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Most of the researchers have focused on work-relate d attitudes and employment alternatives to explain 
leave intension (or turnover intention) of employee s. Job embeddedness framework integrates both 
work and non-work related factors to explain employ ee’s turnover rather than only work related 
dimension. This paper presents the results of an em pirical survey conducted in higher education 
institutions to validate job embeddedness construct  in a new context. Out of the two types of 
embeddedness, our findings fully supports that orga nization embeddedness has a negative impact on 
leave intension, however, there is no impact of com munity embeddedness. In addition, job alternative 
positively relates to leave intention. Some items o f community and organization link dimensions of the  
composite measure have also been improved.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Human resource (HR) systems of an organization are no 
more static but considered to be dynamic systems that 
consist of stocks and flows (Bartholomew et al., 1991). 
Organizational turnover is one of the most fundamental 
flows of this system. In this context, an important 
responsibility of HR professionals is to control employee’s 
turnover and retain the high performs in the organization 
for a longer period (Alam, 2009; Naris and Ukpere, 2010). 

Leave intention is “the extent to which an employee 
plans to leave an organization”. Stronger feelings of 
withdrawal intentions typically result in an increased 
likelihood that the employee will leave (Steel and Ovalle, 
1984). Various terms that are synonymous with leave 
intention have been used in management literature. 
These synonymous terms are “withdrawal intentions and 
cognitions” (Maertz and Campion, 1998), “intent to leave” 
(Barak et al., 2001), “turnover intention” (Wayne et al., 
1997), and “propensity to leave” (Murray and Murray, 
1998). For purposes of uniformity, the phrase “leave 
intention” is adopted in this study to describe the extent to  
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which employees feel they will leave an organization. 
Alternative job is the “availability of equivalent or better 

jobs in the immediate area outside the organization”. This 
assumes a certain level of ‘visibility’ or an employee’s 
level of awareness of other available jobs and 
consistently has been found to have effect on intent to 
quit (Griffeth and Hom, 1988).  

Organizations are interested in decreasing employee 
turnover because of the high replacement costs (Ramlall, 
2003; Richard et al., 1995; Hom and Griffeth, 1995; Tang, 
2005). The total cost of employee withdrawal to 
organization (including turnover, absence, lateness and 
withholding of effort, as well as new recruitment, selecting 
and training costs) is 17% pretax annual income (Sagie 
et al., 2002). Another study concludes that the aggregate 
impact of turnover on American business is $ 11 billion 
annually (Abbasi and Hollman, 2000). One of the world’s 
largest management and information technology 
consulting firm estimates that an experienced consultant 
while leaving from an organization takes away an 
intellectual value of over $ 1 million (Oz, 2002). Dess and 
Shaw (2001) have proposed a supplemental perspective 
of turnover, that is, human capital that is valuable in 
terms of organizational social capital. 



 
 
 
 

According to Holtom et al. (2006), the social relationships 
formed by employees inside and outside the organization 
are believed to create social capital, a source that is 
being increasingly recognized crucial for success in 
today’s organization. When a valued person leaves a 
firm, the social network is disrupted and some of the 
social capital leaves as well. It is a fact that an individual 
propensity to leave a job depends upon many personal, 
organizational and environmental factors. An early 
attempt to figure out these causes is made in by Silcock 
(1954). Griffeth et al. (2000), Kirschenbaum and 
Weisberg (2002), Price (2001) and Zeffane (1994) 
identify various variables that fall into the categories of 
employee characteristics, job nature, organization nature 
and external condition. Iverson and Roy (1994) identify 
economic, psychological, and sociological perspectives of 
leave intention. Lambert et al. (2001) and Rosemary and 
Monique (2003) tries to investigate turnover phenomenon 
in terms of HR practices. Normative pressure by family 
and friends (Maertz and Campion, 1998), kinship 
responsibility (Price, 2001), work/family conflict (Frone et 
al., 1992; Greenhaus and Beutell, 1985), financial 
responsibilities, and community relations (Flowers and 
Hughes, 1973; Iverson and Roy, 1994) are other 
variables that may be considered cogent reasons to 
explain turnover phenomenon. 

