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Do employer branding, job satisfaction, supervisor support, and openness toward 

organizational change impact employees' quit intentions? A study among the IT 

sector in Portugal 

ABSTRACT 

IT workers are receiving intensified attention from organizations. Companies’ 

success increasingly depends on technology, which makes IT workers retention more 

important than ever. However, IT workers have a job market with a variety of 

stimulating offers. The present study aimed to test a full structural model which 

assumes employer branding, openness to change supervisor support and job satisfaction 

as predictors the intention to quit in a sample of IT workers from a big Portuguese 

company. This cross-sectional study assessed 211 IT workers. The tested full structural 

model revealed that the best predictors of the intention to quit were job satisfaction (β = 

-0.596; p < .001) and the perceived supervisor support (β = -0.214; p = .002). The 

openness toward organizational change (β = 0.004; p = 0.948) and the employer 

branding (β = -0.047; p = .553) did not present statistically significant paths. Global 

satisfaction with IT employees and the support perceived from the supervisor play a 

vital role for this kind of workers in order to diminish quit intentions from the company. 

Keywords: turnover; employer branding; IT workers. 
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Introduction 

Strategic human resource management involves the improvement of processes 

that enable the acquisition, development, and retention of high-performance employees, 

who have skills that allow them to deal effectively with change and current instability in 

the world of work. The recruitment and retention of information technology (IT) 

specialists continues to concern both organizations and researchers (Mn et al., 2019; 

Oehlhorn et al., 2020). Despite several studies on turnover in IT companies and 

recommendations to organizations on how to retain their employees, the overall 

turnover trend of IT professionals remains high. The need for more research on IT 

turnover has been requested by many (Moore et al., 2016; Moquin et al., 2019; 

Oehlhorn et al., 2020), but much of the literature continues to conduct similar studies 

using the same constructs (Lo, 2015). Academics, management, and IT professionals 

have researched the factors affecting employee turnover and behavior in order to better 

understand these issues. According to the meta-analytical review of the IT literature 

(Joseph et al., 2007) the research developed on turnover is based on three classes of 

individual attributes: a) demographic data, b) human capital, and c) motivation. 

Regarding work-related factors, three categories are presented: a) characteristics 

of work, b) expected behavior in function, and c) function stress. Josehph et al. (2007) 

identified some limitations in the literature: 1) low volume of research on turnover in IT 

firms; and, 2) the need to contextualize turnover in IT firms (market and firms). 

Oehlhorn et al. (2020) group the factors that lead to job abandonment in IT in three 

main categories: individual factors, at the work level, and at the organization level. 

Examples of that are perception of work alternatives (Joseph et al., 2007; Moore et al., 

2016), job satisfaction, personality (Eckhardt et al., 2016), and motivation to work 

(Thatcher et al., 2006), and also the psychological contract is one of the factors recently 

studied (Moquin et al., 2019). This recent study highlighted the way four factors 

contribute to the breach of the psychological contract: perceived supervisor support, 

emotional dissonance, exhaustion, and salary. It should be noted that autonomy 

moderated the relationship between the breach of the psychological contract and 

turnover. In fact, both the perceived supervisor and organizational support have shown 

to be related to turnover intentions, suggestion that more attention should be given 

towards employees (Kalidass and Bahron, 2015; Maertz et al., 2007). 

1. The perceived supervisor support has a negative relation with the intention to 

quit. 

Openness towards organizational change can be decisive to the successful 

implementation of new policies, processes, and structures in the workplace. Wanberg 

and Banas (2000) found that employee optimism, perceived control, information 

received about changes and self-efficacy for coping with changes were related to higher 

levels of change acceptance. Openness towards organizational change also depends on 

both individual variables (e.g., self-esteem, optimism, perceived control) and context-

specific variables (e.g., information, participation, change self-efficacy, social support, 

personal impact). Further, Lenberg et al. (2017) report that workers’ feelings of 

participation in the change process, the knowledge about the intended changes 

outcomes, and their understating of the need for organizational change can all impact on 

the attitudes towards said change. Occupational stressors, particularly poor work 

relationships, were negatively related with the attitudes towards change. In addition, 

highly stressed workers are prone to lower commitment and higher reluctance to accept 

change (Vakola and Nikolaou, 2005). Openness to change also decreases when 

professionals’ previous experiences with organizational change were negative and trust 
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in management was low (Devos et al., 2007), which might conduct to more intentions 

of turnover. 

