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Abstract: During the COVID-19 lockdown period, several employers used furloughs, that is, tempo-
rary layoffs or unpaid leave, to sustain their businesses and retain their employees. While furloughs
allow employers to reduce payroll costs, they are challenging for employees and increase voluntary
turnover. This study uses a two-wave model (Time 1: n = 639/Time 2: n = 379) and confirms that
furloughed employees’ perceived justice in furlough management and job insecurity (measured at
Time 1) explain their decision to quit their employer (measured at Time 2). In addition, our results
confirm that furloughed employees’ job embeddedness (measured at Time 1) has a positive mediator
effect on the relationship between their perceived procedural justice in furlough management (mea-
sured at Time 1) and their turnover decision (Time 2). We discuss the contribution of this study to
the fields of knowledge and practice related to turnover and furlough management to reduce their
financial, human, and social costs.

Keywords: furloughed employees; voluntary turnover; procedural justice; job insecurity; job
embeddedness

1. Introduction

The furlough of employees is a temporary layoff or unpaid leave that employers may
implement during periods of economic uncertainty [1]. This human resource strategy
allows employers to reduce labour costs while retaining talent so that operations can
restart more quickly and easily when conditions improve [2]. Compared to other workforce
reduction and job retention practices, furlough is the best practice to maintain the inversions,
experience, and knowledge of a company’s human capital [2–4]. By avoiding permanent
layoffs, employers can build goodwill and protect their company’s brand and reputation by
demonstrating their commitment to their employees in difficult times [5], which might favor
their loyalty, engagement, and performance [3]. In addition, furloughs allow employers
to avoid losing their investments in recruitment, training, development, and performance
management activities.

During furloughs, employees generally receive benefits and may be eligible for gov-
ernment programs such as employment insurance. However, they are not allowed to work
or receive a salary from their employer during this period. In Canada, the Federal Gov-
ernment implemented the Canada Emergency Wage Subsidy (CEWS) program to support
businesses impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic until May 2022. Eligible employers could
receive, for 24 weeks, an assistance of up to 75% of wages paid, up to a maximum of
CAD 1129 per week per employee. Several large Canadian companies have temporarily
reduced their workforce to deal with uncertainty due to lockdowns and the pandemic. For
example, in the spring of 2020, Air Canada and Canadian Tire furloughed around 16,500
and 17,000 employees due to the sharp decline in traveling demand and the closure of
retail stores during the pandemic. Many governments have implemented furloughs during
budget crises [1,6,7].
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While furloughs allow employers to reduce payroll costs while retaining their talents,
they can be challenging for the employees involved. Furloughed employees generally
receive benefits, and those who may be eligible for government programs such as employ-
ment insurance are not allowed to work or receive a salary during their leave. During
the furlough periods, they may experience financial difficulties, loss of support, status,
and pride, and suffer stress, anxiety, and depression [7–9]). Similarly, prolonged leave
can lead to a decline in employee morale and satisfaction, especially for those who feel
they are being treated unfairly compared to colleagues who were not furloughed (Lee and
Sanders [5]. Furloughs also lead to an erosion of trust or justice perceptions given the
breach in psychological contract between an employer and its employees [2,7,10].

In today’s talent shortages that create competition to hire skilled employees, there
is a need to further understand employee turnover [11]. In this study, we are interested
in the impact of furlough on voluntary turnover, that is, on employees’ voluntary cessa-
tion of membership of their organizations [12]. Many furloughed employees stayed with
their employers while others voluntarily quit or expressed the intention to leave [13–15],
particularly among higher-performing employees. This study innovates in exploring fur-
loughed workers’ turnover during the COVID-19 lockdown period, on which there is scant
research [13–15]. Its purpose is better to understand the impact of furloughs on voluntary
turnover decisions and investigate the psychological process behind them. Understanding
turnover, particularly among furloughed employees, and how to prevent and control it
is highly important to scientists and practitioners [16,17]. Voluntary turnover remains a
significant organizational challenge, considering the loss of an employee’s professional skills
and the severe and various financial and human costs associated with it. These costs include
the time and money to recruit and select suitable candidates, the loss of knowledge and
productivity, the reduction in customer satisfaction, the stress and overload for those who
must compensate for the departure of colleagues, etc. [13,16,18,19]. Employees’ voluntary
turnover can also has a contagion impact on other employees leaving [18,20], reducing
team and organizational performance [14,15]. All these negative impacts explain why the
last three decades have seen a growing interest in understanding how employees leave
their jobs and why they do so [15,21,22].

This study addresses the need for research that “explores the role of turnover and
retention in national policies designed to promote post-pandemic economic recovery” [15].
We innovate in using conservation of resources (COR) theory to investigate the relationships
between furloughed workers’ perceptions of justice, job insecurity, job embeddedness, and
their voluntary decision to leave their employers. Although furloughs have been an
increasingly common strategy in the public and private sectors for a long time [6,7], there
is relatively little research concerning how furloughed employees’ perception influences
their actual decision to quit their employer, which is different than their turnover intention.

From a methodological point of view, we also use an innovative approach by in-
vestigating furloughed workers’ decisions to quit their employer during the pandemic
lockdowns in Canada using a two-wave study design. If employees had left their employ-
ers at T2, they were then asked whether their departures were voluntary or involuntary.
Those who had left for involuntary reasons (e.g., layoffs and firings) were excluded from
analyses to focus on employees’ volitional quitting decisions. This focus on furloughed
employees’ actual voluntary turnover appears to be value-added from previous research
that mostly considers turnover intention, while the latter does not necessarily lead to actual
turnover behaviour [15].

From a practical point of view, our results should help executives, managers, and
human resources professionals better understand why furloughed employees quit their
employers, allowing them to prevent and reduce their departures. Furloughs appear
to increase the chance of losing employees, most often, the high-performing ones who
possess the competencies to gain employment elsewhere, leaving a firm with mid to low
performers [4]. Thus, through furloughing, employers risk losing more productive workers
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than if they decided to lay off the least productive workers [23]. Our results should provide
insight into proactively avoiding the best employees’ leave during furloughs.

1.1. Theoretical Perspectives and Research Model
1.1.1. Conservation of Resources (COR) Theory

The COR theory [24,25] explains human motivation and comportments based on
a drive to preserve or conserve valued factors, otherwise known as individual, social,
tangible, and symbolic resources. Its central tenet is that people strive to acquire, maintain,
protect, and build resources to achieve their goals [24].

