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As you set out for Ithaka
hope the voyage is a long one,

full of adventure, full of discovery.
Laistrygonians and Cyclops,

angry Poseidon—don’t be afraid of them:
you’ll never find things like that on your way

as long as you keep your thoughts raised high,
as long as a rare excitement

stirs your spirit and your body.
Laistrygonians and Cyclops,

wild Poseidon—you won’t encounter them
unless you bring them along inside your soul,
unless your soul sets them up in front of you.

 
Hope the voyage is a long one.

May there be many summer mornings when,
with what pleasure, what joy,

you come into harbors seen for the first time;
may you stop at Phoenician trading stations

to buy fine things,
mother of pearl and coral, amber and ebony,

sensual perfume of every kind—
as many sensual perfumes as you can;
and may you visit many Egyptian cities

to gather stores of knowledge from their scholars.
 

Keep Ithaka always in your mind.
Arriving there is what you are destined for.

But do not hurry the journey at all.
Better if it lasts for years,

so you are old by the time you reach the island,
wealthy with all you have gained on the way,

not expecting Ithaka to make you rich.
 

Ithaka gave you the marvelous journey.
Without her you would not have set out.

She has nothing left to give you now.
 

And if you find her poor, Ithaka won’t have fooled you.
Wise as you will have become, so full of experience,

you will have understood by then what these Ithakas mean. 

C.P. Cavafy, Ithaka
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General Introduction
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The Challenge of Sustaining Careers in the Changing 
Labor Market

A career denotes a sequence of work choices and experiences that evolve over 
the course of an individual’s life (Arthur, Hall, & Lawrence, 1989). Traditionally, careers 
were viewed as a sequence of experiences within the boundaries of a single or a 
limited number of organizations, and career development was thought to entail a 
linear progression up the organizational ladder (De Fillippi & Arthur, 1994). More 
recently, the growing digitalization of work and the flexibilization of employment 
relationships, have inspired a redefinition of the notion of the career as less confined 
to a specific organization, job, or occupation, and as driven by individual agency 
(Bravo, Seibert, Kraimer, Wayne, & Liden, 2015). Contemporary career paths are 
described as protean (Briscoe & Hall, 2006) and boundaryless (Arthur & Rousseau, 
2001). The protean career indicates a sequence of work experiences wherein the 
individual takes responsibility for career management and for making career related 
decisions based on personal values, as opposed to career management being 
motivated purely by organizational demands or material rewards (Briscoe & Hall, 
2006; Hall, 1996). The boundaryless career emphasizes a career path characterized 
by job mobility, and chasing opportunities outside of the boundaries of the current 
employer (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996).

Recently, the negative implications of labor market flexibilization coupled with 
other trends, such as the aging workforce (e.g., Hedge,  Borman, & Lammlein, 2016), 
polarization between low and high skilled jobs (e.g., Wright & Dwyer, 2003; Kalleberg 
, 2011; Lago, 2017), and a rising income gap between uppermost income earners 
and the rest (e.g., Stiglitz, 2012), for workers’ job security, productivity, and health 
has emerged (Kochan, Riordan, Kowalski, Khan, & Yang, 2019). Work-related stress 
and burnout are currently reaching daunting levels, and dealing with the negative 
consequences of these is costly both in economic and societal terms (The Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2015). For instance, according to the 
results of the European Working Conditions Survey, in the Netherlands the estimated 
total cost of work-related illness, including costs associated with absenteeism, 
occupational disability, reintegration grants, and curative health care, is estimated to 
be 8 billion euros a year, which entails a huge economic and societal burden (Douwes, 
van Genabeek, van den Bossche, 2016). It is even more worrisome to note that, 
according to the same study, working conditions in the Netherlands rank favorably 
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compared to most other European countries (Douwes et al., 2016). Hence, similar 
to the growing focus on environmental and economic sustainability, it has become 
critical for organizations to promote the sustainability of their human resources, by 
considering the effects that organizational activities have on people’s health and 
well-being (Pfeffer, 2010; Garavan & McGuire, 2010). In line with his, the notion of the 
‘sustainable career’ has emerged, which complements the notions of contemporary 
career paths as driven by individual agency (protean career) and characterized by 
mobility (boundaryless career), with the need for careers to be durable, wholesome, 
and meaningful over time and across varying circumstances (Van der Heijden & De 
Vos, 2015). 

The sustainable career refers to the “sequence of an individual’s different 
career experiences, reflected through a variety of patterns of continuity over time, 
crossing several social spaces, and characterized by individual agency, herewith 
providing meaning to the individual” (Van der Heijden & De Vos, 2015, p. 7). Thus, a 
sustainable career is one that can be continued or maintained throughout the course 
of one’s working life, across different contexts, and in a way that supports recurrent 
development, protection, and revitalization of individual resources (Newman, 2011). 
In the careers literature, the conversation about sustainable careers builds on the 
idea of ‘sustainable employability’ which refers to the individual opportunity to 
be continuously employed (Lawrence, Hall, & Arthur, 2015), but goes beyond it by 
integrating with this a reflection on the quality of the employment. In that regard, the 
concept of sustainable careers is aligned with the concepts of ‘workability’, which 
refers to worker’s capability to continue performing their work in the future, and 
‘decent work’ which indicates working arrangements characterized by safety, fair 
income and working conditions, health insurance, equal opportunities, and freedom 
of expression (Duffy, Blustein, Diemer, & Autin, 2016; International Labour Office, 
2015). In this view, it is not only important that the individual has a chance to remain 
continuously employed, but it is also important that such employment provides a 
good fit with her or his capabilities, wider life goals, and values (Greenhaus & Kossek, 
2014; De Hauw & Greenhaus, 2015). In the literature on sustainable careers, such a fit 
is indicated by health, happiness, and productivity (De Hauw & Greenhaus, 2015; De 
Vos, Van der Heijden, & Akkermans, 2018). In other words, present individual capacities 
should be used without depleting them and/or endangering their future use. Finally, 
in investigating sustainable careers, it is important to take multiple indicators into 
account simultaneously because careers pertain not only to an idiosyncratic and 
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dynamic blend of work experiences but also to the subjective evaluations of these 
experiences, and the extent to which different indicators are fulfilled might vary 
across individuals and at different moments in life.

A fundamental question, then, is how individuals sustain their employability, 
working productively now, and in the future, while simultaneously building a 
satisfactory and healthy life within and outside of work. In the most recent framework 
on sustainable careers, De Vos et al. (2018) distinguish between actor and context as 
crucial for shaping sustainable careers. On the one hand, actor stands for the role of 
the individual as the main driver of their own career, and as the one who uses their 
own resources (abilities, thoughts, and actions) to manage the sustainability of that 
career. On the other hand, context encompasses the factors in the organizational 
(e.g., coworkers, managers, organizations), non-work (e.g., family, friends, leisure), 
and broader institutional environment (e.g., policies) that impact the sustainability 
of a career. The crucial assumption is that, in order to better understand the (non-
) sustainability of individual careers, actor and context need to be investigated 
simultaneously through a systemic, multiple-stakeholder approach (Colakoglu, 
Lepak, & Hong, 2006). So far, the careers literature has been heavily focused 
on investigating the role of the personal resources of the actor, such as their job 
knowledge, skills, and abilities, that contribute to different career outcomes (e.g., 
Direnzo, Greenhaus, & Weer, 2015). The main questions have revolved around what 
individuals need to know and do in order to sustain their employability, productivity, 
health, and/or happiness. This has resulted in a rich and dynamic body of evidence 
in the extant organizational behavior and careers literature. However, due to the 
wide variation in personal resources that are suggested as crucial for managing 
contemporary careers, it is difficult to systematize this evidence and to disentangle 
how the interplay of disparate resources yield career sustainability. Furthermore, the 
challenge of sustainability encompasses more than individual career management 
and requires the active contribution of all parties involved. Hence, we both need 
to understand the key personal resources that individuals can develop and use in 
crafting sustainable careers, but we also need to understand how the use and utility 
of various resources might change across different contexts. 

Overall, this dissertation focuses on deepening our understanding of the 
increasingly pertinent sustainable careers phenomenon. We set as the overarching 
research question to disentangle how actor, operationalized in terms of individual 
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career resources, and context, operationalized in terms of institutional opportunities 
and barriers, interact in shaping sustainable careers. From the perspective of the 
actor, we aim to offer further explanation as to what individuals can do to sustain 
employability, productivity, health, and happiness in response to changing demands: 
which personal resources they can employ and how. From the perspective of the 
context in which these careers evolve, we strive to explore the extent to which the 
broader institutional environment affects the investment of individual resources in 
sustaining careers: when are personal resources associated with career sustainability, 
and when are they not. 

Because sustainable careers are vital for personal welfare and, in a broader 
sense, for the welfare of families, organizations, and societies, elucidating the factors 
that facilitate sustainable careers is in the shared interest of individuals, organizations 
and policy makers.

The Resource Caravan as a Driver of Career Sustainability
As noted, theorizing on careers over the past twenty years has been firmly 

rooted in personal agency (Guichard, 2015), and theorizing on sustainable careers 
is no exception (e.g., De Vos et al., 2018). An agent is someone who consciously 
and purposefully directs their actions towards a certain goal (Bandura, 2001). In an 
uncertain and flexible labor market, where individuals are less likely to remain within 
a single occupation or practice it within a single organization or job throughout 
their entire working life (Guichard, 2015), sustaining the career remains principally 
an individual responsibility. If sustainability reflects the ability to create, test, and 
maintain capability to adapt (Holling, 2001), career sustainability is intrinsically tied to 
the individual capability to develop, implement, and uphold those resources needed 
to foresee, react to, and adapt to career related changes and transitions. Similar to 
organizations having to continuously innovate and learn in order to survive and 
prosper under rapidly changing technologies and global markets, individuals too 
need to be capable of looking ahead and of promptly adapting to the perpetually 
fluctuating demands of their immediate workplaces and wider labor markets 
(Pfeffer, 2010). In other words, to realize a sustainable career that is characterized 
by employability, happiness, health, and productivity, individuals need to develop 
and use the personal resources necessary to direct and regulate their careers. 
Additionally, along the way, it is important for them to be (at least periodically) aware 
of the current state of their career resources, and to take mitigating actions when 
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these are called for (Van der Heijden & De Vos, 2015). 

Rather than being a distinct quality, personal agency symbolizes a multitude 
of belief-systems, self-regulatory capacities, and distributed functions and structures 
(Bandura, 2001). Across definitions of sustainable careers, and in the recent De Vos 
et al. (2018) framework, personal agency is proposed to the take form of proactive 
action as well as reactive adapting to the external context. On the one hand, 
proactivity encompasses personal tendencies and actions that are initiated by the 
person, oriented towards the future, and aimed at bringing about change either 
in terms of improving the self or improving the environment  (Parker, Williams, & 
Turner, 2006). As proactive agents of their careers, individuals anticipate and select 
opportunities, identify personal and contextual resources needed to pursue them, 
regulate resource investment, perform behaviors towards realizing the opportunities, 
and interpret the outcomes (Parker & Bindl, 2017). On the other hand, individuals 
also need to react to the (ever changing) external conditions, and adapt to situations 
or demands that they have not foreseen or could not influence. As adaptive agents, 
they adjust their objectives in light of changes in conditions, alter their behavioral 
strategies as a reaction to external events, and apply coping mechanisms to recover 
from transitions and losses.

Within the careers and organizational behavior literature, the interest in 
understanding factors related to the individual as the main drivers of career 
sustainability led to a proliferation of concepts that capture and describe resources 
that help individuals to proactively and adaptively manage their careers. These include 
career adaptability (Savickas & Porfeli, 2012), career competencies (Akkermans, 
Brenninkmeijer, Huibers, & Blonk, 2013), movement capital (Forrier, Sels & Stynen, 
2009), employability competencies (Van Der Heijde & Van Der Heijden , 2006), 
proactive career behaviors (Strauss, Griffin, & Parker, 2012), career self-management 
behaviors (King, 2004) to name but a few. Furthermore, most of these concepts 
are multidimensional indicating an even larger variety of specific proactive and/
or adaptive self-regulatory resources which have been hypothesized to shape and 
support individual careers. In an attempt to bring some clarity to what has become 
a muddled and disjointed literature, this dissertation starts off with a comprehensive 
and systematic overview and integration of the findings on these antecedents of 
career sustainability.
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To do so, we adopt conservation of resources theory (COR, Hobfoll, 1989) as 
a general framework for organizing our thinking about the role of the individual in 
realizing the sustainable career. Based on COR theory, we propose that individuals are 
motivated to sustain their careers in constantly changing workplaces by drawing on 
career related resources (e.g., abilities, motivation, and self-regulatory competencies) 
in a way that supports their preservation, regeneration, and further development. Also, 
according to COR, career related resources are expected to operate in a ‘resource 
caravan’, which Hobfoll (2011) has defined as a pack of resources that manifest 
their influence in concert. In Chapter 2, we propose that individual employability 
perceptions, that is the self-perceived chance of employment, represents a 
subjective gauge of the state of the career relevant resource caravan, and we provide 
a comprehensive systematic review and meta-analysis of antecedents and career 
sustainability related outcomes. 

In addition, in an effort to disentangle how the resource caravan exerts its 
influence on the sustainable career, we complement the general guiding tenets 
of COR theory with more career specific concepts and assumptions from career 
construction theory (CCT, Savickas, 2013). Specifically, CCT (Savickas, 2013) proposes 
that relatively stable personality traits (i.e., adaptive readiness) activate individual 
self-regulatory resources that are deployed to cope with occupational tasks and 
transitions (i.e., career adapt-ability resources), and surface in behaviors and beliefs 
used to address changing work conditions (i.e., adaptive responses). In Chapter 
3 and Chapter 4 of this dissertation, we use CCT as a theoretical backbone to 
hypothesize and test empirically how different personal resources (adaptivity, career 
adaptability, and adapting) relate to indicators of employability and productivity, as 
manifestations of career sustainability in different contexts. 

Contextual Boundaries to Sustainable Careers
In the literature on careers and organizational behavior, context pertains to those 

situational barriers and opportunities that affect individual career and organization 
related attitudes and behaviors (Johns, 2006). These barriers and opportunities can 
emerge from the context of the organizations in which individual employees reside, 
non-work domains, and society as a whole. Literatures in the related fields of labor 
economics and the sociology of occupations provide considerable evidence on 
how factors within the broader institutional context affect individual employment 
outcomes (e.g., Pasquini, Centra, & Pellegrini, 2019). As introduced in the previous 
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section, contemporary work on careers has mostly taken a different direction. With 
the demise of traditional employment relationship individuals were seen as liberated 
from social determinism and granted power to determine their own career paths, 
instead of having them managed by their employer (Baer, Kaufman, & Baumeister, 
2008). Consequently, despite acknowledgments that careers are inherently 
embedded in a multilevel context (e.g., Feldman & Ng, 2007), the role of situational 
factors in facilitating or hindering career sustainability has remained conceptually 
underdeveloped and empirically understudied. This might also be partially due to 
methodological challenges of such (multilevel) studies, such as difficulty to fulfil the 
sample size requirements at the highest level of analysis.

Some studies have investigated the role of organizational context, by looking 
for example how human resource management practices relate to individual 
employability (e.g., Veld, Semeijn, & van Vuuren, 2015), but the role of broader 
institutional, and country-level factors (e.g., labor-market protection legislations, 
institutional environment, cultural norms) in shaping sustainable careers remains 
largely ununderstood. Nevertheless, the characteristics of the broader context 
will inevitably be related to the continuity of the sequences of individual career 
experiences, and the way this sequence plays out (De Vos, Dujardin, Gielens, & 
Meyers, 2016), particularly for careers that cross organizational, occupational, and 
at times even national boundaries. To illustrate, in 2019 the unemployment rates 
among young people between 15 and 24 years old was 7% in the Netherlands and 
33.2% in Spain (International Labour Office, 2019), and such differences are likely to 
be indicative of differences in how young people in these two countries experience 
school to work transition and how they evaluate their chances of employment. To 
give another illustration, the Maternity Protection Convention No. 183 (International 
Labour Office, 2010) prescribes 14 weeks of maternity benefit to women in ratifying 
countries, whereas United States (a non-ratifying country) offers no statutory 
entitlement to paid leave on a national basis (The Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development, 2019). This contrast might illustrate how differences in 
regulations around maternity leave have implications for sustainability of women 
careers across countries. Both of these cases exemplify that context can have 
ramifications for the ‘continuity over time’ aspect that is so central to the earlier cited 
Van der Heijden and De Vos (2015) definition of career sustainability. 
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In addition to directly affecting sustainable career outcomes, context might 
also relate to these outcomes indirectly by determining the availability of personal 
resources. For instance, economic constraints (e.g., reduced access to financial 
resources) and experiences of interpersonal marginalization and discrimination (e.g., 
racism, gender discrimination, heterosexism, classism, and ableism) result in barriers 
to agentic occupational choices and limit adaptive strategies to overcome those 
barriers (Duffy et al., 2016). Finally, context might interact with personal resources 
by creating more or less space for these resources to positively impact sustainable 
career outcomes. For example, people are most likely to develop the capacity to 
implement their agency when they experience political freedom, access to economic 
resources, social opportunities, transparency guarantees, and protection security 
(Sen, 1999). For all these reasons, to understand what makes a career sustainable it is 
critical to address the different layers of context, and to investigate how individuals 
interact with each of these layers in their efforts to sustain their careers (Williams, 
Berdahl, & Vandello, 2016). 

Hence, the dominant emphasis on the role of personal resources (i.e., agency) 
in the careers literature is frequently questioned (Arnold & Cohen, 2008; Dany, 
2003; Mayrhofer, Meyer, & Steyrer, 2007; Akkermans, Seibert & Mol, 2018), and 
multiple calls have been made for studies that look beyond individual resources and 
investigate the role of contextual boundaries in shaping individual career paths (e.g. 
De Vos & Cambre, 2017; Garbe & Duberley, 2019; Arnold & Cohen, 2008; Inkson, 
Gunz, Ganesh, & Roper, 2012). Foreshadowing these recent recommendations, the 
current dissertation broadly sets out to explore the interplay of agency and context 
in bringing about career sustainability. Using a combination of explanatory and 
exploratory research questions across the three empirical chapters, we focus on 
investigating how personal career resources interact with the broader institutional 
context in shaping various indicators of sustainable careers. In the meta-analysis on 
the antecedents and consequences of employability presented in Chapter 2, we 
explore whether variability in the relationships of perceived employability with its 
antecedents and outcomes relates to macro-economic and cultural context of the 
countries where primary studies are conducted. Choosing meta-analysis as our 
analytical strategy enables us to surpass methodological challenges in assessing 
the interaction between individual- and macro-level factors in shaping individual 
outcomes, stemming from the difficulty to obtain sufficient sample sizes at the highest 
level of analysis (e.g., countries). In Chapter 3, we focus on the specific context of 
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nursing professionals in Hungary, and examine how career adaptability resources 
relate to indicators of sustainable careers among part-time and full-time nurses. In 
Chapter 4, we focus on a very specific and vulnerable group, namely Syrian refugees 
who have transitioned to two European countries (Greece and the Netherlands), and 
we test how administrative and social barriers that they experience condition the 
mobilization of personal resources in the preparatory stages of searching for work in 
the host country. Below, we will elaborate more on why we chose to focus specifically 
on these relatively understudied populations (i.e., nurses and refugees) and country 
contexts (e.g., Greece and Hungary).

Nursing Professionals’ Career Sustainability 
Increases in life expectancy and the aging of the global population are resulting 

in snowballing demands on healthcare, and particularly on nursing professionals. 
These demands are exacerbated by the global shortage of nurses, which is expected 
to accelerate in the coming decades, becoming ever more serious as compared with 
the cyclical shortages of the past (World Health Organization, 2018). Paradoxically, the 
working conditions (i.e., shift work, financial renumeration) of nursing professionals 
are often not commensurate with the demands and challenges they face. This has 
negative implications for nurses’ health and satisfaction, and results in high turnover. 
Although many countries are deliberately investing in improvement working 
conditions of nurses (The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 
2016), it is more and more common for nurses to move across occupational or even 
national boundaries in the search for better employment opportunities and working 
conditions, or in other words, for sustainable careers (e.g., Zander et al., 2013, Heinen 
et al., 2013).

In sum, global population trends such as aging, and institutional trends within 
healthcare have considerable consequences for the career sustainability of nurses. 
On the one hand, to sustain their productivity, nurses need to be ready to obtain a 
variety of skills or to adopt new ways and technologies of care delivery (Wismar et 
al, 2011). On the other hand, to support their employability, health and satisfaction 
nurses might need to be proactive in foreseeing and pursuing alternative employment 
opportunities. Enhancing the career sustainability of nurses is relevant not only to the 
nurses themselves, but also to the hospitals at which they are employed that need 
to ensure a high quality of healthcare, and to policy makers who need to prevent the 
long-term detrimental consequences of nurse shortages. 
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Chapter 3 aims to contribute to the discussion on how nurses can adapt to 
fast-changing nursing jobs in healthcare. We focus specifically on nurses in Hungary. 
The Hungarian nursing context is generally comparable to other European states, 
but it also has some peculiarities. Similar to other European states, Hungary is facing 
a severe shortage of qualified nurses (World Health Organization, 2018). Moreover, 
adding to all previously illustrated occupational demands that nurses are confronted 
with, nurses in Hungary are facing additional challenges due to budget cuts that 
happened in Hungarian health care during the last two decades. As a consequence, 
not enough young people opt for nursing schools and not enough young nurses 
remain in nursing long enough to replace those who retire (Ujvarine et al., 2011). 
In other words, in addition to continuous learning and adaptation to changes in 
care delivery methods that all nurses need to be capable of to sustain their careers, 
Hungarian nurses sometimes need to adopt proactive strategies to obtain those jobs 
with the best working conditions. In Chapter 3, we investigated how self-regulatory 
resources (career adaptability) contribute to the adapting behaviors that nurses 
demonstrate on the work floor, and consequently to career sustainability indicated 
by supervisor rated productivity and employability. 

Sustainable Careers of Refugees
Over the course of last decade, the world has experienced the largest forced 

displacement of people in modern history. According to the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), as of July 2019, there were 3.5 million asylum 
seekers and more than 25.9 million refugees in the world (UNHCRa, 2019). Involuntarily 
displaced people who apply for sanctuary in another country are referred to as ‘asylum 
seekers’ (UNHCR, 2011), whereas refugee status is granted to those asylum seekers 
who, according to Article 1 of the 1951 UN Convention as modified by the 1967 
Protocol, can demonstrate that they are outside of their country of origin because 
of substantiated fear of persecution for the reasons of race, religion, nationality, 
political choices, or belonging to a specific social group, and that due to these fears 
they cannot request the protection within the country of origin. The majority of the 
current refugee population in Europe are refugees who have fled the civil war in 
Syria, as well as conflicts in Iraq, Afghanistan, and South Sudan. These refugees 
predominantly resettle in neighboring countries, such as Lebanon, Jordan, or Kenya, 
but a significant number have also sought asylum in transition countries, such as 
Greece, Italy or Spain, or have been resettled to countries such as Germany, Sweden, 
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Canada, and Australia under the UNHCR Refugee Resettlement Program. In 2019 
alone, 63.727 refugees, out of which 23.625 were Syrian refugees, were resettled 
under the UNHCR Refugee Resettlement Program (UNHCRb, 2019). Even though the 
influx of refugees from Syria to Europe temporarily decreased as a result of the 2016 
cooperation statement between Turkey and the European Union (Rygiel, Baban, & 
Ilcan, 2016), these population movements are not projected to diminish as the new 
arrivals can be expected due to ongoing environmental and social problems across 
several countries in Africa and Asia. Furthermore, on 28 February 2020 at the time 
of writing the final version of this dissertation, the Turkish government announced 
that it would no longer prevent asylum seekers from leaving Turkey unbridling 
the chaos at the border between Turkey and European Union (UNHCR, 2020), and 
potentially resulting in intensification of new arrivals. Because of that, it is crucial to 
understand how to ameliorate the challenges pertinent to the reception of refugees 
in the host countries across the EU that does justice to the spirit of the earlier cited 
UN convention. 

Even though employment is indicated as one key strategy of refugee integration 
(Khoo, 1994; Pernice & Brook, 1996), that has a potential to benefit both refugees and 
host societies, employment rates among refugees are exceptionally low compared 
to average employment rates in the host countries (Bloch, 2002a). Numerous 
administrative and cultural barriers that refugees experience (e.g., the loss of 
documentation, challenges associated with diploma recognition, and/or the lack of 
language skills) might not only affect initial employability but may also have negative 
implications for refugees’ career reconstruction and sustainability in the long run. 
First, most refugees who find work are employed in secondary labor markets and 
take on, so called, ‘survivor’ jobs (e.g., cleaning, construction work) that are often not 
in line with their training and work experience in the country of origin (Hugo, 2014). 
Despite being valuable for their immediate survival, these work experiences might 
thwart the possibility of fully realizing their potential in later stages of integration 
into the host country. Second, employment barriers add upon other stressors that 
accompany migration experience, and might accelerate the downward spiral of 
health deterioration. Refugees may find themselves facing a vicious circle in which 
regaining good physical and mental health is necessary to ensure employability, but is 
constantly obstructed by un(der)employment itself. Finally, unemployment intensifies 
the risk of social isolation because, compared to refugees who find employment, 
unemployed refugees experience the lack of social interaction in an organizational 
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context within the host country which might push them further away from a chance 
to develop fulfilling relationships with locals and to bridge cultural differences. In 
sum, the experience of being a refugee in a new country represents a major risk 
to career sustainability, as it violently interrupts the sequence of work experiences 
a person had in the country of origin, entails a major disruption, and comes with a 
series of specific career barriers to reestablishing career in the host country. If career 
shocks refer to “disruptive and extraordinary events that are, at least to some degree, 
caused by factors outside the focal individual’s control and that trigger a deliberate 
thought process concerning one’s career” (Akkermans, Seibert, & Mol, 2018), we 
argue that the experience of many refugees reflects a cluster of shocks, that may 
together comprise a major career trauma. Therefore, to prevent further deterioration 
of employability, productivity, health, and happiness of refugees, the first and critical 
step is to assist them in obtaining employment.

 Current knowledge on how refugees seek employment, overcome career 
barriers and traumatic experiences, and re-start their careers in their host countries 
is very scant, and only recently have we witnessed the accumulation of some 
empirical evidence (e.g., Newman, Bimrose, Nielsen, & Zacher, 2018). Indeed, we 
still have a very limited understanding of the degree to which, and how, refugees 
develop sustainable careers in their host countries, and how different stakeholders 
(e.g., career counselors, organizations, or policy makers) might ease this process. 
Therefore, in Chapter 4 we aim to contribute to this debate. As most refugees who 
have arrived in the EU in the post-2014 wave are still in the initial stage of orienting 
themselves on the local labor markets, it is our aim to expand the understanding on 
initial employability and the very first stages of recuperating career sustainability. 
Hence, we investigate how personal resources and experienced career barriers relate 
to the refugees’ confidence in seeking initial employment in light of overcoming 
career transition to the new country. 

Overview of the Current Dissertation
Overall, this dissertation focuses on deepening our understanding of the 

increasingly relevant phenomena associated with career sustainability. Researchers’ 
increasing recognition of, and interest into, this topic is aligned with its societal 
relevance mirrored by UNESCO’s sustainable development goals and the need for 
organizations to pursuit of a more humane, more transparent and more ethical way 
of doing business (van Marrewijk, 2003). We set as the overarching research question 
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to disentangle how individual career resources and contextual factors, interact in 
shaping sustainable careers. First, across the different chapters we aim to offer further 
insight into which personal resources and through which processes individuals can 
use to sustain their careers in response to changing demands. Second, we strive 
to explore the extent to which, and the way in which, the investment of individual 
resources in sustaining careers is bounded by the opportunities and barriers that 
derive from the broader institutional and cultural context in which these careers 
evolve. Finally, with the aim of providing further insight into the role of context in 
bounding career sustainability, we focus on examining career resources used to 
sustain careers in two specific contexts of nurses and recently resettled refugees. 

To this end, the first empirical chapter (Chapter 2) of this dissertation builds on 
COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 2011) and the conceptual model of sustainable careers 
(De Vos et al., 2018) to provide a comprehensive integrative framework for thinking 
about the multitude of career resources that relate to perceived employability, 
and consequently, to the sustainable career. We position perceived employability 
(the perceived chance of finding employment; Berntson & Marklund, 2007) in the 
center of this investigation, and argue that employability perceptions represent 
a subjective evaluation of the individual’s career resource caravan, representing 
an amalgamation of specific personal resources (i.e., protean career orientation, 
career adaptability. proactive personality, psychological. human, and social capital), 
organizational resources (i.e., human resource management practices, supervisory 
support and job autonomy), and indicators of sustainable careers (i.e., mobility, 
productivity, happiness, and health). In addition, Chapter 2 uses meta-analytic 
moderation analyses to explore the explanatory role of differences in the broader 
institutional and national context on the strengths of these relationships. In Chapter 
3 and Chapter 4 we take more context-specific and fine-grained approach to these 
matters. 

Specifically, in Chapter 3 we focus on the context of nursing professionals 
in Hungary and two indicators of career sustainability, productivity in the current 
job, and employability indicated in long term career potential rated by nursing 
supervisors. We adopt the CCT theoretical framework (Savickas and Porfeli, 2012) 
and test the nomological network of career adaptability resources that part-time and 
full-time nurses use to adapt within their nursing jobs. We collected data through 
a survey-based study in Hungarian. In a sample of part-time nurses, we empirically 
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disentangle the relationships between career adaptability, adaptive readiness as an 
antecedent (operationalized here as proactive personality and conscientiousness), 
and adapting behavior as an outcome (operationalized here in terms of proactive 
skill development and career planning). In a second sample of full-time nurses, we 
further test the relationship of career adaptability, through adapting behavior, with 
outcomes of individual adaptation, in-role performance, and employability. The 
study extends research on CCT (Savickas & Porfeli,, 2012) by testing the theoretically 
proposed but empirically under-investigated relationship between adaptivity and 
adapting behaviors (Rudolph, Lavigne, Zacher, 2016); studying multiple relevant 
adapting behaviors simultaneously; and setting out to answer the call for more 
multisource research on adaptation outcomes (Rudolph et al., 2016; Ohme & Zacher, 
2015). 

In Chapter 4 we focus on refugees as a particularly vulnerable, risk exposed, and 
under-investigated population. Here we again draw on CCT (Savickas, 2013), but now 
to examine whether refugees’ adaptive readiness, captured by their overall positive 
outlook on life (i.e., psychological capital), is positively associated to job search self-
efficacy by the virtue of career adaptability resources. We also examine the extent 
to which administrative and social career barriers that refugees experience in the 
host country condition the indirect relationship between psychological capital and 
job search self-efficacy via career adaptability. We collect data for this investigation 
through surveys in Arabic among Syrian refugees who recently resettled in the 
Netherlands and Greece. These two countries represent two very different contexts, 
and we explore whether this has consequences for career adaptability. The study 
contributes to the calls for context-sensitive studies of career adaptability, and for 
testing CCT in less privileged populations (i.e., refugees) and in specific contexts. 
Moreover, it augments the understanding of vocational behaviors of refugees in the 
first stages of their job search in the host countries, offering implications for refugees 
and policy-makers.

In Chapter 5, we discuss the overall theoretical, practical, and methodological 
implications of this dissertation. Furthermore, we examine the limitations of the three 
empirical chapters and suggest future research directions. 
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No man is an island entire of itself; 
every man is a piece of the continent, 

a part of the main

John Donne



Abstract
Perceived employability refers to an individual’s perception of the possibilities of 
obtaining, maintaining, and changing employment. We present a comprehensive 
meta-analysis of the antecedents and outcome correlates of perceived 
employability (k =127 independent samples, n = 69.301 employees). In line with 
our employability framework, results indicate positive relationships between 
perceived employability and personal resources such as protean career orientation, 
career adaptability, proactive personality, psychological, human, and social capital, 
as well as organizational resources including HRM practices, supervisory support, 
autonomy, and job security. Perceived employability was also related to various 
outcomes that are indicative of sustainable careers, such as productivity, happiness, 
and health. Contrary to our expectations, we did not find significant relationships 
across studies between perceived employability and mobility, such as employment 
status, job search and turnover intentions. Finally, we explore and discuss the 
role of several methodological (i.e., study design and employability dimension) 
and contextual moderators (i.e., individual vulnerability and macroeconomic and 
cultural context) in the relationships between perceived employability, antecedents, 
and outcome correlates. Overall, the findings of this meta-analysis underscore 
the relevance of perceived employability to developing sustainable careers, 
and provide insights for further theory building, empirical research and practice. 



To employability and beyond

32 CHAPTER 2

Both the nature of work and how work is managed evolve over time. The ongoing 
flexibilization of labor markets, the global mobility of both production and workforce, 
and digitalization are accelerating the pace of change. Organizations must be 
increasingly flexible, which they often aim to accomplish through new organizational 
forms (e.g., franchising, outsourcing) and contingent work arrangements (e.g., 
temporary workers, independent contractors, and part-time employees; Kochan, 
Riordan, Kowalski, Khan, & Yang, 2019; Weil, 2014). At the employee level, these 
pressures have affected the typical employment relationship. People in many 
countries now change employment status, jobs, organizations, and professions at 
a faster pace than before. On average, US employees spend 4.3 years in a job and 
change jobs 10 - 15 times throughout their careers (US Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
2018). Similar albeit more moderate trends are seen in Europe (Bachmann, Felder, 
Frings, Giesecke, & Rzepka, 2015). Given the rising life expectancy around the world 
(World Health Organization, 2016), people may also (have to) work and manage 
their careers for a longer duration. Thus, sustaining careers by maximizing individual 
chances of acquiring, maintaining, and changing jobs, in other words by fostering 
employability, forms a critical challenge for individuals, organizations, and societies.

