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Abstract: According to the Department of Labor, employees are leaving their 

organizations at higher-than-expected rates.  This departure is being called “The Great 

Resignation.”  These departures are causing significant impacts on organizations.  Could 

the effects or job demands – strain produced because of work –significantly impact 

employee psychological well-being, which leads to the employee resignation? Existing 

job demand-and-control models narrowly explain how job demands impact psychological 

well-being.  Using an internet survey method, this study explores the role of job demands 

influence on burnout, negative affect, job dissatisfaction, and the intention to quit.  

Understanding that job demands are high is irrelevant if employees lack resources to 

mitigate these demands.  By extending the Job Demand-Resource Model, this study 

performs a moderated mediation model exploring the impact of job demands on turnover 

intentions through psychological well-being. Job resources – systems designed to 

improve work's social, psychological, and physical effects – are tested for interaction 

effects.  Utilizing a constructed survey, this study tests thirteen hypotheses and examines 

how employee resources moderates-mediate the effect of job demands on burnout leading 

to intention to quit. Job resources are statistically significant in moderating-mediating the 

effects of high job demands on burnout and the subsequent intention to quit.  
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CHAPTER I 
 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Today’s organizations face significant challenges in operations, whether locally or 

international; for example, climate change, economic disparity, social-political deterior-

ation leading to conflict, and now the “Great Resignation” (Eisenhardt et al., 2016; 

Ferraro et al., 2015; G. George et al., 2016; Hill et al., 2010; Horn, 2021; Sull, 2022).  

Geographical boundaries, political affiliation, financial strength, and social influences are 

essential to organizational vitality, but they may not be enough for corporate survival in 

the future (French et al., 2017; McEntire et al., 2010).  

Globalization created a network of complex systems and interdependencies, 

establishing a system in which “normal accidents” occur (Perrow, 1999).   These 

complex interdependent systems, which are likely fragile and promote efficiency and 

profitability, are currently being impacted by the pandemic recovery.    With COVID 

causing significant disruptions to operations and supply chains, organization survival is a 

vital concern for all stakeholders (Carnevale & Hatak, 2020).  To add to the worry, how 

employees choose to respond will significantly influence their organization’s 

performance (Wang et al., 2003).   
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Senior management, alongside human resource management, must reconsider the 

process of work for their organization.  Regardless of location, industry, and tenure, the 

workforce is changing to the altering work and social conditions brought on by COVID 

(Chattopadhyay, 2021; Mehta, 2021).  For instance, many organizations elect to 

downsize office spaces to allow more employees to work from home.  Additionally, 

many organizations are shifting to automation over an unskilled labor force (Lund et al., 

2021). These changes may be altering how employees value their work within their 

organization.  When employees have negative attitudes towards their work, they are more 

likely to leave the organization (Al-Badarneh et al., 2019; Paillé, 2010).  

Classical management theories, such as Weber’s bureaucratic management model 

or McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y, still have connections to organizational 

management today (Lawler et al., 2015).  Most noticeably is the relationship between 

work production and compensation.  Under Theory X, employees have an inherent 

disdain towards their employer.  Their employer requires work to be performed, and they 

shall receive compensation by doing so.  Thus, the horse is drawn to the carrot, creating 

work output.  Theory Y is the opposite of Theory X.  Theory Y proposes that work is 

good and that employees will seek out more responsibilities under the right conditions.  

Neither Theory X nor Theory Y explains why people choose to leave organizations.  

Organizations must understand why employees are exiting now if the organization 

expects to thrive in this recovery period (Sull, 2022).  

Problem Statement 
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Employees are leaving their employers alarmingly – 4.5 million employees quit in 

November 2021 (Job Openings and Labor Turnover Survey, 2022).   This rate is roughly 

3% of the total eligible non-agriculture workforce size.  The reasons for their departure 

are not well understood.  Yet, certain elements brought on by COVID may be increasing 

the rate of employee turnover.   

Elements such as work-family conflict– the incompatibility of employees' work 

and family roles – brought on by working from home may significantly affect 

psychological well-being (Giurge & Bohns, 2020; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985, p. 77).  

Kofman and Garfin say, “Home is not always a haven”(2020, S199).  In recent years, 

Employers began offering more family-friendly policies, such as flexible schedules, 

working from home options, and childcare subsidies to promote greater employee 

benefits and retention (Golden et al., 2006; Latura, 2020).  

Nevertheless, COVID-19 is accelerating the implementation of these policies. The 

boundary separating work from home appears very blurry from the observer. The effects 

of job stressors brought on by COVID-19 are undoubtedly impacting workers worldwide. 

COVID-19s rapid emergence and fast-spreading effects caused many organizations to 

shift rapidly, with employee downsizing being the worst outcome for many (Falk et al., 

2020).  The impacts of COVID-19 on the workforce are beginning to appear – The Great 

Resignation.   

Therefore, now is the time to explore the implications of COVID-19 on 

employees' job demands and resources.  Are job demands negatively impacting 

employees’ psychological well-being leading them to quit?  Are job resources improving 
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employees’ psychological well-being, thus decreasing the likelihood of quitting?  How 

might job resources moderate the effects of job demands on employees’ psychological 

well-being?  While previous job stress research provides insights, research to date does 

not readily incorporate the unique challenges COVID-19 related job demands and 

resources have on employee psychological well-being leading to the intention to quit.   

 

Overview of the Framework  

This study expands upon Demerouti et al.’s (2001) Job Demand-Resource Model 

(JD-R) to determine the impact of job stressors and job resources on employees’ 

psychological well-being - conceptualized here as emotional exhaustion/burnout, 

negative affect, and job dissatisfaction - and subsequent turnover intentions during the 

COVID-19 pandemic.   

Job demands include the physical, psychological, social, and organizational work 

attributes placed on an individual because of their proximate role within an organization 

(Demerouti et al., 2001). Job demands include physical workload, time pressure, recipient 

contact, physical environment, and shift work. On the other hand, job resources are the 

physical, psychological, social, and organizational attributes that help individuals 

accomplish goals, improve psychological well-being, and promote self-efficacy.  Job 

resources are conceptualized in the Demerouti et al. (2001) model as feedback, rewards, 

job control, participation, job security, and supervisor support. Both job demands and job 

resources are evident in any organization (Bakker et al., 2004; Bakker & Demerouti, 

2018); however, the impact of demands and the availability of resources are unique to 

individual organizations.  
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The JD-R model posits that job demands increase individual job stressors, while 

job resources decrease individual job stressors.  When job demands outweigh the job 

resources available to the employee, employee exhaustion and disengagement increase, 

leading to employee burnout and, in turn, a greater likelihood to quit (Demerouti et al., 

2001). The JD-R model proposes that job demands positively affect burnout 

(disengagement and exhaustion).  But when job resources are high, the positive impact of 

job demands on burnout reduces, and consequently, employees are less likely to want to 

quit (Baeriswyl et al., 2016; Bakker et al., 2003; Bakker et al., 2005; Demerouti et al., 

2009).  

 

Practical Importance 

This study is timely and necessary, considering the apparent changes in the 

workforce and the rising employee turnover during COVID.  Previous crisis literature 

(Balfour & Neff, 1993; Bedford et al., 2020; Ross & Ross, 2005) argues that increased 

job demands are likely causing low psychological well-being, which increases the 

likelihood of employee intention to quit.  COVID-19 is a novel opportunity for 

researchers to study job demand impacts because of its unique influences on all areas of 

society.  Pandemics have been noted throughout history; however, current technology 

and the information age mean that society is more connected than ever before (Rutz et al., 

2020).  When employees work from home, they face a unique experience that differs 

from employees working in their traditional work environment.  

It’s already been reported that COVID-19 is widening the gap between blue-collar 

and white-collar jobs (Coibion et al., 2020). A recent news article, using Goldman Sach’s 
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data, reported half of the employees who resigned in 2021 were baby boomers (Olen, 

2022).  This generational departure is expected since baby boomers were predicted to 

delay retirement in 2007 (NPR, 2007).  Yet, this assumption requires empirical analysis 

to substantiate the claim.  Why are there so many employees choosing to leave now as 

the economy improves? Blue-collar workers are often deemed essential. Thus, they were 

required to continue working on job sites during the pandemic.  Take, for instance, 

assembly line workers.  They were still needed to be on the assembly line working close 

to their fellow workers.   

Other effects of COVID-19 on employees include mounting job insecurity, 

increasing the reliance on technology over people, and blurring work-and-home lines 

(Hite et al., 2020). For those who lack these elements, psychological well-being is likely 

to suffer, which may increase the likelihood of quitting. Existing JD-R models have not 

considered the dimension of intention to quit via moderation. This study will extend the 

JD-R model to include expected turnover intention, arguing that employees will rely on 

their rights, social support, and benefits to survive this disruption. 

 

Aim and Objectives 

This proposed study Aims to: 

Critically evaluate the moderating effects of job resources on psychological well-being 

when job demands are high and its subsequent impact on turnover intentions.  

The supporting objectives are: 
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1. Construct a comprehensive literature review pertaining to job demands, job 

resources, psychological well-being, and turnover intentions within the workplace 

2. Assess the impacts of COVID-19 on job demands and job resources, and 

psychological well-being 

3. Evaluate the indirect effects of job demands on turnover intentions via 

psychological well-being and interaction effects from job resources. 

4. Construct a scale to measure Employee Rights as prescribed by the 

hypothesized model posited 

5. Integrate the intention to quit within the Job Demand-Resource model  

 

The Job Demand Resource Model for burnout (Demerouti et al. 2001) first 

introduced our understanding of job demands and job resources' impact on burnout.  But 

with COVID’s impact, it is necessary to reimagine how this model may be working and 

why people are quitting their jobs.  Chapter 2 will expand upon the existing literature and 

the extension of the JD-R model with the intention to quit outcome variable included.  

Chapter 3 will describe the methodological approach to select variable components and 

scales, survey design, and collection methods.  Chapter 4 explores the data analysis 

approach with results included.  Chapter 5 provides a discussion section on what 

organizations and individuals might consider regarding the analysis results.  Finally, 

Chapter 6 will give concluding thoughts, limitations, and future exploration opportunities. 
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CHAPTER II 
 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORY DEVELOPMENT 

 

This chapter demonstrates the rationale for this study by examining prior 

academic works to inform the thirteen hypotheses that underpin this study.  Existing job 

demand models are too simplistic and thus inefficient in exploring the complex role of 

job resources moderating the effects of job demands on intentions-to-quit.  This study 

seeks to address this gap with a moderated mediation model.  This model, though more 

complex, is necessary to address component effects simultaneously versus serially. Each 

component of the model - job demands, job resources, psychological well-being, and 

intention to quit - is examined to establish its usage, strengths, and weaknesses.  

Consequently, this study will add to the existing body of literature on job demands during 

the times of COVID.  More importantly, job resources are necessary to the employee 

workforce to manage their well-being. 

 

Classical Management Theory 

Work is simply the process of completing a task.  Work can be different for 

different industries, professions, or organizations.  Work costs something – whether 

physically or mentally.  Meaning work should be efficient and cost-effective.  Classical 
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management theory begins with Fredrick Taylor’s work (Taylor, 1911) which focuses on 

the scientific management system. This system approach considers the best way to 

approach work by simplifying tasks (Meadows, 2008).  There may be great complexity 

within a system.  To reduce complexity requires a reduction of processes to steps.  Steps 

should be reduced to a simple, repeatable task – like the Ford assembly line.  This 

simplification process reduces failures, increases productivity, and ultimately improves 

profits.   

Now Taylor’s work focuses on processes, Frank and Lillian Gilbreth concentrate 

on increasing efficiency by repeatedly identifying the best way to do a task. There theory 

centers around reducing the number of motions within a job (Gilbreth & Gilbreth, 1919).  

If you decrease the number of activities, you can improve the time it takes to produce 

something, as each action takes time to complete.  Individuals are not going to extend 

their efforts beyond what is necessary.  Employees will do what is required to complete a 

task with the least amount of energy used.   

However, employees are not robots, and with more significant economic 

expansions in the 1950s, the importance of employee well-being began to emerge. 

Scholars have attempted to understand what causes burnout, by examining the conditions 

and motivations of employees (Maslach et al., 2001). Freudenberger (1974) first 

identified burnout as exhaustion brought on by “excessive demands on energy, strength, 

or resources” (p.73). Originally, burnout was first believed to be a social issue dedicated 

to specific fields such as human services, education, and healthcare professionals 

(Maslach et al., 2001). But, burnout could happen to anyone for several reasons 

(Schaufeli et al., 2009). 
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Turnover can have negative impacts on organizations and individuals, whether it 

is a job vacancy or mental health impacts (Bauer & Hämmig, 2014).  The impact of 

employee departure may also create long-term impacts to an organization, and possibly 

threaten the survivability of the organization (Jackofsky & Peters, 1983). The connection 

between burnout and turnover intentions was first identified by Mobley (1982). Burnout 

and turnover have a documented history within the classical management theories (Hom 

et al., 2017; Schaufeli et al., 2009).  Yet, classical management theory does not identify 

what antecedents or predictors lead to burnout. Thus, a new view of management began 

to develop. 

 

Job Demand Theories 

Previous works have explored the idea of job demands (or job stressors) on 

employee psychological well-being and turnover intentions (Bakker et al., 2005; Batt & 

Valcour, 2003; Demerouti et al., 2001; Hom et al., 2017; Williams & MacDermid, 1994; 

Wright & Cropanzano, 2000).  The first model to do so is the Job Demand-Control 

Model (DCM) (Karasek, 1979), which identified the relationship between job demands 

(performance measurements) and employee well-being (job stress).  In Karasek’s model, 

job demands have a negative effect on psychological well-being.  However, by increasing 

job control, employees can reduce the negative impact on their psychological well-being.  

In other words, when employees feel stress from performance measurements, their 

overall stress level can be reduced by giving the employee latitude to adjust their work 

process.  Therefore, the stress level is the dependent variable, workload (job demand) is 
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the independent variable, and job control acts as a moderating variable.  The DCM model 

proposes two predictive outcomes (Karasek, 1979): 

1. When job demands increase, employee psychological well-being decreases. 

2. When employees have a greater sense of control, then the employee's 

psychological well-being increases. 

 

Karasek identified several limitations to his original study: not distinguishing role 

differences, not accounting for social support, and not identifying employee perception of 

demands and job control (1979).   

In response to Karasek’s model, Johnson & Hall proposed the Job Demand-

Control-Support Model (1988), which identified the role of social support in reducing job 

stressors' negative effect on employee well-being.  However, both models have little 

empirical support for predicting job demands and psychological well-being in white-

collar jobs (lawyers, accountants, financial analysts) within the literature.   

Siegrist (1996) forwarded the Effort-Reward Imbalance Model (ERI), which 

focuses on work environment stress and its influence on employee health outcomes.  

Siegrist believed that adverse health effects provided little rewards for the employee 

(1996).  Employees do not receive benefits from working in dangerous conditions. The 

imbalance of work-to-reward leads to increased employee stress, which further 

complicates an individual’s health and well-being.  In other words, if the reward does not 

sufficiently overcome the demands, then job strain occurs.  The most significant 

takeaway from the ERI model is the idea that a single variable -employee control - cannot 

account for reducing employee stress (Siegrist, 1996).   
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These models may be overly simplistic and too generalized to use for today’s 

organizations.  The DCM and ERI models do not extend broadly enough to cover all 

types of jobs and work classes.  Moreover, the ERI model does not predict organizational 

outcomes such as absenteeism.  These models also do not account for potential 

interaction effects between predictors and dependent variables; hence, they are overly 

simplistic.  And of course, there is still the prevalent issue of why employees will stay in 

high-stress roles even when the reward is insufficient.   

Job demands are job stressors produced by the physical, social, and psychological 

conditions created by the organization's work attributes (Demerouti et al., 2001).  Job 

resources are the benefits inherent to the organization: these are meant to improve 

psychological well-being and promote self-efficacy. Demerouti et al. (2001), therefore, 

proposed a new model, the Job Demand-Resource Model (JD-R), with the components of 

job demands and job resources informed by Lee and Ashforth (1996). The proposed 

study describes specific dimensions for both aspects of employees’ work environments in 

detail below.  

The Job-Demand Resource model attempts to explain the impacts of job demands 

and the availability of resources on the employee’s overall well-being (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2018).   As stated earlier, Bakker et al. (2005) believed the existing burnout 

models were too simplistic and overgeneralized – one variable cannot explain all possible 

combinations.  Autonomy – employee control – was the first component to be arbitrarily 

selected to attempt to explain burnout (Karasek, 1979). Yet, no clear explanation is 

provided for why autonomy is universally significant.  Thus, the JD-R model seeks to 
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eliminate singularity and emphasis the interactive effects of one variable on another 

variable.   

The JD-R model treats both job demands (negative impacts) and job resources 

(positive impacts) as multidimensional components – processes – that can predict future 

actions, such as burnout or employee turnover.  Figure 1 is the conceptual model Bakker 

et al. (2001) used to describe the effects of pathways between model components.  In this 

model, job demands – described as mental, emotional, and physical effects – have a 

positive relationship with strain and a negative association with motivation.  Job resources 

have a positive relationship with motivation but a negative relationship with strain.  The 

influence of job demands and job resources may buffer the effects and thus moderate or 

mediate the impacts of strain and motivation.  Both strain and motivation have positive or 

negative effects, with some described organizational outcomes.  In the Bakker et al. (2001) 

model, they tested for burnout.   

 

Fig. 1: The Job Demand Resources Model (Baker et al. 2001) 
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The JD-R model is quite adaptable.  There is justification to use this model for 

analyzing the impacts of COVID-19 on employee turnover intentions.  The fact remains 

employees are experiencing demands and challenges to the changing work conditions 

brought on by COVID.  Employees may be – more than likely are – looking to their 

resources to buffer the influence demands have on their psychological well-being.  These 

pathways between demands and resources may have a cumulative effect on their 

psychological well-being (conceptualized as burnout, negative affect, and job 

dissatisfaction).  This research project seeks to extend the present JD-R model by 

eliminating the strain and motivation components from the pathways.  And add 

psychological well-being as an outcome variable, plus turnover intentions. 

 

Job Demands 

Bakker and Demerouti (2001) identified role ambiguity, conflict, and work 

expectations as relevant dimensions of job demands leading to burnout. However, there 

are several other job demands that need to be considered during the COVID-19 

pandemic. The workforce has experienced a drastic change in a relatively short time 

frame.  How then are employees able to understand what is expected of them?  Do work 

performance expectations significantly impact their psychological well-being?  What 

about the obligation to come to work sick?  Figure 2 depicts the existing job demand 

dimensions with new components for model testing. 

 



 

15 
 

 

Fig. 2: Job Demands Model for Hypothesis Testing H1 thru H5 

 

Work-Family Conflict 

Work-Family Conflict is employees' continual efforts to balance their work and 

family roles.  Even during non-crisis times, firefighters, medical personnel, military 

service members, and law enforcement experience greater demands on balancing work 

and family life than the average employee (Sulistiawan, 2018).  The fulfillment of job 

demands and role responsibilities often creates a barrier to meeting family demands and 

vice versa.  Work-family conflict (WFC) arises when the job demands negatively affect 

the individual’s psychological well-being (Sulistiawan, 2018). 

Before COVID, children went to schools, family members went to their place of 

work, and the routines were predictable and established.  But in March 2020, these 

routines ended abruptly for most.  Many families and individuals were asked to shelter in 

place.  Suddenly, children had to learn from home. Parents were pulled in multiple 

directions to appease employers and educational institutions.  This stress certainly 

brought on higher occurrences of conflict, evident with an increase in domestic violence 
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cases resulting from COVID (Kofman & Garfin, 2020).  These influences have certainly 

created a unique opportunity to examine WFC in the context of COVID. 

Demerouti et al. (2012) identify overtime hours, high workloads, and deadline-

driven performance measures as significant WFC drivers.  When it comes to WFC, job 

demands and job resources appraisals coincide (Bakker et al., 2003).  This means that 

when the employer demands higher workloads or excessive overtime requirements, the 

employee will evaluate their resources to reduce the job strain, such as scheduling 

vacation time or offloading some responsibilities to another employee if they are able to 

do so.  

Inversely, a spillover effect can occur when the family demands disrupt an 

individual’s work performance.  This spillover effect is called family-work conflict 

(FWC) (Grant-Vallone & Donaldson, 2001).  When family demands are high, then the 

level of FWC increases (Zhang & Liu, 2011).  FWC can affect satisfaction levels.  For 

instance, when an employee experiences an increase in FWC, the employee’s perceived 

job satisfaction significantly decreases (Ford et al., 2007).  Chiu et al. (1998) observed 

strong correlations between job satisfaction, family satisfaction, and life satisfaction.  

This correlation suggests that a balance must exist between family satisfaction, job 

satisfaction, and life satisfaction.  Employees who perceive their job demands to be less 

conducive to their family life balance experience higher WFC levels.  This belief is 

captured in this model’s design by measuring employee rights, benefits, job 

dissatisfaction, and intention to quit.  This is supported by Grant-Vallone & Donaldson 

work that demonstrates WFC is a significant predictor of employee well-being (2001).  

Accordingly, these factors inform Hypothesis One below: 
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• Hypothesis 1: Work-Family Conflict will be positively associated with burnout, 

negative affect, and job dissatisfaction (poor psychological well-being). 

 

Performance Expectations 

Work and family roles can impact a person’s physical and psychological well-

being.  Individuals are rarely playing just one role at a time.  For instance, an assembly 

line worker may also be a wife-mother or a husband-father.  Their concerns about their 

family’s well-being may emerge in the workplace, impacting their performance. Research 

by Grant and Donaldson (2001) and Leigh (1991) shows family demands are statistically 

significant predictors of employee performance and presence. However, employees still 

have specific performance measures that must be met to achieve their employer’s 

expectations.  Failure to do so may result in disciplinary actions or termination.   

