with 

numerous work-related consequences, and overall, the bivariate relationships among 

primary study variables mirror past findings. WFC was positively related to both 

occupational as well as organizational turnover intentions, and for both outcomes, work 

interference with family (WIF) had a stronger relationship with turnover intentions than 

did family interference with work (FIW). These findings are consistent with prior 

research and support the matching hypothesis (Amstad et al., 2011). Further, both WIF 

and FIW were equivalently negatively related to both job and career satisfaction, 
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demonstrating that both directions of WFC are important to take into consideration when 

examining workplace attitudinal outcomes. In addition, job satisfaction was found to be 

negatively related to organizational turnover intentions, which is consistent with many 

organizational turnover models, as job satisfaction is identified as a critical antecedent of 

organizational turnover intentions within such models (e.g., Mobley et al., 1979; Price & 

Mueller, 1986; Hom & Kinicki, 2001). Lastly, career satisfaction was found to be 

negatively related to occupational turnover intentions, which is consistent with the 

Rhodes & Doering (1983) model of occupational turnover which proposed that direct 

consequences of career dissatisfaction are thoughts and intentions of changing careers.  

Organizational Turnover Intentions 

 The results demonstrate that the association between WFC and organizational 

turnover intentions can be partially explained by job satisfaction, thus WFC is positively 

associated with organizational turnover intentions through job dissatisfaction. This 

finding is consistent with several other empirical studies (e.g.; Kuo et al., 2014; Crede et 

al., 2007; Rode et al., 2007) and supports prominent models of organizational turnover 

(e.g., Mobley, 1979; Hom & Kinicki, 2001). Specifically, the aforementioned models of 

turnover propose inter-role conflict as an antecedent of job satisfaction, and job 

satisfaction is a primary driving force for the individual to develop the intention to leave 

their organization. Therefore, the present study adds to the existing evidence 

demonstrating that job satisfaction may be an important attitudinal factor linking the 

experience of WFC and withdrawal related cognitions.  
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To expand our understanding of contextual variables that may influence this 

process, the present study examined the role of labor market characteristics in the 

relationship between job satisfaction and organizational turnover intentions. As 

mentioned previously, several prominent models of organizational turnover include labor 

market characteristics, often in the form of availability of employment alternatives, as 

part of the overall organizational turnover process (e.g., Mobley, 1977; Mobley et al., 

1979; Lee & Mitchell, 1994). A central tenant among such models is that the perception 

of available alternatives can inflate intentions to turnover among dissatisfied employees. 

The Mobley et al. (1979) model of organizational turnover specified that the availability 

of alternatives is a function of the individual’s labor market perceptions. Although 

perceived alternatives were not assessed in the present study, we did examine the 

objective labor market characteristics theorized to inform these perceptions, namely each 

employee’s occupation-specific unemployment rate, and the projected future growth of 

their occupation. A similar approach has been taken in other studies of turnover (e.g., 

Kirshenbaum & Mano-Negrin, 1999; Carsten & Spector, 1987; Hulin et al., 1985; Dreher 

& Dougherty, 1980).  

Results of the present study indicated that projected occupation growth did not 

influence the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational turnover intentions. 

Interestingly, unlike projected growth, occupation-specific unemployment rate did 

explain variation in the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational turnover 

intentions. Specifically, individuals with lower job satisfaction had higher intentions to 

leave their organization, and this relationship is stronger for those in occupations with a 
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higher unemployment rate. Thus, when looking at the full model of organizational 

turnover (Figure 1a) results indicate that WFC is positively related to organizational 

turnover intentions, through decreases in job satisfaction, and this overall effect is 

stronger for those in occupations with higher unemployment rates. Thus, individuals with 

high WFC who are in occupations with a high unemployment rate may be more likely to 

intend to leave their organization through dissatisfaction with their job. This is contrary to 

the expectation that this effect would be strongest for those in occupations with low 

unemployment rates, as low unemployment rates would suggest more job alternatives 

available to the individual.  

