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How to Optimize the Job
Search Process: Development
and Validation of the Job Search
Quality Scale

Edwin A. J. van Hooft1, Greet Van Hoye2, and Sarah M. van den Hee1

Abstract
Job search quality is important for unemployed individuals pursuing reemployment. To com-
prehensively measure job search quality, we develop and test a 20-item Job Search Quality Scale
(JSQS), using four samples of unemployed individuals (pilot sample, N=218; exploration sample,
N=3372; confirmation sample, N=3372; and replication sample, N=434). Results show a four-
dimensional structure, composed of (a) goal establishment and planning, (b) preparation and
alignment, (c) emotion regulation and persistence, and (d) learning and improvement. Substantial
evidence was found for its reliability, convergent and discriminant validity. Building job search
quality’s nomological net, conscientiousness, learning goal orientation, self-efficacy, employment
commitment, autonomous job search motivation, and social support emerged as positive cor-
relates. Supporting its criterion-related validity, the JSQS predicted key job search and em-
ployment outcomes. Moreover, usefulness analyses supported its incremental validity beyond
extant job search measures. Our findings have important implications for studying and measuring
job search quality in future research and career counseling practice.
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The COVID-19 pandemic has caused unprecedented job losses and an immense rise in unem-
ployment worldwide (OECD, 2020). Job loss and subsequent unemployment have severe
negative consequences for the well-being of individuals themselves, their families, and broader
society (Klehe & Van Hooft, 2018). Getting back to work is important because reemployment
positively affects people’s mental and physical health (McKee-Ryan et al., 2005). Finding re-
employment, however, often is not easy. Indeed, there is a myriad of self-help books and websites
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with tips and advice on how to conduct a job search effectively, but the evidence base for such
recommendations is often unclear.

Job search has been theorized as a multidimensional construct referring to a goal-directed,
motivational, and self-regulatory process involving cognition, affect, and behavior aimed at
preparing for, identifying, and/or applying for job opportunities (Kanfer et al., 2001; Van Hooft
et al., 2021). Consistent with a motivational interpretation of job search, prior research has mostly
focused on the time and effort that people devote to job search activities (Boswell et al., 2012; Van
Hoye, 2014; Wanberg, 2012). Although theory suggests that motivational intensity facilitates
reemployment and meta-analyses found that measures of job search effort and intensity positively
predict finding a job, effect sizes are typically small (Kanfer et al., 2001; Liu et al., 2014; Van
Hooft et al., 2021). Furthermore, meta-analytical evidence demonstrates that the intensity of
people’s job search is unrelated to employment quality in the newfound job (Van Hooft et al.,
2021). These findings can partially be explained by the fact that finding (high-quality) em-
ployment depends on many factors beyond the job seeker’s control (e.g., labor demand and hiring
discrimination) or outside the job search space (e.g., qualifications and social capital). Addi-
tionally, current job search measures covering motivational intensity are to some degree deficient.
That is, considering the definition of job search as a goal-directed, motivational, and self-
regulatory process, these measures lack content on goal-directedness and self-regulation of
cognition, affect, and behavior.

This has led to calls for research on other job search components beyond effort and intensity.
Both early and more recent work has theorized or examined concepts that tap into goal-
directedness or self-regulatory aspects of job search. For example, Stumpf et al. (1983) and
Stevens and Beach (1996) described various job search strategies, suggesting that a systematic
strategy is more effective than a fortuitous/haphazard strategy. Others noted the importance of
social and background preparation (Caldwell & Burger, 1998), assertiveness, proactivity, and
feedback-seeking (Schmit et al., 1993), and learning and improvement (Barber et al., 1994) for
effective job search. Various scholars introduced goal-related and self-regulatory aspects of job
search such as job search clarity, emotion and motivation control, and metacognitive activities
(Turban et al., 2009; Wanberg et al., 1999, 2002). Lastly, scholars coined the notion of job search
quality (e.g., Saks, 2005; Stremersch & Van Hoye, 2020; Van Hooft & Noordzij, 2009; Vuori &
Vinokur, 2005; Wanberg et al., 2002).

Unifying these notions, Van Hooft et al. (2013) proposed a self-regulatory process model
describing the regulation of cognitions, affect, and behavior during job search. They drew on Total
Quality Management (Dean & Bowen, 1994) and self-regulation theories to describe job search
quality as a self-regulation process that includes goal establishment (i.e., selecting clear goals, goal
commitment, and developing subgoals), planning the goal pursuit (i.e., strategy selection, in-
tention formation, prioritizing, and preparation), goal striving (i.e., self-control to initiate and
maintain the goal pursuit), and reflection (i.e., analysis of performed activities and learning). They
further reviewed previous findings on links between elements of job search process quality and
employment outcomes. Integrating theory and previous findings, they propose that a high-quality
job search process enhances reemployment probabilities because it evokes a learning process,
leading job seekers to learn what employers want such that they can prepare and align their
behaviors (e.g., networking and interview behavior) and products (e.g., application letters and
resumes) to the employers’ expectations.

Research is starting to demonstrate the importance of job search quality; however, this research
has been hindered by two issues. First, the limited research on job search quality is scattered, using
different measures representing different parts of the construct (e.g., Koen et al., 2016; Song et al.,
2020; Turban et al., 2009; Wanberg et al., 2002; 2020). Second, there is limited understanding of
which dimensions underly the job search quality construct, and to what extent each of these
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dimensions are important for finding a job. Although previous work has proposed directions
regarding the structure and dimensionality of job search quality (e.g., Van Hooft et al., 2013),
these ideas have yet to be empirically tested. Job search quality is becoming more crucial
given the increasing complexity of job search as well as the ambiguity and heterogeneity of the
labor market in which job search occurs. This raises important questions as to what job search
quality exactly entails, its antecedents, and its relation with employment success outcomes.
Our ability to answer such questions is severely limited by the absence of a reliable and valid
job search quality measure. Theoretically, without such a measure we cannot examine the
distinctiveness of job search quality from job search effort and intensity, and we lack the
ability to build its nomological network and test proposed relationships and models. Prac-
tically, conceptual clarity and adequate measurement of job search quality would offer key
insights for how to advance job search most effectively, benefiting both job seekers and career
counselors. Also, a validated job search quality scale enables counseling organizations to
diagnose and target job seekers in need of help, and to evaluate the effectiveness of job search
training programs (Liu et al., 2014).

The present study was designed to fill these gaps by developing a comprehensive job search
quality measure, and assessing its dimensionality, its position in the nomological net of job
search constructs, and its value in predicting job search and employment outcomes among
unemployed job seekers. Drawing upon extant job search theory and frameworks we gain a
thorough understanding of the structure of the job search quality construct, and we test theory on
antecedents, correlates, and outcomes of job search quality. To develop a reliable and valid
measure of job search quality, we conducted a series of studies following procedures and
recommendations outlined in the scale construction literature (Hinkin, 1998; Worthington &
Whittaker, 2006; Wright et al., 2017). To ensure that the psychometric properties of our job
search quality measure hold across samples and contexts, we conducted pilot studies and
administered the items in two subsequent independent samples of unemployed job seekers
(Wright et al., 2017).

This paper describes the procedures and results of these studies in five phases. Phase 1 details
the item generation process and steps taken to warrant the content validity of the initial item
pool. Phase 2 describes exploratory analyses using data from a qualitative pilot (N = 8), a
quantitative pilot (Sample 1, N = 218), and an exploration sample (Sample 2a, N = 3372) to
reduce the item pool and establish the factor structure, resulting in a 20-item four-dimensional
job search quality scale (JSQS). In Phase 3, we report confirmatory analyses to test the factor
structure and reliability in a confirmation sample (Sample 2b, N = 3372), and replicate this in an
independent sample (Sample 3, N = 434). Phase 4 presents the examination of the convergent,
divergent, and concurrent validity of the JSQS (using Samples 2b and 3), building the no-
mological network of job search quality. In Phase 5, we extend the nomological network by
examining the criterion-related validity of the JSQS for job search outcomes (i.e., number of
interviews and fit with interviewed jobs) and employment outcomes (i.e., employment status,
duration till reemployment, fit with the new job, and job satisfaction), using Sample 2b and
Sample 3 follow-up data (n = 322). In addition, we conducted usefulness analyses to test the
incremental validity of the JSQS.

Samples 1 and 2 were collected as part of a larger project to evaluate the effectiveness of a
training program of the Dutch national employee insurance agency for older unemployed job
seekers (aged ≥50 years). Older job seekers are especially likely to benefit from understanding and
advancing job search quality, given their precarious labor market position (Wanberg et al., 2016).
To test the generalizability of our findings, we collected additional data among English-speaking
unemployed job seekers aged 18–65 years (Sample 3).
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Phase 1: Item Generation

The Phase 1 purpose was to develop an initial item pool covering the content domain of job search
quality. We combined a deductive and inductive approach for item development (Hinkin, 1998).
Given the research available, we started deductively. Specifically, we first generated a definition of
job search quality to delineate its content domain. Based on previous theory, we conceptualize job
search quality as part of the multidimensional job search construct that can be described as “a
pattern of thinking, affect, and behavior” (Kanfer et al., 2001 p. 838). The job search quality
component of job search concerns the regulation and optimization of the job search process, which
involves self-regulation (Van Hooft et al., 2013; Van Hoye, 2014). Combining these perspectives
we define job search quality as a pattern of thinking, affect, and behavior aimed at regulating and
optimizing the job search process, which manifests itself in goal development, planning, prep-
aration of goal-directed activities, goal maintenance, and analysis and improvement of goal-
directed activities. Rather than taking an external perspective to evaluate job search quality (which
would require assessment of job search products [e.g., application letters and interview per-
formance] by recruiting organizations), with this definition we take an internal perspective to
evaluate job search quality by focusing on the quality of the job search process (cf. Van Hooft
et al., 2013).

