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Abstract 

 

High employee turnover and job-hopping of Millennials have been identified as emerging problems by many 

researchers and many employers. Not much consensus exists on the definition of job-hopping, its motives, 

and the relationship of various factors and this phenomenon making it an interesting topic to study. 

The purpose of this thesis is to determine the tenure of Millennials and to provide additional support or 

denial of the claim of high turnover rates and job-hopping of this generation. Moreover, this thesis aims to 

find motives that drive this behavior, identify factors, their relationship with, and its strength of influence on 

turnover intentions. Lastly, it aims at discovering if turnover intentions are a good predictor of the actual 

behavior of Millennials. 

Positivism, as a research philosophy and quantitative methods serve as the methodological base of the thesis. 

The data analysis of the survey results is executed using the multiple regression that helps with hypotheses 

testing.  

The findings of this thesis complement already existing quantitative research and support the statements of 

a very short tenure of Millennials that suggests the job-hopping tendency of this generation. Moreover, it 

supports the prevalence of the advancement motive of job-hopping. Turnover intentions are found to have 

a significant influence on the actual turnover, as two of three determinants from the Theory of planned 

behavior have shown a statistically significant positive relationship with turnover intentions.  

Education level, attitudes towards behavior, and subjective norms are identified as having a positive relation 

to turnover intentions. Age, job category, affective commitment, intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction are 

suggested to have a negative relationship with turnover intentions. 

The main contribution of this thesis is adding up-to-date quantitative data to supplement current research 

done on this topic, elaborating on the specific generation and not industry. It offers a perspective on the 

possibilities of controlling various factors that influence this behavior of Millennials. It thus provides both, 

employers with a starting point and possibilities of controlling some factors and finding a way to decrease 

these turnover rates and researchers with a starting point on studying specific relationships of factors 

influencing the job-hopping. 

 

Keywords: Millennials, turnover intentions, job-hopping, organizational commitment, job satisfaction 
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1 Introduction 

This thesis aims to find if Millennials that are currently active in the job market change jobs often enough 

that this behavior can be considered job-hopping. It also aims at identifying the motives that drive this 

behavior.  

Besides, the last aim is to find the factors that influence the turnover intentions and possible job-hopping 

behavior of Millennials and identify the relationships between these factors and the job-hopping intentions 

of this specific generation.  

This opening chapter introduces the topic of interest and provides a brief introduction to the area of 

generational differences, Millennials, employee turnover, and job-hopping behavior of Millennials. Following 

the introduction, the research question is introduced, and the structure of this thesis is presented. 

 

1.1 Research topic 

Generations and differences between them have always been catching the attention of researchers and with 

every new generation entering the workforce, the interest of the researchers keeps growing.  

Millennials, also known as Generation Y (born between 1982 and 1995), have represented around 34,3% of 

the working-age population (15-64) worldwide1 and around 28.8% in Denmark2 at the end of 2019, and thus 

represent a significant group of interest for the employers (Smola & Sutton, 2002). Members of this 

generation are often described as very optimistic, full of ideals, having high expectations of self and others. 

Millennials grew up with technology and thus became much more tech-savvy than any other generation 

before. They use the internet as their primary source of information as opposed to other generations that 

preferred sources like TV, radio, and newspapers (Martin, 2005). 

Similar to Generation X (born between 1961 and 1981), they value their time and have a much shorter time 

horizon. Furthermore, multitasking and collaboration in teams have become an inseparable feature of their 

working style (Thompson & Gregory, 2012). 

What might seem like a rude attitude and too high expectations is that Millennials expect to be rewarded 

based on the evaluation of their outcome, not build upon their age, level of experience, or their tenure (Hill, 

 
1 https://www.worldometers.info/demographics/world-demographics/#broad-age) 
2 https://www.dst.dk/en/Statistik/emner/befolkning-og-valg/befolkning-og-befolkningsfremskrivning/folketal 

https://www.worldometers.info/demographics/world-demographics/#broad-age
https://www.dst.dk/en/Statistik/emner/befolkning-og-valg/befolkning-og-befolkningsfremskrivning/folketal
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2002). To prove that they are working on the things that matter to them, they like and seek challenges and 

the best way to reward them for their performance is to give them more responsibility (Tulgan, 2013). 

Above and beyond, many stereotypes are used to describe Millennials, with one of them being the disloyalty 

(Thompson & Gregory, 2012). Statistics show that almost 60% of Millennials have changed jobs at least once 

throughout their careers and 6 out of 10 Millennials do not plan to stay with the same employer for the rest 

of their career. Moreover, Gallup research shows that 21% of millennials reported they have changed jobs 

within the year 2016 what is three times the number that Baby Boomers and members of Generation X have 

done (2016). The so-called ‘job-hopping’ phenomenon is being used to describe this behavior of Millennials 

(Thompson & Gregory, 2012).  

As every generation has different traits, values, goals, and work expectations, today's managers experience 

challenges in creating unity and a positive working environment in the working place when working with 

different and broad age groups. One of the results is that leaders and companies struggle to retain Millennials 

for a longer time and lose them before they get back the return on the time and resources invested in these 

employees. The often-asked question is if this behavior finds a source only in the generational traits of 

Millennials or if other factors influence it too. 

 

1.2 Problem area 

As it was just discussed, the workforce nowadays consists of multiple generations that have been exposed to 

various events that shaped who they are not only as humans but also as employees (Strauss & Howe, 1991). 

As a result, these generations have developed different views on their work-life balance, have diverse values, 

and their individual demands and expectations (Kupperschmidt, 2000).  

It is not easy to recognize all generational differences and the way how they influence the attitudes of 

individuals, but by understanding them and meeting the conditions of generations leaders can increase 

productivity, employee morale, and lower employee turnover (Khatri et al., 2001). 

As said, Millennials are the generation with the highest education so far, they are much more tech-savvy, 

confident multitaskers. These traits also influence the way how they think about their employers and 

workplaces. They are highly ambitious and have strong learning orientation and they require their employers 

to provide them with opportunities for development, advancement and challenging tasks, close relationships 

with management, and a good ratio of work-life balance. The best way to reward them is to show them the 

recognition for the tasks accomplished and goals achieved and provide them with more responsibility 

(Thompson & Gregory, 2012). 
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If the leaders, managers, or HR do not consider these generational differences in values, demands, and 

preferences, it can lead to various misunderstandings that can result in decreased motivation, 

unproductivity, and lower employee commitment and end up with employees leaving the company (Hancock 

et al., 2013). Additionally, because of the new generations entering the workforce, there might be 

misalignment between already developed turnover theories and the current needs of Millennials and other 

generations.  

Most of the research supports the findings that with the entrance of Millennials to the workplaces, the 

employee turnover rates increased significantly (Kowske et al., 2010). Kuron et al. (2015) have compared the 

three generations and found out that Millennials change jobs twice as fast as Generation X (born 1961-1981) 

and three-times faster than, even older, Baby boomers (born 1943-1960). Current statistics from Denmark 

also support higher rates in job switching and show that 31,9% of all employees have switched their jobs in 

2018, which was slightly higher than 28.8% in 20173, which was the highest number since 2009 when the 

statistics are available from.  

Employee turnover has been in the interest of researches since the 1950s, but this so-called job-hopping of 

Millennials, a frequent voluntary movement from job to job, became a challenge for many industries as it 

creates additional expenses, causes the loss of organizational knowledge and harms the organizational 

performance. It not only creates financial losses as the companies need to recruit, train, and spend time on 

new employees, but it negatively influences customer satisfaction, trust, and innovation. Compared to the 

low turnover that leads to way too high benefit costs and low growth, the high turnover causes the loss of 

corporate knowledge that is necessary for the companies to maintain the competitive advantage and to 

sustain the position on the market (Hancock et al., 2013). 

This way said it is important for leaders to identify the factors that influence this behavior of Millennials and 

develop the ways how to improve or influence them so they remain with the organization (Ozcelik, 2015). 

Job satisfaction together with employee motivation are important factors that help to increase employee 

commitment. Besides, several theories suggest that job satisfaction increases loyalty and thus decreases 

employees’ intentions to leave and consequent employee turnover (Yang et al., 2012). Demographic and 

uncontrollable factors are often also referred to as influencing employee turnover (Khatri et al., 2001). 

Previous research on the impact of either job satisfaction or other factors on turnover or turnover intentions 

has mostly researched specific groups of job industries, not the specific generation. Moreover, most of the 

 
3 https://www.da.dk/statistik/jobskiftestatistik/2017/ 

https://www.da.dk/statistik/jobskiftestatistik/2017/
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research also investigated the relationships considering only a small number of predictors of turnover 

intentions. 

 

1.3 Research question 

Based on the issues and questions presented above, this research aims to answer the following problem 

formulation and its sub-questions:  

 What are the factors that impact turnover intentions of Millennials? 

 Can the behavior of Millennials be considered job-hopping? What are the motives that drive 

Millennials to job-hop? 

 How strong are the relationships between demographic, controllable, and uncontrollable 

factors and turnover intentions of Millennials? 

 Can turnover intentions be considered a good predictor of the actual behavior of 

Millennials? 

This study has 4 main objectives. The first objective, as the researchers cannot find full consensus on 

Millennial’s job-hopping behavior, is to find out if Millennials change jobs often enough that it could be 

considered job-hopping and to identify what are the motives that drive this behavior.  

The second objective is to identify the factors that influence turnover intentions. 

The third objective relates closely to the second one and the aim is to find the strength and direction of the 

relationship between these factors and turnover intentions.  

The last objective is to, with the support of the Theory of Planned behavior, find if turnover intentions can 

be considered a good predictor of the actual turnover behavior of Millennials. 
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1.4 Structure of the thesis  

 
Figure 1- Structure of the thesis 

 

This paper starts with this introductory chapter that presents the topic researched, problem area, and 

research question.  

Chapter two consists of the theoretical base of this thesis. This chapter introduces various generational 

cohorts and Generation Y. It provides definitions of terms as employee turnover, turnover intention, and job-

hopping. The end of this chapter introduces the factors influencing turnover and theoretical frameworks used 

in this paper: Theory of planned behavior and Employee turnover model.  

The third chapter provides a methodological framework applied in this thesis. It explains the specific research 

philosophy, approach, and design applied in this paper. Moreover, it presents a specific data collection 

method employed. The end of the chapter brings a critical evaluation of the methodology and data collection 

method.  

The fourth chapter presents a general overview of the data collected. It introduces the demography and 

descriptive statistics.  

The fifth chapter consists of a detailed analysis of data collected and presents the main findings of the 

research concerning hypotheses stated and literature review.  

The sixth chapter presents the conclusion and discussion of findings. It also brings further research 

recommendations.  

The last two, chapters seven and eight, include references and appendices.  

 

 

1. 
Introduction

2. Literature 
review

3. 
Methodology

4. Data 
presentation

5. Data 
analysis

6. Conclusion
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2 Literature review 

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce and present the theoretical considerations which build the base 

of this research. This chapter is divided into the following sub-chapters: 

1. The first sub-chapter introduces and defines the concept of generations, describes and characterizes 

different generations that are currently active in the job market, and points at differences between 

them.  

2. The second sub-chapter introduces the terms of employee turnover, turnover intentions, and job-

hopping of Millennials. Moreover, it describes the two main theories selected for this paper, the 

Theory of planned behavior by Fishbein and Ajzen (1977) and the Employee turnover model 

suggested by Khatri et al. (2001).  

3. The third sub-chapter introduces various factors that influence turnover intentions as suggested by 

Khatri et al. (2001): demographic and personal characteristics, controllable, and uncontrollable 

factors.  

4. The last sub-chapter presents the model and hypotheses set for this research.  

Popular databases including Scopus, Business Source Complete, EBSCOhost, and other resources available in 

the CBS library were used to gather the researched articles, dissertations, statistics, and other materials used 

in this paper.  

 

2.1 Generations, generational cohort, and generational differences 

There are currently four generations that are active in the workforce: The Baby Boomers, Generation X, 

Generation Y, and, the youngest, Generation Z.  

Even though this paper does not compare or analyze differences between the generations, it is very 

important to introduce the concept of generations. Moreover, knowing the characteristics of them and 

understanding the differences between them can help to understand various issues generations and their 

managers might face. Knowing the different generations also helps to reach higher engagement and raise 

overall retention rates (Gursoy et al., 2008). 
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2.1.1 Definition of generation 

Before moving forward and classifying and defining the various generations it is necessary to outline what a 

generation by itself is.  

Strauss and Howe (1991) have defined a generation as “a cohort-group whose length approximates the span 

of a phase of life and whose boundaries are fixed by peer personality’’ (p. 430), where the phase of life lasts 

approximately 22 years. While they define the cohort group as simple as ‘all persons born in a limited span 

of consecutive years’, Ryder (1965) adds that these individuals also experience the same event(s) within this 

time interval.  

Kupperschmidt (2000) combines these two and defines the generation as ‘’a group of people or cohorts who 

share birth years and experiences as they move through time together, influencing and being influenced by 

a variety of critical factors’’ (p.66). These, so-called critical factors include various social trends, economic 

and public policies, and important historical events. Thus, also according to generational cohort theory, each 

generation experience the same events and these experiences shape their peer personality and their 

generational characteristics (Strauss & Howe, 1991). As a result, these cohorts then tend to have similar 

values, perceptions, attitudes, and world views (Kupperschmidt, 2000). Similarly, Alwin and McCammon 

(2007) define the generational cohort effect as ‘’a distinctive formative experience that members of a birth 

cohort (or set of birth cohorts) share that lasts—and indelibly marks them for the remainder of their lives’’ 

(p. 228). 

The term ‘generational personality’ has been introduced by Howe and Strauss. This term points to the 

differences between the generations and suggests that if these differences are not addressed they can cause 

various problems as e.g. low job satisfaction, low employee productivity, and higher turnover rates (1991). 

As the span of the generational cohort is more than 20 years and there are many economic and cultural 

influences, there are necessarily different experiences these individuals share. This does suggest that not all 

members of the generational cohort are the same and generalizing is inherently difficult as there exist a lot 

of differences within and in between the generations. These differences influence how the generations live, 

what preferences they have regarding their work and personal life, what attitudes they have towards 

authorities and responsibilities, and many other (Kupperschmidt, 2000). 

Therefore, building on the above written, we can say that Millennial’s values and views have been shaped by 

their historic experiences, the attributes of their parents and by other social and economic events what 

caused that there is a requirement for the new skills and patterns in their personal and work life 

(Kupperschmidt, 2000; Kuron et al., 2015).  
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What causes problems in the research and leads to arguments between researchers is the inconsistency in 

the generational birth boundaries that vary a lot. Table 1 shows just a fraction of the articles used in this 

research and implies the differences in start and end birth years of different generations that might have had 

a slight influence on the results and outcomes of the researches.  

 

Table 1- Start and end birth years of Millennials 

 Author(s) Baby Boomers Generation X Generation Y/ 
Millennials 

Generation Z 

(Smola & Sutton, 2002) 46-64 65-78 79-94 n/a 

(Gursoy et al., 2008) 43-60 61-80 81-00 n/a 

(Kupperschmidt, 2000) 40-60 60-80 80-00 n/a 

(Strauss & Howe, 1991) 43-60 61-81 82+ n/a 

(Ng et al., 2010) 45-64 65-79 80+ n/a 

(Martin, 2005) n/a n/a 78-88 n/a 

(Adecco, 2015) n/a n/a n/a After 1995 

(Tulgan, 2013) n/a n/a n/a After 1990 

(Zemke et al., 2013) n/a n/a n/a After 2000 

Note: n/a= not mentioned in the document 

As it can be seen, there does not exist a full consensus. Hence, for the purpose of this research, the 

generations will be defined as following: Baby boomers (1943-1960), Generation X (1961-1981), Generation 

Y/Millennials (1982-1995), and Generation Z (2000-today). This classification partly follows the classification 

introduced by Howe and Strauss (1991), but as these authors do not state the end birth years of Millennials 

and the classification of generation Z, the other part is adopted from more recent research of Zemke (2013). 