This study makes an empirical investigation to explain 
leave intention in higher education setting. Job embed-
dedness framework has already been tested in various 
contexts to explain leave intention. However, to the best 
of our knowledge, hardly any study in higher education 
system has been conducted that uses this framework. 
The second important variable that is used to explain is 
job alternatives. 

In order to understand the phenomenon of employee 
turnover, that is, why they leave organizations, several 
models have been presented in literature. Further, this 
paper briefly discusses the traditional turnover models 
and the job ebmbeddedness approach to employee 
turnover (or leave intention). Subsequent discussion 
covers the research methodology followed by data 
analysis and interpretations about the empirical survey. 
Then the paper includes a discussion and conclusions. 
Lastly, the limitations and directions are presented.  
 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW  
 
Leave intention is behavioral in nature and most 
researchers now accept that leave or stay intention with a 
particular employer is the final cognitive step in the 
decision making process of voluntary turnover. Fishbein 
and Ajzen (1975) believe that the best single predictor of 
an individual’s behavior is his intention to perform that 
behavior. There are empirical and theoretical evidence 
that leave intentions are very good predictors of actual 
turnover   (Ajzen, 2002).  Steel   and  Ovalle (1984) report  
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that meta-correlation between intent to leave and 
employee turnover is 0.50. Dalessio et al. (1986) argue 
that in future more attentions should be given to the direct 
and indirect influences of variables on intention to quit as 
opposed to the actual act of turnover. From the 
employer’s standpoint, intention to quit may be more 
important variable than the actual act of turnover. If the 
precursors to intentions to quit are better understood, the 
employer could possibly institute changes to affect this 
intention. 

In majority of turnover studies, researchers focus on 
work-related attitudes and employment alternatives. This 
traditional wisdom (as named by Mitchell et al., 2001) 
remains relatively unchanged for the last 50 years. 
According to these approaches, job satisfaction is 
considered to be an important and principal determinant 
of leave intention. The model of March and Simon (1958) 
is frequently cited by this school of thought. Many studies 
have proved job satisfaction as a reliable predictor of 
turnover (Oktay, 1992; Hellman, 1997; Manlove and 
Guzell, 1997; Feng and Angeline, 2010) and shown to 
have a direct effect on leave intention as well (Klenke-
Hamel and Mathieu, 1990; Liou, 1998; Harrington et al., 
2001; Lambert et al., 2001).  

However, some researchers contend that job 
satisfaction is a precursor to organizational commitment, 
higher levels of commitment leads to a lower leave 
intention (Lachman and Aranya, 1986; Good et al., 1988; 
DeConinck and Bachmann, 1994; Lum et al., 1998). 
Organizational commitment is a useful measure of 
organizational effectiveness that has the potential to 
predict organizational outcomes such as performance, 
turnover and absenteeism (Meyer and Allen, 1997). It 
provides the most consistent, direct relationship with 
leave intention across a wide variety of samples (Bishop 
et al., 2000). Leave intention negatively associates with 
perceived organizational support and commitment 
(Tumwesigye, 2010). Similarly, Ponnu and Chuah (2010) 
suggest to improve employees’ commitment to their 
organizations and to reduce their leave intentions.   

Traditional turnover models depict that employees 
leave their organization because of negative job attitudes, 
though this is not true in all turnover cases. Rusbult and 
Farrell (1983), and Rusbult et al. (1988) show that before 
changing the job, people make comparison between the 
investment they made in their job or organization, the 
rewards, quality of alternative, and associated costs 
dispensed for working with a particular organization and 
these comparisons are flexible. Hom and Greiffeth (1995) 
and Greiffeth et al. (2000) in their meta-analysis to find 
determinants of turnover, also support this opinion that 
work attitudes play only a small role in overall turnover 
and there is need for new theory. 