H2. The openness toward organizational change has a negative relationship 

with the intention to quit. 

Job satisfaction can be influenced by several factors, both at the individual 

(mainly one’s values, but also personality and mental health) and the organizational 

level (work, payment, promotions, peers/colleagues, supervisor, top leadership and 

benefits/policies) (Locke, 1976). More job satisfaction is positively related to greater 

organizational commitment (Sirgy et al., 2001). In the opposite direction, more stress in 

the workplace is related to less job satisfaction (van Saane et al., 2003). Lack of job 

satisfaction on the other hand leads to turnover (Irvine and Evans, 1995; Lance, 1991), 

reduced health and life happiness, it can cause reduced performance and be caused by it 

(Locke, 1976). 

H3. Job satisfaction has a negative relationship with the intention to quit. 

The concept of employer branding (EB) germinated with the organizations’ need 

to attract and retain human resources. Given that human capital is the most important 

vector of contemporary organizations (Malik and Khera, 2014), and that the 

attractiveness of an organization is an important factor in recruiting and retaining 

employees (Edwards, 2010), EB emerges as a tool which assists organizations to 

develop communication strategies, replicating the principles of marketing to human 

resource management (Alnıaçık et al., 2014) in order to counter these challenges of 

attraction and retention. 

Barney (1991), stresses that organizations are able to create competitive 

advantage when they implement a set of resources and practices that are difficult (or 

even impossible) to be replicated by their competitors. The notion of EB was initially 

introduced by Ambler and Barrow (1996) in order to explain the factors that can have 

relationship with the attraction of the best employees in job search. According to 

Branham (2001) and Thorne (2004), this is the package of psychological, economic and 

functional benefits provided to employees by the employer in order to position the 

company in the minds of potential candidates as a great place to work. Backhaus and 

Tikoo (2004) define the concept of employer branding as the effort that an organization 

makes to promote, both inside and outside the organization, a clear vision of what 

makes it different and desirable as an employer. Thus, it can be considered as a strategy 

that intends to positively manage the perceptions and recognition of the different 

players (collaborators, potential collaborators, and stakeholders). The employer brand 

can be defined as the sum of the efforts that an organization uses to communicate to 

current and potential employees that it is a desirable workplace (Ewing et al., 2002; 

Minchington, 2010). Being a a expected protective variable of intention to quit 

(Mandhanya and Shah, 2010). 

H4. Employer branding has a negative relationship with the intention to quit. 

Altogether, the intention to quit should presented negative relationships with 

employer branding, supervisor support, and job satisfaction, and a positive relationship 

with openness toward organizational change (Figure 1). 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Figure 1 about here 
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Methods 

Procedures 

The survey was designed to be completed in 12 minutes. It was deployed using 

the a online using a web platform. The electronic informed consent was presented first 

and must had been accepted by the participant to proceed further in the questionnaire. 

All the participants were informed that they could leave the study at any time, and that 

they would be given an automatic report about their answers, and its comparison to the 

overview of responses. 

Participants 

The sample included IT workers who work in a big IT company based in 

Portugal. A pilot study was conducted with 15 workers with the intent to evaluate the 

platform used and items’ compressibility. One invitation was sent to all potential 

participants in the same day, and two reminders during next two weeks. The company 

has around 400 IT workers, 279 of them answered to the survey, with a total of 211 

complete answers. This cross-sectional study analyzed had a 5% trimmed mean time of 

participation of 220 seconds. The age mean was 37.12 (SD = 7.59) years old, 64.86% 

male, and the mean tenure was 3.51 (SD = 4.88) years. 

Measures 

Online self-report psychometric instruments were used, the all the measures 

were adequately inspected in terms of validity evidence based on the internal structure 

(American Educational Research Association et al., 2014) as the best practice advise to 

do so (Heggestad et al., 2019). All the instruments were used with its Portuguese 

adaptation. 