This classification leaves the 5-years gap, which shouldn’t suggest that people born between 1995 and 2000 

do not belong to any generation, but simply might share the traits of both. Even though this classification 

attempts to follow the most consistent and used classification, the differences in years of classification might 

have influence and show small inconsistencies with other researches.  

 

Figure 2- Classification of Generations as per Howe and Strauss (1991) and Zemke (2013) 

 

Baby boomers 

(1943-1960)
Generation X 
(1961-1981)

Generation Y 
(1982-1995)

Generation Z 
(2000-now)
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2.1.2 Baby boomers, Generation X and Generation Z 

This sub-chapter introduces other generations active on the job market, except Generation Y. It also aims at 

describing the similarities and differences between these generations and Generation Y.  

 

2.1.2.1 Baby boomers 

Baby boomers, born between 1942 and 1966 are currently the oldest generation cohort still being active in 

the workplace slowly nearing their retirement age. These, that are the children of the Silent generation (born 

1925-1942), were born during and after the second world war and grew up in the era of economic and 

educational expansion and became the first higher educated in their families (Clark, 2017). This resulted in 

their increased mobility, belief in values, titles and promotions, and their high work ethics. Boomers live to 

work and are known as workaholics not being afraid of working overtime, acting very work-centric, goal-

oriented and competitive (Gursoy et al., 2008; Kupperschmidt, 2000; Strauss & Howe, 1991).  

These traditional work-centric employees believe education is a key to success that helps them to get closer 

to their professional goals that include climbing up the hierarchies and getting more prestigious jobs filled 

with a lot of perks and power (Martin, 2005). They respect authority and hierarchies but see work as a 

challenge and an opportunity for advancement (Gursoy et al., 2008; Kupperschmidt, 2000). As a result of 

their hard work, they expect job security and a stable working environment, prosperity, and life satisfaction 

(Kuron et al., 2015). 

 

2.1.2.2 Generation X 

Members of Generation X, born between 1961 and 1981, grew up in times of constant change and insecurity, 

which forced them not to take things for granted and led to a sense of individualism over collectivism (Smola 

& Sutton, 2002; Strauss & Howe, 1991). Other events that shaped their perspective were single-parent 

families, their workaholic parents (Baby Boomers), and their absence in the families (Clark, 2017).  

What this generation values a lot is the work-life balance and high compensation for the work achieved. 

Compared to the older Baby boomers, this generation works to live and finds a job as something that provides 

them with means to enjoy their life not something that defines it. Their free time and leisure are much more 

important for them than to any other generation (Gursoy et al., 2008). 

Although they expect to have their work and their free time balanced and expect their work to be fun, they 

are outcome-focused and have an independent and entrepreneurial spirit (Kupperschmidt, 2000; Zemke et 
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al., 2013). They are adaptable, creative individuals that are willing to challenge the ‘status quo’. They can be 

described as very independent, self-reliant, and a bit skeptical about working in teams, but if it is for the 

common goal, they can team up with their colleagues (Kuron et al., 2015; Martin, 2005). Because they excel 

in multitasking, they prefer to manage their own time, work on their own, and have the full responsibility for 

their outcomes. They then expect to maintain their career security through these challenging jobs where 

they can learn and move forward (Kupperschmidt, 2000).  

While some researchers suggest that Generation X is very similar to the Millennials, others claim significant 

differences in their behavior, preferences, and factors that influence their job satisfaction or turnover 

intentions (Gursoy et al., 2008; Smola & Sutton, 2002).  

 

2.1.2.3 Generation Z 

This generation is represented by the most diverse span of birth years claimed by researchers. Some of them 

consider Generation Z to be born already after 1990 and some claim it to be after the year 2000. This research 

follows the classification of Generation Z being born after the year 2000 meaning these individuals are not 

older than 20 years today in 2020 (Zemke et al., 2013). 

Generation Z was born into and grew up during a rapid technological change and technology thus became 

an important and essential part of their life. This impacted them and their views on the world in positive ways 

allowing them to process a great amount of information, solve their problems, coordinate activities, or 

provide them with an endless amount of information. On the other hand, the tendency to use technology to 

communicate virtually and extensive usage of symbols and images have influenced their listening, writing, 

interpersonal and social skills negatively. One of the other negative effects includes the huge gap between 

technical and nontechnical skills (Lake et al., 2018; Ng et al., 2010; Tulgan, 2013). 

Even though research indicated that generation Z is different from other generations, the ability to adapt to 

the global work and the newest technologies, multi-tasking, and high productivity are some of the similarities 

that Generation Z shares with Millennials. Similarly, they expect things to happen quickly and await instant 

gratification, fast promotions, otherwise they switch to other working opportunities (Tulgan, 2013). 

Generation Z also expects a good work-life balance, a lot of options for out of the office and remote work, 

jobs with a lot of social interaction and teamwork and companies that accommodate their needs and 

dependency on the technology. The fact that Generation Z prefers to communicate with symbols and images 

leads many times to misunderstanding that they only want to communicate using the technology. Members 
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of Generation Z prefer face to face, frequent and continuous communication and are focused on building 

relationships with their co-workers and managers (Hershatter & Epstein, 2010). 

Job-hopping and high employee turnover are also a problem of this generation. Z-ers themselves believe they 

shouldn’t stay at their first job for more than 3 years and over 28% of them states 1 year is the most they 

should spend at the fist job (Adecco, 2015). 

 

2.1.3 Millennials 

As Generation Y, or Millennials, is the main generational cohort studied in this research, this chapter aims to 

explain who they are, what are their generational traits, and why they are an attractive group to be 

researched. For the purpose of this research, the terms Generation Y and Millennials are used exclusively to 

refer to this specific group.  

 

2.1.3.1 Millennials and their childhood 

As said, Millennials are a generation born between 1982-1995, meaning they are 24-38 years old today in 

2020. Except two of the most used titles, Generation Y and Millennials, this generation received an endless 

number of names and titles based on their characteristics including the following: The internet Generation, 

Echo Boomers, the Nintendo Generation, the Digital Generation, The Sunshine Generation (in Canada), Boom 

babies, Generation 2000, Generation Next, Don’t label us generation, Generation XX (Strauss & Howe, 1991; 

Twenge et al., 2012; Zemke et al., 2013). 

Like other generations, since they were born, Millennials have also been influenced by various world, social, 

economic, and technological events that they experienced. They grew up with their overprotective but 

supportive and caring parents, received frequent and positive feedback, and a lot of attention and direction 

in their early years (Clark, 2017). Moreover, they were raised in the times of multicultural environment full 

of technological advancement, experienced the growth of environmental awareness and leaps in economic 

and political turmoil (Thompson & Gregory, 2012). 

Thanks to the growing usage of technology, Millennials became ‘digital natives’ and they self-report common 

use of various forms of social media, technology as e.g. Internet, tablets, laptops, video games. Millennials 

have undoubtedly benefited from the emergence of the technology-centered world that allowed them to 

access and process an endless amount of information instantly. This has resulted in increased effectiveness 

in the areas as multitasking, processing, and filtering of information, but also caused that their face to face 
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communication and ability to decipher non-verbal cues has decreased (Hershatter & Epstein, 2010). This 

difference in brain functions called ‘brain gap’ has been researched by Small (2008). 

 

2.1.3.2 Characteristics of Millennials 

Millennials can be described as very social, confident, and ambitious individuals that seek the balance 

between their work and personal life. They want to belong to meaningful communities and are tolerant of 

differences among people (Clark, 2017; DeVaney, 2015). 

From their subjective point of view, the older generations (Generation X and Baby boomers) perceive 

Millennials as lazy, narcissistic, self-confident individuals with low work ethics (Twenge et al., 2012). They 

many times consider searching on Facebook and other social platforms as a sign of laziness but do not realize 

this can be part of their work. Opposite to these stereotypes other generations perceive, the research shows 

that these achievement-oriented, highly innovative, and independent individuals use their technological 

literacy to integrate technologies to their working life to connect to their peers, employers and customers 

(Thompson & Gregory, 2012; Zemke et al., 2013). 

The fact that technology provides them with the instant gratification they are used to, causes that they get 

easy and fast bored and tend to be impatient when desired rewards do not arrive quickly. This also influences 

their requirements for fast recognition and promotions, rich and continuous feedback, guidance, and 

direction (Clark, 2017; Kuron et al., 2015). Millennials tend to be very creative and productive and are 

comfortable with continuous and rapid change. A tendency to change often leads, among others, to lower 

loyalty not only to brands but also to employers. On one hand, they share some similarities with Generation 

X and they are independent, adaptable, and very change-oriented but differ by being much more optimistic 

and self- absorbed (DeVaney, 2015; Ng et al., 2010; Smola & Sutton, 2002). These generational characteristics 

of Millennials may also lead to distinctive values they acquired.  

 

2.1.3.3 Work preferences of Millennials 

Previous research principally suggests that work preferences, values, ethics, career expectations, and 

attitudes of Millennials differ significantly from the previous generations (Ng et al., 2010; Twenge et al., 

2012). 

The first noteworthy difference is that Millennials have high job expectations. They do not want to stagnate 

at their working place but require fast promotions, salary increases, immediate feedback on their 
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performance, and recognition for their achievements and contribution. They have realistic expectations 

about their job positions and salaries but request speedy development of their careers and a lot of training 

and mentoring (Martin, 2005; Ng et al., 2010).  

Secondly, Millennials favor working with fair and respectable people and value open communications with 

the free flow of information. They seek interaction and prefer to work in teams. Moreover, they expect an 

encouraging but not negative feedback from their inclusive managers, supervisors, and peers. As per their 

goal-oriented and self-confident personalities, they are encouraged by the challenging tasks that help them 

achieve quick advancements (Gursoy et al., 2008; Ng et al., 2010).  

Thirdly, identical with Generation X, work-life balance and flexibility are of high importance. Millennials value 

flexible working that allows them to work from remote places, different hours, and switching between work 

and personal responsibilities (Smola & Sutton, 2002; Thompson & Gregory, 2012). 

As they believe that they will have success in their career and easy time finding jobs with better salaries and 

opportunities, failure in fulfilling these requirements of Millennials often leads to them leaving the 

workplace. As already mentioned, research shows that Millennials make career moves much more often than 

previous generations and they job-hop searching for better opportunities. This has also had an impact on the 

rising number of freelance and contract jobs and employment tenures being shorter than ever before (Kuron 

et al., 2015). A more detailed description of Millennials in relation to job-hopping is introduced in chapter 

2.2.3. 

 

2.2 Employee turnover, turnover intentions and job-hopping of Millennials 

This section introduces topics of employee turnover, turnover intentions and job-hopping. It also brings the 

Theory of planned behavior by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), and The employee turnover model suggested by 

Khatri et.al (2001) that account for the theoretical frame that the suggested model is built upon.  

 

2.2.1 Employee turnover 

The traditional views on turnover identify it as ‘’the ratio of the number of organizational members who have 

left during the period being considered divided by the average number of people in that organization during 

the period’’ (Price, 1977, p.38). Current researchers see it as simple as the termination of the employment, 

the level of movement of an employee within and outside of the organization, or the rotation of employees 
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around the labor market (Lake et al., 2018). Simply said, turnover is the rate at which employees leave the 

organization and might need to be replaced. 

March and Simon (1958) have presented the first model of employee turnover including the theory of 

organizational equilibrium where they introduced various antecedents of turnover. This model includes two 

primary factors that influence employee turnover: the perceived desirability of the movement and the 

perceived ease of the movement. This model of March and Simon has been extended by Lee and Mitchell 

(1994) where the ease of the movement has been introduced as the number of perceived alternative job 

opportunities. Other models have suggested that the concept of desirability has been converted to job 

satisfaction.  

Research recognizes two different types of turnover, voluntary and involuntary. Involuntary turnover occurs 

for reasons that are independent of the employee and is thus forced by the organization. This type of 

turnover, that reflects the employer’s decision to terminate the employment, is mostly commenced by 

organizational changes or institutional constraints as e.g. need to cut costs, restructure or downsize. 

Involuntary turnover might become a big benefit for the organization as per its ability to help to remove 

employees that do not perform according to expected standards (Price et al., 1981). 

The voluntary turnover occurs once employees decide to terminate the relationship. Functional type of 

voluntary turnover might help to reduce suboptimal organizational performance for the companies as it 

might include some low performing individuals that decide to leave the company. What might be more 

harmful to employers and what is more difficult to predict is the dysfunctional type of voluntary turnover 

that occurs usually when high performers who might be difficult to replace decide to leave (Lambert & Hogan, 

2009). When referring to the employee turnover in this document, the voluntary type of turnover is to be 

considered.  

Additionally, it is important to recruit, motivate, and retain the right employees in order to maintain a balance 

between high and low turnover as both are proven to have the ability to harm the organization. Abelson and 

Baysinger (1984) introduced an inverted U-curve claiming that too low turnover might lead to expensive costs 

of benefit and low growth of the organization, while it is only moderate levels of turnover that benefit the 

performance of the organization by bringing new and better-trained employees. Once the turnover exceeds 

moderate levels it imposes more costs than benefits and affects the performance and might lead to 

disruptions in service/product delivery (Hancock et al., 2013; Thompson & Gregory, 2012). 

Moreover, high turnover rates have a direct effect on costs. The direct costs associated with turnover include 

the time and financial resources for recruitment, selection, training and supervision of a new employee, and 
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various administrative costs. It has been proven that a direct cost of losing and recruiting a new employee 

can reach over 1,5 times the lost employee’s annual salary (Dess & Shaw, 2001; Price et al., 1981). 

The indirect effects of turnover can already take place before an employee leaves the company and result in 

his lower performance. Moreover, high turnover often influences the positive team dynamic and decreases 

the morale and engagement of the other employees. As a result, it increases the pressure put on other 

employees and might trigger future turnover (Dess & Shaw, 2001; Tett & Meyer, 1993). 

Excessive turnover can also result in shortages of staff and thus influence the quality of the products or 

services offered and result in lower employee and customer satisfaction and subsequent poor customer 

relationship. This is a very common phenomenon in the service-based industry where the employee’s skills 

and abilities relate to their productivity and following customer satisfaction that is crucial for the organization 

(Dess & Shaw, 2001). 

Losing the social capital, talent, skills and the tacit knowledge of an employee can have a crucial effect on the 

organizational performance and ability to preserve the competitive advantage of the company. Moreover, 

this supports the findings of Masibigiri and Nienaber (2011) that suggest that the indirect cost of losing an 

employee can be much higher than the direct cost. All the above mentioned implies that high turnover does 

not only create problems for the organizational budget, HR but the whole ability of the organization to 

perform well (Dess & Shaw, 2001). 

According to Griffeth et al. (2000), two main reasons for turnover exist: the first reason relates to the low 

organizational knowledge, employee satisfaction, and morale and the second reason relates to the 

psychological decision where the actual turnover is the outcome of the various experiences and 

considerations of an employee in an organization. 

 

2.2.2 Turnover intentions 

There exist specific reasons which are the consequences of various impulsive factors that lead employees to 

voluntarily leave their organizations. To support this, various turnover models imply that the actual turnover 

is motivated by a variety of factors that happen prior to it and various external factors that influence turnover 

behavior. This fact together with the difficulties connected with predicting the actual turnover has led 

researchers to use a turnover intention as a main and most significant antecedent to the act of turnover that 

has a direct relationship with the actual turnover behavior (Price et al., 1981; Tett & Meyer, 1993). 
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The turnover intention is considered a ‘’conscious and deliberate willfulness to leave the organization’’ that 

is usually measured within a specific time interval and is the last step of the withdrawal considerations (Tett 

& Meyer, 1993, p. 262).  

Mobley (1979) has introduced a model that includes 8 stages that happen before the intention to quit. These 

considerations start with the evaluation of the current job and experiencing job satisfaction/dissatisfaction. 

After these evaluations, the thinking of leaving (attitude) and the evaluation of the utility of search and cost 

of actual quitting follows. The intention to search for alternatives, actual search, and the evaluation of the 

results and comparison with the current job follows. The result of this process is the intention to either quit 

or stay and the actual act of quitting or staying.  