Research on employability has blossomed in the last three decades, and different 
streams of literature have emerged, each with their own view of what constitutes 
employability, generally referred to as the “ability” or “chance” of being employed 
(Vanhercke, De Cuyper, Peeters, & De Witte, 2015). This fragmentation resulted in 
disparate conceptualizations of  employability as a set of individual perceptions 
of their employment chances (Forrier, Verbruggen, & De Cuyper, 2015; Wittekind, 
Raeder, & Grote, 2010), as well as competences (Van der Heijde & Van der Heijden, 
2006), dispositions (Fugate, Kinicki, Ashforth, 2004), skills (Dania, Bakar, & Mohamed, 
2014), or attributes (Potgieter, 2012) that might determine employment chances.

As the idea that individual attitudes and behaviors tend to be determined 
by perceptions of reality rather than reality itself (Roskies & Louis- Guerin, 1990) 
has gained traction in employability research, we focus here on reviewing the 
literature on perceived employability, defined as the individual’s perception of her 
or his possibilities of obtaining, maintaining, and changing employment (Berntson & 
Marklund, 2007; Vanhercke et al., 2015). Such perceptions derive from the cognitive 
appraisal of one’s resources vis-à-vis employment opportunities (or the lack thereof) 
as well as resources and obstacles in the environment. Building on conservation of 
resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989), perceived employability is conceptualized 
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as a subjective manifestation of the ‘resource caravan’ (Hobfoll, 2011), defined as 
a ‘pack’ of individual and organizational resources that operate together and are 
indispensable for sustainable careers. According to COR theory, resources are 
interrelated and manifest their influence in concert. Perceived employability combines 
elements of both the personal and environmental resource pool (De Cuyper, 
Mäkikangas, Kinnunen, Mauno, & De Witte, 2012), into a subjectively aggregated 
reference point that employees can use as a compass to navigate dynamic internal 
and external labor markets (Lo Presti & Pluviano, 2016).  

Research has identified many resources that relate to perceived employability, 
including personal resources, such as knowledge, skills, and abilities (e.g., Direnzo, 
Greenhaus, & Weer, 2015), and external resources, such as employment conditions 
(Eby, 2001) or perceived organizational support (Veld, Semeijn, & van Vuuren, 2015). 
Additionally, perceived employability helps explain several outcomes related to 
sustainable careers, such as employment, (e.g., Koen, Klehe, & Van Vianen, 2013) 
and career success (e.g., Akkermans & Tims, 2017). Employees high on perceived 
employability also report higher levels of job, career, and life satisfaction (Dacre & 
Qualter, 2013; Praskova, Creed, & Hood, 2014; Silla, De Cuyper, Gracia, Peiró & De 
Witte, 2008). Finally, perceived employability is positively related to both physical 
and mental health (De Cuyper, Raeder, Van der Heijden, & Wittekind, 2012; Gilardi, 
Ricco & Siletti, 2012). Although primary studies have thus advanced our knowledge 
of the antecedents and consequences of perceived employability, the evidence 
base is fragmented as it originated in different disciplines (e.g., public policy, 
education, occupational health, HRM and careers) (Rothwell, 2015). Several narrative 
employability reviews started to consolidate research evidence (e.g., Thijssen, 
Van der Heijden, & Rocco, 2008; Vanhercke et al., 2015; Rothwell, 2015; Lo Presti & 
Pluviano, 2016). However, a comprehensive and systematic attempt to quantitatively 
summarize the existing literature across disciplines has not been undertaken yet.

The current study thus sets out to do such a quantitative review and aims to 
provide three main contributions to the perceived employability and sustainable 
careers literatures. First, to date the choice to focus on particular antecedents and 
outcome correlates of employability in primary studies is rarely justified by explicit 
theoretical underpinnings (Forrier, De Cuyper, & Akkermans, 2019). Taken together 
with the fragmented nature of the current evidence base, this precludes deriving 
more general conclusions about how and why perceived employability relates to 
broader categories of antecedents and outcomes. Here we aim to meta-analytically 
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summarize the findings and reviewing the antecedents and outcome correlates of 
employability mapped against a conceptual framework integrating COR theory 
(Hobfoll, 1989, 2017) with the model of sustainable careers (De Vos, Van der Heijden, 
& Akkermans, 2018), which can help in estimating the true strength of relationships, 
and support construct refinement and parsimony in future theory building. 

 Second, the research literature on employability shows inconsistent findings 
for some antecedents (e.g., age; Silla et al., 2008) and outcome correlates (e.g., 
turnover intentions; Acikgoz, Sumer, & Sumer, 2016). Comparing the findings from 
multiple primary studies and examining moderators, may help in reconciling such 
inconsistencies and may yield new directions for future research. Third, despite 
the often-recognized importance of the external labor market as a potential co-
determinant of perceived employability, the literature focuses on individual 
differences. Exploring variability in the relationships of perceived employability with 
antecedents and outcome correlates across moderators that capture the economic 
and cultural contexts in which the studies were conducted can contribute to the 
generation of more context sensitive and locally valid practical recommendations.

In sum, the current study aims to provide a meta-analysis of the relationships 
between perceived employability and its antecedents and outcome correlates. 
We do so by building on COR theory (e.g., Hobfoll, 1989, 2017) and the model of 
sustainable careers (De Vos et al., 2018), and offer an integrative nomological network 
of perceived employability. We also systematically explore the role of a variety of 
methodological study characteristics and contextual moderators in an effort to 
explain variability in relationships between employability and its antecedents and 
outcomes. Finally, we discuss the implications of our findings for future research, 
policy development, and practice. 

Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Development
Employability as a construct dates back to the early twentieth century, but has 

gained prominence in the academic literature over the past three decades (Lo Presti 
& Pluviano, 2016). Originally, the term was used to differentiate between different 
types of unemployed people: those who are seeking work (the employable) and 
those, such as the retired, who are not (the unemployable) (De Grip, van Loo, & 
Sanders, 2004). Later, the contexts in which the term was used and its meaning 
shifted several times (Rothwell, 2015). From the nineties on, the notion of lifetime 
employability as a means of protecting individuals in the labor market replaced the 
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previously prevalent idea of lifetime employment (Forrier & Sels, 2003) and the term 
employability was predominantly used at the micro or individual level (Thijssen et al., 
2008). Currently, the career research focuses on the individual as the owner of their 
career and defines employability as an “individual’s chance of a job in the internal 
and/or external labour market” (Forrier & Sels, 2003, p. 106). 

Despite agreement on the definition of employability (Forrier et al., 2018), 
different streams of employability research differ in the interpretation of what this 
“chance of a job” stands for. The input-based approach, accentuates the “quality 
of being employable” (McQuaid & Lindsay, 2005, p. 206) and aims to specify those 
individual differences that co-determine employment chance. The output-based 
approach focuses on estimating the chance itself, operationalized as the likelihood 
or probability of obtaining, retaining, and/or changing employment (e.g., Vanhercke 
et al., 2015). The current study adopts the output-based approach and focuses 
specifically on perceived employability. 

The different conceptualizations of employability in the input-based research 
stream (see Table 2.1) are all multidimensional in that they delineate a set of attributes 
that determine ones’ chance of obtaining, retaining, or changing employment. The 
conceptualizations differ, however, in their granularity and focus. Some are more 
general, whereas others are more specific and comprise longer lists of attributes that 
jointly reflect employability. For example, De Grip et al. (2004) define employability 
in terms of a capacity and a willingness of workers to remain attractive for the labor 
market, whereas Fugate and Kinicki (2008) focus on individual dispositions such as 
career identity, resilience, and work and career proactivity  (Fugate & Kinicki, 2008).  

In contrast to the input-based models, output-based research operationalizes 
employability more directly in terms of the likelihood of obtaining, retaining, or 
changing jobs (De Cuyper et al., 2011). This chance might be objective (e.g., number 
of job shifts and/or internal promotions; Akkermans et al, 2015) or self-perceived by 
the focal employee. We adopt an output-based approach and focus on perceived 
employability for four reasons. First, output-based operationalizations capture the 
construct more holistically than input based ones, because the former accounts 
for the fact that individuals with the same “input” might still evaluate their chance 
of employment differently, which might explain individual differences in career 
outcomes (Wittekind et al., 2010). Second, focusing on perceived employability as 
opposed to input-based conceptualizations allows for a clearer distinction between 
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employability and its individual level antecedents, such as knowledge, skills and 
other characteristics. Third, while input-based employability operationalizations are 
heterogeneous, those of perceived employability are more consistent across studies, 
resulting in a substantial body of literature that is in need of being quantitatively 
summarized. While there are meta-analyses related to sustainable careers (Ng, Eby, 
Sorensen, & Feldman, 2005) or career adaptability (Rudolph et al., 2017), a meta-
analysis on perceived employability is lacking, despite the considerable research 
base. Fourth, as the cognitive appraisal of one’s employability is likely based on 
personal and contextual resources, focusing on perceived employability as a 
resource caravan allows for a more comprehensive treatment of antecedents of both 
employability and sustainable career outcomes.

In addition to the distinction between input and output-based approaches, 
some researchers operationalize employability in terms of quantity of employment 
chances, whereas others propose a more restricted definition that incorporates 
criteria related to, for instance, fit of available employment chances to one’s potential 
(Hillage & Pollard, 1998), job attractiveness (Thijssen et al. 2008), or appropriateness 
of available job opportunities to one’s qualification level (Rothwell & Arnold, 2007). 
Given that the main focus of the current study is to provide a comprehensive 
quantitative review of the relationships between perceived employability, and its 
antecedents and outcome correlates, we focus primarily on the overall employability 
perceptions as our focal variable, and we classify variables that might indicate fit 
between individuals and available employment opportunities (e.g., employment 
status, career success) as outcome correlates.
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Table 2.1. Representative Definitions of Employability by Conceptual Distinction

Theoretical 
Distinction Focus Definition Used Year Authors

Dispositional 
Employability Input

“A form of work specific active 
adaptability that enables workers 
to identify and realize career 
opportunities.”  2004

Fugate, Kinicki, & 
Ashforth

Dispositional 
Employability Input

“A constellation of individual 
differences that predispose employees 
to (pro)actively adapt to their work and 
career environments.” 2008 Fugate & Kinicki

Movement 
Capital Input

“Individual skills, knowledge, 
competencies and attitudes influencing 
an individual's career mobility.” 2009 Forrier & Sels 

Employability 
Competence Input

“The continuous fulfilling, acquiring or 
creating of work through the optimal 
use of competences.” 2006

Van der Heijde & 
Van der Heijden 

Employability Input
“Capacity and willingness of workers to 
remain attractive for the labor market.” 2004 De Grip et al.

Employability Input

“Capability to move self-sufficiently 
within the labor market to realize 
potential through sustainable 
development. “ 1998 Hillage & Pollard

Employability 
Activities Output

“The activities employees undertake 
to improve and maintain their 
employability, such as engaging 
in development activities and 
extending their knowledge and work 
experiences.” 2004 Van Dam

Employability 
Activities Output

“A wide range of activities or practices 
that individuals can use to increase 
their employment opportunities. “ 2010 Smith

Perceived 
Employability Output

“An individual’s chance of a job on the 
internal and/or external labor market.’’ 2003 Forrier & Sels

Perceived 
Employability Output

“Self-perceived ability to keep the job 
one has or to get the job one wants.” 2007

Rothwell & 
Arnold

Perceived 
Employability Output

“Individual's perception of available 
employment opportunities.”

2006; 
2000; 
2003; 
2007 

Berntson & 
Marklund, 
Eby et al.;  
De Fillippi et al,  

Perceived 
Employability Output

“The employee’s perceptions of 
alternative job opportunities.”

2008, 
2011

De Cuyper & De 
Witte
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A COR Perspective on the Nomological Network of Perceived 
Employability 

To demarcate the nomological network of perceived employability, we draw 
on COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989), which posits that people strive to retain, defend, and 
develop resources which are instrumental to coping with environmental changes, 
demands, and stressors. Resources are defined as objects, conditions, energies, 
or personal characteristics that people value and that facilitate the acquirement 
of further resources. COR theory distinguishes between individual resources (e.g., 
mastery) and environmental ones (e.g., social support) (Pearlin & Schooler, 1978). 
According to COR theory, resources form jointly functioning packs or caravans that 
reflect congruous personal and environmental resources.

To sustain their careers in the face of the stressors and insecurities of the 
contemporary labor market, individuals need to maintain and replenish their resources 
through selective and strategic resource investment. Perceived employability may be 
thought of as a subjective gauge of the state of the career relevant resource caravan. 
Consistent with COR theory, we expect that individuals develop and protect their 
perceived employability by drawing upon both their personal (e.g., adaptability) 
and environmental resources (e.g., development opportunities). When resources 
are bountiful, individuals are more likely to perceive themselves to be employable, 
which in turn yields positive career outcomes. For example, people may invest time 
and energy, two important resources, in developing new skills to increase the odds 
of a successful career step, simultaneously enhancing their perceived employability 
(a valuable future resource). When resources are scarce or individuals experience 
challenging conditions involving the risk of resource loss (e.g., job insecurity), they 
may start to perceive themselves as less employable, which can have negative 
repercussions for future career outcomes. 

As depicted in our conceptual model (Figure 1), COR theory forms the theoretical 
base for our investigation of how personal and organizational resources relate to 
individuals’ employability perceptions, and how employability perceptions in turn 
relate to outcome correlates relevant to career sustainability (mobility, happiness, 
health, and productivity). 
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Figure 2.1. Conceptual Model Representing the Nomological Network of 
Antecedents and Outcomes of Perceived Employability

Personal Antecedents of Perceived Employability
Studies have investigated many personal characteristics as antecedents of 

perceived employability. To categorize personal resources that might be particularly 
relevant for developing and sustaining positive employability perceptions into 
broader thematic categories, we build on and the model of sustainable careers 
(De Vos et al, 2018), which indicates that to sustain their careers individuals need 
to demonstrate agency and meaning making. We thus classify personal resources 
in categories reflecting agency (i.e., protean career orientation, career adaptability, 
proactive personality, psychological, human, and social capital) and meaning making 
(i.e., career identity, career calling). 

Protean career orientation. Protean career orientation reflects a preference to be 
in charge of managing one’s career direction and achieving subjectively valuable 
career outcomes (Hall, 1996, Briscoe, & Hall, 2006). Those with a protean career 
orientation tend to be self-directed and demonstrate proactive career behaviors, 
such are networking and developmental activities (Wiernik & Kostal, 2019). Thus, 
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such individuals are likely more cognizant of available employment opportunities 
within and/or outside their current organization (Lin, 2015, Direnzo, Greenhaus, & 
Weer, 2015). 

Career adaptability. Career adaptability denotes self-regulatory competences that 
allow individuals to unravel novel, unclear and multifaceted tasks and challenges in 
the course of their careers (Savickas & Porfeli, 2012). Adaptable individuals should 
have more favorable employability perceptions because they are better able to 
anticipate employment opportunities and explore them more, they better regulate 
their effort to realize opportunities, and are overall more adaptable in responding to 
transitions and issues in the career path.

Proactive personality. Proactive personality refers to a dispositional tendency 
towards future oriented action and perseverance in the face of setbacks (Bateman & 
Crant, 1993). Because proactive individuals tend to take more initiative in managing 
their own career, are oriented toward change, and focused on the future (Parker, Bindl, 
& Strauss, 2010), we expect them to have more favorable employability perceptions. 

Psychological capital. Psychological capital denotes individuals’ general positive 
outlook on life. It encompasses four dimensions: self-efficacy (beliefs regarding 
the ability to realize an action and manage tasks and situations), hope (perceived 
ability to motivate oneself), resilience (capacity to recover from failure or adversity), 
and optimism (making stable, internal attributions to positive events and unstable, 
external attributions to negative ones; Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007). Psychological 
capital dimensions are expected to boost perceived employability. For example, 
Lim and Loo (2003) argued that individuals with higher self-efficacy are confident 
that they possess the abilities to perform well in their future jobs. Such beliefs are 
likely to be reflected in perceived employability. Also, optimism, hope, and resilience 
capture a positive mindset that forms a resource in uncertain times (e.g., Kobasa, 
Maddi, & Kahn, 1982). For example, optimistic workers tend to perceive transitions as 
opportunities to learn (Scheier, Carver, & Bridges, 1994), which helps them develop 
employment alternatives in volatile employment conditions. 

Human capital. Human capital represents “an individual’s ability to meet the 
performance expectations of a given occupation” (Fugate et al., 2004, p. 25) and refers 
to the knowledge, skills and abilities relevant to one’s career (Arthur, Inkson, & Pringle, 
1999). Individuals greater human capital and more invested into its development are 
thus likely perceive more employment opportunities. 
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Social capital. Social capital refers to resources that individuals draw from their 
network, including professional and personal contacts (Parker & Arthur, 2000). 
Networks can provide a rich source of relevant knowledge and information (Seibert, 
Kraimer, & Liden, 2001) and can help reputation development and opportunity 
generation (Parker & Arthur, 2000). De Battisti, Gilardi, Siletti and Solari (2014) show 
that in the context of involuntary lay-off, individuals with a wider social network were 
more inclined to use outplacement services and had more positive beliefs about 
employment prospects.

Career identity. Career identity reflects how people define themselves in relation to 
their work (Meijers, 1998) characterized by a clear insight in their career aspirations 
and goals as well as stable awareness of their strengths and weaknesses vis-à-vis 
the career domain (e.g., De Vos & Soens, 2008). A strong career identity may thus 
motivate and guide individuals towards sustainable employment (opportunities), 
yielding higher perceived employability relative to those who identify less strongly 
with their occupation.

Career calling. Career calling reflects work characterized by a deep sense of 
meaning, purpose and a desire to contribute to others (Lysova, Jansen, Khapova, 
Plomp, & Tims, 2018). In addition to the personal meaning of the work (career 
identity), perceptions of employability might also relate to meaning work has for 
others. Although some evidence suggests calling may relate to ‘career tunnel vision’ 
(Dobrow & Tosti- Kharas, 2012), for perceived employability this possible dark side is 
likely offset by its motivational side.

In sum, we hypothesize positive relationships of perceived employability with 
personal resources overall as well as with the aforementioned specific personal 
resources:

Hypothesis 1: Personal resources are positively related to perceived 
employability; protean career orientation (H1a), career adaptability (H1b), 
proactive personality (H1c), psychological capital (H1d), human capital (H1e), 
social capital (H1f), career identity (H1g) and calling (H1h) are positively related 
to perceived employability.
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Organizational Antecedents of Perceived Employability
Research suggests that several organizational factors might also relate to 

employees’ perceived employability, including HR practices (training and flexibility), 
supervisory and colleague support, job autonomy, task variety, and job security. 
Researchers have used social-exchange theory to argue that perceived employability 
reflects reciprocal investments between employee and employer. COR theory also 
presumes the importance of an environmental resource pool for optimal individual 
functioning (Hobfoll & Wells, 1998). Organizations that provide employees with training 
and development opportunities, support, security, autonomy and challenge create 
resource abundant environments. In such environments, employees can draw from 
this pool of resources to cope with changes and risks associated with resource loss 
and to develop and nourish perceived employability. As individuals use perceptions 
of their current work environment to develop expectations about the future (Markus 
& Wurf, 1987), working in an organization that provides abundant resources likely 
stimulates positive expectations about other employment opportunities. 

HR practices. Providing HR practices such as training signals the willingness to invest 
in employees. Such practices provide opportunities for knowledge acquisition and 
personal growth, enabling employees to further develop human capital and increase 
their odds of sustaining employment over time. Research shows these practices relate 
positively to perceived employment opportunities (e.g., Veld et al., 2015). Similarly, 
Van Harten, Knies and Leisink (2016) show that HR practices stimulate employability 
perceptions through their relationship with willingness to learn and change. 

Supervisor support. Social support includes instrumental (help with practical 
problems), informational (helpful advice and information), and emotional support 
(care, empathy and encouragement) (House & Kahn, 1985). Supervisory support, 
such as showing concern for employees’ needs and facilitating their development 
relates positively to employability perceptions (Wittekind et al., 2010, Van Harten et 
al., 2016). Such support can empower employees and make them more confident 
about their capabilities (Van Der Heijden, 2003), which likely manifests in more 
positive evaluations of employment chances. 

Colleague support. Supervisor support is not only source of social support at work. 
Team members and coworkers can also provide help with performing work tasks, 
information or feedback and encouragement or understanding, which enriches the 
personal resource pool and might then have positive implications for employability. 
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As social support is the most robust single indicator of personal resources in the 
body of evidence built from COR theory (Schumm, Briggs-Phillips, & Hobfoll, 2006), 
it is important to consider the effect social support by colleagues might have on 
employability perceptions. 

Job autonomy. Job autonomy indicates that employees take responsibility and 
discretion in planning and executing their work (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). Having 
control and taking charge of planning and executing their work makes employees 
feel empowered. In addition, job autonomy may stimulate the development of 
knowledge, skill and abilities relevant for performing job tasks, but also contribute 
to the development of self-regulatory strengths as having discretion requires 
individuals to rely more on self-management, all of which might improve perceived 
employment chances.

Task variety. Task variety indicates that a job requires the use of a wide range of skills 
and abilities (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). Having a differentiated set of knowledge, 
skills, and abilities likely results in increased employability perceptions. Indeed, 
research shows task variety related positively to perceived employability (e.g., De 
Cuyper, Mauno, Kinnunen, & Mäkikangas, 2011). 

Job security. Job security which refers to employees’ beliefs that their jobs are safe 
(Acikgoz et al., 2016). It is the opposite of job insecurity, the subjective perception 
of being at risk of losing one’s job (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984). Although job 
security has received a lot of attention in the employability literature, the direction 
of its relationship to perceived employability is still unclear. Based on COR theory, 
job security can be seen as a potential external resource that can result in amplified 
perceptions of other employment chances. Accordingly, longitudinal evidence 
suggests perceived job security is an antecedent of perceived employability (De 
Cuyper et al., 2008; Kalyal, Berntson, Baraldi, Näswall, & Sverke, 2010). We hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2: Organizational resources relate positively to perceived 
employability; HR practices (H2a), supervisory support (H2b), colleague support 
(H2c), job autonomy (H2d), task variety (H2e), and job security (H2f) relate 
positively to perceived employability.
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Sociodemographic Factors
Studies have shown that demographic factors may affect employability in 

different ways. Age and tenure might relate to a growth of human capital over 
time, which could yield a higher perceived employability. However, if work 
changes, older and more tenured workers might run the risk of their human capital 
becoming obsolete, which might have negative ramifications for their employability 
perceptions. Moreover, due to lower psychological mobility among women, gender 
may affect employability. Also, more educated workers and those working more 
hours may perceive more employment opportunities. Drawing on sociology, some 
sociodemographic characteristics (e.g., age) might relate to institutional practices 
and norms that regulate access to employment (Kovalenko, & Mortelmans, 2016). 
As such, they may represent structural resources in the environment rather than 
personal resources. In sum, COR theory does not suggest when and how such factors 
would constitute a personal resource or a barrier to employability and overall there 
is also no clear other theoretical rationale as to whether and how demographics 
relate to perceived employability. In the literature they are usually included as control 
variables. Here, we explore how perceived employability relates to age, gender, 
education, working hours, and tenure.

Exploratory research question 1: To what extent do sociodemographic 
factors (i.e., gender, age, education, tenure, and work hours) relate to perceived 
employability?

Outcome Correlates of Perceived Employability
 To review the outcome correlates of perceived employability, we develop 

hypotheses for four distinct outcome domains, namely more proximal mobility related 
outcomes and three more distal sustainable careers outcomes, i.e. productivity, 
happiness, and health.  

Mobile employees. Perceived employability refers to perceived chances of 
successfully obtaining, retaining, and changing employment (e.g., Fugate et al., 2004) 
and we expect this to relate positively to mobility throughout careers. To explain 
why perceived employability should be linked to mobility among those searching 
for employment (i.e., job search and employment status), the COR theory argument 
of resource protection and generation is complemented by self-regulation theory 
(Kanfer, Wanberg, & Kantrowitz, 2001). Job search is a dynamic process of setting job 
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search goal(s), planning and executing job search activities, which are all likely to be 
stimulated by higher perceived employability. Perceiving few job opportunities may 
reduce commitment to job search, while perceiving ample prospects might stimulate 
it. Employability perceptions might also affect job search through motivational self-
regulation. Individuals who perceive themselves as employable believe in their 
chances to find jobs, which motivates them to put effort into job search. In contrast, 
individuals low on perceived employability may be less driven to engage in job 
search as they do not believe effort will lead to rewarding outcomes. 

 Perceived employability can also relate to mobility indicators of employed 
individuals (turnover intentions; organizational commitment). Employees who 
perceive more favorable employment opportunities elsewhere might be more 
inclined to consider leaving their job. In other words, employees who have an 
employability resource caravan, might use it to pursue further resources in the form 
of better employment and may become less committed to their current organization 
(De Cuyper & De Witte, 2011; Nelissen, Forrier, & Verbruggen, 2017; Philippaers, De 
Cuyper, & Forrier, 2017).  For organizations that invest in employees’ employability 
this might represent a risk, which the literature labels the “employability management 
paradox” (Forrier et al., 2018). However, the link between employability perceptions 
and mobility of employees may also need to be triggered by wider unfavorable 
employment conditions (Acikgoz et al., 2016). We study the relationships and 
hypothesize:

H4: Perceived employability relates positively to job search (H4a); 
employment status (H4b); but also to turnover intentions (H4c) and negatively to 
organizational commitment (H4d).

Productive employees. Productivity refers to strong performance in one’s current 
job and organization and to realizing one’s career potential in the long run (De 
Vos et al., 2019). In this meta-analysis, we therefore address productivity as in-role 
performance in the current job and career success as an indicator of long-tern career 
potential. We also address work engagement as meta-analytic evidence indicates a 
positive relationship between engagement and task performance (Christian, Garza, 
& Slaughter, 2011), suggesting that they may form complementary indicators of 
productivity. More employable individuals are more likely to possess the resource 
caravan (e.g., knowledge, proactivity) critical to performing better in their job. Also, 
individuals with richer employability resource caravan are likely more able to actively 
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allocate energy, involvement and persistence into performing their jobs, which is 
epitomized in work engagement (Kanfer, 1990).

Where for organizations the employability resource caravan might manifest 
through increased performance and work engagement, for employees it should 
manifest in career success in terms of higher income, position or promotion (Becker, 
1964). Whereas consensus exists in seeing employability as an antecedent (e.g., 
Haines, Hamouche, & Saba, 2014) or an indicator (e.g., De Vos, De Hauw, & Van der 
Heijden, 2011) of career success, it should be noted that studies have not always found 
the proposed positive relationships between employability and job performance 
(De Cuyper, & De Witte, 2011), suggesting some highly employable employees 
may be more persistent in their search for greater career success to the point of 
compromising in-role performance or engagement (e.g., De Grip et al., 2004; Pearce 
& Randel, 2004). We hope to offer more conclusive evidence and based on COR 
theory we propose positive relationships between employability and productivity 
outcomes:  

Hypothesis 5: Perceived employability is positively related to productivity; 
namely to in-role performance (H5a), work engagement (H5b) and objective 
career success (H5c).

Happy employees. As an indicator of sustainable careers, happiness refers to 
subjective feelings of satisfaction with the alignment of the current state and one’s 
goals, values, or needs across different life domains (De Vos et al., 2018). Hence, here 
we address the relationships of perceived employability with job, career, and life 
satisfaction. In line with COR theory, individuals already possessing resources are 
more likely to gain additional resources and reach desirable outcomes, implying that 
individuals with higher perceived employability are more likely to achieve satisfaction 
in these domains. Empirical studies support the notion that perceived employability 
represents an essential resource for individuals to achieve such satisfaction. For 
instance, perceived employability is positively related to career satisfaction among 
recent graduates and job satisfaction among employed individuals (e.g., Wheeler, 
Morley, Coleman Gallagher, Brouer, & Sablynski, 2007; De Cuyper, Notelaers, & De 
Witte, 2009). We expect a positive relationship between perceived employability 
broader outcome category of happiness, as well as specific indicators of job, career, 
and life satisfaction across studies and propose: 
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Hypothesis 6: Perceived employability is positively related to employee 
happiness indicators, namely to job (H6a), career (H6b) and life satisfaction (H6c)

 Healthy employees. Several mechanisms link perceived employability to employee 
health and well-being. In line with COR theory, perceived employability may facilitate 
career management and thus contribute to positive health and well-being (e.g., 
positive affect such as feelings of calmness or enthusiasm) by virtue of the sense of 
control (De Cuyper et al., 2008) and self-regulation (Ryan and Deci, 2001) that it entails. 
Stress appraisal theory (Folkman & Lazarus, 1984) suggests that negative evaluations 
of external conditions and internal capacities to cope with those conditions results 
in psychological ill-being (the experience of unpleasant affect and psychological 
distress). If after taking available resources and barriers in the external environment 
into account, individuals estimate their employment chances as low, this might 
trigger psychological distress. Similarly, resource loss spirals in COR theory (Hobfoll, 
1989) suggest individuals with lower employability perceptions might also be more 
sensitive to stressful circumstances and strenuous job demands, which might result 
in exhaustion. Although theory suggests a positive relationship between perceived 
employability and wellbeing, results across studies are not consistent as the strength 
of the relationship varies from very small to moderate. Therefore, here we look at the 
relationships between perceived employability and the broader category of health, 
as well as the relationships with specific indicators of psychological well-being and 
ill-being (burnout and psychological distress):

Hypothesis 7. Perceived employability is positively related to overall health 
and well-being, specifically, it is positively related to positive indicators of well-
being (H7a) and negatively to the ill-being indicators of burnout (H7b) and 
psychological distress (H7c).

Incremental Validity and Indirect Relationships
As perceived employability represents a subjective gauge of the overall 

individual career resource pool, with the sum of expected to be greater than its 
individual parts, we expect that perceived employability will explain unique variance 
in indicators of sustainable careers above and beyond personal and organizational 
resources. Furthermore, perceived employability should be more proximally related 
to mobility, productivity, happiness, and health than more distal individual resources 
and organizational resources on their own. Therefore, we expect personal and 
organizational resources to have indirect relationships to these outcome correlates 
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through employability perceptions.

Hypothesis 8. Perceived employability is positively related to sustainable 
careers indicators (mobility, productivity, happiness, health) above and beyond 
the relationships of personal and organizational resources.

Hypothesis 9. A significant indirect relationship exists between personal and 
organizational resources with sustainable career indicators through perceived 
employability.

Moderators
In addition to providing the quantitative summary perceived employability 

correlates, we explore whether moderators account for some of the heterogeneous 
and inconsistent findings. We examine two methodological moderators, study 
design and employability dimension. Also, in line to COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 
2017), separating the individual from social groupings and their wider context 
limits predictive capacity because cultural and societal environments co-determine 
individual resources and responses. Hence, the socio-cultural backdrop may 
interact with factors at the individual and organizational levels in co-determining 
the relationships between perceived employability and correlates. Specifically, COR 
theory proposes that caravan passageways (Hobfoll, 2011) represent environmental 
conditions that support, enrich, and protect individual’s resource caravans, or that 
detract, undermine, or impoverish them. Thus, positive external circumstances can 
aid in coping and protecting resource caravans even among individuals with less 
abundant resources. Negative external circumstances might incrementally increase 
vulnerability among those who are already low on resources, and over time might 
even exhaust resources of more resourceful individuals. Besides antecedent – 
perceived employability relationships, context is also likely to affect the strength of 
the relationships between perceived employability and indicators of sustainable 
careers (mobility, productivity, happiness, and health). 

The fit of one’s resource caravan with external demands determines the response 
to these demands, and the outcome of the response. In prolonged or chronically 
less favorable circumstances, personal and organizational resource pools are relied 
on more intensively to develop and maintain favorable employability perceptions. 
In other words, personal and organizational resources may play a stronger role in 
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forming employability perceptions among individuals who belong to less resource-
endowed and more vulnerable group within a society, or who live in a society with 
less favorable economic conditions. However, if resources are taxed for a long 
time, any individuals may become less capable to further draw from their personal 
resource pool and more vulnerable to the risk of resource loss (Dohrenwend & 
Dohrenwend, 1974). Hence, less favorable external conditions over time might result 
in less favorable employability perceptions and impede the use of employability 
perceptions as a resource for achieving sustainable careers (mobility, productivity, 
happiness, and health). We explore both sociodemographic and country level 
variables as moderators of the relationships of perceived employability with its 
antecedents and outcome correlates. 

Individual vulnerability. To assess the extent to which individual context might affect 
the relationships between perceived employability and antecedents and outcome 
correlates, we explore the role of several characteristics that we refer to as individual 
vulnerability (average sample age, average sample education, percentage of male 
participants in the sample and employment status). Previous research suggests 
that the personal capability to navigate labor markets might differ for labor market 
groups. Namely, being a lower educated (Muffels & Luijkx, 2008; Núñez & Livanos, 
2010), female (Flecker, Meil, & Pollert, 1998), or older worker (Raemdonck, Tillema, 
de Grip, Valcke, & Segers, 2012) might result in structurally different opportunities to 
develop perceived employability and use it as a resource for building a sustainable 
career. 

Exploratory research question 2: Do relationships between antecedents and 
perceived employability (2a) and between employability and outcome correlates 
(2b) vary depending on age, education, gender and employment status?