Second, guided by this definition, we culled the literature to collect existing items and scales
that measure aspects of job search quality or resemble aspects of job search quality. This resulted
in an extensive item base of items on goal commitment (Klein et al., 2001), job search clarity
(Wanberg et al., 2002), prioritizing (Wanberg et al., 2020), planning and deadline setting (Saks &
Ashforth, 2002; Van Hooft et al., 2005), strategy development (Crossley & Highhouse, 2005),
preparation (Caldwell & Burger, 1998), emotion and motivation control (Wanberg et al., 1999),
emotion regulation (Gross & John, 2003), self-control (De Boer et al., 2011), feedback-seeking
(Ashford, 1986), strategy awareness and learning from failure (Noordzij et al., 2013), and
metacognition (Turban et al., 2009). We reviewed items whether they fit the theoretical content
domain of job search quality, and if necessary rephrased items to fit the job search context. We
wrote new items for aspects of job search quality that were inadequately covered (e.g., proximal
goals, systematic strategy use, deadline setting, emotion control and persistence, and reflection,
learning, and improvement).

Next, we used an inductive approach to supplement the deductive approach. To gather ex-
amples of high and low job search quality, we (a) screened the training manual of a Dutch
reemployment training for unemployed job seekers, (b) conducted interviews with three subject
matter experts (SMEs), who worked as employment counselor and trainer for the Dutch national
employee insurance agency, and (c) observed two training meetings of unemployed job seekers.
This led to an expansion of the item pool with items on adequate self-presentation and careful
preparation of job search activities (e.g., preparing examples for one’s strengths; using one’s
network to gather information on jobs/organization before applying; alignment of application
efforts to the job requirements and employer demands).

Based on the deductive and inductive approach we generated 113 initial items, covering the
aspects of job search quality as delineated in our definition. Items were written using basic
guidelines for item formulation (i.e., clear wording; consistent perspective; both indicative and
counter-indicative items; avoiding double-barreled statements, intensifiers in the items, and
statements most will (dis-)agree with; Hinkin, 1998; Hofstee, 1999). Similar to standard job search
intensity and effort measures (Blau, 1993, 1994), items were written in past tense and preceded by
a heading referring to a specific time interval in the past. The time interval should be carefully
chosen depending on the sample, study design, and context, balancing the needs for generating
sufficient response variance while minimizing retrospective bias (i.e., three months in Samples 1
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and 2; one month in Sample 3). We used a 5-point Likert response scale (cf. Hinkin, 1998),
ranging from never to very often for items asking frequencies, and from not at all applicable to me
to fully applicable to me for items describing statements.

Guided by our multidimensional job search quality definition and the literature review, the 113
items were generated to cover several aspects of job search quality. For each aspect, we developed
multiple (similar) items. To adequately but at the same time parsimoniously sample the theoretical
content domain of job search quality (cf. Cronbach & Meehl, 1955; Wright et al., 2017), for each
of the aspects, the first and third author indicated the core/best items, which after consultation
resulted in a selection of 40 items. For example, from the five goal commitment items that we
adapted from Klein et al. (2001), we selected two core items to parsimoniously cover the
commitment to finding employment. Subsequently, four SMEs (i.e., knowledge and research
advisor, client satisfaction advisor, policy advisor, and project manager) from the Dutch national
employee insurance agency carefully screened the initial item selection to identify redundant
items, and poorly worded, ambiguous, or difficult/lengthy items. Based on their feedback, eight
redundant items were removed (e.g., “I had a clear idea of what qualities I want in a job.”), and 13
items were revised to simplify and clarify the wording (e.g., “…to see if they can provide me with
information…” was simplified to “…to see if they had information…”), resulting in a final initial
item pool of 32 items.

Phase 2: Exploration and Item Selection

The purpose of the second phase was to evaluate the initial item pool with unemployed job
seekers, to examine the need for further item refinement and reduction, and to explore the factor
structure and reliability. To this purpose, we conducted a small-scale qualitative pilot test and a
quantitative pilot study (Sample 1), made some small revisions, and subsequently administered
the items to a large sample of unemployed job seekers (Sample 2).

Pilot Tests

We first pilot tested the job search quality items among eight unemployed job seekers, who were
asked to fill in an online survey including the 32 job search quality items, and instructed to indicate
whether items were unclear to them. Responses were positive, although some mentioned that the
survey contained many repetitive items, suggesting the potential for further item reduction.
Second, we conducted a quantitative pilot in a sample of Dutch unemployed job seekers (Sample
1; N = 218; 41.7% female; Mage = 57.4 years, SD = 3.92; 25.7% Bachelor/Master degree; Mwork

experience = 35.47 years, SD = 7.42). Inspection of the descriptives (i.e., M, SD, skewness, and
kurtosis) to verify whether items showed sufficient response variance and were normally dis-
tributed led to the rewording of one item. Principal component analyses tentatively indicated a
distinction between four factors. Because the suggested factors differed somewhat from the four
phases of job search quality in Van Hooft et al.’s (2013) self-regulatory model, we collected a new
sample to thoroughly explore and confirm the underlying factor structure of job search quality.

Exploratory Factor Analyses

To establish the factor structure and develop the final job search quality scale (JSQS), we used a
two-step procedure. As recommended by Worthington and Whittaker (2006) and common in the
scale development literature (e.g., Bauer et al., 2001; Kinicki et al., 2013; Wanberg, Zhang, &
Diehn, 2010; Yu, 2019), we conducted exploratory factor analyses (EFAs) and reliability analyses,
followed by a cross-validation of the item selection and factor structure using CFA in a separate
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sample (see Phase 3). The EFA and reliability analyses served to explore the factor structure and
select the items that provide the best representation of the job search quality dimensions, in order
to secure adequate domain sampling and suggest items for deletion to minimize unnecessary
repetitiveness (Hinkin, 1998; Hofstee, 1999).

Method. We prepared an online survey, which included an informed consent form, the 32 job
search quality items, and several other items (see Phases 4 and 5). Respondents were asked to
indicate to what extent the job search quality items applied to them considering the past three
months (response options were 1 = Never to 5 = Very often for 4 items, and 1 = Not at all
applicable to me to 5 = Fully applicable to me for 28 items). An invitation to participate was sent to
30,649 job seekers aged ≥50 after three months of unemployment, of whom 14,904 completed the
survey. For the present study, we only selected those who completed none of the follow-up surveys
that were part of a larger research project on training effectiveness (N = 6744; Sample 2). We
randomly split the sample in an exploration half (n = 3372; Sample 2a) and a confirmation half (n =
3372; Sample 2b; cf. Hinkin, 1998). In Sample 2a,Mage was 56.3 years (SD = 3.89), 43.5% were
female, 8.8% finished only primary education, 60.7% secondary education, and 30.4% had a
Bachelor/Master degree,Mwork experience was 34.3 years (SD = 7.54), andMunemployment duration was
12.3 weeks (SD = 0.78).

Analyses and results. To explore the factor structure and establish the final item set, we conducted
principal component analyses (PCAs) on the 32 items in Sample 2a. PCAwas chosen because our
main purpose in this phase was exploration and item reduction, and we wanted to retain original
item variance because the job search quality construct is theorized as composed of a series of
behaviors that need not be exact parallel items (so uniqueness is not necessarily error). Supporting
the factorability of the data, the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .935.
Oblique rotation was used because the underlying job search quality dimensions are theoretically
related. To determine the optimal number of factors, we used the Kaiser criterion (eigenvalues >1),
parallel analysis (cf. O’Connor, 2000 syntax), the item loadings, and the interpretability of the
factors (cf. Hinkin, 1998; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006; Zwick & Velicer, 1986). An initial
PCA using the Kaiser criterion indicated a 7-factor solution. Various items loaded on multiple
factors, and some factors seemed to represent methodological artifacts (i.e., negatively keyed
items) rather than a substantive job search quality dimension. Subsequent parallel analysis (with
100 repetitions and using the 95th percentile of generated eigenvalues) suggested a 4-factor
solution. Because the Kaiser criterion overestimates the number of factors (Zwick & Velicer,
1986), we proceeded with a 4-factor solution as indicated by the parallel analysis.