This model enlightened also the influence of the individual, organizational and environmental factors as job 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction and the perceived alternative opportunities in the process of turnover intentions 

(Mobley et al., 1979). Mobley’s theory has given a good starting point to various turnover theories but has 

also received critique for being over-specified and redundant and has been challenged as in terms of validity 

as it did not have a big base of empirical evidence.  

The attitude-behavior theory that suggests that one’s intent to perform some specific behavior is the direct 

determining factor of that behavior, also supports the findings of many studies that the turnover intention is 

the best predictor of the actual voluntary turnover (Fishbein et al., 1977; Griffeth et al., 2000; Price, 2001).  

Nevertheless, this does not suggest that turnover intentions always result in the actual turnover as the 

turnover intention can be avoided or encouraged by a variety of controllable and uncontrollable factors. As 

the names suggest, employers can only influence the controllable factors as e.g. work environment, 

motivational factors. Uncontrollable factors as e.g. external employment opportunities or demographic 

factors are out of their power. Lastly, the advantage of using a turnover intent in the research is in the ease 

of its measuring and tendency of being more accurate compared to the actual turnover (March & Simon, 

1958). Based on the above said, the first hypothesis is stated as the following: 

Hypothesis 1: The turnover intention is a good predictor of the actual turnover. 
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2.2.3 Millennials and job-hopping 

The views of the employees and employers are shifting as the various economic, social, political, or 

technological changes and issues occur. This also impacts the decisions of employees on how long they expect 

to stay in their current positions (Baruch et al., 2015). 

As said, previous generations (Baby Boomers and Generation X) have considered that jobs were for life and 

in the center of it, while nowadays employees tend to change jobs more often. The results of statistics also 

prove that Millennials change jobs twice as fast as previous generations and the average job tenure of an 

employee is only 1.8 years (approx. 1 year and 9 months). Employers are also aware of job-hopping and are 

expecting some higher rates, mainly from the employees under the age of 40. Furthermore, almost half of 

the employers expect graduates and younger employees not to stay with the organization for more than 2 

years (Baruch et al., 2015; Keith & McWilliams, 1999). 

In order to distinguish the job-hopping from the regular turnover behavior, the length of a stay in a company 

or the total number of changes in jobs in the career should be taken into consideration. Some researchers 

also include the reasons for changing jobs frequently to claim the difference between turnover behavior and 

job-hopping. No specific definition of the exact time measure that would determine the job-hopping 

description of ‘changing jobs frequently in the short period of time’ has been agreed upon, but most of the 

quantitative research generally state the times between two months and two years as the job-hopping 

behavior (Steenackers & Guerry, 2016). 

This tendency to switch jobs very often has already been observed by Ghiseli (1974), who has detected that 

some workers possessed internal instinctive impulses that led them to periodically migrate from one job to 

another irrespective of any job attitudes or rational motives. Ghiseli named this job-hopping tendency a 

‘’hobo syndrome’’. Similarly, Dougherty et al. (1993) have introduced the term job-hopping and described it 

as the decision of employees to frequently change the companies, not only job positions within the 

companies. 

On the other hand, other researchers do not share an agreement with this statement as the literature 

suggests that employees job-hop because of dissatisfaction with their current jobs and are in a search for 

better job positions (Griffeth et al., 2000). Other researchers decisively specify that job-hopping is voluntary, 

and Millennials practice it as it helps them with advancement or enhancement of their careers and offers 

them an ability to develop a variety of skills in a shorter time (Lake et al., 2018).  
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2.2.3.1 Job-hopping motives 

As previously said, researchers have a hard time finding consensus about the reasons why Millennials job-

hop. Some researchers claim that job-hopping behavior is driven by the low level of loyalty, preference for 

extrinsic rewards, and expectation of fast promotions and rewards (Thompson & Gregory, 2012). Lake et al. 

(2018) have introduced terminology that refers to the causes of job-hopping as to motives and recognizes 

two types, escape and advancement motives.  

The motive of advancement arises from the career enhancement perspective and finds consensus with the 

characteristic traits of Millennials. These include their preferences for freedom and flexibility, their high 

ambitions, and personal drive. Many Millennials are still at the beginning of their careers and they are in 

search of the perfect job. This means that they job-hop in order to find the company with the same values as 

their own ones which is able to fulfill the requirements they have for work-life balance, positive work 

environment, and CSR. This way, changing the jobs for more suiting benefits and higher income is to be 

expected (Gursoy et al., 2008; Lake et al., 2018). 

On the other hand, the escape motive emerges from the perspective of organizational turnover. It partly 

supports Ghiselli’s (1974) hobo syndrome as it claims that these employees job-hop in order to escape the 

disliked work environment and find support in qualities as impulsivity, anxiety, and persistence (Lake et al., 

2018; Mobley et al., 1979). 

Another view of researchers suggests that is pure monetary motivation and failure to wait for the promotions 

and rewards that lead to job-hopping and job-hopping is negative for Millennials. Contrary, other research 

supports the idea of job-hopping and shows that it has a positive influence on the income of the Millennials. 

This research shows an average of 8-10% increase in the salaries of Millennials every time they job-hop and 

claims that employees that have a job tenure of over 2 years will earn 50% less in their lifetime. Other 

researchers prove that various non-monetary reasons for job-hopping include the lack of motivation, low job 

satisfaction and organizational commitment, lack of challenging work, lack of training and development 

(Khatri et al., 2001). 

Clark (2017) has presented five main themes of what are the reasons of Millennials job-hopping that include: 

(1) the need to reject the convention of following the same career paths as previous generations and to (2) 

exhibit their precociousness (3) the expectations of a good work-life balance and (4) the need for higher 

compensation and benefits for the tasks achieved and (5) high preference for career help in the form of 

mentoring and leadership. 
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Steenackers and Guerry (2016) introduced a new measure called the ‘job-hop frequency4’ in order to specify 

the determinants of a job-hopping behavior of Millennials in Belgium. Their findings of the research, where 

job-hopping was considered a frequent voluntary inter-organizational transition, show that age is negatively 

related to job-hop frequency. This supports the previous research of Keith and McWilliams (1999) claiming 

that it is young employees who change the jobs much more often and finds support in matching theory and 

career development theory.  

As the research lacks a clear and consistent definition of job-hopping, this paper combines various 

suggestions and definitions of researchers and considers it as the frequent, voluntary, rational and conscious 

behavior of employees in their early careers that happens with a prospect of career development and is 

impacted by various external factors.  

To pinpoint at the differences, definitions of three very used terms in this paper (voluntary employee 

turnover, job-hopping and turnover intentions) are provided in Table 2. 

Table 2- Employee turnover, job-hopping and turnover intentions 

Variable Definition 

Employee turnover (voluntary) Employee’s voluntary decision to terminate the 

employment relationship (Dess & Shaw, 2001) 

Job-hopping Frequent voluntary inter-organizational transition 

(Steenackers & Guerry, 2016) 

Turnover intentions Conscious and deliberate willfulness and effort to 

leave the organization (Tett & Meyer, 1993) 

 

2.2.4 Theory of planned behavior 

The Theory of planned behavior, which is the extension of the previous Theory of reasoned action, gives 

support to the use of turnover intention as the predictor of an actual turnover behavior. This theory provides 

the link between the intentions and behaviors and suggests that that ‘’the best single predictor of an 

individual’s behavior will be a measure of his intention to perform that behavior” (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, p. 

369). Moreover, the theory of planned behavior consists of 3 main determinants of behavioral intention: the 

attitude towards the act, the subjective norms, and the perceived behavioral control that are based on the 

behavioral, normative and control beliefs.  

 
4 Job-hop frequency=The number of voluntary inter-organizational transitions/the number of years of employment 
(Steenackers, Guerry, 2016) 
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Attitude towards the behavior is determined by the belief or evaluation of the individuals of the outcome of 

this act. In the case of job-hoppers, it can be defined as being determined by the behavioral belief that this 

act will end in a favorable outcome as e.g. higher salaries, career development. That said, if the individuals 

would believe that changing jobs more often, thus job-hopping, would help them gain the desirable outcome, 

they would be very likely to perform this behavior (Fishbein et al., 1977). 

Subjective norms refer to the general social pressure of performing the actual behavior that is perceived by 

an individual. This behavior can be influenced by the normative belief that others around the individual would 

support and agree or not with the behavior. Thus, in the case of job-hopping behavior, the influence comes 

from the families, friends but also employers and others. As mentioned before, Generation Y is considered 

to have a positive approach to the job-hopping and the previous, Generation X, does not differ significantly 

and supports this idea. This suggests that there might be high support from the ‘peers’ and families of 

Millennials. Moreover, employers do not support job-hopping behavior but do show high expectations of it 

what might also significantly trigger the intentions to job-hop (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). 

Perceived behavioral control, as the last determinant in the theory of planned behavior, refers to the 

perceptions of an individual about the ease or difficulty of performing such a behavior. In the case of job-

hoppers, it refers to the perceived job availability and the ease or difficulty of obtaining a new job after job-

hopping. If Millennials think they can find another job easily, thus have a higher perception of behavioral 

control, they are more likely to perform this job-hopping behavior and perceived alternatives can trigger their 

intentions to job-hop (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Khatri et al., 2001). 

 

Figure 3 - Theory of planned behavior for job-hopping   Source: author’s own, based on Ajzen’s model (1975) 
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The theory of planned behavior is commonly criticized because of a big focus on rational reasoning and not 

considering much of unconscious influences and emotions. It is also argued that this lack of control over the 

behavior causes that the intentions might not be a good predictor of the behavior. In this case, the impulsivity 

of individuals should be accounted for.  

The biggest criticism lands on the predictive validity of this theory. Many researchers argue that a high 

number of individuals who show an intention, subsequently do not perform it and this is not addressed by 

the theory. On the plus side, the theory is being more accepted among young individuals and to predict the 

self-reported short-term behavior, as it is required in this case of Millennials and job-hopping (Sniehotta et 

al., 2014).  

Various studies of turnover and turnover intentions mention the factors as job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment, personal and demographical characteristics, work environment factors, and the external 

employment opportunities as the important influences of the turnover intention (March & Simon, 1958; 

Mobley et al., 1979).  

Ajzen and Fishbein supported that the influence that these variables have on the turnover intentions is 

exerted through the three main determinants of behavioral intention: the attitude towards the act, the 

subjective norms, and the perceived behavioral control. According to Ajzen and Fishbein, these factors are 

considered to be the external variables in relation to the 3 main determinants of turnover intention (Ajzen & 

Fishbein, 1980). 

Breukelen and his colleagues (2004) have tested this relationship suggested by Fishbein and Ajzen and 

measured the extent to which the job attitudes and demographic factors influence the turnover intention. 

This study claimed that intentions are the best predictors of the actual turnover behavior. Moreover, it 

supported the hypotheses that all 3 main determinants have an influence on intentions, with only the 

external employment opportunities having less significant influence. From the external variables, job 

satisfaction and tenure have shown a significant influence on turnover intentions.  

Hypothesis 2: Attitudes towards behavior have an influence on the turnover intentions. 

Hypothesis 3: Subjective norms have an influence on the turnover intentions. 

Hypothesis 4: Perceived behavioral control has an influence on the turnover intentions. 

 

 



27 | P a g e  
 

2.2.5 Employee turnover model 

Khatri et al. (2001) have developed a turnover model, that suggests 3 groups of factors that influence the 

turnover intention: the demographic, controllable and uncontrollable factors (2001). 

The authors have developed a questionnaire that was distributed with the help of HR managers among over 

400 employees in retail, food and beverage, and marine and shipping companies in the Asian context. The 

research has shown significant variations across these 3 industries. The research has shown moderate 

support for the influence of demographic factors and job satisfaction on turnover intentions and very high 

support for the influence of tenure on turnover intentions. As opposed to the theory of planned behavior, 

this model has shown almost no relationship between the perceived alternative employment opportunity 

and turnover intentions. This suggests that perception of the availability of employment after quitting a job 

does not have an influence on this behavior and people do quit despite not being sure that the new position 

will be easy to find (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Khatri et al., 2001). 

This model provides good support for the classification of the antecedents of employee turnover intentions 

into three various groups. The demographic factors include age, gender, education, tenure, income level, and 

job category and offer a good starting point for researching a specific group of employees as e.g. Millennials. 

The controllable factors include work attitudes as job satisfaction (satisfaction with pay, nature of work and 

supervision), and organizational commitment and the uncontrollable factors include the perceived 

alternative employment opportunity (Khatri et al., 2001). In order to fit the research of Millennials, several 

modifications will be made to this model. 

 

Figure 4 - Employee turnover model of Millennials                 Source: author’s own, based on the  model presented in Khatri et al. (2001) 
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2.3 Factors influencing turnover and turnover intentions 

The following chapter introduces 3 groups of factors that influence turnover intentions. As mentioned, 

according to Khatri et al.’s model of employee turnover (2001), the factors that have an influence on the 

turnover intentions can be divided into three sub-chapters: demographic factors, controllable factors and 

uncontrollable factors. 

 

2.3.1 Demographic and personal characteristics 

The demographic and personal characteristics of individuals are found to have a direct and indirect impact 

on turnover intentions. The indirect impact is executed through job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment. This category includes the age and experience, gender, education, and tenure of an employee, 

income level, and job category (Khatri et al., 2001). 

 

2.3.1.1 Age 

Researchers report a negative relationship between turnover intentions and age and between turnover 

intentions and the experience of an employee (Byrd et al., 2000; Mobley, 1977). This finds support in the fact 

that older employees have already found the jobs that fulfill their requirements, they are more involved in 

them and have enough experience, thus they do not have an urgent need to search for new advancements. 

Moreover, younger employees tend to have higher turnover rates as they have more flexibility in their career 

choices and less family or financial obligations. Generational differences are also found to influence 

individuals’ turnover intentions (Meier et al., 2010). 

 

2.3.1.2 Gender 

Less consistency is found in the results of the relationship between gender and turnover. One group of 

researchers suggests that women have significantly higher turnover intentions than men. This group also 

argues that the reasons for that are the traditional view on the family with the women raising children and 

having the family obligations and the preference of women for job affiliation and short-term career goals 

(Lambert & Hogan, 2009; Steenackers & Guerry, 2016). The second group suggests that there is no 

relationship between gender and turnover (Griffeth et al., 2000). The last group suggests that males have a 

higher turnover intention as they are more concerned about money and economic rewards (Summers & 

Hendrix, 1991). 
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2.3.1.3 Education 

The level of education is found to have a positive relationship with turnover intentions, meaning that the 

higher the level of education, the more and better opportunities (Berg, 1991). This may support the fact that 

Millennials are the generation with the highest education so far and thus job-hop very frequently. Research 

also suggests that education increases the chances of individuals on the job market which encourages them 

to enhance their careers and result in higher turnover intentions (Royalty, 1998).  

 

2.3.1.4 Tenure 

Tenure of an employee, thus the amount of time an employee has been working for his current employer, 

has a negative relationship with the turnover intentions. The researchers suggest that with more time spent 

at the same organization the employees receive higher pay, build better social contact and relationships and 

it makes it difficult for them to leave. Moreover, tenure also points to the relationship an employee has with 

the organization and connects to his past behavior. The research that points at Millennials shows that their 

characteristics are that they change jobs very fast and have a much shorter tenure than their ancestors 

(Griffeth et al., 2000). 

 

2.3.1.5 Income level 

Various researchers support the negative relationship of the income level and the intentions to quit meaning 

that the lower the income, the higher turnover intentions (Mobley et al., 1979; Price & Mueller, 1986). Again, 

this fact supports the researchers that claim that Millennials quit more often and job-hop in order to find, 

among others, better monetary rewards (Kuron et al., 2015). This can also connect to the negative 

relationship of satisfaction and turnover intention where pay is one of the aspects of job satisfaction (Khatri 

et al., 2001). 