Unfolding model of employee turnover is an effort in 
search of an alternative theory. Lee and Mitchell (1994) 
present a model to explain the mechanism of voluntary 
turnover. This model describes four paths that employees  
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follow while considering to leave an organization. Three 
of the paths require some kind of “shock” or outside force 
to cause the employee to reconsider staying with an 
employer (Alam et al., 2010). Shocks are not limited to 
work factors and may include any factor, which causes 
an employee to consider leaving a current job. Later Lee 
et al. (1996) demonstrate that these four paths explain 
63% of the leaving process in their sample. The un-
matchable responses of 27% respondents prompt Lee et 
al. (1999) to re-theorize and extend the unfolding model 
so that the conceptual ambiguities may be removed. 
These studies have emphasized that many people leave 
their jobs not just because of negative effect (that is, job 
dissatisfaction and weak organizational commitment) but 
also due to “shocks”. Holtom et al. (2005) also report the 
same finding.  

Mitchell et al. (2001) have introduced organizational 
attachment construct ‘job embeddedness’ to help 
address the effect of both work and non-work related 
factors on employee’s stay in an organization which 
discourage their voluntary turnover. The critical aspects 
of job embeddedness are (1) the links that an individual 
has on and off their job, (2) the fit s/he perceives with 
environment where s/he lives and work and (3) the 
sacrifice that s/he has to make by giving up their job in 
terms of how this action would affect the other aspects of 
their life that are linked with their job. These three 
dimensions of job embeddedness are important in the 
organizational and community context and these are 
perceived to have negative relation with leave intention. 
The more embedded an individual is, the greater the 
inertia, the greater the force required for inducing the 
person to leave. 

Following the research direction of Mitchell et al. 
(2001), a longitudinal study was conducted by Holtom 
and O’ Neill (2004) to assess the predictive validity of the 
job embeddedness in healthcare setting. The findings 
suggest that job embeddedness is a valuable lens to 
evaluate employee’s retention. A meaningful variance in 
turnover can be explained through job embeddedness in 
excess of all the major variables included in the major 
models of turnover. Lee et al. (2004) disaggregated job 
embeddedness into two major sub-dimensions i.e. on the 
job and off the job. Their study reveals that off the job 
embeddedness significantly predicts the subsequent 
“voluntary turnover” whereas on the job embeddedness 
does not. Cunningham et al. (2005) revise the original 
multi-item scale and used it with newly developed global-
item measure in randomly selected intercollegiate softball 
coaches and athletic department employees. Results 
demonstrate the efficacy of the job embeddedness 
construct in explaining why people choose to stay in their 
organizations. Tanova (2006) uses the new framework to 
find determinants of voluntary turnover in Europe. Results 
of this study are in conformance with the finding of 
Mitchel et al. (2001). Mallol et al. (2007) have conducted 
research in a culturally diverse population for  two leading  

 
 
 
 
southeast Florida banks and examine the predictive value 
of job embeddedness. Their findings also suggest that 
job embeddedness is a predictor of employee retention. 
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Objective and hypotheses  
 
The current study focuses on finding the impact of job embed-
dedness on leave intention. It develops multi item measure of job 
embeddedness and then validates it as has been proposed by 
Mitchell et al. (2001). The following hypotheses are formulated for 
testing through empirical investigation: 
 
H1: Leave intention negatively relates to the Job embeddedness. 
H2: Leave intention positively relates to the Job alternatives. 
 
 
Population and sample characteristics 
 
The teaching faculty in the higher education institutions (HEIs) 
situated in Lahore, the capital of Punjab and the second largest 
metropolitan city of Pakistan constitutes the population. These are 
25 HEIs, 11 are public and 14 are private institutions in Lahore 
having 3356 permanent faculty members. These institutions 
represent about 20% of the total number of institutions in Pakistan. 