Employer Branding Scale (EBS) 

To measure the employer branding the Employer Branding Scale was used scale 

developed by Ito, Brotheridge, and McFarland (2013) was used. It comprises second-

order latent factor with 20 items which address the subjects’ perceptions of what the 

organization offers them. It was adapted for Portuguese using the adequate Standards 

(American Educational Research Association et al., 2014). The 20 items are divided 

into five dimensions, namely, satisfaction with pay, refers to the degree of importance 

attributed by the individual in relation to the average wage, and to the comparison 

between the homologous workers in the same organization and in other organizations (3 

items). The dimension of flexibility aims to perceive the degree of importance attributed 

by the individual in relation to the time allocated to other activities besides work, and 

the flexibility provided by the organization regarding the working schedule (3 items). 

The security dimension refers to the perceptions of maintaining the actual job in the 

organization, saving plans, policies of laying off and keeping employees (3 items). The 

developmental opportunities factor (4 items) pertains to the degree of importance 

attributed by the individual in relation to the tasks performed, the work techniques used 

that imply creativity in the development of the work tasks, and in producing innovative 

and high-quality products/services. The promotion factor (2 items) measures the 

perceptions of career development opportunists and speed of progression within the 

organization. Finally, the dimension people factors (5 items), represents the individuals’ 

views regarding the emphasis placed by the organization on concern for people, 

achievement, honesty, and fairness. Additionally, seven items regarding technology 
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factors were added. Those items assess the perception of the IT worker regarding the 

organization technological capabilities. Research showed that IT workers give value to 

access to new technology as a way to improve their professional skills (Nayak and 

Suhan, 2017) which is a tendency of the information age (Dabirian et al., 2019) 

All the items are scored on a 5-point ordinal scale (1- “Not important”, 2 - 

“Somewhat unimportant”, 3 - “Neutral”, 4 - “Somewhat important”, 5 - “Very 

important”). Some examples of items are: “Overall pay level.”; “Work hours that fit my 

lifestyle.”; “Pension/RRSP savings plan.”; “Opportunities to use important skills and 

abilities.”; “Number of opportunities for advancement”, and “The emphasis placed on 

concern for people”. 

Openness Toward Organizational Change Scale (OTOCS) 

The OTOCS is a psychometric instrument proposed by Miller, Johnson, and 

Grau (1994). This is a self-report measure composed by five items (two of them are 

reversed) which should be answered on a five-point Likert-type scale anchors, ranging 

from 5 - “To a very great extent” to 1 - “To a very little extent”. It is intended to 

measure individuals' willingness to support organizational change and positive affect 

toward change (openness toward organizational change). Examples of item is: “I would 

consider myself to be "open" to the changes the work teams will bring to my work 

role”. The validity evidence based on the internal structure found in the original study 

(Miller et al., 1994) was good in terms of reliability (α = .80; CR = .80), and in terms of 

dimensionality, the evidence of convergent validity was nearly acceptable (AVE = .45). 

Besides this, the original study, was found to have validity evidence based on the 

relation with other variables, such as: organizational identification, role ambiguity, and 

quality information. The Portuguese version of the OTOCS also presented good validity 

evidence (Sinval et al., 2021). 

Short Index of Job Satisfaction (SIJS) 

The SIJS by Judge, Bono and Locke (2000) is a self-report psychometric 

instrument with five items (two reversely scored). which has been proposed as a 

reduced version of the original Index of Job Satisfaction (Brayfield and Rothe, 1951) 

which has 18 items. Subjects are asked to respond to each item by checking a five-point 

scale ranging from 1 - “Very untrue” to 5 - “Very true”, two of the five items are 

reversed. In terms of validity evidence based on the internal structure the reliability of 

the scores displayed good internal consistency estimates (α = .89) in the original 

reduced version study (Judge et al., 2000). The Portuguese adaptation was used (Sinval 

and Marôco, 2020) which presented measurement invariance among sexes, and 

countries (Portugal and Brazil). Example of items are: “I feel fairly satisfied with my 

present job” and “Each day at work seems like it will never end” (reversed). 