 

2.3.1.6 Job category 

Price and Mueller (1986) have found that non-managerial employees have higher turnover intentions than 

the employees at the higher, managerial positions. Similar records were found by Tai and Robinson (1998). 

This finds consensus with other researchers that found line staff having higher turnover intentions than staff 

in the higher position (Byrd et al., 2000).  
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Considering this, the following hypotheses are stated:  

Hypothesis 5: Demographic factors have an influence on turnover intentions. 

Hypothesis 5a: Age has a negative relationship with turnover intentions. 

Hypothesis 5b: Women have higher turnover intentions than men. 

Hypothesis 5c: The education of an employee has a positive relationship with turnover intentions. 

Hypothesis 5d: Tenure of an employee is negatively related to turnover intentions. 

Hypothesis 5e: Income level of an employee has a negative relationship with turnover intentions. 

Hypothesis 5f: Job category has a negative relationship with turnover intentions. 

 

2.3.2 Controllable factors 

Many of the turnover models are based on the premise that unsatisfied or unhappy individuals decide to 

leave their jobs and include the job attitudes as the primary causes of turnover (Griffeth et al., 2000; March 

& Simon, 1958). As Khatri et al. (2001) suggest, this category is considered to be controllable as the 

organizations have the ability to influence and control them. It includes job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment. 

Additionally, various studies have suggested that job satisfaction and organizational commitment have 

through the turnover intentions an indirect effect on the turnover, thus supporting the Fishbein and Ajzen’s 

Theory of planned behavior (Dougherty et al., 1993; Fishbein et al., 1977; Mobley et al., 1979; Price et al., 

1981). Moreover, to support this, research of Van Breukelen et al. (2004) braced the negative relationship of 

turnover intentions and, both, job satisfaction and organizational commitment.  

 

2.3.2.1 Job satisfaction 

One of the most used definitions of job satisfaction comes from Locke (1976) and defines it as ‘a pleasurable 

or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job satisfaction or job experiences’ (p. 1304). 

Hulin and Judge (2012) have extended this definition and suggested that job satisfaction is ‘’multidimensional 

psychological responses to one’s job and these responses have cognitive (evaluative) and affective 

(emotional) components’’ (p. 5). Thus, job satisfaction refers to what extent the particular job and its 

conditions meet the requirements and expectations of the employees and how closely it relates to the 

employee’s behavior in the workplace. Besides, popular literature also recognizes job satisfaction as one of 

the oldest operationalizations of workplace happiness (Spector, 1996). 
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Various theories analyze the causes and roots of job satisfaction in the organizational setting. While 

dispositional approaches claim that job satisfaction arises from the personality of an individual, the 

situational theories point out that it is the nature of the job and environmental factors that influence it. 

Theories of interaction combine these two and suggest that job satisfaction comes from the combination of 

situational/environmental and personal factors (Judge et al., 2012). 

Frederik Herzberg and his colleagues (1959) have proposed that there are two different sets of factors that 

influence job satisfaction: the motivators and hygiene factors (Figure 5). 

Two main assumptions create the base of the theory. As a first thing authors indicate that the causes of 

satisfaction and dissatisfaction are separate, but they are not opposite of the other. They claim that “opposite 

of job satisfaction is not job dissatisfaction but rather no job satisfaction’’ and ‘’the opposite of job 

dissatisfaction is not job satisfaction, but no job dissatisfaction” (Herzberg et al., 1959, p. 56). The second 

assumption what authors suggest that motivators are the intrinsic factors that cause employees to be 

satisfied and are connected to their work and hygiene factors are the extrinsic factors that lower  satisfaction.  

Motivators are thus self-stimulating, intrinsic factors and they encourage job satisfaction and motivate the 

employees. They include factors as personal growth, responsibility, advancement, achievement, recognition. 

The absence of motivating factors does not necessarily lead to job dissatisfaction, but lower job satisfaction. 

Herzberg has also suggested that employees are more motivated by these factors, as they create more 

positive job attitudes and they help to satisfy the need for self-actualization.  

The hygiene factors are the ones surrounding the job, they are the extrinsic factors that rather keep the 

employee than motivate him and his behavior to job and company. They include more basic needs of 

employees as e.g. salaries, working conditions and job security, policies and rules, and relationships with 

subordinates or superiors. When hygiene factors are absent or insufficient, employee’s satisfaction 

decreases, and they work less hard (Herzberg et al., 1959). 

 

Figure 5- Herzberg's two factor theory (1959)  
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Herzberg’s theory also relates to the Maslow’s hierarchy of needs that suggests that employees achieve job 

satisfaction once their job and its environment meet their individual needs that are organized in the 5 level 

hierarchy. While the hygiene factors in the Herzberg’s theory relate closely to the lower needs in Maslow’s 

model, the motivators relate to the higher needs (Herzberg et al., 1959; Maslow, 1943). 

Herzberg’s theory has received some amount of critique, mainly against the limited methodology and no 

empirical support. Moreover, the nature of job satisfaction was considered oversimplified and the results 

were found to be reversed in some other studies. While the original study was set up for engineers and 

accountants, contradicting studies included teachers and solid waste management settings. This was later 

explained by the fact that the differences in occupations and workplaces might account for contradictory 

results. The last criticism was that goal-setting should be incorporated into the model as it was in the case of 

Locke (1976), who argued that higher satisfaction comes from achieving defined goals (Myers & Sadaghiani, 

2010). 

Job satisfaction has been proven to have an influence on employee behavior and organizational effectiveness 

(Spector, 1996). The level of job satisfaction is related to and influences various areas of the organization and 

its performance as e.g. productivity, motivation, efficiency, negligence at work, absenteeism and turnover 

(Judge et al., 2012; Lake et al., 2018; Twenge et al., 2012). Furthermore, job satisfaction is said to be related 

to general life satisfaction. Judge and Watanabe (1993) suggest that this relationship is reciprocal, and life 

satisfaction affects job satisfaction and vice versa.  

Various theories also suggest that job satisfaction relates to an employee’s turnover intentions. Job 

satisfaction has been found to have a direct negative effect on the turnover intentions which influence the 

actual voluntary turnover (Lambert & Hogan, 2009). Various researchers support this finding as e.g. the 

research of Saleem and Qamar (2017) that researched over 250 faculty members of private and public 

universities and found that employees did not intend to job-hop once they were satisfied with their jobs. This 

research has also pointed at the role of organizational commitment that was a mediator in this relationship 

between job satisfaction and employee turnover.  

Research of Lambert (2001) of the national sample of 1515 respondents in the US representing all industries 

has supported the fact that job satisfaction has the largest influence on the turnover intentions and is 

followed by tenure. Moreover, this research has found out that age that has a negative effect and financial 

rewards have a positive effect on turnover intentions, thus suggesting that low levels of job satisfaction lead 

to voluntary turnover. Several other researchers support the finding that job satisfaction increases loyalty 

and organizational commitment, reduces turnover intentions, and positively correlates with the retention 

(Vroom, 1964; Yang et al., 2012). 
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As already mentioned, except for having a direct influence on turnover intention, the demographic and 

personal characteristics of employees have an influence on job satisfaction through which it indirectly affects 

the turnover intentions. Mobley (1977) discovered that demographic characteristics as age, gender, 

education, and tenure are significant predictors of job satisfaction and turnover intentions.  

Similarly, work environment factors have been found to have an influence on the job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment of employees through which they influence the turnover intentions(Lambert et 

al., 2001). Karl et al. (2007) have suggested that a good work environment enhances the motivation and 

productivity of employees and improves job satisfaction. Employees in general also value the variety of tasks 

over the repetition jobs, they prefer to build relationships with their co-workers and prefer to get support 

from their supervisors. Moreover, they value both, the extrinsic and intrinsic aspects of their jobs. It was 

presumed that some employees put more emphasis on one form of return as e.g. financial rewards, but it 

was proven that both give a contribution to the overall level of job satisfaction (Lambert et al., 2001). 

The most often used tool for measuring job satisfaction is the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire that, 

using the Likert scale, measures 20 five-item scales work features and offers the advantage of versatility as it 

is available in shorter and longer forms (Weiss et al., 1967). The Job descriptive index, as the second tool for 

measuring job satisfaction, measures 5 aspects of the job that include: promotional opportunities, pay, co-

workers, supervision, and work itself (Smith et al., 1969). Khatri et al. (2001) have used a shortened version 

and considered only 3 factors: satisfaction with pay, supervision and nature of work.  

Hypothesis 6: There is a negative relationship of job satisfaction and turnover intentions. 

 

2.3.2.2 Organizational commitment 

While previously mentioned job satisfaction describes how closely the job, its aspects, and its conditions 

meet the requirements and expectations of the employees, the organizational commitment reflects the 

extent to which employees feel attached and affiliated to the organization (Mowday et al., 1979). In the later 

research, Mowday et al. (1982) suggest that with the higher commitment, employees become more loyal to 

the organization and share its values and goals.  

Research distinguishes between two trends in the conceptualization of organizational commitment: 

attitudinal and behavioral approach. The attitudinal approach mainly identifies the process that contributes 

to the development of commitment and studies the behavioral consequences of it. The behavioral approach 

focuses on finding the conditions that enhance the behavior and its repetition and the effect of this behavior 

on change in attitudes, thus attempts to find the conditions that encourage employees to remain in the 
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organization. Mowday et al. (1982) have separated 3 aspects of organizational commitment as following: 

accepting organizational goals and values, eagerness to develop organization and be part of it and eagerness 

to remain in the organization.  

On the other hand, according to Meyer and Allen (1991), organizational commitment is defined as a 

psychological state of an employee’s attachment to the organization that links to their decision to proceed 

or quit in an organization and consists of three dimensions: the affective, normative and continuance.  

The affective commitment represents ‘’the employee’s emotional attachment to, identification with, and 

involvement in the organization’’ (Meyer & Allen, 1991, p. 67). These employees agree with and follow the 

norms of the organization, they feel proud of being part of it and want to help to achieve its goals. In their 

later research, Meyer and Allen (1997) pointed at the importance of affective commitment when they show 

that employees with a higher level of affective commitment reach higher levels of performance and are more 

likely to work for organizations voluntarily as they feel more integrated within the organization. Moreover, 

Cohen (1993) has supported this statement when he found out that affective commitment leads to much 

higher job satisfaction than other types of commitment.  

Continuance commitment represents the attachment of employees that occurs due to benefits/costs 

associated with staying/leaving the organization. If the costs of leaving the organization are high or there are 

not many employment alternatives, employees decide to stay because they feel unsafe. 

Lastly, normative commitment is based on employees having a feeling of moral or ethical obligation to stay 

in the organization. Employees do not feel attached to the organization but stay only because that is 

perceived as something that is right.  

Besides, this research suggests that this classification does not divide the commitment into three different 

types but should be considered as the components of commitment. It also suggests that these three 

components do not exclude each other, and employees can experience having various combinations of these 

dimensions (Meyer & Allen, 1997). 

Research suggests a strong positive relationship between job satisfaction and organizational commitment. 

Most of the research support statement that job satisfaction can influence and lead to organizational 

commitment, mostly because it is believed to occur faster than organizational commitment that takes a 

longer time to develop. Job satisfaction is thus considered a good predictor of organizational commitment 

and intentions of employees to stay in an organization. It has been found that affective and normative 

organizational commitment are significantly positively correlated to job satisfaction, while the continuance 

commitment shows a negative correlation. This suggests that if employees decide to stay in an organization 
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only because the benefits of staying are higher than losses that leaving would bring, they tend to be less 

satisfied (Lambert & Hogan, 2009; Price, 2001). 

Additionally, according to the first meta-analysis of Meyer et al. (2002), all 3 dimensions of organizational 

commitment show a negative relationship with turnover intentions. The newer research of these researchers 

(2012) supports this meta-analysis and shows differences in strength of the relationship, pointing at the 

affective commitment that has the highest negative correlation. This suggests that the higher the level of 

affective commitment, the lower the intentions to leave the organization, and the lower the chances for 

actual turnover (Tett & Meyer, 1993). The research of Khatri et al. (2001) suggested a turnover model also 

supports the findings that organizational commitment is an important predictor of turnover intentions and 

turnover behavior. 

The most used measurement of organizational commitment is a three-component Organizational 

Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) by Meyer and Allen. This instrument was developed as an alternative to 

the previous Organizational Commitment Questionnaire developed by Mowday et al. that did not distinguish 

between various aspects of commitment (1979). The OCQ by Meyer and Allen uses the seven-point scale of 

agreement or disagreement with various statements about how people feel about their current organizations 

(Meyer & Allen, 1991). 

Hypothesis 7: There is a negative relationship between organizational commitment and turnover intentions 

 

2.3.3 Uncontrollable factors 

External employment opportunities refer closely to perceived behavioral control in the Theory of planned 

behavior. As the organization may have little to no control over them, they are considered uncontrollable 

factors.  

 

2.3.3.1 External employment opportunities 

An alternative or external employment opportunity is the uncontrollable factor of the work environment. 

This availability of alternative jobs is usually measured as the quantity and quality of job alternatives or the 

convenience of finding a new job (Griffeth et al., 2000; Saleem & Qamar, 2017).  

Two different viewpoints present the relationship between alternative employment opportunities and 

turnover intentions. The first one points to the importance of the amount and quality of the external 

opportunities and suggests that employees only think of leaving once there are enough alternative 
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opportunities (Carsten & Spector, 1987). This relates to the research of Lambert (2001) that suggests that 

the higher the education of an employee, the more and better the opportunities. This supports the statement 

of Carsten and Spector that shows the importance of retaining the employees as according to them with 

enough alternative opportunities the best performing employees that are important for the organization will 

leave and the worst performing will stay (1987). Thus, according to this viewpoint, the perception of the 

external employment opportunities is an important variable in the turnover decision process, the external 

employment opportunities have a positive effect on the turnover intentions and are a good indicator that 

supports the forecasts of the turnover (Griffeth et al., 2000), 

The second viewpoint links to the hobo syndrome introduced by Ghiseli (1974) and claims that turnover 

intentions are independent of external employment opportunities and the turnover is driven by their internal 

impulses. Moreover, other research supports this finding and also suggests that alternative employment 

opportunities do not have an impact on job-hopping behavior and thus implies that employees job-hop 

despite the amount and quality of alternative employment opportunities (Mobley et al., 1979; Wong et al., 

2008). 

Hypothesis 8: There is a positive relationship between external employment opportunities and turnover 

intentions.  
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2.4 Suggested model and hypotheses 

The framework build for this study, which is presented in Figure 6, combines both previously mentioned 

theories/models: The theory of planned behavior developed by Fishbein and Ajzen (1977) and the Turnover 

intentions model developed by Khatri et al. (2001) and applies them to the case of job-hopping of Millennials. 

The model helps to visualize the relationships these factors have on the turnover intentions and helps to 

visualize the suggested hypotheses (H). The respective numbers following letter H (e.g. H5) are used to 

distinguish between various hypotheses stated. The signs ‘’–‘’ and ‘’+’’ are used to indicate negative/positive 

relationships of the factor(s) and turnover intentions.  

 

The first group of independent variables is adopted from the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991). As 

mentioned, this theory provides the link between the intentions and behaviors and suggests that that ‘’the 

best single predictor of an individual’s behavior will be a measure of his intention to perform that behavior” 

(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, p. 369). This also builds a ground for stating the first hypothesis that turnover 

intentions are the best predictor of the actual turnover behavior (Figure 7). Moreover, this model includes 3 

determinants of behavioral intention: the attitude towards the act, the subjective norms and the perceived 

behavioral control. Applying these to the case of job-hopping of Millennials, it represents the attitudes 

Attitudes towards behaviour
(H2)

•Attitudes towards 
job- hopping

Subjective norm (H3)

•Social pressure and 
opinions of other 
generations, family,
employers

Perceived behavioral control
(H4)

•Perceived job 
opportunity

Demographic factors (H5)

•Age (H5a) -

•Gender (H5b)

•Education (H5c) +

•Tenure (H5d) -

•Income level (H5e) -

•Job category (H5f) -

Controllable factors (H6, H7)

•Job 
satisfaction (H6) -

•Organizational 
commitment (H7) -

Uncontrollable factors (H8)
•External 

employment
opportunities (H8) +

Job-hopping 
behavior (H1)

Figure 6- The proposed job-hopping model of Millennials Source: own, applied from Khatri et.al (2001) and Fishbein & Ajzen (1991) 
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towards job-hopping of this generation, the social pressure and opinions of e.g. other generations, families, 

or employers. Lastly, it represents the perceived easiness or difficulty of obtaining a new job after job-

hopping. These 3 determinants of behavioral intention have provided a base for hypotheses 2,3 and 4 (Figure 

7). These factors or determinants are not suggested to have a positive or negative relationship with turnover 

intention, but the study aims to find out if and how strong the influence on turnover intentions is. 