The cross-sectional study is conducted on opinion based 
questionnaire survey from a sample of teaching faculty. Multi-stage 
sampling design is used. At first stage, a sample of 10 HEIs is 
randomly selected (5 public and 5 private). There are 1368 
permanent faculty members in the 10 sampled HEIs (826 in the 
public and 542 in the private institutions). At the second stage, a 
sample of 80 faculty members is randomly selected from this 
sampling frame of the faculty. The calculation of the sample size is 
explained thus. 

According to Hanif and Munir (2004: 62), “optimal sample 
minimizes sampling error. Although sampling error is decreased by 
the increase of sample size but without optimal sample size, there 
is a danger of a large non-sampling error.” The selection of formula 
for sample size depends upon the type of data, categorical or 
continuous, that is playing a primary role in data analysis (Bartlett et 
al., 2001). Here, continuous data is playing the primary role in the 
data analysis. Therefore, the Cochran’s (1977) sample size formula 
may be used; n = (Z2 × S2) / D2. There are three components of this 
formula. First is Z (standard normal variable), its value depends 
upon the selected alpha level (confidence level). For 90% 
confidence level, the value of Z is 1.65. Second, S (estimate of 
variance), for a scaled variable, number of points on the scale is 
divided by the number of standard deviations that would include all 
possible values in the range. For a seven-point scale and given that 
six standard deviations (three to each side of the mean) would 
capture 98% of all responses (Bartlett et al., 2001). Dividing 7 by 6, 
the value of S is 1.167. Third, D (margin of error), for continuous 
data the acceptable margin of error is 3% (Krejcie and Morgan, 
1970). Therefore, D = 0.30 × 7 = 0.21. Putting values of the three 
components, the sample size n = 84. This sample size is about 
6.14% (of 1368), which exceeds 5% of the population; therefore, 
Cochran’s (1977) correction (iteration) formula applies to calculate 
the optimal sample size. n = 84 / (1+84/1368) = 79.17 or 80. 

Randomly selected 80 (56 public and 24 private) faculty 
members from strata of public and private institutions participated in 
the survey. About 68% faculty members have permanent and about 
32% have contractual employment status. Bachelor and Master 
degree holder are 46% whereas M.Phil and PhD qualified are 36 
and 11% respectively and the remaining has other qualifications. 
About 71% respondents are married and  female  representation  is  
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Table 1.  Revised multi items job embeddedness construct. 
 

Link to community 

I feel great sense of belonging to house where I live. 

My family roots are in the community, where I live. 
I have reasonable number of family members living nearby. 

I have reasonable number of close friends living nearby. 
  

Link to  organization 

I have served in present position for a long time. 
I have served in present organization for a long time. 
I have served in present profession for a long time. 
I have many coworkers who regularly interact with me. 
I have many coworkers who are highly dependent upon me. 
I am a part of many work committees/teams. 

  

Fit to community 

I really love the place where I live. 
The weather of the place, where I live is suitable for me.  
I think of the community where I live as home. 
This area where I live offers leisure activities that I like (for example, sports, 
outdoors, cultural, arts). 
I have family oriented environment where I live. 

  

Fit to organization 

I like the members of my work group. 

My coworkers are similar to me. 
My job utilizes my skills and abilities well. 
I like the culture that the organization has. 
I like the authority and responsibility I have in this organization. 

I can reach my professional goal working for this organization. 
I feel good about my professional growth and development. 
I feel personally valued by the name of organization. 
My values are compatible with organization’s value. 

  

Sacrifice to community 
Leaving the community where I live would be very hard. 

People of the community where I live respect me a lot. 
My neighborhood is safe. 

  

Sacrifice to organization 

I have a lot of freedom on this job to decide how to pursue my goal. 

The perks and benefits of this job are outstanding.  
I feel that people at work respect me. 
My promotional opportunities are excellent here. 
I am well compensated for my level of performance. 
The health care benefits provided by this organization are excellent. 

The retirement benefits provided by this organization are excellent 
The prospects for continuing employment with this organization are excellent. 
I would sacrifice a lot if I left this job. 