COVID certainly created unique challenges for managers and employees. Katz & 

Kahn (1978) identified this inter-role conflict and its impact on meeting role expectations 

and their work performance.  Whether or not employees can meet their employer’s 

expectations is primarily based on their access to knowledge, tools, resources, and 

timeline. Employees are often evaluated based on some established performance review 

process (Motowidlo, 2000).  Employees have goals or performance measures set to 

benchmark their successes or failures.  With COVID's arrival, performance measures 

may no longer be as easily understood or defined.  The sudden economic retraction 

impacted many sales targets and profit margins in the early months of COVID (Vasileiou, 

2021).  So, performance expectation may be creating more significant stress and 

uncertainty, thus increasing the negative effect on job demands.  Accordingly, these 

factors inform Hypothesis Two below: 
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• Hypothesis 2: Unclear performance expectations will be positively associated 

with burnout, negative affect, and job dissatisfaction (poor psychological well-

being). 

 

Role Ambiguity 

Role conflict and role ambiguity are commonly used variables for chronic job 

stressor studies (Bowling et al., 2017; González-Romá & Lloret, 1998; Greenhaus & 

Beutell, 1985; Rizzo et al., 1970; Schuler et al., 1977).  Role ambiguity is defined as the 

lack of clarity for a position (Schuler et al., 1977), or in other words, not understanding 

how to do the job prescribed by the employer. Role ambiguity can occur in short periods, 

such as an employee taking on a new task at work.  Or it can endure over time, as time 

constraints do not limit role ambiguity.  This stressor can be detrimental to an employee’s 

belief about the future.  For this reason, both short- and long-term role ambiguity 

questions should be included in the model.   

If employees are unsure of how to perform their role, then certainly impacts to 

psychological well-being are possible. Role ambiguity, left uncorrected, can lead to 

psychological harm, such as anxiety, depression, and frustration (Jex & Beehr, 1991).  

These stressors may lead to an employee’s bleak view of the future.  For some 

individuals, establishing a home office and working with the lack of IT support may 

create stress.  Or, the sudden changes in processes and procedures -COVID related – is 

making it difficult to know how to get the job done. For this reason, examining 

psychological well-being as an outcome variable is essential for human resources 

managers to understand the potential long-term impact of WFH.  Accordingly, these 

factors inform Hypothesis Three below:  
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• Hypothesis 3: Role ambiguity will be positively associated with burnout, negative 

affect, and job dissatisfaction (poor psychological well-being). 

 

Obligation to Come to Work Sick 

The obligation to come to work sick (OCWS), also known as presenteeism, is the 

perceived idea that employees must come to work despite being sick (Aronsson et al., 

2000).  Miraglia & Johns (2016) found employees who come to work sick are neither 

fully-engaged nor fully productive.  Long-term effects on employees who maintain a high 

level of presenteeism while ill show a high correlation with failing health (Gustafsson & 

Marklund, 2011).  Long-term effects include negative job attitudes, withdrawal from 

work, exhaustion, and decreased psychological well-being (Lu et al., 2013; Miraglia & 

Johns, 2016).  Being present does not equate to being productive at work; thus, 

presenteeism may be a more significant threat to the organization’s desired goals.   

The mental health impact on the workforce because of COVID-19 is undoubtedly 

a concern for employers and human resources departments. According to the Society of 

Human Resources Managers, mental health illness during COVID-19 impacts employees 

at alarming rates: a 33-percent decrease in mental health well-being and a 33-percent 

increase in alcohol or substance usage (Wilkie, 2020). Mental health illness is a silent 

disease that may go undetected (Kovand et al., 2011).   

When individuals WFH, there may be a higher likelihood of employees suffering 

in silence.  The social process of talking with colleagues may naturally encourage 

treatment for those impacted with mental illness (Britt & Mcfadden, 2012).  Conversely, 

mental health is likely decreased if employees are isolated from one another (Kovand et 
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al., 2011).  The obligation to come to work sick may have some positive effects on 

mental health through social contact.  Although, to do so may risk infecting colleagues 

depending on the prevalent illness.   

Unplugging from emails and other electronic mediums while being sick is tricky for 

employees at home. Yet, working while sick may be expected for some employees, 

especially if you are working from home. This has not been tested to the researcher’s 

knowledge, and the contribution of this variable may be significant to understanding 

employee commitments during pandemics.  The impact of working while sick is likely 

increasing the effects of burnout and job dissatisfaction. Accordingly, these factors 

inform Hypothesis Four below: 

• Hypothesis 4: Obligation to Come to Work Sick will be positively associated with 

burnout, negative affect, and job dissatisfaction (poor psychological well-being). 

 

Interpersonal Conflict 

Karasek specifically identifies stressors of job demands to include “job-related 

personal conflict” within the Demand-Control Model (1979, p. 291).  Personnel conflict 

arises when two or more individuals have competing interests.  This interpersonal 

conflict is evident by the unfavorable exchange between parties where hostility, 

aggression, or contempt occurs during the argument (Ilies et al., 2011).  Interpersonal 

conflict is not the same as bullying, workplace incivility, or disrespect (Andersson & 

Perason, 1999; Duffy et al., 2002; Ilies et al., 2011).  Two employees can be engaged in 

the conflict but still maintain a professional composure.  Instead, interpersonal conflict is 

the active bargaining of self-completing interests.  Over time, this interpersonal conflict 
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can lead to an employee’s negative affect towards work, decreased psychological well-

being, and ultimately, an individual leaving an organization (Prone, 2000; Vittengl & 

Holt, 1998; Zohar, 1999). 

Interpersonal conflict is not unique to organizational contexts.  Interpersonal 

conflict occurs throughout all social groups.  Through hiring, employees form social 

networks with their own rules, policies (formal and informal), language, and behaviors 

(Prone, 2000).  These groups are created artificially through people entering and exiting 

an organization.  Interpersonal relationships differ between supervisors and coworkers 

(Kasl, 1998).  Understanding how supervisors versus coworkers influence an employee’s 

psychological well-being contributes to the management literature.  Regardless, the 

interrelationship formed in these groups has a significant impact on an individual’s 

psychological well-being (S. Cohen & Willis, 1985).  Indeed, interpersonal conflict is 

negatively correlated with job satisfaction (r = -.32) and positively correlated with 

turnover intentions (r = .41) (Prone, 2000).  The posited model of employees with high 

interpersonal conflict with their peers and supervisors is most likely to affect their 

psychological well-being negatively.  Accordingly, these factors inform Hypothesis Five 

below: 

• Hypothesis 5: Interpersonal Conflict will be positively associated with burnout, 

negative affect, and job dissatisfaction (poor psychological well-being). 

 

Job Resources 

The second element of the JD-R model is Job Resources (JR). JR extends to both 

internal and external benefits employees receive from their work performance. Demerouti 
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(2001, p. 501) describes job resources, internal or external, as the physical, psychological, 

social, and organizational attributes that can: (a) help achieve work goals; (b) reduce job 

demands on psychological well-being, and (c) promote employee growth and 

development. Figure three visually illustrates the five variables explored in this study.  

 

 

Fig.3: Job-Resource Model for Hypothesis Testing H6 thru H10 

 

Employee Rights 

Since workers created labor unions in the mid-19th century, employers have 

fought to prevent the employees’ collective bargaining power.  As early as 1806 - in 

Pennsylvania Commonwealth v. Pullis - the Philadelphia mayor sued shoemakers for 

attempting to set a price for their labor (Philadelphia Cordwainers, 1806).  The mayor’s 

court believed that collective action, in the form of price setting, is “unnatural” and 

contrary to the rational economic principles of supply and demand.  The court determined 

that the shoemakers committed criminal conspiracy to price setting, detrimental to the 

public good (Compa, 2014).  This case would be the first of many cases tried in courts 
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throughout the U.S. as employees began fighting for their basic-fundamental rights of job 

protection and wage fairness. 

By the 1980s, labor unions' power began failing to protect employees because of 

adverse U.S. Supreme Court rulings, the Regan administration's controversial policies 

such as the termination of 11,000 striking federal air traffic controllers & the 

establishment of the Regan Labor Board (Farber & Western, 2002), and the National 

Labor Relations Board (NLRB) (Des Jardins & McCall, 1985) which resulted in a 

massive decline in labor union membership and an increase in right to work laws (Farber 

& Western, 2002, 2016; Molz, 1987).  Today, employees are more vulnerable than the 

previous generation, brought on by changing business practices, such as outsourcing, the 

gig economy, and increases in technology (machine learning, robotics, and automation) 

(Molz, 1987; Todoli-Signes, 2017).   

Thurow (1980) argues that employees are never satisfied.  When given some 

rights, the desire for more rights grows, and ultimately economic inefficiencies will 

produce job loss, profit loss, and organizational failure (Molz, 1987).  Employers wish to 

manage these risks by utilizing the concept of at-will employment.  Employment-at-Will 

(EAW) is the belief that either party (employer or employee) can choose to terminate 

their relationship at any time, by request of the other party (Molz, 1987).  EAW 

comprises of three elements: job security, employment at will, and legal property right 

(Hiley, 1985).  Employee job security is the employee’s belief that their job is protected.  

Employment at will is the legal right for any party to terminate the employment 

relationship.  Traditional property rights are the vested rights that an employee has 



 

24 
 

obtained some legal rights to their job, as provided under the 14th Amendment.  These 

three elements are used to measure the variable, employee’s rights within this study. 

With EAW, both the employer and employee believe in having equal power, 

except when there is a labor surplus (Abraham, 1983).  COVID-19 has created an 

abundant labor surplus due to layoffs, furloughs, and organizational failures (Falk et al., 

2020).  The use of unemployment insurance, labor union protections, and job retraining is 

fundamental to stabilizing this unequal power distribution (Cappelli, 1984; Topel, 1983).  

This study will critically evaluate the belief that employee rights are a job resource.  

However, these rights may not be as powerful as once believed since the failing union 

membership rates and the requirement for greater educational demands for technology-

related roles.  Employees with fewer rights will experience more significant strain from 

job demands, leading to low psychological well-being.  Accordingly, these factors inform 

Hypothesis Six below: 

• Hypothesis 6: Employee Rights will be negatively associated with burnout, 

negative affect, and job dissatisfaction (poor psychological well-being). 

 

Employee Benefits 

Employee benefits - originally called fringe benefits - were of minor importance 

to employees and employers alike when first offered (McCaffery, 1992).  However, today 

employees view them as a must-have before considering applying for an open position 

(Pytlovany, 2020).  Employee benefits are provided in a variety of programs and 

offerings.  Sometimes, the organization pays for the benefit, e.g., workers' compensation 

and employee assistance programs (EAP).  Other times the benefits require employees to 
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contribute towards the costs, health and disability insurance, and tuition reimbursement, 

to name a few.  So, to define employee benefits is quite convoluted and non-conforming 

(Lengnick-Hall & Bereman, 1994).  Employee benefits should not include pay, as pay is 

a fundamental right of employment. 

Four significant benefits standards, used by human resources professionals, utilize 

different definitions to describe benefits (McCaffery, 1992).  From these works, 

employee benefits are not paid wages for time worked.  It must be made widely available 

to the employee population to be considered a benefit.  It cannot be contingent on the 

employee's performance for consideration.  Secondly, the benefit must cost the employer 

something.  It is not a benefit if the employer can give it away.  Third, the benefits 

definition is conceptualized around the benefit offerings.  For instance, the United States 

Chamber of Commerce (Glance, 2014) includes the following as employee benefits: 

medical, dental, and vision coverage, 401(k) options, paid time off, paid holidays, 

employee assistance programs, tuition reimbursement, childcare assistance, and short-

term and long-term disability insurance.  Finally, the benefit must be discretionary and 

eligible for elimination by the employer. 

Models explain complex situations by reducing components into tangible domains 

(Fischer, 1991).  The reality of what is and is not an employee benefit is subjective and 

often interpreted differently by the provider or beneficiary.  To date, no working 

employee benefit models exist.  But there are fundamental components to assist in 

developing a future model, such as organizations must exist to provide benefits to an 

employee.  If an organization does not exist, neither do the employees nor the benefits.  
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The benefit must increase the employee's well-being. Otherwise, the prescribed benefit 

would be a job demand.  The benefit must be exclusive to the organization; otherwise, it 

is a public good, common resource, or a toll good.  Finally, the benefit must be 

discretionary and not obligated under an employment contract or collective bargaining 

agreement.  Employee benefits allow companies to attract quality employees, increase 

overall employee satisfaction, and minimize the effect of employee turnover (Milkovich 

& Newman, 1993; Mitchell, 1982, 1983).   

Employees who have access to benefits will have more tools available to cope 

with the strain produced by their job demands.  Access to benefits is not a novel concept.  

Leigh (1991) reports an inverse relationship between paid sick leave, wages, and 

absenteeism.  When performance improves, employee job satisfaction improves (Wright 

& Cropanzano, 2000).  Employees with family-friendly benefit programs are most likely 

to experience positive effects on their overall well-being (Gaidhani, 2018).  Family-

friendly benefit programs include paternal-maternal leave, adoption assistance, dependent 

sick leave, elder care assistance, child care assistance, and flexible scheduling (Williams 

& MacDermid, 1994).  Employees who utilize their benefits during COVID-19 will 

experience an increase in their overall psychological well-being.  Employees who lack 

benefits will experience a negative effect on their overall psychological well-being.  

Accordingly, these factors inform Hypothesis Seven below: 

• Hypothesis 7: Employee Benefits will be negatively associated with burnout, 

negative affect, and job dissatisfaction (poor psychological well-being). 
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Autonomy 

Work autonomy is the discretion employers give employees to accomplish their 

work tasks (Breaugh, 1999).  Work autonomy – or lack of independence - correlates to 

higher turnover, weakened job performance, and lower levels of job satisfaction 

(Cummings & Molloy, 1977, p. 6; Fried, 1991; Spector, 1986).  Work autonomy should 

be included because of the direct correlation to turnover and performance.  By giving 

employees a choice, employers empower their employees to control their performance.  

Employees who have greater control over their work have greater efficiency and lower 

job stress (Williams & MacDermid, 1994).   

Work that provides the greatest autonomy (control over schedule and processes) 

will give the best flexibility to the job demands, reducing work-family conflict, job 

stressors, and ultimately turnover intentions (Golden, 2006; Hill et al., 2010).  By having 

autonomy, the employee may adjust their schedule to reflect the needs of their family unit 

or remediate unnecessary steps in producing a final product (e.g., streamlining the 

submission of a report from the administrative assistant directly to their boss via email).  

At the same time, someone with less work autonomy may be subjected to higher risk-

taking activities during COVID.  Employees who engage in blue-collar work may not 

have the flexibility to adjust their work conditions.  Their job stressors may increase 

because of greater control being placed on the worker by COVID-19 restrictions, their 

employer, or the government.  Accordingly, these factors inform Hypothesis Eight below: 

• Hypothesis 8: Autonomy will be negatively associated with burnout, negative 

affect, and job dissatisfaction (poor psychological well-being). 
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Social Support 

Wright et al. (1993) found supervisory support to be a predictor of an individual’s 

psychological well-being. During COVID-19, as employees work from home, they may 

lack the social support needed to cope with their job stressors.  Support is either structural 

(established social networks) or functional (deliverance of support to an employee) (S. 

Cohen & Willis, 1985).  Structural support networks exist by establishing a social 

network within an organization.  However, to ensure the status of the network is 

maintained in this study, a control variable is required to account for organizations that 

experienced a layoff, furlough, or shutdown versus organizations that did not experience 

employee workforce reductions.  Functional social support may include instrumental 

support, assisting another employee with getting things done, or emotional support, best 

understood as empathetic listening and discussing stress (Beehr et al., 2000).  

Social support is negatively associated with job strain (Beehr, 1995; Kahn & 

Byosiere, 1991).  As social support increases, the employee’s ability to cope with their 

job demands improves.  Those with less social support are more likely to experience 

increased job stressors.  COVID-19 creates a more significant roadblock for assisting 

fellow employees in accomplishing job-specific tasks.  So, employees may rely more 

heavily on emotional support to cope with job stressors.  Emotional support varies by the 

encounter, but three communication topics can be categorized: talking about good things 

at work, talking about bad things at work, and non-work issues (Beehr et al., 1990).  

Accordingly, these factors inform Hypothesis Nine below: 

• Hypothesis 9: Social Support will be negatively associated with burnout, negative 

affect, and job dissatisfaction (poor psychological well-being). 
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Psychological Safety 

Psychological safety focuses on individual inclusion and team performance, 

preceding innovation (Clark, 2020).  Psychological safety occurs when an employee 

takes a risk to collaborate or share information and knowledge (Edmondson & Lei, 

2014).  If the employee has a positive psychological safety experience, more 

collaboration transpires.  However, if the experience is negative, the employee is more 

likely to withdraw and not contribute new ideas to future projects (Edmondson, 2004).  

As Clark (2020, p. 12) opines, organizations that lack psychological safety face grueling 

market competition “are galloping to extinction.”. 

When an organization lacks psychological safety, production costs increase, 

employee absenteeism rises, turnover increases, and employee performance declines 

(Dollard et al., 2012).  Unfortunately, most organizations focus on physical hazard 

reduction versus mental hazard reductions (Australian Productivity Commission, 2010).  

Employers who focus on workplace accident reductions by analyzing the physical space 

but not exploring the social dimension are unlikely to improve safety performance.   

Clarke (2020) argues that psychological safety consists of four elements: (1) 

inclusion, (2) safe to learn, (3) safe to contribute, and (4) safe to challenge.  Inclusion 

may be defined differently by academic scholars, but it generally means to be accepted as 

you are (Hodkinson, 2011).  Yet, there are four universal components for inclusion: (1) 

the organization accepts you as is, (2) there is no barrier for entry, (3) the organization 

promotes collaboration, and (4) equality is paramount (Wilson, 2010).  When 

organizations are safe to learn and contribute, they are more likely to experiment with 
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new ideas, admit errors, and ask for help (Edmondson, 1999).  Accordingly, Hypothesis 

Ten below: 

• Hypothesis 10: Psychological Safety will be negatively associated with burnout, 

negative affect, and job dissatisfaction (poor psychological well-being).  

 

The Moderating Role of Job Resources 

The job resources above also serve to moderate the relationships between job 

demands and psychological well-being.  When job resources are high, the negative 

impact of job demands on psychological well-being improves.  For example, role 

ambiguity is a significant job stressor for employees, but social support may reduce 

ambiguity.  When employees seek guidance and advice from their colleagues, job stress 

reduces.  This study proposes social support may buffer the effects of role ambiguity on 

employees.  Employees with more robust social support from their employer, bosses, 

colleagues, and customers may have more defined role expectations.  

Additionally, social support reduces interpersonal conflict.  Peeters et al. (1995) 

examined the adverse effect of interpersonal conflict on administrative assistants.  Their 

study found that social support is a significant buffering effect on interpersonal conflict.  

However, a limitation in this study is participants are asked to record stressful events.  

Thus, only events that are subjectively triggered as stressful to the participant are 

recorded, never mind the issue of the participant introducing stress to others (Ilies et al., 

2011).  Moreover, FWC and WFC may be buffered when social support is readily 

available to an employee personally and professionally.  Marcinkus et al. (2007) found 
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social support influences FWC and WFC “as an antecedent, a direct effect, mediator, and 

moderator” (Sulistiawan, 2018, p. 116).  

• Hypothesis 11: Together, Job Resources will moderate the relationships between 

Job Demands and burnout, negative affect, and job dissatisfaction (poor 

psychological well-being), such that the relationship is weaker when Job 

Resources is high and stronger when it is low.  

 

Psychological Well-Being 

Psychological Well-Being (PWB) is an individual’s overall mental and emotional 

functionality measured in pleasantness (Gechman & Wiener, 1975; Martin, 1984; 

Russell, 1980).  PWB is sometimes confused with happiness (Diener, 1984).  However, 

happiness is a temporal state and does not reflect an individual’s overall mental well-

being.  Therefore, PWB is used to refer to sustained mental well-being, and it composes 

of three components: a phenomenological event (a belief), an emotional condition (an 

experience), and a holistic view of their life (Wright & Cropanzano, 2000).  PWB uses 

global constructs - in the posited model, burnout, job satisfaction, and negative affect are 

the construct - versus a particular variable, e.g., job satisfaction (Kornhauser, 1965; Warr, 

1990). 

COVID-19’s sustained impact is causing significant mental health concerns. 

Psychological Well-Being decreases during disasters (Brooks et al., 2015, 2016), and 

post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), anxiety disorders, and depression are just a few of 

the mental illnesses that may emerge afterward (Rubin et al., 2017). According to Spring 

Health (2020), 76% of surveyed employees displayed burnout indicators, such as 
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exhaustion, reduced work performance, and negative affect towards their work.  

Participants stated that they need fewer work hours (30%), more paid time off (30%), 

more supportive managers (26%), and mental health benefits from their employers 

(20%). 

Previous work causally linked employee performance to employee psychological 

well-being (Quick et al., 1997; Wright & Bonnett, 1993).  Additional works found job 

satisfaction and psychological well-being are predictors of the other (Diener et al., 1999; 

Judge & Locke, 1993).  Job satisfaction and burnout are often associated with one 

another, so including them in the posited model is acceptable (Baeriswyl et al., 2016).  

Negative affect comprises the first and second components of PWB.  Both experiences 

and a belief are necessary to evaluate PWB.  As job demands increase, the individual’s 

PWB will likely decrease, ceteris paribus.  When job demands are high, job resources can 

buffer their effects to reduce the negative impacts on psychological well-being.  

  

Fig. 4: Hypothesis 12 Testing for the Association Between Psychological Well-Being and Turnover Intentions 
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Burnout 

Burnout, first identified by Freudenberger (1974), defined burnout as a state of 

mental-physical exhaustion created by the individual’s work, thus decreasing motivation.  

Burnout is a slow process (Leiter & Maslach, 2006).  Maslach et al. (2003) describe 

burnout as a fire that runs out of fuel.  The smoldering fire is like an employee who runs 

out of energy to perform in the workplace.  Burnout is a commonly studied outcome 

variable compared to job resources, job demands, and organizational outcomes (Bakker 

et al., 2004).   