There are several possible explanations for this unexpected finding. One possible 

explanation is based on the specific sample used in this study in which the average 

occupation-specific unemployment rate (3.17%) was significantly less than the average 

national unemployment rate (4.87%) during the year of data collection (2016), and in 

years prior to data collection (5.28% in 2015 and 6.12% in 2014). This means there were 

more opportunities within the occupations represented in this study compared to 

occupations in general during the same timeframe, as only 14.6% of individuals in this 

study were in an occupation that had an unemployment rate higher than the national 

average. Therefore, our results are consistent with the expectation that movement 

between organizations would be high (organizational turnover intentions) due to many 

opportunities within an occupation, given the relatively low average occupation 

unemployment rate compared to the national average (Anderson & Milkovich, 1980). 

Another possible explanation for the unexpected finding relates to organizational 
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turnover intentions were being assessed by one item; “I plan to leave my current job 

within the next year.” Specifically, this item does not take into account each employee’s 

post-exit destination, which could include another job within the same occupation and 

organization, another job within the same occupation and a new organization, or a break 

or exit from the labor force (e.g., family demands, educational pursuits, leisure; Hom et 

al., 2012). An individual’s decision to leave their job could also be influenced by their 

spouse’s employment, such as the need to relocate or change jobs for financial reasons 

(Holtom, Mitchell, Lee, & Inderrieden, 2005). In the present study, all participants were 

married, and 97.6% indicated that they were also responsible for taking care of a child. 

Thus it is possible that factors outside of the individual’s organization (e.g., becoming a 

full-time parent) could have influenced an individual’s decision to leave their job, 

independent of the unemployment rate for their occupation. It is possible that those 

individuals who had a high intention to leave their organization and belonged to an 

occupation with a high unemployment rate simply had a post-exit destination that was not 

another job, and thus their intentions to leave may not have been heavily influenced by 

the labor market. 

Given that there was an effect of WFC on organizational turnover intentions 

through job satisfaction, each direction of WFC was examined separately, in order to 

further understand the nature of WFC’s role in this process. When examining models 

with only FIW or WIF as antecedents, results indicate that WFC is related to 

organizational turnover primarily through FIW. That is, FIW was positively related to 

organizational turnover intentions through decreased job satisfaction, and this finding is 
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stronger for those in occupations with higher unemployment rates. Interestingly, there 

was no evidence of an effect of WIF in the organizational turnover model. These findings 

of our study replicate past work finding that FIW, but not WIF, has a positive relationship 

with organizational turnover intentions through job satisfaction (e.g., Post et al., 2009). 

These findings suggest that it is family demands interfering with work, rather than work 

demands interfering with family, which may foster job dissatisfaction and downstream 

withdrawal cognitions. These findings support the cross-domain hypothesis (Frone et al., 

1992a), which proposes that even though conflict originates in one domain (family), 

outcomes in the other domain are affected (e.g., turnover intentions; Amstad et al., 2011). 

For example, individuals with high FIW may feel overwhelmed by the ensuing struggle 

to meet their work demands due to family demands interfering with their work, and as a 

result may experience a reduction in the quality of their work life (Frone et al., 1992a). 

The outcomes of interest in this study arguably reside in the work domain (organizational 

and occupational turnover intentions), and thus null results for WIF align with other 

studies supporting the cross-domain hypothesis. One potential explanation for these 

findings may relate to employees’ role salience, a stable individual difference 

representing how important one role (e.g., work) is compared to another (e.g., family) 

(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). In the present study, it may be that individuals tended to 

have higher levels of work centrality, meaning their work role was of primary 

importance. If work is valued more than family, FIW may play a stronger role than WIF, 

as the role that is more valued (work) is being interfered with. Past work supports these 
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ideas, showing that the relationship between WIF and organizational turnover was 

stronger when an individual valued family over work (Carr et al., 2008).  

Occupational Turnover Intentions 

 In addition to examining organizational turnover intentions, the present study also 

separately examined the relationship between WFC and occupational turnover intentions 

through a similar theoretical lens. Results demonstrated that the association between 

WFC and occupational turnover intentions can be partially explained by career 

satisfaction, thus WFC is positively associated with occupational turnover intentions 

through career satisfaction. This particular finding supports the Rhodes & Doering (1983) 

model of occupational turnover, as the model proposes that inter-role conflict is an 

antecedent of satisfaction with career, and career satisfaction is a central mechanism that 

drives occupational turnover. This finding is consistent with recent research showing that 

individuals’ attitudes towards their occupation partially explain the relationship between 

WFC and occupational turnover intentions (e.g., Singh et al., 2018; Van Der Heijden et 

al., 2009). Thus, the current study adds to the body of evidence highlighting the 

importance of career satisfaction in the occupational turnover process.  