We subsequently ran a series of PCAs extracting four factors and using oblique rotation. We
combined the quantitative results with inductive reasoning to come to a conceptually interpretable
solution (cf. Hinkin, 1998; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). As such, we retained items that
loaded on a single substantively interpretable factor and deleted inappropriately loading items, and
repeated the analyses until we obtained a clear and interpretable factor structure. To adequately
represent the content domain, we aimed for at least four items per dimension, but not more than six
or seven to preserve parsimony (Hinkin, 1998). Specifically, the first PCA showed that six all
negatively keyed items loaded together on a substantively uninterpretable factor. Because this
factor seemed to represent a methodological artifact rather than a substantive factor, we deleted
these items. Although reverse-scored items may attenuate response-pattern bias, they also in-
troduce systematic error (Hinkin, 1998; Wright et al., 2017). A second PCA again showed a factor
with four negatively keyed items that was substantively uninterpretable. We removed these items
and ran a third PCA. One item did not clearly load on a single factor (i.e., loadings of .353 and .338
on the first two factors). After removal of this item, the fourth PCA resulted in a clear and
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interpretable 4-factor structure. Based on the item loadings, reliability analyses, and number of
items per dimension, we removed one more item that was substantively redundant. A fifth PCA on
the selected 20-item set resulted in four factors (all eigenvalues >1), accounting for 55.8% of the
variance. All items loaded >.48 on one of the factors. In line with suggested values (Worthington
& Whittaker, 2006), cross-loadings were <.32 with two exceptions (i.e., .355 for Item 3; .351 for
Item 20), and cross-loadings differed >.15 with the item’s highest loading for all but one item (i.e.,
.13 for Item 20). As these cross-loadings are substantively justifiable and because the job search
quality dimensions are conceptually interrelated, we retained these items.

The first factor refers to goal establishment and planning, including seven items on goal clarity,
job search clarity, systematic search strategy, deadline setting, job search prioritizing, job search
planning, and goal commitment. The second factor refers to preparation and alignment, con-
sisting of five items on the preparation of job search activities and alignment of application efforts
(i.e., the presentation of one’s qualifications and strengths) to what the organization is looking for
in applicants. The third factor refers to emotion regulation and persistence, including four items on
self-control of emotions, thoughts, and behavior as to facilitate and persist in job seeking. The last
factor can be labelled learning and improvement, with four items referring to reflection on job
search activities and active feedback-seeking as to learn and improve the job search. The four
subscales showed adequate reliabilities for a new scale (i.e., >.70), which could not be increased
by item removal. Specifically, Cronbach’s alphas (incl. 95% confidence intervals [CI]; cf. Wright
et al., 2017) were .826 (CI [.817; .835]) for goal establishment and planning, .817 (CI [.807; .827])
for preparation and alignment, .706 (CI [.689; .722]) for emotion regulation and persistence, and
.751 (CI [.737; .764]) for learning and improvement.

Phase 3: Confirmation of the Factor Structure

The purpose of the third phase was to cross-validate the item selection and four-factor structure of
the JSQS as determined in Phase 2. To this purpose, we conducted confirmatory factor analyses
(CFAs) in the validation half of Sample 2 (i.e., Sample 2b). As recommended by Hinkin (1998)
and Wright et al. (2017) to enhance the generalizability, we examined the factor structure in a new
sample (Sample 3). This served as a replication in an independent sample and examination of the
psychometric properties of an English version of the JSQS.

Methods

As noted in Phase 2, Sample 2b is the confirmation random half of the sample (n = 3372; Mage =
56.2 years, SD = 3.91; 42.6% female; 9.1% primary education, 59.5% secondary education,
31.3% Bachelor/Master degree; Mwork experience = 34.1 years, SD = 7.65; Munemployment duration =
12.3 weeks, SD = 0.76).

Sample 3 consisted of unemployed job seekers registered with the online research portal
Prolific Academic. The study consisted of a T1 survey and a three month follow-up (T2; see Phase
5). The T1 survey included an informed consent form, the JSQS items, and several other items on
job seeking (see Phase 4). Respondents received £1.10 for T1 participation. The JSQS items were
independently translated from Dutch into English by the first two authors, reaching consensus on
the English version after discussion. A job search scholar fluent in Dutch and English inde-
pendently back-translated the items. Comparison of original and back-translated items revealed
one slight difference, which was resolved by adjusting the English item. Respondents indicated
the extent that the statements applied to them in the past month (1 =Not at all applicable to me, 5 =
Fully applicable to me). The study was published to individuals registered at Prolific Academic as
unemployed, actively looking for a job, aged 18–65 years, English as first language, living in the
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U.S., Canada, U.K., Ireland, Australia, or New Zealand, and with a 90–100% Prolific Academic
approval rate. Of the eligible individuals, 714 approved the informed consent and completed the
survey. We excluded 212 respondents who indicated that they were not unemployed or not
currently actively looking for a job, and 25 respondents who were unemployed <1 month (because
our items refer to the previous month). We also excluded those who did not complete all JSQS
items (n = 4), and those who did not correctly respond to a careless responding item (n = 39),
resulting in a final sample of 434 (Mage = 28.06 years, SD = 10.09; 50.7% female; 1.4% primary
education, 24.9% secondary education, 36.4% some continued education, 37.4%Bachelor/Master
degree; Mwork experience = 6.80 years, SD = 8.69; median unemployment duration = 11 months).

Analyses and Results

To cross-validate the four-factor structure from the EFA, we performed a CFA on the remaining 20
items in Mplus using Sample 2b, and repeated this in Sample 3 (see Table 1). Because χ2 is
sensitive to sample size, we evaluated model fit using the SRMR supplemented with the CFI and
the RMSEA (cf. Hu & Bentler, 1999). Hu & Bentler, 1999 suggest SRMR values close to .08 (or
lower), RMSEAvalues close to .06 (or lower), and CFI values close to .95 (or higher) for good fit.
Hinkin (1998) suggests CFI values of >.90 as reasonably good fit. In the first CFA (Model 1), we
specified the four-factor model as found in the EFA, with factors allowed to correlate. This model
had a reasonable to good fit in both samples (SRMRs <.08, CFIs >.90, RMSEAs = .06). All factor
loadings were significant (ps < .001), with standardized values between .415 and .847 (see Table 2
for final items and loadings).

We compared the hypothesized Model 1 with two likely alternative two-factor models that
combine two theoretically adjacent dimensions based on Van Hooft et al.’s (2013) model (Models
2 and 3), and with a single factor model (Model 4). AsΔχ2 is sample size dependent, we usedΔCFI
for model comparison, with a value >.01 indicating better fit (cf. Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). We
also consulted ΔAIC and ΔBIC. Table 1 shows that the alternative Models 2–4 fit worse than
Model 1 (ΔCFIs >.01; ΔAICs and ΔBICs between �233.932 and �2691.365). Lastly, given that
the four dimensions purport to represent underlying dimensions of the same job search quality
construct, we tested a four-factor model with an overarching second-order factor (Model 5). This
model also resulted in a reasonable to good fit (SRMRs <.08, CFIs >.90, RMSEAs = .06). The
ΔAICs and ΔBICs indicated in Sample 2b that Model 5 fit worse than Model 1, but in Sample 3
that it fit similarly or better. ΔCFI was <.01 in both samples, suggesting that Model 5 did not fit
worse than Model 1. In subsequent analyses, we therefore present findings for the four separate
dimensions of job search quality, as well as for the composite job search quality score (calculated
as the average of the 20 items).

Tables 3 and 4 display alphas, descriptives, and correlations of the job search quality composite
and its four dimensions for the two samples. Alphas were respectively .905 and .907 for the
composite, and varied between .702 and .832 for the dimensions. Correlations between the
dimensions were large in magnitude, varying between .460 and .648.

Phase 4: Convergent, Discriminant, and Concurrent Validity

The purpose of the fourth phase was to further establish the construct validity of the JSQS by
examining the convergent and discriminant validity (cf. Hinkin, 1998). Convergent validity refers
to the extent to which the JSQS correlates with other scales aimed to measure similar constructs,
and discriminant validity refers to the extent to which the JSQS does not strongly correlate to
conceptually different constructs (Hinkin, 1998). Wright et al. (2017) note, however, that this
distinction represents an oversimplified dichotomy. Rather, the JSQS should correlate with a
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variety of scales aimed to measure theoretically related constructs, ranging from totally similar
(i.e., expected correlation near 1 or �1) to totally dissimilar (i.e., expected correlation near zero).
Therefore, similar to other scale development studies (e.g., Bauer et al., 2001; McCarthy &Goffin,
2004), we examined not only the convergent and discriminant validity of the JSQS, but also
started to explore its nomological network by examining relationships with other theoretically
related constructs (i.e., concurrent validity).

Regarding convergent validity we examined relationships of the JSQS with existing scales that
measure parts of the self-regulation process in job search. Based on our theoretical framework, we
selected career self-exploration (Stumpf et al., 1983), job search clarity (Wanberg et al., 2002),
haphazard job search strategy (Crossley & Highhouse, 2005), and metacognitive activities
(Turban et al., 2009). To assess the discriminant validity, we focused on gender, social desirability,
and extant measures of job search intensity and effort (Blau, 1993, 1994). Table 5 details the
rationales for the expected relationships with the JSQS.

In terms of concurrent validity, we begin exploring the nomological network of the JSQS by
examining its associations with other theoretically related constructs. Kanfer et al. (2001)
identified six categories of individual difference variables that affect self-regulatory mecha-
nisms during job search: Personality traits, generalized expectancies, self-evaluations, motives,
social context, and biographical variables. Combining Kanfer et al.’s (2001) theorizing and
framework with Van Hooft et al.’s (2013) job search quality theory, we selected relevant constructs
in each of these six categories and developed expectations regarding their relationships with the
JSQS. Table 5 specifies the constructs and rationales.