There are over 6,000 studies on job burnout; Maslach’s (2001) dimensional model 

is considered the most influential and well-understood (Schaufeli et al., 2009).  This 

model describes three elements of burnout: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and 

diminished personal accomplishments (1982).  Emotional exhaustion comprises feeling 

overwhelmed and the actual loss of emotional and physical resources to counteract the 

feeling (Maslach et al., 2001).  Emotional exhaustion is the foundation of job burnout and 

is often the most expressed feeling towards job motivation loss (Schaufeli et al., 2009). 

When psychological well-being improves, burnout rates decline, and the desire to quit 

improves. Burnout left uncorrected leads to poor job performance and an increased desire 

to quit (Al-Badarneh et al., 2019).  

 

Job Dissatisfaction 

Job dissatisfaction and burnout are two of the most widely used variables for 

psychological well-being in work studies (Baeriswyl et al., 2016).  Burnout has already 
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been discussed.  However, job dissatisfaction is a negative emotional experience that a 

person receives from their work (Dormann & Zapf, 2001).  Job satisfaction, alternatively, 

occurs when the individual enjoys the type of work they do (holistic) or where the 

employee enjoyed their day's tasks (specific) (Ironson et al., 1989). Employees are likely 

experiencing less connection with their colleagues, increased strain from work-family 

conflict, and increased demands to meet performance measures despite difficult 

circumstances. Examining job dissatisfaction during COVID-19 is necessary and timely. 

There are correlated variables that impact job satisfaction, and the posited model 

explores several known antecedent variables.  Social support is a significant predictor of 

job satisfaction (Locke, 1976).  When employees have strong social support from their 

colleagues and supervisors, their expected job satisfaction will be high.  Job satisfaction, 

however, also has external threats.  High WFC can affect an individual’s job satisfaction 

(Marcinkus et al., 2007).  When WFC is high, then job satisfaction is expected to 

decrease.  Both job satisfaction and burnout have negative associations with the intention 

to quit (Fried et al., 2008; Hellman, 1997).  Intention to quit negatively impacts 

organization goals and performance (Currall et al., 2005).  Thus, understanding employee 

job dissatisfaction to turnover intentions is essential to improving future organizational 

performance.   

 

Negative Affect 

Subjective well-being is composed of two constructs: positive and negative affect 

(Diener, 1984).  Affect should not be misunderstood as emotions and moods.  Emotions 

and moods are discrete, non-targeted elements of the individual’s mental state.  
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Moreover, affects are subjective feelings that change based on the circumstance 

(Kafetsios & Zampetakis, 2008). The influence of one employee’s negative affect on a 

team or organization can severely affect the likelihood of an organization meeting its 

goals (Michel et al., 2016).  Basch and Fisher state workplace circumstances are any 

events that “stimulate appraisal of and an emotional reaction” to the employee (2000, p. 

37).   

Both intensity and duration significantly impact employees' negative affect (Gray 

& Watson, 2000). The effects may be positive or negative, and if they are negative, then 

there may be a higher likelihood of employee departure. During COVID, employees may 

have differing viewpoints on how the organization is responding to meet the demands 

brought on by COVID. If employees don’t feel their needs are being cared for, they may 

exit the organization.  During the great resignation, the availability of news jobs is not a 

significant concern for most individuals (Horn, 2021). 

Affect differs from job satisfaction, as the emotional and cognitive beliefs can be 

different from the actual work performed (Weiss, 2002).  Employees can enjoy the type 

of work they do (job satisfaction) but not necessarily enjoy the people they work for 

(negative affect). This uneven balance contributes significantly to the harmful effects of 

employee psychological well-being. Management has a significant influence - both 

positively and negatively - on their employee’s attitudes, psychological well-being, and 

behavior (Michel et al., 2016).  Unfortunately, managers may not take accountability for 

their actions, and this affects their employees. Accordingly, these factors inform 

Hypothesis Twelve below: 
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• Hypothesis 12: Burnout, negative affect, and job dissatisfaction (poor 

psychological well-being) will be positively associated with turnover intentions.  

 

Employee Intention to Quit/Turnover 

Unemployment rates in April 2020 were 14.7%, the highest ever recorded (Falk et 

al., 2020), unemployment levels only fell below 5% in August 2021 (BLS, 2021).  The 

impact on industries varied.  For instance, the hospitality and leisure industry's 

unemployment rate was 39.3%, while service industries experienced growth (Falk et al., 

2020).  Employees are experiencing the stress of COVID-19, and the amplification of 

social injustice appears to be widening.  Black workers (16.7% unemployed) and young 

women (36.6% unemployed) are some of the most severely impacted employee layoffs 

brought on by COVID-19 (Falk et al., 2020).  The reason may be caused by burnout, 

decreasing levels of psychological well-being, and excessive job demands (Mobley, 

1982; Schaufeli et al., 2009; Williams & MacDermid, 1994). 

To capture the intention to quit variable requires an examination of the resignation 

process.  The employee resignation process often includes a three-stage approach: the 

formulation stage, an announcement stage, and a notice stage (Klotz & Bolino, 2016).  

The formulation stage is when employees begin thinking and deciding about whether to 

leave an organization.  This stage is captured in this posited model by exploring whether 

the employee has thought of leaving their organization.  The second stage is the 

announcement stage, where the employee begins communicating with others their 

intention to quit.  The final step is when the employee tenders their resignation or directly 

speaks with their employer about leaving.   
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An employee’s decision to quit (cognitive acceptance) is directly related to their 

actual departure from an organization (physical withdrawal), and the period between 

deciding to quit versus leaving an organization varies (Klotz & Bolino, 2016; Lee & 

Mitchell, 1994).  When employees finally do leave an organization, their departure 

produces a financial loss to the company.  The company may need to rehire, train, or bear 

the consequential loss of a vacancy.  But there is also the impact on the remaining 

employee’s psycho-social state.  Employees naturally develop bonds with one another.  

When a colleague leaves an organization, a rupture in the remaining employee’s mental 

and emotional state could occur.  This may leave the remaining employees’ questioning 

their decision to stay with an organization (Klotz & Bolino, 2016).  

Age and loyalty may not be enough to retain employees going forward.  As 

Rubenstein et al. (2018) observe, if older employees are likely to quit, so are the younger 

employees.  Job resources should improve employee retention.  But to date, there are no 

linkages between turnover intentions and benefits.  (Sarfraz et al., 2018; Williams & 

MacDermid, 1994).  As a result of COVID-19, employees are quitting, and why they are 

leaving may be unique to COVID.   

 

Moderated Mediation  

This study proposes that job demands lead to poor psychological well-being and, 

in turn, increased turnover intentions.  When job demands are high, the individual’s 

ability to manage the stress and subsequent effects of psychological well-being is 

significantly influenced by the extent to which job resources are available.  When job 

resources are high, the negative impact of job demands on psychological well-being will 
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be buffered, and thus, the desire to quit will be reduced.  Still, the indirect effects of job 

demands on turnover intentions via psychological well-being become stronger when job 

resources are low.  Overall, this indirect effect is more substantial when job resources are 

scarcer and is weaker when job resources are higher.  This suggests the presence of 

moderated mediation (Preacher et al., 2007), meaning that job resources may enhance the 

indirect effects of job demands on turnover intentions via psychological well-being.  To 

illustrate, if job resources are high, job demand's indirect effects on turnover intentions 

via poor psychological well-being will be weaker since employees can better cope with 

job stress.  Accordingly, these factors inform Hypothesis Thirteen below: 

• Hypothesis 13: The indirect effect of job demands on turnover intentions via 

burnout, job dissatisfaction, and negative affect is moderated by job resources, 

such that the indirect effect is stronger when employees perceive lower job 

resources and weaker when they perceive higher job resources.  

 

 

Fig. 5: The Adapted Job Demand-Resource Model for COVID-19 Impacted Employees  

Source: Demerouti et al. (2001) Model Adapted by Author 
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Figure five above represents the posted model for testing the thirteen stated 

hypotheses.  The original JD-R Model pathway included a path from job demands to 

strain and from job resources to motivation.  These two paths were not explored in the 

posited model, as the component pathways may not explain the reality of job resources' 

influence on the entire model.  This model adaptation is unique and may offer valuable 

insights into the causes of employee turnover.   

This chapter discussed the classical management theories leading up to the 

creation of the Job Demand Resource Model.  The Job Demand Resource Model was 

introduced, and a detailed examination of job demands, and job resources ensued.  Then 

thirteen hypotheses were presented with operational definitions, justifications for 

inclusion in the posited model, and expected outcomes. The following chapter will 

outline this study’s methodological processes, survey design, and research analysis. 
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CHAPTER III 
 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

This chapter explores this study's ontological and epistemological rationale by 

examining the research design, data collection, and analysis methods.  Each study 

component should contribute to “a systematic investigation to find answers to problems” 

(Burns, 2000; McAleavy, 2016, p.109).  Without such endeavors, science would never 

progress.  Examining any research question with rigor and relevance requires an 

established framework.  This study uses an online survey method to explore the present 

realities of the work conditions during COVID-19 and builds upon a previous 

Department of Labor (2020) qualitative study. 

 

Previous Department of Labor (DOL) Qualitative Study  

This study extends a previous Department of Labor qualitative study that 

examined citizens’ concerns about returning to work during COVID-19 (DOL, 2020).  

This data set offered rich and descriptive text as participants were free to answer or not to 

answer on the hosted internet platform.  Moreover, the questions were simple; for 

example, “Please share your ideas about what employers and workers can do to reopen  
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America’s workplaces safely.”  The 287 responses were subjected to content analysis to 

identify codes, categories, and common themes for worker concerns (Hsieh & Shannon, 

2005).  These findings informed this study by identifying common elements for future 

examination: these include: 

• Job Resources included employee rights, job security, safety, benefits, and 

empowerment 

• Job Demands included family conflict, role conflict, and obligation to come to 

work 

The previous study has several limitations, which include: no opportunities to 

follow up with respondents, individuals who lacked access to technology are not included 

in the study, there is no way to identify demographics of respondents, and the diversity of 

industries is unknown, even though childcare operators were identified throughout the 

responses.  These themes and limitations shaped the rationale and structure of this study.   

 

Quantitative Methodology 

Every well-constructed research design envisions the intended end (Hammond & 

Wellington, n.d.). The research design facilitates exploring a topic, forming research 

questions for data collection and analysis.  Research design includes exploratory, 

descriptive, and hypothesis testing (Thomas, 2010).  Hypothesis testing seeks to explain 

the influence of a dependent variable on other examinable variables.  Accordingly, this 

study utilized hypothesis testing to examine how dependent variables influence one or 

more variables, either directly or indirectly.  Studies that use hypothesis testing examine 
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cluster relationships, independent variables, and two or more variables (Bell & Bryman, 

2019). 

This study is informed by previous inductive qualitative research; therefore, an 

online survey method was selected to test the thirteen prescribed hypotheses. Survey 

research has proven reliable and accurate over the last 50-years (Zikmund et al., 2012) 

and is beneficial for examining management topics (Bell & Bryman, 2019).  Couper 

(2017) argues that survey research allows a direct and systematic approach for 

simultaneously analyzing multiple variables. It is an efficient tool for measuring 

perceptions and experiences when secondary data is unavailable (Sureshchandar et al., 

2001).  Moreover, survey research is relatively inexpensive, simplistic, and can be 

deployed rapidly, anonymized, and allows for participant-researcher biases to be 

minimized (Bailey, 1978; Carlson & Perrewe, 1999; Ganster et al., 1983).   

 

Procedures 

Qualtrics, a private company that recruits, selects, distributes, and compensates 

participants, assisted in deploying the survey to a  convenience sampled population.  This 

approach is an established and valuable option to disseminate surveys to a broader 

audience than what may be available to the researcher.  All sampled participants were 

presented with a voluntary consent form and a disclosed personal risk statement per 

Oklahoma State University’s Institutional Review Board ethical guidelines.  Generally, 

survey sizes should be above 300 participants to ensure adequacy.  Tabachnick & Fidell 

(1996) state a general rule of thumb is 300 cases for factor analysis or 50 participants per 
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factor.  This study completed responses are 621, well above the necessary threshold for 

factor analysis.  Participation occurred between September 5th thru September 10th, 2021.   

 

Development of Research Instruments 

Several controls were used to minimize systematic error and control spurious 

correlations, as these can negatively influence the reliability and dependability of this 

study.  Harvill (1991) argues that survey items must be dependable, reliable, and have 

internal consistency.  Nunnally (1967 p. 206) defines reliability as a repeatable 

measurement, and “any random influence which tends to make measurement different 

from occasion to occasion is a source of measurement error.”  Cronbach’s Alpha is a 

common approach used to measure internal consistency (Cortina, 1993).  Alpha levels 

above .70 are considered acceptable, but higher levels above .80 are preferred, indicating 

high internal consistency (Nunnally, 1978).   

The number of items measured is critical for determining acceptable Alpha limits 

(Cortina, 1993). Each item included in the scale was correlated against the sum of the 

items.  Any item that poorly correlated to the other items was removed, indicating the 

item is measuring some other construct. Examining the correlations between items will 

help determine the number of items to include during the scale development. 

A scale must also ensure validity by ensuring the “variable is the underlying cause 

of item covariation” (DeVellis, 2017, p. 83).  Validity has three components: content-

validity, criterion-related validity, and construct validity (DeVellis, 2017).  Criterion-

related validity was discussed within the survey distribution method section.  This 
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section, therefore, focuses on the two other major forms of validity: Content Validity and 

Construct Validity.  Content validity is controlled by sampling size, and as stated earlier, 

this study exceeded the recommended 300 respondents to ensure an adequate sample 

size.  Content validity also ensures the scale development is consistent with the study’s 

conceptual definitions.  Accordingly, some scales were intentionally altered to ensure the 

scale measurement is consistent with the phenomenon under investigation (DeVellis, 

2017).   

Construct Validity is not of great concern in this study, as established scales are 

utilized, except for Employee Rights.  The Employee Rights scale will require additional 

analysis to ensure Construct Validity is met.  Construct Validity “is directly concerned 

with the theoretical relationship of a variable” (DeVellis, 2017, p.95).  In other words, 

does the item behave the way it ought to behave?  The hypothesis predicts how the 

variables will act; it is yet to be determined whether they behave appropriately.  

Construct Validity is challenging to measure as the association with the item 

measurement and true score are unobservable.  In this instance, Campbell and Fiske’s 

(1959) Multitrait-Multimethod Matrix test was necessary.  This test measured related and 

unrelated items based on correlations.  The results of this test are discussed in the results 

section of this study.   

A high Alpha score does not indicate a homogenous single latent variable for 

scale development.  Additional testing is required when attempting to measure a 

multidimensional construct.  Further testing includes a factor analysis of tested items.  An 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to measure the dimensionality of a construct.  

An EFA aims to identify the covariance of any latent variables (Costello & Osborne, 
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2005).  Therefore, not all items should necessarily be considered for inclusion.  The EFA 

functions to condense information, determine construct meaning, and identify which 

items perform better or worse within the construct (DeVellis, 2017).  After conducting an 

EFA, SPSS can create a new unidimensional variable for testing purposes. 

 

Survey Design 

The online survey was facilitated in a convenience sample.  Convenience samples 

are efficient for quickly checking survey functionality and controlling costs (Etikan, 

2016).  Convenience samples are often homogenous and non-random, so inferences 

should be avoided with this sampling technique.  Before launching the online survey, ten 

surveys were distributed to targeted participants to check for any continuity issues that 

may cause technical errors while conducting the study. This step helped identify potential 

mistakes with the survey tool prior to the online distribution. These results were not 

included in the final analysis.   

The screening criteria were minimal for this study.  Since COVID-19 impacted 

the world continually, it was not necessary to screen participants based on geography or 

age.  Instead, the screening criteria were focused on having and holding a job during 

COVID-19.  The screening criteria questions employed are (1) prior to COVID-19, the 

participant maintained a full-time job, (2) during COVID-19, the applicant held a full-

time job, and (3) the individual must not be an officer of their company or corporation.  

These three constraints were necessary to ensure job demands could be retrospectively 

considered, and the individual taking the survey does not have control over job resources. 
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If possible, analyzing job demands from the United States versus other countries 

could significantly contribute to the field of organizational management, but to conduct 

such research requires additional sampling and funding. Comparing groups might provide 

greater meaning, as indicated from blue-collar versus white-collar jobs. This study will 

provide the basis for requesting funds for further studies in the future.   

The survey design consisted of several controls to minimize respondent bias.  

These controls ensured the reliability and accuracy of the survey instrument.  First, 

several questions were reverse-scored or reverse-worded to control participant response 

tendencies (Schriesheim et al., 1991) and agreement (Lindell & Whitney, 2001).  

Reverse-scored or reversed-worded questions slow the respondent’s progression through 

the survey as respondents have a tendency to read a couple of questions and then infer 

what is being asked of them (Woods, 2006).  Reverse-worded questions are not sufficient 

for reducing this effect.  Woods (2006) also recommends reverse-scoring sections of the 

survey to increase accuracy from respondents. 

The intended completion of this survey was 15-minutes or less as previous works 

suggest that survey length is directly related to responder’s willingness to participate 

(Festinger & Katz, 1965, p. 49), completion rates (Sheatsley, 1983, p. 223), and non-

response rates (Anderson et al., 1983). The average completion time for participants was 

16 minutes and 31 seconds. Bernstein (1971) warns that survey language can negatively 

influence scoring, specifically amongst blue-collar workers.  To say it plainly, the survey 

needs to be short-and-sweet to promote higher response rates and accurate reporting. 
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Cox (1980) found that survey responses should be odd-number based versus 

even-number to ensure optimal response ratings. Previous works suggest a 7-point and a 

9-point scale are less reliable than a 5-point scale as more options are not necessarily 

better (Elmore & Beggs, 1975; Jenkins & Taber, 1977; Lissitz & Green, 1975).  

Accordingly, the posed questions utilized a 5-point Likert Scale design to ensure optimal 

rating (Jenkins & Taber, 1977; Lissitz & Green, 1975). Five-point Likert Scales are 

suitable for subject-centered scales as they allow respondents to answer multiple 

questions to represent a single construct (Cox, 1980. 

 

Measures 

The internet survey items can be found in Appendix A.  The following paragraphs 

discuss the rationale for scale item inclusion in the final survey design.  

 

Job Demands: Are the demands - physical, cognitive, and emotional - on employees 

connected with their role assignment (Bakker et al., 2004)?  As such, job demands, 

including the variables: work-family conflict, performance expectations, role ambiguity, 

obligation to come to work sick, and interpersonal conflict, are included within the 

posited model.  These primary predictor variables are latent variables used to measure the 

effect of job demands on well-being.   

 

Work-Family Conflict: Work-Family Conflict (WFC) and Family-to-Work Conflict 

(FWC) were measured using Netemeyer et al.’s five-item scale (1996).  WFC questions 
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focus on how role responsibilities interfere with family values, such as “The demands of 

my work interfere with my home and family life.”  Vice versa, FWC targeted questions 

about how family responsibilities interfere with work performance, such as “I have to put 

off doing things at work because of demands on my time at home.”  Netemeyer et al. 

(1996)  used a 3-sample study to develop and validate the measures.  These measures 

have good reliability, α =.88 for WFC and .86 for FWC, using a five-point Likert Scale 

ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).  Ten scale items (five items for 

Work-Family Conflict and five items for Family-Work Conflict) were included in the 

final survey design.  

 

Performance Expectations: Employee job performance and expected performance are 

essential components of an organization’s efficiency and productivity (Colquitt et al., 

2011).  Meeting organizational goals requires an employee to understand their role and to 

be able to achieve the demands of their position.  The scale developed by Na-Nan et al. 

(2018) was adopted to measure this construct to gauge employees’ performance beliefs 

(five scale items).  The performance expectation scale consists of three aspects: job 

quality, job quantity, and job time.  Examples of the questions used are: “I can easily 

achieve the work output my employer requires of fellow workers” (job quantity), “The 

goals set by my employer are achievable” (job quality), and “Tasks are normally 

completed on time” (job time).   
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Role Ambiguity: This leads to organizational inefficiencies since employees often lack 

understanding on how to perform.  So, Rizzo et al. (1970) established a psychometric role 

ambiguity scale that uses nine items to capture employee feelings, perceptions, and role 

understanding.  This study adopted three of the nine items, based on the scale item usage 

in other works (Bowling et al., 2017; González-Romá & Lloret, 1998).  The three items 

used reported high internal consistency (above .80).  Modifying a scale to exclude items 

or add items is consistent with other previous works (Van Der Post et al., 1997).  An 

example of an accepted item from the original scale is, “You know exactly what is 

expected of you to do your job.”  The Role Ambiguity scale uses a five-point Likert Scale 

ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). 

 

Obligation to Come to Work Sick:  Four scale items were included in the final survey.  

This includes questions such as “There are other employees who can fill in for you while 

you are sick” and “Your employer rewards those who come to work every day, even while 

sick.”  These questions are informed by Moen et al. (2011) and Laukkanen & Bockerman 

(2009).  In Laukkanen & Bockerman ( 2009), a significant predictor of employees 

working while sick is whether they must provide a doctor’s note to their employer upon 

return.  The Center for Disease Control and the Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration discouraged employees from obtaining a doctor's note because it 

inherently increases the risk of transmission to individuals.  So measuring how many 

employers required doctor’s notes might be beneficial for future warning communication. 
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Interpersonal Conflict: Interactions within the workplace’s social environment are a 

significant predictor of conflict (Dierdorff & Ellington, 2008).  According to Schieman & 

Reid (2008), interpersonal conflict correlates with others' responsibility (r = .74, p<.001).  

This construct uses perceptions of injustice (“I am often treated unfairly at work”), 

incompetence (“I feel others are regularly angry or annoyed at me”), and targeting (“I 

believe others gossip or talk about me behind my back at work”) to measure interpersonal 

conflict.  Five of the original eight scale items were used from Schieman & Reid’s (2008) 

scale, based on factor analysis performed by the authors.   