Macroeconomic context. The broader societal context might also affect the 
relationships between perceived employability, antecedents and outcome correlates. 
We explore the role of two characteristics of the macroeconomic context of the 
country where primary studies were performed, namely country unemployment 
rate and employment protection legislation. The unemployment rate indicates the 
inability of an economy to generate employment for individuals who are available 
for employment and actively seek work. When the unemployment rate is high, 
the country may be in recession, economic conditions may be bad, or the country 
somehow unable to provide jobs for the available workers (ILOSTAT, 2018). Research 
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relates unemployment rates to a number of negative outcomes for individual’s 
health (Turner, 1995) and happiness (Clark & Oswald, 1994). Employment protection 
legislation (EPL) refers to a system of institutional measures that aim to counter 
imperfection in the labor market that limit workers’ ability to insure themselves 
against job loss. EPL includes legal protection from dismissal, wage loss, and unfair 
treatment by employers, which relates positively to productivity growth (e.g., Storm 
& Naastepad, 2009), innovations (Michie & Sheehan, 2003), and skill development 
(Harcourt & Wood, 2007). Although unemployment and EPL have been related to 
labor market outcomes, here we study whether they also affect individuals perceived 
employability and its relationships with antecedents and outcome correlates. 

Exploratory research question 3: Do the relationships between antecedents 
and perceived employability(3a) and between perceived employability and 
outcome correlates (mobility, productivity, happiness, and health) (3b) vary 
depending on unemployment rates and EPL in the country where the study was 
performed?

Cultural context. How individuals assess external conditions is also affected by the 
cultural context (Hobfoll & Wells, 1998; Lyons, Mickelson, Sullivan, & Coyne, 1998). 
Meta-analytic evidence indicates that the culture related factors of race and ethnicity 
do not seem to contribute a lot to explaining differences in career aspirations 
per se but rather relate to differences in perceptions of career opportunities and 
barriers (Fouad & Byars-Winston, 2005). Also, research suggests that proactive career 
behaviors are less important to career success in cultures characterized by low 
individualism and high uncertainty avoidance (Claes & Ruiz-Quintanilla, 1998) and 
more important in cultures characterized by high in-group collectivism, high power 
distance, and low uncertainty avoidance (Smale et al., 2018). However, how culture 
affects the relationship between employability perceptions and correlates is still to be 
explored. On one hand, culture can influence careers by directly affecting individual 
perceptions, attitudes, and beliefs (Khapova, Briscoe, & Dickmann, 2012), including 
employability perceptions. In addition, cultural influences might foster or constrain 
the value and use of personal or organizational resources, such as adaptability and 
social support, in shaping and protecting one’s perceived employability. Perceived 
employability also might have different consequences for reaching sustainable 
career outcomes depending on how much being employable is valued, expected, 
or socially desirable in different cultures. Therefore, we expect that cultural norms 
and values at the national level might influence the relationship between personal 
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resources and perceived employability and between perceived employability and 
outcome correlates. 

Because culture’s influence on individuals can be multifaceted, we broadly 
explore the potential role of culture and selected multiple cultural indices (Brett, 
2007). Specifically, we examined Hofstede’s cultural values (Hofstede, 1991; Hofstede, 
Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) and Schwartz’s cultural value orientations (Schwartz, 
2006). Hofstede’s model of national culture (Hofstede 1991; Hofstede et al., 2010) 
that consists of six dimensions: power distance, individualism vs collectivism, 
masculinity vs femininity, uncertainty avoidance, future orientation and indulgence 
vs restraint. Power distance refers to expectations about unequal distribution of 
power between less and more powerful representatives of the society. Individualistic 
societies are characterized by loose connections between individuals and self-
reliance, which is in contrast to collectivistic societies characterized by high level 
of interdependence among individuals. Masculine societies are driven by desire of 
success and competition in contrast to feminine societies where the dominant values 
are care for the other and quality of life. Uncertainty avoidance is the extent to which 
unknown and uncertain situations are perceived as a threat within a certain culture 
Future orientation reflects views on time. Long-term-orientation refers to cultures 
where the world is considered in flux so that preparing for the future and having 
future-oriented goals is needed. In a short-term-oriented culture, the focus is on the 
past and the present. The past provides a moral compass, and adhering to this is 
morally good. Indulgence refers to the extent in which a society values freedom, 
enjoyment and pleasures, in contrast to duty, hardship and lack of freedom. These 
dimensions represent independent preferences for one state of affairs over another 
that distinguish countries, rather than individuals, from each other.

Schwartz (2006) proposes three dimensions of cultural value orientation: mastery 
vs harmony, hierarchy vs egalitarianism, and embeddedness vs autonomy.  These 
dimensions represent cultural ideals, which can influence how individuals imagine 
the ideal behaviors that they should strive to do. Harmony emphasizes fitting into the 
world as it is, trying to understand and appreciate rather than to change or exploit, 
whereas mastery stresses active self-assertion in order to master and change the 
environment to meet group or personal goals. Hierarchy relies on hierarchical systems 
of ascribed roles and considers the unequal distribution of power and resources 
as legitimate whereas egalitarianism induces people to recognize one another as 
moral equals and promotes commitment to cooperation and concern for everyone’s 
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welfare. Autonomy reflects cultures where people are viewed as autonomous 
and express their own preferences, ideas, and abilities whereas embeddedness 
represents cultures where people are viewed as entities embedded in the collectivity. 
Further distinction can be made in intellectual autonomy (independent thinking) and 
affective autonomy (personally pursue positive affect).  

Exploratory research question 4: Do relationships between antecedents and 
perceived employability (4a) and between perceived employability and outcome 
correlates (mobility, productivity, happiness, and health) (4b) vary depending on 
the cultural values and practices of the country where study is performed? 

Method

Literature Search
To identify as many of the primary studies on employability and its antecedents 

and outcomes as possible, we used a multistage search strategy. First, we scoured 
PsychINFO, ERIC, PubMed, Business Source Premier, Web of science, Sociological 
Abstracts, and Scopus for studies in psychology, business administration, sociology, 
and occupational health published between 1980 and 2019. The deliberately 
encompassing search query was composed through an iterative process with the 
help of a professional librarian using keywords that are pertinent to the employability 
construct and correlates: employability (employab* adapt* competenc* sustainable 

mobility), correlate (correlate* relat* outcome* predictor* antecedent* correlat* effect* 

signific* associat* variable* measure* assess* conceptuali* dimension* model* explain* 

intervention* comparison), employee (career* job* employment* unemployment 

underemployment reemployment). Prior to performing the comprehensive search of 
all databases we evaluated the performance of the search query. Specifically, we 
compiled a list of ten target studies that the query ought to return and tweaked 
the query until it returned each of these studies. We then translated the query to 
comply with the formatting constraints of each database. The exact queries for each 
database can be found in the Supplementary Materials 1 (SM1). Second, we backward 
searched all references from prior review articles (i.e., Thijssen et al., 2008; Vanhercke 
et al., 2015; Rothwell, 2015; Lo Presti & Pluviano, 2016). Third, we manually searched 
the conference proceedings from the Society for Industrial and Organizational 
Psychology, the Academy of Management, and the European Association of Work 
and Organizational psychology) back to 201. Fourth, we forward searched through 
the citations of the most cited articles on perceived employability articles in Google 
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Scholar. Finally, we tried to identify unpublished studies by searching in different 
dissertation databases (e.g., ProQuest). After deduplication of the search results, our 
initial search yielded 1.598 hits. Figure 2.2 shows the Preferred Reporting Items for 
Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) Flowchart (Moher, Liberati, Tetzlaff, 
Altman, & The PRISMA Group, 2009) used to drill down the list of hits obtained using 
the different search queries. We report literature search queries within Chapter 2: 
Supplementary material 1.

Figure 2.2. PRISMA Flowchart Outlining Literature Search Process

*Note: K = number of studies.

Inclusion Criteria and Study Selection 
Titles and abstracts of the identified studies were evaluated against the following 

inclusion criteria that were established prior to the literature search: (a) The study is 
empirical and reports on measures of perceived employability, referring to perceived 
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chances or opportunities of obtaining, maintaining, and changing employment and/
or one of its dimensions (perceived external and/or internal employability). To assess 
this, we inspected items of the measures used in the study and evaluated their focus. 
The inspection resulted in the inclusion of some studies that assessed perceived 
chances of obtaining, maintaining, and changing employment, even though they 
did not specifically refer to this variable as “perceived employability”. Specifically, 
studies on perceived marketability (e.g., Eby, Butts, & Lockwood (2003), sample item: 
“There are many jobs available for me given my skills and experience.”), perceived 
work alternatives (e.g., Hofstetter, & Rosenblatt, 2017, sample item: “I feel I have too 
few options to consider leaving this organization” (reverse)) or perceived job mobility 
(Tepper, 2000, sample item: “I would have no problem finding an acceptable job if I 
quit.”).  (b) The study reports a correlation coefficient between perceived employability 
and one or more of its antecedents or outcome correlates. Studies were also included 
if they reported statistics that could be converted into a correlation coefficient. (c) 
Only studies reported in English were included. (d) Population wise, only studies 
reporting on healthy adults from various groups (e.g., students; neo-graduate job 
seekers; unemployed; employed) were included. Studies targeted at very specific 
or unique populations, such as people with a medical condition (e.g., schizophrenic 
patients) and criminal offenders were excluded. (e) We excluded studies that, even 
if they referred to “perceived employability” used “input” related operationalizations 
because these studies measure individual dispositions, skill or competences that 
should improve chances of finding employment, rather than employment chances 
perceived by the individual (e.g., van Emmerik, Schreurs, de Cuyper, Jawahar, 
& Peeters, 2012). We also excluded studies on “perceived work alternatives “, 
“perceived marketability“ and “job mobility” using other operationalizations that did 
not focus on assessing perceived chances or opportunities of obtaining, maintaining 
and changing employment (e.g., Ng & Lucianetti, 2018). At the end of this stage, 116 
articles satisfied the inclusion criteria whereas the rest was excluded with a rationale 
noted.  Full list of included studies is reported within Chapter 2: Supplementary 
material 2.

Coding Procedure
The coding scheme included: a) authors; b) source characteristics: published 

vs. non published; publication year; country of data collection; c) sample size; d) 
sample characteristics: employee/students/unemployed/ mixed; mean and SD of 
sample age; percentage of male participants; e) methodological characteristics: 
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study design (cross-sectional/multiple time points); f) characteristics of the measure 
of perceived employability (measure reference, number of items, response scale, 
scale reliability); g) correlates (variable name, antecedent/outcome, broader variable 
category in conceptual framework); h) characteristics of the measure or correlate 
(measure reference, nr of items, response scale, scale reliability); i) effect sizes. Each 
of the 116 articles was double coded. The first author coded 100% of the studies, and 
five other coders (MSc students of Business Administration) individually coded 20%. 
Inter-coder agreement ranged from .90 to 1.00, indicating a high level of agreement. 
Coder disagreements were resolved through collaboratively re-evaluating studies 
on which there was disagreement, until full consensus was reached.

Some of the included studies reported on multiple samples (e.g., employees 
and unemployed; Vanhercke et al., 2015), in which case we coded each sample 
separately. For longitudinal studies, we coded the relationships between perceived 
employability, antecedents or outcomes reflecting the temporal ordering indicated 
in the presented nomological network (e.g., Yizhong, Lin, Baranchenko, Lau, 
Yukhanaev, & Lu, 2017). In case of intervention studies (i.e., Hodzic, S., Ripoll, Lira, 
Zenasni, 2015), only coefficients from the first wave or control group were included 
in order to rule out any effect of the intervention as an alternative explanation. 
When we identified multiple publications based on the same dataset, we coded the 
overlapping relationships only once (e.g., Praskova et al., 2014; Praskova, Creed, & 
Hood, 2015).  This resulted in 127 coded independent samples (k = 127). Chapter 2 
Supplementary material 3 provides a full overview of the coding scheme.

Characteristics of the Included Studies
The 116 included studies encompassed peer reviewed journal articles (96.5%), 

conference papers (1.7%) and PhD dissertations (1.7%), published between 1998 
and 2019, with the vast majority (78.3%) of published after 2001. Across 127 samples 
data was collected mostly adopting cross-sectional design (77.2%), followed by 
studies that included two measurement waves (16.5%), longitudinal studies (3.9%), 
and experiments (2.4%). The total number of participants across samples was n = 
69.301 (M = 545.68, SD = 587.97). It is noteworthy that studies conducted in Europe 
were overrepresented (66.2%), followed by Asia (15.7%), Canada and the United 
States (9.4%), Africa (4.7%), Australia (2.4%) and South America (1.6%). Samples 
included employees (71%), students (15.5%), unemployed (7.3%), or a mix (6.2%). 
Within the studies among employees, the majority involved participants from a 
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mix of industries (39.7%) or did not specify the industry (24.4%), other studies were 
performed in specific industries such as the service sector (13%), education (9.2%), 
manufacturing (4.6%), healthcare (3.8%), business/finance (3.8%), and IT (1.5%).

Characteristics of the Measures of Perceived Employability
Despite the focus on measuring how individuals perceive their chance, ease 

or probability of obtaining, maintaining, or changing employment, we observed 
substantial heterogeneity in the adopted measures of perceived employability 
and its dimensions (Table 2.2). When it comes to the dimensionality, the majority of 
studies (50.4%) assessed only perceived external employability. An additional 25.1% 
assessed both internal and external employability but report only an aggregate score. 
Fewer studies (17.3%) measured and reported relationships between both internal 
and external employability and with antecedents and outcome correlates, and very 
few (3.1%) measured only perceived internal employability. The remaining studies 
(4.1%) did not provide measure descriptions specific enough to be able to judge 
whether they assessed both or one of the dimensions of perceived employability.

Across the included studies, the most frequently used measure (26.8%) is 
versions of the one developed by De Witte (1992) and refined by De Cuyper and 
De Witte (2008, 2010, 2010). The full measure consists of 16 items that assesses 
both dimensions but also makes a further distinction between perceived internal 
qualitative, and quantitative and perceived external qualitative and quantitative 
employability. Studies varied in whether they applied the entire measure, a subscale, 
or a shortened version of the original scale (e.g., De Cuyper et al., 2009). The second 
most frequently used measure (21%) was that of self-perceived employability and 
depending on the sample, authors opted for the employee (Rothwell & Arnold, 
2007), student (Rothwell, Herbert & Rothwell, 2008), or post-graduate (Rothwell, 
Jewell, & Hardie, 2009) version of the scale. The next most frequently used measures 
of perceived employability were those developed by Berntson and Marklund in 2007 
(8.7% of the studies) and Eby and colleagues in 2003 (7.1%). Both these capture the 
perceived prospects of getting an equivalent or better job. Other measures were 
used in few studies, varying between 2.4% (3 studies) and 6.3% (8 studies). 17.4% of 
the studies used a totally new measure developed for that study (e.g., Peiró, Sora, & 
Caballer, 2012) or combined items from existing measures (e.g., Kirves, De Cuyper, 
Kinnunen, & Natti, 2011).
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Table 2.2. Overview of measures of perceived employability used across studies

Measure 
reference

Measure 
Dimensions

Number 
of items 
used2

Target 
sample Example items %3

De Witte 
(1992) 
De Cuyper 
& De Witte 
(2008, 2010, 
2010)

External 
Internal 4-16

Employees 
Unemployed

“I have a good chance of getting 
better job here, if I looked for one” 
“I have a good chance of getting 
another job here, if I looked for 
one” 
“I have a good chance of getting 
better job elsewhere, if I looked for 
one.” 
”I have a good chance of getting 
another job elsewhere, if I looked 
for one” 26.8

Rothwell & 
Arnold, 2007 
Rothwell, 
Herbert, & 
Rothwell, 
2008 
Rothwell, 
Jewell, & 
Hardie, 2009

External 
Internal 16

Employees 
Unemployed 
Students 
Postgraduates

“If I needed to, I could easily get 
another job like mine in a similar 
organization.” 
“My university has an outstanding 
reputation in my field(s) of study” 
“People in the career I am aiming 
for are in high demand in the labor 
market” 21

Berntson & 
Marklund, 
2007 External 3-5

Employees 
Unemployed

“I know of other organizations/
companies where I could get work.” 8.7

Eby et al., 
2003

External 
Internal 3-6 Employees

“I could easily obtain a comparable 
job with another employer”; “There 
are many opportunities available 
for me in my company” 7.1

Griffeth, 
Steel, Allen, & 
Bryan, 2005 External 4-6 Employees

“I can think of a number of 
organizations that would probably 
offer me a job if I was looking” 6.3

Janssens, 
Sels, & van 
den Brande, 
2003 
Wittekind et 
al.,2010 External 3

Employees 
Students

"I'm confident that I would find 
another job if I started searching” 5.5

Verboon et 
al., 1999

External 
Internal 3 Employees

"I’m confident that it is easy for me 
to find an attractive new job in a 
different organization” 2.4

Groot & 
Maasen van 
den Brink 
,2000  & 
Sanders & de 
Grip, 2004

External 
Internal 8-9 Employees

“I will easily find another job with 
another employer instead of my 
present job” 2.4

Tepper, 2000 External 2-3 Employees
“If I were to quit my job, I could find 
another job that is just as good” 2.4
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Note.1Number of items of scale used across studies; 2Percentage of the samples 
(k) that used this measure. The remaining 17.4% used other measures that were 
developed for the purposes of that study.

Meta-Analytical Strategy
We meta-analyzed the relationships between perceived employability and 

measures of antecedents and outcomes that were included in at least three 
independent samples (K ≥ 3). Where fewer than three primary studies were available 
for a particular relationship, we tried to classify these variables into one of the 
broader variable groupings using COR theory and the model of sustainable careers 
as a theory-based guideline. Table 2.3 summarizes this and specifies the variables 
subsumed in each broader variable category.

The association between employability and other variables is expressed in 
correlation coefficients. We corrected all observed correlations for sampling error. 
Also, whenever the focal constructs were assessed using multi-item measures, 
we corrected observed correlations for measurement error (unreliability). When 
a reliability coefficient was not reported in a primary study, we applied artifact 
distributions to estimate it (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). To estimate meta-analytic effect 
sizes, we used Hunter and Schmidt’s (2004) random effects model. For each result we 
report: sample-size weighted correlations (r), sample size weighted and reliability-
corrected correlations (ρ), 95% confidence intervals for the sample size weighted and 
reliability-corrected correlations, 80% credibility interval for sample size weighted 
and reliability-corrected correlations, and heterogeneity statistics. To calculate the 
effect sizes and perform moderator analyses we used the ‘psychmeta’ package 
(Dahlke & Wiernik, 2018, version 2.2.0) in R (R Core Team, 2018, version 3.5.1).

Table 2.3. Summary of Antecedent and Outcome Variable Categories
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Incremental Validity and Indirect Relationships
Constructs included Variables Included

Antecedents: PERSONAL RESOURCES

Protean career orientation

Protean Career Orientation; 

Self-directedness

Career Adaptability

Career adaptability

Adaptability

Proactivity

Proactive personality

Work and career proactivity

Future orientation

Psychological capital

Psychological capital

Emotion control

Optimism

Hope

General self-efficacy

Entrepreneurial self-efficacy 

Career decision making self-efficacy

Role-Breadth Self-Efficacy

Emotional self-efficacy

Self-efficacy in managing changes at work

Human Capital

Human capital

Career/job-related skills

Practical preparation

Generic skills

Social capital

Social capital

Internal networks

External networks

Contacts

Career Identity

Self-awareness

Career identity

Career insight

Self-analysis

Career calling

Career calling

Work importance
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Constructs included Variables Included

Sociodemographic Factors

Age

Gender

Tenure 

Working hours

Antecedents: ORGANIZATIONAL RESOURCES

Human resource management practices

Training and development

HR practices 

Tailor-made arrangements

Career development

Career dialogue

Supervisory support 

Supervisory support

LMX

Job autonomy

Job autonomy

Job control

Task variety

Task variety

Job content plateau (reversed)

Job insecurity

Job security

Job insecurity (recoded)

Outcomes: MOBILE

Constructs included Variables Included

Job search

Job search intensity

Job search strategy

Employment status

Employment status

Re-employment status

Turnover intentions

Turnover intentions

Intentions to stay with the current employment 
(reverse coded)

Organizational commitment

Organizational commitment

Affective commitment

Outcomes: PRODUCTIVE

Performance

Task performance

In-role performance

Job performance

Work Engagement Work engagement
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To test the extent to which perceived employability contributes to sustainable 
career outcomes above and beyond personal and organizational resources, and 
provide a more comprehensive test of our conceptual model, we used meta-analytic 
path analysis. First, we compiled a full meta-analytic correlation matrix that contained 
meta-analytic correlations among variables representative of each broader variable 
categories. Namely, we selected one variable from each group of resources within 

Constructs included Variables Included

Career success

Income

Bonuses

Promotions and career advancement

Managerial position

Career success

Outcomes: HAPPY

Career satisfaction

Career satisfaction

Subjective career success

Job satisfaction Job satisfaction

Life satisfaction

Life satisfaction

Work-life balance

Outcomes: HEALTHY

Global physical health

Global health

Physical health

Subjective health

Positive well-being

Psychological well-being

Positive affect

Psychological distress

Strain

Distress

Social dysfunction

Anxiety 

Depression 

Psychological symptoms

Depersonalization

Burnout

Emotional exhaustion

Cynicism

Reduced personal accomplishment
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the categories of personal (i.e., proactive personality) and organizational resources 
(i.e., supervisory support), as well as one outcome of mobility (i.e., turnover 
intentions), productivity (i.e., job performance), happiness (i.e., job satisfaction) 
and health (i.e., burnout). We selected these antecedent and outcome variables 
to ensure representation of each antecedent and outcome grouping because 
that was necessary for comprehensive test of the conceptual model, considering 
both the frequency in which each variable was related to perceived employability 
in the current meta-analysis and the availability of other meta-analytic evidence on 
the relationships among and between antecedent and outcome variables. As we 
focus principally on the relationships between perceived employability, antecedents 
and outcome correlates, in compiling the full meta-analytic correlation matrix we 
complemented the results of our meta-analysis with the results from existing meta-
analyses on relationships between proactive personality, supervisory support, 
turnover intentions, job performance, job satisfaction and burnout. To estimate the 
sample size for the path analysis we computed the harmonic mean of the sample 
sizes across the studies included in the correlation matrix (Viswesvaran & Ones, 
1995). On the basis of the full meta-analytic correlation matrix, we performed path 
analysis using conventional ordinary least squares regression in MPlus (Muthén & 
Muthén, 1998-2012). Finally, we computed the relative importance of perceived 
employability in explaining variance in sustainable career outcomes using RWA-Web 
program (Tonidandel and LeBreton, 2015). 

Homogeneity and Moderator Analyses
To assess homogeneity of effect sizes across studies we inspected multiple 

indices. First, we computed 80% credibility intervals showing the range of values 
in which 80% of the population correlations lie (Whitener, 1990). Wide credibility 
intervals indicate the presence of meaningful moderators, while narrow credibility 
interval suggest moderators have little influence (Wiernik, Kostal, Wilmot, Dilchert, 
& Ones, 2017). Credibility intervals have advantages over other indicators of effect 
size heterogeneity, yet we complement the information with additional indicators. 
Second, in line with Borenstein (2009) we report the size and significance of Cochran’s 
Q statistic. Third, we calculated the Var% statistic referring to the percentage of 
variance accounted for by statistical artefacts. According to Hunter and Schmidt (2004) 
moderators are likely to be present when the percentage of variance accounted for 
by statistical artifacts is < 75%. If the three criteria indicated substantial heterogeneity, 
we considered moderator analysis. Finally, given that the sample size for moderator 
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analyses is the number of studies (k), to ensure sufficient statistical power of the 
analyses we conducted these analyses only for relationships represented in at least 
k=10 cases (Schmidt, 2017). Based on these criteria we explored moderators of the 
relationships between perceived employability and broader variable groupings 
(personal resources, organizational resources, organizational barriers, productive, 
happy, healthy) as well as some of the specific variables (psychological capital, social 
capital, job autonomy, supervisory support, job security, psychological distress, 
burnout, job satisfaction and turnover intentions).

We tested the influence of possible moderators using meta-regression analysis. 
In addition, for categorical moderators we reported the meta-analytic estimates for 
each level of the categorical moderator. We considered moderator analyses only 
for those relationships that included, in case of categorical moderators, a minimum 
of two (k = 2) primary study coefficients for a given category of the moderator 
variable, and in case of a continuous moderator a minimum of ten (k = 10) primary 
study coefficients. We assessed the role of methodological moderators (i.e., study 
design, employability dimension), and contextual moderators grouped across 
three dimensions: individual vulnerability (i.e., employment status, average sample 
age, percentage of male participants in the sample, average sample education), 
employment conditions (i.e., country unemployment rates, country employment 
protection legislation) and cultural values (Hofstede and Schwartz dimensions). 

Measures of the moderator variables. Based on the information obtained from the 
primary studies we coded as categorical variables: study design (cross-sectional  vs 
multiple time points); employability dimension (internal vs external); and employment 
status of the sample (students vs unemployed vs employed). Also, we obtained 
information on mean sample age, mean sample education, and the percentage of 
male participants in the sample from the primary studies. In addition, unemployment 
rates for each country measured as the percentage of unemployed persons among 
the total number of persons in the labor force (sum of employed and unemployed) 
were obtained from the ILO database (ILOSTAT, 2018). For each country we recorded 
the average country unemployment rate three years prior to the study publication, 
accounting for the publication lag. Employment protection legislation  (EPL) per 
country was measured as a binary variable, distinguishing between less strict / Low 
EPL (0) and more strict / High EPL (2) employment protection legislation based on 
the The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) EPL 
database  (OECD, 2013). The original measure of EPL consist of country ratings on 
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a scale from 1 to 6 based on a set of indicators that cover different aspects of EPL 
(e.g., procedures and costs involved in dismissing individuals and the procedures 
involved in hiring workers on fixed term or temporary work agency contracts). As the 
OECD database contains indicators measured up to 2013, and our meta-analysis 
include studies until 2019, to make use of the full sample, we used average score on 
EPL across years and classified countries into two broader categories (median split).  
For each represented country we also collected scores on all culture dimensions 
from Hofstede et al. (2010) and Schwartz (2008). 

Results
To test hypothesized relationships, we first present meta-analytic results for 

relationships of perceived employability with antecedents and outcome correlates 
(Tables 2.4 to 2.6). To interpret these, we use Cohen (1992) and consider effects 
around r=.10 ‘small’, around r=.30 ‘moderate’, and around r=.50 ‘large’. Next, the 
meta-analytic path model results are presented. Third, we present the results of the 
moderator analyses. Finally, as a supplementary analysis, we provide the results of a 
publication bias test.

Antecedents of Perceived Employability
Personal resources. Significant positive relationships with employability perceptions 
were found for the overall category of personal resources (ρ = .43). More specifically, 
the indicators of personal agency, such are protean career orientation (ρ = .37), 
career adaptability (ρ = .44), proactive personality (ρ = .26), psychological capital  
(ρ = .52), human capital (ρ = .40), and social capital (ρ = .37), all demonstrated 
moderate to large positive relationships with perceived employability. Next, we 
related perceived employability to two indicators of meaningful careers. Perceived 
employability was significantly and positively related to career identity (ρ = .29) but 
not to career calling. Mostly, these results support Hypothesis 1 which proposed 
a positive relationship between broader variable category of personal resources 
and perceived employability as all but one of the personal resources (i.e., career 
calling) demonstrated moderate to strong positive relationships with employability 
perceptions, supporting Hypothesis 1a through 1g, but not 1h (Table 2.4).

Organizational resources. Our results indicate a moderate positive relationship 
between overall organizational resources and employability perceptions (ρ = .23). 
For specific organizational resources, moderate positive relationships are found with 
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training and flexibility (ρ = .25), supervisory support (ρ = .33), job autonomy (ρ = 
.21), and job security (ρ = .20). Contrary to expectations, the results for task variety 
and colleague support were not significant. Hence, results provide partial support 
for Hypothesis 2, supporting Hypothesis 2a, 2b, 2d and 2f, but not supporting 
Hypothesis 2c and 2e (Table 2.4).

Sociodemographic factors. All investigated sociodemographic factors 
demonstrated weak but significant relationships with perceived employability (Table 
2.5). Age (ρ = -.08), tenure (ρ = -.16) and gender (ρ = -.09) were weakly negatively 
related to perceived employability, and education (ρ = .09) and working hours (ρ = 
.11) were positively related.

Table 2.5. Meta-analytic Relationships between Perceived Employability and 

Sociodemographic variables

Note. k=number of samples included in meta-analysis, n = total sample size,  r = mean 
observed correlation,           = standard error of correlations; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for ρ; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval for           .

Outcome Correlates of Perceived Employability

Mobile employees. We related employability perceptions to four indicators of 
employee mobility. For this indicator of career sustainability, we did not compute 
the meta-analytic correlation between perceived employability and the broader 
category, as individual indicators of mobility (employment status, job search, turnover 
intentions, commitment) seem too divergent and distinctively relevant for different 
groups (unemployed versus employed individuals) to be combined. Therefore, we 
wanted to examine the possibility that different indicators of employee mobility 
might relate differently to employability perceptions. Specifically, we conducted 
meta-analyses on the relationships of perceived employability with job search, 

r SE r

r SE r
r SE r

Socio- 
demographic 
factors K n

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

80% 
CV 
Lower

80% 
CV 
Upper Q I2 tau2 %Var

Age 56 29553 -.08 .03 -.14 -.03 -.31 .14 914.80 95.41 .03 4.59

Gender 48 26427 -.09 .01 -.11 -.07 -.17 -.01 126.26 7.70 .00 29.30

Education 36 20039 .09 .02 .06 .12 .00 .19 126.92 77.94 .01 22.60

Tenure 19 3102 -.16 .06 -.29 -.03 -.40 .08 96.14 9.64 .03 9.36

Work hours 8 3371 .11 .04 .02 .20 -.02 .24 28.62 79.40 .01 2.96

r SE rr SE r
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employment status, turnover intentions and organizational commitment. Contrary 
to our expectations, none of the relationships between perceived employability and 
the indicators of employee mobility were significant. The relationships across studies 
were very small for all four outcome correlates: job search (ρ = .14), employment 
status (ρ = .10), turnover intentions (ρ = .00) and organizational commitment (ρ = 
.080). In conclusion, the results did not support Hypotheses 4a, 4b, 4c and 4d.

Productive employees. Perceived employability related positively and significantly 
to the group of outcome correlates that indicate employee productivity (ρ = .25), 
and specifically for job performance (ρ = .17), work engagement (ρ = .41) and career 
success (ρ = .20). Thus, the results support Hypothesis 5, and specifically Hypotheses 
5a, 5b, and 5c.

Happy employees. Perceived employability related positively and significantly 
to the broader category of employee happiness (ρ = .21). Within this category, 
perceived employability was positively and significantly related to life satisfaction (ρ 
= .27). However, the relationships of perceived employability with career satisfaction 
(ρ = .18) and job satisfaction (ρ = .16) were not significant. Therefore, the evidence 
is marginally supportive of Hypothesis 6, as Hypotheses 6a and b are not supported, 
while hypothesis 6c is.

Healthy employees. Perceived employability was significantly related to the 
broader variable group of employee health (ρ = .18). More specifically, employability 
perceptions had significant positive relationships with positive indicators of health 
such as global health (ρ = .14) and psychological well-being (ρ = .20), and significant 
negative relationships with indicators of ill-being such as employee burnout (ρ = 
-.17) and psychological distress (ρ = -.16). These results support Hypothesis 7 and 
7a, 7b, 7c and 7d. See Table 2.6.
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Incremental Validity and Indirect Relationships
In addition to main meta-analytic relationships, we also tested for incremental 

relationship between perceived employability and indicators of sustainable careers, 
above and beyond the effects of important personal (i.e., proactive personality) and 
organizational (i.e., supervisory support) resources (Table 7 and Table 8).

Table 2.7. Meta-analytic correlation matrix

Note. Pooled sample size n=4019.169; Values below diagonal represent meta-analytic 
correlations; Values above the diagonal present sample sizes attributable to each meta-analytic 
correlation; 1Fuller & Marler. 2009; 2Alarcon, Eschelman, Bowling, 2009; 4Halbesberen 2006;
5Ng & Sorensen, 2008; 6Faragher, Cass, & Cooper, 2005; 7Swider, & Zimmerman, 2010; 8Alarcon, 
2011; 9Judge, Thoresen, Bono, & Patton, 2001; 10Tett, & Meyer, 1993; 11Zimmerman, & Darnold, 
2009; 12Supplementary meta-analysis performed via metaBUS ;Bosco, Steel, Oswald, Uggerslev, 
& Field, 2015; Martin, Guillaume, Thomas, Lee, & Epitropaki, 2016

Multivariate, multiple regression (path) analysis is performed in several steps. 
First, perceived employability was regressed proactive personality and supervisory 
support. Second, outcome correlates were also regressed on these two antecedents 
and perceived employability. Third estimates of the indirect effects of proactive 
personality and supervisory support on sustainable career outcomes through 
perceived employability are computed. Finally, we computed the relative importance 
of perceived employability in explaining variance in indicators of sustainable careers. 