Perceived Supervisor Support Scale (PSSS) 

The perception of the supervisor support was assessed with the measure 

proposed by Eisenberger and colleagues (2002). It consists of eight items (two reversely 

scored) which are scored using a seven-point ordinal scale from 1 – “Strongly disagree” 

to 7 – “Strongly agree”. Example of items are: “The supervisor strongly considers my 

goals and values” and “If given the opportunity, the supervisor would take advantage of 

me” (reversed). 
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Intention to Quit Scale (IQS) 

The intention to quit was measured with Intention to Quit Scale (Wayne et al., 

1997). The IQS contains five indicators (one reverse scored) which manifest a single 

latent variable. Items should be answered using a seven-point ordinal scale from 1 – 

“Strongly disagree” to 7 – “Strongly agree”. Example of items are: “I am actively 

looking for a job outside this organization”, “I think I will be working at this 

organization five years from now" (reverse-scored). It was shown good reliability 

evidence in terms of internal consistency (Wayne et al., 1997). 

 

Data analysis 

The data analysis was conducted using the R programming language (R Core 

Team, 2021) through the graphical user interface, RStudio (RStudio Team, 2021). The 

skimr package (McNamara et al., 2018) was used to obtain some of the descriptive 

statistics (mean, standard-deviation, minimum value, 25th percentile, median, 75th 

percentile, maximum value) and the histogram for each of the instruments’ items. Some 

other descriptive statistics were calculated: the coefficient of variation (CV) through the 

sjstats package (Lüdecke, 2019), the standard error of the mean (SEM) through the 

plotrix package (Lemon, 2006), and the mode (most frequent value) through the 

modeest package (Poncet, 2019). The skewness using the “sample” method, and the 

kurtosis using the “sample excess” method were calculated using the 

PerformanceAnalytics package (Peterson and Carl, 2020). Severe univariate normality 

violations were considered for absolute values of |sk| >3 and |ku| >7 (Finney and 

DiStefano, 2013; Marôco, 2021). 

The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to assess if the collected data 

confirmed the expected dimensionality of the used instruments. To conduct the CFA the 

lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012) was selected using the  weighted least squares means 

and variances (WLSMV) estimation method (Muthén, 1983). The TLI (Tucker Lewis 

Index), the SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual), the RMSEA (Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation), NFI (Normed Fit Index), χ2/df (ratio chi-square and 

degrees of freedom), and CFI (Comparative Fit Index) were used as goodness-of-fit 

indices. The fit of the models were considered good if χ2/df < 5, values of SRMR and 

RMSEA < 0.08, values of CFI, NFI and TLI > 0.95.  The AVE (Average Variance 

Extracted) was estimated accordingly with Fornell and Larcker (1981) and Marôco 

(2021). Higher values are indicative of better convergent evidence in terms of internal 

structure (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The reliability of the scores were assessed based 

on the estimates of internal consistency. The ω (Bollen, 1980; Raykov, 2001) and α 

(Cronbach, 1951) based on the polychoric correlation matrices were calculated for first-

order factors. For second-order factors, the variance of the first-order factors explained 

by the second-order factor (ωL2), the proportion of variance explained by second-order 

factor after partialing the uniqueness of the first-order factor (ωpartial L1), the proportion 

of the second-order factor explaining the total score (ωL1) were calculated. All the 

internal consistency estimates were obtained through the semTools package (Jorgensen 

et al., 2021). 

The structural model was analyzed using the structural equation modeling 

method using the lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012) implemented through a two-step 

(Marôco, 2021). The 95% confidence intervals were provided for all paths. The same 

criteria established in the evaluation of the measurement models (i.e., CFA) were used 
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to assess the goodness-of-fit of the latent variable structural model. For all statistical 

tests, the α = 0.05 was used. 

Results 

Measurement Model 

All the instruments were inspected in terms of validity evidence based on the 

internal structure. The distributional properties of items were analyzed. This was 

followed by an examination of the dimensionality together with an estimation of the 

reliability of the scores in terms of internal consistency both for first- and second-order 

factors (for the EBS). 