Methods, Analyses, and Results

To explore the convergent, discriminant, and concurrent validity of the JSQS, we used the
Samples 2b and 3. See Phase 3 for sample descriptions, Table 5 for the measures that were
collected for this purpose in these samples, and Tables 3 and 4 for the Cronbach’s alphas.

Correlations between the study variables are presented in Table 3 for Sample 2b and in Table 4
for Sample 3. Table 5 presents an overview of the findings. Supporting the JSQS’s convergent
validity, career self-exploration correlated strongly with the JSQS composite, and moderately to
strongly with its dimensions (see Table 3). Further supporting the convergent validity, Table 4
shows strong correlations of job search clarity, haphazard job search, and metacognitive activities
with the JSQS composite, and moderate to strong correlations with its dimensions. Regarding the
discriminant validity of the JSQS, negligible to small correlations were found of gender with the
JSQS composite and its dimensions in Sample 2b (see Table 3). In Sample 3, correlations were
small to moderate (see Table 4), such that females display somewhat higher job search quality than
males. For social desirability, correlations with the JSQS composite and its dimensions were small
to moderate, suggesting that the JSQS is not overly sensitive to socially desirable responding.
Further, as expected, the JSQS composite and its dimensions showed strong positive correlations
with measures of job search intensity (see Tables 3 and 4) and job search effort (see Table 4). To
assess whether job search quality is empirically distinct from job search intensity and effort, we
conducted a series of CFAs using Samples 2b and 3 (see online supplemental materials), which
supported the distinctiveness of the JSQS composite and its dimensions from job search intensity
and effort.

Supporting the concurrent validity of the JSQS, correlations in Sample 2b (see Table 3) show
that both personality variables (i.e., conscientiousness and learning goal orientation) related
moderately to strongly to the JSQS composite and its dimensions. Regarding generalized ex-
pectancies, correlations show support for our expectations on reemployment efficacy, with a
moderate positive correlation with the JSQS composite and small to moderate correlations with its
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à-
vi
s
th
e
jo
b
m
ar
ke
t,
fo
rm

ul
at
e

cl
ea
r
go
al
s,
an
d
le
ar
n
fr
om

th
ei
r

ex
pe
ri
en
ce
s
th
an

lo
w
er

ed
uc
at
ed

in
di
vi
du

al
s

Pa
rt
ia
lly
:N

eg
lig
ib
le

to
sm

al
lp

os
iti
ve

co
rr
el
at
io
ns

a
M
ea
su
re
d
in

Sa
m
pl
e
2b

.
b
M
ea
su
re
d
in

Sa
m
pl
e
3.

c
U
nl
es
s
in
dc
at
ed

ot
he
rw

is
e,
re
sp
on

se
op

tio
ns

ra
ng
ed

fr
om

1
=
st
ro
ng
ly
di
sa
gr
ee

to
5
=
st
ro
ng
ly
ag
re
e.
C
ro
nb
ac
h’
s
al
ph

as
ar
e
re
po

rt
ed

in
T
ab
le
3
fo
r
th
e
Sa
m
pl
e
2b

m
ea
su
re
s
an
d
in
T
ab
le
4

fo
r
th
e
Sa
m
pl
e
3
m
ea
su
re
s.

van Hooft et al. 491



T
ab

le
6.

U
se
fu
ln
es
s
A
na
ly
se
s
of

th
e
JS
Q
S
C
om

pa
re
d
to

C
ar
ee
r
Se
lf-
Ex

pl
or
at
io
n,
Jo
b
Se
ar
ch

C
la
ri
ty
,H

ap
ha
za
rd

Jo
b
Se
ar
ch

St
ra
te
gy
,M

et
ac
og
ni
tiv
e
A
ct
iv
iti
es
,J
ob

Se
ar
ch

Ef
fo
rt
,a
nd

Jo
b
Se
ar
ch

In
te
ns
ity
.

Pr
ed
ic
to
r

N
um

be
r
of

Jo
b

In
te
rv
ie
w
sa

(n
Sa
m
pl
e
2b

=
33

70
;n

Sa
m
pl
e
3
=

32
0)

Pe
rc
ei
ve
d
Fi
t
w
ith

In
te
rv
ie
w
ed

Jo
bs

a

(n
Sa
m
pl
e
3
=
20

6)

Em
pl
oy
m
en
t
St
at
us

b

(n
Sa
m
pl
e
2b

=
33

70
;n

Sa
m
pl
e
3

=
32

2)
R
ee
m
pl
oy
m
en
t
Sp
ee
dc

(n
Sa
m
pl
e
3
=
32

1)

R2
Δ
R2

R2
Δ
R2

χ2
Δ
χ2

χ2
Δ
χ2

Sa
m
pl
e
2b

Fi
rs
t
or
de
ri
ng

st
ep

1.
C
ar
ee
r
se
lf-
ex
pl
or
at
io
n

.0
08

**
*

.8
19

2.
JS
Q
S

.0
31

**
*

96
.3
40

**
*

Se
co
nd

or
de
ri
ng

st
ep

1.
JS
Q
S

.0
40

**
*

80
.3
26

**
*

2.
C
ar
ee
r
se
lf-
ex
pl
or
at
io
n

.0
00

16
.8
33

**
*

Fi
rs
t
or
de
ri
ng

st
ep

1.
Jo
b
se
ar
ch

in
te
ns
ity

.0
32

**
*

20
.5
91

**
*

2.
JS
Q
S

.0
13

**
*

61
.5
40

**
*

Se
co
nd

or
de
ri
ng

st
ep

1.
JS
Q
S

.0
40

**
*

80
.3
26

**
*

2.
Jo
b
se
ar
ch

in
te
ns
ity

.0
06

**
*

1.
80

4
Sa
m
pl
e
3

Fi
rs
t
or
de
ri
ng

st
ep

1.
Jo
b
se
ar
ch

ef
fo
rt

.1
05

**
*

.0
29

*
11

.4
72

**
*

10
.3
72

**
2.

JS
Q
S

.0
47

**
.0
26

8.
62

0†
11

.0
05

*
Se
co
nd

or
de
ri
ng

st
ep

1.
JS
Q
S

.1
49

**
*

.0
55

*
17

.6
47

**
19

.6
73

**
*

2.
Jo
b
se
ar
ch

ef
fo
rt

.0
04

.0
01

2.
44

4
.3
93

Fi
rs
t
or
de
ri
ng

st
ep

1.
Jo
b
se
ar
ch

in
te
ns
ity

.0
95

**
*

.0
49

**
9.
42

2*
*

13
.5
34

**
*

2.
JS
Q
S

.0
60

**
*

.0
20

10
.3
06

*
10

.8
20

*

(c
on
tin
ue
d)

492 Journal of Career Assessment 30(3)



T
ab

le
6.

(c
on

tin
ue
d)

Pr
ed
ic
to
r

N
um

be
r
of

Jo
b

In
te
rv
ie
w
sa

(n
Sa
m
pl
e
2b

=
33

70
;n

Sa
m
pl
e
3
=

32
0)

Pe
rc
ei
ve
d
Fi
t
w
ith

In
te
rv
ie
w
ed

Jo
bs

a

(n
Sa
m
pl
e
3
=
20

6)

Em
pl
oy
m
en
t
St
at
us

b

(n
Sa
m
pl
e
2b

=
33

70
;n

Sa
m
pl
e
3

=
32

2)
R
ee
m
pl
oy
m
en
t
Sp
ee
dc

(n
Sa
m
pl
e
3
=
32

1)

R2
Δ
R2

R2
Δ
R2

χ2
Δ
χ2

χ2
Δ
χ2

Se
co
nd

or
de
ri
ng

st
ep

1.
JS
Q
S

.1
49

**
*

.0
55

*
17

.6
47

**
19

.6
73

**
*

2.
Jo
b
se
ar
ch

in
te
ns
ity

.0
07

.0
15
†

2.
08

0
2.
52

3
Fi
rs
t
or
de
ri
ng

st
ep

1.
Jo
b
se
ar
ch

cl
ar
ity

.0
41

**
*

.0
76

**
*

6.
37

9*
6.
88

1*
*

2.
JS
Q
S

.1
08

**
*

.0
13

14
.0
45

**
15

.7
18

**
Se
co
nd

or
de
ri
ng

st
ep

1.
JS
Q
S

.1
49

**
*

.0
55

*
17

.6
47

**
19

.6
73

**
*

2.
Jo
b
se
ar
ch

cl
ar
ity

.0
00

.0
35

**
2.
77

6†
1.
43

6
Fi
rs
t
or
de
ri
ng

st
ep

1.
H
ap
ha
za
rd

jo
b
se
ar
ch

st
ra
te
gy

.0
20

*
.0
53

**
*

4.
99

1*
4.
17

4*
2.

JS
Q
S

.1
31

**
*

.0
20

13
.8
90

**
17

.1
81

**
Se
co
nd

or
de
ri
ng

st
ep

1.
JS
Q
S

.1
49

**
*

.0
55

*
17

.6
47

**
19

.6
73

**
*

2.
H
ap
ha
za
rd

jo
b
se
ar
ch

st
ra
te
gy

.0
02

.0
19

*
1.
23

4
.0
99

Fi
rs
t
or
de
ri
ng

st
ep

1.
M
et
ac
og
ni
tiv
e
ac
tiv
iti
es

.0
94

**
*

.0
16

†
5.
83

4*
6.
55

7*
2.