Given that the association between WFC and occupational turnover intentions 

could be partially explained by career satisfaction, the potential role of the labor market 

in the relationship between career satisfaction and occupational turnover intentions was 

also examined. Similar to the organizational turnover process, the Rhodes & Doering 

(1983) model of occupational turnover proposes that the labor market influences an 

individual’s perception of available alternative job opportunities, in which the perceived 
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availability of alternative opportunities influences an individual’s thoughts of leaving 

their occupation. Indeed, alternative occupation opportunities have been found to be 

positively related to an individual’s intention to leave their occupation (e.g., Blau, 2007). 

Results of the present study indicate that neither labor market characteristic (projected 

occupation growth and occupation-specific unemployment) influenced the relationship 

between career satisfaction and occupational turnover intentions. 

Supplemental Occupational Turnover Intentions Analyses 

Given that there was no evidence of moderated mediation for the originally 

proposed occupational turnover model with career satisfaction as the linking mechanism 

between WFC and occupational turnover intentions, additional analyses were conducted 

with job satisfaction rather than career satisfaction as the linking mechanism. Results 

indicate that projected occupation growth did not influence the relationship between job 

satisfaction and occupational turnover intentions in this supplemental model. However, 

unlike projected growth, occupation-specific unemployment rate did moderate the 

relationship between job satisfaction and organizational turnover intentions, such that the 

negative relationship between job satisfaction occupational turnover intentions is stronger 

for those in occupations with a higher unemployment rate. Thus, individuals with high 

WFC who are in occupations with a high unemployment rate may be more likely to 

intend to leave their occupation through dissatisfaction with their job, rather than 

dissatisfaction with their career. 

Given the significant overall effect, WFC was examined by direction, and similar 

results were found for both FIW and WIF. Both directions were positively related to 
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occupational turnover intentions through job satisfaction, and this effect is stronger for 

those in occupations with higher unemployment rates. In sum, the results of the 

supplemental analyses indicate that, similar to results for organizational turnover, 

occupation-specific unemployment has an influence on the relationship between job 

satisfaction and occupational turnover intentions. Thus, it seems that individuals’ more 

proximal perceptions of the labor market (i.e., unemployment rate rather than projected 

growth) play an important role linking inter-role conflict, job satisfaction, and critical 

withdrawal cognitions. 
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IMPLICATIONS 

 There are several theoretical and practical implications of the present this study. 

First, despite many theoretical models of organizational turnover noting the importance 

of the labor market in the organizational turnover process (e.g., Mobley et al. 1979; Hom 

& Griffeth, 1991; Lee & Mitchell, 1994; Hom & Kinicki, 2001), such labor market 

characteristics are infrequently included in empirical studies of turnover. The results of 

this study support the notion that the labor market may play an important role in the 

processes linking work-family conflict and organizational as well as occupational 

turnover intentions, encouraging future tests of these theories to include labor market 

characteristics.  

An additional theoretical implication of this study is that level of measurement 

matters. The results of this study highlight three specific ways that construct 

operationalization and measurement are of critical importance. First, two labor market 

characteristics at the occupation level were examined, and results indicate that not all 

characteristics of the labor market may operate in the same way. Specifically, the 

occupation-specific unemployment rate played a significant role in both the 

organizational and occupational turnover intentions process, but projected occupation 

growth did not exhibit a similar influence. This may be due to the occupation-specific 

unemployment rate being more salient for employees, as employees may be more aware 

of the current unemployment rate for their particular occupation than the projected 

growth of their occupation for the future. Alternatively, the null effects of projected 

occupation growth may shed light on these differences, suggesting that individuals may 
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not place as much value on rewards and information in the future compared to rewards 

and information that are immediate (e.g., temporal discounting; Doyle, 2013). These 

interesting results align with past research demonstrating differential prediction of 

turnover across a broad array of labor market characteristics (e.g., region-based, 

occupation-based, and globalized measures; Steel, 1996). In sum, the role of the labor 

market is complex, and one characteristic is unlikely to capture the entire complexity. 