As it can be observed on Table 1, all items presented absolute skewness and 

absolute kurtosis values which were not indicative of severe univariate normality 

violations (Finney and DiStefano, 2013; Marôco, 2021). Only four items did not present 

the full range of possible answers, one item from the EBS (Item 6) and three items from 

the PSSS (Item 2, Item 4, and Item 5). 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 1 about here 

------------------------------------------- 

 

The original dimensionality was verified using a CFA to a evaluate the fit of the 

data to the original structure of each instrument. None of the instruments had items 

removed from its original structure. 

EBS 

The EBS second-order model presented an acceptable fit to the data (χ2(315) = 

869.363; p < 0.001; χ2/df = 2.760; n = 215; CFI = 0.979; NFI = 0.968; TLI = 0.977; 

SRMR = 0.085; RMSEA = 0.091; P(RMSEA ≤ 0.05) < 0.001; 90% CI ]0.084; 0.098[). 

Two residuals’ correlation among items of the same factor were added (p < .001). 

Regarding the second-order latent factor, the internal consistency estimates were good 

(ωL1 = 0.854; ωL2 = 0.911; ωpartial L1 = 0.955). 

OTOCS 

The OTOCS showed an acceptable fit to the data (χ2(3) = 9.461; p = 0.024; χ2/df 

= 3.154; n = 224; CFI = 0.994; NFI = 0.991; TLI = 0.980; SRMR = 0.043; RMSEA = 

0.098; P(RMSEA ≤ 0.05) = 0.100; 90% CI ]0.032; 0.172[). The reliability evidence in 

terms of internal consistency of the single latent variable was good for the α estimate (α 

= 0.794) however the ω estimate was bellow expected (ω = 0.649). Two residuals’ 

correlations paths were added (p < .001). 

SIJS 

The SIJS revealed a very good fit to the data (χ2(5) = 9.978; p = 0.076; χ2/df = 

1.996; n = 223; CFI = 0.999; NFI = 0.998; TLI = 0.998; SRMR = 0.038; RMSEA = 

0.067; P(RMSEA ≤ 0.05) = 0.267; 90% CI ]0.000; 0.128[). The internal consistency 

estimates were good both in terms of the α estimator (α = 0.901) and in terms of the ω 

estimator (ω = 0.869). 
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PSSS 

The PSSS presented a very good fit to the data (χ2(19) = 28.929; p = 0.067; χ2/df 

= 1.523; n = 233; CFI = 0.999; NFI = 0.998; TLI = 0.999: SRMR = 0.039; RMSEA = 

0.047; P(RMSEA ≤ 0.05) = 0.511; 90% CI ]0.000; 0.080[). One correlation path 

between residuals was added (p < 0.001). The internal consistency estimates were very 

good (α = 0.925; ω = 0.896). 

IQS 

The IQS showed a very good fit to the data (χ2(5) = 8.029; p = 0.155; χ2/df = 

1.606; n = 220; CFI = 1.000; NFI = 0.999; TLI = 0.999; SRMR = 0.034; RMSEA = 

0.053; P(RMSEA ≤ 0.05) = 0.402; 90% CI ]0.000; 0.117[). The reliability of the scores 

in terms of internal consistency estimates presented very good values (α = 0.903; ω = 

0.885). 

Structural Model 

The latent variable structural model (Figure 2) presented a good fit to the data 

(χ2(1,153) = 1,991.900; p < 0.001; χ2/df = 1.728; n = 211; CFI = 0.986; NFI = 0.967; 

TLI = 0.985; SRMR = 0.079; RMSEA = 0.059; P(RMSEA ≤ 0.05) = 0.001; 90% CI 

]0.054; 0.063[). The direct effects of job satisfaction (βJS->IQ = -0.597; p < 0.001), and 

supervisor support (βSS->IQ = -0.215; p = 0.002) on intention to quit were statistically 

significant both presenting negative paths. The job satisfaction presented a large 

negative effect size, while the supervisor support presented a negative moderate one. 