Proactive 
personality

Supervisory 
Support Burnout

Job 
Satisfaction

Job 
Performance

Turnover 
Intentions

Perceived 
Employability

Proactive 
personality 1 789 1087 7243 6963 2650 1623

Supervisory 
Support .261 1 19397 32339 32770 5333 8374

Burnout -.182 -.244 1 76260 5558 12607 5755

Job 
Satisfaction .241 .445 -.426 1 54471 35494 5647

Job 
Performance .241 .2712 -.167 .199 1 8361 4290

Turnover 
Intentions -.0212 -.315 .348 -.5810 -.1011 1 5722

Perceived 
Employability .21 .27 -.14 .13 .15 .00 1
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The results indicate significant positive relationships of proactive personality (β = .15, 
p < .001) and supervisory support (β = .22, p < .001) to perceived employability, 
explaining a significant amount of its variance (R2 = .09). Corroborating our initial 
meta-analytic results, perceived employability was not significantly related to job 
satisfaction and turnover intentions, after accounting for proactive personality and 
supervisory support. Perceived employability related positively to job performance 
(β = .06, p < .001) and negatively to burnout (β = -.06, p < .001) above and beyond the 
relationships of proactive personality and supervisory support. The relative weights 
analyses suggest that out of total variance in each outcome variables explained 
by the proposed antecedents, perceived employability can uniquely account for 
13.93% explained variance in burnout (R2 = .08) and 10.53% explained variance in job 
performance (R2 = .11). Finally, the indirect relationships of proactive personality and 
supervisory support to job performance, burnout and turnover intentions through 
perceived employability were significant and in expected directions. These results 
partially support Hypothesis 8 and 9 on the relationships between antecedents, 
perceived employability, productivity and health, but not mobility and happiness.
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Table 2.8 note. β = standardized regression weight, SE β = standard error Raw RW=Raw 
relative weights, which represent the proportion of variance explained in an outcome variable 
that can be uniquely attributed to each of the predictor variables; RS RW % = rescaled relative 
weights, which represent the percentage of the variance explained that is accounted for by each 
predictor variable (i.e., computed by dividing the relative weights by the model R2

Moderator Analyses: Antecedents and Perceived Employability 

Next, we present the results for methodological and contextual moderators. 
We report the test of moderator analyses for each broader variable category, and 
when possible (k > 10) for specific variables. In each subsection, we first report on 
methodological moderators. Next, we assess the moderating role of individual 
vulnerability characteristics. Third, we provide the results for the macroeconomic 
context, and fourth for the cultural context. As we explored an extensive number 
of moderators (Table 2.8), we focus on presenting the main findings, the full results 
including tables can be found in Chapter 2: Supplementary Material 4. For significant 
numerical moderator we present the interaction plot to visualize the interaction (Plot 
2.1 to Plot 2.25)
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Table 2.9. Overview of the performed moderator analyses

Note.             = Moderation analysis not performed because k < 10 for numerical moderators 
or k < 2 for categorical moderators;       = Indicates non-significant moderator;        = Indicates 
a significant moderator 

Moderator

Personal Resources Organizational Resources

Overall
Social 
Capital

Psychological 
Capital Overall

Job 
Authonomy

Supervisory 
Support

Job 
Security

Design

Dimension

Age

Gender

Education

Work Status

Unemployment 
Rates

Employment 
Protection 
Legislation

Long Term 
Orientation

Power Distance

Uncertainty 
Avoidance

Individualism

Masculinity

Indulgance

Harmony

Embeddedness

Hierarchy

Mastery

Affective 
authonomy

Intelectual 
authonomy

Egalitarianism
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Moderator

Mobile Productive Happy Healthy

Turnover 
Intentions Overall Success Overall

Job 
Satisfaction Overall

Psychological 
Distress Burnout

Design

Dimension

Age

Gender

Education

Work Status

Unemployment 
Rates

Employment 
Protection 
Legislation

Long Term 
Orientation

Power Distance

Uncertainty 
Avoidance

Individualism

Masculinity

Indulgance

Harmony

Embeddedness

Hierarchy

Mastery

Affective 
authonomy

Intelectual 
authonomy

Egalitarianism
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Moderators of the relationships between personal resources and perceived 
employability.  We were able to explore moderators of the relationship with overall 
personal resources (k = 45), and for psychological (k = 24) and social capital (k = 11).

Methodological moderators. Results indicated the relationships between 
personal resources and perceived employability to vary depending on study design, 
with the relationship being significantly more positive in cross-sectional studies (k = 
38, ρ = .46) than in studies performed across multiple time points (k = 7, ρ = .31). For 
psychological capital too, this positive relationship was stronger in cross-sectional 
studies (k = 19, ρ = .56) compared to studies across multiple time points (k = 4, ρ = 
.33). The distinction between internal and external employability did not account for 
variability in effect sizes across studies.

Individual vulnerability. Average sample age significantly moderated the 
relationship between overall personal resources and perceived employability (B = 
-.07, p = .017, Plot 2.1). Specifically, the positive relationship was weaker in samples 
with a higher average age. Second, gender moderated (B = -.09, p = .011, Plot 2.2) 
such that overall personal resources exhibited a stronger positive relationship with 
perceived employability in samples with a larger percentage of female participants. 
Third, the relationship between personal resources and perceived employability 
varied as a function of the employment status of participants. Specifically, the positive 
relationship was significantly stronger among unemployed (k = 7, ρ = .56) as compared 
to working participants (k = 23, ρ = .37). Finally, education, as a sample characteristic, 
did not affect the positive relationship between any of the personal resources and 
employability perceptions. In case of psychological capital, we can observe similar 
pattern of relationships like in the case of personal resources. First, psychological 
capital had a stronger positive relationship with perceived employability in samples 
with a larger percentage of female participants (B = -.10, p = .004, Plot 2.3). Second, 
positive relationship between psychological capital and perceived employability 
was stronger among unemployed (k=8, ρ=.67) as compared to working participants 
(k = 10, ρ = .44). The relationship between social capital and perceived employability 
was only affected by education, with the positive relationship being stronger among 
the samples of with the greater percentage of highly educated individuals (B = .08, 
p = .001, Plot 2.4). 
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Plot 2.1. The relationship between Personal resources and PE moderated by Age

Plot 2.2. The relationship between Personal resources and PE moderated by % Male

Plot 2.3. The relationship between Psych. Capital and PE moderated by % Male
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Plot 2.4. The relationship between Social Capital and PE moderated by Education

Macroeconomic context. None of the dimension of the macroeconomic 
context affected the relationship between overall personal resources and perceived 
employability, nor between social capital and perceived employability. The 
relationships of psychological capital with perceived employability were stronger 
when country unemployment was higher (B = .08, p = .040, Plot 2.5). In other words, 
the positive relationship of this resource and perceptions of available employment 
opportunities were stronger in countries with higher unemployment.

Plot 2.5. The relationship between Psych. Capital and PE moderated by Unemployment 

rates

Cultural context. None of the culture dimensions affected the relationships 
between overall personal resources, psychological capital or social capital to 
perceived employability. 
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Moderators of the relationship between organizational resources and 
perceived employability. The available data allowed moderator tests for the 
relationship of overall category of organizational resources (k = 43), as well as specific 
resources of job autonomy (k = 10), supervisory support (k = 11) and job security (k = 
22) with perceived employability. 

Methodological moderators. The results indicate non-significant differences in 
the relationship between overall organizational resources and perceived employability 
for cross-sectional studies as compared to ones with multiple measurement waves. 
For specific resources, only the relationship between job autonomy and employability 
perceptions is significantly stronger in cross-sectional studies (k = 6, ρ = .24) than in 
those with multiple waves (k = 4, ρ = .18). The relationship of overall organizational 
resources with perceived internal employability (k = 7, ρ = .45) were higher than with 
external employability (k = 27, ρ = .17). Job security also had a stronger positive 
relationship with perceived internal employability (k = 4, ρ= .51) than with external 
employability (k = 18, ρ = .15).

Individual vulnerability. Average sample age significantly moderated the 
relationship between the overall category of organizational resources and perceived 
employability, with the positive relationship being weaker in samples with higher 
average age (B = -.02, p = .018, Plot 2.6). Average age also significantly affected 
the positive relationship between job autonomy and perceived employability, with 
the relationship being weaker in older samples (B = -.14, p = .005, Plot 2.8). When 
it comes to education, somewhat surprisingly, the relationship between overall 
category of organizational resources and perceived employability was significantly 
stronger among samples of individuals with higher average education (B = .07, p 
= .026, Plot 2.7), whereas education weakened the positive relationship between 
job autonomy and perceived employability, such that the positive relationship was 
stronger in samples with lower as compared to higher education (B = -.18, p < .001, 
Plot 2.9).
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Plot 2.6. The relationship between Organizational resources and PE moderated by Age

Plot 2.7. The relationship between Organizational resources and PE moderated by Education

Plot 2.8. The relationship between Authonomy and PE moderated by Age 
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Plot 2.9. The relationship between Authonomy and PE moderated by Education

Macroeconomic context. Country level unemployment significantly weakened 
positive relationships of organizational resources (B = -.06, p = .020, Plot 2.10) with 
employability perceptions. Strictness of employment protection legislation also 
significantly moderated the relationship between broader variable category of 
organizational resources and employability perceptions (B = .12, p = .018), as well 
as job security and employability perceptions (B = .22, p = .003). The direction of 
this relationship indicates stronger positive relationships between organizational 
resources and employability perceptions in countries with stricter employment 
protection legislation (k = 18, ρ = .33) compared to countries with less strict 
employment protection legislation (k = 21, ρ = .17). Relationships between job 
security and perceived employability were also stronger in countries with stricter (k = 
9, ρ = .39) compared to countries with less strict (k = 9, ρ = .13) employment protection 
legislation. In addition, we observe slightly but not significantly stronger positive 
relationships between job autonomy and perceived employability in countries with 
stricter employment protection (B = .11, p = .065) with effect sizes being somewhat 
higher in countries with stricter employment protection legislation (k = 5, ρ = .23) 
compared to countries with less strict employment protection legislation (k = 4, ρ = 
.12).
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Plot 2.10. The relationship between Org. Resources and PE moderated by Unemployment 

rates

Cultural context. Among Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, long-term orientation 
(B = .06, p = .011, Plot 2.11), uncertainty avoidance (B = -.05, p = .034, Plot 2.12) 
significantly and masculinity (B = .05, p = .054, Plot 2.13) marginally significantly 
affected relationship between overall organizational resources and employability 
perceptions. The relationships between organizational resources and perceived 
employability were stronger in countries higher in long-term orientation and 
masculinity, but lower in countries with high uncertainty avoidance. Among Schwartz’s 
cultural value orientation hierarchy (B = .09, p < .001, Plot 2.14) and mastery (B = .09, 
p < .001, Plot 2.15) significantly affected relationships between overall organizational 
resources and perceived employability. Positive relationships were stronger in 
countries higher on hierarchy and mastery. Specific organizational resources show 
a similar pattern of relationships for job security. Namely, positive relationships 
between job security and perceived employability were stronger in countries higher 
in hierarchy (B = .10, p = .004, Plot 2.17) and mastery (B = .10, p = .005, Plot 2.16). 
Additionally, the relationship between job security and employability was weaker in 
cultures higher on egalitarism (B = -.10, p=.003, Plot 2.18) and marginally weaker in 
countries higher on individualism (B = -.07, p = .054, Plot 2.19). Finally, hierarchy also 
strengthened the positive relationship between supervisory support and perceived 
employability (B = .12, p = .021, Plot 2.20).
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Plot 2.11. The relationship between Org. Resources and PE moderated by LTO

Plot 2.12. The relationship between Org. Resources and PE moderated by UA

Plot 2.13. The relationship between Org. Resources and PE moderated by Masculinity
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Plot 2.14. The relationship between Org. Resources and PE moderated by Hierarchy

Plot 2.15. The relationship between Org. Resources and PE moderated by Mastery

Plot 2.16. The relationship between Security and PE moderated by Mastery
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Plot 2.17. The relationship between Security and PE moderated by Hierarchy

Plot 2.18. The relationship between Security and PE moderated by Egalitarism 

Plot 2.19. The relationship between Security and PE moderated by Individualism
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Plot 2.20. The relationship between Support and PE moderated by Hierarchy

Moderator Analyses: Perceived Employability and Outcome 
Correlates
Moderators of the relationship between perceived employability and turnover 
intentions (mobility). As the relationship between employability perceptions and 
turnover intention was investigated across substantial number of studies (k = 12, n 
= 5722) we explored whether it varied across the different moderators we coded.

Methodological moderators. Our results potentially strengthen the construct 
validity of the perceived employability construct as they suggest a negative 
relationship between perceived internal employability and turnover intentions (k = 
2, ρ = -.23) but a positive relationship between perceived external employability and 
turnover intentions (k = 9, ρ = .12). However, due fairly small number of studies that 
examined perceived internal employability, this result requires further research to 
substantiate it.

Individual vulnerability, macroeconomic and cultural context. None of the 
indicators of individual vulnerability, or macroeconomic and cultural context 
moderated the relationship between perceived employability and turnover 
intentions.  

Moderators of the relationship between perceived employability and 
productivity. We explore the role of moderators on the relationship between 
broader category of productivity (k = 23), and the specific outcome of objective 
career success (k = 11). 
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Methodological moderators. Although none of the methodological moderators 
significantly affected the relationship between perceived employability and overall 
employee productivity, the results of subgroup analyses show significant positive 
relationship between perceived internal employability and overall productivity 
to be somewhat higher (k = 5, ρ = .32), compared to that of perceived external 
employability (k = 15, ρ = .24). Moreover, the relationship between perceived 
internal employability and career success (k = 4, ρ = .36) was significantly higher 
than the relationship between perceived external employability and career success 
(k = 5, ρ = .11).

Individual vulnerability, macroeconomic and cultural context. None of the 
indicators of individual vulnerability, or macroeconomic and cultural context 
moderated the relationship between perceived employability and productive 
employees or career success. 

Moderators of the relationship between perceived employability and 
happiness. We looked into the role of moderators in the relationship between 
perceived employability and the broader category of employee happiness (k = 20), 
as well as job satisfaction (k = 10). 

Methodological moderators. Our results potentially stronger relationship 
between perceived internal employability and job satisfaction (k = 2, ρ = .47), 
compared to perceived external employability and job satisfaction (k = 7, ρ = .10). 
However, due fairly small number of studies that examined perceived internal 
employability, this result requires further evidence.

None of the indicators of individual vulnerability, or macroeconomic and 
cultural context affected the relationship of perceived employability with the overall 
category of happy employees or job satisfaction.  

Moderators of the relationship between perceived employability and health. 
We addressed whether moderators affected the relationship between perceived 
employability and overall health (k = 27), psychological distress (k = 14) and burnout 
(k = 13).  

Methodological moderators. Study design did not significantly affect the 
relationship between perceived employability and health. We couldn’t test the 
differences between perceived internal and perceived internal employability due 
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to lack of studies that reported on the relationships between perceived internal 
employability and indicators of health. 

Individual vulnerability. The relationship between perceived employability and 
health was affected by employment status. Overall, perceived employability exhibited 
a stronger positive relationship with health among samples unemployed individuals 
(k = 2, ρ = .32) than for employees (k = 19, ρ = .16). Also, perceived employability 
had a significantly stronger negative relationship with symptoms of psychological 
distress, such as anxiety and depression, among samples of unemployed (k = 3, ρ = 
-.48) compared with samples of employed individuals (k = 10, ρ = -.14).

Macroeconomic context. The relationship between perceived employability 
and psychological distress (B = -.10, p = .039, Plot 2.21) as well as perceived 
employability and burnout (B = -.07, p = .031, Plot 2.22) was moderated by country 
level unemployment rates. Specifically, the negative relationship was stronger in 
countries with higher unemployment rates. Strictness of employment protection 
legislation moderated the relationships between perceived employability and 
overall health (B = .08, p = .034), with the positive relationships being stronger in 
countries characterized by stricter employment protection legislation (k = 12, ρ = 
.23) compared to countries with less strict employment protection legislation (k = 
14, ρ = .15).

Plot 2.21. The relationship between Disstress and PE moderated by Unemployment rates
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Plot 2.22. The relationship between Burnout and PE moderated by Unemployment rates

Cultural context. Positive relationship between perceived employability and 
overall category of health and wellbeing was significantly higher in countries with 
higher score on Schwartz’s dimension of harmony (B = .04, p = .018, Plot 2.23). For 
employee burnout, we found that in countries higher on masculinity (Hofstede), 
negative relationship between perceived employability and burnout weaken (B = 
.06, p = .046, Plot 2.25), whereas in countries with higher harmony (Schwarz), the 
negative relationship with burnout was stronger (B = -.07, p = .035, Plot 2.24).

Plot 2.23. The relationship between Health and PE moderated by Harmony
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Plot 2.24. The relationship between Burnout and and PE moderated by Harmony

Plot 2.25. The relationship between Burnout and and PE moderated by Masculinity

Publication Bias. To test whether publication bias might have affected the results, 
we performed cumulative meta-analyses (Kepes, Banks, McDaniel, & Whetzel, 2012). 
We sorted studies by sample size as an indicator of precision of an estimate and, 
subsequently, estimated effect sizes through multiple iterations. First, the effect size 
of the studies with the largest sample size was estimated, and then re-estimated 
after adding each study with a smaller sample size. The results of the analysis yield 
a set of effect size estimates displayed in a caterpillar plot which is inspected for 
evidence of “drift”. If unpublished studies bias the findings, the cumulative results are 
expected to “drift” in either the positive or negative direction as studies with smaller 
sample sizes are added. This may happen because studies with smaller sample sizes 
tend to report larger effect sizes (Banks et al, 2012). We performed cumulative meta-
analysis for the broader construct categories of antecedents and outcome correlates. 
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Overall, the results indicate no dramatic “drift” in the estimates of effect sizes. The 
meta-analytic estimates do not change substantially, and the estimated parameter is 
situated within 95% confidence interval of the full model. These results provide some 
indirect evidence that publication bias is unlikely to have affected the results. To save 
space, the caterpillar plots are presented in the Chapter 2 Supplementary material 5.

Discussion
Overall, from a theoretical point of view, the main aim of the current meta-

analysis was to comprehensively portray the nomological network of perceived 
employability by systematically and quantitatively summarizing the relationships 
with its antecedents and outcome correlates, and to explore the role of potential 
methodological and contextual moderators. We suggested an integrative model 
built upon the COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989), and positioned perceived employability 
as a subjective manifestation of a ‘resource caravan’ referring to a ‘pack’ of individual 
and organizational resources that individuals deploy in concert to craft sustainable 
careers. COR theory suggests resources are interrelated and we proposed that 
individuals in possession of higher personal and organizational resources would 
be more likely to perceive better employment opportunities. Overall, the results of 
the meta-analysis supported many but not all of the hypotheses developed on the 
basis COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 2017) and the model of sustainable careers (De 
Vos et al, 2018). Below we summarize the key findings and discuss their theoretical 
implications.

Interpreting the Findings
Antecedents. To cope with the tasks and transitions that comprise the career, 
individual employees draw upon both their own personal pool of resources and 
those provided by the environment. In line with the expectations, the results indicate 
moderate to strong relationships between personal resources and perceived 
employability. Specifically, in line with the model of sustainable careers, personal 
resources that reflect agency (i.e., protean career orientation, career adaptability, 
proactive personality, psychological, human-, and social capital) and meaning 
making (i.e., career identity) related positively to employability perceptions. 
Relationships were moderate or strong but not exceptionally high for any specific 
personal resource. The strongest relationship was found for psychological capital, 
suggesting that motivational resources which reflect confidence in realizing and 
managing different actions (i.e., self-efficacy) and a positive life stance (i.e., hope, 
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optimism, resilience) form the most relevant personal resources to support favorable 
employability perceptions. The large number of individual resources related to 
employability perceptions across primary studies suggests construct condensation 
and refinement may be needed in the antecedent domain, and the investigation of 
relationships and interactions among different resources.

The results of the moderator analyses for the relationships between personal 
resources antecedents and perceived employability suggest that the relationships 
are principally conditioned by individual vulnerability (age, gender, work status), 
suggesting personal resources are more valuable for positive employability 
perceptions among younger employees, unemployed, and women. The relationships 
were similar across contexts varying in macroeconomic conditions and culture. Only 
for psychological capital we found stronger positive relationships in countries with 
higher unemployment rates. This might indicate that for individuals who have fewer 
external resources to rely on, either because they are at the beginning of their career, 
belong to less resource-endowed group within a society, or live in a society with more 
challenging economic conditions, personal resources might have a compensatory 
role in shaping employability perceptions. 

Organizational resources also exhibited moderately strong relationships with 
employability perceptions. In line with the notion of the resource gain spiral (Hobfoll, 
1989), employees who work in resource abundant organizational environments, 
had more positive perceptions of available employment opportunities both within 
and outside of their current organizations. Employees reported more favorable 
employability perceptions when they experienced support from their organizations 
for increasing their knowledge, skills and abilities, and support from their supervisors 
in the form of feedback, development, and responsiveness to their needs. Having 
job security and autonomy in planning and executing work demonstrated positive 
relationship with employability perceptions, which may be due to these creating 
better opportunities to leverage personal resources such as proactivity or human 
capital. Additionally, having control and freedom within daily work and job security 
may also mean that employees have more time and effort to invest in developing and 
sustaining their employability. Task variety did not appear to contribute to the positive 
resource gain spiral, as performing a wider variety of tasks did not relate positively 
to higher perceptions of employment alternatives. A potential explanation could be 
that the requirement to perform different tasks within one’s job might contribute 
to building a combination of individual skills and abilities that are tailored to that 
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specific position, and that might not necessarily yield more positive perceptions of 
alternative employment opportunities. Also, jobs characterized by high variety and 
complexity might be characterized by a higher workload, leaving fewer individual 
resources for the identification of employment alternatives. 

In contrast to personal resources, the relationships between organizational 
resources and perceived employability appear to be more affected by macroeconomic 
conditions and culture. Overall organizational resources had stronger positive 
relationship with perceptions of employment opportunities in countries with 
lower unemployment and higher protection, and culturally in countries that are 
characterized by stronger orientation towards future, more reliance on hierarchical 
systems in the distribution of power, and an active mastery of the environment. There 
were also certain differences in how cultural dimensions affected the relationships of 
specific organizational resources with perceived employability. Specifically, whereas 
the relationship between security and employability was stronger in countries that 
score higher on mastery and hierarchy, the relationship between supervisory support 
and perceived employability was stronger in countries that score higher on hierarchy. 
This suggests that resources provided by the organization will have a stronger role 
in shaping individual employability perceptions when they are complementary with 
cultural values and beliefs.  

Sociodemographic factors. The sociodemographic factors demonstrated weak 
but significant relationships with perceived employability. The relationship between 
gender and perceived employability indicated lower perceptions of available 
employment opportunities among women compared to men. Age and tenure had 
a negative relationship, indicating that older and more experienced workers report 
less favorable employability perceptions. This opposes the idea that over the course 
of their careers workers might acquire resources in the form of human and social 
capital which then results in greater perceived employability. In contrast, we found 
a positive relationship between education and perceived employability. This finding 
is in line with both COR and human capital theories as education might stimulate 
the acquisition of human capital (e.g., job related knowledge and expertise), which 
should contribute to having more employment options. Being less educated might 
indicate belonging to a group with lower socioeconomic status, which might come 
with threats to other resources relevant for employability, such as lower access to 
information on job vacancies. Finally, working hours were weakly but positively 
related to employability perceptions. Employees who work more hours may have 
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more resources, such as income and learning opportunities, which might foster their 
employability perceptions. 

Outcome correlates. Moving onto the criterion domain, based on COR theory, 
we expected positive relationships between employability and all indicators of 
sustainable careers because those individuals who are have more abundant resource 
caravans are more likely to secure further resource gain (Hobfoll, 2011). Results 
indicated positive relationships between employability perceptions and two out of 
four indicators of sustainable careers (productivity and health), partially supported 
expectations for happiness, and did not support expectations about relationship 
between employability and mobility. 

First, contrary to our hypotheses we did not find significant relationships between 
perceived employability and job search, employment status, turnover intentions and 
organizational commitment (employee mobility). A potential explanation related to 
searching employment comes from control theory (Powers, 1991), which proposes 
that confidence in being able to reach a certain goal might translate into being 
overly optimistic about the possible outcomes. Thus, individuals with more favorable 
perceptions of available employment opportunities might underestimate what it 
takes to reach the goal of finding (alternative) employment, and exert less effort in 
pursuing this goal. This idea received some support in studies on the relationship 
between self-efficacy and job search (Vancouver, Thompson, & Williams, 2001), and 
might also be relevant for perceived employability. Perhaps the extent to which 
the perception of employment opportunities relates to mobility more generally 
depends upon interactions between individual and organizational factors. For 
example, drawing on the investment model of interpersonal relationships (Rusbult 
& Buunk, 1993), the extent to which perceptions of attractive job opportunities 
relates to a lack of commitment to the current organization and the intention to leave 
may be contingent upon investments. Even in presence of multiple and attractive 
employment options, employees might not consider leaving if they invested a lot 
of resources in their current organization or job, especially if they perceive such 
resource investment as reciprocal. Further research is needed on how employed 
individuals process information about available alternative job opportunities and on 
the individual and contextual factors that affect mobility decisions. 
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Second, for employee productivity, the results were fully in line with the 
expectations based on COR theory as perceived employability related weakly but 
significantly positively to performance, engagement, and indicators of objective 
career success (referring to realizing one’s career potential in the long run through 
achieving a better income and job position). The results of the moderator analyses 
indicate perceived internal employability is more prominently related to productivity 
than perceived external employability. Why is not yet clear, perhaps their higher 
performance and success make employees perceive higher internal employability 
as they realize their continued value to the organization.

Third, perceived employability relates positively to overall employee happiness. 
However, for specific correlates in this category, perceived employability related 
positively only to life satisfaction, not job- or career satisfaction. Although we expected 
positive relationships with career and job satisfaction, a potential explanation may 
be that in situations where people have many opportunities, they might not pursue 
the optimal one but rather stop choosing when they find an alternative that seems 
“satisfactory enough” (cf. Iyenga & Lepper, 2000). Also, an abundance of alternatives 
may decrease the satisfaction with the chosen alternative later (Diehl & Poynor, 
2010) and employees who perceive themselves as highly employable might be 
more critical when rating their job satisfaction as they might ponder over potentially 
better alternatives. Also, perhaps once a person starts working, factors more tied 
to job content and the immediate work environment become more important for 
satisfaction than the perception of available employment alternatives elsewhere. 

Fourth, perceived employability related to employee health outcomes. As 
expected, perceived employability related positively to psychological well-being 
as well as general health, and related negatively to indicators of ill-being within 
the work domain (such as burnout, including emotional exhaustion and reduced 
personal accomplishment), and as well as to more general and long-term distress 
(i.e., anxiety, depression, and psychological symptoms). This is in line with research 
that links a sense of control to physical and psychological health (Rodin & Timko, 
1992). Perceiving employment options provides a feeling of control and security 
within the employment domain, which protects against psychological distress. Even 
though there is no guarantee that these employment chances will be realized (i.e., 
no significant relationship between employability and mobility), the perception of 
having options seems useful for preserving health and wellbeing.
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 A number of moderators affect the relationship of perceived employability and 
health. Specifically, the relationships with positive and negative health indicators 
are stronger among more vulnerable individuals (i.e., unemployed or students, and 
those in countries with higher unemployment rates). The results corroborate findings 
of the main meta-analytic relationships suggesting that, even in more disadvantaged 
circumstances, a sense of control that derived from perceiving better (or at least 
existing) employment opportunities can have positive impact on individual wellbeing 
and combat a sense of hopelessness, helplessness, and apathy. Finally, for employed 
individuals, employability perceptions have a stronger negative relationship with 
burnout in masculine cultures and those that value harmony less.

Theoretical Implications
The study findings have three main theoretical implications. First, regarding 

the construct validity and operationalization of perceived employability, our review 
showed that some researchers operationalize employability in terms of mere quantity 
of employment chances, whereas others distinguish employment possibilities within 
the current organization (i.e., in the internal labor market) from those outside the 
organization (i.e., in the external labor market, e.g. De Cuyper & De Witte, 2008, 2010; 
Eby et al., 2003). While studies assessing external employability are more numerous, 
the results of moderator analyses indicated some differences in how external and 
internal employability relate to organizationally relevant outcomes (productivity) 
suggesting potential differences in the predictive validity of these dimensions for 
some sustainable career outcomes. Future research should thus disentangle internal 
and external employability perceptions. 

Second, the results generally supported the idea of COR theory that perceived 
employability might be viewed as the subjective manifestation of a career related 
resource caravan (Hobfoll, 2011), but the exploratory results of the moderator 
analyses suggest that a more precise understanding of relationships requires 
complementing the broader theoretical framework of COR theory with assumptions 
that specify whether and how caravan passageways (contextual conditions) affect 
relationships of perceived employability with specific anteceding resources and 
outcome correlates. For instance, whether resources from the individual resource 
pool affect perceptions of available employment opportunities may depend on the 
circumstances. We propose that under challenging external conditions personal 
resources (and most notably psychological capital) might have compensatory role 
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and help individuals to overcome the scarcity of environmental resources, while 
organizational resources may have a more supplementary role, complementing the 
pool of resources available to individuals who live in more advantageous economic 
circumstances. These findings support the concern that employability might be 
being polarizing (Forrier, De Cuyper, & Akkermans, 2019) and suggest the need to 
further investigate the long-term impact of relying on personal resources under 
challenging conditions. Also, factors that stimulate organizations to invest resources 
in employees who belong to vulnerable groups or live in less abundant economic 
conditions are important to investigate.

Third, employability perceptions are related to productivity and health, and we 
tentatively suggest two main mechanisms here. On the one hand, higher perceived 
employability might have enabling role for individuals as it signals a more abundant 
career resource caravan that individuals can use in the realization of productive 
careers in terms of performance, success, and engagement. On the other hand, 
perceived employability might have a protective role due to the subjective sense 
of control in the career domain among individuals who perceive more employment 
opportunities. This protective role might be particularly valuable under challenging 
conditions.

Practical Implications 
Our meta-analytic findings have a number of implications for policy makers 

and practitioners. For example, our results contribute to resolving the so-called 
“employability management paradox” concern that organizational investment in 
employees’ employability might result in attractiveness of those employees not 
only within but also outside the current organization, resulting in higher turnover. 
We found that while perceived employability indeed relates positively to employee 
performance and career success, it does not relate to their turnover intentions 
or their job search. Thus, organizations’ purported reservations of investing in 
the employability of their employees do not seem substantiated by the current 
knowledge base. On the contrary, perceived employability related positively to 
several critically important outcome correlates, including employee mental health 
and work engagement, indicating benefits of creating working conditions that 
strengthen employees’ employability perceptions. A growing body of research 
underlines the link between employee health and productivity and indicates 
that effective management of one might exhibit positive influence on the other 
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(Goetzel, Guindon, & Ozminkowski, 2001). The results of the current study highlight 
the importance of employability for both health and productivity, indicating 
that organizational investment in resources that stimulate employability (e.g., 
supervisory support and job security) might help decreasing both direct costs (e.g., 
health insurance) and indirect ones (e.g., productivity losses due to unscheduled 
absences) associated with health care and increase gains through better employee 
performance. In addition, the positive relationship between supervisory support 
and perceived employability indicates that not only systematic investment in human 
capital development through training, but also strengthening relational resources at 
work through fostering positive relationships between employees and supervisors 
can contribute to positive employability perceptions. This might be particularly 
valuable for lower skilled employees, who might not receive as much training or be 
provided with job autonomy as often as their more highly educated counterparts. 

Limitations and Future Research
This study has several limitations. First, our meta-analysis focuses exclusively 

on perceived employability and not on other conceptualizations of employability, 
such as employability competences (Van der Heijde & Van Der Heijden, 2006), 
dispositional employability (Fugate & Kinicki, 2008) or employability orientation (van 
Dam, 2004). This not only served to narrow the scope of the current study, but also 
reduced the risk of mixing apples and oranges, because different conceptualizations 
of employability, although related, focus on different aspects. In addition, although 
certain theoretical models within the employability literature propose relationships 
among different conceptualizations of employability (e.g., Forrier & Sels, 2003), the 
current literature does not allow for a meta-analytic test of these relationships. More 
primary studies are needed first.

Second, as the purpose of meta-analysis is to provide a quantitative summary 
of the relationships studied in the primary studies, the current meta-analysis could 
include only antecedents and outcome correlates of perceived employability that 
have been investigated frequently enough (k>3) in the existing body of quantitative 
employability research. Some variables that would be interesting to relate to 
employability perceptions (e.g., person-organization fit) have not yet been studied 
frequently enough to include them. Furthermore, the current quantitative approach 
implies neglecting noteworthy qualitative work, such as for instance the mixed 
methods study on antecedents of employability by Finch, Hamilton, Baldwin and 
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Zehner (2013). Nevertheless, we did include both personal and organizational 
resources as antecedents of perceived employability, and all main indicators 
of sustainable careers as indicated in the De Vos et al. (2018) model as outcome 
correlates. 

Third, the design of the studies included in this meta-analysis guides the types 
of conclusions that can be drawn. As most included studies used correlational, 
cross-sectional designs, we cannot support causal inferences. Even though we 
built our conceptual model by arranging correlates of employability perceptions 
into antecedents and outcomes, we did not test causal relationships between 
these variables. Hence, the possibility of third variable problems, and/or reverse or 
reciprocal relationships remains. For example, while we proposed job security as an 
antecedent of perceived employability, some primary studies saw it as an outcome 
or as an independent factor that interacts with employability in affecting career 
outcomes. Only four primary studies adopted longitudinal designs with even fewer 
(two) assessing employability perceptions at more than two points in time. This points 
out a severe limitation of the ability of the current body of research on perceived 
employability to explain sustainable career outcomes, as this forms an inherently 
time-bound criterion domain. Hence, more longitudinal research and intervention 
studies are sorely needed.

Fourth, the majority of the studies included in our meta-analysis relied on self-
report measures to assess perceived employability, antecedents, and outcome 
correlates, which implies common source and common method variance may affect 
results. As perceived employability refers to the chances of available employment 
opportunities as appraised by the individual, it is inherently subjective. However, 
future studies could relate these subjective evaluations to more objective outcomes. 
One of the most surprising findings of the current study was that of the non-significant 
relationship between perceived employability and employment status. However, 
we have to note that this relationship has been tested in only five primary studies, 
not enabling us to empirically test potential moderators. To gain more insight in the 
circumstances under which employability perceptions might or might not relate to 
obtaining actual employment, more primary studies are needed. 

Fifth, due to the limited number of studies that separately reported correlations 
for perceived internal and external employability, we could not always test for 
differences between the two in relation to antecedents and outcome correlates. 
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As most frequently used measures of perceived employability do encompass both 
aspects, we urge employability researchers to use the full scales and report both 
overall and dimension scores.