The concept of resources refers to “anything perceived by the individual to help attain
his or her goals” [26]. It covers things people value, such as objects, conditions, personal
characteristics, energies, and social support. Resources can be tangible or intangible, self-
generated or derived externally, and held in different degrees across life domains [26]. In
other words, resources are entities that have an instrumental value for individuals, such
as objects (e.g., a house or car), conditions (e.g., being employed), personal resources (e.g.,
skills), and energies (e.g., mental and physical energy).

This theory suggests that employees with more resources have increased coping abilities
and can better adjust to resource threats than those with fewer ones. Possessing significant
resources increases people’s ability to solve problems and reduces the likelihood of having
their well-being negatively affected by the draining of resources during stressful situations.
Some principles and corollaries emerge from this strive for resources tenet [25–27]. Above all,
the loss aversion principle states that, while both resource loss and gain are important to
individuals when equal amounts of resources are involved, resource loss has a stronger
impact on them than resource gain. Moreover, the resource caravan principle states that
resources exist in aggregates: one may expect to obtain the value of a resource to the extent
that it fits into one’s existing resource portfolio [26]. People invest resources to recover from
a resource loss situation or to obtain additional resources. On the one hand, if they fail to
gain and lose resources, they may enter a loss cycle in which the initial loss of resources
leads to further losses. On the other hand, if people invest and gain resources, they may
enter a gain cycle in which the initial gain leads to future increases.

The COR literature has identified several types of resource investment strategies to
prevent further loss of resources or to enable their recovery [26]. Employees can use a
cost–benefit analysis or a reasonable loss strategy before investing resources. There is also
the exit strategy, such as a change to a less stressful job or leaving the organization, which is
more likely to be adopted by employees with fewer resources, greater pessimism, or greater
risk aversion [26,27]. A replacement strategy involves directly using existing resources to
replace previously lost ones. Hobfoll (1989) uses the example of a laid-off person trying
to find a new job using existing resources: skills, experience, social networks, industry
knowledge, etc. [27]. Finally, employees may also re-evaluate a resource threat to cope
with it. For example, they may conclude that a quick promotion may not be important if
the work effort required in return results in higher domain-life conflicts. Based upon COR
literature, we propose that employees placed on furlough status face the severe threat of
resource loss both leading up to and during the actual furlough [4,9]. By linking this theory
to voluntary turnover, it can be inferred that the loss and protection of resources during a
furlough correspond to losses of tangible resources such as salary or benefits. Furlough also
leads to losses of conditional resources, for example, organizational membership, social
relationships at work, and personal resources such as self-efficacy and dignity. All these
lost resources will affect employees’ behaviours and well-being and cause them to seek
new work opportunities [2,28].

1.1.2. Research Model

This study aims to explore the relationships in our research model illustrated in
Figure 1. This section presents how COR theory and previous research led us to propose all
of the hypotheses.
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Based upon COR theory, justice is one of the primary sources of organizational support
from which resources are accumulated, replenished, and protected [29]. Research shows
that fairness concerns could affect employees’ attitudes and behaviours for reviews (see
(for reviews, see [30,31])). When employees perceive being treated fairly by their superiors
and employer, they feel compelled to reciprocate with actions that contribute to the orga-
nization’s goals [32,33]. Similarly, perceptions of unfairness will place harsh demands on
employees, depleting valued resources and dissuading them from contributing to orga-
nizational goals [34]. Research indicates all types of justice perceptions have been linked
meta-analytically to various outcomes, including satisfaction, commitment, citizenship,
and withdrawal [35]. For example, employees who perceive that employers make decisions
through fair procedures report higher levels of job satisfaction, organizational commitment,
organizational trust, job performance, and lower turnover intention [30,36].

During furloughs, employees’ trust and sense of justice are negatively affected [7].
Procedural justice means employees expect employers to use fair processes and procedures
when allocating work outcomes [37]. It then becomes particularly important to optimize
perceptions of procedural justice in implementing and managing furlough, which is often
enacted unilaterally rather than through bilateral consultation. Perceptions of furlough
procedural fairness as resources can influence the employee’s adaptation to this temporary
event and belief in a good return to work. Hamilton et al.’s qualitative study (2022) confirms
the crucial role of communication interactions, including vocal communication, during a
long furlough. Marginalization can stem from communication gaps that many furloughed
employees experience. This negatively affects their perceptions of how furloughed employ-
ees have been selected and how they are treated during furlough. We then propose the
following hypothesis based on COR theory:

Hypothesis 1: Employees’ procedural justice perceptions of furlough management (at Time 1) are
negatively related to their subsequent decision to voluntarily turnover (at Time 2).

The unprecedented rise in furloughs during the COVID-19 pandemic increased percep-
tions of job insecurity, defined as the perceived threat of job loss and related worries [38], or,
still, the perceived uncertainty surrounding future job prospects and feelings of powerless-
ness to control job retention [39–41]. Job insecurity can be perceived as a predictor of future
job loss and implies unpredictability and uncontrollability [39]. The most detrimental
aspect of job insecurity is the anticipation of and powerlessness to address the potentially
negative work situation. It has also been shown that job insecurity has various harmful
consequences on the satisfaction of individuals’ needs, personal identity, status, livelihood,
well-being, mental health, organizational trust, and other work-related attitudes as well as
their behaviours, such as their turnover [41–45].
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COR theory [24,25] helps explain why employees who perceive more job insecurity
are more likely to quit their jobs. This theory considers stable employment and job features,
such as income and developmental opportunities, as resources [25]. It proposes two types
of resource loss: potential loss and actual loss. It also explains why a perceived threat of
resource loss might have a greater negative effect than an actual loss. When threatened
with resource loss, individuals are likely to experience chronic stress, uncertainty, and
helplessness, leading to greater psychological distress [24,25].

Conversely, job insecurity depletes employees’ resources through repetitive thoughts
and worries about the future of their job. While furlough might help to maintain em-
ployment, it corresponds to involuntary job displacement that increases the feeling of
insecurity and distress [7]. It even affects employees’ dignity or sense of self-worth or being
recognized and appreciated by others [1]. Furloughed workers must face the uncertainty
of returning to work where they would keep the same working conditions, professional
development plans, or opportunities within their organizations. Their perceptions of job
insecurity may lead to seeking job alternatives to withdraw from the stressful, uncertain
situation. The higher the perceived number of other options, the easier it is for the fur-
loughed employees to quit. When their careers are threatened, insecurity may further
deplete employees’ resources. Employees may try to protect their remaining resources by
withdrawing from a stressful situation in expressing turnover intention or quitting [44,45].
Richter et al. [45] confirmed that job insecurity, as well as ruminating about it, have a
positive impact on actual voluntary turnover. Therefore, based on COR theory and the
previous review, we propose that the more furloughed employees perceive job insecurity,
the more likely they are to quit.