However, the direct effects of employer branding (βEB->IQ = -0.045; p = 0.578) and 

openness toward organizational change (βOTOC->IQ = 0.003; p = 0.960) did not present a 

statistically significant path with very small effect sizes. The unstandardized estimates, 

standard-error and 90% confidence interval for the paths are presented in Table 2. 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

------------------------------------------- 

 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 2 about here 

------------------------------------------- 
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Discussion 

The findings of this study showed a rather surprisingly finding that the employer 

branding did not present a significant path with the intention to quit. Contrary to the 

expected the path presented a very small effect size (negative). Other authors found that 

EB and the intention to quit are negatively significantly related (Kashyap and Verma, 

2018; Yadav et al., 2020). Higher perceived value in employer brand reduced the levels 

of intention to quit. Interestingly Ahmad and Daud (2016) found a similar result, where 

only one EB dimension (among five) had a significant relationship with intention to 

quit. The EB focuses on several issues, such as understanding employees' preferences 

when they are part of the organization and how those preferences can change as they 

build their careers (Ito et al., 2013). Despite the apparent importance of the EB findings 

must be constantly monitored. In the present paper EB was approached as second-order 

latent factor, it might be interesting further studies with a decomposition of the first-

order factors, since not all EB dimensions seem to have significant relationships with 

the intention to quit (Ahmad and Daud, 2016). 

The present study highlighted the importance of the global job satisfaction in the 

reduction of the intention to quit. The results showed a strong negative path, which 

might indicate that the intention to quit is linked to various job aspects. This finding 

stresses the importance of a multidimensional approach to the turnover issue among IT 

workers. And to the need to constantly auscultate the levels of job satisfaction among 

workers. Another variable that presented a significant path was the supervisor support. 

In this study IT workers presented a negative relationship between perceived supervisor 

support and intentions to quit. Such results might indicate that a higher perception of 

support from the supervisor produces a stronger connection between the organization 

and the IT worker. The supervisor plays a fundamental role, being a closer representant 

of the organization higher hierarchy, can protect and generate positive attitudes toward 

the organization in the IT worker. 

Statements such as, “...organizations must create a healthy discomfort with the 

status quo” (Ulrich, 1998, p. 127), fail to appreciate the reservations of employees when 

plans for reorganizations, downsizing, or new operations are announced. They are no 

doubt mindful of unintended, less than stellar outcomes from organizational change 

efforts (Anderson and Anderson, 2001). Our results did not show either a positive 

relationship between openness toward organizational change and intention to quit 

neither a negative one. If by one side, an unhappy worker might be open to changes, by 

other side an unhappy worker might not want to change their current job setting, but 

rather change a deeper change, turnover from the current organization. This conflicting 

effect might be responsible for the nearly neutral effect of openness toward change in 

the intention to quit among TI workers. 

The turnover leads to the increase in the cost of hiring and training of new 

employees, consequently reducing the profitability of any company. The current study 

assessed IT workers from a single organization, the specificities of such company might 

play an important role in the observed results, and thus generalizations should be 

cautioned. However, due to the moderate sample size, which allowed to test a full 

structural latent variable model, the results seem to point to the importance of the job 

satisfaction and supervisor support for the IT workers. 

The presented study used a cross-sectional design, and it is a correlation study 

which do not allow to establish causality interpretations as longitudinal and 

experimental studies would do. However, the presented model allows a deeper 
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understanding of the IT workers intention to quit. Future studies should compare the 

perceptions of employer branding and intention to quit in different time points, 

preferably since the beginning of the employment contract, in order to understand the 

evolution of the relationships between variables. 
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TABLE 1 