 

Job Resources: Job Resources are the physical, psychological, social, and organizational 

attributes that can: (a) help achieve work goals; (b) reduce job demands on psychological 

well-being; and (c) promote employee growth and development (Bakker et al., 2005).  In 

the posited model, job resources include the variables: employee rights, employee 

benefits, autonomy, social support, innovation, and psychological safety.  These 

predictors variables measure job resources' positive effect on improving psychological 

well-being.   

 

Employee Rights: No employee rights scale exists to the Author’s knowledge.  However, 

a published article titled “Toward Development of an Employees’ Rights Scale” provided 

a baseline set of questions to employ in this study (Gorden, 1978).  The adapted questions 

should produce a reliable score to evaluate how employee rights improve participants' 

psychological well-being.   
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The scale was validated using Cronbach’s alpha and conducting an Exploratory Factor 

Analysis using maximum likelihood (ML) with ProMax rotations (Costello & Osborne, 

2005).  Fabrigar et al. (1999) state maximum likelihood ensures the goodness of fit within 

the “model and permits statistical significance testing of factor loadings and correlations 

among factors and computation of confidence intervals” (p.277).  As Costello & Osborne 

(2005)  clearly state, the ML “gives you the best results, depending on whether your data 

are normally-distributed” (p.2).  The number of rotations can have an over-exaggerated or 

under-exaggerated effect on the data, thereby skewing the results.  The use of the Scree 

Test is still the best measure of determining the number of factors.  Measuring the 

number of data points ‘above the break’ indicates the relevant factors to retain. All factor 

loadings above .30, with few cross-loadings – preferably no cross-loadings, and the 

culmination of three items or less is best (Costello & Osborne, 2005).  Rotation methods 

alone do not improve the quality of data results.  And each rotation method has strengths 

and weaknesses.  This scale uses a Promax rotation.  ProMax allows for correlation 

among factors - which is important for reliability, as discussed earlier - and it does not 

eliminate information needed for generalization like the Orthogonal rotations do 

(Osborne et al., 2011).  Examples of employee rights questions are: “performance 

reviews are conducted in a professional, confidential manner,” “employees trust 

management efforts to protect their privacy,” and “I feel confident that my job is 

protected from layoffs.”  There are seven employee rights scale items. 

 

Employee Benefits:  Employee benefits should encourage and promote employee 

retention.  They are derived from membership within the organization, provided by the 
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organization, are discretionary to its management, and can be eliminated at their 

discretion (see Fig. 4 for additional information).  To derive a scale to measure employee 

benefits is complicated since agreements on what constitutes an employee benefit are 

ambiguous.  However, Balkin and Griffeth (1993) developed a reliable five-factor scale 

using principal component analysis with varimax rotation.  Their scale consists of 

retirement (α = .87), paid time off (α = .77), health care (α = .74), income continuation (α 

= .74), and other benefits (α = .67).  This study adopted nine of their original twenty 

items (scale items with internal consistency of .70 or more were included in our survey 

design), with slight modifications for clarity. 

 

Autonomy: This is measured by an employee's ability to schedule their work and control 

their work process.  Pierce and Newstrom (1983) developed a five-point scale to examine 

autonomy.  Their measurement measures the freedom of an employee to determine their 

work schedule; for instance, “I have significant control over your work schedule.”  Their 

variable demonstrated good reliability, α = .90.  The work process is measured using 

three questions from Langfred's (2000) and Golden’s (2006) work.  Their scales measure 

the degree of control to the work process, α = .80, using a 5-point Likert Scale ranging 

from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).  Four scale items were used for the 

survey. 

 

Social Support: Previous works show that social support is associated with reducing 

work-related stress: burnout (Brown & O’Brien, 1998), job satisfaction (Eisenberger et 
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al., 1997), and performance (Gerstner & Day, 1997).  So, examining social support's role 

is important in considering job demands impact individual psychological well-being.  

Using a social support scale, which considers family & friends, coworkers, and 

supervisors, are necessary.  Imagine the employee at the center of all three influences and 

how these resources can assist the individual with job strain is high.  The adopted scale 

by Baruch-Feldman et al. (2002) utilizes the three external influences - family friends (α 

= .91), coworker (α = .87, and supervisor (α = .91) - to examine overall social support 

with good internal consistency (α = .86).  Three scale items were used in the final survey. 

 

Psychological Safety: Innovation needs to thrive within an organization (Clark, 2020).  

Without psychological safety, organizations will be less inclusive, and the willingness to 

share information becomes more restrictive (Edmondson, 1999).  To improve inclusion 

and innovation, organizations should focus on enhancing an individual’s psychological 

safety.  To do so requires improving trust within groups (Newman et al., 2017).  To 

measure this variable requires both individual and group level analysis.  Accordingly, 

five individual items and four group items were used to measure psychological safety as 

previous studies using the same question with good reliability (Edmondson, 1999;  

Edmondson & Woolley, 2003). 

 

Psychological Well-being:  Psychological Well-being consists of three components: 

burnout, job satisfaction, and negative affect.  All three components are weighed 

individually, but collectively they form this model’s psychological well-being construct. 
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Burnout:  Maslach (1982) originally designed the Burnout Scale with twenty-four items 

suggested.  Rutherford et al. (2011) reduced the scale's dimensions from 24 to 10 items.  

Rutherford et al.’s (2011) scale decreased the survey size, though survey length is not a 

predictor of response rates and survey quality (Beebe et al., 2010).  Rutherford et al.’s 

(2011) scale is reliable and valid (χ2 = 109, df=32, CFI =0.97) and can help reduce 

response fatigue and acquiescence bias.  However, another study used Rutherford’s scale 

and reduced it to five times (Mansour & Tremblay, 2018).  Mansour & Tremblay’s five-

item scale was included in the survey.  Their scale dimensions include emotional 

exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishments.  The scale, therefore, 

utilizes I-statements like “I feel emotionally drained from my work” (Mansour & 

Tremblay, 2018). 

 

Job Dissatisfaction: This is determined by taking Macdonald and MacIntyre’s (1997) 

inverse and generic job satisfaction scale.  The initial scale development started with 44 

items, and by using factor analysis, they reduced the items to six.  Cronbach’s Alpha is 

0.77.  There is no statistical difference between males and females among the six major 

occupational groups: managerial, administrative, professional occupations; clerical and 

related occupations; sales; service, processing, machining, product fabrication, 

construction, transport & equipment.  Macdonald and MacIntyre’s (1997) scale is 

appropriate for dangerous professions, job security, and employee control overwork. 
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Negative Affect: This is a temporal state of unpleasantness, distress, and averse mood 

conditions (Peeters et al., 1995).  The mood states can include anger, contempt, disgust, 

guilt, fear, and nervousness (Watson & Clark, 1988).  To analyze the psychological well-

being of an individual, it is vital to understand their mood conditions.  For this reason, 

Watson & Clark (1988) was incorporated within this study as they focus on both positive 

and negative affect.  For this study, only the negative affect scale is used.  This scale 

consists of ten items and asks the respondents to quantify their conditions based on time.  

For instance, the 5-point Likert Scale uses “All of the time, Most of the Time, Some of 

the Time, A Little of the Time, and None of the Time.”  The Negative Affect Scale is 

reliable, with an Alpha of 0.91. 

 

Turnover Intentions: These are a more reliable predictor than actual turnover because 

turnover is problematic and not readily discernible (Bluedorn, 1982).  Like the other 

variables discussed, turnover attributes are multi-dimensional, composing thinking of 

quitting, intention to search, and intention to quit (Dwivedi, 2015).  Dwivedi constructed 

a turnover intention scale, based on the works of others, and his scale is most appropriate 

for the posited model (Jacobs & Roodt, 2008; Kelloway et al., 1999; Nissly et al., 2005; 

O’Reilly et al., 1991; Vandeberghe et al., 2002).  Dwivedi’s turnover intention scale 

reliability is 0.87.  The three-item scale was slightly adapted to achieve clarity for the 

respondent.   
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Control Measures:  Additional demographic questions are necessary to control any 

spurious relationships.  These additional control measures will include blue-collar versus 

white-collar, gender, educational attainment levels, age, and income.  Further analysis 

can be performed with these demographic control measures to determine whether 

meaningful differences exist between subgroups. 

 

Analysis Methods 

After data collection, the data analysis will occur in a three-step process.  The first 

step is to examine the participants' characteristics and descriptive statistics.  Before 

analysis, the means, standard deviations, and minimum and maximum values should all 

be considered.  The most effective way to perform this check is with a statistical software 

program such as Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS) 26, which helps 

organize and sort the collated data.  SPSS allows the data to be uniformly coded and 

easily manipulated for analysis purposes; moreover, the software can handle advanced 

statistical analysis. 

Data can be structured or unstructured; without structure, data provides little, if 

any, meaning.  SPSS provides a framework in which unstructured data can be uniformly 

structured, except when data is missing.  Missing data is inherent in surveys and must be 

managed somehow (Anderson et al., 1983; Brick & Kalton, 1996).  Hair et al. (2010) 

argue that some missing data is ignorable while others are not, e.g., intentionally 

choosing not to answer.  Managing missing data is often left to the researcher. An 
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effective technique is to exclude the missing data cases, which should only be done if 

there are a few missing cases (Anderson et al., 1983). 

The researcher can estimate the missing data; however, it is necessary to establish 

expertise in the field, which was not possible within this study (Mertler & Reinhart, 

2017).  Furthermore, the researcher can calculate the mean value and replace the missing 

data with the mean, as this will not influence the overall score.  A regression approach, 

where the missing data becomes the DV and the predictors are the IV, can also be used.  

This approach has a substantial objective value, but it may not be reliable when using 

new predictor variables.  The missing data was minimized in this study, as participants 

were compensated for the completed surveys.   

The second step is to establish and test the measurements using a series of 

exploratory factor analyses explained in the Development of Research Instruments and 

Measurements: Employee Rights sections.  After reliability is verified and measurements 

validated, the third step can occur.  Multiple regression analyses were performed to test 

hypotheses 1 through 11 & 13 as “the purpose of regression analysis is to estimate the 

parameters of dependency, not an interdependency relationship” (Donald & Glauber, 

1967, p. 93).  Please note that interdependency was not problematic: multicollinearity 

indicates poor research design, and it is a danger to the overall reliability of the survey.  

All variables were mean-centered to control for multicollinearity effects (Ahearne et al., 

2005).   

Hypothesis 11 and 13 require PROCESS to test the mediating effect on the x and 

y variables (Preacher & Hayes, 2004, 2008).  PROCESS is a powerful tool to test for 
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mediation while also testing for indirect effects via rigorous bootstrapping procedures.  

This technique is preferred over other techniques because of the high reliability and 

sufficient controls of Type-1 error ratings (K.J. Preacher & Hayes, 2008).  This test 

measures the indirect effects on median bias and skewness by determining the 95% 

corrected confidence intervals.  The test is considered statistically significant if there are 

no zeros reported in the confidence intervals. 

In summary, the goal of any research project is to extend our understanding of the 

subject under examination.  This project utilizes an interpretive approach; though it may 

resemble post-positivism elements, it is different because of the existing qualitative 

project undertaken during the early phase of COVID-19.  Truth is relevant to the 

individual’s social conditions; therefore, COVID-19 experiences are different for 

everyone (Bell & Bryman, 2019).  Using a developed survey to gather additional 

information, the researcher aims to explore the range of conditions in which individuals 

utilize their job resources to mitigate or reduce the strain on job demand leading to poor 

psychological well-being and ultimately to their likelihood of quitting.  The next chapter 

will discuss the analysis and results of the quantitative testing. 
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CHAPTER IV 
 

 

RESULTS 

 

This chapter explores the results of the tested hypothesis.  Data processing steps 

are presented first, followed by descriptive statistics.  The third process discussed is an 

exploratory factor analysis to combine the job demands and job resource constructs.  

Analytical procedures used to test the hypothesis are presented, and finally, a 

consolidated chart presents the overall findings of the research hypothesis. 

 

Missing Data Analysis 

The online survey platform required a response before moving forward to ensure 

that missing data did not interfere with the results.  This aided in completion as there was 

no missing data.  So, no additional analysis was required for missing data (Brick & 

Kalton, 1996). 

 

Data Preparation 

Before completing data analysis, an evaluation of normality was necessary 

(Hopkins & Weeks, 1990).  Histograms and Q-Q plots were examined for visual 
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confirmation of normality.  Also, scale items were inspected for skewness and kurtosis 

(acceptable values are between – 2.00 to 2.00)(D. George & Mallery, 2010).  Intention to 

Quit has a skewness of .28 and a kurtosis of -1.15. Since skewness is within the normal 

distribution, no treatment was necessary.  Please note with kurtosis below - 1.00, the 

distribution is expected to be flatter than a normal distribution, platykurtic.  This means 

the results are less extreme, with fewer expected outliers in the fringes (Hopkins & 

Weeks, 1990). 

 

Demographic 

 

Table one presents the demographic statistics for all respondents.  The average 

age of respondents is 38.31, with a standard deviation of 10.8.  There is a near equal 

representation of men versus women (51% to 47.8%) and blue-collar versus white-collar 

employees (50% to 49%). 

Table 1: Respondent Demographics (n = 621) 

Variable Description  Mean Percentage 
Age   38.31   
  St. Deviation 10.8   

Gender     
  Male  317 51.00 
  Female  297 47.80 
  Non-Binary  5 0.80 
  Transgender  1 0.20 
  Prefer Not To Answer 1 0.20 

Type of Work     
  White Collar  309 49.90 
  Blue Collar  310 50.10 

Married     
  No  317 51.00 
  Yes  295 47.50 
  Prefer Not to Answer 9 1.40 

Veteran     
  Yes 22 3.50 
  No  595 95.80 
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  Prefer Not to Answer 4 0.60 

Household Income     
  Less than $25,000 54 8.70 
  $26,000 to $49,000 171 27.50 
  $50,000 to $74,000 140 22.50 
  $75,000 to $150,000 197 31.70 
  Greater than $150,000 42 6.80 
  Prefer Not to Answer 17 2.70 

Race/Ethnicity     
  White 450 72.50 
  Black or African American 71 11.40 
  American Indian or Alaskan Native 2 0.30 
  Asian 60 9.70 
  Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 2 0.30 
  Other 28 4.50 
  Prefer Not to Answer 8 1.30 

Hispanic     
  No 528 85.00 
  Yes 87 14.00 
  Prefer Not to Answer 6 1.00 

Education Level     
  Some High School 8 1.30 
  High School or GED 204 32.90 
  2-yr associate degree 103 16.60 
  4-yr bachelor's degree 213 34.30 
  Master's degree 74 11.90 
  Doctorate 12 1.90 
  Prefer Not to Answer 7 1.10 

 

Fifty-one percent of respondents report being married. Only 3.5 percent of 

respondents identify as veterans, which is lower than the seven percent U.S. Census data.  

At least 8.7 percent of respondents fall below the household of 4 poverty line 

($26,500)—roughly 66-percent of respondents identified as having some education 

beyond a high school degree.  The demographic statistics are similar to the U.S. general 

population.  No additional sampling or controls are necessary for inferences based on 

demographic information. 

 

Descriptive Statistics 
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The table below provides the descriptive statistics of each employed job demand 

with the internal consistency measurement (Alpha).  The job demands construct consists 

of 5 latent variables; (1) work-family conflict (10 scale items); (2) performance 

expectations (5 scale items); (3) role ambiguity (3 scale items); (4) obligation to come to 

work sick (4 scale items); (5) interpersonal conflict (5 scale items). 

 

 

Table 2: Correlation table of Job Demands with Mean, Standard Deviation, and Alpha Reported 

Variable M S.D. α 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. Intention to Quit 2.62 1.32 .79 -                         

2. Burnout 2.82 .88 .73 .45** -             

3. Job 
Dissatisfaction 2.39 .87 .84 .55** .44** -            

4. Negative Affect 2.04 .95 .92 .40** .60** .45** -           

5. Work-Family 
Conflict 2.37 .92 .91 .29** .55** .21** .52** -          

6. Performance 
Expectations 1.72 .72 .78 .51** .52** .61** .61** .53** -         

7. Role Ambiguity 2.29 .94 .78 .36** .32** .53** .34** .19** .71** -        

8. Obligation to 
Come to Work Sick 2.67 1.16 .75 .10* .31** .07 .31** .47** .26** .08* -       

9. Interpersonal 
Conflict 2.29 .96 .83 .36** .57** .36** .60** .66** .64** .34** .40** -      

10. Age 38.31 10.85 - -.05 -.12** .02 -.12** -.15** -.05 .02 -.11** 
-
.03 -     

11. Gender 1.51 .54 - -.06 -.01 -.01 .03 -.04 -.18* -.07 .02 
-
.04 -.11** -    

12. Blue-Collar 1.50 .50 - -.02 .00 .02 -.02 0.00 .06 -.06 .08 .05 .02 -.15** -   

13. Generation 2.37 .70 - -.07 -.10* .04 -.09* -.15** -.03 .03 -.12** 
-
.04 .91** -.09* 0.01 - 

Note: N = 621                 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-

tailed).                
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 

(2-tailed).                
 

The Cronbach’s Alpha estimates are between .748 and .908 for each job demands 

latent variable, which signifies good internal consistency.  The job demands items 

included in the questionnaire are thus reliable and are measuring the intended construct. 

Hypothesis 1 thru 5 propose job demands (work-family conflict, performance 

expectations, role ambiguity, obligation to come to work sick, and interpersonal conflict) 
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will be positively associated with burnout, negative affect, and job dissatisfaction (poor 

psychological well-being).  Work-family conflict (r = .55, p < .001), performance 

expectations (r = .52, p <.001), role ambiguity (r = .32, p <.001), obligation to come to 

work sick (r = .31, p <.05), and interpersonal conflict (r = .57, p <.001) each have 

positive and significant correlations with burnout.   

Work family conflict (r = .21, p<.001), performance expectations (r = .61, p 

<.001), role ambiguity (r = .53, p<.001), and interpersonal conflict (r = .36, p<.001) also 

have positive and significant correlations with job dissatisfaction. Obligation to come to 

work sick is not statistically significant when compared to job dissatisfaction.  Finally, 

work family conflict (r = .52, p<.001), performance expectations (r = .61, p<.001), role 

ambiguity (r = .34, p<.001), obligation to come to work sick (r = .31, p<.001), and 

interpersonal conflict (r = .60, p<.001) are all significantly and positively associated with 

negative affect.    

Multiple linear regression was performed to test job demands' main (direct) 

effects on psychological well-being (hypothesis 1-5). Each component of job demands 

(work-family conflict, performance expectations, role ambiguity, obligation to come to 

work sick, and interpersonal conflict) must be tested against each psychological well-

being variable (burnout, job dissatisfaction, and negative affect) to identify significant 

predictors.  Table 4 displays the results of the multiple regression analysis for job 

demands on burnout. 
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Table 3         
Regression Results for Hypothesis 1-5.           

Independent Variables:   Dependent Variable: Burnout     

        β Total R2 Adj R2 F   

Work-Family Conflict   .282***     
Performance Expectations  .067     
Role Ambiguity   .114**     
Obligation to Come to Work Sick .025     
Interpersonal Conflict    .267***     
          .396 .392 80.810*** 

Note. N=621; B= Unstandardized Coefficients;        

*p<.05         

**p<.01         

***p<.001         
 

As displayed in table three, the five predictor variables account for 40% of the 

variance in the dependent variable, burnout (Adj. R2 = .392, F (5,615) = 80.81, P<.001).  

The direct effects of work-family conflict (β = .282, p<.001), role ambiguity (β = .114, 

p<.01), and interpersonal conflict (β = .267, p<.001) is statistically significant and positive 

on burnout, supporting H1, H3, and H5.  Performance expectation and obligation to come 

to work sick are not statistically significant.  Performance expectations and obligation to 

come to work sick do not support H2 or H4. 

Table 4         

Regression Results for Hypothesis 1-5.           

Independent Variables:   Dependent Variable: Job Dissatisfaction   

        β Total R2 Adj R2 F   

Work-Family Conflict   -.059     

Performance Expectations  .363***     

Role Ambiguity   .266***     

Obligation to Come to Work Sick -.039     

Interpersonal Conflict    .169***     

          .361 .356 69.461*** 

Note. N=621; B= Unstandardized Coefficients;        

*p<.05         

**p<.01         
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***p<.001         

 

Table four (above) displays the results of the multiple regression analysis on job 

dissatisfaction.  The five predictors account for 36% of the total variance when the 

dependent variable is job dissatisfaction (Adj. R2 = .356, F (5,615) = 69.46, P<.001).  The 

direct effects of performance expectations (β = .363, p<.001), role ambiguity (β = .266, 

p<.001), and interpersonal conflict (β = .169, p<.001)  is statistically significant.  Role 

ambiguity, performance expectations, and interpersonal conflict are positive, meaning H2, 

H3, and H5 are supported.  H1 and H4 are not statistically significant. 

Table five (below) displays the results of the multiple regression analysis with 

Negative Affect as the dependent variable. 

Table 5         
Regression Results for Hypothesis 1-5.           

Independent Variables:   Dependent Variable: Negative Affect   

        β Total R2 Adj R2 F   

Work-Family Conflict   .181***     
Performance Expectations  .252***     
Role Ambiguity   .067     
Obligation to Come to Work Sick .044     
Interpersonal Conflict   .344***         

          .428 .423 91.913***   

Note. N=621; B= Unstandardized Coefficients;        

*p<.05         

**p<.01         

***p<.001         
 

The five predictors account for 43% of the total variance when the dependent 

variable is negative affect (Adj. R2 = .423, F (5,615) = 91.91, P<.001).  The direct effects 

of work-family conflict (β = .181, p<.001), performance expectations (β = .252, p<.001), 
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and interpersonal conflict (β = .344, p<.001) are statistically significant.  Work-family 

conflict, performance expectations, and interpersonal conflict are positive and support H1, 

H2, and H5.  H3 and H4 are not statistically significant. 