Hypothesis 2: Furloughed employees’ perceptions of job insecurity (at Time 1) are positively
related to their subsequent voluntary turnover decisions (at Time 2).

Building on COR theory, Kiazad and colleagues [46] explain that employees maintain
their status in a role (e.g., remain employed or remain invested in personal responsibili-
ties) because they strive to accumulate and retain domain-specific resources. Once these
resources are acquired/invested, they become difficult to relinquish—this is known as the
primacy of resource loss [26,27]. Individuals have several levels of integration in differ-
ent life domains (for example, as employees, family members, or community members)
throughout their lives. This integration involves mechanisms of accumulation and invest-
ment of resources that vary over time in each life domain, coinciding with different levels
of motivation to protect future resources to be invested in a particular life domain [35,47].

Job embeddedness includes organization and community embeddedness, each catego-
rized into three independent components: links, fit, and sacrifice [48]. The links component
refers to connections with work team members and colleagues that impose normative pres-
sure on employees to stay in their job. The fit component involves an employee’s perception
of their compatibility or comfort with the work environment, increasing their attachment to
their job and organization. The sacrifices component captures the actual costs or potential
losses from employees leaving their jobs. The more resources employees give up when
they quit their jobs, the less attractive an external job opportunity will seem. Mitchell
and colleagues [48] suggest that when employees feel more of these restraining forces
(components), they become increasingly embedded in their current job and, consequently,
are less likely to leave the organization voluntarily.

Kiazad and colleagues [46] also argue that the more resources a person has accumu-
lated in each domain, the more integrated they are and the more reluctant they will be to
give up domain-specific resources. The resources in the workplace can include recognition,
skills, social support, or convenient schedules or status. Outside of work, resources can be
expressed by enjoyable community activities, a safe and secure living environment, easy
and convenient travel to work, or support from one’s spouse/neighbours [49,50]. People
can apply these embedding resources to satisfy specific role demands. Still, their intrinsic or
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instrumental value can also buffer against undesirable role experiences, motivating people
to remain in their roles to avoid resource losses [26,47]. To summarize, the previous review
suggests a mediator effect of furloughed employees’ job embeddedness on the relationships
between their perceived job insecurity and their perceived justice of furlough management,
on the one hand, and their decision to quit their jobs, on the other hand.

Hypothesis 3: Furloughed employees’ perceived justice of the furlough management (at Time 1)
has an indirect effect on their subsequent voluntary turnover decision (at Time 2) via their job
embeddedness.

Hypothesis 4: Furloughed employees’ perceived job insecurity (at Time 1) has an indirect effect on
their subsequent voluntary turnover decision (at Time 2) via their job embeddedness.

2. Research Methodology
2.1. Participants and Procedure

We collected data through an online survey of Canadian workers in 2020. Aligned
with prior research on job embeddedness and turnover, (e.g., [51,52]), we used a research
firm to access a large sample of respondents. We surveyed adults (age ≥ 18 years) through
LegerOpinion, the largest Canadian web panel with 400,000 members across Canada.
LegerOpinion ensures data quality through digital fingerprinting, background checks,
and timestamps to flag careless responses. Similar online platforms provided evidence
for the reliability and quality of the data collected [53]. We informed respondents of the
purpose of the study, the voluntary nature of the survey, and the confidentiality of data
treatment. Similarly, we also specified that the project was longitudinal, with additional
questionnaires to complete over one year following the lockdown period in Canada. To
constitute our sample of furloughed employees, we asked the research company to collect
data from respondents that met the following screening criteria to ensure respondents had
significant work and home responsibilities and to increase systematic variance in study
variables: married women working full-time, having at least one child, spouse working
full-time, having at least a four-year bachelor’s degree, and living in Canada. Participation
in the survey was considered agreement to the terms (“informed consent”).

At T1, we contacted 7380 people across Canada. After a data-cleaning procedure,
639 responses remained from those who met the required furlough profile. We invited
respondents who responded at T1 (n = 639) to participate in a follow-up study 6 months
later (September 2020; T2 study or study 2). In total, 379 individuals responded at T2
(for an overall response rate of 59%). This result comes from the matching procedure
between measurements at the two-time points that LegerOpinion conducted; we did not
retain participants who could not satisfy this criterion in the final sample [54]. The sample
included 297 male (46.5%) and 342 female employees (53.5%). The majority of them had a
permanent work contract (77%). Eleven percent of the employees were under 25 years old,
46% were between 25 and 34 years old, 24% were between 35 and 44, 15% were between
45 and 54, and 6% were over 55 years old. Thirty-nine percent of the employees had a
university degree. Respondents worked in thirty-five sectors: 11% in the retail commerce
sector; 6.3% in the arts, entertainment, and recreation sector; 6.2% in the construction sector;
6% in the tourism sector; 5.9% in the health and social services sector; and 4.6% in the
education and training sector.

2.2. Measures
2.2.1. Voluntary Turnover Decision

At T2, we asked participants whether they still worked for the same employer. To do so,
we measured voluntary turnover decisions with one dichotomous item, where participants
indicated whether they had changed jobs to another organization during the furlough over
the last three months (1 = yes, 0 = no). If they had left their organizations, we asked them
to clarify whether their turnover was voluntary or involuntary with another dichotomous
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item. Participants who had left for involuntary reasons (e.g., layoffs and firings) were
excluded from analyses to retain only those who made voluntary quitting decisions.

2.2.2. Perceived Justice

At Time 1 or Study 1, we used the six-item global justice scale from Ambrose and
Schminke [55] to measure perceptions of fair treatment in furlough management. Examples
of items are: “[Regarding furloughs,] in general, the treatment I receive around here is fair”
and “[Regarding furloughs,] overall, I’m treated fairly by my organization”. Participants
had to answer on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The scale’s
coefficient alpha (α) is 0.93.

2.2.3. Perceived Job Insecurity

We use the four-item scale from De Witte et al. [56]. One item is: “I feel insecure about
the future of my job.” Participants must answer on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to
5 (strongly agree). The scale’s coefficient alpha (α) is 0.86.

2.2.4. Job Embeddedness

We use the nine items scale developed by Crossley et al.’s [57] to measure job embed-
dedness. One of the items is: “I feel attached to this organization,” and the item “It would
be difficult for me to leave this organization”. Participants must answer on a scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The scale’s coefficient alpha (α) is 0.92.