Psychometric instruments items’ descriptive statistics 

Item Nmissing M SD Min P25 Mdn P75 Max Histogram SEM CV Mode sk ku 

Short Index of Job Satisfaction 

Item 1 56 3.94 0.94 1 3 4 5 5 ▁▁▅▇▆ 0.06 0.24 4 -0.75 0.39 

Item 2 56 3.79 0.93 1 3 4 4 5 ▁▁▅▇▅ 0.06 0.25 4 -0.66 0.41 

Item 3 56 3.85 1.07 1 3 4 5 5 ▁▂▅▇▇ 0.07 0.28 4 -0.80 0.06 

Item 4 56 3.75 0.99 1 3 4 4 5 ▁▂▆▇▅ 0.07 0.26 4 -0.56 0.04 

Item 5 56 4.45 0.83 1 4 5 5 5 ▁▁▂▃▇ 0.06 0.19 5 -1.59 2.42 

Openness Towards Organizational Change Scale 

Item 1 55 3.75 1.08 1 3 4 4 5 ▁▁▃▇▅ 0.07 0.29 4 -0.90 0.41 

Item 2 55 3.74 1.11 1 3 4 5 5 ▁▃▆▇▇ 0.07 0.30 5 -0.53 -0.55 

Item 3 55 2.95 1.16 1 2 3 4 5 ▃▃▇▅▂ 0.08 0.39 3 -0.05 -0.64 

Item 4 55 3.83 1.07 1 3 4 5 5 ▁▂▆▇▇ 0.07 0.28 5 -0.67 -0.22 

Item 5 55 3.60 0.99 1 3 4 4 5 ▁▁▇▇▅ 0.07 0.27 3 -0.49 0.19 

Intention to Quit Scale 

Item 1 59 3.35 1.69 1 2 3 4 7 ▇▃▅▂▃ 0.11 0.50 4 0.37 -0.69 

Item 2 59 1.93 1.29 1 1 1 2 7 ▇▁▁▁▁ 0.09 0.67 1 1.68 2.75 

Item 3 59 2.06 1.50 1 1 1 2 7 ▇▁▁▁▁ 0.10 0.73 1 1.63 2.05 

Item 4 59 2.08 1.46 1 1 2 2 7 ▇▁▁▁▁ 0.10 0.70 1 1.59 1.95 

Item 5 59 3.82 1.69 1 3 4 5 7 ▆▃▇▂▅ 0.11 0.44 4 0.05 -0.61 

Perceived Supervisor Support Scale 

Item 1 45 5.43 1.49 1 5 6 7 7 ▁▁▂▃▇ 0.10 0.27 7 -0.87 0.12 

Item 2 45 5.87 1.34 2 5 6 7 7 ▁▂▃▅▇ 0.09 0.23 7 -1.20 0.69 

Item 3 46 5.62 1.38 1 5 6 7 7 ▁▁▁▃▇ 0.09 0.25 7 -1.02 0.61 

Item 4 45 5.71 1.21 2 5 6 7 7 ▁▃▅▇▇ 0.08 0.21 7 -0.76 0.00 

Item 5 45 5.41 1.34 2 4 6 7 7 ▁▆▅▇▇ 0.09 0.25 6 -0.57 -0.45 

Item 6 45 3.79 1.39 1 5 6 7 7 ▁▁▁▂▇ 0.09 0.24 7 -1.36 1.52 

Item 7 45 3.62 1.57 1 5 6 7 7 ▁▁▂▁▇ 0.10 0.28 7 -1.13 0.41 

Item 8 45 5.32 1.56 1 4 6 7 7 ▁▁▂▃▇ 0.10 0.29 7 -0.94 0.36 

Employer Branding Scale 

Item 1 64 4.14 0.77 1 4 4 5 5 ▁▁▂▇▅ 0.05 0.19 4 -1.01 1.94 

Item 2 64 3.82 0.95 1 3 4 4 5 ▁▁▅▇▅ 0.06 0.25 4 -0.72 0.38 

Item 3 64 3.93 0.86 1 3 4 5 5 ▁▁▃▇▅ 0.06 0.22 4 -0.76 0.82 

Item 4 64 4.27 0.74 1 4 4 5 5 ▁▁▁▇▇ 0.05 0.17 4 -1.13 2.05 

Item 5 64 4.19 0.76 1 4 4 5 5 ▁▁▂▇▆ 0.05 0.18 4 -1.10 2.27 

Item 6 64 4.38 0.67 2 4 4 5 5 ▁▁▁▇▇ 0.05 0.15 4 -1.00 1.31 

Item 7 64 4.22 0.82 1 4 4 5 5 ▁▁▂▇▇ 0.06 0.20 4 -1.05 1.03 