The bottom left side of the model includes independent variables that are hypothesized to influence turnover 

intentions: demographic, controllable and uncontrollable factors. These were partly adopted from the 

turnover intentions model developed by Khatri (2001). The demographic factors include age, gender, 

education, tenure, income level, and job category. The controllable factors explored in this study are job 

satisfaction and organizational commitment. External employment opportunities is the only uncontrollable 

factor studied. This part also explains the purpose of stating the hypotheses 5,6,7 and 8 (Figure 7). 

The suggested model, including the hypotheses stated, can be seen in Figures 6 and 7. 

 

Figure 7- Hypotheses 

 

 

 

 

Hypothesis 1:  The turnover intention is a good predictor of the actual turnover. 
Hypothesis 2: Attitudes towards behavior have an influence on the turnover intentions. 
Hypothesis 3: Subjective norms have an influence on the turnover intentions. 
Hypothesis 4: Perceived behavioral control has an influence on the turnover intentions. 
Hypothesis 5: Demographic factors have an influence on turnover intentions.  

• Hypothesis 5a: Age has a negative relationship with turnover intentions. 

• Hypothesis 5b: Women have higher turnover intentions than men. 

• Hypothesis 5c: The education of an employee has a positive relationship with turnover intentions.  

• Hypothesis 5d: Tenure of an employee is negatively related to turnover intentions.  

• Hypothesis 5e: Income level of an employee has a negative relationship with turnover intentions. 

• Hypothesis 5f: Job category has a negative relationship with turnover intentions. 
Hypothesis 6: There is a negative relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intentions. 
Hypothesis 7: There is a negative relationship between organizational commitment and turnover 
intentions. 
Hypothesis 8: There is a positive relationship between external employment opportunities and turnover 
intentions. 
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3 Methodology 

This chapter presents the research design adopted in this paper. It covers methodological and practical 

considerations of data collection, its analysis, and critical assessment.  

The purpose of this chapter is to offer an overview of methodological choices that have been taken and 

systematically helped to answer the research question and its sub-questions. It includes the research 

philosophy, approach, and design of the research together with the data collection method selected for this 

research. Additionally, the critical evaluation of data collection follows.  

 

3.1 The framework 

The framework used in this paper is the research onion that was developed by Saunders et al. (2019). The 

research onion consists of a series of layers, where each layer of this model describes a specific stage of the 

research process and helps with developing a research methodology.  

Figure 8 below represents the specific research onion framework for this paper:  

 

Figure 8- Research onion of this thesis   Source: applied from Saunders et al. (2019) 

 

3.2 Research philosophy 

The first step in the process is to define the research philosophy. Saunders refers to a research philosophy as 

to ‘’a system of beliefs and assumptions about the development of knowledge’’ (2019, p. 130). In every stage 

of research, the researcher needs to make decisions and do various assumptions. The assumptions that he 

takes include the ones about the realities encountered and the nature of the world (ontology), the human 

knowledge and what constitutes this valid knowledge (epistemology), and the extent to which own values of 
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a researcher influence the research (axiology). These then direct the way how questions are understood, 

what methods are used, and how the researcher interprets the findings. The choice of research philosophy 

thus reflects the way how he sees the world and justifies the direction of research. To build quality research, 

it is also important for a researcher to develop the skills of reflexivity and keep being reflexive while 

conducting research as it is important to shape the relationship between the philosophy chosen and the 

reality of undertaking the research (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009). 

The pluralist perspective suggests that no best research philosophy can be used and that using various 

research philosophies and paradigms contributes to the uniqueness of the business research. The positivist 

research philosophy has been selected for this thesis. This philosophy suggests that there is only one reality 

and that is external to the researcher. This way, the researcher is to maintain the objective stance, be 

detached, and as neutral and independent of the researched topic and data collected not to influence the 

findings. This supports the choice of the deductive approach and the choice of setting hypotheses which are 

based on the previous theories and research findings. These hypotheses also propose a base for what can be 

tested later and what can set the ground for the development of a new theory or help to modify the existing 

theory (Saunders et al., 2019).  

Besides, concerning ontology, positivism treats reality as observable and measurable, thus the quantitative 

methods where a big range of data can be analyzed are preferred. Epistemologically thinking, the selection 

of a questionnaire as a data collection method allows the researcher to work with observable and measurable 

facts. It also allows the researcher to set distance from research and data collected. This is possible thanks to 

the fact that with the use of questionnaire the same questions can be set to all respondents as e.g. opposed 

to interviews where the questions could be re-framed and interpreted in different ways.  

Moreover, positivist philosophy aims at looking at causal relationships of the observable and measurable 

phenomena. In this paper, it is the relation of job satisfaction and turnover intentions and the impact of other 

factors on turnover intentions and actual job-hopping. These causal relationships then help to produce law-

like generalizations (Saunders et al., 2019). This should then result in the systematized knowledge that is 

generalizable and able to help to explain and predict turnover and job-hopping behavior of Millennials. 

However, positivism builds a barrier in finding the differences between individuals and hardly allows for a 

radically new understanding or theories of the realities observed (Saunders et al., 2009). 
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3.3 Research approach 

The next step in the process is to determine the research approach that reflects the decision of either 

attempting to test an already existing theory or building a new one. If the research approach is chosen 

correctly, it helps to select the right research strategy and choice of methodology.  

Saunders et al. (2019) recognize three different approaches to theory development, namely the inductive, 

deductive and abductive. An inductive approach aims to collect data and build a new theory. Abduction starts 

similarly to induction but is extended by another wave of testing of the proposed new theory or modified 

existing theory.  

The approach chosen for this thesis is the deductive research approach. This approach emphasizes structure 

and typically starts with reading the academic literature in order to find a causal relationship between 

variables, followed by stating a hypothesis that is later tested in order to claim or refuse the existing theory. 

This research attempts to find the relationship, if any, between job satisfaction (and other factors) and 

turnover intentions of a specific group of people, namely Millennials. The literature supports this relationship 

and thus several hypotheses have been set. Quantitative data gained through the survey will serve to either 

claim the premises and thus conclude that the hypothesis is true or, if the analysis is not consistent with the 

hypothesis, refuse it. Some of the requirements of the deductive research approach are structured 

methodology that can assure replication and operationalization of concepts that allows for the facts to be 

measured, mainly quantitatively. Lastly, if the sample is selected carefully and it is of sufficient size it allows 

for the generalization. The deductive approach usually brings the benefit of timesaving. On the other hand, 

as there is a need to follow the predetermined information, it receives critiques for not being as flexible as 

other approaches (Bryman, 2016; Saunders et al., 2019). 

 

3.4 Research design 

The research design primarily demonstrates the way how the research question will be answered, thus 

describes what data will be collected and how it will be collected and analyzed. A clear and coherent research 

design that is based on the research question needs to show consistency with the research philosophy and 

approach chosen in the previous steps.  
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3.4.1 Methodological choice 

The first methodological choice that is required by the researcher is to choose the research design. Research 

recognizes three research designs: qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods research design. The 

qualitative design is associated with collecting the non-numerical data using the data collection techniques 

as e.g. interview. On the other hand, quantitative design, as the name suggests, collects numerical data with 

the use of data collection techniques as e.g. questionnaire. Quantitative and qualitative elements might be 

combined, if that happens the researchers use mixed-method design.  

This research uses the quantitative research design which is commonly connected with positivism and 

deductive research approach that have been selected for this research earlier in this chapter. Not to confuse, 

this connection does not suggest that other research designs could not have been applied. Quantitative 

design helps to examine the relationship between variables of this study (job satisfaction and other factors, 

turnover intentions, job-hopping), which is measured and analyzed numerically. This type of research has its 

roots in academics believing that numbers can represent various concepts and opinions (Bryman, 2016). 

Moreover, as only a single data collection technique (survey/questionnaire) is used in this research, the 

mono-method quantitative study procedure is applied. In connection with positivism, the researcher is 

independent of the researched sample. To ensure the validity and generalizability of data, the researcher 

uses probability sampling and data collection needs to be secured in a standardized manner to assure that 

questions are expressed clearly and understood identically by the respondents. These highly structured data 

collection methods then result in standardized numerical data (Saunders et al., 2019). 

Quantitative research brings benefits in allowing the researcher to reach out to bigger and broader samples 

in a shorter time frame and usually shows as being less costly. It reduces personal judgments and bias. 

Moreover, standardization of steps in the data collection process helps to reduce bias that is more common 

in qualitative research. Research results might then be more valid, reliable, and generalizable to bigger 

populations. On the other hand, this standardization limits outcomes and does not allow for further and more 

in-depth input from respondents, thus give less control over that data gathered. As some topics are hard to 

quantify, quantitative research sometimes does not need to represent the best way of measuring human 

behavior and intentions and might lead to false representations. Mixed methods could help to overcome 

these challenges as using more than one method offers a wider scope and approach to the collection of data, 

its analysis, and later interpretation (Bryman, 2016; Saunders et al., 2019). 
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3.4.2 Research strategy 

Research strategy acts as the link between research philosophy and the data collection methods. In general, 

a strategy is a plan on how to achieve the goals that were set. In the methodology of research, it simply shows 

the plan for answering the research question. Similarly, to the previous selection of methodological choice, 

specific research strategies usually relate to particular research philosophies and research approaches. Again, 

the relationships are not mutually exclusive and there are no boundaries of combinations (Saunders et al., 

2019). 

Various research strategies include e.g. experiment, survey, ethnography, case study, grounded theory, and 

several others. For this research, the survey research strategy has been selected. This strategy is usually 

associated with a deductive research approach and used for exploratory or descriptive research. This does 

fully support the fact that this research that attempts to explain the relationships between variables (job 

satisfaction, turnover intentions, job-hopping) can be categorized as the explanatory study. On the other 

hand, it offers a collection of standardized data from a big number of respondents (e.g. questionnaire) and 

allows for an easy comparison of what helps to explain the relationships between variables in this study.  

The survey research design also allows for the collection of data and its analysis using descriptive statistics. 

The tools used for the analysis will be introduced in the later chapters of this paper. The data collected can 

also help to explain various relationships of variables and help to accept, refuse or modify the suggested 

model of the relationship between several factors with turnover intentions presented in chapter 2.4. 

The survey strategy brings some constraints as compared to other research strategies. It usually does not 

allow for a wide range of data collection as a number of questions to be given is limited and need to be 

standardized. In this way, it is impossible to change the topic, build on the potential new topics that result in 

high inflexibility (Saunders et al., 2019). 

 

3.4.3 Time horizons 

As the time for conducting a master thesis is limited, it does not allow for the longitudinal study that normally 

collects sets of data during a number of regular intervals. For this reason, the cross-sectional study was 

appointed. This way the relationships between job satisfaction and turnover intentions is studied at a 

particular time.  

Regrettably, this type of study does not allow for comparing the change or development of turnover 

intentions of Millennials over their time of being and thus limits it to one single viewpoint. The longitudinal 

study would, for example, allow for comparison of turnover intentions of the individuals with the change in 
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their age, family status, or employment conditions and could thus help to explain the variations in the levels 

of turnover intentions, if any.  

 

3.5 Data collection method 

The last layer of the research onion by Saunders (2019) consists of data collection and data analysis. This step 

includes deciding on the specific data collection method for the research and analysis that will help to bring 

the answer to the research question and sub-questions.  

 

3.5.1 Survey 

Epistemologically thinking, according to the positivist paradigm chosen as the research philosophy in this 

paper, the data collection should allow gaining bigger amounts of quantitative data that can be analyzed 

empirically and let the researcher keep distance not to influence the responses and not to contaminate data. 

To keep up with the epistemological requirements of positivism, the self-completed type of questionnaire 

has been selected as the primary data collection method for this paper.  

This type of questionnaire has been selected as it offers a way to gather a large amount of data and allows 

for a distribution of the set of questions to a great number of respondents in a big geographical area (De 

Vaus, 2014). Moreover, a self-completed type of questionnaire brings the benefit of easy and cheap 

administration and data analysis, convenience for respondents. As the researcher or interviewer is not 

present, the interviewer effects do not occur, and his absence neglects the presence of socially desirable 

answers (Bryman, 2016; Saunders et al., 2019). 

On the other hand, the choice of this data collection method comes with various disadvantages and 

constraints. This method requires the questionnaire to be precisely built and thought-through as it does not 

allow for further elaboration or feedback on data provided. Moreover, it is recommended that the 

questionnaire uses closed questions that are easier to understand and not too complex, not to confuse 

potential respondents. It also offers a limited amount of questions to be asked as with the rising length of 

the questionnaire, the potential response rate decreases (Oppenheim, 1992). 
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3.5.2 Sample 

Time, money, and access usually display constraints to studying whole populations and thus rarely allow for 

a census. This is where sampling techniques help as they allow for the collection of data from subgroups of 

the whole population.  

As a first step in selecting the participants for the survey, we need to define the population this sample is 

going to be selected from. The population can be defined as the whole group of individuals that the 

conclusions are going to be drawn about, so, in this case, the generation of Millennials, people born between 

1982 and 1995. The sample is defined as a specific group of individuals that the data will be collected from 

that represents the population.  

Research recognizes two types of sampling: probability and non-probability. In the first type the chance of 

selecting a case from the population is known, usually equal and over zero. This type of sampling is usually 

more time consuming and costly and as general requests having the list of all the cases from which the 

respondents can be chosen. When using the positivism research philosophy, probability sampling is 

recommended in order to assure objectivity, control, and generalizability. Using a random sample allows the 

researcher to keep the distance from the respondents and thus assures objectivity, it also allows for control 

of the results that could arise from the use of another sampling method. Moreover, positivism is closely 

related to generalizability and the results that arise from probability samples are usually considered to be 

generalizable to the population. Even though using the probability sample would be more suitable for the 

research and would raise the quality of research, it is impossible to use this sampling method as per time, 

monetary, and access restrictions.  

Based on the above said, non-probability sampling is chosen, specifically, the convenience sampling. This 

type of sampling is chosen as per its cost-effectiveness and easy access to respondents. It is thus prone to 

possible sources of bias, sampling error, and influences that are beyond the control of the researcher. This 

also suggests that the interpretations based on the results need to be evaluated with caution. To support this 

choice, nonprobability sampling is used together with the positivist research philosophy and often used to 

investigate the perceptions and attitudes of individuals as in this research. Moreover, there is an effort to 

distribute the survey among different categories of Millennials with respect to their educational level, age 

groups, job categories to assure the highest representativeness of the sample possible (Saunders et al., 2019). 
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3.5.3 Structure of questionnaire 

The aim of the questionnaire (Appendix 2) is to gather all quantitative data that would help to analyze 

hypotheses. Qualtrics as a tool for conducting surveys is used to collect and analyze quantitative data.  

The questionnaire consists of 38 questions/statements and is divided into 4 sections. The overview of the 

variables measured with the measurement scale and theoretical base for it can be seen in Table 3. 