2.2.5. Control Variables

We controlled for three demographic variables (gender, age, tenure) and one per-
ceptual variable (employability) based on prior research, e.g., (e.g., [45,58,59]). We coded
gender: 0 for male and 1 for female. We measured age and organizational tenure by the
number of years and perceived employability using the four-item scale developed by
Rothwell et al. [60]. One of the items is “There is currently a strong demand in the job
market for people like me”. Participants had to answer on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree). The scale’s coefficient alpha (α) is 0.84.

2.3. Data analyses
Confirmatory Factor Analyses

We conducted structural equation modeling with Mplus 8.2. For the preliminary anal-
yses (i.e., confirmatory factor analysis), we applied a maximum-likelihood (ML) estimation.
We first conducted confirmatory factor analyses to examine the discriminant validity of
our measures. We evaluated model fit using the comparative fit index (CFI; [61]), the
Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI), and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; [62]).
For the CFI and TLI values, the traditional cut-off criterion is >0.90 [63], whereas the stricter
criterion is >0.95 [64]. RMSEA values below 0.08 indicate an acceptable fit, whereas values
below 0.06 are good [64]. A three-factor measurement model consisting of job insecurity,
perception of fairness and justice, and job embeddedness demonstrated a satisfying fit to
the data [64]: χ2 = 535, (114), p < 0.01, CFI = 0.95, TLI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.07. The following
alternative models had worse fits to the data: a one-factor model (χ2 = 4068.9, (119), p < 0.01,
CFI = 0.54, TLI = 0.48, RMSEA = 0.23), and a two-factor model, in which job insecurity and
justice loaded on one factor, and job embeddedness into another (χ2 = 1767, (118), p < 0.01,
CFI = 0.80, TLI = 0.76, RMSEA = 0.15).

Because the dependent variable, voluntary turnover, was binary, we conducted a
logistic regression model with an odds ratio indicating how likely an outcome of the
dependent variable will occur, instead of the reference outcome, due to the change from an
independent variable. We used the maximum likelihood estimator for measuring mediation
based on Feingold et al.’s (2019) [65] approach. We assessed the statistical significance of
indirect effects as the product of path A and path B using bias-corrected bootstrapped 95%
confidence intervals (CIs; 10,000 draws). The bootstrap method produces standard errors,
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and confidence intervals can account for the non-normality of the distribution in small
samples or the mediator, or the outcome is binary [65,66]. For the impact on the left side
of the table (in the probability metric), relationships are statistically significant at p < 0.05
when the reported 95% CI does not include a value of 0. The respective ORs on the right
side are statistically significant when the CI does not have a value of 1.

3. Results
3.1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Table 1 shows the inter-correlations for all variables. Table 1 shows the inter-correlations
for all variables. As expected, furloughed employees’ voluntary turnover decision mea-
sured at Time 2 is negatively linked to their perceived justice in furlough management
(r: −0.181, p < 0.01) and positively related to their perceived job insecurity (r: 0.149, p < 0.05),
both measured at Time 1. However, furloughed employees’ voluntary turnover decision
measured at Time 2 is not significantly related to their perceived job embeddedness mea-
sured at Time 1 (r: −0.091, ns). Concerning control variables, furloughed employees’
employability measured at Time 1 is negatively related to their voluntary turnover deci-
sion measured at Time 2 (r: −0.254, p < 0.01). However, their voluntary turnover is not
significantly associated with their age, gender, or education.

Table 1. Correlations among research variables.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Voluntary turnover decision T2 1
2. Perceived job embeddedness T1 −0.091 1
3. Perceived job insecurity T1 0.149 * −0.057 1
4. Perceived justice in furlough management T1 −0.181 ** 0.253 ** 0.001 1
5. Perceived employability T1 −0.245 ** 0.135 ** −0.134 ** 0.153 ** 1
6. Age 0.046 −0.017 0.150 ** −0.069 −0.063 1
7. Gender −0.018 0.037 −0.019 0.043 0.002 −0.237 ** 1
8. Education 0.044 0.021 0.058 0.038 −0.043 0.006 0.018 1
9. Heures semaine 0.055 0.040 0.088 * −0.010 −0.051 −0.019 0.001 −0.098 * 1

Note. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.

3.2. Hypothesis Testing

To test hypotheses 1 and 2, we used logistic regressions. Table 2 shows the logistic
regression coefficients, their corresponding ORs, and 95% confidence intervals for these
odd ratios. It also indicates the logistic coefficient effects in the probability metric (e.g.,
0.2 means that the probability of y = 1 increases by 0.2 when x = 1, relative to x = 0).
The results confirm hypothesis 1: perceived justice in furlough management at Time 1 is
negatively linked to furloughed employees’ voluntary decision to quit at Time 2 (β = −0.40,
p < 0.001). The results also confirm hypothesis 2: furloughed employees’ perceived job
insecurity at Time 1 is positively linked to their voluntary decision to leave their employer
at Time 2 (β = 0.23, p < 0.05).

Table 2. Results of logistic regression analyses.

Voluntary Turnover Decision Estimate OR t p

Perceived justice in furloughs management at Time 1 −0.40 0.668 −3.0 0.000
Perceived job insecurity at Time 1 0.23 1.26 2.5 0.014

Control variables:
Perceived employability −0.45 0.636 −3.2 0.001

Age 0.01 1.1 0.63 0.529
Gender 0.04 1.0 0.15 0.884

Education 0.04 1.4 0.31 0.754

Finally, the results presented in Table 3 confirm Hypothesis 3: Furloughed employ-
ees’ job embeddedness indirectly affects the relationship between their perceived jus-
tice in furlough management and their subsequent turnover decision (aOR = 0.953, 95%
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CI = [0.922, 0.979]). However, the results do not validate Hypothesis 4: Furloughed em-
ployees’ job embeddedness does not significantly mediate the link between their perceived
job insecurity and subsequent decision to quit (aOR = 1.02, 95% CI = [0.987, 1.017]).

Table 3. Results of job embeddedness indirect effects.

Effect on Voluntary
Turnover

Odds Ratio for
Voluntary Turnover

Estimate (95% CI) aOR (95% CI)

Job insecurity (x)→ Job embeddedness (M)→
Voluntary turnover (Y) 0.002 (−0.013, 0.017) 1.002 (0.987, 1.017)

Procedural justice(x)→ Job embeddedness (M)→
Voluntary turnover (Y) −0.048 (−0.083, −0.021) 0.953 (0.921, 0.979)

Note. CI = 95% confidence interval.