Therefore, when researchers include characteristics of the labor market in studies of 

organizational turnover, how each characteristic is measured is an important decision 

which should be intentional and driven by theory and past empirical work.  

Second, the findings of this study highlight the importance of measuring both 

directions of work-family conflict (WFC) – family interference with work (FIW) and 

work interference with family (WIF) (Bruck, 2002). For this study, the overall link 

between WFC and organizational turnover intentions through job satisfaction was found 

for FIW but not WIF, which supports the cross-domain hypothesis. Had FIW and WIF 

not been measured and analyzed separately, the null relationships for WIF would not be 

known. Therefore, it is imperative to explore both directions of WFC as there may be 

differences between both directions of conflict in regard to the outcome(s) of interest, 

regardless of the domain of the outcome (e.g., work or family).  

Lastly, the results of this study indicate that job satisfaction may have a critical 

role in both the organizational and occupational turnover intentions process. For both 

forms of turnover intentions, job satisfaction was found to be a linking mechanism 

between WFC and turnover intentions, and the labor market had an influence on the 
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turnover process when job satisfaction rather than career satisfaction was included in the 

model. Thus, when considering the labor market’s influence on occupational turnover, 

job satisfaction may have a more critical role than broader career satisfaction. This 

highlights a need to further understand the differential roles of job satisfaction and career 

satisfaction. Based on traditional models of organizational and occupational turnover, and 

the results of this study, it is still not clear if each form of turnover (organizational versus 

occupational) consists of a unique theoretical process. Several scholars have called 

attention to the problem of occupational and organizational turnover not being 

differentiated as turnover is often viewed simply as a decision to leave a job, with the 

form of turnover (a new organization versus an entirely new occupation) rarely being 

assessed (e.g., Li, Yu, Huang, & Jin 2019; Simon, Mueller, & Hasselhorn, 2010; Parry, 

2008; Fields, Dingman, Roman, & Blum, 2005). By not differentiating the type of 

turnover, researchers overlook that the theoretical processes for each form of turnover 

may not be the same, therefore it is imperative to differentiate the form of turnover in 

order to better elucidate any unique or differential mechanisms that may help better 

predict voluntary employee exits.  

In addition to theoretical implications, there are also practical implications of the 

present study. First, as previously mentioned, organizations should consider the 

destination of the employee, as this may provide useful insights for organizations to 

determine what factors may be contributing to organizational and/or occupational 

turnover (Fields, et al., 2005). Similar to the results of the current study, research shows 

that the strength of relationships between antecedents and each form of turnover can 
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differ (Li et al., 2019; Fields et al., 2005). Thus, the failure to differentiate the type of 

turnover may harm the accurate prediction of employee exits (Fields et al., 2005). 

Further, some occupations experience high turnover in general (e.g., nursing; Kovner, 

Brewer, Fatehi, 2014) but it is not always known if employees are leaving just the 

organization or the occupation entirely. Given that both forms of turnover may consist of 

unique processes, it is imperative for organizations to properly differentiate the form of 

turnover by considering the destination of the employee and not treat turnover as a broad 

unidimensional construct. This also includes gathering data to identify those who are 

leaving the workforce entirely (e.g., full-time parent, additional education, leisure; Hom 

et al., 2012). There may be unique antecedents for those who leave the job and are not 

remaining in the workforce compared to those who have post-exit destinations within the 

workforce. Thus, by considering the destination of the employee, organizations may 

better allocate policies and resources via a focused approach targeting one or both types 

of turnover as well as destinations outside of the workforce, which may allow 

organizations to improve the retention among those employees who may be more 

susceptible to leave (Li et al., 2019).  