JS
Q
S

.0
57

**
*

.0
39
†

11
.8
96

*
14

.9
00

**
Se
co
nd

or
de
ri
ng

st
ep

1.
JS
Q
S

.1
49

**
*

.0
55

*
17

.6
47

**
19

.6
73

**
*

2.
M
et
ac
og
ni
tiv
e
ac
tiv
iti
es

.0
03

.0
00

.0
83

.3
58

N
ot
e.
JS
Q
S
re
pr
es
en
ts

th
e
fo
ur

jo
b
se
ar
ch

qu
al
ity

di
m
en
si
on

s
w
hi
ch

w
er
e
en
te
re
d
as

se
pa
ra
te

co
ns
tr
uc
ts
.

**
*
p
<
.0
01

.*
*
p
<
.0
1.

*
p
<
.0
5.

†
p
<
.1
0.

a
H
ie
ra
rc
hi
ca
ll
in
ea
r
re
gr
es
si
on

an
al
ys
is
.

b
H
ie
ra
rc
hi
ca
ll
og
is
tic

re
gr
es
si
on

.
c
H
ie
ra
rc
hi
ca
lC

ox
re
gr
es
si
on

.

van Hooft et al. 493



dimensions. However, in contrast to our expectations, job search locus of control was not or
weakly negatively related to the JSQS (which may be explained by the measure used; see
Discussion). For self-evaluations, job search self-efficacy related moderately to strongly to the
JSQS composite and its dimensions, supporting the concurrent validity of the JSQS. In the
category motives, autonomous motives (i.e., autonomous job search motivation and employment
commitment) correlated moderately to strongly with the JSQS composite and its dimensions,
supporting the concurrent validity. For financial need as a controlled motive, we formulated
opposing predictions. The results indicate small positive relations with the JSQS composite and its
dimensions, suggesting that financial need may slightly promote rather than hinder (elements of) a
high-quality job search. As an indicator of job seekers’ social context, social support related
strongly positively to the JSQS composite and moderately to strongly to its dimensions, as
expected. Lastly, we expected positive relations with the educational level, which was supported
for the JSQS composite and for the first two dimensions. However, the emotion regulation and
persistence and the learning and improvement dimensions showed weak or non-significant
correlations, suggesting education is less important for these.

Phase 5: Criterion-Related and Incremental Validity

The purpose of the fifth and final phase was to examine the criterion-related validity of the JSQS
by examining its relation with important outcomes, and investigate its incremental validity in
predicting these outcomes beyond related job search measures. Based on a process-oriented
perspective, we distinguish between (a) job search outcomes (i.e., proximal outcomes that occur
during the job search process), and (b) employment outcomes (i.e., distal outcomes that occur after
completion of the job search process; Saks, 2005; Van Hooft et al., 2013). Following recom-
mendations (Boswell et al., 2012; Saks, 2005), we focus on both quantitative and qualitative job
search outcomes (i.e., number of job interviews that job seekers generate while searching for
reemployment vs. fit with the interviewed jobs), and both quantitative and qualitative employment
outcomes (i.e., employment status and duration until reemployment vs. fit and satisfaction with the
newfound job). Because high job search quality implies that job seekers learn what employers
want such that they can attune their behaviors and products (e.g., application letter and interview
behavior) to potential employers, job seekers engaging in a high-quality job search more likely
meet/exceed the expectations of demanding parties at the labor market, are invited for job in-
terviews, and obtain a job faster. Further, because high job search quality involves learning what
employers want, it likely also increases job seekers’ knowledge about jobs/organizations in their
field. Consequently, a higher quality job search more likely results in identifying suitable and
fitting job options, and increased chances to obtain higher quality jobs. Altogether, we thus expect
that job search quality positively relates to quantitative and qualitative job search and employment
outcomes.

In addition, we conduct usefulness analyses to examine the incremental validity of the JSQS
beyond related job search constructs such as career self-exploration, job search effort, job search
intensity, job search clarity, haphazard job search strategy, and metacognitive activities. Given that
the content domain of the JSQS is conceptually broader and/or different from these constructs, we
expect the JSQS to explain unique variance in the outcomes.

Methods

To explore the criterion-related and incremental validity of the JSQS, we used Samples 2b and 3
(see Phase 3 for descriptions of these samples; see Table 4 for Cronbach’s alphas).
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Sample 2b. In addition to the JSQS and the Phase 4 variables, the survey contained an item
measuring number of job interviews (i.e., “How many times have you gone on a job interview in
the past three months?”; response options 0–100). To reduce effects of outliers, we trimmed scores
>10 (4.1%) to equal 10. Further, we assessed participants’ employment status six months after the
survey, using data from the Dutch employee insurance agency.

Sample 3. Three months after T1, we approached participants with a follow-up survey through
Prolific Academic. The T2 survey included an informed consent and measures for job search
outcomes and employment outcomes. Respondents received £1.00 for T2 participation. Of the
final T1 sample, 322 participated at T2 (74.2%). Logistic regression with the T1 variables as
predictors and T2 participation as dependent showed some signs of non-random attrition, χ2(10) =
18.849, p = .042. T1 respondents higher on job search intensity, Exp(B) = .557, p = .015, and job
search effort, Exp(B) = .710, p = .046, less likely participated at T2.

Number of job interviews was asked with the item “How many times have you gone on a job
interview in the past three months or up till you obtained a job?” (response options from 0 to 30). If
the number of interviews was >1 (n = 206), respondents were asked to complete four items on
perceived fit with the interviewed jobs (adapted from Saks & Ashforth, 2002). Respondents were
asked to think of the interviewed jobs in the past three months or up till they obtained a job, and
report the perceived fit (e.g., “To what extent were these jobs a good match for you?”; 1 = to a very
little extent, 5 = to a very large extent). Employment statuswas measured with the question “Three
months ago you participated in our first survey. Have you obtained a new job since then?” (1 = Yes,
0 = No). Among those reemployed (n = 92) we further measured the duration in months from
becoming unemployed to finding a job (cf. Wanberg et al., 2002), by asking: “How long [in
months] were you unemployed before you found this job? Please estimate as accurately as
possible” (response options from 0 to 120 months). We further assessed two indicators of em-
ployment quality (response options 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). Perceived fit was
measured with Cable and DeRue’s (2002) 9-item scale assessing needs-supplies, demands-
abilities, and person-organization fit (e.g., “My personal values match this organization’s values
and culture”), and job satisfaction with three items of Cammann et al., 1983; e.g., “All in all, I am
satisfied with this job”).

Analyses and Results

The criterion-related validity was examined with Samples 2b and 3 correlations as shown in
Tables 3 and 4. Given that unemployment duration until reemployment, perceived fit of the new
job, and job satisfaction could only be assessed for Sample 3 reemployment participants (with ns
between 83 and 92), we interpret correlations for these variables with ps < .10.

Job search outcomes. The JSQS composite and its dimensions demonstrated small to moderate
positive correlations with number of job interviews assessed in a simultaneous survey in Sample
2b (Table 3). In Sample 3, the correlation of the JSQS composite and its dimensions with number
of job interviews assessed three months later were positive and of medium to strong size (Table 4),
supporting the criterion-related validity of the JSQS. In further support, Sample 3 results show
small to moderate positive correlations of the JSQS composite and three of its dimensions with
perceived fit with the interviewed jobs. Only the correlation of the dimension learning and
improvement was not significant.

Employment outcomes. In Sample 2b, the JSQS composite related positively to database em-
ployment status after six months, with a small effect size. The dimensions showed small positive
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correlations, with the highest correlation for goal establishment and planning (Table 3). In Sample
3, the JSQS composite had a small to moderate correlation with self-reported employment status
after three months. Of the dimensions, emotion regulation and persistence had the highest
correlation, while the correlation of learning and improvement was not significant (Table 4). Table
4 further shows a small to moderate negative correlation of the JSQS composite with unem-
ployment duration, indicating that higher job search quality predicts faster reemployment. Of the
dimensions, preparation and alignment displayed the strongest correlation, while the correlation
for emotion regulation and persistence was not significant. Lastly, we examined the relations of the
JSQS with two indicators of employment quality in Sample 3. The JSQS composite correlated
positively with both perceived fit with the new job and job satisfaction (small to medium effect
size). For both indicators, goal establishment and planning showed the highest correlation. Of the
other dimensions, only the correlation of emotion regulation and persistence with perceived fit was
significant.