4. Discussion
4.1. Theoretical Implications

This study contributes to both the turnover and furlough literature domains. Con-
cerning the knowledge area on turnover, our results align with theoretical models sug-
gesting that organizational characteristics, such as management policies, affect employees’
voluntary turnover or intent to quit [67,68]. Our results also align with meta-analyses
showing that many individual and organizational-level variables influence voluntary
turnover [15,59,69]. More precisely, this two-lag study is among the first to analyze, through
the lens of COR theory, the impact of some perceptual variables—perceived procedural
justice, job insecurity, and job embeddedness—at Time 1 on voluntary turnover decisions at
Time 2. So far, researchers have almost exclusively focused on the study of intent to leave
through cross-sectional research design, and have not addressed the need to focus on actual
turnover [15]. Our analysis also contributes to improving knowledge about preventing
voluntary turnover in a particular organizational context (Bolt et al., 2022), during furlough
periods, often adopted by employers to save costs and reduce layoffs.

Concerning the existing knowledge on furloughs, our results confirm COR as a rele-
vant theoretical lens to explain the potential decoupling effects of furloughs on voluntary
turnover decisions. As expected, procedural justice perceptions concerning furlough man-
agement act as a resource, reducing employees’ likelihood of quitting their jobs. In addition,
as expected, job insecurity threatens furloughed employees’ resources, leading them to
leave their jobs. The intrinsic or instrumental value of furloughed employees’ job embed-
dedness as a resource tends to act as a buffer and reduce the negative impact of perceived
injustice in furlough management, reducing their motivation to leave their employer to
gain resources elsewhere. Or, again, job embeddedness, a resource, tends to increase the
positive impact of fair perceptions in furlough management, motivating them to stay with
their employers to avoid resource losses. However, furloughed employees’ job embed-
dedness does not significantly buffer or reduce the positive impact of their perceived job
insecurity on their decision to quit to gain resources elsewhere. This latter result might
be understood in light of previous research. Bellairs et al.’s qualitative study [2] with
furloughed employees described how the pandemic altered the structural and relational
situation in organizations. Their respondents expressed deep uncertainties that instilled
potential dignity threats through fears and anxieties, namely, concerns about returning to
work, how social distancing would impact working practices, their future professional role,
as well as public health and personal safety. Job embeddedness, and related inherent per-
sonal perseverance, persistence, and propensity to muster a positive response to furlough,
appear insufficient in reducing the tendency of insecure furloughed employees to leave
their jobs. Unsurprisingly, a focus on fear, anxiety, and health and safety was the main
shaping mechanism for employee perceptions during the COVID-19 pandemic [9,70].
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4.2. Practical Implications

Our results have implications for many workforce reduction initiatives (other than
furloughs) during times of crisis. Employers and policymakers must know the poten-
tial impacts of workforce reduction decisions on turnover [71]. Furloughs feed injustice
perceptions and job insecurity that increase the chance of losing employees and, most
likely, the most competent ones. Our results confirm that proper procedures and good
implementation allow furloughed employees to have better procedural justice perceptions,
preventing them from quitting. Since management can control how furlough policies or
programs are decided and implemented, they should ensure that justice or fairness (equity-
or equality-based models) is prioritized and effectively communicated before, during, and
after implementing a furlough policy. Management has the discretion to manage furloughs
and adopt strategic human resource management practices to moderate employees’ affec-
tive responses to furloughs, which might reduce their chances of quitting [2]. A wrong
cutback strategy or a poor implementation could also have negative consequences beyond
employees and their turnover, including alienated clients, reputational damages, and an
inability to return to pre-crisis performance [9]. The effective execution of a furlough within
an organization relies on immediate supervisors. Employers should train supervisors to dis-
tribute goals and tasks appropriately and communicate effectively to enhance perceptions
of fairness.

Similarly, supervisors play a role in providing personal encouragement and treating
employees with dignity and respect. Moreover, optimizing the involvement of employees
in decision-making in furlough processes can increase their sense of control and keep them
informed about what is happening. Our results confirm that furloughed employees’ job
insecurity is a source of stress [16,41]. Employers should do their best to minimize it by
adopting, for example, an open and trust-based communication strategy [43] to reduce
stress. Clear and transparent communication about achievements, possible organizational
changes, or goals can reduce job insecurity perception during furloughs.

Finally, the study innovates and contributes to knowledge by highlighting the ubiq-
uitous influence of furloughed employees’ embeddedness on the relationship between
their procedural justice perception and their turnover decisions. Job embeddedness en-
ables managers to retain furloughed employees and helps them understand why they
stay voluntarily [72]. Employers should manage employees by building their organization
and community embeddedness through links, fit, and increased sacrifices [48] because it
buffers a potential lack of procedural justice perception in managing furloughs. Furloughed
employees are more likely to stay if they perceive they have good relationships at work,
that they fit in at work, and that leaving will come with high costs and lead to a loss
of resources.

4.3. Limitations and Future Studies

This study has some limitations that allow us to identify future research avenues.
One limit is related to the self-reported and perceptual nature of the data. Although we
found that common method bias was low and we collected data at two-time points, future
research could further reduce errors in parameter estimation by combining data with
multiple sources (such as a manager or coworker) and at different points in time. It is
impossible to conclude how the attitudes of furloughed employees changed before and
after the pandemic, since data collection in T1 began during the lockdown period while
many participants were already experiencing the impacts of the pandemic. Future research
can focus on the temporal evolution of job insecurity and justice, as they may vary over
time [52,73,74].

Additionally, the validity of our findings may be limited by the fact that an external
survey company collected all data. However, some researchers agree that survey firms
produce data that displays good test–retest reliability, internal consistency, factorial stability,
and relationships that are very similar to those found among data directly collected by
researchers [53,75,76]. Further, our results are not necessarily generalizable, given that
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we collected data in Canada, where a federal program allowed many organizations to
engage in procedures for furloughing workers. Future research should be conducted in
other contexts and consider some organizational and sector characteristics that affected
furloughed employees’ attitudes and behaviours [1]. It could be interesting to investigate
the potential turnover contagion process during a furlough period [77]. Finally, if one
contribution of this study is to have analyzed the effect of feelings of insecurity and inequity
felt by furloughed employees on their decisions to voluntary turnover, researchers could
rather investigate its impacts on the involuntary turnover of volunteers. Indeed, according
to COR, previous resource losses can make individuals more susceptible to job loss. After
experiencing injustice and job insecurity, furloughed employees’ performance when they
come back to work can be impaired and lead to losing their job involuntarily. Similarly,
and as recommended by Bolt et al. [15], the impact of furloughs on those who leave or stay
should be meaningfully assessed using a differentiated approach that identifies functional
and dysfunctional, avoidable and unavoidable, turnover and retention.