Second, this study adds to the deep literature demonstrating that variables that 

extend beyond the work domain (e.g., WFC) are related to critical workplace outcomes 

(e.g., turnover). Employee turnover is both very costly and prevalent, thus it is of great 

interest of employers to reduce employee turnover as much as possible. One method to 

do so is for organizations to train supervisors to provide family-supportive supervision 

for employees struggling with incompatible work and family demands. Past work shows 
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that employees with high levels of FIW and managers who underwent Family Supportive 

Supervisor Behavior (FSSB) training exhibited higher levels of job satisfaction and lower 

levels of turnover intentions compared to similar employees (high FIW) who had 

managers that did not undergo the FSSB training (Hammer, Kossek, Anger, Bodner, & 

Zimmerman, 2011). In both the Hammer et al. (2011) study as well as the current study, 

FIW was found to have an impact on an individual’s intention to leave their organization, 

which is indicative that the inference of family and work roles, particularly family 

interfering with work, can have consequences in the work domain. Further, FSSB has 

been demonstrated as a method to alleviate such consequences (e.g., Hammer et al., 

2011; Odle-Dusseau et al., 2016), thus organizations should encourage supervisors to 

engage in FSSB, as this can translate into beneficial outcomes for the organization (e.g., 

reduced turnover). 

Limitations and Future Directions 

The present study is not without limitations which can be addressed in future 

research. First, the cross-sectional design of the study is limiting in several key ways. 

One consequence of the cross-sectional design is the inability to make causal inferences. 

Especially in studies of mediation, internal validity should be established, and in the 

present design, it is not possible to rule out alternative explanations. In a meta-analysis of 

turnover predictors, other classifications of predictors in addition to traditional job 

attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction), the job market (e.g., occupation unemployment), and 

personal conditions (e.g., WFC) have been demonstrated to have a role in the employee 

turnover process (Rubenstein et al., 2017). For example, organizational-context 
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predictors (e.g., rewards offered), employee behavior predictors (e.g., OCBs), and 

person-context interface predictors (e.g., job embeddedness) were not assessed as part of 

this study (Rubenstein et al., 2017). Thus, it is not possible to rule out how such other 

factors may play roles in the employee turnover process when compared to the factors 

included in the study. Further, with the cross-sectional design, the turnover predictors in 

this study were only measured and not manipulated, which does not allow for any causal 

claims to be made. When examining such relationships in the future, research should take 

a longitudinal approach and include a form of manipulation for turnover predictors to 

properly assess any mediating effects (Maxwell & Cole, 2007). 

Relatedly, an individual’s intention to leave their organization and occupation was 

only assessed at one-time point in the present study. Employee turnover is a dynamic 

process (Becker & Cropanzano, 2011), thus an individual may vary in their intention to 

leave their job, as various factors related to turnover can also change over time (e.g., 

organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and job search behaviors; Kammeyer-

Mueller, Wanberg, Glomb, & Ahlburg, 2005). Likewise, the labor market values 

included in the study were from a static point in time based on when data were collected. 

The labor market is another dynamic variable (Gerhart, 1990), and the approach taken 

here precludes the ability to examine how changes in the labor market may influence an 

individual’s decision to leave their organization and/or occupation. Further, prominent 

theoretical models of both organizational and occupational turnover propose that the 

withdrawal process consists of multiple steps including the intention to search, actual 

search behaviors, the comparison of alternative opportunities with their current 
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job/career, organizational/occupational turnover intentions, and actual 

organizational/occupational turnover (Mobley 1977; Rhodes & Doering 1983). 

Therefore, measurement at multiple time points may be able to better capture the 

dynamic process of turnover and simultaneously improve the ability to make causal 

inferences.  

 Another primary limitation focuses on the present study’s exclusive use of 

objective labor market data. Self-report data is an often-noted limitation and general 

concern in many research domains, specifically due to individuals’ potential for socially 

desirable responding or other biases (Holtgraves, 2004). In contrast, in the present study, 

it would have been informative to obtain individuals’ own perceptions of the labor 

market. Objective labor market characteristics can provide an estimate of the number of 

alternative opportunities available in general and is an informative measure, but “the 

specific mix of skills and experiences of a person are equally as important” (Hulin et al., 

1985, p. 239). Thus, “labor market characteristics should influence the individual’s 

perceived ease of movement, but the magnitude of the relationship is limited to the extent 

that the perceived ease of movement reflect idiosyncratic differences in individual labor 

markets that stem from variations in skills, abilities, and experiences” (Gerhart, 1990, p. 