 

Table 6: Pearson Correlation Table of Job Resources with Mean, Standard Deviation, 

and Alpha Scores Reported 

 

 

Table six above displays the descriptions and correlations of Job Resources on the 

outcome variables.  The job resources construct consists of five latent variables; (1) 

employee rights (7 item scale); (2) employee benefits (5 item scale); (3) social support (3 

item scale); (4) autonomy (3 item scale); and psychological safety (6 item scale).   

Variable  M S.D. α 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Intention to Quit 2.62 1.32 .79 -                         

2. Burnout 2.82 .88 .73 .45** -             

3. Job 
Dissatisfaction 2.39 .87 .84 .55** .44** -            

4. Negative Affect 2.04 .95 .92 .40** .60** .45** -           

5. Employee Rights 3.54 .79 .77 
-

.45** 
-

.37** 
-

.73** 
-

.42** -          

6. Employee 
Benefits 3.54 .91 .82 

-
.41** 

-
.29** 

-
.64** 

-
.28** .58** -         

7. Social Support 3.61 1.07 .84 
-

.29** 
-

.25** 
-

.42** 
-

.21** .45** .30** -        

8. Autonomy 3.56 .966 .46 
-

.20** 
-

.25** 
-

.40** -.23 .44** .30** .29** -       

9. Psychological 
Safety 3.51 .83 .70 

-
.37** 

-
.32** 

-
.68** 

-
.34** .74** .56** .45** .43** -      

10. Age 38.31 10.85 - -.05 
-

.12** .02 
-

.12** -.09* -.05 -.02 .00 
-

.08* -     

11. Gender 1.51 .54 - -.06 -.01 -.01 .03 .03 .02 .08* .05 .01 
-

.11** -    

12. Blue-Collar 1.50 .50 - -.02 .00 .02 -.02 .01 -.09* .04 
-

.16** -.05 .02 
-

.15** -   

13. Generation 2.37 .70 - -.07 -.10* .04 -.09* -.72 -.05 -.02 .00 -.07 .91** -.09* 0.01 - 

Note: N = 621                 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-

tailed).                
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-

tailed).                
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The Cronbach’s Alphas for job resources are good with the exception autonomy (α 

= .46).  Autonomy’s low Alpha score indicates poor reliability and construct validity, and 

therefore is excluded from the analysis.  Hypothesis 6 thru 10 posit job resources (employee 

rights, employee benefits, social support, autonomy, and psychological safety) are 

negatively associated with burnout, negative affect, and job dissatisfaction (poor 

psychological well-being).  Employee rights (r = -.37, p < .001), employee benefits (r = -

.29, p < .001), social support (r = -.25, p < .001), and psychological safety (r = -.32, p < 

.001) all have negative and significant relationships with burnout.  Employee rights (r = -

.73, p < .001), employee benefits (r = -.64, p < .001), social support (r = -.42, p < .001), 

and psychological safety (r = -.68, p < .001) also have negative and significant correlations 

with job dissatisfaction. Moreover, employee rights (r = -.42, p < .001), employee benefits 

(r = -.28, p < .001), social support (r = -.21, p < .001), and psychological safety (r = -.34, p 

< .001) produce negative and significant correlations with negative affect. 

Pearson r coefficient measures the linear relationships of job demands and job 

resources on the outcome variables (burnout, negative affect, job dissatisfaction, and 

intention to quit).  With many Pearson’s r coefficients among the independent variables 

being relatively high (above .60), multicollinearity may be an issue in regression analysis 

with this dataset.  Thus, Bartlett’s test of sphericity is necessary to measure the effect of 

correlations on diagonal and off-diagonal.  This determines whether the variables are 

related or unrelated.  Bartlett’s test of sphericity reports χ2 (351) = 7908.27, p <.001.  This 

statistically significant result indicates the variables are correlated and reducing the 

variables into a single construct.  Thus, exploratory factor analysis is appropriate and 

warranted for hypothesis testing.  However, before continuing to an EFA, multiple 
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regression analysis will need to be performed to test the dependent variables' job resource 

predictors (burnout, job dissatisfaction, and negative affect). 

Hypothesis six thru ten tests the direct effects of employee resources (employee 

rights, employee benefits, autonomy, social support, and psychological safety on 

psychological well-being (burnout, job dissatisfaction, and negative affect).  Table  seven 

(below) reports the findings of the multiple regression analysis on burnout. 

Table 7         
Regression Results for Hypothesis 6-10.           

Independent Variables:   Dependent Variable: Burnout     

        β Total R2 Adj R2 F   

Employee Rights   -.248***     
Employee Benefits   -.088*     
Autonomy    -.078*     
Social Support    -.074*     
Psychological Safety   -.025     
          .161 .154 23.537***   

Note. N=621; B= Unstandardized Coefficients;        

*p<.05         

**p<.01         

***p<.001         
 

The five predictors account for 16% of the total variance when the dependent 

variable is burnout (Adj. R2 = .154, F (5,615) = 23.537, P<.001).  The direct effects of 

employee rights (β = -.248, p<.001), employee benefits (β = -.088, p<.05), autonomy (β = 

-.078, p<.05), and social support (β = .074, p<.05) are statistically significant.  Employee 

rights, employee benefits, autonomy, and social support are statistically significant and 

support H6, H7, H8, and H9.  H10 is not supported, as psychological safety was not 

statistically significant.   
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Table 8 
Regression Results for Hypothesis 6-10.           

Independent Variables:   Dependent Variable: Job Dissatisfaction   

        β Total R2 Adj R2 F   

Employee Rights   -.422***     
Employee Benefits   -.267***     
Autonomy   -.040     
Social Support    -.053*     
Psychological Safety   -.194***     
          .631 .628 210.63*** 

Note. N=621; B= Unstandardized Coefficients;        

*p<.05         

**p<.01         
***p<.001         

 

 

Table eight reports the multiple regression findings of employee resources on job 

dissatisfaction.  The five predictors account for 63% of the total variance when the 

dependent variable is job dissatisfaction (Adj. R2 = .628, F (5,615) = 210.63, P<.001).  

The direct effects of employee rights (β = -.422, p<.001), employee benefits (β = -.267, 

p<.001), social support (β = -.053, p<.05), and psychological safety (β = -.194, p<.001) 

are statistically significant.  Employee rights, employee benefits, social support, and 

psychological safety are statistically significant, supporting H6, H7, H9, and H10.  H8 is 

not supported, as autonomy was not statistically significant.   

Table 9         

Regression Results for Hypothesis 6-10.           

Independent Variables:   Dependent Variable: Negative affect   

        β Total R2 Adj R2 F   

Employee Rights   -.410***     

Employee Benefits   -.050     

Autonomy   -.049     

Social Support    -.013     

Psychological Safety   -.038     

          .186 .179 28.053*** 

Note. N=621; B= Unstandardized Coefficients;        
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*p<.05         

**p<.01         

***p<.001         
 

Table nine (above) reports the multiple regression findings of employee resources 

on negative affect.  The five predictors account for 18% of the total variance when the 

dependent variable is negative affect (Adj. R2 = .186, F (5,615) = 28.053, P<.001).  The 

direct effects of employee rights (β = -.410, p<.001) is statistically significant and 

supports H6.  H7, H8, H9, and H10 are not supported, as employee benefits, autonomy, 

social support, and psychological safety are not statistically significant.   

 

Exploratory Factor Analysis 

An exploratory factor analysis with maximum likelihood option was performed 

on the following items: work-family conflict; family-work conflict; performance 

expectations; role ambiguity; obligation to come to work sick; and interpersonal conflict.  

Twenty-three of the twenty-seven items correlated (.03 or above) with at least one other 

variable (see Table 10).  The original loading used Promax with Kaiser Normalization 

and suppression of coefficients below .10.  The scree plot returned two factors accounting 

for 44.9% of the variance, with a high correlation between factor 1 and factor 2.  A 

second EFA occurred using Varimax rotation and performing a fixed factor loading of 1 

(KMO = .930, p <.001) to control this cross-loading.  The fixed factor loading controls 

for cross-loading and reduces the items to a single final factor – Job Demands.  All items 

below .35 were excluded from the final construct.  The selected items account for 45-

percent of the total variance. Table 4 displays the coefficients for items included in the 
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Job Demands construct.  The Goodness-of-fit is statistically significant (χ2 (189) = 1353.08, 

p <.001).  The items were checked for internal validity (α = .919). 

 

Table 10: Exploratory Factor Analysis for Job Demands 

EFA: Maximum Likelihood 

Analysis (Job Demands) 
 

Factor 

WFC4 0.774 

WFC1 0.737 

WFC2 0.696 

FWC2 0.684 

IC2 0.682 

FWC1 0.672 

FWC5 0.660 

WFC3 0.654 

IC3 0.651 

WFC5 0.651 

FWC3 0.639 

IC5 0.634 

FWC4 0.627 

IC1 0.596 

IC4 0.534 

OCWS1 0.489 

PE1 0.451 

PE2 0.422 

PE3 0.405 

OCWS3 0.398 

OCWS2 0.390 

PE4 0.370 

PE5 0.355 

RC3 
 

RC2 
 

RC1 
 

OCWS4 
 

Note: All factors below .35 were deleted from the table. 

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. Rotation 

Method: Varimax. 
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Similarly, an EFA was required for establishing the Job Resources variable 

(employee rights, employee benefits, social support, autonomy, and psychological 

safety).  As previously mentioned, twenty-five items were included in the EFA using the 

same process.  All loadings below .35 were excluded from the final construct, job 

resources.  Table 11 displays the factor loadings of Job Resources (31.7-percent of the 

total variance).  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measurement is .919 (p <.001). The goodness-

of-fit is statistically significant (χ2 (252) = 1752.13, p <.001).  The items were finally 

checked for internal validity (α = .896). 

 

Table 11: Exploratory Factor Analysis for Job Resources 

EFA: Maximum 

Likelihood Analysis  

(Job Resources) 

  Factor 

PS5 0.691 

ER6 0.669 

EB2 0.647 

EB3 0.629 

ER3 0.628 

ER5 0.613 

ER4 0.608 

EB5 0.597 

PS6 0.584 

PS2 0.576 

EB1 0.547 

PS4 0.535 

SS3 0.505 

SS1 0.499 

ER7 0.498 

ER1 0.482 

SS2 0.46 

EB4 0.426 

AUT3 0.406 

AUT1 0.405 

PS1 
 

AUT4 
 

PS3 
 

ER2 
 

AUT2 
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Note: All factors below .35 were deleted 

from the table. Extraction Method: 

Maximum Likelihood. Rotation Method: 

Varimax. 

 

Main Hypothesis Testing 

To test the direct effects of job demands and job resources on burnout, negative 

affect, job dissatisfaction (hypothesis 1 thru 12), and turnover intentions (hypothesis 13), 

PROCESS, version 3.5, and SPSS 26 were used.  Each of the models presented was 

performed using a bootstrapping approach to test for significance at different levels of 

moderation (Preacher & Hayes, 2004).  In the posited models below, job demands are the 

predictor variable with either burnout, job dissatisfaction, or negative affect as the initial 

outcome (mediating) variables.  The outcome variable was intention to quit.  The 

moderating variable each time is job resources.  Figure 8 displays the first tested model 

using burnout as the mediating variable. 

 

Moderated Mediation Model with Burnout as Mediator 
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The above model (Figure 6) explains 45% of the variance, when burnout is the 

mediator (Adj. R2 = .45, F(3) = 165.19, p<.001).  Table thirteen displays the conditional 

effects of job resources on job demands and burnout.  Job demands has a positive and 

significant relationship with burnout (direct effect = .36, SE = .10, t = 3.47, p<.001). 

Hypothesis 1 thru 5 are supported by this finding. 

 

Table 12       

Results for Conditional Effects at Values of Job Resources     

Independent variable: job demands  Dependent variable: burnout  

       

Moderator: job resources     β LLCI ULCI 

Low (- 1SD)    .37(.06)*** .250 .487 

Mean    .60(.04)*** .519 .674 

High (+ 1 SD)   .82(.05)*** .730 .918 

 

 

The relationship between job demands and burnout is stronger when job resources are 

lower (-1 SD below the mean; effect = .37, SE =. 06, 95% CI = .250; .487) and is weaker 

when job resources are higher (1 SD above the mean; effect = .82, SE = .05, 95% CI 

.730; .918).  To further demonstrate the interaction, I provide simple slopes plots (Figure 

7).  
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Fig. 7: Simple Slope of Moderating Effects 

 

Higher burnout out levels is associated with more likely intentions to quit, β = .57, 

β se = .07, t = 7.97, p <.001.  Overall, the index of moderated mediation is significant 

(index = 1.79 (95% CI = .11: .26).  Since the confidence interval does not cross the zero-

threshold, there is a significant moderating effect of job resources on job demands and an 

indirect effect of burnout. This finding supports hypothesis testing 12. 

 

Table thirteen tests for moderated mediation (hypothesis 6 thru 11).  The indirect 

effect of job demands on turnover intentions via burnout is moderated by job resources.  

(Unstandardized interaction β = .33, β se = .06, t = 6.05, p <.001The conditional effect 

was highest with fewer job resources (1 SD below the mean; effect = .20, SE = .04, 95% 

CI = .12; .29) and lowest with those with greater resources (-1 SD above the mean; effect 

=  45, SE = .06, 95% CI = .33; .56).   
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Table 13: Moderated Mediation Results (Burnout and Turnover Intentions Model) 

     

       

    95% Confidence Interval 

 Moderator Values Effect Lower Upper 

 Job Resources Low (- 1SD) .20 .117 .285 

  Mean .32 .236 .411 

  High (+ 1 SD) .45 .333 .562 

       

 Index of moderated mediation   95% Confidence Interval 

   Index Lower Upper 

   .18 .111 .257 

          

Note: Bias-corrected bootstrapping confidence intervals. Unstandardized estimates are 

shown.    

 

With high levels of job resources, the effect of job demands on burnout is weakest.  Job 

resources become an essential component of reducing the effect of job demands leading 

to burnout. 

 

Moderated Mediation Model with Negative Affect as Moderator & Mediator 
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When negative affect serves as the moderator, 42% of the model can be explained 

by the variables (Adj. R2 = .43, F(3) = 154.45, p<.001).  Job resources does not moderate 

the effects of job demands and intention to quit (β = -.06. βse = .06, t =-.95, p = .343).  

Path α (job demands → negative affect) was statistically significant, and path b (negative 

affects → intention to quit) was statistically significant.  Therefore, there is evidence of an 

indirect effect of job demands and intention to quit through negative affect.   

 

Alternative prediction does job resources mediates the effects of job demands and 

negative affect.  To test this requires the use of SPSS & PROCESS model 4.  This model 

(fig. 9) is statistically significant (Adj. R2 = .11, F(1) = 79.37, p<.001).  Job resources 

mediate the effect of job demands on negative affect).  Path α (job demands → job 

resources) was statistically significant, and path b (job resources → negative affect) was 

statistically significant.  Therefore, there is evidence of an indirect effect of job demands 

and negative affect through job resources.  Job resources do not moderate the effect of 

job demands on negative affect leading to intention to quit, but it does mediate job 

demands on negative affect.   
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Moderated Mediation Model with Job Dissatisfaction as Moderator & Mediator 

 

When job dissatisfaction serves as the moderator (fig. 10), 34% of the model can 

be explained by the variables (Adj. R2 = .34, F(2) = 159.79, p<.001).  Job resources does 

not moderate the effects of job demands and intention to quit (β = -.02. βse = .05, t =-.46, 

p = .649).  Path α (job demands → job dissatisfaction) was statistically significant, and 

path b (job dissatisfaction → intention to quit) was statistically significant.  Therefore, 

there is evidence of an indirect effect of job demands and intention to quit through job 

dissatisfaction.   
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Alternatively, job resources mediate the effects of job demands and job 

dissatisfaction (See fig. 11).  Using PROCESS Model 4 again, the model is statistically 

significant (Adj. R2 = .62, F(2) = 493.18, p<.001).  Job resources mediate the effect of job 

demands on job dissatisfaction.  Path α (job demands → job resources) was statistically 

significant, and path b (job resources → job dissatisfaction) was statistically significant.  

Therefore, there is evidence of an indirect effect of job demands and job dissatisfaction 

through job resources.  Job resources do not moderate the effect of job demands on job 

resources leading to intention to quit, but it does mediate job demands on job 

dissatisfaction.   

Table fourteen below summarizes the hypothesis tests for this study.  H1 thru H10 

are failed to reject the null hypothesis as job demands positively influence poor 

psychological well-being, and job resources negatively impact poor psychological well-

being.  Negative affects on psychological well-being increase the likelihood of intentions 
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to quit, as tested in H12.  Therefore, we fail to reject the null hypothesis in H12.  H11A 

and H13A are statistically significant.  H11b, H11c, H13b, and H13c are rejected as the 

moderated effect is not statistically significant.  

Table 14: Summary of Tested Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 
No. Description 

Hypothesized 
Direction 

Actual 
Direction 
Burnout 

Actual 
Direction 
Negative 

Affect 

Actual 
Direction Job 

Dissatisfaction 

1 

Work-Family 
Conflict will be 
positively related 
with burnout, 
negative affect, 
and job 
dissatisfaction. 

+ + Reject + 

2 

Performance 
Expectations will 
be positively 
related with 
burnout, negative 
affect, and job 
dissatisfaction. 

+ Reject + + 

3 

Role Ambiguity will 
be positively 
related with 
burnout, negative 
affect, and job 
dissatisfaction. 

+ + + Reject 

4 

Obligation to 
Come to Work Sick 
will be positively 
related with 
burnout, negative 
affect, and job 
dissatisfaction. 

+ Reject Reject Reject 

5 

Interpersonal 
Conflict will be 
positively related 
with burnout, 
negative affect, 
and job 
dissatisfaction. 

+ + + + 
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6 

Employee Rights 
will be negatively 
related with 
burnout, negative 
affect, and job 
dissatisfaction. 

- - - - 

7 

Employee Benefits 
will be negatively 
related with 
burnout, negative 
affect, and job 
dissatisfaction. 

- - - Reject 

8 

Autonomy will be 
negatively related 
with burnout, 
negative affect, 
and job 
dissatisfaction. 

- - Reject Reject 

9 

Social Support will 
be negatively 
related with 
burnout, negative 
affect, and job 
dissatisfaction. 

- - - Reject 

10 

Psychological 
Safety will be 
negatively related 
with burnout, 
negative affect, 
and job 
dissatisfaction. 

- Reject - Reject 

11 

Together, Job 
Resources will 
moderate the 
relationships 
between Job 
Demands and 
burnout, negative 
affect, and job 
dissatisfaction 
(poor 
psychological well-
being), such that 
the relationship is 
weaker when Job 
Resources are high 

N/A Supported Reject Reject 
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and stronger when 
it is low. 

12 

Burnout, negative 
affect, and job 
dissatisfaction 
(poor 
psychological well-
being) will be 
positively 
associated with 
turnover 
intentions. 

+ Supported Supported Supported 

13 

The indirect 
effects of job 
demands on 
turnover 
intentions via 
burnout, job 
dissatisfaction, and 
negative affect is 
moderated by job 
resources, such 
that the indirect 
effect is stronger 
when employees 
perceive lower job 
resources and 
weaker when they 
perceive higher 
job resources. 

N/A Supported Reject Reject 
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CHAPTER V 
 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

This quantitative study examines the role of job resources moderated mediating 

effect on job demands and psychological well-being leading to the intention-to-quit.  

Previous studies provided insights, or suggestions, on which employee’s job demands 

influence their psychological well-being or intention to quit (Baruch-feldman et al., 2002; 

Currall et al., 2005; Evangelia Demerouti et al., 2001; Schaufeli et al., 2009; Sulistiawan, 

2018).  But now, this study extends our understanding of how job demands positive 

association with burnout can be reduced by job resources.  These components have been 

examined previously; however, this study presents new information on how job resources 

buffer the impact of job demands on psychological well-being leading to the intention to 

quit, thus extending the understanding of the buffering effect of job resources (Bakkar et 

al. 2005).   

 

Demographic Consideration 

Respondent demographics (n=621) did not have a strong influence as earlier 

believed on intention-to-quit, burnout, negative affect, and job dissatisfaction.  When 

considering the demographic information gathered – age, gender, blue-collar &  
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generations – only age and generations were statistically significant for burnout and 

negative affect.  This may not be surprising considering job resources transcend 

generations and job roles. Employers should be encouraged to provide more resources to 

all types of employees. Job resources are beneficial to all employees regardless of their 

representations. 

 

Job Demand Findings  

Hypothesis 1 examines work-family conflict’s positive relationship to burnout, 

negative affect, and job dissatisfaction.  WFC is positively related to burnout and job 

dissatisfaction.  Negative affect was not statistically significant. This finding suggests 

that as WFC increases, the likelihood of burnout and job dissatisfaction increases.  When 

employees are experiencing difficulties managing their home life, they may have a more 

significant conflict with their work obligations. Thus, their job satisfaction declines 

(Sulistiawan, 2018).  Family life may be complicated by the cycle of conflict produced 

between work obligations and family obligations.  As work demands increase, family 

priorities are affected, causing friction with work priorities.  This conflict may indicate a 

greater need for access to employee resources, such as employee assistance programs, 

flexible work schedules, or childcare accommodations (Odle-Dusseau et al., 2013).   

Hypothesis 2 examines the relationship between performance expectations and 

burnout, negative affect, and job dissatisfaction.  Performance expectations were 

positively associated with negative affect and job dissatisfaction.  This finding may 

indicate that when employees have unclear work expectations, they are more likely to 

view their work negatively.  Employers should consider this with the creation of job 
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descriptions and responsibilities.  Many job descriptions have “other duties as assigned,” 

but realistically, many non-routines tasks may fall under this category.  Employers should 

consider discussing performance expectations with these non-routine or new tasks to 

align employees' work expectations with everyday realities.  

Role ambiguity (H3) positively correlates with burnout and negative affect, but 

not job dissatisfaction.  When employees are unsure of what to expect at work, they begin 

experiencing higher levels of burnout and negative affect.  Role ambiguity may fluctuate 

during regular times, but higher levels of uncertainty indeed emerge during COVID.  