Item 8 64 3.92 0.88 1 3 4 5 5 ▁▁▃▇▅ 0.06 0.22 4 -0.55 -0.11 

Item 9 64 3.53 1.09 1 3 4 4 5 ▁▃▇▇▅ 0.07 0.31 4 -0.42 -0.41 

Item 10 64 3.88 0.73 1 3 4 4 5 ▁▁▃▇▂ 0.05 0.19 4 -0.53 0.80 

Item 11 64 4.26 0.76 1 4 4 5 5 ▁▁▁▇▆ 0.05 0.18 4 -1.37 3.11 

Item 12 64 4.29 0.74 1 4 4 5 5 ▁▁▁▇▇ 0.05 0.17 4 -1.16 2.17 

Item 13 64 4.07 0.88 1 4 4 5 5 ▁▁▂▇▆ 0.06 0.22 4 -1.05 1.29 

Item 14 64 4.41 0.80 1 4 5 5 5 ▁▁▁▅▇ 0.05 0.18 5 -1.67 3.34 

Item 15 64 3.73 0.93 1 3 4 4 5 ▁▂▅▇▃ 0.06 0.25 4 -0.56 0.13 

Item 16 64 4.21 0.81 1 4 4 5 5 ▁▁▂▇▇ 0.06 0.19 4 -1.20 1.95 

Item 17 64 4.04 0.83 1 4 4 5 5 ▁▁▂▇▅ 0.06 0.21 4 -0.87 1.02 

Item 18 64 4.50 0.70 1 4 5 5 5 ▁▁▁▅▇ 0.05 0.16 5 -1.55 3.07 

Item 19 64 4.46 0.71 1 4 5 5 5 ▁▁▁▅▇ 0.05 0.16 5 -1.50 3.09 

Item 20 64 4.06 0.95 1 4 4 5 5 ▁▁▃▇▇ 0.06 0.23 5 -1.01 0.92 

Item 21 64 3.88 0.91 1 3 4 5 5 ▁▁▃▇▅ 0.06 0.23 4 -0.74 0.39 

Item 22 64 3.69 0.97 1 3 4 4 5 ▁▂▅▇▃ 0.07 0.26 4 -0.52 -0.15 

Item 23 64 3.22 0.98 1 3 3 4 5 ▁▂▇▃▂ 0.07 0.31 3 -0.08 -0.03 

Item 24 64 3.45 0.97 1 3 4 4 5 ▁▂▇▇▂ 0.07 0.28 4 -0.50 0.22 

Item 25 64 3.27 0.97 1 3 3 4 5 ▁▂▇▅▂ 0.07 0.30 3 -0.27 0.17 



16 

 

Item 26 64 3.32 0.96 1 3 3 4 5 ▁▂▇▆▂ 0.07 0.29 3 -0.40 0.23 

Item 27 64 3.31 1.01 1 3 3 4 5 ▂▂▇▇▂ 0.07 0.31 3 -0.51 0.02 

 

TABLE 2 

Structural model latent paths 

 

 

FIGURE 1 

Conceptual model. 

 

Minus symbol (-) represent negative expected paths. It is expected that job 

satisfaction (H1), employer branding (H2), supervisor support (H3) and openness 

toward organizational change (H4). 

 

FIGURE 2 

Structural model 

Path B SE Z β p 90% CI 

IQ <- EB -0.101 0.171 -0.594 -0.047 0.553 ]-0.436; 0.233[ 

IQ <- JS -0.494 0.058 -8.592 -0.596 < 0.001 ]-0.607; -0.382[ 

IQ <- OTOC 0.004 0.063 0.066 0.004 0.948 ]-0.119; 0.127[ 

IQ <- SS -0.168 0.054 -3.098 -0.214 0.002 ]-0.275; -0.062[ 
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Only latent variables are shown. The model presented a good fit to the data 

(χ2(1,153) = 1,991.900; p < 0.001; χ2/df = 1.728; n = 211; CFI = 0.986; NFI = 0.967; 

TLI = 0.985; SRMR = 0.079; RMSEA = 0.059; P(RMSEA ≤ 0.05) = 0.001; 90% CI 

]0.054; 0.063[). 

 