Usefulness analyses. Similar to previous scale development research (e.g., Kinicki et al., 2013) we
applied usefulness analysis to examine the JSQS’s incremental validity. For criteria with a large
enough sample size (i.e., number of interviews, fit with interviewed jobs, employment status, and
reemployment speed1), we ran hierarchical regressions to test the JSQS’s contribution beyond
related job search measures (i.e., career self-exploration, job search effort and intensity, job search
clarity, haphazard job search strategy, and metacognitive activities). Results were compared to a
reverse ordering of the variables (i.e., the JSQS scales entered first and the related job search
construct second). For number of interviews and perceived fit with interviewed jobs, we used
hierarchical linear regression, for employment status hierarchical logistic regression, and for
reemployment speed hierarchical Cox regression. Results (see Table 6) first show that adding the
JSQS dimensions in the second step resulted in significant ΔR2s in all cases for predicting number
of interviews (1.3–13.1% additional variance). For perceived fit with the interviewed jobs, the
JSQS dimensions mostly did not result in a significant ΔR2. In contrast, for employment status and
reemployment speed, the JSQS dimensions significantly improved model fit in all but one case
(which was only significant at the .10 level). Second, comparing the additional explained variance
of the JSQS dimensions (first ordering step) with the additional explained variance of the other
predictor (second ordering step) revealed that the JSQS explained more additional variance in all
but one case. Third, findings of this second ordering step show that the JSQS dimensions explain
4.0% in Sample 2b and 14.9% in Sample 3 (both ps < .001) of the variance in number of in-
terviews, and 5.5% (p < .05) of the variance in perceived fit with the interviewed jobs in Sample 3.
In predicting employment status, the JSQS dimensions explained approximately 3.3% (Sample
2b) and 7.6% (Sample 3) of the variance (i.e., Nagelkerke R2).2 Overall, these results support the
JSQS’s incremental validity and usefulness beyond existing job search measures.

General Discussion

Job loss and unemployment are detrimental for individuals, their families, and society as a whole.
With rising unemployment rates as a consequence of the COVID-19 crisis (OECD, 2020),
understanding how unemployed individuals can effectively search for reemployment is of utmost
importance. We sought to enhance the understanding of what a high-quality job search process
entails, by developing and validating the Job Search Quality Scale (JSQS). Following established
procedures and recommendations for scale construction, in five phases we generated items to
cover the job search quality content domain (Phases 1–2), confirmed and replicated a four-factor
structure of the JSQS (Phase 3), found support for its convergent validity and distinctiveness from
job search effort and intensity measures and identified key correlates (Phase 4), and demonstrated

496 Journal of Career Assessment 30(3)



its predictive value for job search and employment outcomes and incremental validity above
extant job search measures (Phase 5).

Theoretical Implications and Suggestions for Future Research

Our findings have important implications for theory and research on job seeking and re-
employment. Below we discuss these implications and offer directions for future research.

Dimensionality of job search quality. This study details the underlying structure of job search quality
by uncovering four dimensions: (a) goal establishment and planning (i.e., clarity, specificity, and
systematicity of job search goals, strategies, and planning), (b) preparation and alignment (i.e.,
careful preparation of job search activities and alignment of application efforts to what orga-
nizations look for in applicants), (c) emotion regulation and persistence (i.e., self-control of
emotions, thoughts, and behavior to facilitate and persist in job seeking), and (d) learning and
improvement (i.e., reflection on job search activities and feedback-seeking to learn and improve
the job search). These dimensions include cognitive, affective, and behavioral elements, which are
core to the broader multidimensional job search behavior construct (Kanfer et al., 2001). Sup-
porting Van Hooft et al.’s (2013) theorizing, the four dimensions illustrate the self-regulatory
nature of job search quality. However, the four JSQS dimensions also differ somewhat from Van
Hooft et al.’s (2013) four self-regulatory job search process quality components. For example,
goal establishment and planning converged into one dimension (instead of two separate com-
ponents), while preparation and alignment emerged as a separate dimension (instead of as
subcomponent of the planning component). This structure can be understood such that the goal
establishment and planning dimension is more self-focused (i.e., referring to one’s own job search
goals, strategies, and planning), while the preparation and alignment dimension is more outward-
focused (i.e., referring to what organizations seek and thinking from the perspective of the
employer when preparing applications). The emergence of preparation and alignment as a separate
dimension illustrates the importance of these activities, and shows the added value of an inductive
approach to item generation (as these items mostly arose from interviews with practitioners).

Although the four JSQS dimensions displayed moderate to strong interrelations, factor an-
alyses pointed toward a four-factor model, suggesting the distinctiveness of the four dimensions.
Future research could examine the relative importance of each dimension in predicting outcomes.
Are high levels on all four dimensions needed to increase employment success (e.g., in an in-
teractive fashion)? Or are some dimensions of general importance and some dimensions important
in specific situations? For example, possibly goal establishment and planning is of more generic
importance, while emotion regulation and persistence is especially important when finding
employment is difficult and extends over a longer period. Future research could adopt cluster
analytic or latent class modeling approaches to examine how the job search quality dimensions act
in concert. In addition, building on theory and research outlining the dynamic nature of job search
(e.g., Barber et al., 1994; Da Motta Veiga & Gabriel, 2016; Song et al., 2018; Van Hooft et al.,
2013; Wanberg, Zhu, & Van Hooft, 2010), future research should examine how the job search
quality dimensions evolve and mutually affect one another over time. When research questions
pertain to a more general level of job search quality, future research may focus on a composite job
search quality score, as our analyses also found support for a four-factor model with a single
overarching second-order factor.

Job search intensity and job search quality. Commonly used measures of job search behavior refer to
the intensity or effort with which job seekers engage in job search activities (e.g., Blau, 1994).
Such measures do not touch upon the quality-related component of the broader job search
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behavior construct, which was identified as an important dimension of job search behavior (Kanfer
et al., 2001; Van Hooft et al., 2013; Van Hoye, 2014). The present study supports Kanfer et al.’s
(2001) conceptualization of job search behavior, showing that job search quality and its di-
mensions are relatively strongly related to measures of job search effort and intensity. However,
CFAs in two independent samples also demonstrated that job search quality and its dimensions are
empirically distinct from job search effort and intensity. This suggests that the JSQS taps into a
theoretically different part of the job search construct space. Usefulness analyses further indicated
the value of job search quality beyond job search effort and intensity, showing that the JSQS
explains unique variance in outcomes such as number of job interviews, chances to obtain
employment, and speed of reemployment.

Future research is needed to examine in more detail if and how job search intensity and job
search quality jointly relate to employment success. For example, do intensity and quality have
only additive effects or do they interact in predicting employment success (e.g., chances to obtain
employment increase when both intensity and quality are high; or high job search quality may
compensate for low job search intensity)? And does the predictive value of job search quality
versus intensity depend on personal and situational characteristics (e.g., job seeker human capital;
blue-collar vs. white collar jobs; and tightness of the labor market)?

Correlates of job search quality. Based on Kanfer et al.’s (2001) framework we examined the JSQS’s
links with six categories of individual difference variables. Especially conscientiousness, learning
goal orientation, job search self-efficacy, autonomous job search motivation, employment
commitment, and social support stood out as moderate to strong (i.e., rs > .30) positive correlates
of job search quality. Reemployment efficacy, perceived financial need, and educational level
showed small to moderate positive links (i.e., .10 < rs < .30). Although we measured these
variables at the same time as job search quality, based on motivation and self-regulation theories
(Kanfer et al., 2001; Van Hooft, 2018a; Van Hooft et al., 2013; Vansteenkiste & Van den Broeck,
2014), these form likely antecedents of job search quality. However, future longitudinal and
intervention research needs to further establish the underlying (causal) mechanisms between job
search quality and its antecedents.

The potential antecedents of job search quality appear similar to antecedents of job search
intensity. This is no surprise as both are components of the broader job search behavior construct,
and both are characterized by their self-regulatory nature (Kanfer et al., 2001; Van Hooft et al.,
2021). Nevertheless, our data suggests that of the stronger correlates especially learning goal
orientation, autonomous job search motivation, and employment commitment are more strongly
related to job search quality than to intensity (i.e., difference in rs of >.09, ts > 7.60, ps < .001).
These findings point toward the importance of theoretical perspectives such as self-determination
theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Vansteenkiste & Van den Broeck, 2018) and achievement goal theory
(Payne et al., 2007; Van Hooft, 2018b) to understand job search quality, suggesting that high-
quality self-regulation is especially fostered by autonomous motives and an orientation toward
learning and developing competence.

Job search locus of control failed to relate positively to job search quality. This is opposite to
our predictions because for a high-quality job search, people need to believe that their chances at
the labor market are changeable and under their control (Van Hooft et al., 2013). Possibly our
measure did not capture attributions comprehensively, as it only focused on (external) causality
attributions. Future research should therefore use measures that include all three dimensions of
attributions (i.e., locus of causality, stability, and controllability).

Outcomes of job search quality. Various scholars proposed that job search quality may be of
importance in the process of obtaining employment (e.g., Saks, 2005; Van Hooft et al., 2013; Van
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Hoye, 2014; Vuori & Vinokur, 2005; Wanberg et al., 2002). Our findings support these prop-
ositions by demonstrating that the JSQS positively relates to quantitative outcomes such as the
number of job interviews, employment status, and reemployment speed. In addition, usefulness
analyses showed that the JSQS explained unique variance in these outcomes beyond extant job
search measures such as job search effort and intensity, career self-exploration, job search clarity,
haphazard search strategy, and metacognitive activities. Theoretically, our findings suggest that to
improve the prediction of employment success, job search behavior should be measured in its full
breadth, including job search quality.

Further, preliminary support was found for the value of the JSQS in predicting qualitative
outcomes, with small to medium-sized relations of the JSQS with perceived fit with the inter-
viewed jobs, and perceived fit and job satisfaction with the new job. These findings are promising,
as previous research typically found null effects for job search intensity in predicting employment
quality (Van Hooft et al., 2021). Future research is needed to further examine job search quality’s
relations with employment quality outcomes in larger samples, and using additional employment
quality indicators (e.g., job improvement and salary).