 
 
 
21%. Lecturers, Assistant Professors, Associate Professors and 
Professors are common designations that are used in these 
institutions. About 79% faculty members have urban background. 
Average age of respondents is 39 years (s.d = ±12.04). 
 
 
Measures 
 
Job embeddedness is measured through  a  customized  version  of 

the multi-item construct of Mitchell et al. (2001). Seven point Likert 
scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (to a great extent) is adopted to record 
the responses. The mean of scales of all items in each dimension 
represent the score for that dimension and mean of all dimensions 
is the score of job embeddedness. Table 1 presents the revised 
version of the construct.  

It is worth mentioning that some items of multi-item construct of 
Mitchell et al. (2001) have been rephrased and reworded with the 
purposes to convert all nominal or categorical items into Likert scale  
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Table 2.   Impact of job embeddedness on leave intention. 
 

Variable Β R2 Adj. R 2 

Block 1  0.138 0.102 

Gender -0.727   

Job category 0.926*   

Marital status 0.771   

    
Block 2  0.326 0.234 

Community link  -0.014   

Community fit  -0.158   

Community sacrifice -0.116   

Organization link  -0.012   

Organization fit -0.410**   

Organization sacrifice -0.344**   
 
 
 
items. For example, the original construct contain a dichotomous 
item “do you own a home?” (Yes or No) and an item “how many of 
your close family members live nearby (a numbers) for the 
community link dimension. Cunningham et al. (2005) point out low 
internal consistency of these items because of non-uniformity of the 
scale and different interpretation of question related to family 
members. Regarding ‘close members living nearby’ some might 
consider immediate family while some might consider immediate 
and extended family members. Such differences in interpretation 
could influence the results (Alam and Hoque, 2010). By revising 
these items, the alpha value is now in the acceptable range. 

Similarly, with respect to organization links, respondents are 
asked to indicate, among other things, the number of years they 
have worked in the organization and the number of coworkers who 
highly depend on them. It is conceivable, and likely, that responses 
to the items would vary greatly, thereby, diminishing the internal 
consistency. Following the directions of Cunningham et al. (2005), 
some items of community link and organization link have been 
rephrased. Similarly, a few items are combined and some 
unnecessary items are omitted. Community and organization link 
dimensions of multi-item construct of Mitchell et al. (2001) are 
improved in this way. A pilot study is also conducted to test 
reliability of the revised multi-item measures (Table 1). 

For the measurement of leave intention, three items are adapted 
from Home et al. (1984). Seven point Likert scale from 1 (not at all) 
to 7 (to a great extent) is used. The mean of means of all three 
items is the final score, which depicts leave intention.  

Two questions are adopted from Lee and Mowday’s work (1987) 
and were rephrased to measure alternative job opportunity. Four 
items from Kopelman et al. (1992) are used to measure job search 
behaviour. Participants were given yes or no response options (Yes 
= 1, No = 2). 
 
 
ANALYSES AND INTERPRETATION  
 
This study is conducted on Likert scales; so the 
Cronbach’s alpha is used which is the most suitable test 
for testing reliability of the measure. Internal reliability test 
was performed on each scale to check the value of 
reliabilities. All scales met or exceeded the minimum level 
of reliability estimates. Other underlying assumptions are 
examined and no major violations are found (for example,  

 
 
 
 
outlier, major deviations from normality, etc.). The basic 
descriptive statistics is applied to all the data. In 
descriptive statistics, mean and standard deviation have 
been calculated whereas bivariate analysis has been 
applied. Means, standard deviations, bivariate correla-
tions, and reliability estimates are presented in Table 2. 
 
 
Hypothesis testing 
 
In order to test H1, regression analysis with leave 
intention as dependent variable has been run. Gender, 
job category and marital status are entered in the first 
block and job embeddedness is entered in second block. 
On the basis of outcome of this test following set of 
regression equations are deduced: 
 
Model 1:   Y1=1.366 -.727X1+.926X2*+. 771X3 

Model 2:   Y2=3.795 -.742X1+.919X2*+.592X3-.459X4* 
 
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001; Y = leave intention, 
X1= gender, X2 = job category, X3= marital status, X4 = 
job embeddedness. 