Our findings highlight several opportunities and needs for future research. 
A first avenue for advancing employability research refers to a more extensive 
investigation of the role of context in shaping employability perceptions. To date, 
with the exception of job security, contextual antecedents are studied less often 
than personal ones. Specific personal and organizational barriers to employability 
should also be investigated as understanding factors that might challenge or 
prevent positive employability perceptions are equally informative for employees 
and organizations and we suggest more extensive research efforts in this direction. 
Additionally, the examination of the role of context might require studies that employ 
multilevel designs and assess how occupational, organizational and job design 
characteristics interact with personal resources in shaping employability perceptions. 
Finally, more longitudinal research is needed to examine the causal paths between 
perceived employability, antecedents, and especially outcomes. Because “career” as 
noted by definition represents a time-bound concept which concerns a sequence 
of employment experiences over time (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996), longitudinal 
studies are the key means for understanding how employability perceptions relate 
to mobility, productivity, happiness and health as indicators of sustainable careers 
in the long run. Longitudinal research on how employability perceptions fluctuate 
across time and over career transitions and shocks are needed. Finally, experimental 
studies that evaluate interventions targeted at enhancing employability perceptions 
might also offer insight on how malleable these perceptions are, and to what extent 
they improve mobility, productivity, happiness and health outcomes. 
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Do the best you can until you know better. 
And when you know better, do better.

Maya Angelou



Antecedents and Outcomes of Hungarian Nurses’ Career Adaptability

105

Abstract
With the ageing global population, the demand for nursing jobs and the requirements 
for complex care provision are increasing. In consequence, nursing professionals need 
to be ready to adapt, obtain variety of skills, and engage in career self-management. 
The current study investigates individual, micro-level, resources and behaviors that 
can facilitate matching processes between nursing professionals and their jobs. 
A survey-based study was conducted among 314 part-time and full-time nursing 
professionals in Hungary. Consistent with the career construction theory, this study 
offers evidence on career adaptability as a self-regulatory resource that might stimulate 
nurses’ adaptation outcomes. Specifically, it demonstrates positive relationships 
between adaptive readiness (proactive personality and conscientiousness), career 
adaptability, adapting behaviors (career planning and proactive skill development) 
and adaptation outcomes (employability and in-role performance). The cross-
sectional design of the current study limits causal inference. Relatively small sample 
of full-time professionals for whom supervisory-ratings were obtained yields the 
need of further replication. Stimulating development of nurses’ career adaptability, 
career planning, and proactive skill development can contribute to sustainable career 
management. It can facilitate the alignment of nurses to performance requirements 
of their current jobs, preventing individual person-job mismatch. Zooming into the 
context of nursing professionals in Hungary, the study elucidates the understudied link 
between adaptivity and adapting responses and answers the call for more research 
that employs other-ratings of adaptation outcomes. It demonstrates the value of 
career adaptability resources for nurses’ employability and in-role performance. 
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Contemporary changes such as a globalization, fluctuating economic situations 
and technological advances have all impacted the labor market in recent decades. 
In the European Union, the percentage of temporary contracts has increased 
substantially with more than 30 percent of workers aged between 15 and 29 years 
currently employed on a temporary contract (Eurostat, 2015). For individual workers, 
this means that the notion of a linear, stable and predictable career can no longer 
be taken for granted. While developing a career within a single organization used 
to be the norm, this has now shifted toward employees holding different functions 
at multiple organizations (Fugate et al., 2004). Also, whereas performing duties 
within one’s job description and complying with organizational norms might in the 
past have been sufficient for being evaluated as a high performing employee, in 
today’s work environment, it is likely not enough. Frequently subjected to reforms, 
the healthcare sector is no exception to such labor market dynamics. Cross-border 
mobility of nurses, driven by individuals’ search for better employment opportunities 
and work conditions, is more and more frequent (e.g. Betlehem et al., 2017; Zander 
et al., 2013; Heinen et al., 2013). Also, with an ageing global population, the demand 
for healthcare professionals, and particularly nurses, is increasingly high. Growing 
numbers of elderly people with multiple chronic conditions, create a demand for the 
provision of complex medical care and the use of innovative care delivery methods. 
Thus, the content of nursing jobs is also changing. Consequently, nurses need to be 
responsive to change and ready to obtain a variety of skills or to adopt new ways of 
working (Wismar et al., 2011).

The current study focuses on nurses in Hungary. The Hungarian nursing context 
is generally comparable to other European states, but it also has some peculiarities. 
With 286 nurses per 100,000 inhabitants, Hungary, like many countries in the European 
Union, is facing the common challenge of a shortage of qualified nurses. Despite an 
overall increase of nursing graduates from 2009 onwards, due to migration of well-
trained nurses to Western-European countries (Ujvarine et al., 2011), in Hungary not 
enough young nurses remain to replace those who leave or retire. In other words, 
to obtain employment and sustain their employability, Hungarian nurses have to be 
adaptable and engage in self-management.

To explain how people adapt to challenges and changes within career domain, 
career construction theory (CCT, Savickas, 2013; 2005) posits the career construction 
model of adaptation (CCMA, Savickas, 2013; Savickas & Porfeli, 2012). This model 
suggests that relatively stable personality traits reflecting the willingness to adapt 
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(i.e. adaptive readiness) affect individual resources for coping with occupational 
tasks and transitions (i.e. career adapt-ability resources). This in turn positively affects 
behaviors and beliefs used to address changing conditions (i.e. adaptive responses) 
and triggers positive outcomes indicated by success, satisfaction, and development 
(i.e. adaptation outcomes). CCMA (Savickas, 2013) highlights career adaptability 
as a key self-regulatory competency needed to handle change and novelty in 
occupational roles, tasks, and demands. Adaptable workers take responsibility for 
developing their careers and believe in their ability to succeed in solving career-
related problems (Rudolph et al., 2017).

Positive relationships between career adaptability and a range of outcomes 
within the career and job domains have been established, such as promotability 
(Chan, Mai, Kuok, & Kong, 2016), career satisfaction (e.g. McKenna, Zacher, Ardabili, 
& Mohebbi, 2016) and work engagement (Rossier, Zecca, Stauffer, Maggiori, & 
Dauwalder, 2012). By enacting specific adapting behaviors, such as career exploration 
(Li et al., 2015), career planning (Hirschi, Herrmann, & Keller, 2015) or proactive skill 
development (Taber & Blankemeyer, 2015), workers with higher levels of career 
adaptability tend to reach positive career outcomes and person-environment fit. 
Therefore, in the current study, we propose that career adaptability might also form a 
valuable resource for nurses, whose high performance and sustainable employment 
are crucial to delivering high quality patient care.

Although career adaptability is not a novel concept, relatively recently 
researchers have converged around one parsimonious operationalization: the 
career adaptability scale (CAAS, Savickas & Porfeli, 2012). Over the past four years 
the CAAS has been 1097 Hungarian nurses’ career adaptability translated, validated, 
and applied in more than ten different languages, including Chinese (Hou, Leung, 
Li, & Xu, 2012), Dutch (van Vianen, Klehe, Koen, & Dries, 2012), Italian (Soresi, Nota, 
& Ferrari, 2012) and Persian (McKenna et al., 2016). Moreover, most aspects of the 
broader theoretical framework provided by the CCMA (Savickas, 2013; Savickas 
& Porfeli, 2012) have received empirical support. Research on career adaptability 
across different cultural and occupational contexts is important to examine the 
generalizability of the construct and its relationships with relevant outcomes.

The purpose of the current research is threefold. First, this study sought to 
translate to Hungarian and assess the reliability, factor structure and correlates of the 
CAAS (Savickas & Porfeli, 2012). This further supports its dimensionality, and therewith 
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applicability, across different contexts. Second, adopting the CCMA (Savickas & Porfeli, 
2012), this study examined the broader nomological network of career adaptability 
by testing its relationship to adaptive readiness as an antecedent, operationalized 
here as proactive personality and conscientiousness, and adapting behavior as an 
outcome, operationalized here in terms of proactive skill development and career 
planning. Extending research on the CCMA (Savickas & Porfeli, 2012), the study 
aims to provide implications that go beyond the nursing and Hungarian context, by 
further empirically elucidating the infrequently studied link between adaptivity and 
adapting behaviors (Rudolph et al., 2017).

Third, as an additional validation of the CCMA (Savickas, 2013; Savickas & Porfeli, 
2012), this study reports on the relationship of career adaptability with outcomes 
of individual adaptation, namely in-role performance and employability. Whereas 
in-role performance encompasses behavior that contributes to organizational goals 
(Borman & Motowidlo, 1993), employability entails the “continuous fulfilling, acquiring, 
or creating of work through the optimal use of competences” (Van der Heijde & Van 
der Heijden, 2006, p. 453). Hence, the current study integrates the outcomes relevant 
in both career and job domains, answering the call for more multisource research 
on adaptation outcomes (Rudolph et al., 2017; Ohme & Zacher, 2015). In this regard, 
this study is one of the first studies on career adaptability that obtains measures from 
multiple sources (see Sibunruang, Garcia, & Tolentino, 2016 for a notable exception).

In sum, the current paper sets out to contribute to the career adaptability 
literature by hypothesizing and empirically testing the extent to which career 
adaptability can explain the relationships between more dispositional trait-based 
antecedents (proactive personality and conscientiousness), adapting behaviors 
(proactive skill development and career planning) and work-related outcomes (in-
role performance and employability). Figure 1 depicts the hypothesized conceptual 
model.
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Figure 3.1. Overarching conceptual model

Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Development

Career Adaptability, Adaptive Readiness, and Adapting Behaviors
Adaptive readiness encompasses a set of stable dispositions that reflect an 

individual’s flexibility and/or willingness to adapt. In the current study, adaptive 
readiness is operationalized through two dispositional traits, proactive personality 
and conscientiousness, both being well-established antecedents of career 
adaptability (see, e.g. Tolentino et al., 2014; Uy, Chan, Sam, Ho, & Chernyshenko, 2015; 
Rossier et al., 2012). Proactive personality encompasses an individual disposition to 
initiate action that is aimed at changing and influencing one’s environment (Bateman 
& Crant, 1993). Conscientiousness reflects being responsible, systematic, and 
hardworking (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Proactive workers are likely to successfully plan 
and influence changes in their working environment (Sonnentag, 2017; Bateman 
& Crant, 1993), whereas conscientious workers are likely to prepare themselves 
for future tasks, persist, and take responsibility for their personal and professional 
development.

Moreover, proactive personality and conscientiousness have been identified as 
the key personality determinants of individual’s adapting behavior. Namely, within 
the broader proactivity literature, proactive personality has been related to planning 
behaviors (career goal setting and formulating specific career plans) and overt 
actions (networking, seeking a mentor, and skill development) (Sonnentag, 2017). 
Also, conscientiousness has been found to contribute to career planning (Rogers, 
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Creed, & Glendon, 2008) and career exploration (Teixeira, Bardagi, Lassance, de 
Oliveira Magalhães, & Duarte, 2012). In line with CCMA (Savickas, 2013; Savickas & 
Porfeli, 2012) and the empirical findings in a student sample of Hirschi et al. (2015), we 
suggest here that career adaptability plays a vital explanatory role in how personality 
relates to adapting behavior. Specifically, we investigate the relationship between 
adaptive readiness, career adaptability and adapting in a sample of part-time interns 
and full-time nursing professionals in Hungary, providing a further test of CCMA in 
the work context. Moreover, to answer the call (Hirschi & Valero, 2015) to examine 
the relationship between career adaptability and additional indicators of adapting, 
other than those already investigated, this study focuses on a somewhat different 
set of adaptive strategies. Namely, we focus on career planning and proactive skill 
development, as two forms of adapting behaviors related to success in both job and 
career domains (Claes & Ruiz-Quintanilla, 1998), which might be particularly relevant 
to currently employed nurses. More proactive and conscientious individuals are thus 
expected to be more responsive in developing their career adaptability, which in 
turn results in higher levels of career planning and proactive skill development: 

Hypothesis 1. Adaptive readiness operationalized in terms of proactive 
personality (Hypothesis 1a) and conscientiousness (Hypothesis 1b), is positively 
related to career adaptability.

Hypothesis 2. Career adaptability is positively related to adapting behaviors, 
operationalized in terms of proactive skill development (Hypothesis 2a) and 
career planning (Hypothesis 2b).

Hypothesis 3. Adaptive readiness (proactive personality and 
conscientiousness), is positively related to adapting behaviors (proactive 
skill development (Hypothesis 3a and Hypothesis 3b, respectively and career 
planning (Hypothesis 3c and Hypothesis 3d, respectively), indirectly through 
career adaptability.

Career Adaptability, Adapting Behaviors, and Adaptation
Career adaptability has been linked to a number of positive career and job 

related outcomes. However, less is known about the underlying mechanism, and 
the extent to which engagement in adapting behaviors, on the part of individuals 
with strong career adaptability, translates into better adaptation outcomes. To 
understand how these relationships unfold, the current study thus focuses on two 
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adapting behaviors, namely 1099 Hungarian nurses’ career adaptability proactive 
skill development and career planning, and considers their relationship with inrole 
performance and employability. In the dynamic labor market, workers are not only 
expected to be productive in their present role, but also to be employable beyond 
their current job or organization. As such, proactive skill development and career 
planning are likely to form complementary and positively interrelated indicators 
of long term adaptation, which need to be evaluated in tandem (De Cuyper, Sulea, 
Philippaers, Fischmann, Iliescu, & De Witte, 2014). By continuously updating their skills 
and proactively planning their careers, workers with higher career adaptability are 
expected to perform their current work productively, while simultaneously staying 
sustainably employable.

Existing research on career adaptability relates this construct to different 
career success outcomes, but how individual career adapt-ability resources relate 
to performing behaviors and achieving outcomes relevant to organizational goals 
has not yet received sufficient research attention. One noteworthy development 
in this direction is a policy-capturing study that found that career adaptability was 
positively related to overall job performance in fictitious scenarios (Ohme & Zacher, 
2015). Validation of these findings in actual work settings remains an important 
hiatus (Ohme & Zacher, 2015), and here we address this relationship between career 
adaptability and individuals’ job performance. To sustain effectiveness in their jobs 
under fluctuating conditions, individuals must be able to quickly adapt to new task 
and job demands (e.g. Kozlowski, Watola, Jensen, Kim, & Botero, 2009). Importantly, 
workers with higher career adapt-ability resources will engage more actively and 
strategically in activities that build their human capital (Taber & Blankemeyer, 2015). 
The related increases in skills and abilities are expected to translate into higher job 
performance: 

Hypothesis 4. Career adaptability is positively related to supervisor rated in-
role performance, indirectly through proactive skill development. 

Additionally, to incorporate a longer-term perspective on the individual career, 
adaptation in terms of in-role performance is complemented with employability, 
defined as “the continuous fulfilling, acquiring or creating of work through the optimal 
use of competences” (Van der Heijde & Van der Heijden, 2006, p. 453). The current 
study focuses on employability as a competence in anticipation and optimization, 
which refers to the supervisor rated capacity to prepare for, and adapt to, future 
changes in a personal and creative manner, striving for the best possible results (Van 
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der Heijde & Van der Heijden, 2006).

Building upon research that linked career adaptability to employability skills 
among graduate students (De Guzman & Choi, 2013) and the findings that formal 
(Forrier & Sels, 2003) and informal learning (Van der Heijden et al., 2009) positively 
relate to workers’ employability, the current study aims to extend our understanding 
of the adapting behaviors through which self-regulatory competences help sustain 
employability. Specifically, we argue that individuals’ career adaptability, as a set 
of self-regulatory resources, will positively relate to workers’ employability through 
professional skills development. Also, since workers who are in possession of higher 
career adapt-ability resources are more likely to engage in career planning strategies, 
these workers are expected to successfully navigate their way through times of 
transition, thus reinforcing their employability (e.g. Zikic & Klehe, 2006). Therefore, in 
line with the notion that existing resources aid in generating more resources (Hobfoll, 
2002), we expect that more adaptable individuals will strategically develop needed 
knowledge and skills. Furthermore, creating specific plans for navigating current and 
future occupational tasks will enhance their employability: 

Hypothesis 5: Career adaptability is positively related to supervisor rated 
employability through proactive skill development (Hypothesis 5a) and career 
planning (Hypothesis 5b).

Method

Participants 
Participants were 114 Hungarian full-time nurses and their supervisors and 200 

part-time nurses from a public, state funded, medical center in Hungary. First, with 
support from the hospital’s management team, full-time nurses were selected using 
stratified random sampling, assuring that all hospital departments were adequately 
represented. Additionally, immediate supervisors of the nurses (head nurses) 
provided the ratings of full-time nurses’ in-role performance and employability. 
Second, with the help of a nursing school, convenience sampling was used to collect 
additional data from part-time nurses in the final year of obtaining their degree 
and who at the same time were also working in the same hospital. We recruited 
part-time nurses during their classes. Participation in the study was voluntary and 
rewarded with 5-euro incentive for filling in the survey. The study was approved by 
Ethics Committee of the faculty that employs the researchers and data were used for 
research purposes only.
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Of the participants 92% were female. The mean age of the sample was 28.99 
(SD = 8.49). Participating nurses had an average job tenure of 25.45 (SD = 16.59) 
months; 72.9% had completed secondary education and 27.1% had university 
degree. In addition, head nurses who provided ratings of employability and in-role 
performance (n = 12) were on average 45.03 (SD = 4.89) years old. They had 25.71 
(SD = 4.36) years of work experience within the current hospital and 5.37 (SD = 3.47) 
years of experience in working with nurses they rated.

Measures
Three native speakers independently translated all scales to Hungarian, and 

final formulations were determined based on consensus. All items were measured 
on a five-point scales ranging from 1(fully disagree) to 5(fully agree), except for the 
career adaptability and supervisor-rated employability scales (see below). 

Proactive personality. To measure proactive personality, we used the six-item 
abbreviated Proactive Personality Scale (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Claes, Beheydt, & 
Lemmens, 2005). An example item from the scale is “If I believe in something, I will 
make it happen.” Cronbach’s α was 0.72. 

Conscientiousness. To assess conscientiousness, we used nine-items from the Big 
Five Inventory (Goldberg, 1993). An example item is “I see myself as someone who 
does a thorough job.” Cronbach’s α was 0.78. 

Career adaptability. Career adaptability scale (CAAS; Savickas & Porfeli, 2012) 
was used to assess participants’ career adaptability. The scale contains four six-
item subscales to measure the adaptive resources concern, control, curiosity, and 
confidence. Example items are “Thinking about what my future will be like” (concern), 
“Making decisions by myself” (control), “Exploring my surroundings” (curiosity) and 
“Overcoming obstacles” (confidence). Participants rated all the items on a five-point 
scale (1 = not strong to 5 = strongest). Cronbach’s α for the four scales ranged from 
0.78 to 0.88. Cronbach’s α was 0.93 for the overall scale. 

Career planning. To measure career planning we used Gould’s (1979) six-item scale, 
a sample item being: “I know what I need to do to reach my career.” Cronbach’s α 
was 0.75. 

Proactive skill development. We used three items from Penley & Gould (1981) to 
measure proactive skill development, a sample item being: “I gain experience in a 
variety of areas to increase my knowledge and skills.” Cronbach’s α was 0.83. 



CHAPTER 3

To employability and beyond

114

Employability. Supervisors rated employability using the employability competence 
scale (Van Der Heijde & Van der Heijden, 2006). Specifically, we used the eight-
item anticipation and optimization subscale, measured on six-point response scale 
with varying response categories. Example item was “(S)he takes responsibility for 
maintaining her/his labor market value.” Cronbach’s α was 0.93. 

In-role performance. Supervisor rated in-role performance was measured using 
four items from Williams & Anderson (1991). A sample item was “This employee 
performs tasks that are expected of him/her.” Cronbach’s α coefficient was 0.91.  

Control Variables 
Recent meta-analytic findings related to the CCT framework suggest that 

age may be related to career adaptability and adapting (Rudolph et al., 2017). This 
may hold for our sample too, as more senior and experienced nurses may have 
accumulated greater human capital (Zacher, 2014). Conversely, while age might 
stimulate the growth of human capital over time, if work changes, older workers 
might run the risk of their human capital becoming obsolete, which might have 
negative consequences for their employability. Thus, we included age as a control 
variable. Gender related implications from CCT are not very specific and recent 
empirical studies showed conflicting results, ranging from no gender differences in 
career adaptability (Rudolph et al., 2017), to higher career adaptability among men 
as compared with women (Hou et al., 2012). Yet, related research suggests gender 
might be a correlate of in-role performance (Roth, Purvis, & Bobko, 2010) and, due 
to lower psychological mobility among women, their employability. Thus, we also 
control for gender. Finally, supervisor’s liking of an employee might bias evaluations 
of that employee’s characteristics (e.g. Lefkowitz, 1995). Thus, supervisory ratings of 
in-role performance and employability may be affected by liking. In the current study, 
we therefore measured supervisor liking of the employee with two items (Wayne & 
Ferris, 1990) and control for this.

Analytical strategy 
Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) and path analysis were conducted with 

MPlus (Version 7) (Muthén & Muthén, 1998/2012), to test the measurement model and 
hypotheses. Since some of the study variables had a somewhat skewed distribution, a 
maximum likelihood procedure with Robust standard errors and χ 2 (MLR), was used 
to model parameters of the measurement models and the hypotheses. Although the 
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standard errors of the indirect effects are trustworthy when using the MLR estimator, 
when testing the indirect effect, we report the 95 percent bias-corrected bootstrap 
confidence intervals as an additional test of significance (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). 
Applying recommendations on the use of a two-step process to examine the role of 
control variables in hypothesis testing (Spector & Brannick, 2011), we contrasted the 
models with and without the control variables. For the nested-model comparison, 
the Satorra–Bentler (2001) corrected significance test was used.

Results

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
Descriptive statistics and correlations are presented in Table 3.1. Most of the 

correlations were in the expected direction. Career adaptability related positively 
to adaptive readiness, in terms of both conscientiousness (r = .28, p < .001) and 
proactive personality (r = .46, p < .001). Also, its relationship with career planning 
(r = .47, p<.001) and proactive skill development (r = .38, p < .001) was positive 
and significant. Adapting behaviours related significantly to supervisory rated 
outcomes of adaptation, unexpectedly however, career adaptability did not. Career 
planning related significantly to employability (r = .28, p < .001) and proactive skill 
development to in-role performance (r = .33, p < .001) (Table 3.1).

Construct Validity 
Confirmatory factor analysis of the Hungarian translation of the CAAS. To 
provide evidence on construct validity of the Hungarian translation of CAAS, we 
conducted CFA (Table 3.2). The initial solution fitted the data well, with fit indices 
χ2 = 540.26, df = 248, p < .001, RMSEA = .06, CFI = .91, SRMR = .05. However, an 
inspection of the modification indices, indicated residuals of two pairs of items to be 
related. That is, item 22 (Confidence:” Working up to my ability”) correlated with item 
20 (Confidence:” Taking care to do things well”). In addition, item 19 (Confidence:” 
Performing tasks efficiently”) and item 20 were also related. Allowing these two pairs 
of residuals to covary, slightly but significantly improved model fit (Δχ2 = 48.58; Δdf 
= 2; p < .001). The fit of the final model was: χ2 = 486.17, df = 246, p<.001, RMSEA 
= .05, CFI = .93, SRMR = .05. This model fitted the data better than the alternative 
models such as a 1-factor model with all 24 career adaptability items loading on a 
single factor (Δχ2 = 224.34; Δdf = 6; p < .001).
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Table 3.2. Hungarian CAAS: items, means, standard deviations, standardized loadings, 

and internal consistency reliabilities

Construct Construct (First order) M SD Loading Reliability

Concern

CA1
Jövőmön való 
gondolkodás 3.48 1.06 .75 .87

CA2

Felismerni, hogy a ma 
meghozott döntéseink 
formálják a jövőnket 3.26 1.05 .76

CA3 A jövőre való felkészülés 3.20 1.04 .87

CA4

Oktatási és szakmai 
lehetőségek ismerete, 
melyek közül majd 
döntenem kell 2.92 1.04 .64

CA5
Célokhoz vezető út 
megtervezése 3.22 1.03 .79

CA6
Életpályámmal való 
törődés 3.31 1.07 .81

Control

CA7 Optimista hozzáállás 3.30 1.21 .48 .75

CA8 Önálló döntéshozás 3.28 1.11 .72

CA9
Tetteimért való 
felelősségvállalás 3.72 .89 .68

CA10
Hitemhez való 
ragaszkodás 3.36 1.06 .58

CA11 Számítok magamra 3.72 .98 .66

CA12 Azt teszem ami jó nekem 3.31 1.07 .54

Curiosity

CA13 Környezetem felfedezése 3.33 1.02 .57 .81

CA14

Keresem a lehetőségeket 
a személyiségem 
fejlesztésére 3.59 .98 .70

CA15

Döntések előtt 
megvizsgálom a 
lehetőségeket 3.55 .95 .62

CA16

Megfigyelem milyen 
különböző módokon 
csinálhatok dolgokat 3.22 .95 .60

CA17
Mélyen utána járok a 
kérdéseimnek 3.09 1.04 .67

CA18
Kíváncsivá tesznek az új 
lehetőségek 3.64 .99 .66
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Note. n = 314

Comparison to CAAS-International.

The results of the confirmatory factor analysis of the Hungarian form of the 
CAAS were compared to the results of CAAS-International (Savickas & Porfeli, 2012). 
Results indicated the item loadings and first-order factor loadings to be aligned. 
Standardized item first-order factor loadings ranged from .48 to .87, suggesting all 
items are strong indicators of their constructs. Additionally, all four career adaptability 
dimensions were strong indicators of the second-order career adaptability construct. 
Control exhibited the highest difference in factor loadings in comparison with CAAS-
International (.96 vs .86). The loading for Concern, Curiosity, and Confidence, were 
almost equal to the loadings for the CAAS-international, .79, .87 and .92, respectively. 
Mean scores of the four dimensions and the overall score for career adaptability, 
were slightly lower than the average across the International samples: Concern 
(3.23 vs. 3.79), Control (3.45 vs. 3.93); Curiosity (3.41 vs. 3.69); Confidence (3.63 vs. 
3.93); and Career adaptability (3.43 vs. 3.84). Overall, these results suggest that the 
construct validity information of the Hungarian CAAS is in line with previous cross-
cultural tests.

Measurement model. Several steps were taken to assess the measurement model 
and test whether common method bias is a problem in the current study. First, the 
Harman’s single-factor test was performed (Chang, Van Witteloostuijn, & Eden, 2010), 

Construct Construct (First order) M SD Loading Reliability

Confidence

CA19 Hatékony feladatvégzés 3.68 .88 .60 .85

CA20
Figyelek arra, hogy jól 
végezzem el a dolgokat 3.80 .87 .57

CA21 Új képességek elsajátítása 3.57 .9 .61

CA22
Képességeimnek 
megfelelően dolgozom 3.64 .98 .60

CA23 Akadályok legyőzése 3.48 .92 .64

CA24 Problémamegoldás 3.59 .98 .71

Construct Construct (Second order) M SD Loading

Adaptability

1 Concern 3.23 .82 .79 .93

2 Control 3.45 .71 .96

3 Curiosity 3.41 .71 .87

4 Confidence 3.63 .70 .92
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in which all self-rated variables that are part of the hypothesized models were entered 
in a principal components analysis. Since 33.5% of the variance accounted for by the 
single factor solution was well below the 50% threshold, common method bias was 
concluded to be low. Second, all Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values were below 
3, which is well below the threshold of 10 that would indicate that multicollinearity 
poses a threat. Finally, a series CFAs were performed to assess construct validity of 
the and compare the fit of alternative measurement models. 

In assessing the measurement model, we employed item parcelling to improve 
the ratio between number of participants to the number of estimated parameters 
(Little, Rhemtulla, Gibson, & Schoenmann, 2013). We tested the measurement model 
separately the self-rated and supervisory-rated scales. For the first order constructs 
measured with more than three items, we created three parcel indicators per 
construct using item-to-construct balance approach. We first performed exploratory 
factor analysis and then assigned the highest and the lowest loading items across 
parcels. For the second order construct career adaptability, we created four parcels 
representing average scores for each of the four subscales.

The measurement model for the self-rated variables demonstrated adequate 
fit to the data (χ2 = 241.46, df = 94, p<.001; CFI = .92; RMSEA = .07; SRMR = 
.06). Moreover, this model fitted the data significantly better than the alternative 
measurement models (Table 3.3), such are single factor model (χ2 = 950.39, df = 104, 
p<.001; CFI =.528; RMSEA = .16; SRMR = .13; SB-corrected Δχ2 = 462.99; Δdf = 10; p 
< .001); the two-factor model with proactive personality and conscientiousness as the 
first factor and remaining variables (career adaptability, proactive skill development 
and career planning) as the second factor (χ2 = 901.13, df = 103, p<.001; CFI =.55; 
RMSEA = .16; SRMR = .14; SB-corrected Δχ2 = 487.80; Δdf = 9; p < .001); and the 
three-factor model with proactive personality and conscientiousness as the first factor, 
career adaptability as the second factor, and skill development and career planning 
as the third factor (χ2 = 812.99, df = 101, p<.001; CFI =.60; RMSEA = .15; SRMR = 
.14; SB-corrected Δχ2 = 1100.03; Δdf = 7; p < .001). In addition, the measurement 
model of the measures rated by the supervisors demonstrated adequate fit to the 
data (χ2 = 11.77, df = 11, p=.381; CFI = 1.00; RMSEA = .02; SRMR = .02).

Hypothesis Testing
Career adaptability, adaptive readiness, and adapting behaviors. To test the 
nomological network of the CAAS, relationships with adaptive readiness, and adaptive 
behaviours were assessed. We hypothesized a model in which proactive personality 
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and conscientiousness indirectly related to proactive skill development and career 
planning through career adaptability. The fit of the model was acceptable (χ2 = 12.09, 
df = 5, p = .03.; CFI = .97; RMSEA = .07; SRMR = .03). However, modification indices 
indicated two significant direct paths, one from conscientiousness to proactive skill 
development and the other from proactive personality to career planning. Inclusion 
of these two direct paths significantly improved model fit (Δχ2 = 10.45; Δdf = 2; p = 
.005) resulting in a well-fitting model (χ2 = 1.43, df = 3, p = .698.; CFI = 1.00; RMSEA 
= .01; SRMR=.01). Hypotheses were tested based on this model (see Table 3.3 and 
Figure 3.2). In addition, we contrasted the models with and without the control 
variables. The model with control variables demonstrated better fit to the data (Δχ2 
= 24.67; Δdf = 6; p < .001), although hypothesized paths pertaining to parameter 
estimates remained almost identical. Since inclusion of age and gender as control 
variables offers additional insight about their relationships with career adaptability, 
we control for these factors in the model used for hypothesis testing. 

Table 3.3. Adaptive readiness, career adaptability and adapting strategies

Note. n = 314. ***p<.001 **p<.01 *p<.05. Standardized regression coefficients are 
reported; standard errors in parentheses.

Predictor Career Adaptability Career Planning
Proactive Skill 
Development

β SEβ β SEβ β SEβ

Independent variables

Conscientiousness .25*** .06 -  .18** .07

Proactive Personality .38*** .06  .14* .07 -

Mediating variables

Career Adaptability -  .40*** .06  .36*** .05

Control Variables

Age -.12* .05  -.01 .05  .15** .05

Gender -.13** .05  -.06 .06  .05 .06

R² .28 .24  .22

Indirect effects on Career Planning

Conscientiousness  .10*** .03

Proactive Personality  .15*** .03

Indirect effects on Proactive skill development

Conscientiousness  .09*** .02

Proactive Personality  .14*** .03
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Figure 3.2. Results of the mediation model between adaptive readiness, 
career adaptability and adapting behavior. 

Note. Career adaptability, Proactive skill development and Career planning are controlled 
for Age and Gender.

Proactive personality (β = .38; p < .001) and conscientiousness (β = .25; p < 
.001) related significantly and positively to career adaptability. In line with Hypothesis 
1a and Hypothesis 1b, this indicates that higher levels of adaptive readiness relate to 
higher levels of career adaptability. 

Career adaptability was significantly and positively related to both indicators 
of adaptive behaviours: career planning (β = .40; p < .001) and proactive skill 
development (β = .36; p < .001), which is in line with Hypothesis 2a and Hypothesis 
2b.

Moreover, the indirect effects of proactive personality and conscientiousness 
on career planning and proactive skill development, through career adaptability, 
were significant. Specifically, proactive personality related to both proactive skill 
development (β = .14, SE = .03, p < .001; bootstrapped estimate = .16, bootstrap 
5,000 samples, 95% CI [.09; .24]); Hypothesis 3a) and career planning (β = .15, 
SE = 03, p < .001; bootstrapped estimate = .20, bootstrap 5,000 samples, 95% CI 
[.12; .30]; Hypothesis 3c) through career adaptability. Conscientiousness related 
to both proactive skill development (β = .09, SE = 02, p < .001; bootstrap = .110, 
bootstrapped estimate 5,000 samples, 95% CI [.06; .12]; Hypothesis 3b) and career 
planning (β = .10, SE = 03, p < .001; bootstrapped estimate = .14, bootstrap 5,000 
samples, 95% CI [.06; .22]; Hypothesis 3d), through career adaptability. Together, 
these results provide support for Hypothesis 3. 

Finally, two direct paths from conscientiousness to proactive skill development 
(β = .18, SE = 07, p < .001), and from proactive personality to career planning (β 
= .14, SE = 07, p < .001) remained significant. Whereas the relationship between 

Career 
Adaptability

Proactive Skill 
Development

Conscientiousness

Career PlanningProactive 
Personality

.25***

.38***

.18***

.36***

.40***

.14***

Figure 2. Results of the mediation model between adaptive readiness, career adaptability and adapting 
behavior. 