Employees were asked to adjust repeatedly to changing environmental circumstances, 

such as social distancing and testing protocols, supply chain disruptions, and technology 

concerns.  Many times changes occurred without any warning.  To combat these 

changing demands, it is necessary to have open lines of communication, clear 

expectations on new company policies and procedures, and information sharing 

(Carnevale & Hatak, 2020; Chattopadhyay, 2021; E. Johnson, 2021). 

H4 tests whether the obligation to come to work sick influences burnout, negative 

affect, and job dissatisfaction.  In this test, the commitment to go to work sick had no 

significant results.  This might suggest that during COVID, employers may have 

expressed more concern to employees to stay home if they are not feeling well.   

The final job demand hypothesis (H5) tests interpersonal conflict’s association 

with burnout, negative affect, and job dissatisfaction.  All three outcome variables were 

found to be statistically significant with interpersonal conflict.  Interpersonal conflict was 

the only variable with statistical significance with all outcome predictors.  Interpersonal 
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conflict represents the idea that employees feel valued and are treated fairly.  To help 

improve this condition, companies need to create a sense of belonging, a culture of 

fairness, and value work contributions.  This recommendation is consistent with the 

recent Harvard Business Review paper, except engagement was included in their study 

(D. Cohen & Roeske-Zummer, 2021).  An engagement scale will be added to the model 

for testing the relationship between interpersonal conflict and engagement in future 

studies. 

 

Job Resource Finding 

Hypothesis 6 thru 10 examined the associations of job resources on poor 

psychological well-being.  There was no single component of job resources that had a 

strong association with burnout, but each component consistently reduced the negative 

effects of burnout.  This indicates that the cumulative effect of many job resources aids in 

reducing poor psychological well-being.  This also supports the idea that there is no 

magical cure to easing burnout, but the consistent availability of resources will ultimately 

have the most significant effect.   

H6 examines employee rights' negative relationship with burnout, negative affect, 

and job dissatisfaction.  Employee rights have a statistically significant negative 

relationship with burnout, negative affect, and job dissatisfaction.  This finding indicates 

the importance of management trust, job security, and the ability to redress concerns and 

their overall impacts on improving employee psychological well-being.  If employees 

feel secure in their job, they will be better equipped to manage greater work demands.  If 
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employees live in a culture of fear, they are likely to experience worsening effects on 

psychological well-being. 

Employee benefits did not include compensation in the final construct.  This is 

important in understanding how employee benefits influence burnout, negative affect, 

and job dissatisfaction (H7).  Pay is not considered when looking at the statistically 

significant negative influence of burnout and negative affect on employee benefits.    

Instead, it is the resources that are given by the organization, such as health insurance, 

childcare accommodations, employee life insurance, and employee assistance programs, 

that improve the overall psychological well-being of employees regarding burnout and 

negative affect.  Job dissatisfaction is not statistically significant.  Giving greater access 

and knowledge of employee benefits will improve burnout and negative affect rates to 

improve retention. 

H8 examines the negative influence of autonomy on burnout, negative affect, and 

job dissatisfaction.  Autonomy was not statistically significant with any outcome 

variable.  This was an interesting and surprising result since it contradicts Karasek 

(1979).  However, it does support the notion that job resources are utilized by both blue-

collar and white-collar employees alike.  There is not a greater need to provide resources 

to one set of employees over another. 

H9 tests the negative influence of social support with burnout, negative affect, and 

job dissatisfaction.  Burnout and negative affect are statistically significant, but job 

dissatisfaction is not.  This is understandable.  Having friends, family, and colleagues to 

lean on, talk with, and ask for support will help improve your mood and physical 
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readiness.  But it won’t change your attitude towards your job.  Improving social support 

systems will help improve employee retention by reducing the effect of burnout.   

Hypothesis (H10) tests the negative relationship between psychological safety and 

the outcome variables (burnout, negative affect, and job dissatisfaction).  Psychological 

safety only has a statistically significant association with negative affect.  This seems 

rational considering psychological safety measures the level of inclusivity and belonging 

within groups or organizations.  Negative affect measures the psychometric relationship 

of how you feel towards something.  So, if you feel like you belong and are accepted, you 

will have positive affects on the organization.  The other variables, burnout and job 

dissatisfaction, are not statistically significant. 

 

Psychological Well-Being Findings 

Hypothesis 11 tested the effects of job resources moderating the effect of job 

demands and poor psychological well-being.  Job demands and job resources were 

reduced to a singular construct to perform this test.  As discussed in the analysis section, 

only burnout was statistically significant and supported by the analysis.  The posited job 

resource construct does moderate the effects of job demands on burnout.  If employers 

want to improve turnover rates in their organization, then improving employee resources 

is one avenue to explore.  Specifically, resources dedicated to reducing burnout, like 

flexible work schedules, work from home accommodations (if applicable), flexible time 

off, and guaranteeing employee rights and benefits, are likely most impactful. 
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Turnover Intention Findings 

Alternatively, hypothesis 12 was supported by the data.  Burnout, negative affect, 

and job dissatisfaction are good predictors of turnover intentions.  Job dissatisfaction was 

reported to have a higher association than burnout and negative affect (respectively).  

This is supported by Gardner et al. (2018), as they said that employees go through a 

process of leaving, which begins with internally thinking about leaving.  Employees 

experiencing job dissatisfaction may already go through the first stage of thinking about 

leaving.  We do not know how negative affects influence the thought of quitting or when 

job dissatisfaction becomes burnout.  These critical questions must be answered by future 

research.  

The final tested hypothesis (13) examined the moderating effect of job resources 

on job demands on turnover intentions via burnout, dissatisfaction, and negative affect.  

As already reported (hypothesis 11), only burnout was statistically significant.  Job 

resources moderate the effects of job demands on turnover intentions.  This is new 

information, and further studies should explore why, but effectively job resources can 

improve the conditions in which burnout effects increases, thus leading to turnover 

intentions.  The reasons why this exists may point to the ability of an employee to have 

control in their work, express their displeasures at work, and ultimately feel empowered 

to suggest changes to work. 

 

Summary of Finding 

Respondent demographics did not predict the outcome variables of psychological 

well-being or intention-to-quit, which supports the notion that resources for all employees 
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-and not for a few- are essential to managing job demands.  The roles and environment in 

which employees have experienced change increase the negative affects on employees' 

psychological well-being.  Employees who have greater access to job resources are 

reducing the effects of job demands on their psychological well-being.  Organizations 

that want to improve employee retention should focus on improving their employee’s 

access to job resources, specifically employee rights, employee benefits, and encouraging 

social support systems. 
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CHAPTER VI 
 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

This chapter provides employees and employers on how to improve their 

organization’s employee resources, thereby reducing the effects of turnover intentions.  

The posited recommendations center around the construct of job resources to reduce 

turnover intentions.  This study highlights the importance of job resources on improving 

conditions in which job demands negatively influence psychological well-being, leading 

to quitting.  Employees are experiencing sweeping changes in the workplaces, brought on 

primarily by COVID-19, but how employees leverage their resources affects their 

outcome. Yet, a recent study suggests that the “Great Resignation” conditions existed 

long before COVID began (Fuller & Kerr, 2022). If employers want to improve 

employee retention rates, they can start with improving job resources for employees.  The 

findings indicate that improving employee rights, employee benefits, and social support 

systems will significantly influence employees’ psychological well-being.  However, 

further research is needed to better define employee resources and the interactive effects 

on outcome variables. 

Practical Implications 
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The findings demonstrate the importance of improving employee outcomes 

through access and opportunities to job resources.  For employees, to reduce the negative 

effect of job demands on their psychological well-being means, their ability to express 

grievances must not be limited.  Employees’ rights include the components of 

understanding how they are being evaluated, how policies are enforced, and trust with 

management.  All these factors promote transparency, equity, and equality. Transparency 

allows for employees to communicate directly with management their concerns.  Equity 

ensures employee rights are protected from harsh punishments and unwarranted 

terminations.  And equality is a core principle of inclusion.  All three components are 

essential for a healthy, sustainable organization. 

Employee benefits must also be encouraged.  Employers may benefit from 

creating transparency in the benefits programs.  Demonstrating how their plans are 

selected and the costs to an organization versus the individual might also improve 

employee trust.  Employees rely on their resources to help reduce the impacts on 

demands, but employees will be limited in their application of resources without adequate 

resources.  Thus, increasing resource offerings is essential, and quantify and qualify 

resources to the employees.  Employee benefits that might significantly influence burnout 

outcomes include flexible work schedules, family leave policies, childcare and caregiver 

allocations, and employee assistance programs. 

Increasing job demands during COVID are ultimately the problem in this study.  

Job demands are the origination of stress in the system.  Stress is sometimes a “part of the 

job,” but this does not diminish the importance of improving the condition in which job 

demands arise.  Work-family conflict was unquestionably a factor that must be improved.  
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Employees bring their whole selves to their job every day.  Separation of the person and 

the employee is impossible.  However, there might be opportunities to improve the 

conditions for the employees at home and work.   

Permanent work adjustments are appropriate considering the impacts of COVID-

19.  Productivity might increase; thus, having employees maintain a work-from-home 

workplace might be mutually beneficial, or at least the opportunity to work from home 

weekly.  However, work-family conflict may increase as a result of this policy change.  

There are rising incidents of domestic violence, divorce rates, and burnout.  The scope of 

this study does not address these incidences specifically.  However, a discussion with 

employees is necessary to find the right fit.  A one-stop solution is not practical today, 

and employees should be evaluated individually and not holistically.  

The findings suggest that interpersonal conflict was a significant predictor of poor 

psychological well-being.  Management needs to understand that interpersonal conflict 

influences employees’ poor psychological well-being.  Thus, efforts should be made to 

promote healthy discussions centered around reducing conflict.  Looking for 

opportunities to encourage collaboration and cross-sharing of information and resources 

is necessary for continued organizational growth.  Much of the conflict originates from 

the lack of knowledge and information sharing.  Therefore, promoting communication 

between employees will be beneficial in reducing interpersonal conflict. 

 

Recommendations for Employees 

Employees experiencing greater job demands must utilize whatever job resources 

are available.  Employees cannot make their employer provide more resources; however, 
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employees can promote the use of resources with others.  For instance, social support 

systems are necessary to gain information, share knowledge, and foster relationships.  

Employees working remotely should maintain those social support systems through 

weekly calls with colleagues or face-to-face meetings, where available. 

Employees can also seek redress with concerns regarding their employment.  

Employee rights should not be contingent or relative to their appeasement to supervisors.  

Employees should have defined meetings with their supervisors to understand their 

performance expectations and ensure they meet them.  Role ambiguity should be 

eliminated using job descriptions and established procedures.  Employees should 

consider asking for clarification when they are unsure of their expectations. 

 

Recommendations for Employers 

Employers should seek out opportunities to understand the demands placed on 

their workforce.  Employee demands are not unique incidences but an additive effect in 

which employees may seem fine on the outside, until they are not.  Employers would 

benefit from partaking in organizational culture surveys, but maybe more importantly, 

through employee feedback and focus groups.  Employees have many perspectives, and 

no one survey will provide an organization with the collective interest of all its 

employees. 

Employers should also ensure greater access to employee benefits.  Benefits, as 

described in this paper, are discretionary.  If employers do not make access available, 

then employees are left vulnerable to the effects of job demands.  Employers should 

consider offering training and benefit sessions where employees can learn about the 
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availability and applications of their benefits.  More importantly, employees should have 

a way to communicate with other employees to learn how benefits were used to reduce 

the effects of job demands.  Application of benefits is something employees may be 

struggling with and having employees dialoguing with other employees provides more 

significant opportunities to improve outcomes. 

Finally, employee rights must be protected from frivolous punishments.  

Employees should have access to employee handbooks.  These handbooks should include 

performance expectations, job descriptions, employee redress of concerns, ethical 

reporting opportunities, and mission statements.  These handbooks are helpful for 

employees who are unsure of what to do or the organization’s purpose.   

Employers should encourage time off.  Perfect attendance should not be 

encouraged.  Employees have needs outside of work, which can sometimes cause 

disruptions at work.  Allowing employees to care for needs through time off or flex time 

arrangements is necessary for the individual's overall well-being and ultimately to the 

organization.  

 

Limitations of this Study 

This study, like any study, has limitations.  The most obvious limitation is self-

reporting, where respondents are expected to accurately evaluate their feelings regarding 

some construct.  Self-reporting measures the perceived effects on job demands, job 

resources, psychological well-being, and intention-to-quit outcomes.  This implies 

respondents are willing to share sensitive matters with the research team. This study 

ensured participants were voluntary, and potential risks were expressed before 
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participating.  To control for this effect, a mixed-methods approach may be more 

beneficial, in which responses could be followed up with interviewing or focus group 

participation.  

Second, the employee rights and employee benefits constructs were relatively 

new constructs.  These constructs must be tested against a new sample population to 

ensure accuracy and validity.  I am confident that the constructs measured their intended 

purposes, but they still need cross-validation to guarantee reliability and reproducibility.  

Third, the unit of analysis is the individual in this research project. However, each 

employer is unique, and employees' experiences relate to the employment.  To control for 

this in the future, I think testing multiple organizations will produce more significant 

insights into the benefits of job resources. 

Fourth, Qualtrics recruits and compensates participants.  Having Qualtrics recruit 

participants is a faster approach to gathering data, but it may be biased to those who have 

access to technology.  Not all employees have home computers or internet access, which 

may hurt vulnerable populations' representation in this study.  This is a point to consider 

for future testing and is another reason why recruiting multiple organizations is necessary 

for future studies.  Specific studies on vulnerable populations may be the next step with 

this model. 

Finally, the testing occurred during COVID, but no pre-COVID data was 

available to compare results. To effectively know how COVID made conditions different 

will take time. The recommendations and observations made in this paper are based on 

existing pre-COVID literature. 
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Future Research Opportunities  

In conclusion, this study provided much-needed critical insight on the use of job 

resources in managing the effects on job demands and psychological well-being leading 

to the intention to quit.  The negative affect and job dissatisfaction outcome variables did 

not produce the expected outcomes, but some applications should still be explored.  In a 

future project, I would explore antecedent variables such as individual personalities and 

grit because they may affect individuals’ responses to job demands and psychological 

well-being.  The individual’s characteristics and traits should be considered with this 

model because people bring their whole self to work, and thus personalities should be 

explored. 

Secondly, I believe this research project should be explored in for-profit and non-

profit entities.  The role of job resources and availabilities may be different, and this is an 

area of research that has not been studied in depth.  I want to submit this project for a 

National Science Foundation grant. This subject is necessary to establish elements of 

organizational resilience. Organizations face more significant risks with more volatility, 

and many risks cannot be eliminated.  But improving the social conditions and the 

availability of resources can help foster a healthier work environment and culture.  

Ultimately, people are the most valuable tool an organization has, and any device left 

exposed to the elements surely will fail when it's needed most. 

 

 

 

 



 

98 
 

REFERENCES 
 

 

 

Abraham, K. G. (1983). Structural/Frictional vs. Deficient Demand Unemployment. 

American Economic Review, 708–724. 

Ahearne, M., Mathieu, J., & Rapp, A. (2005). To empower or not to empower your sales 

force? An empirical examination of the influence of leadership empowerment 

behavior on customer satisfaction and performance. Journal of APplied Psychology, 

90(5), 945–955. 

Al-Badarneh, M. B., Shatnawi, H. S., Alananzeh, O. A., & Al-Mkhadmeh, A. A. (2019). 

Job performance management: The burnout inventory model and intention to quit 

their job among hospitality employees. International Journal of Innovation, 

Creativity and Change, 5(2), 1355–1375. 

Anderson, A. B., Basilevsky, A., & Hum, D. (1983). Missing Data: a review of the 

literature. In Handbook of Survey Research. Academic Press. 

Andersson, L. M., & Perason, C. M. (1999). Tit for tat? The spiraling effect of incivility 

in the workplace. Academy of Management Review, 24, 452–471. 

Aronsson, G., Gustafsson, K., & Mellner, C. (2000). Sick but yet at work. An empirical 

study of sickness presenteeism. Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health, 

54, 502–509. 

Baeriswyl, S., Krause, A., & Schwaninger, A. (2016). Emotional Exhaustion and Job 

Satisfaction in Airport Security Officers – Work – Family Conflict as Mediator in 

the Job Demands – Resources Model. 7(May), 1–13. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00663 

Bailey, K. D. (1978). Methods of Social Research. The Free Press. 

Bakker, A.B., Demerouti, E., Tarsi, A. W., Schaufeli, W. B., & Schreurs, P. J. (2003). A 

multigroup analysis of the job demands-resources model in four home care 

organizations. International Journal of Stress Management, 10(1), 16–38. 

Bakker, Arnold B, & Demerouti, E. (2018). Multiple Levels in Job Demands – Resources 

Theory : Implications for Employee Well-being and Performance. Handbook of  



 

99 
 

Abraham, K. G. (1983). Structural/Frictional vs. Deficient Demand Unemployment. 

American Economic Review, 708–724. 

Ahearne, M., Mathieu, J., & Rapp, A. (2005). To empower or not to empower your sales 

force? An empirical examination of the influence of leadership empowerment 

behavior on customer satisfaction and performance. Journal of APplied Psychology, 

90(5), 945–955. 

Al-Badarneh, M. B., Shatnawi, H. S., Alananzeh, O. A., & Al-Mkhadmeh, A. A. (2019). 

Job performance management: The burnout inventory model and intention to quit 

their job among hospitality employees. International Journal of Innovation, 

Creativity and Change, 5(2), 1355–1375. 

Anderson, A. B., Basilevsky, A., & Hum, D. (1983). Missing Data: a review of the 

literature. In Handbook of Survey Research. Academic Press. 

Andersson, L. M., & Perason, C. M. (1999). Tit for tat? The spiraling effect of incivility 

in the workplace. Academy of Management Review, 24, 452–471. 

Aronsson, G., Gustafsson, K., & Mellner, C. (2000). Sick but yet at work. An empirical 

study of sickness presenteeism. Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health, 

54, 502–509. 

Baeriswyl, S., Krause, A., & Schwaninger, A. (2016). Emotional Exhaustion and Job 

Satisfaction in Airport Security Officers – Work – Family Conflict as Mediator in 

the Job Demands – Resources Model. 7(May), 1–13. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00663 

Bailey, K. D. (1978). Methods of Social Research. The Free Press. 

Bakker, A.B., Demerouti, E., Tarsi, A. W., Schaufeli, W. B., & Schreurs, P. J. (2003). A 

multigroup analysis of the job demands-resources model in four home care 

organizations. International Journal of Stress Management, 10(1), 16–38. 

Bakker, Arnold B, & Demerouti, E. (2018). Multiple Levels in Job Demands – Resources 

Theory : Implications for Employee Well-being and Performance. Handbook of 

Well-Being, 2018, 1–13. 

https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.coldregions.2015.12.009 

Bakker, Arnold B, Demerouti, E., & Euwema, M. C. (2005). Job Resources Buffer the 

Impact of Job Demands on Burnout. 10(2), 170–180. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-

8998.10.2.170 

Bakker, Arnold B, Demerouti, E., & Verbeke, W. (2004). USING THE JOB DEMANDS-

RESOURCES MODEL TO PREDICT BURNOUT AND PERFORMANCE. 43(1), 

83–104. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.84 

Balfour, D. L., & Neff, D. M. (1993). Predicting and Managing Turnover in Human 

Service Agencies : A Case Study of an Organization in Crisis. Public Personnel 

Management, 22(3), 473–486. 



 

100 
 

Balkin, D. B., & Griffeth, R. W. (1993). THE DETERMINANTS OF EMPLOYEE 

BENEFITS SATISFACTION. Journal of Business and Psychology, 7(3), 323–339. 

Baruch-feldman, C., Brondolo, E., Ben-dayan, D., & Schwartz, J. (2002). Sources of 

Social Support and Burnout , Job Satisfaction , and Productivity. Journal of 

Occupational Health Psychology, 7(1), 84–93. https://doi.org/10.1037//1076-

8998.7.1.84 

Basch, J., & Fisher, C. D. (2000). Affective events-emotions matrix: A classification of 

work events and associated emotions. In N. Ashkanasy, C. Hartel, & W. Zerbe 

(Eds.), Emotions in the workplace: Research, theory, and practice (pp. 36–48). 

Quorum. 

Batt, R., & Valcour, P. M. (2003). Human resources practices as predictors of work-

family outcomes and employee turnover. Industrial Relations, 42(2), 189–220. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-232X.00287 

Bauer, G. F., & Hämmig, O. (2014). Bridging occupational, organizational and public 

health: A transdisciplinary approach. Bridging Occupational, Organizational and 

Public Health: A Transdisciplinary Approach, 9789400756, 1–249. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-5640-3 

Bedford, D. S., Speklé, R. F., & Widener, S. K. (2020). Budgeting and employee stress in 

times of crisis : Evidence from the Covid-19 pandemic. 

Beebe, T. J., Rey, E., Ziegenfuss, J. Y., Jenkins, S., Lackore, K., Talley, N. J., & Iii, R. G. 

L. (2010). Shortening a survey and using alternative forms of prenotification : 

Impact on response rate and quality. BMC Medical Research Methodology, 10(50). 

Beehr, T.A. (1995). Psychological Stress in the Workplace. Routledge. 

Beehr, T.A., King, L. A., & King, D. W. (1990). Social support and occupational stress: 

talking to supervisors. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 36, 61–81. 

Beehr, Terry A., Jex, S. M., Stacy, B. A., & Murray, M. A. (2000). Work stressors and 

coworker support as predictors of individual strain and job performance. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 21(4), 391–405. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-

1379(200006)21:4<391::AID-JOB15>3.0.CO;2-9 

Bell, E., & Bryman, A. (2019). Business Research Methods (5th ed.). Oxford University 

Press. 

Bernstein, B. (1971). On the classification and framing of educational knowledge. In M. 