Additionally, future research could examine the underlying mechanisms that explain how job
search quality relates to employment success. For example, does job search quality lead to
enhanced reemployment probabilities via improved networking behavior, higher quality appli-
cations, and better interview behavior? And how do job seekers change and improve their be-
haviors as a consequence of what they learn along the way? Building on findings by Chawla and
colleagues (2019), future research is also needed to establish what type of feedback helps to
improve job search quality. Lastly, future research is needed to establish the causality of the job
search quality—employment success relation, for example, by conducting intervention studies in
which job search quality is trained.

Practical Implications

The present findings have important implications for job seekers and career counseling. For job
seekers, the JSQS and its items may serve as a guideline or checklist for how to conduct a high-
quality job search. Job seeking oftentimes is a rather lengthy process filled with obstacles and
setbacks, which negatively impacts job seekers’ emotions and persistence (e.g., Kreemers et al.,
2018; Song et al., 2009; Wanberg et al., 2012). The JSQS provides detailed information on how to
navigate this difficult process more effectively. Counseling organizations often use inventories for
diagnosing and profiling job seekers, in order to identify those in need of help (e.g., Wanberg,
Zhang, & Diehn, 2010; Wijnhoven & Havinga, 2014). Such inventories may benefit from in-
cluding a comprehensive assessment of job search quality. In addition, profiling may benefit from
a focus on important correlates of job search quality such as learning goal orientation, autonomous
job search motivation, and employment commitment to identify those job seekers that likely may
or may not conduct a high-quality job search. Previous research indicated that job search in-
terventions increase reemployment success, especially when these include aspects such as
promoting goal-setting, teaching job search skills, encouraging proactivity, and improving self-
presentation (Liu et al., 2014). The JSQS dimensions and items add to these findings by offering
specific directions what to address in training programs and interventions to optimize the job
search process.

Limitations and Conclusion

Although our findings provide support for the validity and added value of the JSQS, some
limitations must be taken into account. First, the JSQS is a self-report measure, and it can be
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debated whether job seekers are able to adequately self-report their job search quality. However,
ultimately job seekers themselves have the most complete view on their thoughts, affect, and
behavior. Also, our findings support the criterion validity of the JSQS by showing positive
relations with outcomes such as number of interviews, employment status, and reemployment
speed, which are relatively objective in nature (and in Sample 2b obtained via agency data).
Nevertheless, future research is needed to further validate the JSQS by examining its relationships
with, for example, counselor reports of job search quality, ratings of resume quality, and recruiter
evaluations of interview behavior.

Second, in examining the criterion-related validity in Sample 3, some non-random attrition
occurred between T1 and T2, although the response rate at T2 was relatively high. This non-
random attrition may have affected the estimates. However, given that the criterion-related validity
findings in Sample 3 converge with those in Sample 2, we may conclude that the attrition does not
threaten the validity of our conclusions. Further, regarding employment quality, our conclusions
should be interpreted as preliminary given the small sample size these were based on. Sample size
is often an issue when studying employment quality in samples of unemployed job seekers, as
usually only a small portion finds reemployment within the study period. Thus, future research
needs to further test the predictive validity of the JSQS, targeting large samples of unemployed job
seekers or samples that more likely obtain employment.

Third, we focused on Dutch samples of older short-term unemployed job seekers and an
international English-speaking sample of longer unemployed job seekers (i.e., median of 11
months). Although the reliability, validity, and usefulness of the JSQS was supported in these
different samples, future research needs to examine the generalizability of our findings to un-
employed samples in other contexts and to other job seeker types (i.e., graduating students and
employed job seekers). Also, our studies were conducted prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. Given
the dramatic consequences of this crisis for unemployment rates, vacancy rates, and methods of
job search and recruitment, future research should use the JSQS to investigate how the altered
circumstances affect job seekers’ intensity and quality of search in relation to job search and
employment outcomes.

In conclusion, this study presents the JSQS as a comprehensive measure of job search quality,
developed based on previous research on motivation, self-regulation, and job seeking combined
with input from practice. The four-dimensional JSQS details the content of job search quality, and
was found to predict important employment success outcomes. With the JSQS we provide a
validated measure to be used in research on job search and reemployment to further test and extend
theory on job search quality. Practically, the JSQS informs job seekers how to conduct a high-
quality job search, enables counseling organizations to diagnose job seekers, and provides input
what to focus on in job search training programs.
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Notes

1. We used both the employment status variable and the unemployment duration until reemployment
variable as input for the hazard outcome reemployment speed, to be used in the Cox regression (cf.
Wanberg et al., 2020). As a consequence, the sample size for this analysis is sufficient (i.e., N = 321).

2. For employment status, a logistic regression with the JSQS composite as predictor showed that one unit
increase on the JSQS was related to a 1.418 increase in Sample 2b and a 1.730 increase in Sample 3 in the
odds of becoming reemployed. For reemployment speed (Sample 3), a Cox regression with the JSQS
composite as predictor showed that one unit increase on the JSQS was related to a 1.815 higher probability
of becoming reemployed (indicating speedier reemployment).

References

Adams, G., & Rau, B. (2004). Job seeking among retirees seeking bridge employment. Personnel Psy-
chology, 57(3), 719–744. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2004.00005.x

Ashford, S. J. (1986). Feedback-seeking in individual adaptation: A resource perspective. Academy of
Management Journal, 29(3), 465–487. https://doi.org/10.5465/256219

Bandura, A. (1991). Social cognitive theory of self-regulation. Organizational Behavior and Human De-
cision Processes, 50(2), 248–287. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90022-L

Barber, A. E., Daly, C. L., Giannantonio, C. M., & Phillips, J. M. (1994). Job search activities: An ex-
amination of changes over time. Personnel Psychology, 47(4), 739–766. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1994.tb01574.x

Bauer, T. N., Truxillo, D. M., Sanchez, R. J., Craig, J. M., Ferrara, P., & Campion, M. A. (2001). Applicant
reactions to selection: Development of the selection procedural justice scale (SPJS). Personnel Psy-
chology, 54(2), 387–419. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2001.tb00097.x

Blau, G. (1993). Further exploring the relationship between job search and voluntary individual turnover.
Personnel Psychology, 46(2), 313–330. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1993.tb00876.x

Blau, G. (1994). Testing a two-dimensional measure of job search behavior. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 59(2), 288–312. https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1994.1061

Boswell, W. R., Zimmerman, R. D., & Swider, B. W. (2012). Employee job search. Journal of Management,
38(1), 129-163. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311421829.

Cable, D. M., & DeRue, D. S. (2002). The convergent and discriminant validity of subjective fit perceptions.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(5), 875–884. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.5.875

Caldwell, D. F., & Burger, J. M. (1998). Personality characteristics of job applicants and success in screening
interviews. Personnel Psychology, 51(1), 119–136. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1998.tb00718.x

Cammann, C., Fichman, M., Jenkins, G. D. Jr., & Klesh, J. R. (1983). Assessing the attitudes and perceptions
of organizational members. In S. E. Seashore, E. E. Lawler III, P. H. Mirvis, & C. Cammann (Eds.),
Assessing organizational change: A guide to methods, measures, and practices (pp. 71-138). Wiley.

van Hooft et al. 501

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6625-5362
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6625-5362
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2004.00005.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/256219
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90022-L
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1994.tb01574.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1994.tb01574.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2001.tb00097.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1993.tb00876.x
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1994.1061
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311421829
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.5.875
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1998.tb00718.x


Cheung, G. W., & Rensvold, R. B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes for testing measurement
invariance. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 9(2), 233–255. https://doi.org/
10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5

Cronbach, L. J., & Meehl, P. E. (1955). Construct validity in psychological tests. Psychological Bulletin,
52(4), 281-302. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0040957

Crossley, C. D., & Highhouse, S. (2005). Relation of job search and choice process with subsequent satis-
faction. Journal of Economic Psychology, 26(2), 255–268. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2004.04.001

Da Motta Veiga, S. P., & Gabriel, A. S. (2016). The role of self-determined motivation in job search: A
dynamic approach. Journal of Applied Psychology, 101(3), 350–361. https://doi.org/10.1037/
apl0000070

De Boer, B. J., Van Hooft, E. A. J., & Bakker, A. B. (2011). Stop and start control: A distinction within self-
control. European Journal of Personality, 25(5), 349–362. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.796

Dean, J. W., & Bowen, D. E. (1994). Management theory and total quality: Improving research and practice
through theory development. Academy of Management Review, 19(3), 392–418. https://doi.org/10.
5465/amr.1994.9412271803

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000). The “what” and “why” of goal pursuits: Human needs and the self-
determination of behavior. Psychological Inquiry, 11(4), 227–268. https://doi.org/10.1207/
S15327965PLI1104_01

Gross, J. J., & John, O. P. (2003). Individual differences in two emotion regulation processes: Implications for
affect, relationships, and well-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85(2), 348–362.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.2.348

Guay, F., Vallerand, R. J., & Blanchard, C. (2000). On the assessment of situational intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation: The situational motivation scale (SIMS).Motivation and Emotion, 24(3), 175–213. https://
doi.org/10.1023/A:1005614228250

Hart, C. M., Ritchie, T. D., Hepper, E. G., & Gebauer, J. E. (2015). The balanced inventory of desirable
responding short form (BIDR-16). SAGE Open, 5, 215824401562111-215824401562119). https://doi.
org/10.1177/2158244015621113.