5). Further, the salience of labor market data may vary based on the individual’s 

occupation (Malm, 1953). For example, some workers (e.g., blue-collar) may tend to 

localize their job search in which regional rather than occupation-based labor market 

characteristics may be of the most importance to the individual when considering 

alternative opportunities (Steel, 1996). Future studies should include an individual’s 
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assessment of their perception of labor market conditions in addition to objective labor 

market data to further understand the role of the labor market in the turnover process, as 

an individual’s own perception of the labor market is just as important as objective labor 

market data. In addition, future studies should explore how accurate an individual’s 

assessment of the labor market is compared to objective measures, and what factors (e.g., 

tenure, age, and occupation-type) may relate to accurate versus inaccurate labor market 

perceptions. Relatedly, future studies could assess job search behaviors, which are shown 

to sharpen an individual’s labor market knowledge and align individual perceptions with 

reality (Steel, 1996; 2002). As a result, individuals involved in job search behaviors may 

have more accurate perceptions of the labor market. For those individuals who are better 

calibrated, the labor market may have a stronger influence. 

 Lastly, the present study was limited in its assessment of turnover, measuring only 

intentions rather than actual organizational and occupational turnover. Given that 

turnover intention is an attitudinal construct, it is sensitive to fluctuations in everyday 

work life (Kirschenbaum & Weisberg, 1990), unlike actual turnover which is discernable 

and objectively measurable (Cohen, Blake, & Goodman, 2016). For example, an 

argument or praise from a supervisor can drastically influence an individual’s intention to 

leave from day to day (Kirschenbaum & Weisberg, 1990). Further, the results of the 

present study indicated that the labor market did not have a significant influence on 

occupational turnover intentions, however given that there are multiple steps in the 

withdrawal process, it possible that the labor market may have an influence on other 

components of the withdrawal process that were not measured in this study. The Rhodes 
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& Doering (1983) model of occupational turnover includes a preparation for change step, 

which consists of the individual acquiring the necessary resources, such as occupation-

specific skills and financial resources to prepare for changing occupations. It is possible 

that the labor market plays a stronger role in that step, and less of a role later when 

employees develop concrete intentions to leave their job and start a new career. In the 

occupational turnover process, the labor market may have an influence in the earlier 

stage(s) of the withdrawal process such as an individual’s intention to search as well as 

actual search behaviors for alternative opportunities, as not nearly as many resources are 

sacrificed in these steps of the withdrawal process, when compared to having to the 

intention to leave the occupation as well as actually leaving their occupation. 

Relatedly, the results of this study indicate that the labor market is related to an 

individual’s intention to leave their organization. However, it is important to 

acknowledge that the intention to turnover may not always translate to actual turnover. 

Even though turnover intention is a widely used proxy for actual turnover, the meta-

analytic relationship between turnover intentions and actual turnover is imperfect (r = 

.45; Griffeth et al., 2000), thus there are many additional factors at play. Some scholars 

speculate that an actual job offer is the critical determinant of actual turnover, as the 

majority of employees “do not quit on the basis of probabilities estimated from 

alternatives available; they quit on certainties represented by jobs already offered” (Hulin 

et al., 1985, p. 244). Therefore, an individual could be in a favorable job market (e.g., low 

occupation specific unemployment), perceive high mobility, consider leaving, but 

without an actual alternative job offer could fail to actually turnover (Gerhart, 1990). 
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Future studies should include actual turnover as an outcome, as well as assess the other 

many components of the withdrawal process, to better understand the role of the labor 

market in both organizational and occupational turnover processes.  
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CONCLUSION 

 The present study examined the relationship between WFC and organizational 

(occupational) turnover intentions through job (career) satisfaction, and the role that the 

labor market may have in the process. The results of this study indicated that the labor 

market may have an influence in the organizational as well as occupational turnover 

intention process. Further examination of the role of the labor market, including both 

objective and perceptual measures on both forms of turnover, is a valuable avenue of 

research to further understand the complex and dynamic process of turnover.
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APPENDIX 

Work-Family Conflict 

(Carlson, Kacmar, & Williams, 2000) 

Participant Instructions: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with 

the following statements.  