Note. All variables are controlled for Age and Gender.
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proactive personality and proactive skill development seems to be fully captured by 
higher career adapt-ability resources of more proactive workers, in the relationship 
between proactive personality and career planning the direct effect was also 
significant. Similarly, while more conscientious workers seem to invest more in career 
planning due to their higher career adapt-ability resources, there was also a direct 
relationship between conscientiousness and proactive skill development (see Table 
3.3 and Figure 3.2).

Career adaptability, adapting behaviors, and adaptation outcomes. Hypothesis 
4 and Hypothesis 5 proposed career adaptability to be related to the adaptation 
outcomes employability and in-role performance, through the adaptive behaviours 
of proactive skill development and career planning. This model was tested among 
those participants (n = 114) for whom supervisor ratings were obtained.

The specified model showed good fit to the data, χ2 = 4.44, df = 4, p = .349, CFI 
= 1. 00, RMSEA = .03, SRMR=.02 (see Table 3.4 and Figure 3.3). This more constrained 
model did not fit the data worse than the alternative model, in which the indirect path 
from career adaptability to in-role performance through career planning was added 
(χ2 = 3.84, df = 3, p = .279, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .02; Δχ2 = .73, df = 1, p = 
.394), and the model where two direct paths were also added (χ2 = 2.86, df = 2, p = 
.240, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .02; Δχ2 = 1.55, df = 2, p = .462). Comparison 
of the model with and without control variables indicated that the inclusion of age, 
gender and personal liking by supervisor significantly improved model fit, while 
conclusions vis-a-vis hypotheses remained the same. Therefore, we controlled for 
age, gender and personal liking by supervisor.

The indirect effect of career adaptability on in-role performance through 
proactive skill development was positive and significant (β = .11, SE=.03, p<.001; 
bootstrapped estimate = .07, bootstrap 5,000 samples, 95% CI [.03; .12]). In 
addition, the indirect effect of career adaptability on employability through career 
planning was also positive and significant (β = .09, SE = .04, p = .019; bootstrapped 
estimate = .09, bootstrap 5,000 samples, 95% CI [.021; .182]). However, the indirect 
relationship between career adaptability and employability through proactive skill 
development was not supported (β = -.02, SE = .04, p = .673 bootstrapped estimate 
= .02, bootstrap 5,000 samples, 95% CI [-.11; .06]). These results provide support for 
Hypothesis 4 and Hypothesis 5b, but not for Hypothesis 5a. The results are presented 
in Table 3.4 and Figure 3.3.
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Table 3.4. Career adaptability, adapting strategies and supervisor-rated outcomes

Note. n = 114; ***p<.001 **p<.01 *p<.05. Standardized regression coefficients are 
reported; standard errors in parentheses. 

Figure 3.3. Results of the mediation model between career adaptability, 
adapting behavior, and supervisor-rated outcomes. 

Note. All variables are controlled for Age and Gender. Supervisor rated variables are 

controlled for Personal liking.

Predictor
Career 
Planning

Proactive Skill 
Development

In-role 
Performance Employability

β SEβ β SEβ β SEβ β SEβ

Independent variable

Career Adaptability .41*** .08 .48*** .07 - -

Mediating variables

 Career Planning - - - .22** .08

 Proactive Skill 
Development - - .22** .07 -.03 .08

Control Variables

Age -.03 .09 .11 .07 .04 .08 .04 .08

Gender -.11 .06 .02 .13 .02 .04 -.06 .07

Personal Liking .09 .08 .18* .019 .52*** .07 .40*** .08

R² .21 .27 .38 .24

Indirect effects on In-role Performance 

Proactive Skill 
Development .11*** .03

Indirect effects on Employability

Proactive Skill 
Development -.02 .04

Career Planning .09* 0.4

Career Adaptability

EmployabilityCareer Planning

In-Role Performance

.40***

.22***

.22**

Proactive Skill 
Development

.48***

.35***

Figure 3. Results of the mediation model between career adaptability, adapting behavior, and 
supervisor-rated outcomes. 

Note. All variables are controlled for Age and Gender. Supervisor rated variables are controlled for 
Personal liking.
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Discussion
This study examined the validity of the Hungarian CAAS, by testing its 

psychometric properties and nomological network in a sample of nurses. The results 
indicate that the Hungarian form of CAAS performs in line with CAAS-International 
(Savickas & Porfeli, 2012), in terms of scale reliability and factor structure. The scales 
measure the second-order career adaptability construct through the four first-order 
constructs: concern, control, curiosity and confidence. Moreover, the CCMA based 
measurement model fitted the data better than the alternative one-, two- and three- 
factor models, offering support that adaptive readiness, career adaptability and 
adapting behaviors, represent related but statistically distinguishable constructs. 

The results of the study also support the positive relationship between adaptive 
readiness and adapting behaviors through career adaptability. As hypothesized, 
proactive and conscientious nurses engaged in more career planning and skill 
development, by virtue of a higher level of the career adaptability competences. This 
finding extends the validity of the CCMA (Savickas, 2013; Savickas & Porfeli, 2012) 
to working professionals such as nurses. Moreover, while Tian & Fan (2014) related 
development of career adaptability to features of learning environment and parental 
support of nursing students, they didn’t empirically test the outcomes of career 
adaptability. On the other hand, the current study extends the portfolio of adapting 
behaviors to include proactive skill development, as behavior related to adaptive 
readiness and adaptability resources of working nurses. Such results provide more 
context specific support for the brother theory on the importance of proactive 
personality and conscientiousness for navigating the current labor market. However, 
direct effects from the two indicators of adaptive readiness to both adaptive strategies 
imply that adaptivity might affect adapting in ways beyond the career adapt-ability 
resources. Future research should explore alternative self-regulatory mechanisms to 
enrich our understanding of pathways through which more context-general adaptive 
readiness is manifested in adapting attitudes and behaviors in the career domain. 

Finally, the results indicate positive relationships of career adaptability to 
supervisor ratings of in-role performance, through proactive skill development, and 
supervisor ratings of employability through career planning. Career adapt-ability 
resources represent self-regulatory strengths that stimulate nurses’ self-directed 
acquisition of human capital, which in turn positively contributes to performing 
tasks and duties within their job. Also, career adapt-ability resources translate into 
individual nurses’ investment in career planning, which contributes to them being 
evaluated as more employable and capable to prepare and adapt to future changes 
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in a creative manner.

 Contrary to expectations, career adaptability did not relate to employability 
indirectly through proactive skill development. This might indicate that career 
adaptability represents a set of individual strengths that can trigger parallel behavioral 
strategies which, consequently lead to different outcomes. Career planning enhances 
ones’ orientation toward the future and the degree to which one is able to consider 
future alternatives. This might be more important for increasing employability as 
opposed to the acquisition of human capital. Alternatively, engagement in setting 
career goals and developing specific action repertoires that are necessary to reach 
these career goals, may boost career related psychological capital (e.g. hope and 
career self-efficacy beliefs), reducing uncertainty about future career transitions and 
consequently leading to higher employability. It might, however, also be that the 
degree of conceptual similarity among the two adapting strategies, combined with 
the relatively small sample size, affected the statistical power of the analysis and 
that this reduced the chance to detect the role of proactive skill development in 
employability.

Practical Implications
The current study has implications for individual nurses, nursing schools, and 

hospital human resource management practices. Positive relationships of adaptive 
readiness to proactive skill development and career planning, through career 
adaptability, indicate the instrumental role of career adaptability in managing 
individual nurses’ careers. Besides their role in teaching the content of the nursing 
profession, nursing schools may be able to help nurses-to-be develop in their future 
careers by equipping students with self-regulatory resources of concern, control, 
curiosity, and confidence, prior to graduation. This may help develop nurses that 
are skilled to proactively acquire knowledge that they might not have acquired 
within nursing school. Continuous updating job knowledge and skills is needed to 
stay on track with the fast-changing healthcare industry and needs of increasingly 
more complex care provision. Nursing schools can help nurses develop important 
self-regulatory mechanisms that will help them deal with such changes across their 
careers. 

Additionally, the positive indirect relationship of nurses’ career adaptability to 
supervisor rated outcomes, through proactive skill development and career planning, 
underscores the organizational benefits of supporting nurses’ career adaptability. 
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Stimulating career adaptability through organizational practices might increase their 
investment in acquiring and/or upgrading skills and knowledge, and help them to 
be more effective on the job. Since nursing performance is reflected in the provision 
of high-quality patient care which represent hospitals’ core business, understanding 
what stimulates nurses to continually update their skills and knowledge is crucial for 
hospitals’ long-term success.

 Finally, career adapt-ability resources relate positively to nurses’ engagement 
in career planning activities, which might have long term benefits for increasing and 
sustaining their employability. By fostering career adapt-ability resources, hospitals 
may contribute to developing nurses that are more able to anticipate and respond 
to changes within the nursing job. Also, in a context where considerable percentage 
of well-trained nurses migrates to other countries in search of better employment 
conditions, being employable beyond the current job is valuable for the career 
success of individual nurses as well.

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research
Although using supervisor ratings of in-role performance and employability, 

rather than self-report measures, decreased the risk of common source bias for some 
tested relationships, this study does have certain limitations. 

First, the cross-sectional nature of the data means that causal inferences 
about the direction of relationships between variables cannot be tested. Hence, 
further experimental and/or longitudinal research to test the directionality of the 
hypothesized relationships is needed. 

Second, our current sample includes both part-time and full-time nurses. 
Although this increases the generalizability of the findings on broader group of 
nurses, it resulted in a sample of nurses who are overall somewhat younger than the 
average population of nurses within Hungary and the European Union in general. 
While this might not necessarily be a disadvantage, as understanding antecedents 
of performance and employability of nurses who are relatively early in their careers 
is valuable for nursing schools and hospitals, future research should ensure greater 
representation of older nurses. In addition, the sample size of full-time workers limited 
the possibility to test the roles of adaptive readiness, adaptability resources, adapting 
and adaptation outcomes within the same statistical model. Thus, replication of the 
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findings on a larger sample of full-time professionals is recommended.

Third, we focused on two adaptive strategies (career planning and proactive 
skill development). In extending the findings of this study, future researchers should 
consider including additional adapting strategies such as social influence behaviors 
(e.g. self-promotion) and boundary management (e.g. work–life balance) or proactive 
work behaviors (e.g. job crafting). 

Finally, the current study tested only the individual antecedents of career 
adaptability and did not measure boundary conditions that might inhibit or stimulate 
their effects on adapting behaviors and outcomes. One potential extension of this 
line of research is identifying contextual and organizational-level moderators of 
the hypothesized relationships. For example, in the “weak” situations characterized 
by greater autonomy or in an organizational culture where proactivity is highly 
valued, workers might have more space to express themselves and be empowered 
to draw upon their own career adapt-ability resources. Accordingly, in the context 
that offers opportunities for career progression, nurses might use their career 
adapt-ability resources to increase their employability within the hospital, whereas 
if such opportunities are not provided they might focus on external employability 
opportunities. The current findings represent only a first step toward elucidating the 
complex mechanism by means of which career adaptability relates to productively 
performing in one’s current role and sustaining employability.

Conclusion
To conclude, the present study aimed to expand our understanding of 

the antecedents and consequences of career adaptability within the context of 
the Hungarian nursing professionals. Results suggest that career adaptability 
competences represent key self-regulatory resources that might explain why more 
proactive and conscientiousness nurses engage more in career planning and 
proactive skill development. Moreover, through these adapting behaviors, career 
adapt-ability resources relate to distal positive outcomes, such as higher in-role 
performance and employability. The study supports the generalizability of the career 
adaptability construct in the Hungarian nursing context. It also offers an extension 
of CCMA (Savickas, 2013), by including proactive skill development and career 
planning in the portfolio of adapting behaviors among working professionals. Finally, 
it provides empirical evidence for the relationship between career adaptability and 
supervisory rated outcomes.
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Oh, the leaky boundaries of man-made states!
How many clouds float past them with impunity;

how much desert sand shifts from one land to another;
how many mountain pebbles tumble onto foreign soil

in provocative hops!

Wisława Szymborska, Psalm (1976) 
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Abstract
The goal of the current study was to investigate the relationships among 
psychological resources, career barriers, and job search self-efficacy in a sample of 
post-2014 Syrian refugees. Participants included 330 refugees in Greece and the 
Netherlands. Data were obtained using paper-based surveys, with all measures 
translated into Arabic. Drawing from career construction theory (Savickas, 2005), 
we hypothesized that adaptive readiness, operationalized in terms of psychological 
capital, would be positively related to job search self-efficacy through career 
adaptability. In addition, social and administrative career barriers were hypothesized 
to moderate the first stage of the indirect effect between psychological capital 
and job search self-efficacy, such that this relationship is weaker when refugees 
experience higher career barriers. Results indicated that individuals with higher 
psychological capital more confidently engaged in job search behavior in the 
destination country, mostly due to their enhanced career adaptability. However, 
this relationship weakened when participants experienced higher social barriers 
and strengthened when they experienced higher administrative barriers. The 
findings provide further support for the career construction model of adaptation 
(Savickas & Porfeli, 2012) and pinpoint career adapt-ability resources as critical 
self-regulatory strengths that help individuals in this particularly vulnerable group 
adapt to occupational transitions. Moreover, the results highlight the potentially 
detrimental role of social barriers in this process. Based on the results, we offer 
implications for formulating training and career construction theory-based career 
counseling focused on enhancing career adaptability and psychological capital.
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Globally, the number of people with a refugee status has reached 22.5 million, of 
whom 4.4 million reside in Europe. The current refugee influx represents the largest 
population movement in Europe since the Second World War (UNHCR, 2017a). This 
inflow poses challenges for host societies in terms of not only logistics, but also—and 
more importantly—the ensuring of long-term integration. Employment is one key 
strategy for newcomer integration (Colic-Peisker & Walker, 2003), because it provides 
the financial security and resources that facilitate integration in other life domains 
(Marmot & Wilkinson, 2006). Yet unemployment rates among recent refugees are 
disproportionally high (Bloch, 2002b), and those who do secure employment usually 
do so in secondary labor markets (Colic-Peisker & Tilbury, 2006). In EU countries, it 
takes five to six years on average for > 50% of refugees to become employed and 
as much as 15 years to reach a 70% employment rate (Konle-Seidl & Bolits, 2016). 
Hence, most refugees who have arrived in the EU in the post-2014 wave are still in 
the initial stage of orienting themselves on the local labor market.

In the general population, job search self-efficacy (JSSE), defined as the 
belief that one can successfully perform specific job search behaviors and obtain 
employment (Saks & Ashforth, 1999), is a critical antecedent of searching for and 
securing employment (e.g., Brown, Cober, Kane, Levy, & Shalhoop, 2006). Given 
that refugees are often unfamiliar with the different ways of conducting different 
job search tasks in their new context, JSSE might be even more important for their 
chances of acquiring employment. Low JSSE, coupled with limited support and 
oftentimes lengthy bureaucratic procedures, may be particularly vexing for refugees, 
as each month of inactivity decreases the odds of subsequent employment (Shekhar 
et al., 2016). Therefore, the current study focuses on understanding individual level 
antecedents of JSSE among refugees, which might help remove barriers to a quick 
start in the host country. 

Career construction theory (CCT; Savickas & Porfeli, 2012) forms the theoretical 
backbone of the current study because it explains how people adapt to critical 
tasks, transitions, and challenges in their occupational development. Specifically, 
the career construction model of adaptation (CCMA) proposes a sequential process 
through which relatively stable personality traits (adaptive readiness) impact career-
specific adaptability resources (career adaptability), which in turn trigger behaviors 
and beliefs that individuals use to navigate changing conditions (adapting). Different 
operationalizations of adaptivity, career adaptability, and adapting have been 
related to a range of positive outcomes in the career and job domains, including 
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employment status and employment quality (Koen, Klehe, Van Vianen, Zikic, & Nauta, 
2010), promotability (Chan et al., 2016) and career satisfaction (McKenna et al., 2016). 
Guan et al. (2014) provided longitudinal evidence that JSSE mediates the relationship 
of career construction model dimensions with employment outcomes. Thus, CCMA 
forms a valuable framework for investigating the extent to which adaptive readiness 
and career adapt-ability resources explain refugees’ career-related adapting, as 
reflected in their JSSE, and concomitant objective and subjective outcomes. 

Refugee job search and labor market integration do not happen in a vacuum, 
but rather at the interface between individual and contextual factors that may reside 
at the organization, municipality, and/or country level (Kogan, 2016). The United 
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR, 2017a) has identified legislative 
and administrative procedures as critical challenges to refugee employment in 
Europe. Post-2014 refugees likely also experience additional social challenges 
due to their different cultural backgrounds—more so than for the previous refugee 
cohorts in Europe (e.g., those fleeing from the Yugoslav war in the 1990s). Such 
stronger social differences may induce discrimination and stereotyping by the 
indigenous population and can trigger perceptions of cultural misfit, which together 
with administrative barriers might dissuade job search efforts. Therefore, we address 
the role of administrative and social career barriers in refugees’ career adaptability.

This study sets out to make several contributions to the emergent literature 
on refugee careers. First, we aim to better understand career adaptability among 
a particularly vulnerable, jeopardized, marginalized, and under-researched 
population that stands to gain a lot from a better understanding of those individual 
and contextual factors that proximally contribute to their JSSE and distally to their 
labor market integration and well-being. CCT (Savickas, 2005) focuses on adaptation 
to transitions in the career and occupational domain. Comparable to what happens 
in other career transitions and traumas, different refugees may adapt differently to 
the host country labor market. Achieving positive adaptation outcomes will depend 
on adaptive readiness, available career adapt-ability resources, and demonstrated 
adapting beliefs and behaviors. Although the literature stresses the importance of 
testing CCT in less privileged populations, existing studies have only focused on 
older workers (Zacher & Griffin, 2015), disabled workers (Santilli, Nota, Ginevra, & 
Soresi, 2014), or the unemployed (Zikic & Klehe, 2006); studies among refugees are 
lacking and we provide one such study here. 
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Second, research on the role of context in career adaptability is scarce (notable 
exceptions being Guo et al., 2014; Maggiori, Johnston, Krings, Massoudi, & Rossier, 
2013). Here, taking perceived career barriers into account, we look at Syrian refugees 
who recently resettled in the Netherlands and Greece. These two countries represent 
two very different contexts, and we explore whether this has consequences for career 
adaptability. Given the urgency, severity, and complexity of many refugees’ rather 
desperate positions, recommendations for evidence-based interventions are sorely 
needed. Therefore, we aim to generate insights into the role of psychological capital 
and career adaptability in this group.

Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Development
The current study expands previous work by examining psychological capital, 

which previous studies used to operationalize individual adaptive readiness, as one 
of the key factors that might contribute to refugees’ career adaptability and JSSE. 
Although individual differences have been found to be related to refugees’ coping 
and recovery from trauma (Jayasuriya, Sang, & Fielding, 1992), the investigation of 
person-centered variables in relation to employment-related outcomes has to date 
remained restricted to demographic factors such as gender (Cebolla-Boado & Finotelli, 
2015), human capital (Hartog & Zorlu, 2009), and social capital (Konle-Seidl & Bolits, 
2016). Research on how adaptive readiness affects refugees’ employment-related 
outcomes is lacking. Here we address adaptive readiness in terms of psychological 
capital, which is defined as “a core psychological factor of positivity in general 
[…] that goes beyond human and social capital to gain a competitive advantage 
through investment/development of ‘who you are’” (Gardner, Avolio, Luthans, May, 
& Walumbwa, 2005, p. 253). Psychological capital is concerned with individuals’ 
general positive outlook on life. It integrates four elements: self-efficacy (confidence 
in one’s ability to successfully complete a task or goal), hope (perceived ability to 
motivate oneself via agentic thinking), resilience (capacity to recover from failure or 
adversity), and optimism (making stable and internal attributions to positive events 
and unstable and external attributions to negative ones) (Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 
2007). In non-migrant populations, psychological capital is instrumental to success 
in the employment domain, relating positively to career adaptability (Tolentino et al., 
2014), perceived employability, and job search (Chen & Lim, 2012). Because positive 
expectancies are related to adaptive coping (Scheier, Carver, & Bridges, 1994) and 
flexibility in response to novel situations (Aspinwall, Richter, & Hoffman, 2001), we 
conceptualize refugee adaptive readiness in terms of psychological capital and 



CHAPTER 4

Perceived Employability as a Manifest Career Resource Caravan

137

propose psychological capital as a key trait antecedent of career adaptability and 
JSSE beliefs (cf. Rudolph et al., 2017; Santilli et al., 2014; Tolentino et al., 2014).

Career Adaptability as a Link between Psychological Capital and JSSE
Career adaptability is the self-regulatory capacity to cope with career transitions 

and “unpredictable adjustments prompted by changes in work and working 
conditions” (Savickas, 1997, p. 254). Adaptivity captures stable psychological 
tendencies to adapt, and career adapt-ability resources represent the “how” 
(Savickas, 2005). Career adapt-ability resources are contingent on psychological 
tendencies and result in diverse career- and job-related outcomes. Adaptable 
individuals take responsibility for developing their careers, prepare for unwanted 
situations, and explore alternative possibilities (Rudolph et al., 2017). Proximal 
outcomes of career adaptability, such as JSSE (Guan et al., 2014), career self-efficacy 
(Hirschi, Herrmann, & Keller, 2015), and career exploration (Rudolph et al., 2017), help 
individuals to develop their careers and cope with a changing work environment. 
Distal outcomes include employment quality or job satisfaction (Koen et al., 2010). 
In searching for work in a new country, refugees usually go through several iterative 
stages involving assessing personal characteristics, researching job opportunities, 
submitting applications, participating in interviews, negotiating with potential 
employers, and—if all goes well—making decisions on which job to accept (e.g., 
Brown et al., 2006). Believing that one can perform all tasks related to a job search 
(JSSE) is highly relevant for initiating and sustaining efforts vis-à-vis the successive 
stages, as high self-efficacy motivates individuals to set challenging goals and strive 
for their attainment (Bandura, 1977). Through its four dimensions, concern, control, 
curiosity, and confidence, career adaptability strengthens one’s JSSE because more 
adaptable individuals prepare themselves better for job search (concern), take 
effective job search actions (control), develop a more comprehensive understanding 
of their characteristics and the job market situation (curiosity), and are generally 
more confident. Based on CCT research (e.g., Guan et al., 2014), we argue that career 
adaptability promotes refugees’ self-regulatory capacity in job search. Specifically, 
global personal agency, as manifested in psychological capital, gives rise to career 
concern, control, curiosity, and confidence, which together enhance domain-specific 
self-efficacy related to job search. In sum, JSSE represents an adapting belief that 
results from global personal adaptivity that is transferred through adaptability within 
the work and career domain. We hypothesize that:
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Hypothesis 1: Psychological capital is positively related to job search self-
efficacy through career adapt-ability resources. 

Career Barriers as Moderators 
Perceived career barriers refer to the events or conditions, either within the 

person or within her/his environment, that form obstacles to career progression 
(Swanson & Woitke, 1997). People might experience numerous barriers throughout 
their careers; the number sharply increases when coupled with other traumatic 
life experiences. Several unique subjective and objective barriers accompany the 
experience of forced migration, including lacking or insufficient language skills, the 
non-transferability of job qualifications, cultural differences, and legal constraints 
regarding work before obtaining a residence permit (Shekhar et al., 2016). These 
barriers can impede gaining employment, with their significance often being greater 
than the barriers faced by the local population or other migrant groups (e.g., family 
migrants; expatriates) (Ortensi, 2015). Thus, addressing the role of career barriers is 
important to improve our understanding of refugees’ career development. 

Although popular in empirical research and in economic models of migrant 
employment, career barriers have been only marginally acknowledged in most 
theoretical models in the vocational behavior domain (Swanson, Daniels, & Tokar, 
1996). Likewise, the CCMA does not explicitly recognize their role, but does conceive 
of career development as a psychosocial activity at the interface between the self 
and the society of which one is a part. In doing so, it emphasizes the fit between the 
person and the environment as the key goal of career adaptation. If one accepts 
that career adaptability is developed at the intersection between the inner and 
outer worlds (Tolentino et al., 2014), the translation of global adaptive readiness into 
domain-specific self-regulatory resources is contingent on institutional demands 
of the society in which one is situated (Savickas, 2005). Therefore, perceived career 
barriers may influence the process and outcomes of refugees’ career adaptation 
by affecting the congruence between the individual and his or her environment 
(Edwards & Shipp, 2007).

In line with this, social cognitive career theory (Dawis & Lofquist, 1984) 
conceptualizes career barriers as specific, contextual demands on knowledge, 
skills, and abilities that the employment context imposes on the person. The 
correspondence between the person and the environment is high, either when a 
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person’s abilities meet the demands of the employment context and/or when the 
supplies of the context meet the needs of a person (Su, Murdock, & Rounds, 2015). 
Perceptions of high career barriers might thus constrain career-related self-efficacy 
(e.g., Creed, Patton, & Bartrum, 2004), occupational choice (Brown & Lent, 1996), and 
career engagement (Hirschi, Lee, Porfeli, & Vondracek, 2013). 

In the current study, we address two sets of career barriers experienced by 
refugees: administrative and social barriers. Administrative barriers represent the 
administrative issues refugees face whereas social barriers include cultural and 
social differences as well as the process of adapting to the values and behaviors of 
a new culture. Administrative issues are commonly addressed within immigration 
policy debates, while challenges pertinent to social differences and the process 
of adapting to the values and behaviors of a new culture represent a social barrier 
commonly discussed in relation to mental health needs (Flannery, Reise, & Yu, 2001). 
We argue that, in the employment domain, both types of barriers may play a role, and 
we study their role in refugees’ career adaptability. Although the aforementioned 
theoretical rationale suggests a negative role of barriers in the career development 
of refugees, research suggests that perceiving career-related barriers might not 
always be impeding or defeating, but at times may also have a positive, challenging 
effect on individuals (Swanson & Tokar, 1991). Specifically, the interaction between an 
individual’s tendency to expect positive or negative outcomes (optimism/pessimism) 
and external barriers has been found to determine the effects of barriers (Scheier 
& Carver, 1993). In that sense, career barriers may not necessarily have (as many) 
negative implications for people with high as opposed to low adaptive readiness. 

Although the above argumentation is somewhat inconclusive with regard to 
the effect of career barriers on the relationship among global psychological capital, 
career adapt-ability resources, and job search self-efficacy, we propose that the 
particularities of forced migration need to be accounted for. Extremely stressful life 
situations, such as fleeing war and the risk of persecution, require the mobilization of 
one’s resources for a prolonged time and in multiple life domains. Refugees’ personal 
resources are repeatedly taxed in an effort to buffer the negative consequences 
of traumata. Therefore, the environment in which refugees experience intense 
administrative barriers and a strong sense of not fitting in the local culture, or of being 
treated differently because of their background, might exert additional strain on the 
already burdened self-regulatory mechanisms, weakening their effects on desirable 
outcomes. Therefore, we argue that experiencing such obstacles buffers the positive 
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influence of the relatively stable and global psychological capital variables on the 
career-specific manifestations of career adaptability and JSSE. We hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2: Social career barriers moderate the first stage of the indirect 
effect between psychological capital and job search self-efficacy, such that this 
relationship is weaker when refugees experience higher career barriers.

Hypothesis 3: Administrative career barriers moderate the first stage of the 
indirect effect between psychological capital and job search self-efficacy, such 
that this relationship is weaker when refugees experience higher career barriers. 

Potential Differences among Greece and the Netherlands
The current study focused on recently resettled Syrian refugees in Greece and the 

Netherlands. Some differences exist between these countries in terms of the recent 
refugee arrivals. In 2015 alone, approximately 850,000 people crossed the Aegean 
Sea and arrived in Greece (UNHCR, 2017b). In the same period, the Netherlands 
received substantially smaller numbers of refugees—approximately 114,000 persons 
(UNHCR, 2017a). In addition, the local labor markets offer different employment 
opportunities. Greece has relatively high levels of employment protection legislation, 
making the market less flexible and less accessible to refugees. This rigidity of the 
formal labor market is somewhat offset by a relatively large informal economy, in 
which many end up working. The economic crisis has further reduced refugees’ 
chances to escape unemployment. Despite the Greek government’s recent efforts, 
its asylum system is still undersized, fragmentary, and inefficient, with a crucial role 
being played by local NGO and charity networks. The lack of support for the majority 
of those awaiting a decision on their application leaves thousands of forced migrants 
in a state of exclusion and severe marginalization (Karantinos, 2016). 

In contrast, the Netherlands has a lower level of employment protection 
legislation, which renders the labor market more flexible and more accessible to 
refugees. In addition, the Dutch asylum system is standardized and systematic, 
with national and local governments being key stakeholders. However, although 
municipalities provide basic support, long-term integration is largely an individual 
responsibility. Furthermore, the authorities favor general employment policies with 
no targeted refugee-specific measures (Huddleston, Bilgili, Joki, & Vankova, 2015). 
In both countries, refugees are commonly identified as a vulnerable group who 
experience high unemployment and underemployment (Colic-Peisker & Tilbury, 
2006).
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While there clearly are both differences and similarities in the country context, 
the implications of these for career barriers and the career adaptability of refugees 
are still unclear. On one hand, based on the often-demonstrated value of career 
adapt-ability resources in different contexts and across populations (e.g., Savickas & 
Porfeli, 2012), we expect the sequential model of career adaptation to hold for Syrian 
refugees in both contexts. On the other hand, contextual differences might affect 
the specific career barriers these refugees face. For example, although legislation, 
administrative procedures, and social integration are well-known challenges in 
both countries, the salience of different challenges might differ, thereby potentially 
differentially affecting career adaptability. 

To enhance our understanding of how country differences affect the 
relationships among psychological capital, career adaptability resources, and JSSE 
or the moderating role of administrative and social barriers, this study compared 
the hypothesized model in both countries and posed two exploratory research 
questions:

Exploratory Research Question 1. Does the indirect relationship between 
psychological capital and job search self-efficacy through career adapt-ability 
resources differ between Syrian refugees in Greece and those in the Netherlands? 

Exploratory Research Question 2. Do administrative and social barriers exhibit 
the same moderating effects on the indirect relationship between psychological 
capital and job search self-efficacy through career adapt-ability resources among 
Syrian refugees in Greece and the Netherlands?

Method

Participants
The study included 330 participants: 59.4% currently settled in the Netherlands 

and 40.6% in Greece. Participants were on average 31.72 years old (SD = 8.33). Of 
the participants, 30.6% were female and 62.4% were male (7% participants chose 
not to indicate gender). In terms of marital status, 44.8% of the participants indicated 
that they were single, 35.5% married, 7.9% divorced, and 2.7% widowed; 9.1% 
did not indicate marital status. Furthermore, 30% had children whereas 59.7% did 
not; 10.3% chose not to answer. The majority of participants indicated a bachelor’s 
degree (36.4%) or high school diploma (30.9%) as their highest level of education. 
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Most participants (68.8%) indicated having previous work experience in a range 
of occupational backgrounds, including blue collar jobs, administrative functions, 
teaching and education, translation, management, engineering, arts, and medicine. 
At the time of the survey, participants had resided in their current country 22.52 
months (SD = 18.20), and just over half (52.7%) said that they intended to stay in 
their current destination. In addition, 21.5% indicated that they had participated in 
training programs aimed at improving their chances in the labor market.

Procedure
We collected data for the current study using paper-based surveys. Participation 

was voluntary, and participants received a small incentive for participating (e.g., 
coffee, tea, and/or food). All data were collected anonymously and used for research 
purposes only. The study was approved by the ethics committee of the faculty 
employing the researchers. Target participants were refugees from Syria because 
Syria represents the most common origin country of approved asylum applicants 
within the EU (UNHCR, 2017a). We applied a non-probability snowball sampling 
technique by recruiting participants through referrals among the people who shared 
study relevant characteristics. In refugee research, snowball sampling is frequently 
used as refugees are difficult to locate using other means (e.g., Bloch, 2007). To 
reduce the risk of range restriction and ensure more comprehensive coverage, 
more than 30 care organizations and accommodation providers were approached, 
and contact with gatekeepers within these organizations was established. Although 
this was a lengthy process, the role of gatekeepers was substantial; they helped 
gain access, facilitated the building of rapport with the refugees, and pointed out 
other organizations or participants. To facilitate comprehension and to create a safe 
and distraction-free environment, we administered surveys one-on-one or in small 
groups, allowing ample time for questions and comments. 

Measures
We measured psychological capital, career adaptability, JSSE, and career 

barriers on 5-point scales ranging from 1 (not strong) to 5 (strongest) for career 
adaptability and 1 (fully disagree) to 5 (fully agree) for all other scales.

All measures were translated into Arabic using a translation–back translation 
procedure (Brislin, 1970). To ensure the quality of the content and translation, a focus 
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group was organized prior to translation, in which five representatives of the target 
population evaluated the survey. The purpose was to make sure that the survey was 
understandable, clear, and free from any potentially offensive, inappropriate, or hurtful 
content. Although no major issues emerged, suggestions pertaining to the provision 
of more detailed and simplified instructions were implemented. After translating 
the instrument, a second focus group was conducted with six representatives of the 
target population to verify the translation. Through joint discussion, consensus was 
reached regarding the final format and wording of the survey.

Psychological capital. Psychological capital was measured with the 12-item 
Compound-Psychological-Capital questionnaire (PCPC-12; Lorenz, Beer, Pütz, & 
Heinitz, 2016). The scale consists of four subscales: hope, resilience, optimism, and 
self-efficacy. Example items are: “If I should find myself in a jam, I could think of 
many ways to get out of it” (hope);” It’s okay if there are people who don’t like me” 
(resilience); “The future holds a lot of good in store for me” (optimism); “I can remain 
calm when facing difficulties because I can rely on my coping abilities “(self-efficacy). 
The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .98 in the Greek sub-sample and .96 in the 
Dutch sub-sample.