Hinkin, T. R. (1998). A brief tutorial on the development of measures for use in survey questionnaires.
Organizational Research Methods, 1(1), 104–121. https://doi.org/10.1177/109442819800100106

Hirschi, A. (2009). Career adaptability development in adolescence: Multiple predictors and effect on sense
of power and life satisfaction. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 74(2), 145–155. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jvb.2009.01.002

Hofstee, W. K. B. (1999). Principes van beoordeling [Principles of assessment]. Swets & Zeitlinger.
Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional

criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1), 1-55.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118.

International Personality Item Pool (2001). A scientific collaboratory for the development of advanced
measures of personality traits and other individual differences. http://ipip.ori.org.

Janssen, O., & Prins, J. (2007). Goal orientations and the seeking of different types of feedback information.
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 80(2), 235–249. https://doi.org/10.1348/
096317906X103410

Kanfer, R., Wanberg, C. R., & Kantrowitz, T. M. (2001). Job search and employment: A personality-
motivational analysis and meta-analytic review. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(5), 837–855. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.5.837

Kinicki, A. J., Jacobson, K. J. L., Peterson, S. J., & Prussia, G. E. (2013). Development and validation of the
performance management behavior questionnaire. Personnel Psychology, 66(1), 1–45. https://doi.org/
10.1111/peps.12013

Klehe, U.-C., &VanHooft, E. A. J. (Eds.), (2018). The Oxford Handbook of Job Loss and Job Search. Oxford
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199764921.001.0001.

502 Journal of Career Assessment 30(3)

https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0040957
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2004.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000070
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000070
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.796
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1994.9412271803
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1994.9412271803
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI1104_01
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI1104_01
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.2.348
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1005614228250
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1005614228250
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244015621113
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244015621113
https://doi.org/10.1177/109442819800100106
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2009.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2009.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
http://ipip.ori.org
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317906X103410
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317906X103410
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.5.837
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.5.837
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12013
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12013
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199764921.001.0001


Klein, H. J., Wesson, M. J., Hollenbeck, J. R., Wright, P. M., & DeShon, R. P. (2001). The assessment of goal
commitment: A measurement model meta-analysis. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 85(1), 32–55. https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.2000.2931

Koen, J., Van Vianen, A. E. M., Van Hooft, E. A. J., & Klehe, U.-C. (2016). How experienced autonomy can
improve job seekers’ motivation, job search, and chance of finding reemployment. Journal of Voca-
tional Behavior, 95-96(1), 31–44. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2016.07.003

Kreemers, L. M., Van Hooft, E. A. J., & Van Vianen, A. E. M. (2018). Dealing with negative job search
experiences: The beneficial role of self-compassion for job seekers’ affective responses. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 106, 165-179. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.02.001.

Liu, S., Huang, J. L., & Wang, M. (2014). Effectiveness of job search interventions: A meta-analytic review.
Psychological Bulletin, 140(4), 1009–1041. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035923

McCarthy, J., & Goffin, R. (2004). Measuring job interview anxiety: Beyond weak knees and sweaty palms.
Personnel Psychology, 57(3), 607–637. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2004.00002.x.

McCrae, R. R., & Lckenhoff, C. E. (2010). Self-regulation and the five-factor model of personality traits. In
R. H. Hoyle (Ed.), Handbook of personality and self-regulation (pp. 145–168): Wiley-Blackwell.
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781444318111.ch7

McKee-Ryan, F., Song, Z., Wanberg, C. R., & Kinicki, A. J. (2005). Psychological and physical well-being
during unemployment: A meta-analytic study. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(1), 53–76. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.1.53

Noordzij, G., Van Hooft, E. A. J., Van Mierlo, H., Van Dam, A., & Born, M. P. (2013). The effects of a
learning-goal orientation training on self-regulation: A field experiment among unemployed job seekers.
Personnel Psychology, 66(3), 723–755. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12011

O’Connor, B. P. (2000). SPSS and SAS programs for determining the number of components using parallel
analysis and velicer’s MAP test. Behavior Research Methods, Instruments, & Computers, 32(1),
396-402. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03200807.

OECD (2020). OECD employment outlook 2020: Worker security and the COVID-19 crisis. OECD
Publishing.

Paulhus, D. L. (1984). Two-component models of socially desirable responding. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 46(3), 598–609. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.46.3.598

Payne, S. C., Youngcourt, S. S., & Beaubien, J. M. (2007). A meta-analytic examination of the goal ori-
entation nomological net. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(1), 128–150. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0021-9010.92.1.128

Saks, A. M. (2005). Job search success: A review and integration of the predictors, behaviors, and outcomes.
In S. D. Brown, & R. W. Lent (Eds.), Career development and counseling: Putting theory and research
to work (pp. 155–179). Wiley.

Saks, A. M., & Ashforth, B. E. (2002). Is job search related to employment quality? It all depends on the fit.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4), 646–654. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.646

Schmit, M. J., Amel, E. L., & Ryan, A. M. (1993). Self-reported assertive job-seeking behaviors of minimally
educated job hunters. Personnel Psychology, 46(1), 105–124. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.
1993.tb00869.x|

Song, L., Shi, J., Luo, P., Wei, W., Fang, Y., & Wang, Y. (2020). More time spent, more job search success?:
The moderating roles of metacognitive activities and perceived job search progress. Journal of Career
Assessment, 28(1), 147–164.

Song, Z., Sun, S. H., & Li, X. (2014). Job-search behavior of the unemployed: A dynamic perspective. In
U.-C. Klehe, & E. A. J. van Hooft (Eds.), The Oxford handbook on job loss and job search (pp.
417-439). Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199764921.013.023

Song, Z., Uy, M. A., Zhang, S., & Shi, K. (2009). Daily job search and psychological distress: Evidence from
China. Human Relations, 62(8), 1171-1197. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726709334883.

van Hooft et al. 503

https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.2000.2931
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2016.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035923
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2004.00002.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781444318111.ch7
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.1.53
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.1.53
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12011
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03200807
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.46.3.598
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.128
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.128
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.646
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1993.tb00869.x|
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1993.tb00869.x|
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199764921.013.023
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726709334883


Stevens, C. K., & Beach, L. R. (1996). Job search and job selection. In L. R. Beach (Ed.),Decision making in
the workplace: A unified perspective (pp. 33–49). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Stremersch, J., & Van Hoye, G. (2020). Searching hard versus searching smart: The role of search process
quality in an internship context. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 28(1), 31–44.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12274

Stumpf, S. A., Colarelli, S. M., & Hartman, K. (1983). Development of the career exploration survey (CES).
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 22(2), 191–226. https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(83)90028-3

Turban, D. B., Stevens, C. K., & Lee, F. K. (2009). Effects of conscientiousness and extraversion on new
labor market entrants’ job search: The mediating role of metacognitive activities and positive emotions.
Personnel Psychology, 62(3), 553–573. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2009.01148.x

Van Hooft, (2018a). Motivation and self-regulation in job search: A theory of planned job search behavior. In
U.-C. Klehe, & E. A. J. van Hooft (Eds.), The Oxford handbook on job loss and job search (pp.
181-204). Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199764921.013.010.

Van Hooft, (2018b). Self-regulatory perspectives in the theory of planned job search behavior: Deliberate and
automatic self-regulation strategies to facilitate job seeking. In U.-C. Klehe, & E. A. J. van Hooft (Eds.),
The Oxford handbook on job loss and job search (pp. 205-221). Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/
10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199764921.013.31.

Van Hooft, E. A. J., Born, M. P., Taris, T. W., Van der Flier, H., & Blonk, R. W. B. (2004). Predictors of job
search behavior among employed and unemployed people. Personnel Psychology, 57(1), 25-59. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2004.tb02483.x.

Van Hooft, E. A. J., Born, M. P., Taris, T. W., Van der Flier, H., & Blonk, R. W. B. (2005). Bridging the gap
between intentions and behavior: Implementation intentions, action control, and procrastination.
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 66(2), 238-256. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.10.003.

Van Hooft, E. A. J., Kammeyer-Mueller, J. D., Wanberg, C. R., Kanfer, R., & Basbug, G. (2021). Job search
and employment success: A quantitative review and future research agenda. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 106(5), 674–713. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000675

Van Hooft, E. A. J., & Noordzij, G. (2009). The effects of goal orientation on job search and reemployment: A
field experiment among unemployed job seekers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(6), 1581–1590.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017592

Van Hooft, E. A. J., Wanberg, C. R., & Van Hoye, G. (2013). Moving beyond job search quantity. Or-
ganizational Psychology Review, 3(1), 3–40. https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386612456033

Van Hoye, G. (2014). Job-search behavior as a multidimensional construct: A review of different job-search
behaviors and sources. In U.-C. Klehe, & E. A. J. van Hooft (Eds.), The Oxford handbook on job loss
and job search. Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199764921.013.009.

Vansteenkiste, M., & Van den Broeck, A. (2014). Understanding the motivational dynamics among un-
employed individuals: Refreshing insights from the self-determination theory perspective. In U.-C.
Klehe, & E. A. J. van Hooft (Eds.), The Oxford handbook on job loss and job search (pp. 159–179).
Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199764921.013.005

Vuori, J., & Vinokur, A. D. (2005). Job-search preparedness as a mediator of the effects of the Työhön Job
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