Model 1 show that only job category significantly 
explains the variance in leave intention, whereas gender 
and marital status do not. Model 2 show that job 
embeddedness has a negative impact on leave intention. 
With every unit change in job embeddedness, leave 
intension changes by 0.459 units. Therefore, H1 is 
accepted and leave intention of the teaching faculty is 
negatively related to their job embeddedness. 

This may also be observed from Table 2 that job cate-
gory and job embeddedness significantly relates to leave 
intension. It may further be observed from this table that 
only two organization related facets out of the six facets 
of job embeddedness are significant predictor of leave 
intention. Detail results of this analysis are shown in 
Table 2. As seen in this table, job embeddedness 
contributed 23.4% (p < 0.03) variance beyond the control 
variables.  

Similar to the finding of correlation analysis, in regres-
sion analysis, it is observed that the three community 
related facets and one organizational related of job 
embeddedness does not significantly explains leave 
intention. It might be possible that only two organization 
specific facets (fit and sacrifice) be the stronger predictor 
of individual’s leave intention in this sample or context, 
which needs further exploration. However, all the six 
facets of job embeddedness significantly interrelated. 
Table 3 demonstrate that positive significant correlation 
exist between job alternative and   leave   intention   (r = 
0.54,  p = 0.000).  This means that faculty who perceives 
high job alter-natives would be more leave intended. To 
check the strength of influence for this variable in leave 
prediction, regression analysis is also performed. In this 
analysis leave intention is again taken as a dependent 
variable, job alternative is entered  in  the  first  block  and  
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Table 3.  Means, standard deviations, reliability and bivariate correlations estimates. 
 

 Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
1 Sector                
2 Gender -0.07               
3 Background -0.07 -0.20              
4 Work nature 0.07 -0.08 -0.08             
5 Job category 0.01 0.16 0.10 -0.13            
6 Link to community -0.04 -0.07 -0.04 -0.07 -0.04           
7 Fit to community 0.13 -0.09 0.04 -0.09 0.01 0.67**          
8 Sacrifice to community 0.10 0.09 -0.06 -0.20 -0.14 0.44** 0.50**         
9 Link to Org. 0.13 -0.33** -0.07 0.10 -0.20 0.34** 0.32** 0.23*        
10 Fit to Org. 0.10 -0.02 0.11 -0.19 0.04 0.12 0.42** 0.45** 0.36**       
11 Sacrifice to Org. -0.09 0.04 0.13 -0.17 -0.01 0.29** 0.45** 0.42** 0.28* 0.76**      
12 Leave intention -0.01 -0.11 -0.03 0.14 0.30** -0.03 -0.13 -0.18 -0.08 -.41** -0.37**     
13 Job alternatives 0.00 -0.07 -0.07 0.34** 0.11 0.04 0.05 0.09 -0.02 -0.22 -0.24* 0.54**    
14 Job search -0.01 0.05 -0.07 -0.24* -0.13 0.04 0.08 0.05 0.00 0.19 0.27* -0.46** -.25*   
15 Job embeddedness 0.07 -0.10 0.01 -0.15 -0.09 0.70** 0.81** 0.71** 0.61** .71** 0.74** -0.28* -0.08 0.15  
 Mean 1.30 1.21 1.21 1.41 1.33 4.77 4.59 4.61 5.08 5.16 4.14 2.70 4.00 1.58 4.71 
 Standard deviation 0.46 0.41 0.41 0.77 0.47 1.41 1.17 1.32 1.16 1.22 1.22 1.68 1.76 0.34 0.89 
 Reliability      0.76 0.81 0.69 0.78 0.90 0.89 0.86 0.77 0.76 0.93 

 

Correlation is significant at *0.05 level and **0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
 
 
job embeddedness is entered in the second block. 
The following regression equations are drawn 
from this test’s outcome, which depicts that 
positive relation exist between job alternative and 
is useful predictor of leave intention (Model 3). 