Table 3- Questionnaire structure 

Section Number of 
questions 

Variable measured Measurement 
source 

Scale/Measurement 

1 
 

10 Demography – age, 
gender, residence, 
education, employment 
status, job industry, job 
category, income, tenure 

Non-applicable Various: single answers, 
categorical, nominal, 
interval/ratio variables 

2 3 Turnover intention Turnover intention 
scale by Mobley et. 
al. (1979) 

Likert scale 

 6  
(2 for each 
aspect of 
commitment) 

Organizational 
commitment (affective, 
normative and 
continuance) 

Organizational 
Commitment 
questionnaire by 
Allen and Meyer 
(1991) 

Likert scale 

 1 External employment 
opportunities 

Michaels and 
Spector’s research on 
employee turnover 
(1982) 

Likert scale 

3 6 
(3 for each 
type) 

Job satisfaction (intrinsic 
and extrinsic) 

Short version of the 
Minnesota 
Satisfaction 
questionnaire by 
Weiss et al. (1967) 

Likert scale 

 1 Control question Non-applicable Likert scale 

4 9 Theory of planned 
behavior (attitudes, 
subjective norms and 
behavioral control) 

Based on Ajzen’s 
research (1991) – 
applied to topic of 
job-hopping 

Likert scale 

 2 Job-hopping motives Job-hopping motives 
scale from Lake et al. 
(2018) 

Likert scale 

 

The first section includes demographic questions as age, gender, country of residence, level of education, 

and income category. Moreover, it includes questions about the employment status, job industry, and 

management level of employee. The last two questions in this category serve to gather information about 

the years of work experience and a number of jobs of an employee. These data help to calculate the average 
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tenure of an employee. To assure that only Millennials answer this questionnaire, the first question 

implements a skip logic question. This means that people who do not fall within the age category of 

Millennials are to be redirected to the end of the questionnaire.  

The second section includes 10 questions. The first 3 questions are adapted and slightly adjusted from the 3-

item Turnover Intention Scale developed by Mobley et al. (1979). These are used to calculate the single score 

of turnover intentions of researched individuals. The next 6 questions are aiming to gather information about 

the organizational commitment of employees, with 2 questions for each aspect of commitment: affective, 

continuance, and normative. These items are selected from the three-component Organizational 

Commitment Questionnaire developed by Allen and Meyer (1991). The last single question in this section 

asks about the perception of alternative employment opportunities and is adopted from Michaels and 

Spector’s research on employee turnover (1982). 

The third section includes questions that relate to job satisfaction. Here, a selection of 6 questions selected 

from the Short version of the Minnesota Satisfaction questionnaire is presented (Weiss et al., 1967). To keep 

this questionnaire short enough, only 6 questions of the original 20 are selected, with three questions related 

to intrinsic satisfaction and three to extrinsic satisfaction. This section also includes a control question as an 

instructional manipulation check (Oppenheim, 1992). This question is used to ask participants to select the 

specific answer that is selected only if the question is read carefully. This is used to deselect respondents that 

could just fill in the questionnaire without reading it and possibly contaminate the data. Another method to 

deselect possible data contamination is by looking at the reaction times of the answers and outliers that are 

positioned far below the mean. Moreover, the reason to place the control question in the latter point of the 

questionnaire is to avoid socially desirable responding that sometimes arises after the control questions, as 

the respondents feel as they are being watched (Clifford & Jerit, 2015). 

The last section includes 11 questions and helps to gather data about the 3 main determinants of behavioral 

intention: the attitude towards the act, the subjective norms and the perceived behavioral control. As there 

is no standard questionnaire for the Theory of Planned Behavior, the questions are built to fit the topic of 

job-hopping (Ajzen, 1991). The two last questions of the questionnaire relate to the job-hopping motives and 

serve to support if it is the escape of advancement motives that drive job-hopping behavior (Lake et al., 

2018). 

As it is proven that small monetary gifts or the possibility to win increases the responsiveness of participants, 

a possibility of winning a 5x150 DKK gift-card is offered upon filling in the email address at the end of the 

questionnaire (Denault, 2017). 
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The whole questionnaire consists of mainly closed-ended questions and questions with Likert scale. The 

Likert scale used for rating questions ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Most of the 

questions offer an option ‘Prefer not to answer‘, or the option ‘Do not know’. Clear instructions are given 

with most of the questions, in order to assure that respondents understand it the right way and to assure a 

higher response rate. Closed questions are selected as they are simpler for respondents to complete and as 

per the easiness they offer in regards to comparison and processing (Bryman, 2016). 

 

3.5.4 Process 

The questionnaire was pilot tested before the final distribution. The purpose of the pilot testing was to find 

the logical gaps, technical problems, or any other issues that could happen while the final testing period. The 

questionnaire was sent to 5 people using various forms (hyperlink, QR code) asking to fill in the survey, 

evaluate it, and come with suggestions or problems they have experienced. Evaluation of the survey 

consisted of the following points: layout and visual representation of the questionnaire, easiness of 

understanding, language used, content, length of the competition. 

After pilot testing, the feedback was evaluated, adjustments and corrections were done in the questionnaire 

and it was distributed according to the procedure described below. (Saunders et al., 2019). 

The process of distributing questionnaires and all communication was, as per the current situation affected 

by the outbreak of the COVID-19, carried online using various technological features that members of 

Generation Y use. The self-administered questionnaire was posted e.g. in various Facebook groups, where 

the majority of members were members of Generation Y.  

The questionnaire had been distributed in 2 ways. The first option was using the hyperlink allowing 

respondents to complete the questionnaire through the browser with the use of a computer, laptop, tablet, 

or mobile phone. The second option offered a QR code that allows for fast access to the questionnaire. These 

options were selected as per the high technological skills of Millennials and their preferences for online 

communication that were mentioned in chapter 2.1.3. The questionnaire was available for responses in 14 

days and the hyperlink/QR code was regularly re-published.  
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3.5.5 Data analysis and privacy 

Statistical package IBM SPSS Statistics version 26 together with Microsoft Excel were used to analyze the data 

collected.  

Data protection of personal data provided in the questionnaire has been assured as per the General Data 

Protection Regulation EU 2016/679 (GDPR). To ensure anonymous data, none of the respondents was asked 

about the name and the respondents were assigned numbers. The winners of the gift-cards were contacted 

through their email addresses provided in the questionnaire and were not publicly announced.  

The questionnaire has included several questions that ranked with Likert items. This scale is usually 

considered as producing the ordinal data, which is unsuitable for multiple regression which has been chosen 

as a means of analyzing. Contrary, many researchers agree that Likert items can produce data that is to be 

treated as interval data, which does not create problems for multiple regression. To be able to treat the data 

as an interval, two main requirements should be fulfilled. As first, the scale should have at least 5, preferably 

more categories. As this research used 5 categories (strongly disagree-strongly agree), this requirement was 

fulfilled. Another recommendation is to use Likert scales instead of Likert items only- meaning using the sums 

or averages of the results of Likert items. As many questions in this survey used Likert scales that consisted 

of 2-3 Likert items, the averages were counted, and this data was used and was thus treated as interval/ratio 

variables (Likert, 1932; Maurer & Pierce, 1998). 

Lastly, for the analysis, the gender was coded 0/1 (0-men and 1-women).  

 

3.6 Critical evaluation of methods and data collection 

Three central judgments about the quality of data collection methods and data collected were used for 

evaluation: validity, reliability and generalizability (Saunders et al., 2019). 

As a first measure, reliability describes the consistency and replicability of the measures of a specific concept. 

This means that in order to achieve highly reliable research if another researcher will follow the same 

research design, he should achieve the same results like the ones achieved in this research. As in this 

research, I look at human beings and their attitudes, intentions, and behavior, it might be assumed that the 

reliability might be lower. Even though some other researchers would follow the same procedure, probably 

the conditions of employees, their levels of satisfaction, organizational commitment, and other variables 

could easily be different. Additionally, as a specific group of people is researched here, their attitudes and 

intentions can change over time and influence reliability. This could then result in inconsistency with the 

results of this study (Bryman, 2016; De Vaus, 2014; Saunders et al., 2009). Various measurements of internal 
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reliability and stability are suggested by researchers. One of these is the test-retest method, that allows for 

measuring on one occasion and re-measuring the same sample later. As per time constraints and 

assumptions that it would be hard to reach out to the same respondents again, this method was not used. 

Another method is Cronbach’s alpha. In this method, the values over 0.7 indicate high reliability.  

Participant error or participant bias are some of the threats to reliability that can also contaminate data and 

cause inconsistency of research. Participant error refers to factors that can change the way how a participant 

answers the question. For example, if the questionnaire reaches them on a busy day, they might go through 

it fast, without deeper thinking of questions. Participant bias can occur for example, once participants answer 

the control question, in the third section of the questionnaire but start feeling watched and then begin giving 

the socially desirable answers (Saunders et al., 2019). 

The second measure of quality is the validity that is concerned with the integrity of measures used in 

research, the accuracy, and the generalizability of findings. The internal validity of the questionnaire used in 

this thesis refers to the ability of this questionnaire to measure what is actually intended to measure, thus 

the relationships of various variables and the turnover intentions. To support the measurement validity, the 

secondary data collection and relevant theories of turnover and planned behavior together with the turnover 

model (Ajzen, 1991; Khatri et al., 2001) have been used to build the questions used in the data collection 

method and to support answers found in the analysis. 

The external validity refers to the generalizability of findings and thus asks if the findings of the research 

could be generalized to other contexts. In general, external validity is much stronger once the sample is 

selected on a random basis. As this research used convenience sampling (non-random), external validity is 

weaker. As the methodology is highly specified, it allows for other researchers to replicate it, and thus 

establish higher generalizability (Bryman, 2016; Saunders et al., 2019). 
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4 Data presentation and analysis 

The purpose of this chapter is to present an overview of the collected data. The chapter starts with 

demography and descriptive statistics. The main purpose of the study is to test the hypotheses and either 

accept or deny the proposed relationships of turnover intentions with various factors.  

 

4.1 Quality criteria 

Four main selection criteria were used in order to obtain the best quality data possible. Table 4 provides an 

overview of the criteria used.  

Table 4- Quality criteria selection 

Survey 

accessed 

Uncompleted 

surveys 

Wrong age  

group 

Control 

question 

Outliers The final number of 

qualified answers 

402 -83 -52 -22 -20 =225 

 

At first, all uncompleted surveys were deleted. This did not cause any significant loss of data as most of the 

surveys were terminated within the first 20% of the questionnaire. It is assumed that many people have 

decided to terminate the survey because they found the topic uninteresting, too sensitive, or simply found 

out they do not belong to the selected age category. This has reduced the number of responses by 83.  

The second criterion was the age group selected for this study. Despite that age group selected for this study 

was already mentioned in the post that was distributed with the link/QR code to the survey and in the first 

welcome page of it, a big amount of the respondents not falling within the 24-39 group still attempted to 

access the survey. This has reduced the number of responses by another 52 respondents.  

The third criterion was the control question, which was positioned in the third section of the survey. All 

respondents who failed to provide the answer requested in the question were deselected. It is assumed and 

it was observed that some respondents just hurried in filling in the survey and might not have read the 

question properly. This has reduced the amount by another 22 respondents.  

Finally, the last criterion aimed at finding outliers. The survey was measured to take 4-8 minutes in total, 

depending on the speed of answering questions. In order to find the potential respondents that went through 

the survey without reading it all respondents that answered it in less than 3 minutes were deselected, 

claiming that it was impossible to fill in the survey in a quality manner in less than 3 minutes. This has reduced 
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the amount by another 20 respondents. After deselecting all non-quality answers, 225 responses were 

collected. The descriptive statistics of these is provided in the next sub-section (4.2) 

 

4.2 Demography and descriptive statistics 

This sub-chapter aims at describing the demography and descriptive statistics. It is important to notice that 

data used in this and the following chapters come from a sample of 225 respondents that were selected after 

using various criteria described in the previous sub-chapter 4.1. It is important to describe the demographic 

profile of the population that the results are gained from, as it allows for a better understanding of the 

characteristics of this population and the research circumstances.  

 

4.2.1 Age distribution 

Table 5- Descriptive statistics of variable Age 

Minimum Maximum Mean Std Deviation Variance Count 

24 39 28.75 4.69 21.89 225 

 

The research population consisted of individuals in the age range 24-39 (Millennials). The average age of the 

research population was found to be 28,75 years (28 years and 9 months). The most represented groups of 

respondents were aged 24-29, 31 and 36. All the age categories were represented in the sample. This age 

distribution of the researched sample might mean that the findings represented in this research might reflect 

the best behavior and attitudes of the already mentioned age groups.  

 

Figure 9- Age distribution 
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4.2.2 Gender distribution 

No significant dominance of one gender or other was found in the research sample. The sample consisted of 

54.67% of female and 45.33% of male respondents and can thus be considered considerably equal 

distribution. None of the respondents have decided not to answer the gender question.  

 

Figure 10- Gender distribution 

 

4.2.3 Country of residence 

The survey was completed by individuals from 45 different countries from all around the world. It cannot be 

argued that the sample is representative of the Millennials in the whole world, but as the respondents come 

from different countries with various cultural backgrounds, the findings can be to a significant degree agreed 

to be representative. The most represented countries were Denmark (26), Netherlands (24), United Kingdom 

(24), United States of America (21), Germany (15), Sweden (9), and Australia (7). The representation of the 

top 15 countries with the most respondents can be seen in Figure 11. 

 

Figure 11- Country of residence distribution 
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4.2.4 Educational background 

Bachelor’s degree (37.78%) and Master’s degree (38.22%) holders dominate the researched sample. These 

are followed by high school graduates (8.89%) and respondents with lower than high school degree (6.22%). 

The least representants acquired a doctoral degree or equivalent (4.89%) and associate degree (3.11%). The 

graphical representation of the sample can be seen in Figure 12. This distribution also supports the fact that 

Millennials are the generation with the highest education so far.  

 

Figure 12- Educational background distribution 

 

4.2.5 Employment status 

The survey was completed by mainly full-time (49.5%) and part-time paid employees (27.9%).  

11.3% of the employees have been currently unemployed but have had jobs before. These were then asked 

to think of their last job when replying to the questions. 7.7% of the respondents felt within the category of 

self-employed and volunteers. As the survey was built for Millennials that already have or had full-time jobs 

and are not students, only 3.6% of the respondents were current students, but have had full-time jobs before. 

These were again asked to think about their last employment when replying to the other questions.  

 

Figure 13 - Employment status distribution 
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4.2.6 Job industry 

Employees from various industries were represented in the sample. The 5 most represented were 

educational services (12.5%), marketing and advertisement (11%), IT and information services (10.5%), 

healthcare or social assistance (9.5%) and accommodation, hospitality and food industry (7%). Additional 

industries represented were retail, finance, construction, arts, media, and others.  

 

Figure 14- Job industry distribution 

 

4.2.7 Job category 

Most of the respondents (50.9%) work on the non-management positions. The survey was completed by 

(22.3%) of lower-level management employees, (11.6%) of middle management employees and (7.14%) of 

top-level managers. Some of the respondents have decided to either not answer the question or mentioned 

another type of management.  

 

Figure 15- Job category distribution 
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4.2.8 Income 

Even though income after taxes was represented in three currencies (DKK, USD, and EUR) and was adjusted 

to the average income in corresponding countries/regions, it might have created some misalignments. The 

income category that was represented the most was under 10 000 DKK (32%), closely followed by the other 

two 10 000-19 999DKK (26.7%) and 20 000-29 999 (20%). Over 7.1% of the respondents have refused to 

answer this question.  

 

Figure 16- Income distribution 

 

4.2.9 Years of employment, number of jobs and tenure 

The last data, tenure (Table 6), was calculated based on two questions, the number of years of employment 

and the number of jobs an individual had. The average number of years of employment was found to be 4.78 

and the average number of jobs 2.79. The standard deviation of the years of employment was found to be 

4.76 what suggests a slightly higher variance of data. This was to be expected as the age group varies between 

24-39 and thus also the years of employment are expected to be quite spread. The standard deviation of a 

number of jobs was found to be 2.28 and this also suggests a considerably bigger variance of data.  