5. Conclusions

Based upon COR theory, we conducted a two-time point design among furloughed
employees during the 2020 COVID-19 lockdown in Canada. Our results confirm that their
perceived procedural justice of furlough management and job insecurity (measured in
Time 1) are related to their subsequent voluntary turnover decisions (Time 2). In addition,
furloughed employees’ job embeddedness (measured in Time 1) contributes to motivating
them to stay with their employer, whatever their procedural justice perceptions of furlough
management. Many employer-led practices can prevent and reduce the negative impacts
of furloughs on voluntary turnover decisions, which have financial and human costs at the
individual, organizational, social, and societal levels.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, F.B.-L., S.S.-O. and M.-È.D.; methodology, F.B.-L., S.S.-O.
and M.-È.D.; formal analysis, F.B.-L. and M.-È.D.; writing—original draft preparation, F.B.-L. and
S.S.-O.; writing—review and editing, S.S.-O. and F.B.-L.; funding acquisition, F.B.-L. All authors have
read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the Université Laval.

Institutional Review Board Statement: This study has received approval by the Comité plurifacul-
taire d’éthique de la recherche de l’Université Laval (#2020-215 A-2/23-03-2021).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding author.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Hamilton, P.; Harness, O.; Griffin, M. Life during furlough: Challenges to dignity from a changed employment status. Ind. Relat.

J. 2022, 53, 523–544. [CrossRef]
2. Bellairs, T.; Halbesleben, J.R.; Leon, M.R. A multilevel model of strategic human resource implications of employee furloughs. In

Research in Personnel and Human Resources Management; Emerald Group Publishing Limited: Bingley, UK, 2014.
3. Japutra, A.; Situmorang, R. The repercussions and challenges of COVID-19 in the hotel industry: Potential strategies from a case

study of Indonesia. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 2021, 95, 102890. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. Halbesleben, J.R.; Wheeler, A.R.; Paustian-Underdahl, S.C. The impact of furloughs on emotional exhaustion, self-rated perfor-

mance, and recovery experiences. J. Appl. Psychol. 2013, 98, 492. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Lee, S.; Sanders, R.M. Fridays are furlough days: The impact of furlough policy and strategies for human resource management

during a severe economic recession. Rev. Public Pers. Adm. 2013, 33, 299–311. [CrossRef]
6. Laborda, J.; Rivera-Torres, P.; Salas-Fumas, V.; Suárez, C. Is there life beyond the Spanish government’s aid to furloughed

employees by COVID-19? PLoS ONE 2021, 16, e0253331. [CrossRef]
7. Delegach, M.; Klein, G.; Katz-Navon, T. Furlough and its effects on employees after returning to work: The roles of psychological

contract breach and violation, and perceived organizational support. J. Manag. Organ. 2022, 1–18. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1111/irj.12384
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2021.102890
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36540685
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032242
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23506412
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X13477426
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0253331
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2022.71


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 5664 12 of 14

8. Stuart, M.; Spencer, D.A.; McLachlan, C.J.; Forde, C. COVID-19 and the uncertain future of HRM: Furlough, job retention and
reform. Hum. Resour. Manag. J. 2021, 31, 904–917. [CrossRef]

9. Huffman, A.H.; Albritton, M.D.; Matthews, R.A.; Muse, L.A.; Howes, S.S. Managing furloughs: How furlough policy and
perceptions of fairness impact turnover intentions over time. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2022, 33, 2801–2828. [CrossRef]

10. Mandeville, A.; Whitman, M.; Halbesleben, J. The meaning of furloughs on family identification. Pers. Rev. 2019, 48, 1596–1610.
[CrossRef]

11. Ratcheva, V.; Leopold, T.A.; Zahidi, S. Jobs of Tomorrow: Mapping Opportunity in the New Economy; World Economic Forum: Geneva,
Switzerland, 2020.

12. Morrell, K.; Loan-Clarke, J.; Wilkinson, A. Unweaving leaving: The use of models in the management of employee turnover. Int.
J. Manag. Rev. 2001, 3, 219–244. [CrossRef]

13. Allen, D.G.; Bryant, P.C.; Vardaman, J.M. Retaining talent: Replacing misconceptions with evidence-based strategies. Acad.
Manag. Perspect. 2010, 24, 48–64.

14. Michele Kacmar, K.; Andrews, M.C.; Van Rooy, D.L.; Chris Steilberg, R.; Cerrone, S. Sure everyone can be replaced . . . but at
what cost? Turnover as a predictor of unit-level performance. Acad. Manag. J. 2006, 49, 133–144. [CrossRef]

15. Bolt, E.E.T.; Winterton, J.; Cafferkey, K. A century of labour turnover research: A systematic literature review. Int. J. Manag. Rev.
2022, 24, 555–576. [CrossRef]

16. Speer, A.B.; Dutta, S.; Chen, M.; Trussell, G. Here to stay or go? Connecting turnover research to applied attrition modeling. Ind.
Organ. Psychol. 2019, 12, 277–301. [CrossRef]

17. Min, H.; Yang, B.; Allen, D.G.; Grandey, A.A.; Liu, M. Wisdom from the crowd: Can recommender systems predict employee
turnover and its destinations? Pers. Psychol. 2022. [CrossRef]

18. Laulié, L.; Morgeson, F.P. The end is just the beginning: Turnover events and their impact on those who remain. Pers. Psychol.
2021, 74, 387–409. [CrossRef]

19. Becker, W.J.; Cropanzano, R. Dynamic aspects of voluntary turnover: An integrated approach to curvilinearity in the performance–
turnover relationship. J. Appl. Psychol. 2011, 96, 233. [CrossRef]

20. Felps, W.; Mitchell, T.R.; Hekman, D.R.; Lee, T.W.; Holtom, B.C.; Harman, W.S. Turnover contagion: How coworkers’ job
embeddedness and job search behaviors influence quitting. Acad. Manag. J. 2009, 52, 545–561. [CrossRef]

21. Hancock, J.I.; Allen, D.G.; Bosco, F.A.; McDaniel, K.R.; Pierce, C.A. Meta-analytic review of employee turnover as a predictor of
firm performance. J. Manag. 2013, 39, 573–603. [CrossRef]

22. Lee, T.W.; Hom, P.W.; Eberly, M.B.; Li, J.; Mitchell, T.R. On the next decade of research in voluntary employee turnover. Acad.
Manag. Perspect. 2017, 31, 201–221. [CrossRef]

23. Campbell III, C.M.; Kamlani, K.S. The reasons for wage rigidity: Evidence from a survey of firms. Q. J. Econ. 1997, 112, 759–789.
[CrossRef]

24. Hobfoll, S.E. Conservation of resources: A new attempt at conceptualizing stress. Am. Psychol. 1989, 44, 513–524. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

25. Hobfoll, S.E. Social and psychological resources and adaptation. Rev. Gen. Psychol. 2002, 6, 307–324. [CrossRef]
26. Halbesleben, J.R.; Neveu, J.-P.; Paustian-Underdahl, S.C.; Westman, M. Getting to the “COR” understanding the role of resources

in conservation of resources theory. J. Manag. 2014, 40, 1334–1364. [CrossRef]
27. Hobfoll, S.E.; Halbesleben, J.; Neveu, J.-P.; Westman, M. Conservation of resources in the organizational context: The reality of

resources and their consequences. Annu. Rev. Organ. Psychol. Organ. Behav. 2018, 5, 103–128. [CrossRef]
28. Baranik, L.E.; Cheung, J.H.; Sinclair, R.R.; Lance, C.E. What happens when employees are furloughed? A resource loss perspective.