The second regression equation (Model 4) 
shows that with every unit change in job alter-
native the respective change in leave intension is 
0.504 units. Therefore,  H2  is  also  accepted  and 
job alternative is positively related to leave 
intention. In other words, the perception about job 
availability in market does have a positive 
influence upon leave intention of the faculty: 
 
Model 3:    Y1=.628 +.522X1*** 
Model 4:    Y2=2.654 +.504X1***-.455X2* 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001; Y = leave 
intention, X1 = job alternative, X2= job 
embeddedness 
 
 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 
Mitchell    et    al.   (2001)    and      others      have 
recommended the improvement and development 
of job embeddedness framework. They have 
observed low reliability estimates for link to 
community and link to organization dimensions of 
the construct. Cunnigham et al. (2005) has opined 
that low internal consistency in these dimensions 
is due to non-uniformity of scales and different 
interpretation  of  questions. Prior to   investigation  

some changes in six elements of these two 
dimensions were suggested and finally incur-
porated after pilot testing. Due to these changes, 
improvements were recorded in reliability 
estimates of community and organization link 
dimensions. Reliability estimates of all measure 
were higher than the cut off score 0.70 except 
one. The observed values of reliability estimates 
of this study are higher as compared with the 
values recorded in previous studies. These 
revisions and changes improved the reliability of 
the construct - so this is the contribution, which 
this study made. 

Secondly this study has contributed in academic 
literature in a way that it is an extension of the 
unique work of Mitchell et al. (2001) in new   context.  
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They have developed the construct and proposed new 
attachment framework called – job embeddedness. The 
construct emphasizes that attitudinal variables like job 
satisfaction and organizational commitment can only 
predict very small amount of employee’s turnover, and 
job embed-dedness is better lens for its prediction. Later 
on, many researchers validated their Mitchell et al. (2001) 
study findings. But all these research studies were 
conducted in USA context. So, current study contributes 
to academic literature in a way that new framework has 
been empirically investigated in academic setting of 
Pakistan, which is a new context. 

This research presents evidence concerning the 
relationship between job embeddedness (aggregate) and 
leave intention. From the correlation analysis presented 
in the previous section, it is shown that job embedded-
ness is negatively co-related to employee's leave 
intention. This result is consistent with previous research 
work (Mitchell et al., 2001; Cunningham et al., 2005). 
However, detail analysis shows that this relationship is 
significant only for organization embeddedness and not 
for community embeddedness. This is the “Half Truth” 
that has support from results of this study. Partial 
disagreement with Mitchell et al. (2001) and others may 
be due to contextual difference or sample specific/ likely 
reasons. Other likely reason for this may be that all 
chartered institutions are housed in the same city and no 
question of community change arises. 
 
 
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTION   
 
Sector specificity, cross-sectional design and male 
domination sample are the potential limitations of the 
study. For generalization, responses from diversified 
backgrounds would have been better. Also, a longitudinal 
study is may be more suitable to predict leave intention. 

As discussed in the analysis,  several  areas  need  further 
empirical investigation. We know that six dimensions of 
job embeddedness construct are community link, 
community fit, community sacrifice, organization link, 
organization fit and organization sacrifices. First three 
dimensions are community specific and last three dimen-
sions are organization specific. However, Mitchell et al. 
(2001) conceptualized job embeddedness as reflecting 
the totality of these forces that constraint people from 
leaving their current employment. Especially, off the job 
embeddedness represent a new perspective on “why 
people stay” on their job and initial findings of their 
research verifies that at least in one of the samples of 
their study, all components of job embeddedness are cor-
related to turnover. Results of this study also support the 
Mitchell et al. (2001) finding which provided that job 
embeddedness has taken aggregate of all these forces. 
However, if it is disintegrated into its two major parts, we 
find that organization embeddedness has full support 
from our findings but no support is available for 
community    embeddedness.  This  aspect  needs  to  be  

 
 
 
 
empirically investigated in further research studies. 
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