Career adaptability. The Career Adapt-Abilities Scale (CAAS; Savickas & Porfeli, 
2012) was used to assess participants’ career adapt-ability resources, that is concern, 
control, curiosity, and confidence, using six items each. Example items are “Thinking 
about what my future will be like” (concern), “Making decisions by myself” (control), 
“exploring my surroundings” (curiosity), and “Overcoming obstacles” (confidence). 
The Cronbach’s alpha was .97 in the Greek sub-sample and .958 in the Dutch sub-
sample.

Career barriers. The career barriers scale included five items for administrative 
barriers and five items for social barriers to labor market integration. These items 
were obtained from Bloch (2002). Participants rated the extent to which they 
had experienced each barrier. Example items are “Not having my qualifications 
recognized” (administrative barriers) and “Not fitting in the local culture” (social 
barriers). The Cronbach’s alpha for administrative barriers was .72 in the Greek sub-
sample and .72 in the Dutch sub-sample whereas, for social barriers, it was .76 and 
.78, respectively.
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Job search self-efficacy. JSSE was measured using Saks, Zikic, and Koen’s (2015) 
10-item scale for job search self-efficacy behavior (JSSE-B). Participants were asked 
to indicate their confidence in successfully performing specific job search behaviors, 
an example item being “Plan and organize a weekly job search schedule.” The 
Cronbach’s alpha was .91 in the Greek sub-sample and .92 in the Dutch sub-sample.

Control Variables
Recent research suggests that gender plays a role in employment in the current 

refugee cohort (Cebolla-Boado & Finotelli, 2015), because traditional views of gender 
roles might affect women’s employment-related self-efficacy (Konle-Seidl & Bolits, 
2016). Thus, we controlled for gender. Also, human capital variables, such as work 
experience and education, may be positively related to career adaptability and JSSE. 
More experienced and educated workers may have accumulated more job-relevant 
knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAs) and might feel more confident in their ability 
to secure employment. Conversely, KSAs that are not easily transferable might have 
negative consequences for JSSE. Similarly, less educated workers might be more 
confident than their high-skilled counterparts, because the former are seeking those 
jobs more readily offered to refugees. Education qualifications do not tend to pay off 
in the first five years after arrival (Hartog & Zorlu, 2009) because of challenges involved 
in recognition of educational certificates (Buber-Ennser et al., 2016) and employers’ 
prejudiced attitudes toward foreign qualifications (Bilgili et al., 2015). We therefore 
controlled for work experience and education level. Local language ability affects 
access to the local labor market and helps in adapting to the new society. In some 
occupations, language proficiency may be less important (Bloch, 2007), whereas 
others require fluency (Hartog & Zorlu, 2009). Hence, we controlled for fluency in 
Dutch or Greek. Next, as previous research has demonstrated the positive effects of 
targeted career support on employment (e.g., Heinesen, Husted, & Rosholm, 2011), 
we also controlled for participation in any work-related training program. Because 
many administrative and psychological processes (e.g., mourning over the life left 
behind) need to occur before refugees reach a point where they can engage in job 
search, we controlled for length of stay in Greece or the Netherlands. Finally, we 
accounted for the intention to stay in Greece or the Netherlands as this might affect 
the investment of personal resources toward job search. 
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Analytical Strategy
Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) and path analyses were conducted with 

MPLUS (Version 7) (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2012). A maximum likelihood procedure 
with robust standard errors and chi-square (MLR) was used to test the measurement 
models, and a full-information maximum likelihood estimation (FIML) with 95% bias-
corrected bootstrap confidence intervals based on 5000 bootstrapped samples was 
used to estimate the parameters of the hypothesized moderated-mediation model. 
We estimated the indirect and interaction effects within the same model (e.g., Edwards 
& Lambert, 2007). Moreover, we used a two-step process to assess the role of control 
variables, testing the models with and without controls (Spector & Brannick, 2011). 
The root-mean-square-error of approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFI), 
and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) were used to assess fit. For the 
nested-model comparisons, Satorra-Bentler’s corrected significance test was used. 

Results

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
Table 4.1 depicts correlations and reliability coefficients, with values for the total 

sample below the diagonal and values for Greece and the Netherlands above it. 
All scales demonstrated adequate reliability. Most correlations were in the expected 
direction. In both sub-samples, correlations among psychological capital, career 
adaptability, and JSSE were positive and significant. Social barriers did not relate 
significantly to career adaptability or JSSE, whereas administrative barriers related 
significantly and negatively to JSSE in the full sample and in the Dutch sub-sample.
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Table 4.1. Correlations and reliability of study variables

Table 4.1 note. ***p<.001 **p<.01 *p<.05. Correlations for the entire sample are presented 
below the diagonal. Correlations for each sub-sample are presented above the diagonal, for 
Greece and the Netherlands, respectively. Reliability coefficients are presented for Greece and 
the Netherlands, respectively. Country was coded as 0=Greece; 1=The Netherlands, Gender 
was coded as 0=Female; 1=Male, and Work experience was coded as 0=No; 1=Yes

1 2 3 4 6 7 8
GR NL GR NL GR NL GR NL GR NL

1. Country (-)

2. Gender .03 (-) .03 .13 -.12 .01 .00 .04 .19* -.02 .13 -.05

3. Age .21** .10 (-) .10 .02 .19 .00 .08** .24 -.24* -.01

4. Months since leaving .26** -.05 .09 (-) -.06 -.02 .15 .09 .24* .38**

5. Intentions to stay -.62** .10 -.12 -.15* -.23 -.08 .09 -.01 .19 -.02

6. Education level .34** -.03 .12 .05 (-) -.06** .20 -.27** .21**

7. Work experience .20** .07 .20** .13* .11 (-) .23** .00

8. Local language 
proficiency .21** .03 -.04 .34** .05 .14** (-)

9. Training participation .19** .02 -.04 .22** .18** .11* .25**

10. Psychological 
capital -.12* .03 -.08 .06 .02 .09 .03

11. Career adaptability -.19** .06 -.11 -.00 -.05 .09 .18**

12. Job search self-
efficacy -.16** -.07 -.11 -.03 .08 .12* .16**

13. Social barriers -.18** .07 .11 -.09 -.09 -.02 -.05

14. Administrative 
barriers .07 .05 .04 -.08 -.11 -.07 -.02
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To provide insight into potential differences between refugees in Greece and 
the Netherlands, we compared the groups using independent sample t-tests. The 
results (see Table 4.2) indicate statistically significant differences in the mean levels 
of most variables. In terms of demographics, refugees in Greece were on average 
slightly but significantly older, while their mean education and work experience were 
lower than those of refugees in the Netherlands. Also, refugees in the Netherlands 
had been in the current host country for significantly longer, were more proficient in 
the local language, and were more positively inclined to stay in the host country than 
those in Greece. Although comparisons in sample characteristics need to be taken 
with some reservations because of the non-probability sampling we applied, the 
results are aligned with recent arguments (Buber-Ennser, 2016) about the positive 
selection of migrants with better socio-economic status (and presumably human 
capital) because crossing multiple borders requires substantial financial investment 
and would be more difficult to afford. Both administrative and social barriers were 
perceived to be higher in Greece, although the difference was significant only 
for social barriers. Finally, participants based in Greece indicated higher levels of 
career adaptability and JSSE, while the two groups did not differ significantly on 

9 10 11 12 13 14
GR NL GR NL GR NL GR NL GR NL GR NL

1. Country

2. Gender .10 -.03 .04 .03 .08 .06 -.02 -.09 .09 .07 .07 .04

3. Age .10 -.14 .02 -.11 -.08 -.09 -.04 -.12 -.01 .20* -.07 .11

4. Months since leaving .02 .26** .13 .09 .09 .04 -.03 -.02 .00 .08 .01 -.12

5. Intentions to stay -.05 .15* -.12 -.08 -.05 .04 -.26* -.04 .12 .13 -.06 .03

6. Education level .02 .18* -.05 .14 -.15 .16* -.02 .23** .11 -.15* .00 -.14

7. Work experience .04 .11 .15 .09 .11 .15* .04 .26** .05 -.01 .02 -.12

8. Local language 
proficiency .10 .29** .12 .00 .35** .12 .28** .13 -.03 .00 .09 -.09

9. Training participation (-) .10 .06 -.06 .30** .04 .30** .06 -.12 -.02/ -.21**

10. Psychological 
capital .05 .98 .96 .52** .39** .40** .39** -.01 .34 .02 -.12

11. Career adaptability .02 .53** .97 .96 .43** .41** .00 -.23 .00 -.19**

12. Job search self-
efficacy .17** .41** .43** .91 .92 -.01 -.26 .05/ -.34**

13. Social barriers -.09 -.16** -.10 -.11 .76 .78 .37** .38**

14. Administrative 
barriers -.15** -.05 -.10 -.16** .38** .72 .72
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psychological capital.

Table 4.2. Descriptive statistics and t-tests for differences between Greece and the 

Netherlands

Note. ***p<.001 **p<.01 *p<.05. Gender was coded as 0=Female; 1=Male, and Work 
experience was coded as 0=No; 1=Yes 

Measurement Model
We performed a series of CFAs to compare the fit of the hypothesized 

measurement model to alternative models (see Table 4.3). The results indicate that 
the hypothesized measurement model adequately fit the data (SB-χ2 = 2383.30, df 
= 1466, p < .001; CFI = .882; RMSEA = .04; SRMR = .06), with the single factor model 
demonstrating poor fit (SB-χ2 = 4766.72, df = 1484, p < .001; CFI = .58; RMSEA = .08; 
SRMR = .11; SB- Δχ2(df) = 323.722(18), p < .001). To assess whether our measures 

Variable

All Participants Greece Netherlands

t(1,330)
Cohen’s 
dM SD M SD M SD

Gender .67 .47 .66 .48 .68 .47 -.46 .05

Age 31.72 8.33 29.34 7.10 33.00 8.67 -3.51*** .46

Months since 
leaving 22.52 18.02 16.54 17.66 26.07 17.33 -4.26*** .55

Intention to stay 
in the current 
country

1.35 .48 1.15 .36 1.78 .42 12.23*** 1.64

Education 2.36 1.08 1.87 1.14 2.63 .93 -5.89*** .73

Work 
experience .69 .46 .57 .50 .77 .42 -3.63*** .41

Language 
proficiency 1.98 1.06 1.71 1.10 2.17 1.00 -3.94*** .44

Training 
participation .22 .41 .12 .33 .28 .45 -3.77*** .41

Psychological 
capital 3.77 .62 3.86 .64 3.71 .60 2.00 .24

Career 
adaptability 3.67 .82 3.85 .91 3.54 .73 3.26** .38

Job search self-
efficacy 2.88 1.00 3.08 1.12 2.76 .90 2.57** .32

Social barriers 2.33 1.02 2.56 1.10 2.19 .95 3.07** .36

Administrative 
barriers 2.92 1.10 3.02 1.24 2.86 1.01 1.14 .14
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were invariant across the two sub-samples, a multi-group CFA was conducted. We 
tested configural, metric, and scalar invariance for each scale. The results indicated 
full configural and metric as well as partial scalar invariance across the two groups. 
Following recommendations that at least two scalar and metric invariant indicators 
are sufficient to permit meaningful mean comparisons (Byrne, Shavelson, & Muthen, 
1989), we proceeded with hypotheses testing.

Table 4.3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results for the Measurement model

Note. n=330. 13-factor: each variable loaded on a corresponding first order factor. 
Psychological capital and CAAS dimensions loaded on the corresponding second order factors; 
5-factor: psychological capital variables loaded on a single construct as well as CAAS variables, 
job search self-efficacy loaded on the third factor, and administrative and social barriers loaded 
on one factor each; 4-factor: psychological capital variables loaded on a single construct as well 
as career variables, job search self-efficacy loaded on the third factor, and all barriers loaded on 
a single (fourth) factor. 3-factor: psychological capital and CAAS variables loaded on a common 
factor, self-efficacy loaded on the second factor, and all barriers loaded on the third factor; 
1-factor: all variables loaded on a single factor. *p<.001 

Hypothesis Testing
Test of overall path model. Overall, models with control variables demonstrated 
better fit, although hypothesized paths pertaining to parameter estimates 
remained nearly identical between the models. As our controls offer insights into 
the relationship between JSSE and country, gender, education, work experience, 
language proficiency, training participation, length of time in the current country, 
and intention to stay, we controlled for these factors in model testing.

Specifically, we regressed career adaptability on psychological capital, 
social barriers, administrative barriers, the two interaction terms (the product 
of psychological capital with social barriers and with administrative barriers), 
and all controls. We simultaneously regressed JSSE on psychological capital, 
career adaptability, administrative barriers, social barriers, and the controls. The 
hypothesized model fit the data well (χ2 = 1.06, df = 2, p = 0.59; CFI = 1.00; RMSEA 
= 0.00; SRMR = .00). Therefore, all hypotheses were tested based on this model (see 

Models SB-χ2 df RMSEA CFI SRMR SB-SCF Δ χ2/Δdf

13-factor 2383.30 1466 .04 .88 .06 1.15 241.31/45*

5-factor 2787.35 1474 .05 .83 .06 1.16 946.41/4*

4-factor 2927.25 1478 .06 .81 .07 1.16 1934.31/3*

3-factor 3485.66 1481 .06 .74 .08 1.16 2124.94/3*

1-factor 4766.72 1484 .08 .58 .11 1.16 ---
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Table 4.4 and Figure 4.1). 
Table 4.4. Psychological Capital, Career Adaptability, and Job Search Self-efficacy: 

Moderating role of social and administrative barriers

Note: n=330. ***p<.001 **p<.01 *p<.05. Values in parentheses are standard errors of 
model parameter estimates. Country was coded as 0=Greece; 1=The Netherlands, Gender was 
coded as 0=Female; 1=Male, and Work experience was coded as 0=No; 1=Yes.

Career Adaptability Job Search Self-efficacy

β SEβ β SEβ

Independent variable

Psychological Capital .45*** .04 .27** .08

Mediating variables

Career Adaptability - .28** .10

Moderating variable

Social Barriers -.10 .04 .00 .06

Administrative barriers -.06 .04 -.10 .06

Interaction terms

Psychological capital* 
Social barriers

-.15*** .04 -

Psychological capital* 
Administrative barriers

.12** .04 -

Country -.27 .14 -.43* .19

Gender .03 .08 -.18 .11

Education -.01 .04 .04 .06

Work Experience                                    .12 .09 .21 .12

Language proficiency .17*** .03 .12* .06

Training Participation -.10 .09 .34** .12

Months left -.00 .00 -.01* .00

Intention to stay .06 .14 .23 .18

R² 0.40 0.34

Effect SE p LLCI ULCI

Direct Effect .27 .08 <.001 .12 .47

Total Effect .39 .06 .004 .27 .50

Indirect Effects Bootstrapped Estimate Boot LLCI Boot ULCI

Career Adaptability .12 .04 .22
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Figure 4.1. Results of the final path model.

Several control variables were significantly related to career adaptability or JSSE. 
Respondents currently based in Greece rated themselves significantly higher on 
JSSE (β = -.43, p = .023). Fluency in the local language was positively related to JSSE 
(β = .12, p = .033) and career adaptability (β = .17, p < .001). Training participation 
was positively (β = .34, p = .009) and time since leaving Syria negatively (β = -.01, p 
= .010) related to JSSE. 

The first hypothesis proposed that psychological capital is indirectly related 
to JSSE through career adaptability. The results indicated the indirect effect to be 
positive and significant (bootstrapped estimate = 0.12), with the 95% confidence 
interval excluding zero [.04, .22], which is in line with Hypothesis 1. 

Second, we expected hope, optimism, resilience, and self-efficacy together to 
relate positively to individual career adapt-ability resources and, in turn, translate 
into higher confidence in performing behaviors relevant for finding a job in the 
destination country, and in addition we expected that this positive adapting process 
would be weakened in the face of higher perceived social barriers (Hypothesis 2). 
As expected, the results (see Table 4.4) indicated that the relationship between 
psychological capital and career adaptability was moderated by social career barriers 
(β = -.15, p < .001). Examining this conditional indirect effect (see Table 4.5) shows 
that, when experienced social barriers are low, the positive indirect relationship 
between psychological capital and JSSE is stronger than when experienced social 
barriers are higher. Together, these findings provide support for Hypothesis 2.

.12 [.04-.22]

Career Adaptability

Job Search Self-EfficacyPsychological Capital

ADAPTIVE READINESS
CAREER ADAPTABILITY 

RESOURCES
(CAAS) ADAPTIING BELIEFS

.12 (.04)***

Administrative barriers

Social barriers

INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT

-.15 (.04)*** .28 (.10)**

.27 (08)***
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Third, we inspected whether experiencing administrative barriers moderated 
the indirect effect of psychological capital with JSSE through career adaptability 
(Hypothesis 3). Although significant, the sign of the interaction term between 
psychological capital and administrative barriers was opposite to the hypothesized 
direction (β = .12, p = .005). Contrary to our expectations (see Table 4.5), when 
experienced administrative barriers were higher, the positive indirect relationship 
between psychological capital and JSSE was stronger than when such barriers were 
lower. These results contradict Hypothesis 3. 

To rule out the possibility that social and/or administrative barriers moderated 
other paths among psychological capital, career adaptability, and JSSE, we tested an 
alternative total effect moderation model. The results indicated that this alternative 
model did not fit the data well (χ2 = 8.82, df = 2, p < 0.05; RMSEA =. 10; CFI = .97; 
SRMR = .00). 

Table 4.5. Analysis of the simple slopes of the indirect effect for the levels of social and 

administrative barriers

Exploring multigroup differences. In addition to testing the overall model, we 
explored whether the hypothesized relationships varied as a function of the country 
in which refugees were located, while controlling for gender, education, work 
experience, local language proficiency, training participation, length of residence, 
and intention to stay in the current country. Specifically, we performed a multiple 
group analysis in several steps. First, we tested the fit of the hypothesized model 
for the two sub-samples separately (MGR and MNL). The results indicated that the 

Moderator 
Variable

Moderator 
Value

Indirect 
effect LLCI ULCI

Social barriers

-2SD .21 .07 .39

-1SD .17 .06 .30

Mean .12 .04 .22

+1SD .08 .03 .16

+2SD .04 .00 .10

Administrative 
barriers

-2SD .06 .01 .15

-1SD .09 .03 .17

Mean .12 .04 .22

+1SD .16 .05 .28

+2SD .19 .06 .35
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hypothesized model fit both data sets well (χ2 = .65, df = 2, p = .72; CFI = 1.00; RMSEA 
= .00; SRMR = .01; and χ2 = 2.57, df = 2; p = .28; CFI = 1.00; RMSEA = .04; SRMR = 
.01). Second, to test whether the same parameter values adequately described the 
responses of both groups, we fit a multigroup model. The unconstrained multigroup 
model in which all paths were freely estimated across both groups showed good 
fit to the data (χ2 = 3.21, df = 4, p = .52; CFI = 1.00; RMSEA = .00; SRMR = .01). 
Third, as an auxiliary test of invariance across countries, multigroup analyses were 
conducted by imposing equality constraints on all the regression paths (Mpaths). 
The fully constrained model fit the data significantly worse than the model without 
constraints, indicating that differences existed in the tested relationships across the 
two samples (χ2 = 44.24, df = 27, p = .020; CFI = .93; RMSEA = .06; SRMR = .03; 
Δχ2(df) = 44.03(23), p < .001). Therefore, we used the unconstrained multigroup 
model to further explore these differences and address the two exploratory research 
questions. 

First, to explore potential differences in the career adaptation process of the 
two groups of refugees (RQ 1), we tested the significance of the difference in the 
indirect effect of psychological capital on JSSE through career adaptability. The test 
of cross-group differences in indirect effects using non-linear parameter constraints 
indicated no significant difference in the indirect effects (bootstrapped estimate = 
.22; 95% CI [-.05, 2.03]). Thus, despite the lack of complete invariance of the model 
across the two groups, the indirect effect of psychological capital on JSSE through 
career adaptability was positive and significant in both sub-samples. 

Second, to investigate whether social or administrative career barriers 
differentially affected the career adaptation process (RQ 2), we assessed the 
significance of the difference in the paths connecting the interaction terms to career 
adaptability. The χ2 difference test of the models with these two paths constrained 
demonstrated no significant differences between the two models (Δ χ2(df) = 1.76(2), 
p = .416), indicating invariant patterns of interactions of psychological capital with 
administrative and social barriers in affecting career adaptability. Thus, although 
the proposed model was not fully invariant across groups, the observed differences 
were not attributable to the difference in the indirect and conditional relationships. 
Further inspection of the results indicated these differences stemmed from the role 
of some controls—namely, language proficiency, work experience, and training 
had a significantly higher positive influence on JSSE whereas length of stay had a 
significantly higher negative influence on JSSE in the Dutch sub-sample than in the 
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Greek one. 

Table 4.6. Results of Multigroup model comparison

Note: n=330; NG=134; NNL=196. p<.05, **p<.001

Discussion
The current study investigated the relationship among adaptive readiness, career 

adaptability, career barriers, and JSSE among post-2014 Syrian refugees in Greece 
and the Netherlands. First, building upon the notions of CCT (Savickas, 2005), we 
hypothesized that psychological capital represents an antecedent of JSSE through 
its impact on career adaptability. As hypothesized, individuals who are more hopeful, 
optimistic, resilient, and assured in accomplishing the goals they set for themselves 
are also more confident in engaging in job search behavior in the destination country, 
most likely due to their enhanced ability to prepare for upcoming work related tasks, 
take responsibility for their own employment integration, and explore alternative job 
opportunities (Savickas & Porfeli, 2012).

Our findings provide further support for the CCMA and highlight career adapt-
ability resources as critical self-regulatory strengths that aid refugees in adapting 
to occupational transition within their destination country. However, the significant 
direct effect from psychological capital to JSSE indicates that in this extreme group 
additional self-regulatory mechanisms beyond career adapt-ability resources might 
also be active. In this regard, CCMA in the context of refugees might profit from 
extending the portfolio of adaptability resources to include self-regulatory resources 
that have been found to be valuable in other domains of psychosocial adaptation. 
For example, psychological capital has been shown to be related to emotional 

Models χ2 df RMSEA CFI SRMR Δ χ2/Δdf

ModelGR .65 2 .00 1.00 .01 ---

ModelNL 2.57 2 .04 1.00 .01 ---

Multigroup Model 
Unconstrained 3.21 4 .00 1.00 .01 ---

Multigroup Model 
Paths 44.24* 27 .06 .93 .03 41.03 / 23**

Multigroup Model 
Interaction paths 4.97 6 .00 1.00 .01 1.76 / 2

Multigroup Model 
Hypothesized paths 13.67 13 .02 1.00 .02 12.00 / 9
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regulation (Tosten & Toprak, 2017) and coping (Rabenu, Yaniv, & Elizur, 2016), two 
mechanisms that are especially important to achieving well-being. Among refugees, 
who are not only preparing for job search but also adapting in other life domains, 
these additional self-regulatory resources might be important for becoming and 
remaining confident about their job search. 

Second, we tested the role of both social and administrative career barriers 
as specific external contingencies that condition the positive relationship among 
psychological capital, career adaptability, and JSSE. The results were partially in line 
with our expectations. Although social and administrative career barriers can both be 
labelled as negative circumstances, their consequences differ. Only the experience of 
not fitting into the culture of the destination country seems to create feelings of misfit 
between a person and his/her environment, weakening the positive self-regulatory 
mechanisms related to psychological capital and, at a high level of social barriers, 
even diminishing the strength of these relationships. High administrative barriers, 
although negatively related to JSSE, did not appear to compromise the positive 
role of adaptive readiness or career adaptability in JSSE. In line with the notion that 
optimism, as one of the dimensions of psychological capital, can influence the way 
an individual perceives, feels, and copes with a situation at hand (Lazarus, 1991), 
for refugees who are more optimistic, hopeful, or resilient, administrative barriers 
appear to be challenging rather than threatening to their achievement of vocational 
goals. These individuals may experience administrative barriers as more temporary, 
inevitable hassles that can stimulate “fight” responses as opposed to obstructing 
JSSE. Syrians come from a home country that also has complicated bureaucratic 
procedures; therefore, administrative barriers might also be more in line with what 
they have experienced in the past. In addition, although these types of barriers are 
likely to disappear once handled, overcoming or combatting social barriers may 
form a much more long-term challenge for the post-2014 refugees.

Practical Implications 
The current study yields practical insights for both organizations and policy 

makers. First, it identifies the need for more comprehensive efforts in facilitating 
social integration. Although national anti-discrimination laws represent a major 
improvement to integration policies across Europe, they are often poorly 
implemented (Huddleston et al., 2015). Refugee specific social integration policies 
might improve the implementation of laws, reduce social barriers, and improve social 
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and career integration. In addition, organizational initiatives for stimulating contact, 
communication, and cultural exchange between refugees and locals could help. 

Second, this study showed that, despite the structural differences between 
Greece and the Netherlands, the indirect relationship between psychological capital 
and job search self-efficacy through career adapt-ability resources was comparable. 
This indicates that refugee-integration policies need to account for individual 
differences across different sub-groups. Sub-groups might be determined not 
only by the country in which refugees are currently located, but also by individual 
characteristics such as work experience, language skills, and psychological capital. 
Vulnerable individuals who might possess fewer individual resources to draw upon, 
and as such might be at greater risk of passively responding to career-related 
challenges and employment exclusion, need special attention. 

Third, evidence-based intervention programs are needed to facilitate job 
search and labor market integration. Career support interventions for refugees, 
when existent, mostly represent an adaptation or mixture of programs initiated 
because of practical necessities as opposed to being based on strong theoretical 
foundations. Often, training interventions focus exclusively on the provision of 
job search skills (Shekhar et al., 2016), whereas those targeting the stimulation 
of self-regulatory resources or coping with the hardships of unemployment are 
not prevalent. Accordingly, relatively few refugees who participated in this study 
reported they had participated in a training program they perceived to be helpful to 
their job search (27% in the Netherlands and only 12% in Greece). This suggests that 
offering training programs focused on strengthening and developing psychological 
capital and/or career adaptability may be beneficial for developing confidence in a 
job search. These training programs would need to go beyond language or practical 
training to positively affect the self-management of labor market entry. Moreover, 
CCT-based life-design counseling (Savickas, 2015) could provide a form of career 
support because it encourages individuals to integrate different professional selves, 
form intentions, set goals, and regain a sense of purpose—all of which are needed for 
refugees to adapt and build their career in a new country. An online/mobile training 
module may be suited for those who have not yet reached their final destination and 
might still change location. Finally, the negative relation between length of stay in the 
current country and JSSE indicates that interventions might be particularly valuable 
early on in the process of resettlement.
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Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research
The current study has several limitations. First, the cross-sectional nature of 

the study means that causal inferences could not be tested. Therefore, we cannot 
rule out the possibility of reversed causality among psychological capital, career 
adaptability, and JSSE. Despite building our conceptual model on the CCMA and 
earlier empirical studies, longitudinal research is needed to test the directionality of 
these relationships over time. However, despite the undebatable value of longitudinal 
research among refugees, this is challenging in terms of feasibility because of the 
still volatile living arrangements of many refugees, especially in the case of Greece, 
where the majority of participants did not intend to stay. 

Second, relying exclusively on self-rated survey measures increased the risk 
of common method variance (CMV; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012). We 
tried to account for such risk by performing a series of alternative factor analyses but 
found the proposed measurement model to have superior fit compared to alternative 
models. Furthermore, the fact that our hypothesized conditional indirect effect was 
supported despite CMV possibly being an issue should be interpreted as evidence 
that these interaction effects exist (Siemsen, Roth, & Oliveira, 2010). Nevertheless, 
the inclusion of multi-source data and objective indicators of employment success 
is recommended in future work. Also, complementing survey data with qualitative 
insights would provide additional insights and opportunities to triangulate findings. 
It would, for example, enable us to know whether participants tend to focus on job 
search self-efficacy for certain types of jobs (e.g., legal versus illegal; survival job 
versus job in line with one’s qualifications). 

Third, the current study focused exclusively on job search self-efficacy as 
an outcome. From a consequential validity perspective, future research should 
endeavor to broaden the scope of the current investigation by examining both 
additional subjective (ranging from perceived chances on the labor market to career 
satisfaction) and objective (ranging from actual job search and job offers to objective 
career success) outcomes.

 Fourth, participants in this study were sampled through snowball sampling. 
Although this is often the default in conducting research among people from sensitive 
populations (Gammell, Ndahiro, Nicholas, & Windsor, 1993), and even though we 
approached numerous organizations to secure a diverse sample of participants, this 
approach may have affected the generalizability of our findings. Thus, a replication 
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study in a larger, representative sample is called for. In addition, the current study 
focused only on refugees from Syria, who presently represent the largest group. 
Future studies should examine the generalizability of our findings to refugees from 
other countries, such as Afghanistan, South Sudan, and Eritrea, in order to provide 
practical recommendations attuned to the needs of these groups.



Chapter 5

General Discussion
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Sustainable careers refer to career paths that are driven by individual agency 
and that are characterized by mobility, notably in a manner that is continuous 
(sustainable  employability), and that preserves individual productivity, health, and 
happiness across varying circumstances and over prolonged periods of time (De 
Hauw & Greenhaus, 2015; De Vos et al., 2018; Van der Heijden & De Vos, 2015). 
The overarching research question of this dissertation pertained to unraveling 
how individual career resources (person), and institutional resources and barriers 
(environment), interact in shaping sustainable careers, indicated by employability, 
productivity, happiness, and health. 

First, we asked what individuals can do to sustain their careers against the 
backdrop of constantly changing demands in their jobs, occupations, and broader 
labor markets? In answering these questions, across three empirical studies we 
provided greater insight in different resources that individual can use to sustain their 
careers and process through which they do so.

Second, we asked when are personal resources associated with career 
sustainability, and when are they not? In answering this question, we strove to explore 
the extent to which factors related to the broader institutional environment; that is 
economic and cultural opportunities and barriers, affect the investment of personal 
resources in sustaining careers.

 Below we first outline the theoretical implications of the three empirical studies 
in this dissertation. Subsequently, we address the methodological and practical 
implications. Finally, we hint at topics that we feel represent viable and important 
channels for future research.

Theoretical implications

The resource caravan as a driver of career sustainability

Motivated by the unabated need to assist individuals to create sustainable 
careers in the uncertain world of work, the first aim of this dissertation is to contribute 
to a deeper understanding of those resources that individuals can rely on to sustain 
their careers and the process through which they use these resources. Building on the 
dominantly agentic focus of careers literature over the past twenty years (Guichard, 
2015), we strove to comprehensively systematize and quantitatively integrate the 
existing research base on the link between individual resources and sustainable 
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careers. Because the current literature is disjointed, creating an integrated overview 
was a necessary step in enabling conclusions about precisely which resources relate 
to different sustainable career outcomes and in generating insights for further theory 
building. To  this end, in Chapter 2, we proposed a general framework for organizing 
our thinking about the role of individual resources in realizing sustainable careers 
combining insights from conservation  of resources theory (COR; Hobfoll, 1989) 
and the most recent framework on sustainable careers (De Vos et al., 2018). Then, 
we applied this framework in performing a comprehensive quantitative review of  
the antecedents of  career sustainability. We positioned the perceived chance of 
obtaining, maintaining, and changing employment (i.e., perceived employability; 
Berntson & Marklund, 2007; Vanhercke et al., 2015) as a central construct in the 
nomological network because we posit that it reflects a subjectively aggregated 
reference point used by individuals to navigate the increasingly volatile labor market. 
Perceived employability indicates a caravan, or a pack, of salient resources within 
both the personal and environmental resource pool and is therefore likely to be more 
proximally associated to sustainable career outcomes than more distal individual 
resources (such as dispositional characteristics) and external conditions (such as the 
state of the labor market) on their own (De Cuyper et al., 2012).

Contributing to the literature on sustainable careers, the results of Chapter 2 
provide evidence of significant meta-analytic relationships of perceived employability 
with a caravan of individual and organizational career- related resources as 
antecedents, as well as with indicators of sustainable careers as outcome correlates 
(i.e., productivity and health). Indeed, individual resources that reflect being self-
directed, adaptable, proactively oriented towards the future and change, competent, 
well connected, and having generally positive feelings about managing one’s career 
related positively to employability perceptions, and employability perceptions 
were positively related to indicators of health and productivity. However, the sheer 
number of different resources included in the meta-analysis also suggests the need 
for construct condensation and refinement in the antecedent domain, as well as the 
investigation of relationships, relative contributions, and interactions among the 
indispensable resources.

Also, the output of meta- analytic path analysis provides an initial, more 
comprehensive test of the overall conceptual model of sustainable careers, 
suggesting the indirect relationship between resources and sustainable career 
outcome correlates through employability perceptions. Namely, individuals might 
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rely on the resources available in their pool of resources to estimate their chance of 
employment (perceived employability), and this subjective estimate might further 
relate to experiencing  productivity and health. Future research might attempt to 
provide a more complete test of this overall conceptual model, and take into account 
several personal and organizational resources simultaneously. 

In addition to contributing to the broader debate on sustainable careers, Chapter 
2 offers more specific contributions to the literature on employability. First of all,  our 
meta-analysis positioned the overall employability perceptions as the focal variable, 
and we explored the distinction between perceptions of employment opportunities 
within the current organization (i.e., perceived internal employability), and outside 
of the current organization (i.e., perceived external employability) as a moderator. 
To do this, we first reviewed the content of employability measures which were used 
in the primary studies. The review of perceived employability measures shows that 
these measures vary in the extent in which they subsume both internal and external 
opportunities, and that it is often not at all clear whether they do or not include both 
dimensions. Moreover, studies that assessed perceived internal employability were 
a minority compared to studies that assessed perceived external employability. 
Furthermore, although the underrepresentation of studies that assessed perceived 
internal employability constrained the results of subsequent moderator analyses, the 
obtained results offer an indication that the two types of perceptions might differ in 
terms of their relationship to some antecedents and outcomes. To improve construct 
validity of employability perceptions and to facilitate further theoretical development 
in this realm, more studies that measure perceived internal employability need to be 
conducted, and the differential criterion-related validity of internal versus external 
employability perceptions with different outcomes assessed.