J. Career Dev. 2019, 46, 381–394. [CrossRef]
29. Cole, M.S.; Bernerth, J.B.; Walter, F.; Holt, D.T. Organizational justice and individuals’ withdrawal: Unlocking the influence of

emotional exhaustion. J. Manag. Stud. 2010, 47, 367–390. [CrossRef]
30. Colquitt, J.A.; Greenberg, J.; Zapata-Phelan, C.P. What is organizational justice? A historical overview. In Handbook of Organizational

Justice; Greenberg, J., Colquitt, J.A., Eds.; Psychology Press: Mahwah, NJ, USA, 2013; pp. 3–56.
31. Graso, M.; Camps, J.; Strah, N.; Brebels, L. Organizational justice enactment: An agent-focused review and path forward. J. Vocat.

Behav. 2020, 116, 103296. [CrossRef]
32. Campbell, N.S.; Perry, S.J.; Maertz Jr, C.P.; Allen, D.G.; Griffeth, R.W. All you need is . . . resources: The effects of justice and

support on burnout and turnover. Hum. Relat. 2013, 66, 759–782. [CrossRef]
33. Zhang, Y.; LePine, J.A.; Buckman, B.R.; Wei, F. It’s not fair . . . or is it? The role of justice and leadership in explaining work

stressor–job performance relationships. Acad. Manag. J. 2014, 57, 675–697. [CrossRef]
34. Cole, M.S.; Carter, M.Z.; Zhang, Z. Leader–team congruence in power distance values and team effectiveness: The mediating role

of procedural justice climate. J. Appl. Psychol. 2013, 98, 962. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
35. Colquitt, J.A. On the dimensionality of organizational justice: A construct validation of a measure. J. Appl. Psychol. 2001, 86, 386.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
36. Gelens, J.; Dries, N.; Hofmans, J.; Pepermans, R. The role of perceived organizational justice in shaping the outcomes of talent

management: A research agenda. Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 2013, 23, 341–353. [CrossRef]
37. Greenberg, J. Organizational justice: Yesterday, today, and tomorrow. J. Manag. 1990, 16, 399–432. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12395
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2021.1879207
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-07-2018-0245
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2370.00065
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2006.20785670
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12294
https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2019.22
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12551
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12422
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021223
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.41331075
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311424943
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2016.0123
https://doi.org/10.1162/003355397555343
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2648906
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.6.4.307
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314527130
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894845318763880
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00864.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2019.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726712462614
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.1110
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034269
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24060159
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.386
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11419799
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2013.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639001600208


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 5664 13 of 14

38. De Witte, H. Job insecurity: Review of the international literature on definitions, prevalence, antecedents and consequences. SA J.
Ind. Psychol. 2005, 31, 1–6. [CrossRef]

39. De Witte, H.; Pienaar, J.; De Cuyper, N. Review of 30 years of longitudinal studies on the association between job insecurity and
health and well-being: Is there causal evidence? Aust. Psychol. 2016, 51, 18–31. [CrossRef]

40. Probst, T.M.; Jiang, L.; Benson, W. Job insecurity and anticipated job loss: A primer and exploration of possible. In The Oxford
Handbook of Job Loss and Job Search; Klehe, U., van Hooft, E., Eds.; OU Press: New York, NY, USA, 2018; pp. 31–53.

41. Shoss, M.K. Job insecurity: An integrative review and agenda for future research. J. Manag. 2017, 43, 1911–1939. [CrossRef]
42. Jiang, L. Perception of and reactions to job insecurity: The buffering effect of secure attachment. Work Stress 2017, 31, 256–275.

[CrossRef]
43. Keim, A.C.; Landis, R.S.; Pierce, C.A.; Earnest, D.R. Why do employees worry about their jobs? A meta-analytic review of

predictors of job insecurity. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2014, 19, 269. [CrossRef]
44. Sverke, M.; Låstad, L.; Hellgren, J.; Richter, A.; Näswall, K. A meta-analysis of job insecurity and employee performance: Testing

temporal aspects, rating source, welfare regime, and union density as moderators. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 2536.
[CrossRef]

45. Richter, A.; Vander Elst, T.; De Witte, H. Job insecurity and subsequent actual turnover: Rumination as a valid explanation? Front.
Psychol. 2020, 11, 712. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Kiazad, K.; Holtom, B.C.; Hom, P.W.; Newman, A. Job embeddedness: A multifoci theoretical extension. J. Appl. Psychol. 2015,
100, 641. [CrossRef]

47. Singh, B.; Shaffer, M.; Selvarajan, T.T.R. Outcomes of organizational and community embeddedness: A conservation of resources
perspective. Group Organ. Manag. 2021, 46, 857–892. [CrossRef]

48. Mitchell, T.R.; Holtom, B.C.; Lee, T.W.; Sablynski, C.J.; Erez, M. Why people stay: Using job embeddedness to predict voluntary
turnover. Acad. Manag. J. 2001, 44, 1102–1121. [CrossRef]

49. Voydanoff, P. Incorporating community into work and family research: A review of basic relationships. Hum. Relat. 2001,
54, 1609–1637. [CrossRef]

50. Ng, T.W.; Feldman, D.C. Community embeddedness and work outcomes: The mediating role of organizational embeddedness.
Hum. Relat. 2014, 67, 71–103. [CrossRef]

51. Rubenstein, A.L.; Peltokorpi, V.; Allen, D.G. Work-home and home-work conflict and voluntary turnover: A conservation of
resources explanation for contrasting moderation effects of on-and off-the-job embeddedness. J. Vocat. Behav. 2020, 119, 103413.
[CrossRef]