This data has helped to calculate the tenure of an employee, which was used for the later analysis too. The 

tenure was calculated as simply as:  

𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑟𝑒 =
𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑠 𝑜𝑓 𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑦𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑗𝑜𝑏𝑠
 

The mean of tenure of an employee was found to be 1.73 years (approx. 1 year and 9 months), which also 

supports that Millennials do change jobs frequently. The tenure was found to be much lower (1.22 years) 
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within the younger group of Millennials (24-30 years old) than within the older group (31-39 years old) (2.84 

years). This also suggests that turnover intentions decrease with the raising age.  

 

Table 6 - Years of employment, number of jobs and tenure of Millennials 

Group Sample 
size 

Mean time worked (years) Mean number of jobs Tenure 
(years) 

24-30 154 2.23 2.03 1.22 

31-39 71 10.31 4.42 2.84 

All 225 4.78 2.79 1.73 

 

4.2.10 Escape and advancement motive 

Table 7 presents the results for the motives of job-hopping, escape and advancement. The higher mean for 

the advancement motive suggests that Millenials have high ambitions and personal drive and they job-hop 

more in order to enhance their careers. Contrary, a bit lower mean of escape motive does not suggest that 

there is no impulsiveness and instincts that drive Millennials to job-hop, but they are not a motive that 

dominates the decision making. These findings will be discussed in relation to the literature in chapter 5.3. 

 

Table 7- Escape and advancement motive of job-hopping of Millennials 

Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Escape motive 225 1 5 2.59 1.247 

Advancement motive 225 1 5 3.66 1.204 
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5 Data analysis 

Multiple regression has been selected as the mean of analyzing the data as it allows for investigating 

relationship(s) between the dependent and one or more independent variable(s). The outcome or dependent 

variable is, in this case, the turnover intentions of Millennials. The variables that influence this dependent 

variable are all other variables mentioned previously (demographic factors, controllable and uncontrollable 

factors, and 3 main determinants of the behavioral intention from the Theory of planned behavior). Multiple 

regression was chosen as a means of analyzing data as the single regression only allows for analyzing a single 

predictor of a variable only, which would not suit the number of hypotheses and variables that are exercised 

in this paper.  

 

5.1 Assumptions of multiple regression 

In order to run a multiple regression, several assumptions need to be checked on in order to assure the 

reliability and validity of the model.  

 

5.1.1 Linear relationship 

The first assumption to be fulfilled is the linear relationship of the independent variable(s) and dependent 

variable. Scatterplots act as the visual representation of the relationship (Figure 17).  

The dependent variable is represented on the Y-axis and the independent variable(s) were located on the X-

axis. The relationship between turnover intentions and age has been visualized in Figure 17. The line does 

suggest that there is a linear relationship between these variables. This might not be visible at first sight as 

the data seems to be quite dispersed. But looking at the fact that darker and bigger circles represent more 

respondents as the lighter and smaller ones, we can also see that these lay closer to the line. Besides, the R2 

that is a coefficient of correlation (R2=0.130) suggests a weak linear relationship.  

The linear relationship was exercised for all the independent variables and the dependent variable. Except 

for lower values of coefficients of correlation, no significant violations of this assumption have been found. 
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Figure 17- Scatterplot of relationship between turnover intentions and age 

 

5.1.2 Multicollinearity 

The second assumption for regression analysis is that there is no multicollinearity in the data, meaning that 

the predictors (independent variables) are not correlated with one another. If the multicollinearity was 

present, it would create redundant information and skewed the results of the regression model.  

The correlations table in the output (Appendix 1, part Pearson Correlation) serves as the first source of 

information about the multicollinearity. If the correlations were over 0.8, it could cause an issue, and 

multicollinearity could be a case, thus it would be worth considering the presence of some of the 

independent variables. As in this output, the highest correlations found are 0.533 (intrinsic and extrinsic 

satisfaction) and 0.513 (intrinsic satisfaction and affective commitment), multicollinearity is not an issue. The 

small part of Pearson’s correlation can be seen in Table 8.  

Table 8 - Pearson's Correlation 
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To double-check, Collinearity statistics (Appendix 1, part Coefficients) provides the VIF (Variance inflation 

factors) scores, and tolerance. As a general rule, the value of VIF that exceeds 10 (or in weaker models 2.5) 

suggests multicollinearity. In this analysis. the values of VIF are greater than 1 in all the cases. The highest VIF 

value 1.859 with the tolerance of 0.538 is far from the maximum of 10 (or 2.5) for VIF and 0.2 for tolerance, 

which suggests that multicollinearity is not a problem.  

A small part of Collinearity statistics can be seen in Table 9. 

Table 9- Collinearity statistics with VIF and tolerance indexes 

 

 

5.1.3 Independent values of the residuals 

Independency of residuals can be exercised by using the Durbin-Watson statistics (Table 10). For this 

assumption to be met the value should be close to 2 and as in this model summary, the value was found to 

be 1.976 what suggests that the assumption is met.  

Table 10 - Durbin-Watson statistics 

 

 

5.1.4 Constant variance of the residuals 

To fulfill this assumption, the variation of residuals should be similar at each point of the model, thus it is 

necessary to test for homoscedasticity. A random array of dots usually suggests the condition being met. In 
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this case (Figure 18), the data might seem slightly to show deviation from homoscedasticity, as it seems like 

the mean of the residuals goes down from right to left as a downward slope and shows a slightly obvious 

pattern. On the other hand, this does not refuse the homoscedasticity of residuals as the level of optical 

illusion plays a high role here. This might be caused by sampling, some non-linearity of the data, and not a 

perfectly normal distribution of data which were mentioned before.  

 

Figure 18- Scatterplot for homoscedasticity 

5.1.5 Normally distributed values of residuals 

P-P plot of regression standardized residual helps to visualize the normal distribution of the residuals. Looking 

at the P-P plot (Figure 19), we can see that plotted points follow the normality line and there are only slight 

deviations that are acceptable. As no drastic deviations are visible, we can accept that this assumption of 

normality of distributed values of residuals is met.  

 

Figure 19 - P-P plot of the regression model 
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5.1.6 Influential cases biasing the model 

As the last assumption, Cook’s distance values help to identify if there are any influential cases that would 

bias the model. Any values that are over 1 can be considered as significant outliers. If these were found, they 

should be removed from the model as they might influence it. The whole output of Cook’s distance statistics 

can be seen in Appendix 1. The highest values found were 0.05781 and 0.04582 which are far from 1 and 

thus no instances that could bias the model have occurred. 

 

5.1.7 Summary of assumptions 

The summary of assumptions for multiple regression can be seen in Table 11 together with their results.  

Table 11 - Table of assumptions results 

Assumption Type of test Result 

1 Linear relationship Scatterplot Assumption met  

2 Multicollinearity Pearson’s correlation/ VIF and 

tolerance 

Assumption met – VIF below 10, 

tolerance below 0,2 (max: 1.859 

with the tolerance of 0.538) 

3 Independent values of 

residuals 

Durbin-Watson statistic Assumption met - Obtained value 

close to 2 (1.976) 

4 Constant variance of residuals Homoscedasticity - Scatterplot Assumption met – no funneling, 

slightly close to heteroscedasticity 

5 Normal distribution of values 

of residuals 

P-P Plot of Regression 

standardized residual 

Assumption met – no extreme 

deviations from normality line 

6 Influential cases biasing the 

model 

Cook’s distance statistic Assumption met – no values over 1 

(max: 0.05781) 

 

5.2 Multiple regression analysis 

As previously mentioned, multiple linear regression had been chosen as a means of analyzing the 

relationships of independent variables with the dependent variable (turnover intentions). The full output of 

the multiple regression analysis can be seen in Appendix 1.  
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5.2.1 Overall model fit 

The model summary shown in Table 12 provides information on how the variables relate to one another. The 

value R, which is a square root of R-squared, is a correlation coefficient of the model, which indicates the 

strength of the relationships between the turnover intention (outcome variable) and all predictor variables 

(demography, controllable factors, etc.). As in this case R= .673, it suggests a strong relationship and thus we 

can say that the suggested model is a relatively good predictor of the turnover intentions.  

The value of R Square, or a coefficient of determination, indicates the proportion of variation that can be 

explained by the suggested model. In this case, the R2 = .452 or 45.2% meaning that this amount of variance 

in data can be explained by the predictor variables. Lower values of R2 are very typical for studies that try to 

predict human attitudes and behavior as these are harder to predict than some other physical processes.  

Table 12 - Table of model summary 

 

 

5.2.2 ANOVA output and statistical significance 

The ANOVA output table shown in Table 13 shows if the model is a significant predictor of the outcome 

variable. The significance is found to be .000 and as it is less than the significance level (p=.05) it is considered 

as the significant predictor of the turnover intention. This way said: model is a significant predictor of 

turnover intention F (15, 209) =11.514, p= .000. 

Table 13 - ANOVA output and statistical significance table 
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5.2.3 Estimated model coefficients and statistical significance of the independent variables 

The coefficients table shows how the individual independent variables contribute to the model. The 

significance level of this model is p=.05. In order to find if a variable provides evidence against the null 

hypothesis and significantly contributes to a model, the p-value needs to be p≤ .05. The output of the analysis 

can be seen in Table 14.  

Table 14 - Table of coefficients and significance 

 

The significance level has shown that 8 out of 15 variables were statistically significant. These included age, 

education, job category, affective commitment, intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction, and attitudes and 

subjective norms from the theory of planned behavior. Extrinsic satisfaction (p=.049) has reached very close 

value to the significance level (p=.05) but still felt within the limits.  

The unstandardized beta coefficients explain the relation of the turnover intentions and the predictor 

variable (s). Moreover, the unstandardized beta also shows the strength of an influence each predictor has 

considering that all other variables are kept constant.  
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For age, the coefficient (parameter estimate) was found to be -.042 and the result was found to be significant 

(p=.024). This suggests, that if we kept all other variables constant, the increase in age would mean .042 

decrease in turnover intentions.  

The coefficient for gender was found to be .096. As the gender was coded 0/1 (0-men and 1-women) this 

would mean that for every increase in females, the turnover intentions would increase by .096 point. Easily 

said, the turnover intentions would be .096 higher for women than for men. But as the significance level of 

gender was found to be .522, which is much higher than the p=.05, this variable is not statistically significantly 

different from 0. 

Education was found to be statistically significant with the p=.044. The parameter estimate was .123 

suggesting that education is positively related to turnover intentions, meaning that the higher the education 

individual has, the higher the turnover intentions are.  

Job category has also been found to be statistically significant (p=.006) with the corresponding β=-.222 what 

suggests that with raising management level (from no management function, through low and middle to top-

management) the turnover intentions decrease.  

Income and tenure have not been statistically significant (p=.527 and .480 respectively).  

Affective commitment has been found statistically significant (p=.031) with the corresponding β=-.143. This 

suggests that with raising affective commitment the turnover intentions decrease.  

None of the following three was found to be statistically significant: normative commitment, continuance 

commitment, and external employment opportunities. They have all achieved p-values far from acceptable 

(.597, .379 and .590 respectively). 

Both intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction have shown to be statistically significant (p=.009 and 0.49). Both show 

a negative relation to turnover intentions with β=-.257 and -.172. As these were measured on the same scale, 

we can say that intrinsic satisfaction has a stronger negative relation to turnover intentions than extrinsic 

satisfaction.  

Lastly, two of the three dimensions from the Theory of planned behavior have been found to be statistically 

significant. Attitudes towards behavior (job-hopping) and subjective norms (p=.019 and .030) have both 

shown a positive relation to turnover intentions. This suggests that as the attitudes towards job-hopping 

increase, the actual turnover increases too. Moreover, if the subjective norms increase, e.g. families and 

colleagues support Millennials in job-hopping, the turnover intentions increase too. The behavioral control 

did not show statistical significance as the p-value was .272.  
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In the following chapter 5.3, the results will be discussed in connection to the hypotheses set and academic 

literature.  

To wrap up these findings, Figure 20 includes the initial model with the visualization of the results from 

multiple regression. While the green colour represents hypotheses that are fully accepted, the red colour 

represents hypotheses that are not found to be statistically significant. The white colour represents partly 

accepted hypotheses.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attitudes towards behaviour
(H2)

•Attitudes towards 
job- hopping

Subjective norm (H3)

•Social pressure and 
opinions of other 
generations, family,
employers

Perceived behavioral control
(H4)

•Perceived job 
opportunity

Demographic factors (H5)

•Age (H5a)  -

•Gender (H5b)

•Education (H5c) +

•Tenure (H5d) -

•Income level (H5e) -

•Job category (H5f) -

Controllable factors (H6, H7)

•Job satisfaction (H6) -

•Organizational 
commitment (H7)  
(affective)

Uncontrollable factors (H8)
•External

employment
opportunities (H8) +

Job-hopping 
behavior 

(H1)

Figure 20 - Results of the Hypotheses testing  

Agenda: Green= Hypothesis accepted, Red= non-significant results, White = partly accepted 
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5.3 Summarizing the findings in relation to the theory used 

To continue the analysis, it is good to find support if Millennials do actually change their job often and, if so, 

to find the reasons why they act like this.  

The first finding that the survey brings is that the average tenure of a Millennial is around 1 year and 9 

months. Moreover, the age category of 24-30 had an even lower average tenure of 1 year and 2 months. This 

confirms that an average Millennial changes jobs more often than every second year. This is very consistent 

with the findings of other researchers that claim an average tenure being around 1,8 years (Baruch et al., 

2015). 

As stated before, it is hard to define job-hopping as no specific definition of it exists, but building on the 

research of Steenackers and Guerry (2016) that define job-hopping as changing jobs as often as every 2-24 

months, it could be concluded that this behavior of Millennials can be considered job-hopping.  

Yet again, there is a big discussion of the motives of job-hopping. Some researchers connect it with the 

generational traits of Millennials and argue that the reason for job-hopping is their high ambitions and 

personal drive, and thus it is the advancement motive that drives this behavior. On the other hand, escape 

motive connects more to the impulsiveness and is many times connected to the instinctive impulses that 

lead Millennials to frequently migrate from job to job.  

The survey included two questions applied from the research of job-hopping motives of Lake (2018) and 

reflected a much higher mean for advancement motive than for escape motive (3.66 compared to 2.59). 

These were measured along the Likert scale (1-strongly disagree to 5-strongly agree) suggesting that 

Millennials identify themselves more with the advancement motive than escape motive of job-hopping. We 

can say that generational traits do play a big role in the motives of job-hopping and the ‘hobo syndrome’ or 

just impulsiveness is not the main motive of Millennials job-hopping.  

Hypothesis 1 has suggested that the turnover intention is a good predictor of the actual turnover. As the time 

for conducting the thesis does not allow for a longitudinal study where it would be possible to execute the 

subsequent measurement of the actual job-hopping behavior of the individuals that can show these 

intentions, the Theory of Planned behavior serves as the supporting point in this hypothesis.  

It was said that according to the Theory of Planned Behavior, the intentions are the best predictor of the 

actual behavior (Fishbein et al., 1977). Analyzing the survey results, we could see that attitudes towards 

behavior and subjective norms were found to be statistically significant and have a positive relation to 

turnover intentions (p= .019 and .030 and β=.141 and .193 respectively). The perceived behavioral control 

has not been found statistically significant (p= .272 .and β= .083).  
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This suggests that both attitudes towards job-hopping and subjective norms have a positive relationship with 

turnover intentions. In this way, turnover intentions raise once Millennials think positively of job-hopping, 

find it pleasant, and not annoying. Moreover, if the people whom they value also support this behavior and 

they have a feeling that others might also expect this behavior from them, they tend to job-hop more, too. 

The results of this analysis show that the perceived behavioral control, thus the likelihood and ease of finding 

a new job and the number of jobs available on the market do not influence turnover intentions (Fishbein et 

al., 1977). 

As two of 3 major determinants of behavioral intention significantly contribute to the job-hopping intentions 

it can be suggested that the first hypotheses can be accepted. It is then said that there is a positive 

relationship between turnover intentions and the actual behavior and the attitudes towards this behavior 

and subjective norms contribute to this behavior. Subsequently, hypotheses 2 and 3 can be accepted too. 

The hypothesis 4 cannot be accepted as β was not statistically significant (p=.272).  