Response Scale: 

1=Strongly Disagree 

2=Disagree  

3=Neither Agree nor Disagree  

4=Agree 

5=Strongly Agree  

 

Work-to-Family Interference: 

1.) My work keeps me from my family activities more than I would like. 

2.) The time I must devote to my job keeps me from participating equally in 

household responsibilities and activities. 

3.) I have to miss family activities due to the amount of time I must spend on work 

responsibilities.  

4.) The problem-solving behaviors I use in my job are not effective in resolving 

problems at home.  

5.) Behavior that is effective and necessary for me at work would be counter-

productive at home.  

6.) The behaviors I perform that make me more effective at work do no help me to be 

a better parent and spouse.  

7.) When I get home from work I am often too frazzled to participate in family 

activities/responsibilities.  

8.) I am often so emotionally drained when I get home from work that it prevents me 

from contributing to my family.  

9.) Due to all the pressures at work, sometimes when I come home I am too stressed 

to do the things I enjoy.  

Family-to-Work Interference: 

1.) The time I spend on my family responsibilities often interferes with my work 

responsibilities.  
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2.) The time I spend with my family often causes me to not spend time in activities at 

work that could be helpful to my career.  

3.) I have to miss work activities due to the amount of time I must spend on family 

responsibilities.  

4.) The behaviors that work for me at home do not seem to be effective at work.  

5.) Behavior that is effective and necessary for me at home would be counter-

productive at work.  

6.) The problem-solving behavior that works for me at home does not seem to be as 

useful at work.  

7.) Due to stress at home, I am often preoccupied with family matters at work.  

8.) Because I am often stressed from family responsibilities, I have a hard time 

concentrating on my work.  

9.) Tension and anxiety from my family life often weakens my ability to do my job.  

  



 117 

Job Satisfaction 

(Fisher, Matthews, and Gibbons, 2016) 

Participant Instructions: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with 

the following statement.  

Response Scale: 

1=Strongly Disagree 

2=Disagree  

3=Neither Agree nor Disagree  

4=Agree 

5=Strongly Agree  

 

1.) Overall, I am satisfied with my job.  
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Career Satisfaction 

(Greenhaus, Parasuraman, & Wormley, 1990) 

Participant Instructions: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with 

the following statements.  

Response Scale: 

1=Strongly Disagree 

2=Disagree  

3=Neither Agree nor Disagree  

4=Agree 

5=Strongly Agree  

 

1.) I am satisfied with the success I have achieved in my career. 

2.) I am satisfied with the progress I have made toward meeting my overall career 

goals.  

3.) I am satisfied with the progress I have made toward meeting my goals for income.  

4.) I am satisfied with the progress I have made toward meeting goals for 

advancement.  

5.) I am satisfied with the progress I have made toward meeting my goals for the 

development of new skills.  
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Organizational Turnover Intentions 

Participant Instructions: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with 

the following statement.  

Response Scale: 

1=Strongly Disagree 

2=Disagree  

3=Neither Agree nor Disagree  

4=Agree 

5=Strongly Agree  

 

1.) I plan to leave my current job with the next year.  
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Occupational Turnover Intentions 

(Carson, Carson, Roe, Birkenmeier, & Phillips, 1999) 

Participant Instructions: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with 

the following statements.  

Response Scale: 

1=Strongly Disagree 

2=Disagree  

3=Neither Agree nor Disagree  

4=Agree 

5=Strongly Agree  

 

1.) I am thinking about leaving my profession.  

2.) I intend to look for a different profession.  

3.) I intend to leave this profession.  
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O*NET Occupation Identification 

Participant Instructions: Using the drop-down menus below select the occupation 

description that best fits your current job. These are standardized jobs defined by the 

United States government. Combined with the job title you just entered above, selecting 

your job from this list will allow researchers to better compare different jobs.  

 

First, select the broad category that your job falls under, then use the remaining drop-

down menus to further narrow down the choices, choosing the occupation that best 

matches your current job in the final drop-down. For example, if you are a barista, you 

would first choose “Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations” followed by 

“Food and Beverage Serving Workers” then “Fast Food and Counter Workers” and 

finally “Baristas (35-3022.01).” 

There are many categories and occupations listed, so you might need to go back and 

change some of the categories to explore and find the occupation that best matches your 

current job.  
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