52. Peltokorpi, V.; Allen, D.G.; Shipp, A.J. Time to leave? The interaction of temporal focus and turnover intentions in explaining
voluntary turnover behaviour. Appl. Psychol. 2023, 72, 297–316. [CrossRef]

53. Van Quaquebeke, N.; Salem, M.; van Dijke, M.; Wenzel, R. Conducting organizational survey and experimental research online:
From convenient to ambitious in study designs, recruiting, and data quality. Organ. Psychol. Rev. 2022, 12, 268–305. [CrossRef]

54. DeSimone, J.A.; DeSimone, A.J.; Harms, P.; Wood, D. The differential impacts of two forms of insufficient effort responding. Appl.
Psychol. 2018, 67, 309–338. [CrossRef]

55. Ambrose, M.L.; Schminke, M. The role of overall justice judgments in organizational justice research: A test of mediation. J. Appl.
Psychol. 2009, 94, 491. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

56. De Witte, H. Work ethic and job insecurity: Assessment and consequences for well-being, satisfaction and performance at work.
Group Community 2000, 52, 325–350.

57. Crossley, C.D.; Bennett, R.J.; Jex, S.M.; Burnfield, J.L. Development of a global measure of job embeddedness and integration into
a traditional model of voluntary turnover. J. Appl. Psychol. 2007, 92, 1031. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

58. Cheng, G.H.L.; Chan, D.K.S. Who suffers more from job insecurity? A meta-analytic review. Appl. Psychol. 2008, 57, 272–303.
[CrossRef]

59. Rubenstein, A.L.; Eberly, M.B.; Lee, T.; Mitchell, T. Surveying the forest: Ameta-analysis, moderator investigation, and future-
oriented discussion of the antecedents of voluntary employee turnover. Pers. Psychol. 2018, 71, 23–65. [CrossRef]

60. Rothwell, A.; Herbert, I.; Rothwell, F. Self-perceived employability: Construction and initial validation of a scale for university
students. J. Vocat. Behav. 2008, 73, 1–12. [CrossRef]

61. Bentler, P.M. Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychol. Bull. 1990, 107, 238. [CrossRef]
62. Steiger, J.H. A note on multiple sample extensions of the RMSEA fit index. Struct. Equ. Model. A Multidiscip. J. 1998, 5, 411–419.

[CrossRef]
63. Kline, R.B. Promise and pitfalls of structural equation modeling in gifted research. In Methodologies for Conducting Research on

Giftedness; Bruce, T., Rena, S., Eds.; American Psychological Association: Washington, DC, USA, 2010.
64. Hu, L.t.; Bentler, P.M. Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives.

Struct. Equ. Model. A Multidiscip. J. 1999, 6, 1–55. [CrossRef]
65. Feingold, A.; MacKinnon, D.P.; Capaldi, D.M. Mediation analysis with binary outcomes: Direct and indirect effects of pro-alcohol

influences on alcohol use disorders. Addict. Behav. 2019, 94, 26–35. [CrossRef]
66. Muthén, B.; Asparouhov, T. Causal effects in mediation modeling: An introduction with applications to latent variables. Struct.

Equ. Model. A Multidiscip. J. 2015, 22, 12–23. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v31i4.200
https://doi.org/10.1111/ap.12176
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206317691574
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2017.1305005
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036743
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16142536
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00712
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32373033
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038919
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601120963560
https://doi.org/10.2307/3069391
https://doi.org/10.1177/00187267015412003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726713486946
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103413
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12378
https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866221097571
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12117
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013203
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19271803
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.1031
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17638463
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2007.00312.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12226
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2007.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.107.2.238
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519809540115
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2018.12.018
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.935843


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 5664 14 of 14

67. Mobley, W.H.; Griffeth, R.W.; Hand, H.H.; Meglino, B.M. Review and conceptual analysis of the employee turnover process.
Psychol. Bull. 1979, 86, 493. [CrossRef]

68. Kim, Y.; Ployhart, R.E. The strategic value of selection practices: Antecedents and consequences of firm-level selection practice
usage. Acad. Manag. J. 2018, 61, 46–66. [CrossRef]

69. Mor Barak, M.E.; Nissly, J.A.; Levin, A. Antecedents to retention and turnover among child welfare, social work, and other human
service employees: What can we learn from past research? A review and metanalysis. Soc. Serv. Rev. 2001, 75, 625–661. [CrossRef]

70. Escudero-Castillo, I.; Mato-Díaz, F.J.; Rodriguez-Alvarez, A. Furloughs, teleworking and other work situations during the
COVID-19 lockdown: Impact on mental well-being. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 2898. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

71. Pichler, S.; Varma, A.; Michel, J.S.; Levy, P.E.; Budhwar, P.S.; Sharma, A. Leader-member exchange, group-and individual-level
procedural justice and reactions to performance appraisals. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2016, 55, 871–883. [CrossRef]

72. William Lee, T.; Burch, T.C.; Mitchell, T.R. The story of why we stay: A review of job embeddedness. Annu. Rev. Organ. Psychol.
Organ. Behav. 2014, 1, 199–216. [CrossRef]

73. Griep, Y.; Zacher, H. Temporal dynamics in organizational psychology. In Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Psychology; Oxford
University Press: Oxford, UK, 2021.

74. Debus, M.E.; Unger, D.; König, C.J. Job insecurity and performance over time: The critical role of job insecurity duration. Career
Dev. Int. 2020, 25, 325–336. [CrossRef]

75. Aguinis, H.; Villamor, I.; Ramani, R.S. MTurk research: Review and recommendations. J. Manag. 2021, 47, 823–837. [CrossRef]
76. Eyal, P.; David, R.; Andrew, G.; Zak, E.; Ekaterina, D. Data quality of platforms and panels for online behavioral research. Behav.

Res. Methods 2021, 54, 1643–1662.
77. Porter, C.M.; Rigby, J.R. The turnover contagion process: An integrative review of theoretical and empirical research. J. Organ.

Behav. 2021, 42, 212–228. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.86.3.493
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.0811
https://doi.org/10.1086/323166
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18062898
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33809017
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21724
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091244
https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-04-2018-0102
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320969787
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2483

	Introduction 
	Theoretical Perspectives and Research Model 
	Conservation of Resources (COR) Theory 
	Research Model 


	Research Methodology 
	Participants and Procedure 
	Measures 
	Voluntary Turnover Decision 
	Perceived Justice 
	Perceived Job Insecurity 
	Job Embeddedness 
	Control Variables 

	Data analyses 

	Results 
	Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 
	Hypothesis Testing 

	Discussion 
	Theoretical Implications 
	Practical Implications 
	Limitations and Future Studies 

	Conclusions 
	References