Results presented in the previous sub-chapter 5.2 have provided for modest support of hypothesis 5 that 

states that demographic factors have an influence on turnover intentions. Age, education, and job category 

have shown to be statistically significant and are thus proven to have an impact on turnover intentions. The 

other 3 factors (gender, tenure and income level) were found to be statistically non-significant.  

The relation of age and turnover intention has been found to be negative and thus the hypothesis 5a can be 

accepted meaning that younger Millennials job-hop more often than the older members of this generation. 

This is also consistent with previous research that states that younger employees do change jobs more often 

and generational differences and traits also play a big role in this decision to change jobs more often (Byrd 

et al., 2000). As it was shown that the advancement motive plays a big role in the job-hopping behavior of 

Millennials, it is also suggested that high ambitions and personal drive play a big role in this behavior of 

younger employees (Meier et al., 2010). 

There is a positive relationship between education and job-hopping intentions, meaning that individuals with 

higher education job-hop more often. This is consistent with the research of Berg (1991) and Royalty (1998) 

that suggest the same type of relationship. This finding can bring two important points here. The first relates 

to the general level of education that normally brings more opportunities on the market and is also associated 

with the higher desire of individuals to build careers and thus look for the perfect job. The second point is 

that Millennials are proven to be the generation with much higher levels of education than the previous 

generations, and the high job-hoping rates can be significantly influenced by this relationship.  
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Closely related to the level of education, the job category has been found to have a negative relationship 

with job-hopping intentions. This points to the lower-level employees that tend to change jobs more often 

than the ones on the higher, managerial positions that have also been proven by other researchers that 

studied turnover intentions (Byrd et al., 2000; Tai & Robinson, 1998). This could also relate to the 

advancement motive of Millennials and the fact that employees try to advance in their careers and find the 

perfect job position and once they reach higher management levels, their needs get more satisfied.  

Hypothesis 6 stated that there is a negative relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intentions 

which can be accepted as both intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction have been found to be statistically 

significant with the negative β. This suggests that with raising satisfaction the job-hopping intentions 

decrease. Intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction was exercised using 6 items from the short version of the 

Minnesota satisfaction questionnaire and relates to the Two-factor theory of Frederic Herzberg (1968). As 

the standardized β was higher for intrinsic satisfaction (β=-.183) it can be said that motivators as the intrinsic 

factors discourage people from job-hopping slightly more than the extrinsic hygiene factors. This way, 

Millennials seem to be more motivated by intrinsic factors as e.g. recognition and personal growth than by 

extrinsic factors as salary or working conditions. This can again relate a bit closer to the advancement motive 

of job-hopping and the fact that Millennials can be described as ambitions, self-confident individuals with 

higher career expectations (Ng et al., 2010; Smola & Sutton, 2002). 

Hypothesis 7 has suggested a negative relationship between organizational commitment and turnover 

intentions. As both, normative and continuance commitment, were found to be statistically non-significant, 

the hypotheses cannot be accepted. On the other hand, results have shown a negative relationship between 

affective commitment and turnover intentions. As the affective commitment is described as ‘’the employee’s 

emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement in the organization’’ (Meyer & Allen, 1991, p. 

67), it can be said that Millennials prefer a ‘deeper’ and more meaningful relationship with the company. This 

does not mean that benefits associated with staying in the organization (continuance commitment) or 

moral/ethical obligations (normative commitment) do not play role in the turnover intentions, but as they 

were found to be statistically insignificant it cannot be said that they have a significant influence on the 

intentions.  

Lastly, external employment opportunities were not found to have a significant influence on job-hopping 

intentions (p=.590).  

The overview of the hypotheses with their corresponding coefficient and significance followed by results of 

either acceptance/not acceptance can be seen in Table 15.  
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Table 15 - Table of hypotheses, coefficients, significance with results 

 

 

Nr.  Hypothesis Coefficient Significance Result 

1 There is a positive relationship between turnover 
intentions and the actual turnover (job-hopping) of 
Millennials. 

n/a n/a Accepted 

2 Attitudes towards behavior have an influence on 
the turnover intentions. 

.141 .019 Accepted 

3 Subjective norms have an influence on the turnover 
intentions. 

.193 .030 Accepted 

4 Perceived behavioral control has an influence on 
the turnover intentions. 

.083 .272 Not significant 

5 
 
 
A 
 
 
B 
 
 
 
C 
 
 
D 
 
 
E 
 
 
F 
 

Demographic factors have an influence on turnover 
intentions.  

• Age has a negative relationship with 
turnover intentions. 

 

• Women have higher turnover intentions 
than men. 

 

• The education of an employee has a 
positive relationship with turnover 
intentions.  

 

• Tenure of an employee is negatively related 
to the turnover intentions.  

 

• Income level of an employee has a negative 
relationship with turnover intentions. 

 

• Job category has a negative relationship 
with turnover intentions. 

 

n/a  
 
 
-.042 
 
 
.096 
 
 
 
.123 
 
 
.003 
 
 
-.032 
 
 
-.222 

n/a 
 
 
.024 
 
 
.522 
 
 
 
.044 
 
 
.480 
 
 
.527 
 
 
.006 
 

Partly Accepted 
 
 
Accepted 
 
 
Not significant 
 
 
 
Accepted 
 
 
Not significant 
 
 
Not significant 
 
 
Accepted 

6 There is a negative relationship of job satisfaction 
and turnover intentions (I- intrinsic, E-extrinsic). 

I= -.257 
E = -.172 

.009 

.049 
Accepted 

7 There is a negative relationship between 
organizational commitment and turnover 
intentions (A- affective, N – normative, C-
Continuance). 

A=-.143 
N=-.037 
C=-.063 

.031 

.597 

.379 

Accepted only for 
affective 
commitment 

8 There is a positive relationship between external 
employment opportunities and turnover intentions. 

.030 .590 Not significant 
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5.4 Limitations and delimitations of the study 

This thesis should be read in light of its limitations and delimitations. These are discussed below.  

 

5.4.1 Limitations 

Limitations are defined as the factors and influences that are out of the researcher’s control and they place 

the restrictions of different parts of research, its conduct, and the outcome (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009). 

Despite attempts to minimize the amount of limitations, some could not have been prevented or avoided.  

The study was conducted with the aim of researching members of one generation, thus it applied to a broad 

number of individuals. One of the limitations was the time and resources for conducting the research, which 

has also impacted the delimitation and selection of the data collection method and analysis. It has been 

mentioned that a bigger sample size, random sampling, and longitudinal study could be much more suitable 

and could provide more valid results. The smaller sample size (considering the size of the whole population) 

and other factors could result in an improper representation of the population.  

Another big limitation connected to the data collection method was the participant dropout and number of 

faulty completed surveys, which has reduced the potential data by almost 50% (225 quality answers out of 

402 in total). Moreover, the selection of a survey as the data collection method caused the limitations in the 

structure and type of data gained. The questionnaire has provided a considerably big amount of data and 

good structure supporting the hypotheses but offered limited outcomes, less flexibility, and fewer 

opportunities for explanatory data. For example, the number of questions and the overall length of the 

survey was limited. This caused that it was not possible to ask many questions, use more questions related 

to theories and frameworks discussed, and was limited to closed-ended questions.   

Furthermore, this quantitative data collection method was not able to capture the emotions or behavior of 

respondents and it was not possible to limit other factors or external influences that occurred once the 

respondents were completing surveys. For example, respondents might have been affected by the current 

situation connected with the pandemic (COVID-19), work from home, or other external factors. 

Lastly, it is impossible to draw results based on one survey outcome, once we are talking about the whole 

generation. Many of the countries were not represented, numerous alterations within a generation can be 

present and the ‘one size fits all’ connotation is not always sufficient in explaining people’s behavior and 

attitudes.  
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5.4.2 Delimitation 

Delimitation describes the choices made and the boundaries that were set for the study (Alvesson & 

Sköldberg, 2009). It relates to all parts of the study, its objectives, theoretical considerations, research 

question, data collection method, and population chosen.  

The first and main delimitation of the thesis was the topic and population of interest. The study considers 

only Millennials and does not attempt to study other generations, their beliefs, and attitudes or compare the 

differences between and among the generations. Moreover, in order to look at the whole generation, no 

specific company, industry, or setting was selected. Within this population, only individuals that currently 

have or previously had jobs were researched. This was delimitated in order to be able to study the real 

behavior and attitudes, not the hypothetical. All students and unemployed that did not previously have full-

time jobs and did not fall within the age limit were excluded from the study.  

Theoretical considerations have been built on two main theories/models and the following hypotheses were 

built upon these, not considering other possible theories of turnover, satisfaction, or organizational 

commitment. The delimitation of the philosophical framework selected, namely positivism, has also limited 

the selection of subsequent data collection method and data analysis. 

It was delimitated that study will use the quantitative data collection method in the form of a survey that 

was non-randomly distributed. This has led to several limitations that were mentioned in the chapter 5.4.1. 

Other options of data collection method were considered, e.g. semi-structured interviews, but considering 

the current situation and resources available the survey was selected as the most suitable method.  

Moreover, other data collection methods as e.g. interviews or focus groups would be more time consuming 

and would bring a lot of challenges regarding consistency and interpretation of results. Besides, these would 

also find less consensus with positivism as philosophy chosen, which requires the researcher to be detached, 

neutral and independent of the reality that is observable and measurable.  

The research has also looked at the direct impact that independent variable(s) has on the dependent turnover 

intentions and did not consider any indirect impact that variables can have on each other. Lastly, no 

mediating variables were considered.  
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6 Conclusion and discussion 

This chapter brings the concluding remarks, discussion and further research recommendation.  

 

6.1 Conclusion 

To being with, as not much consensus could be found in the literature, basing on the most popular and widely 

accepted articles, Millennials were defined as individuals born between the years of 1982-1995. The Theory 

of Planned Behavior by Fishbein and Ajzen (1977) and the Employee turnover model by Khatri et al. (2001) 

have been selected as the main constructs of the paper. A quantitative method in the form of the survey was 

used to collect the necessary data and multiple regression analysis was used for analysis.  

This thesis had 4 main objectives. The first objective was to find out if Millenials change their jobs often 

enough that it could be classified as job-hopping behavior and to find the motives that drive this behavior. 

The literature and previous statistics have supported much lower tenure of Millenials as compared to the 

older Generations. The findings have supported a low tenure of Millennials, resulting in 1.73 years for the 

whole sample and even lower 1.22 years for age category 24-30. This suggests that Millennials change jobs 

more often than every second year. Building on the literature, this behavior of changing jobs this frequently 

can be considered job-hopping. 

It was suggested that these frequent changes of jobs might be caused by two motives, the advancement and 

escape motive. The descriptive statistics helped to find out that Millennials identify themselves more closely 

with the advancement motive of job-hopping than with the escape motive. This closely relates to the 

generational personality and career enhancement perspective, meaning that Millennials are, in general, 

highly educated individuals that job-hop in order to find their perfect jobs. These jobs should then meet their 

values, offer a good ratio of work-life balance, a positive work environment, and enough benefits and 

recognition for the tasks accomplished.  

Consequently, the second objective was to find the factors that impact turnover intentions and potential job-

hopping of Millennials. The employee turnover model and the Theory of planned behavior helped to build a 

suggested model and hypotheses for this paper. The regression analysis helped to analyze the relationship 

between these independent variables and the turnover intentions. The model was found to be significant 

and a good predictor of the independent variable (R=.673) and 45.2% of the variance in turnover intentions 

could be explained by the predictor variable(s) (R2=.452). 

The third objective was to find the strength and direction of the relationship between these independent 

variables and the dependent variable, turnover intentions. Multiple regression has also helped to find the 
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relationships and the direction between the independent variables and the dependent variable. Consistent 

with the literature, it was supported that relationship of age and turnover intentions is negative, meaning 

that younger Millennials job-hop more than older peers. 

Education was positively related to turnover intentions, suggesting that individuals with higher education 

job-hop more. This was also consistent with other literature and could be explained by the advancement 

motive that drives this behavior, meaning that highly educated individuals are encouraged to enhance their 

careers and that results in higher turnover intentions. The job category was found to be negatively related 

to turnover intentions and found consensus with other literature. Employees on lower positions were having 

higher job-hopping intentions than employees in middle and top-management. 

Both, intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction, were found to be negatively related to turnover intentions. The 

coefficient for intrinsic satisfaction was indicating a stronger influence, meaning that Millennials job-hop less 

once the intrinsic factors as e.g. recognition, achievement, or personal growth are reached. Similar results 

were achieved by the affective commitment that has achieved statistical significance and shown a negative 

relationship with turnover intentions. Employees who build an emotional attachment with the organization, 

identify with its goals and values are thus supposed to job-hop less. The results for the other factors were 

statistically not significant and thus it is concluded that data was not sufficient to make an inference about 

them.  

The last objective was to find if the turnover intentions can be considered a good predictor of the actual 

behavior. The last objective was tested with the support of the Theory of planned behavior. Two of three 

behavioral intentions significantly contributed to the job-hopping intentions and it was thus concluded that 

both attitudes towards job-hopping and subjective norms are good predictors of the job-hopping behavior.  

The results of this paper suggest that Millenials have a very short tenure of fewer than two years and they 

change jobs often. The motives that drive them to job-hop are driven by the advancement motive, but escape 

motive is present too. The factors that have a positive relationship with turnover intentions of Millenials are 

education, attitudes towards this behavior, and subjective norms. Age, job category, affective commitment, 

intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction have a negative relationship with turnover intentions. Turnover intentions 

are considered a good predictor of the actual job-hopping behavior as two of three determinants from the 

Theory of planned behavior have shown a significant influence on turnover intentions of Millenials.  

As briefly mentioned in chapter 5.4.1, it needs to be reminded that a big part of the research and data 

collection was collected during the outbreak of the COVID-19 what might have a significant impact on the 

attitudes of Millennials that have responded to the survey and could thus influence the data and findings.  
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6.2 Discussion and further research recommendation 

Several perspectives that would be interesting to investigate further were identified while conducting this 

research. According to the Theory of planned behavior, that there exists the intention-behavior gap (or 

attitude-behavior gap), meaning that not always attitudes of an individual correlate to their actions. As the 

Theory of planned behavior received significant support in this research, this problem should be addressed 

in future research.  

Moreover, compatibility issue pinpoints at the fact the individuals might carry out a behavior right now, but 

they do not necessarily need to do that in the future. As their intentions might easily change over time, 

caused by various external factors. This then suggests that in the ideal case the study should be repeated, 

with measuring the intention right before performing the behavior to achieve the best results. For this, the 

next researches should look at the longitudinal studies and measure this relationship. Besides, impulsivity 

and the escape motives that drive some part of Millennial’s decision making should be accounted for.  

Furthermore, several reasons exist why the research could be conducted at some time from now on. At first, 

as non-probability sampling was used, it would bring benefits to study some other probability sample to find 

out if the results would be the same. Moreover, some of the data in the analysis were found to be statistically 

non-significant. This could mean that there is really no effect of the variable(s) on turnover intentions, but 

other reasons for non-significant results can exist. External factors or response bias that were out of the 

control could have influenced the respondents and their answers. Repeating the study with a larger and more 

representable sample, using other measurements or sets of variables could support or decline current 

findings. Another reason for conducting similar research in some time from now on is to find out if Millennials 

will still behave the same as they do now and if e.g. age will be still negatively correlated with turnover 

intentions, even once now younger Millenials reach higher age.  

Moreover, qualitative studies could provide more in-depth information and reconcile the discrepant findings. 

Similarly, narrowing the scope of the research and studying a specific segment or company would lead 

towards a more focused and more in-depth approach. Additionally, exploring the fact if intention really does 

predict the job-hopping using other statistical methods or if the previous job-hopping significantly predict 

the future job-hopping could bring interesting information. Finally, additional research would be necessary 

to find and better understand how job-hoppers fit into traditional turnover models that could lower turnover 

rates.  
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8 Appendices 

Appendices are to be found in the attached PDF 