F. D. Young (Ed.), Knowledge and Control: New Directions for the Sociology of 

Education. Collier-Macmillian. 

Bluedorn, A. C. (1982). A unified model of turnover from organizations. Human 

Relations, 35(2), 135–153. 

 



 

101 
 

Bowling, N. A., Khazon, S., Alarcon, G. M., Blackmore, C. E., Bragg, C. B., Hoepf, M. 

R., Barelka, A., Kennedy, K., Wang, Q., & Li, H. (2017). Building better measures 

of role ambiguity and role conflict: The validation of new role stressor scales. Work 

and Stress, 31(1), 1–23. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2017.1292563 

Brick, J. M., & Kalton, G. (1996). Handling missing data in survey research. Statistical 

Methods in Medical Research, 5(3), 215–238. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/096228029600500302 

Britt, T. W., & Mcfadden, A. C. (2012). Understanding Mental Health Treatment-

Seeking in High Stress Occupations. In Contemporary Occupational Health 

Psychology (pp. 57–73). https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119942849.ch4 

Brooks, S. K., Dunn, R., & Amlot, R. (2016). Social and occupational facors associated 

with psychological distress and disorder among disaster response: A systematic 

review. BMC Psychology, 4(18). 

Brooks, S. K., Dunn, R., & Sage, C. A. M. (2015). Risk and resilience factors affecting 

the psychological wellbeing of individuals deployed in humanitarian reilef roles 

after a disaster. Journal of Mental Health, 24, 385–413. 

Brown, C., & O’Brien, K. M. (1998). Understanding stress and burnout in shelter 

workers. Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 29, 383–385. 

Burnout Nation: How 2020 has reshaped employee’s relationship to work. (2020). Spring 

Health, December. 

Burns, R. B. (2000). An Introduction to Research Methods (4th ed.). SAGE. 

Campbell, D. T., & Fiske, D. W. (1959). Convergent and discriminant validation by the 

multitrait-multimethod matrix. Psychological Bulletin, 56, 81–105. 

Cappelli, P. (1984). Auto industry experiements with the gurantee income stream. 

Monthly Labor Review, July, 37–39. 

Carlson, D. S., & Perrewe, P. L. (1999). The role of social support in the stressor-strain 

relationship: An examination of work-family conflict. Journal of Management, 

25(4), 513–540. 

Carnevale, J. B., & Hatak, I. (2020). Employee adjustment and well-being in the era of 

COVID-19 : Implications for human resource management. Journal of Business 

Research, 116(May), 183–187. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.05.037 

Chattopadhyay, S. (2021). The pandemic of productivity the work of home and the work 

from home. Anthropology in Action, 28(1), 47–51. 

https://doi.org/10.3167/AIA.2021.280109 

Chiu, R. K., Man, J. S. W., & Thayer, J. (1998). Effects of role conflicts and role 

satisfactions on stress of three professions in Hong Kong: A path analysis approach. 

Journal of Managerial Psychology, 13(5/6), 318–333. 



 

102 
 

Clark, T. R. (2020). The 4 Stages of Psychological Safety: Defining the Path to Inclusion 

and Innovation. Berrett-Koehler Publishers, Inc. 

Cohen, D., & Roeske-Zummer, K. (2021). With So Many People Quitting, Don’t 

Overlook Those Who Stay. Harvard Business Review, June, 1–8. 

Cohen, S., & Willis, T. A. (1985). Stress, social support, and the buffering hypothesis. 

Psychological Bulletin, 98, 310–357. 

Colquitt, J., Lepine, J. A., Wesson, M. J., & Gellatly, I. R. (2011). Organizational 

Behavior: Improving Performance and Commitment in the Workplace. McGraw-

Hill Irwin. 

Commission, A. P. (2010). Performance Benchmarking of Australian Business 

Regulation: Occupational, health & Safety. 

Cortina, J. M. (1993). What Is Coefficient Alpha? An Examination of Theory and 

Applications. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78(1), 98–104. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.1.98 

Costello, A. B., & Osborne, J. W. (2005). Best practices in exploratory factor analysis: 

Four recommendations for getting the most from your analysis. Practical 

Assessment, Research and Evaluation, 10(7). 

Couper, M. P. (2017). New Developments in Survey Data Collection. Annual Review of 

Sociology, 43(1), 121–145. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-060116-053613 

Philadelphia Cordwainers Case (Commonwealth v. Pullis), (1806). 

Cox, E. P. I. (1980). The optimal number of response alternatives for a scale: A review. 

Journal of Marketing Research, 17(4), 407–422. 

Currall, S. C., Towler, A. J., Judge, T. A., & Kohn, L. (2005). Pay satisfaction and 

organizational outcomes. Personnel Psychology, 58(3), 613–640. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2005.00245.x 

Demerouti, E., Peeters, M. C., & van der Heijden, B. I. (2012). Work-Family interface 

from a life and career stage perspective: The role of demands and resources. 

International Journal of Psychology, 47(4), 241–258. 

Demerouti, Evangelia, Le Blanc, P. M., Bakker, A. B., Schaufeli, W. B., & Hox, J. 

(2009). Present but sick: A three-wave study on job demands, presenteeism and 

burnout. Career Development International, 14(1), 50–68. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13620430910933574 

Demerouti, Evangelia, Nachreiner, F., Bakker, A. B., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2001). The job 

demands-resources model of burnout. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 499–

512. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499 

 



 

103 
 

Des Jardins, J. R., & McCall, J. J. (1985). A defense of employee rights. Journal of 

Business Ethics, 4(5), 367–376. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02388589 

DeVellis, R. F. (2017). Scale Development: Theory and Applications (4th ed.). SAGE. 

Diener, E. (1984). Subjective well-being. Psychological Bulletin, 95, 542–575. 

Diener, E., Suh, E. M., Lucas, R. E., & Smith, H. L. (1999). Subjective well-being: Three 

decades of progress. Psychological Bulletin, 125, 276–302. 

Dierdorff, E. C., & Ellington, J. K. (2008). It’s the Nature of the Work : Examining 

Behavior-Based Sources of Work – Family Conflict Across Occupations. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 93(4), 883–892. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.4.883 

Dollard, M. F., Tuckey, M. R., & Dormann, C. (2012). Psychosocial safety climate 

moderates the job demand – resource interaction in predicting workgroup distress. 

Accident Analysis and Prevention, 45, 694–704. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2011.09.042 

Donald, F., & Glauber, R. (1967). Multicollinearity in Regression Analysis : The 

Problem Revisited Author ( s ): Donald E . Farrar and Robert R . Glauber Source : 

The Review of Economics and Statistics , Vol . 49 , No . 1 ( Feb ., 1967 ), pp . 92-

107 Published by : The MIT Press Stable UR. The Review of Economic and 

Statistics, 49(1), 92–107. https://www.jstor.org/stable/1937887 

Dormann, C., & Zapf, D. (2001). Job satisfaction: a meta-analysis of stabilities. Journal 

of Organizational Behavior, 22, 483–504. 

Duffy, M. K., Ganster, D. C., & Pagon, M. (2002). Social undermining in the workplace. 

The Academy of Management Journal, 45, 331–351. 

Dwivedi, S. (2015). Turnover Intentions : Scale Construction & Validation. Indian 

Journal of Industrial Relations, 50(3), 452–468. 

Edmondson, A. (1999). Psychological Safety and Learning Behavior in Work Teams. 

Edmondson, A.C. (2004). Psychological safety, trust, and learning in organizations: a 

group-level lens. In R. M. Krammer & K. S. Cook (Eds.), Trust and distrust in 

organizations: Dilemmas and Approaches (pp. 239–272). Russell Sage. 

Edmondson, A.C., & Woolley, A. W. (2003). Understanding outcomes of organizational 

learning interventions. In M. Easterby-Smith & M. Lyles (Eds.), International 

Handbook on Organizational Learning and Knowlege Management. Blackwell. 

Edmondson, Amy C, & Lei, Z. (2014). Psychological Safety : The History , Renaissance , 

and Future of an Interpersonal Construct. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-

orgpsych-031413-091305 

 



 

104 
 

Eisenberger, R., Cummings, J., Armeli, S., & Lynch, P. (1997). Perceived organizational 

support, discretionary treatment, and job satisfaction. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 82, 812–820. 

Eisenhardt, K. M., Graebner, M. E., & Sonenshein, S. (2016). Grand Challenges and 

Inductive Methods: Rigor without Rigor Mortis. Academy of Management Journal, 

59(4), 1113–1123. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.4004 

Elmore, P. B., & Beggs, D. L. (1975). Salience of concepts and commitment to extreme 

judgements in the response patterns of teachers. Education, 95(4), 325–330. 

Etikan, I. (2016). Comparison of Convenience Sampling and Purposive Sampling. 

American Journal of Theoretical and Applied Statistics, 5(1), 1. 

https://doi.org/10.11648/j.ajtas.20160501.11 

Fabrigar, L. R., Wegener, D. T., MacCallum, R. C., & Strahan, E. J. (1999). Evaluating 

the use of exploratory factor analysis. Psychological Research, 4(3), 272–299. 

Falk, G., Carter, J. A., Nicchitta, I. A., Nyhof, E. C., & Romero, P. D. (2020). 

Unemployment Rates During the COVID-19 Pandemic : In Brief. In Congressional 

Research Service. 

Farber, H. S., & Western, B. (2002). Ronald Reagan and the politics of declining union 

organization. British Journal of Industrial Relations, 40(3), 385–401. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8543.00240 

Farber, H. S., & Western, B. (2016). Accounting for the decline of Unions in the Private 

Sector, 1973-1998. The Future of Private Sector Unionism in the United States, 

XXII(3), 28–58. 

Ferraro, F., Etzion, D., & Gehman, J. (2015). Tackling Grand Challenges Pragmatically: 

Robust Action Revisited. Organization Studies, 36(3), 363–390. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840614563742 

Festinger, L., & Katz, D. (1965). Research Methods in the Behavioral Sciences. Holt, 

Rinehart and Winston. 

Fischer, G. (1991). The Importance of Models in Making Complex Systems 

Comprehensible. In M. J. Tauber & D. B. T.-H. F. in I. T. Ackermann (Eds.), 

Mental Models and Human-Computer Interaction 2 (Vol. 2, pp. 3–36). North-

Holland. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-88602-6.50005-0 

Ford, M. T., Heinen, B. A., & Langkamer, K. . (2007). Work and family satisfaction and 

conflict: A meta-analysis of cross-domain relations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

92(1), 57–80. 

French, S., Argyris, N., Haywood, S. M., Hort, M. C., & Smith, J. Q. (2017). 

Communicating Geographical Risks in Crisis Management: The Need for Research. 

Risk Analysis. https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.12904 



 

105 
 

Freudenberger, H. J. (1974). Staff burnout. Journal of Social Issues, 30, 159–165. 

Fried, Y., Shirom, A., Gilboa, S., & Cooper, C. L. (2008). The mediating effects of job 

satisfaction and propensity to leave on role stress-job performance relationships: 

combining meta-analysis and structual equation modeling. International Journal of 

Stress Management, 15, 305–328. 

Fuller, J., & Kerr, W. (2022). The Great Resignation Didn’t Start with the Pandemic. 

Harvard Business Review. https://hbr.org/2022/03/the-great-resignation-didnt-start-

with-the-pandemic 

Gaidhani, S. (2018). Employer-Sponsored Childcare Program : A New Fringe Benefit. 

International Journal of Advance Research and Development, 3(3), 78–85. 

Ganster, D. C., Hennessey, H. W., & Luthans, F. (1983). Social desirability response 

effects: Three alternative models. Academy of Management Journal, 26(2), 321–

331. 

Gardner, T. M., Van Iddekinge, C. H., & Hom, P. W. (2018). If You’ve Got Leavin’ on 

Your Mind: The Identification and Validation of Pre-Quitting Behaviors. Journal of 

Management, 44(8), 3231–3257. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316665462 

Gechman, A., & Wiener, Y. (1975). Job involvement and satisfaction as related to mental 

health and personal time devoted to work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 60, 521–

523. 

George, D., & Mallery, M. (2010). SPSS for Windows Step by Step: A Simple Guide and 

Reference, 17th update. Pearson. 

George, G., Howard-Grenville, J., Joshi, A., & Tihanyi, L. (2016). Understanding and 

Tackling Societal Grand Challenges through Management Research. Academy of 

Management Journal, 59(6), 1880–1895. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.4007 

Gerstner, C. R., & Day, D. V. (1997). Meta-analytic review of leader-member exchange 

theory: Correlates and construction issues. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 827–

844. 

Gilbreth, F. B., & Gilbreth, Lillian, M. (1919). Fatigue study: The elimination of 

humanity’s greatest waste: A first step in motion study (1st ed.). 

Giurge, L. M., & Bohns, V. K. (2020). 3 Tips to Avoid WFH Burnout 3 Tips to Avoid 

WFH Burnout. Harvard Business Review. 

Glance, A. T. A. (2014). U.S. Chamber of Commerce Benefit Offerings. 401. 

Golden, T.D. (2006). The role of relationships in understanding telecommunter 

satisfaction. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27(3), 319–340. 

 



 

106 
 

Golden, Timothy D, Veiga, J. F., & Simsek, Z. (2006). Telecommuting ’ s Differential 

Impact on Work – Family Conflict : Is There No Place Like Home ? 91(6), 1340–

1350. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.6.1340 

González-Romá, V., & Lloret, S. (1998). Construct validity of Rizzo et al.’s (1970) role 

conflict and ambiguity scales: A multisample study. Applied Psychology, 47(4), 

535–545. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.1998.tb00042.x 

Gorden, W. I. (1978). TOWARD DEVELOPMENT OF AN EMPLOYEES ’ RIGHTS 

SCALE. Free Speech Yearbook, 17(1), 119–124. 

Grant-Vallone, E. J., & Donaldson, S. I. (2001). Consequences of work-family conflict 

on employee well-being over time. Work and Stress, 15(3), 214–226. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370110066544 

Gray, E. K., & Watson, D. (2000). Emotion, mood, and temperament: Similarities, 

differences, and a synthesis. In R. Payne & C. Cooper (Eds.), Emotions at Work. 

Wiley. 

Greenhaus, J. H., & Beutell, N. J. (1985). Sources of Conflict Between Work and Family 

Roles. Academy of Management Review, 10(1), 76–88. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1985.4277352 

Gustafsson, K., & Marklund, S. (2011). Consequences of sickness presence and sickness 

absence on health and work ability: A Swedish prospective cohort study. 

International Journal of Occupational Medicine and Environmental Health, 24, 

153–165. 

Hair, J. F. J., Black, W. C., Barbin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2010). Multivariate Data 

Analysis: A Global Perspective (7th ed.). Pearson Education Inc. 

Hammond, M., & Wellington, J. (n.d.). Research Methods; The Key Concepts; Second 

Edition. Routledge. 

Hellman, C. M. (1997). Job satisfaction and intent to leave. Journal of Social Psychology, 

137, 677–689. 

Hiley, D. R. (1985). Employee Rights and the Doctrine of At Will Employment. Business 

and Professional Ethics Journal, 4(1), 1–10. https://doi.org/10.5840/bpej19854141 

Hill, E. J., Erickson, J. J., Holmes, E. K., & Ferris, M. (2010). Workplace flexibility, 

work hours, and work-life conflict: Finding an extra day or two. Journal of Family 

Psychology, 24(3), 349–358. 

Hite, L. M., Mcdonald, K. S., & Wayne, F. (2020). Careers after COVID-19 : challenges 

and changes. Human Resource Development International, 23(4), 427–437. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13678868.2020.1779576 

Hodkinson, A. (2011). Inclusion : a defining definition ? 3(2), 179–185. 

https://doi.org/10.2304/power.2011.3.2.179 



 

107 
 

Hom, P. W., Lee, T. W., Shaw, J. D., & Hausknecht, J. P. (2017). One hundred years of 

employee turnover theory and research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(3), 

530–545. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000103 

Hopkins, K. D., & Weeks, D. L. (1990). Tests for normality and measures of skewness 

and kurtosis: Their place in research reporting. Educational and Psychological 

Measurement, 50, 717–729. 

Horn, O. (2021). The Great Resignation: stopping the “bleed.” Hospitality Insights, 5(2), 

1–2. https://doi.org/10.24135/hi.v5i2.111 

Hsieh, H. F., & Shannon, S. E. (2005). Three approaches to qualitative content analysis. 

Qualitative Health Research, 15(9), 1277–1288. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732305276687 

Ilies, R., Johnson, M. D., Judge, T. A., & Keeney, J. (2011). A within-individual study of 

interpersonal conflict as a work stressor: Dispositional and situational moderators. 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32(1), 44–64. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.677 

Ironson, G. H., Smith, P. C., Brannik, M. T., Gibson, W. M., & Paul, K. B. (1989). 

Construction of a job in general scale: a comparison of global, composite, and 

specific measures. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74, 193–200. 

Jackofsky, E. F., & Peters, L. H. (1983). Job turnover versus company turnover: 

Reassessesment of the March and Simon participation hypothesis. Journal of 

Applied Pyschology, 68, 490–495. 

Jacobs, E., & Roodt, G. (2008). Organizational culture of hospitals to predict turnover 

intentions of professional nurses. Health SA Gesondheid, 13(1), 63–78. 

Jenkins, G. D. J., & Taber, T. D. (1977). A Monte Carlo study of factors affecting three 

indicies of composite scale reliability. Journal of Applied Psychology, 62(4), 392–

398. 

Jex, S. ., & Beehr, T. A. (1991). Emerging theoretical and methodological issues in the 

study of work-related stress. In G. R. Ferris & K. M. Rowland (Eds.), Research in 

Personnel and Human Resources Management, Vol. 9 (pp. 311–365). JAI Press. 

Job Openings and Labor Turnover Survey. (2022). 

https://data.bls.gov/timeseries/JTS000000000000000QUR 

Johnson, E. (2021). What a Crisis Teaches Us About Innovation. MIT Sloan Management 

Review, 62(2), 59–65. 

Johnson, J. V., & Hall, E. M. (1988). Job strain, work place social support, and 

cardiovascular disease: A cross-sectional study of a random sample of the Swedish 

working population. American Journal of Public Health, 78(10), 1336–1342. 

 



 

108 
 

Judge, T. A., & Locke, E. A. (1993). Effects of dysfunctional though process on 

subjective well-being and job satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 475–

490. 

Kafetsios, K., & Zampetakis, L. A. (2008). Emotional intelligence and job satisfaction: 

Testing the mediatory role of positive and negative affect at work. Personality and 

Individual Differences, 44(3), 712–722. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2007.10.004 

Kahn, R. L., & Byosiere, P. (1991). Emerging theoretical and methodological issues in 

the study of work-related stress. In L. M. Dunnette, M.D. and Hough (Ed.), 

Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology (2nd, Vol. ed., pp. 311–

365). Consulting Psychologists Press. 

Karasek, R. (1979). Job demands, job decision latitude, and mental strain: Implications 

for job redesign. Administrative Science Quarterly, 24(2), 285–308. 

Kasl, S. V. (1998). Measuring job stressors and studying the health impact of the work 

environment: A epidemiological commentary. Journal of Occupational Health 

Psychology, 3, 390–401. 

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. (1978). The social psychology of organizations (2nd ed.). Wiley. 

Kelloway, E. K., Gottlie, B. H., & Barham, L. (1999). The source, nature, and direction 

of work and family conflict: A longitudinal investigation. Journal of Occupational 

Health Psychology, 4(4), 337–346. 

Klotz, A. C., & Bolino, M. C. (2016). Saying goodbye: The nature, causes, and 

consequences of employee resignation styles. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

101(10), 1386–1404. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000135 

Kofman, Y. B., & Garfin, D. R. (2020). Home is not always a haven: The domestic 

violence crisis amid the COVID-19 pandemic. Psychological Trauma: Theory, 

Research, Practice, and Policy, 12, S199–S201. https://doi.org/10.1037/tra0000866 

Kornhauser, A. (1965). Mental health and the industrial worker: A Detroit study. Wiley. 

Kovand, M., Chew-graham, C., Reeve, J., Edwards, S., Peters, S., Edge, D., Aseem, S., 

Gask, L., & Dowrick, C. (2011). Access to primary mental health care for hard-to-

reach groups: From ‘silent suffering’ to ‘making it work.’ Social Science & 

Medicine, 72. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.11.027 

Labor, U. D. of. (2020). Opening America’s Workplaces Again National Online 

Dialogue. https://openingworkplaces.ideascale.com/a/index 

Langfred, C. W. (2000). The Paradox of Self-Management : Individual and Group 

Autonomy in Work Groups. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 21(5), 563–585. 

Latura, A. (2020). The Demand for Employer-Provided Childcare Benefits and Women’s 

Professional Advancement. 1–30. https://osf.io/yx56v. 



 

109 
 

Laukkanen, E., & Bockerman, P. (2009). What makes you work while you are sick ? 

Evidence from a survey of workers. European Journal of Public Health, 20(1), 43–

46. https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/ckp076 

Lawler, L., Kopleman, R. E., & Prottas, D. J. (2015). McGregor’s Theory X/Y and Job 

Performance: A Multilevel, Multi-source Analysis. Journal of Managerial Issues, 

27(4), 545–565. 

Lee, T. W., & Mitchell, T. R. (1994). An alternative approach: The unfolding model of 

voluntary employee turnover. The Academy of Management Review, 19, 51–89. 

Leigh, J. P. (1991). Employee and job attributes as predictors of absenteeism in a national 

sample of workers: The importance of health and dangerous working conditions. 

Social Science and Medicine, 33(2), 127–137. https://doi.org/10.1016/0277-

9536(91)90173-A 

Leiter, M. ., & Maslach, C. (2006). Burnout. In H. Friedman (Ed.), Encyclopedia of 

mental health Vol. 1 (pp. 358–362). Academic. 

Lengnick-Hall, M. L., & Bereman, N. A. (1994). A Conceptual Framework For The 

Study of Employee Benefits. Human Resource Management Review, 4(2), 101–115. 

Lindell, M. K., & Whitney, D. J. (2001). Accounting for common method variance in 

cross-sectional research designs. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(1), 114–121. 

Lissitz, R. W., & Green, S. B. (1975). Effect of the number of scale points on reliability: 

A Monte Carlo approach. Journal of Applied Psychology, 60(1), 10–13. 

Locke, E. A. (1976). The nature and causes of job satisfaction. In M. D. Dunnette (Ed.), 

Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology (pp. 1297–1349). Rand 

McNally. 

Lu, L., Lin, H., & Cooper, C. L. (2013). Unhealthy and present:Motives and 

consequences of the act of presenteeism among Taiwaneseemployees. Journal of 

Occupational Health Psychology, 18, 406–416. 

Lund, S., Madgavkar, A., Manyika, J., Smit, S., Ellingrud, K., Meaney, M., & Robinson, 

O. (2021). The future of work after. McKinsey Global Institute, February, 152. 

Macdonald, S., & Maclntyre, P. (1997). The Generic Job Satisfaction Scale Scale 

Development and Its Correlates Scale Development and Its Correlates. Employee 

Assistance Quarterly, 13(2), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1300/J022v13n02 

Mansour, S., & Tremblay, D. G. (2018). Work–family conflict/family–work conflict, job 

stress, burnout and intention to leave in the hotel industry in Quebec (Canada): 

moderating role of need for family friendly practices as “resource passageways.” 

International Journal of Human Resource Management, 29(16), 2399–2430. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2016.1239216 

 



 

110 
 

Marcinkus, W. ., Whelan-Berry, K. S., & Gordon, J. R. (2007). The relationship of social 

support to the work-family balance and work outcomes of midlife women. Women 

in Management Review, 22(2), 86–111. 

Martin, T. N. (1984). Role stress and inability to leave as predictors of mental health. 

Human Relations, 37, 969–983. 

Maslach, C. (1982). Burnout: The cost of caring. Prentice-Hall. 

Maslach, C. (2003). Job Burnout: New Directions in Research and Intervention. Current 

Directions in Psychological Science, 12(5), 189–192. 

Maslach, C., Schaufeli, W. B., & Leiter, M. P. (2001). Job burnout. Annual Review of 

Psychology, 52, 397–422. 

McAleavy, T. (2016). Metaphors of Command and Control in the United Kingdom and 

the United States America: Developing a Communicative Framework to Enhance 

Interoperability for Emergency Management Organisations. In PQDT - Global 

(Issue April). 

https://search.proquest.com/docview/2377431462?accountid=17242%0Ahttps://pure

.southwales.ac.uk/en/studentthesis/metaphors-of-command-and-control-in-the-

united-kingdom-and-the-united-states-america(422f3b5c-7a5f-4bda-8e17-

31692c352ffd).html 

McCaffery, R. M. (1992). Employee Benefit Programs: A Total Compensation 

Perspective (2nd Ed.). PWS-Kent. 

McEntire, D., Crocker, C. G., & Peters, E. (2010). Addressing vulnerability through an 

integrated approach. International Journal of Disaster Resilience in the Built 

Environment, 1(1), 50–64. https://doi.org/10.1108/17595901011026472 

Meadows, D. H. (2008). Thinking in systems: A Primer (D. Wright (Ed.)). Chelsea Green 

Publishing. 

Mehta, P. (2021). Work from home—Work engagement amid COVID-19 lockdown and 

employee happiness. Journal of Public Affairs, 21(4). 

https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.2709 

Mertler, C. ., & Reinhart, R. V. (2017). Advanced and Multivariate Statistical Methods: 

Practical Application and Interpretation (6th ed.). Routledge. 

Michel, J. S., Newness, K., & Duniewicz, K. (2016). How Abusive Supervision Affects 

Workplace Deviance: A Moderated-Mediation Examination of Aggressiveness and 

Work-Related Negative Affect. Journal of Business and Psychology, 31(1), 1–22. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-015-9400-2 

Milkovich, G. T., & Newman, J. M. (1993). Compensation (4th ed.). Irwin. 

Miraglia, M., & Johns, G. (2016). Going to Work Ill : A Meta-Analysis of the Correlates 

of Presenteeism and a Dual-Path Model. 21(3), 261–283. 



 

111 
 

Mitchell, O. S. (1982). Fringe Benefits and Labor Mobility. The Journal of Human 

Resources, 17, 286–298. 

Mitchell, O. S. (1983). Fringe Benefits and the Costs of Changing Jobs. Industrial and 

Labor Relations Review, 37, 70–78. 

Mobley, W. H. (1982). Employee turnover: Causes, consequences, and control. Addison-

Wesley. 

Moen, P., Kelly, E. L., Tranby, E., & Huang, Q. (2011). Changing Work , Changing 

Health : Can Real Work-Time Flexibility Promote Health Behaviors and Well-

Being ? Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 52(4), 404–429. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022146511418979 

Molz, R. (1987). Employee job rights: Foundation considerations. Journal of Business 

Ethics, 6(6), 449–458. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00383287 

Motowidlo, S. J. (2000). Some Basic Issues Related to Contextual Performance and 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior in Human Resource Management. Human 

Resource Management Review, 10(1), 115–126. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-

4822(99)00042-X 

Na-Nan, K., Chaiprasit, K., & Pukkeeree, P. (2018). Factor analysis-validated 

comprehensive employee job performance scale. International Journal of Quality & 

Reliability Management, 35(10), 2436–2449. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJQRM-06-

2017-0117 

Netemeyer, R. G., & Boles, J. S. (1996). Development and Validation of Work-Family 

Conflict and Family-Work Conflict Scales. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(4), 

400–410. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.4.400 

Newman, A., Donohue, R., & Eva, N. (2017). Psychological safety : A systematic review 

of the literature. Human Resource Management Review, 27(3), 521–535. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2017.01.001 

Nissly, J. A., Barak, M. E., & Levin, A. (2005). Stress, social support, and workers’ 

intentions to leave their jobs in public child welfare. Administration in Social Work, 

29(1), 79–100. 

Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Pyschometric Theory (2nd ed.). McGraw-Hill. 

O’Reilly, C. A., Chatman, J., & Caldwell, D. F. (1991). People and organizational 

culture: A profile comparison approach to assessing person-organization fit. 

Academy of Management Journal, 34(3), 487–516. 

Odle-Dusseau, H. N., Britt, T. W., & Greene-Shortridge, T. M. (2013). Organizational 

work-family resources as predictors of job performance and attitudes: The process 

of work-family conflict and enrichment. Journal of Occupational Health 

Psychology, 17(1), 28–40. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026428 



 

112 
 

Osborne, J. W., Costello, A. B., & Kellow, J. T. (2011). Best Practices in Exploratory 

Factor Analysis. In Best Practices in Quanitative Research (pp. 86–99). 

Paillé, P. (2010). Citizenship in the Workplace : Examining Work Attitudes As Predictors 

Among French Employee. International Journal of Business and Management, 5(4). 

https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v5n4p53 

Peeters, M. C., Buunk, B. P., & Shaufeli, W. (1995). Social interactions, stressful events 

and negative affect at work: A micro-analytic approach. European Journal of Social 

Psychology, 25, 391–401. 

Perrow, C. (1999). Normal Accidents: Living with high-risk technologies. Princeton 

University Press. 

Pierce, J. L., & Newstrom, J. W. (1983). The Design of Flexible Work Schedules and 

Employee Responses : Relationships and Process. Journal of Occupational 

Behavior, 4(4), 247–262. 

Preacher, K.J., & Hayes, A. F. (2004). SPSS and SAS procedures for estimating indirect 

effects in simple mediation models. Behavior in Research Methods, Instruments, 

and Computers, 36(4), 717–731. 

Preacher, K.J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for 

assessing and comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior 

Research Methods, 40(3), 879–891. 

Preacher, Kristopher J, Rucker, D. D., & Hayes, A. F. (2007). Addressing Moderated 

Mediation Hypotheses : Theory , Methods , and Prescriptions. Multivariate 

Behavioral Research, 42(1), 185–227. https://doi.org/10.1080/00273170701341316 

Prone, M. R. (2000). Interpersonal Conflict at Work and Psychological Outcomes : 

Testing a Model Among Young Workers. 5(2), 246–255. 

Pytlovany, A. C. (2020). Recruitment marketing: How do wellness and work-life benefits 

influence employer image perceptions, organizational attraction, and job pursuit 

intentions? Dissertation Abstracts International Section A: Humanities and Social 

Sciences, 81(8-A), No-Specified. 

http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&PAGE=reference&D=psyc16&NEWS=

N&AN=2020-17188-189 

Quick, J. C., Quick, J. D., Nelson, D. L., & Hurrell, J.J., J. (1997). Preventive stress 

management in organizations. American Pyschological Association. 

Rizzo, J. R., House, R. J., & Lirtzman, S. I. (1970). Role Conflict and Ambiguity in 

Complex Organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 15(2), 150–163. 

Ross, G. F., & Ross, G. F. (2005). Tourism Industry Employee Workstress — A Present 

and Future Crisis. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing2, 19(2), 133–147. 

https://doi.org/10.1300/J073v19n02 



 

113 
 

Rubenstein, A. L., Eberly, M. B., Lee, T. W., & Mitchell, T. R. (2018). Surveying the 

forest: A meta-analysis, moderator investigation, and future-oriented discussion of 

the antecedents of voluntary employee turnover. Personnel Psychology, 71(1), 23–

65. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12226 

Rubin, G. J., Greenberg, N., Brooks, S. K., Dunn, R., & Amlo, R. (2017). Social and 

occupational factors associated with psychological wellbeing among occupational 

groups affected by disaster : a systematic review. 8237(4), 373–384. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09638237.2017.1294732 

Russell, B. (1980). A circumplex model of affect. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 39, 1161–1178. 

Rutherford, B. N., Hamwi, G. A., Friend, S. B., & Nathaniel, N. (2011). MEASURING 

SALESPERSON BURNOUT : A REDUCED MASLACH BURNOUT 

INVENTORY FOR SALES RESEARCHERS. The Journal of Personal Selling and 

Sales Management, 31(4), 429–440. https://doi.org/10.2753/PSS0885-3 

Rutz, C., Loretto, M., Bates, A. E., Davidson, S. C., Duarte, C. M., Jetz, W., Johnson, M., 

Kato, A., Kays, R., Mueller, T., Primack, R. B., Ropert-coudert, Y., Tucker, M. A., 

Wikelski, M., & Cagnacci, F. (2020). quantify the effects of human activity on 

wildlife. Nature Ecology & Evolution, 4(September). 

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-020-1237-z 

Sarfraz, M., Qun, W., Abdullah, M. I., & Alvi, A. T. (2018). Employees’ perception of 

Corporate Social Responsibility impact on employee outcomes: Mediating role of 

organizational justice for Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs). Sustainability 

(Switzerland), 10(7). https://doi.org/10.3390/su10072429 

Schaufeli, W. B., Leiter, M. P., & Maslach, C. (2009). Burnout: 35 years of research and 

practice. The Career Development International, 14(3), 204–220. 

Schieman, S., & Reid, S. (2008). Job authority and interpersonal conflict in the 

workplace. Work and Occupations, 35(3), 296–326. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0730888408322448 

Schriesheim, C. A., Eisenbach, R. J., & Hill, K. D. (1991). The effect of negation and 

polar opposite item reversals on questionnaire reliability and validity: An 

experimental investigation. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 51, 67–

78. 

Schuler, R. S., Aldag, R. J., & Brief, A. P. (1977). Role Conflict and Ambiguity : A Scale 

Analysis. Organizational Behavior and Human Peformance, 20, 118–128. 

Sheatsley, P. B. (1983). Questionnaire construction and item writing. In P. Rossi (Ed.), 

Handbook of Survey Research. Academic Press. 

Siegrist, J. (1996). Adverse Health Effects of High-Effort / Low-Reward Conditions. 1, 

27–41. 



 

114 
 

Spilerman, S., & Stecklov, G. (2009). Societal Responses to Terrorist Attacks. Annual 

Review of Sociology, 35(1), 167–189. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-070308-

120001 

Sulistiawan, J. (2018). Work-family conflict and satisfactions : A job demand-resources 

model perspective. 115–119. 

Sull, D. (2022). Toxic Culture is Driving the Great Resignation. MIT Sloan Management 

Review, Janurary. 

Sureshchandar, G. S., Rajendran, C., & Anantharaman, R. N. (2001). A holistic model for 

total quality service. International Journal of Service Industry Management, 12(4), 

378–412. 

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (1996). Using Multivariate statistics. HarperCollins. 

Taylor, F. W. (1911). The principles of scientific management. Harper & Brothers. 

Thomas, P. . (2010). Research Methodology and Design. Research Methodology and 

Design, 291–334. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110215519.82 

Thurow, L. C. (1980). The Instability of Security. Technology Review, 56–58. 

Todoli-Signes, A. (2017). The end of the subordinate worker?: Collaborative economy, 

on-demand economy, Gig economy, and the crowdworkers’ need for protection. 

International Journal of Comparative Labour Law and Industrial Relations, 33(2). 

Topel, R. H. (1983). On layoffs and unemployment insurance. American Economic 

Review, Septemeber, 541–559. 

Van Der Post, W. Z., De Coning, T. J., & Smit, E. V. D. M. (1997). An instrument to 

measure organizational culture. South African Journal of Business Management, 

28(4), 147–168. 

Vandeberghe, C., Stordeur, S., & D’hoore, W. (2002). Transactional and 

Transformational leadership in nursing: Structural validity and substantive 

relationships. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 18(1), 16–29. 

Vasileiou, E. (2021). Behavioral finance and market efficiency in the time of the COVID-

19 pandemic: does fear drive the market? International Review of Applied 

Economics, 35(2), 224–241. https://doi.org/10.1080/02692171.2020.1864301 

Vittengl, J. R., & Holt, C. S. (1998). A time-series diary study of mood and social 

interaction. Motivation and Emotion, 22, 255–275. 

Wang, D., Tsui, A. S., Zhang, Y., & Ma, L. (2003). Employment relationships and firm 

performance: evidence from an emerging economy. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 24(5), 511–535. 

 



 

115 
 

Warr, P. (1990). The measurement of well-being and other aspects of mental health. 

Journal of Occupational Psychology, 63, 193–210. 

Watson, D., & Clark, L. A. (1988). Development and Validation of Brief Measures of 

Positive and Negative Affect : The PANAS Scales. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 54(6), 1063–1070. 

Weiss, H. M. (2002). Deconstructing job satisfaction: Seperating evaluations, beliefs and 

affective experiences. Human Resource Management Review, 12, 173–194. 

Wilkie, D. (2020). Workers’ Mental Health Suffers During the Pandemic: How 

Managers Can Help. SHRM: Better Workplaces, Better World. 

https://www.shrm.org/resourcesandtools/hr-topics/people-managers/pages/covid-

and-mental-health-.aspx 

Williams, M. L., & MacDermid, S. M. (1994). Linkages between employee benefits and 

attitudinal and behavioral outcomes: A research review and agenda. Human 

Resource Management Review, 4(2), 131–160. https://doi.org/10.1016/1053-

4822(94)90025-6 

Wilson, J. (2010). Doing justice to inclusion. European Journal of Special Needs 

Education, 6257(2000). https://doi.org/10.1080/088562500750017907 

Woods, C. M. (2006). Careless responding to reverse-worded items: Implications for 

confirmatory factor analysis. Journal of Psychopathology and Behavioral 

Assessment, 28(3), 189–194. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10862-005-9004-7 

Wright, T. A., & Bonnett, D. G. (1993). The role of employee coping and performance in 

voluntary employee withdrawl: A research and elaboration. Journal of Management, 

19, 147–161. 

Wright, T. A., & Cropanzano, R. (2000). Psychological well-being and job satisfaction as 

predictors of job performance. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 5(1), 

84–94. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.1.84 

Zhang, J., & Liu, Y. (2011). Antecedents of work-family conflict: Review and prospect. 

International Journal of Business and Management, 6(1), 89–103. 

Zikmund, W. G., Babin, B. J., Carr, J. C., & Griffin, M. (2012). Business Reserach 

Methods (9th ed.). South-Western CENGAGE Learning. 

Zohar, D. (1999). When things go wrong: The effect of daily work hassles on effort, 

exertion, and negative mood. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 

Psychology, 72, 265–283. 

 



 

116 
 

APPENDICES 
 

Survey Questions 
 

Job Demands  
 
Regarding your primary job, please indicate to what extent you agree to the following…  

 
Work-Family Conflict  
Item Values: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neither = 3; Agree = 4, Strongly Agree = 5  
1. The demands of my work interfere with my home and family life  

2. The amount of time my job takes up makes it difficult to fulfill family responsibilities  

3. Things I want to do at home do not get done because of the demands my job puts on me  

4. My job tasks make it difficult to fulfill my family duties  

5. Due to work-related duties, I have to make changes to my plans for family Activities  
 
Family-to-Work Conflict  
Item Values: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neither = 3; Agree = 4, Strongly Agree = 5  
6. The demands of my family or spouse/partner interfere with work-related activities  

7. I must put off doing things at work because of demands on my time at home  

8. Things I want to do at work do not get done because of my family or spouse/partner's needs  

9. My home life interferes with my responsibilities at work, such as getting to work on time, 
accomplishing daily tasks, and working overtime  

10. Family-related stress interferes with my ability to perform job-related duties  
 

Performance Expectations  
Item Values: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neither = 3; Agree = 4, Strongly Agree = 5  
11. My supervisor believes I complete tasks per the organization’s specifications and standards  

12. I can easily achieve the work output my employer requires of workers  

13. The goals set forth by my employer are achievable  

14. I normally complete tasks on time  
15. The work assigned to me is reasonable based on my skills and abilities  
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Role Clarity (Reverse Code)  
Item Values: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neither = 3; Agree = 4, Strongly Agree = 5  
16. Management makes it perfectly clear how my job is to be done  

17. The amount of work responsibilities and effort expected in my job is clearly defined  

18. The performance expectation in my department is well understood and communicated  
 
Obligation to Come to Work Sick  
Item Values: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neither = 3; Agree = 4, Strongly Agree = 5  
19. I feel obligated to work when I feel ill or had COVID symptoms  

20. I feel like I am letting my employer down by staying home sick  

21. I feel like I am letting my colleagues down by staying home sick  

22. My employer rewards those who work every day, even while sick  
 
Interpersonal Conflict  
Item Values: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neither = 3; Agree = 4, Strongly Agree = 5  
23. I am often treated unfairly in the workplace  

24. I am often blamed or criticized for something that was not my fault  

25. I feel other are regularly angry or annoyed with me  

26. I believe others gossip or talk about me behind my back at work  

27. I often feel teased at work  
 

Job Resources  
 
Regarding your primary job, please indicate to what extent you agree to the following…  

 
Employee Rights  
Item Values: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neither = 3; Agree = 4, Strongly Agree = 5  
28. I may speak out against my employer without fear of retaliation  

29. I am discouraged from seeking outside employment (recode)  

30. My organization’s policies are clear and easy to understand  

31. My immediate supervisor allows me to address my concerns directly with them  

32. I can voice my disagreement during a performance review  

33. Employees trust management’s efforts to improve employment concerns  

34. I feel confident that my job is protected from layoffs  
 
Employee Benefits  
Item Values: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neither = 3; Agree = 4, Strongly Agree = 5  
35. My employee benefits are comparable to other like companies in the area  

36. I feel my employer pays their fair share in offering me employee benefits  

37. I feel the employee benefits improve the overall well-being of participants  

38. I am or my family is likely to use the employee benefits offered to me  

39. The employee benefits offered by my employer fairly represent the needs of employees  
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Autonomy  
Item Values: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neither = 3; Agree = 4, Strongly Agree = 5  
40. I have significant control over my work schedule  

41. My supervisor has little control over defining my work schedule  

42. I determine the priorities of my work assignments  
43. I can perform my work assignments independent of others  
 
Social Support  
Item Values: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neither = 3; Agree = 4, Strongly Agree = 5  
44. There is someone at work I can talk to about the pressures in my life  

45. There is at least one person at work I can share most things with  

46. When I am feeling down, there is someone at work I can lean on for support  
 
Psychological Safety  
Item Values: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neither = 3; Agree = 4, Strongly Agree = 5  
47. If I make a mistake on my team, it is often held against me  

48. Members of my workgroup can bring up problems and tough issues  

49. Members of my workgroup sometimes reject others for being different  

50. It is safe to take a risk in my workgroup  

51. I feel my unique skills and talents are valued and utilized  

52. No one in my workgroup would intentionally undermine my efforts  
 

Psychological Well-Being  
 
Emotional Exhaustion/Burnout  
Item Values: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neither = 3; Agree = 4, Strongly Agree = 5  
53. I feel used up at the end of the workday  

54. I feel fatigued in the morning when I wake up and have to face another day at work  

55. I feel I treat some individuals at work as if they were impersonal objects  

56. Working with people all day is really a strain for me 

57. I do not really care what happens to some individuals at work  

 

Job Dissatisfaction  

Item Values: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neither = 3; Agree = 4, Strongly Agree = 5  
58. I get along with my supervisors (R)  

59. All my talents and skills are used at work (R)  

60. I feel good about my job (R)  

61. I receive recognition for a job well done (R)  

62. I feel good about working at this company (R)  

63. I feel my wages are fair (R)  
 
Negative Affect  
Item Values: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neither = 3; Agree = 4, Strongly Agree = 5  
I often feel….  
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64. Scared at work?  

65. afraid to go to work?  

66. upset while at work?  

67. distressed by work?  

68. nervous while at work?  

69. irritable while at work?  

70. hostile while at work?  

71. ashamed of work?  

72. guilty while at work?  
 

Outcome Predictor  
 
Regarding your primary job, please indicate to what extent you agree to the following…  

 
Intention-to-Quit  
Item Values: Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neither = 3; Agree = 4, Strongly Agree = 5  
73. I often seriously consider leaving my job to work for another employer  

74. I intend to quit my current job. 

75. I have started to look for other jobs.  
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