Second, numerous outcomes with a varying focus on career, job, and personal 
life have been related to perceived employability across studies, oftentimes, however, 
without a sound theoretical rationale. The output of the current dissertation contributes 
to theory development in that it points to two mechanisms that may explain why 
employability perceptions might be particularly related to productivity and health. On 
the one hand, high levels of perceived employability might serve an enabling role for 
individuals as they signal a more abundant career resource caravan that individuals 
can use in the realization of productive careers in terms of performance, success, and 
engagement. On the other hand, the resource caravan might also serve a protective 
role by offering a sense of control to individuals that protects individual health and 
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wellbeing. The lack of significant relationships between perceived employability 
and indicators of mobility and some indicators of happiness here too indicates 
the need for further theory refinement. For example, in hypothesis development 
greater attention should be given to construct correspondence (Harrison, Newman, 
& Roth, 2006) between perceived employability and the constructs in the criterion 
domain. It is possible that perceived employability has a stronger predictive value for 
explaining outcomes that have implications for the sustainability of the sequence of 
work experiences, rather than for the current work experience in isolation. However, 
most of the variables encompassed within the outcomes of mobility and happiness 
(i.e., turnover intentions, affective organizational commitment, or job satisfaction) 
referred to employees’ evaluation of their current work experience. 

In sum, the results of the Chapter 2 provide evidence in support of perceived 
employability as a valuable link between personal resources and different sustainable 
career outcomes, while at the same time pointing to the need for the field to come of 
age in terms of theorizing, research design, and transparency of reporting.

Next, to provide deeper understanding of how specific personal resources 
within the resource caravan contribute to sustainable careers in Chapter 3 and 4  we 
focused on those personal resources that assist individuals to align themselves to 
occupational demands, challenges and transitions, and to achieve specific sustainable 
career outcomes. Among employed individuals, we focused on the outcomes of 
employability and performance as rated by the supervisor, and among those in the 
moment of extreme career transition we looked at job search self-efficacy. In line 
with the career construction model of adaptation (Savickas, 2005, 2013), our results 
indicate that individuals sequentially use multiple personal resources to sustain their 
careers. Specifically, the more stable individual dispositions (i.e., proactive personality, 
conscientiousness, psychological capital) seem to activate individual self-regulatory 
resources within the career domain (i.e., career adapt-ability resources), and surface 
in specific behaviors used to address occupational demands and challenges (i.e., 
proactive skill development, career planning). Our results suggest that employees 
with higher levels of psychosocial strengths, as captured by the career adapt-
ability construct (i.e., concern, control, curiosity, and confidence), are more likely 
to address demands and challenges in their work either by proactively developing 
skills or by creating future career plans. It is through these efforts that they reach a 
higher level of performance in their own work and a higher level of employability 
(as rated by their supervisor). Accordingly, through analogous career-adaptability 
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mechanism individuals who are undergoing a major threat to sustainability of their 
career (i.e., forced migration) develop more favorable beliefs about their efficacy 
in searching for work and re-establishing their careers. Our results are compatible 
with recent research that has shown a positive relation between individuals’ career 
adapt-ability and work engagement through job crafting behaviors (Federici, Boon, 
Den Hartog, 2019), as well as between career adapt-ability and adapting to looming 
career transition (Van der  Horst, Klehe, & Van der Heijden, 2017). Future research 
should investigate how career adapt-ability and adapting relate to other indicators 
of sustainable careers, such as employee health and wellbeing.  

The studies presented in Chapter 3 and 4 also yield additional implications 
for career construction theory (Savickas, 2013). First, by testing the links between 
career adapt-ability and two career management strategies (i.e., proactive skill 
development and career planning) we contribute to empirically elucidating the 
infrequently studied link between adaptivity and specific adapting behaviors 
(Rudolph et al., 2017). Moreover, by demonstrating the relationship of career adapt-
ability with supervisor rated outcomes, in-role performance, and employability, we 
provide a more rigorous test of the internal validity of the career construction model 
of adaptation, and complement the evidence base on the value of career adapt-
ability resources in not only the career domain but also the domain of the current job 
(Rudolph et al., 2017; Ohme & Zacher, 2015). Future research should investigate the 
conditions that might determine in which domain (job vs career) career adapt-ability 
resources are deployed, and try to identify profiles of behaviors that might be linked 
to specific job and career related outcomes. Finally, the study presented in Chapter 4 
offers support for the value of career adapt-ability resources as critical self-regulatory 
strengths that aid refugees in reestablishing their careers within host country. As such, 
it offers a test of the career construction model of adaptation among an extremely 
vulnerable and understudied group, complementing previous tests on the groups 
of older (Zacher & Griffin, 2015), disabled (Santilli et al, 2014) and unemployed (Zikic 
& Klehe, 2006). 

Contextual boundaries to sustainable careers

Motivated by the notion that human behavior is not only a function of the 
person but also of the (rapidly changing) environment,  the  second  objective  of 
this dissertation was to investigate to what extent the relationships between the 
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individual resource caravan and sustainable career outcomes is universal, or stronger 
or weaker for employees in particular contexts. In studying context, we focus on 
the often recognized but seldom investigated role of the broader institutional 
environment. Across the three empirical chapters we address individual resource 
caravan (Chapter 2) or specific resources within that caravan (Chapter 3 and Chapter 
4) and we approach the question of context in different ways.

 In Chapter 2, we explore variability in the relationships of perceived employability 
with personal and organizational resources as antecedents, and indicators of 
sustainable careers as outcomes across moderators that capture broader institutional 
context of the countries in which the primary studies were conducted. Specifically, we 
investigate how individual vulnerability stemming from belonging to a less resource 
endowed group within a population, country level macroeconomic conditions, and 
a set of culturally embedded values, moderate the relationships between individual 
resources, perceived employability, and indicators of sustainable careers. Extending 
this line of thinking, in the next two empirical chapters of this dissertation we turned 
our attention to explicitly investigating how individuals secure sustainable careers in 
specific contextual circumstances. In Chapter 3, we zoomed into occupational and 
country context of both part-time and full-time nurses in Hungary, and we examined 
how career adapt-ability resources relate to productivity and employability. In Chapter 
4, we investigated how administrative and social career barriers that accompany 
the experience of forced migration threaten the career sustainability of individuals 
resettled in new host countries (Greece and the Netherlands).

By and large, the three studies indicated that context influences the relationships 
between individual career resources and career sustainability in several ways. Here 
we integrate four main conclusions. First, the scarcity of particular environmental 
resources might stimulate individual efforts to sustain the career or overcome career 
related transitions and challenges through strengthening the relationships between 
specific motivational and self-regulatory personal resources and sustainable career 
outcomes. Specifically, in Chapter 2, we showed that psychological capital has 
a stronger positive relationship with employability perceptions in samples from 
countries with higher unemployment rates. Accordingly, in Chapter 3, we show that 
for refugees who have resettled in Greece and the Netherlands, high administrative 
barriers strengthened the positive relationship of adaptive readiness or career 
adapt-ability with job search self-efficacy. These findings imply that that even in more 
detrimental circumstances, the sense of control that might be derived from a generally 
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positive outlook on life of individuals who are more optimistic, hopeful, resilient, 
and confident in their capacity to cope can have a positive impact on evaluating: 1) 
individual employment chance, and 2) their own competence in searching for work. 
The question future studies should answer is whether the positive career outcomes 
of hope, optimism, resilience, and self-efficacy are sustained in the long run if 
individuals keep experiencing contextual barriers (e.g., high unemployment rates, 
administrative barriers) over prolonged periods of time.

Second, it appears that there are also external factors which might impede 
career sustainability by weakening the relationship between personal resources and 
some sustainable career outcomes. Specifically, in Chapter 2 personal resources 
had a weaker relationship with employability perceptions among samples of older 
workers. Also, the results of Chapter 3 suggest that experiencing higher social 
(but not administrative) barriers reduces the strength of the relationship between 
psychological capital and job search self-efficacy through career adapt-abilities. 
This suggests that experiencing social barriers to labor market integration may form 
a particularly vexing impediment for refugees. The experiences of not speaking 
local language or not being familiar with the cultural norms in the destination 
country seems to diminish the positive career adap-ability mechanism. A potential 
explanation for why different contextual barriers have different effects on individuals’ 
capacity to sustain their careers might be derived from attribution theory (Kelley, 
1967). This theory distinguishes between dispositional and external attribution, with 
the former referring to ascribing the cause of behavior to some internal characteristic 
of the person, and the latter to ascribing the cause of that behavior to contextual 
forces outside a person’s control. It might be that individuals are more prone to 
interpret barriers related to social and cultural differences, or discrimination, as 
indirectly deriving from their own characteristics, flaws or failures, while they more 
likely attribute the cause of barriers related to higher unemployment or bureaucratic 
difficulties to situational and economic conditions that are beyond the scope of 
individual influence.

Third, the broader institutional environment might be the source of resources 
that complement the pool of resources available to individuals, and therefore 
contribute to sustaining the career. In Chapter 2 we demonstrated that employability 
perceptions relate more positively to psychological wellbeing in countries with 
higher employment protection legislation indicating that stricter legislative 
measures pertaining to hiring and laying off employees via flexible employment 



CHAPTER 5

Perceived Employability as a Manifest Career Resource Caravan

167

contracts might help individuals in efforts to sustain their wellbeing. Importantly, 
employment protection legislation seems to be a broader institutional resource 
that strengthens the contribution of organizational resources, and specifically 
job security, to perceived employability. In addition to employment protection 
legislation, the relationship between organizational resources and employability 
perceptions as well as perceived employability and employee health was stronger 
in certain cultural contexts compared to others. Specifically, it seems that societies 
that: (a) have an orientation towards future (long-term orientation), (b) value active 
efforts to affect and modify one’s surrounding in order to achieve goals and progress 
(mastery), and (c) tend to rely on hierarchical systems when it comes to distribution 
of power (hierarchy), create either an obligation or norm for organizations to support 
individual employability and sustainable careers. In such societies the link between 
employability and positive indicators of individual wellbeing was also stronger 
indicating that cultural norms might provide interpretative frameworks that individuals 
use to appraise the value of personal resource pool in achieving sustainable career 
outcomes. Recognition that the characteristics of the broader institutional context 
and cultural norms might support individual careers indicates the importance of 
investigating alternative forms of support to career sustainability that may benefit 
individuals who work in less regulated sectors and environments (e.g., the platform 
economy), as they might be left without  structural  and  organizational  support, 
and be in a position where they have to rely entirely on their personal resources. 
Similarly, future research should also investigate the role of institutional support to 
sustainable careers of particularly vulnerable groups. Namely, understanding which 
forms of support (e.g., social support and career targeted support) can stimulate job 
search self-efficacy and subsequent employment outcomes of refugees would be 
recommended.

Finally, based on our studies it does not seem to be the case that resources within 
the broader institutional environment have a negative effect on career sustainability, 
in other words too much of a good thing will not make individuals more passive 
in managing their own careers and have negative repercussions on, for example, 
indicators of productivity. This is another topic that warrants future research.
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Methodological recommendations 
To answer research questions posed in the current dissertation we employed 

different research designs and analytical strategies across the empirical studies 
presented in each chapter. As we have discussed the reasons for specific design 
and analytical choices within each chapter, here we will reflect upon implications 
of different methodological choices, and offer several recommendations for career 
researchers.

The first research question of the current dissertation revolved around offering 
more comprehensive insight into which career resources individuals can utilize to 
secure employability, and subsequent sustainable career outcomes of mobility, 
productivity, happiness and health. In Chapter 2, we first created a nomological 
network of resources that might contribute to sustainable career outcomes and 
we positioned perceived employability as the focal construct that could serve as 
a link between a variety of resources and sustainable career outcomes. Next, we 
conducted a systematic quantitative review of the relationships between individual 
resources (as antecedents) and indicators of sustainable careers (as outcomes) of 
perceived employability.

Opting for meta-analysis as a strategy of choice enabled us to generate a 
systematic overview and more precise and more statistically powerful estimates of the 
relationships between perceived employability, its antecedents, and its outcomes, 
and to offer more generalizable theoretical and practical implications than those 
that would emerge from a single primary study. Hence, Chapter 2 contributes to 
the cumulative knowledge base regarding the nomological network of perceived 
employability, which, in our opinion, the field profoundly needed. Although career 
researchers have a long tradition of using meta-analyses to answer research 
questions (see for example: Assouline & Meir, 1987), this is the first meta-analysis in 
the field of employability. Hence, we would like to stress several methodological 
recommendations for employability researchers that, we believe, will facilitate future 
quantitative integration of the produced evidence, and contribute to greater rigor in 
terms of research design, measurement, and transparency of reporting.

First, authors in employability research should provide ample information about 
the employability measures used in the studies, such as the reference to the original 
measure(s) used; the extent to which and the way in which the authors adapted the 
original measure; the employability dimensions that were encompassed within the 
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used measure; the reliability of each dimension and of the overall scale. Second, 
the characteristics of the samples used in the primary studies should be reported in 
detail to enable greater insight into boundary conditions for interpreting the results 
and drawing the conclusions. The reported information should at the very least 
include, but not necessarily be limited to, basic demographic characteristics of the 
sample, information about the country, industry and occupational context where the 
data was collected. Third, the authors should strive to provide a correlation matrix 
which exhaustively reports correlations among all measured variables and, in studies 
that include several independent samples, report correlations for each sample. We 
understand that authors sometimes omit this information to preserve journal space, 
and therefore suggest reporting of additional information in form of supplementary 
information and/or making greater use of open science platforms (e.g., OSF, 2020).

The second research question of the current dissertation focused on examining 
to what extent broader institutional and cultural context affect the investment of 
individual resources in sustaining careers. In addressing this question, using meta- 
analysis as our analytical strategy in Chapter 2 enabled us to empirically test the 
variability in the relationships between perceived employability, its antecedents, and 
its outcomes across a range of country-level moderators, such are unemployment 
rates (ILOSTAT, 2018), employment protection legislation (OECD, 2013), cultural 
values (Hofstede et al., 2010) and cultural value orientations (Schwartz et al., 2008). 
Thereupon, combining the information from the primary studies and information 
on country-level characteristics offered a unique opportunity to respond to calls 
for investigation of the role that contextual boundaries have in shaping individual 
careers (e.g. De Vos & Cambre, 2017; Garbe & Duberley, 2019; Arnold & Cohen, 2008; 
Inkson, Gunz, Ganesh, & Roper, 2012). Exploring differences in relationships between 
perceived employability, antecedents, and outcomes across different country 
contexts would be an immensely demanding task for a primary study because it 
would require sampling participants from many countries that vary in terms of 
macroeconomic and cultural conditions. As such, our study offers theoretical and 
practical implications for future research that would less likely emerge from a single 
primary study. Nevertheless, although meta-analysis provides a valuable technique 
for assessing the moderating role of contextual variables, it is constrained to those 
contexts in which primary studies were conducted. When it comes to the topic of 
perceived employability, we could observe over-representation of studies conducted 
in Europe (66.2%), following studies from Asia (15.7%), North America (9.4%), Africa 
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(4.7%), Australia (2.4%) and South America (1.6%). Future research should investigate 
why we see less employability research in non-European contexts.

Finally, in the last two empirical chapters of the current dissertation we focused 
on the specific contexts of nursing professionals in Hungary and Syrian refugees  in 
Greece and the Netherlands. As sustainable careers are bounded to the context 
in which they evolve, studies in such specific contexts and especially among more 
vulnerable groups within the general population are much needed. The last two 
studies complement the existing body of research on career sustainability within 
specific populations which has so far mostly been qualitative (e.g., Richardson, & 
McKenna, 2019), or published in fields other than careers and organizational behavior 
(e.g., occupational health, Janine & Juanita, 1999; criminology, Alós, Esteban, Jódar, & 
Miguélez, 2015). Here we will reflect upon several methodological complexities that 
we encountered while conducting our study with refugees, and suggest potential 
recommendations for career researchers who might be doing research on these or 
other groups of vulnerable workers.

First, guaranteeing confidentiality and anonymity of  the  data  provided  by 
the participants is a key concern in conducting research with vulnerable groups. 
Although participation in the current study was voluntary, the surveys were 
anonymous, and no personal identifiers were obtained, participants often needed to 
be reassured that their responses would exclusively be used for research purposes 
and  individual responses would not be made available to any third parties. In our 
study, this was especially the case when participants were approached through 
NGOs or governmental stakeholders. Investing time and effort in establishing trust 
and rapport with participants improves the willingness to participate in the study, 
and their diligence in responding. 

Second, although logistically more challenging, collecting data from participants 
in their mother tongue or providing such possibility facilitates establishing contact 
and involvement of lower skilled members of  the population, who might be less able 
to have their voices heard in a study conducted in English or other local languages. 
In our study, we  provided  participants  the  opportunity  to  choose  whether  to  fill 
in the survey in Arabic, Greek, Dutch, or English, and although some of them were 
fluent in English and/or the local language they chose to fill in the survey in Arabic. 
Hence, we believe that this had positive impact on the response rates. 
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Third, different sampling and data collection strategies have their own 
strengths and challenges which need to be accounted for by the researchers who 
study vulnerable groups. Collecting data through governmental stakeholders and 
large NGOs might facilitate access to a larger and potentially more representative 
sample but might raise concerns about the purposes of the study and might require 
additional effort to ensure confidentiality. Comparably, there is a disagreement about 
doing research on refugees with refugees as data collection assistants. While some 
studies indicate that it could mitigate the potential risks of power imbalance between 
researchers and participants (Bloch, 2002; Temple  & Moran, 2006), others underline 
that use of refugees as data collection assistants could sometimes intensify the power 
imbalance (Block, Warr, Gibbs, & Riggs, 2013). In the current study, we recruited 
participants through multiple care organizations, accommodation providers, and 
referrals among potential participants who shared study relevant characteristics. We 
collected the data collaboratively with a translator or the data collection assistants 
who were recruited through multiple channels. In our experience, some of the data 
collection assistants were instrumental in helping researchers establish contact  
with participants as they assisted in translation of additional comments that some 
participants had, helped in resolving challenges in data entry etc. Based on our 
experience, in order to account for differences in educational background and 
engagement in data collection across different data collection assistants, researchers 
should provide thorough training, a structured data collection protocol, transparent 
communication, and good rapport with data collection assistants, supervision, and 
quality control procedures. 

Fourth, refugees are not a homogeneous group and should not be treated as an 
undifferentiated whole (Bloch, 2002; Temple & Moran, 2006), yet studies with refugee 
samples often include diverse groups in terms of countries of origin, time of arrival, 
and experiences of prior to forced migration. Although more inclusive samples 
are potentially more representative of the wider population of forced migrants in a 
specific country and at a specific time point, they run the risk of mixing very different 
subpopulations which can bias the findings, especially when small sample sizes 
do not enable systematic comparisons across groups. Somewhat contrary to these 
approaches, in the study presented in Chapter 3 we choose to focus only on post-
2014 refugees from Syria as the largest group with approved asylum applicants in 
European Union (UNHCR, 2017a). 
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Last but not the least, when doing research on refugee careers and labor 
market integration researchers need to be extremely aware of and transparent in 
communicating the potential of their study (or the lack thereof) to bring transformative 
change to refugee lives. Although Jacobsen and Landau (2003) propose that 
refugee research should have a dual imperative of contributing to scholarship and 
advocacy, many studies remain at the level of providing broad policy implications 
(Temple & Moran, 2006). To generate insights of more immediate practical relevance 
for sustainable careers of refugees and other vulnerable groups, more intervention 
studies are needed.

Overall, the current dissertation underlines the necessity for every researcher 
to critically evaluate the appropriateness of a certain methodological strategy for 
answering their research questions and to understand the strengths and limitations 
that come with each choice.

Practical recommendations
The results of the empirical chapters presented in this dissertation provide 

policy makers, organizational stakeholders, and individual workers with a number 
of implications for managing employability, productivity, and health as indicators of 
sustainable careers.

How people feel about their career matters for its sustainability. We found that 
psychological capital (i.e., hope, optimism, resilience, self-efficacy) forms a valuable 
personal resource for individual employability and job search self-efficacy, even 
more so when individuals live in countries with higher unemployment rates, or 
when they are transitioning to a new country in an effort to escape violent conflict. 
Increasing individuals’ emotional and motivational capacity, and inspiring them to 
be hopeful and optimistic, might help their employability and protect them from the 
psychological distress associated with unemployment. Individual level interventions 
targeted at activating and developing a more positive outlook on life are important 
for empowering people to bare the difficult times, and to cope with unpredictable 
circumstances and inevitable challenges along their career paths.

In addition, career adapt-ability as a career specific set of self-regulatory resources 
can be a valuable strength for people in managing their professional paths. People 
with greater career adapt-ability resources are more empowered to actively engage 
in proactively developing their skills and planning their careers. As a consequence, 
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these individuals have better performance in their current jobs, and more ample 
employment alternatives (as perceived by both the individuals themselves and as 
rated by their supervisors). Although career adapt-ability is partially determined by 
stable individual characteristics (i.e., proactive personality, conscientiousness, and 
psychological capital) research has shown that at least to some extent these self- 
regulatory competences can be trained (Koen, Klehe, & Van Vianen, 2012).

The current dissertation implies that training individuals’ career- concern, 
control, curiosity, and confidence could be beneficial at the beginning of their 
careers, within specific jobs, and during times of career transitions. For individuals 
at the beginning of their careers, developing career adapt-ability through structured 
vocational training, career coaching, and counseling, can help in developing young 
professionals who are future oriented, who take responsibility for the development 
of their own careers, who explore multiple opportunities, and who believe that they 
can solve the challenges that come their way. These employees will therefore be 
able and willing to set career goals and to proactively acquire the knowledge that 
they might have not acquired during their formal education in order to match the 
demands of the labor market. At later career stages, through coaching, training, and 
development, organizations may foster personal career adapt-ability resources and 
contribute to develop employees that are more able to anticipate and respond to 
changes within their job, their organizations, and their careers in general.

However, because consequences of labor market trends for employees’ 
sustainable careers are not only an individual issue but also reflect a broader societal 
problem, meso (i.e., organizational) and macro (i.e., country) level  interventions  are 
also suggested by the reported findings. The current dissertation demonstrates that 
the broader institutional context does relate to sustainable careers of individuals, 
indicating that policymakers should work on creating an infrastructure that supports 
sustainable careers, and on incentivizing and supporting organizations to invest in 
the sustainable careers of their employees. As shown here, these interventions might 
take the form of employment protection legislation (e.g., procedures and costs 
involved in dismissing individuals or groups of workers, and the procedures involved 
in hiring workers on fixed-term or temporary work contracts), but also in the form of 
organizational support practices aligned with cultural values of  the country where 
the organization operates. Alternative forms of institutional support, that go beyond 
employment protection legislation (e.g., unionization) could be further explored.
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When it comes to implications for organizational stakeholders, an important 
implication that emerged from the current dissertation was that both employability 
perceptions and career adapt-ability were positively related to job performance, 
while perceived employability also had a positive relationship with work engagement 
and wellbeing, and a negative relationship with employee burnout. It seems from 
our studies that organizations have lot to gain from investing in the employee career 
resource caravan, especially in terms of higher productivity, higher engagement, 
and better employee health. Stimulating the sustainable careers of their employees 
through the provision of job security, supervisory support, job autonomy, and HR 
practices oriented towards development, and flexibility is crucial for the long-term 
success and agility of organizations.

Limitations and suggestions for future research
In discussing the findings and implications of the current dissertation, we also 

need to account for a number of limitations.

First, the cross-sectional nature of the data collection in the empirical studies 
that we conducted and in the majority of primary studies included in the meta- 
analysis limits the ability to support causal inferences. Careers are dynamic and 
fluctuating phenomena that by definition evolve over time (Arthur, Hall, & Lawrence, 
1989), and it is thus necessary to test the directionality and potential reciprocal 
nature of the investigated relationships over time. Importantly, longitudinal designs 
are necessary to judge the long term-implications of the use of personal resources 
in sustaining careers across prolonged periods of time and in different phases of 
life. Even though we showed that some contextual barriers might force individuals 
to rely on their emotional, motivational, and self-regulatory resources in sustaining 
their careers, long term exposure to scarce external resources could deplete the 
pool of individual resources, and endanger career sustainability. Moreover, it is also 
possible that certain changes and career transitions temporarily endanger career 
sustainability but end up contributing to it in a long run. For all these reasons, future 
research that empirically investigates how individual careers evolve over longer time 
windows are necessary.

Second, although we approach context in several different ways across the 
different empirical chapters, which we believe advances  our  understanding  on 
the role of contextual boundaries to career sustainability, we were not able to test 
trickle-down effects from the macro (country), and meso (organizational) level to the 
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micro (individual) level. To achieve this goal large scale, multilevel, cross-cultural, 
collaborative and cross-organizational data collection efforts are sorely needed. 
Moreover, in the current dissertation we either focused on a specific occupational 
context (nurses) or included individuals with diverse occupational backgrounds, 
but we did not assess the influence of specific dimensions of context that vary 
across occupations and/or industries. Career researchers could make greater use of 
large-scale panel data available in some countries, for example the Dutch working 
conditions survey (Monitor Arbeid, 2020), the Swedish longitudinal occupational 
survey of health (SLOSH, 2020) and the German socio-economic panel (German 
Institute for Economic Research, 2020) which all capture information about working 
conditions, and indicators of employability, mobility, health, productivity, and 
happiness for representative samples of working adults and employees with specific 
occupations within these countries.

Third, although the meta-analysis reported in Chapter 2 of this dissertation 
encompassed 127 independent samples and a total of 69.301 individuals that 
originate from different industries and cultural contexts, in the remaining two 
chapter we focused on specific samples of nurses in Hungary and post-2014 Syrian 
refugees in Greece and the Netherlands. Although this contextualized approach has 
the advantage of offering more targeted implications for these specific groups, the 
generalizability of our findings to other professions and countries, and indeed to 
groups that are facing other particularly challenging times in their lives apart from 
forced migration is uncertain and needs to be established. Future research could use 
probability sampling to test the replicability of these results in samples that are more 
representative of the overall working population. In addition, conceptual replication 
of the findings and empirical tests of the role of career barriers among groups that 
are undergoing other forms of career transitions and traumas, or that are facing 
other forms of precarious and challenging external circumstances, would be highly 
valuable in advancing the conversation on when and why certain barriers might 
challenge or hinder individual career sustainability. For example, studies among 
occupations in which employees are exposed to high health risks (e.g., mining) 
would be interesting.

Fourth, with the exception of Chapter 3, where we obtained supervisory 
performance and employability ratings for the sample of full-time nurses, and in 
Chapter 2 where we obtained data on country-level context from sources different 
than primary studies, the majority of the constructs in the current dissertation were 
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measured through individual self-ratings. Although relying on individual perceptions 
was to some extent inevitable considering that the aim of the dissertation was to study 
subjective evaluations of career sustainability, the practice of relying on self-ratings 
increases the risk of common source and common method bias. While individual 
evaluations of career related experiences will always be a valuable source of insight 
in studying sustainable careers, it would be valuable to incorporate more objective 
outcomes in future research, such as data about actual transitions and job changes 
as indicators of mobility, and medical data as indicators of health.

Conclusion
The current dissertation examined how individuals sustain the continuity of their 

careers, working productively now, and in the future, while simultaneously creating 
a healthy and happy life within and outside of work. More specifically, across the 
three studies we investigated to what extent individual career resources interact with 
the characteristics of the broader institutional and cultural context in shaping career 
sustainability.

Taken together, the results demonstrate that a broad range of career resources 
which reflect personal agency and meaning making contribute to the continuity 
of individual careers that is across different studies reflected in: 1) the individual 
appraisal of their chance of finding (alternative) employment; 2) the individual career 
potential as rated by their supervisors; and 3) an individual sense of competence 
in searching for employment after major transition. Moreover, employability 
perceptions, and specific self-regulatory resources in the form of career adapt-ability 
were shown to further positively contribute to productivity and health, two indicators 
of career sustainability.

Although individuals rely on their personal resource pool in managing 
sustainable careers, across studies we also show that these careers do not evolve in 
a vacuum, but that the broader institutional and cultural context affects the strength 
of the link between individual resources and  sustainable  career  outcomes.  On 
the one hand, specific career barriers, such as unemployment and administrative 
challenges, strengthen the positive relationships between personal resources (i.e., 
hope, optimism, resilience, and self-efficacy) and sustainable career outcomes 
(i.e., individual appraisal of their chance of finding employment and sense of 
competence in searching for employment after a major transition). On the other 
hand, social barriers, such as, for example, differences between cultures in country 
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of origin and the host country experienced by refugees, weaken the positive 
relationship between psychological capital and a sense of competence in searching 
for employment. Finally, while some institutional conditions might represent a 
barrier to the sustainable career, others, such as employment protection legislation, 
might represent an additional resource that individuals rely on in sustaining their 
employability perceptions, and more distal career outcomes.

In light of the general findings, it is our hope that this dissertation might 
encourage new and inspiring avenues for research that could help to better 
understand how individuals can develop sustainable careers against the backdrop 
of constantly changing labor markets. 
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I) Study Level Coding

Study ID number        

Bibliographic reference

- Publication year 

- Publication Language

- Publication Country 

Publication status

1. published

2. unpublished

Publication type

1. book chapter

2. journal article

3. thesis or dissertation

4. conference paper

5. report (e.g. project report by governmental or non-governmental entity)

6. other (specify)______________

Research Design Descriptors:

1. Cross sectional, 

2. Two time points

3. Longitudinal (>2 time points)

4. Lab Experiment 

5. Field experiment/ Intervention)

Data source

1. Primary 

2. Secondary data 

3. Both
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4. NA

II) Coding Sample

Total Sample size:

Mean Age of Sample:

SD age

Percentage of Males in the sample: 

Organizational Context/ Industry

Target Population:

1. employees

2. students

3. unemployed

4. Mixed

5. NA

Contract type 

1. Temporary 

2. Permanent

3. Mixed

4. NA

III)  Coding Variables and Measures

Coding Employability

-Employability descriptor: definition of employability that authors used (*paste the 
whole definition here)

Employability dimension(s):

1. External 
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2. Internal

3. Both External and Internal Separately

4. Average Perceived Employability (Mean of External and Internal)

Measure ______________(*paste the name of the scale)

Measure Reference (* paste the source)

Number of Items

Reliability

Mean

SD

Coding Correlates of Perceived Employability

1. Antecedent

2. Outcome

3. Sociodemographic variable

Variable name of the correlate:

Broader Construct Grouping:

1. Personal Resource

2. Organizational Resource

3. Healthy

4. Happy

5. Productive

6. Mobile

Construct:

1. Protean career orientation

2. Career Adaptability

3. Proactivity

4. Psychological capital
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5. Human Capital

6. Social capital

7. Career Identity

8. Career calling

9. Human resource management practices

10. Supervisory support 

11. Job autonomy

12. Task variety

13. Job insecurity

14. Job search

15. Employment status

16. Turnover intentions

17. Organizational commitment

18. Performance

19. Work Engagement

20. Career success

21. Career satisfaction

22. Job satisfaction

23. Life satisfaction

24. Global physical health

25. Positive well-being

26. Psychological distress

27. Burnout

Measure Label (*paste the name of the scale/title/ label that authors used)

Measure Reference (* paste the source)
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Number of Items

Response Rate

Reliability

Mean

SD

III) Correlation with employability

Copy and paste correlation coefficient from the correlation table

V) Additional information

Page number where the data for this effect size was found

Comments or notes: 
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Table S.3.1. Methodological moderators of the relationship between Personal Resources 

with Perceived Employability

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained

Moderator 
(indented) B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Personal Resources

Cross-
sectional .35 .02 14.69 <.001 .30 .39

QM(df=1) 
= 3.90, 
p=.048

7.57
QE(df=43) 
= 752.75, 

p<.001
45

Multiple 
time 
points

-.12 .06 -1.98 .048 -.24 -.00

External .32 .04 9.30 <.001 .26 .39
QM(df=1) 

= .07, 
p=.786

0
QE(df=27) 
= 333.98, 

p<.001
29

Internal .02 .05 .27 .787 -.09 .12

Psychological Capital

Cross-
sectional .39 .04 1.50 <.001 .32 .47

QM(df 
=1)=4.65, 

p=.031
16.13 QE(df=21) = 

49.40, p<.001 23

Multiple 
time 
points

-.20 .09 -2.20 .031 -.38 -.02

External .35 .13 2.70 .011 .09 .60
QM(df=1) 

= .01, 
p=.937

0
QE(df=14) 
= 432.93, 

p<.001
23

Internal -.01 .14 -.08 .94 -.29 .27

Social capital

Cross-
sectional .32 .04 7.67 <.001 .23 .40

QM(df=1) 
= 1.64, 
p=.200

6.75
QE(df=9) 
= 86. 00, 
p<.001

11

Multiple 
time 
points

-.12 .09 -1.28 .200 -.31 .06

External .30 .02 15.19 <.001 .26 .34
QM(df=1) 

= .02, 
p=.902

QE(df=6) = 
2.46, p=.873 8

Internal .00 .03 1.23 .902 -.05 .06
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Table S.3.2. Methodological moderators of the relationship between Personal Resources 

with Perceived Employability 

Note. k = number of samples included in meta-analysis, n = total sample size,    = mean 
observed correlation,       = standard error of correlations, ρ = mean correlation corrected 
for unreliability in both measures (in bold), SDρ= observed standard deviation of corrected 
correlations; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for ρ; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval for ρ.

Moderator K n  SE  

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

80% 
CV 
Lower

80% 
CV 
Upper

Personal Resources

External 17 9611 .36 .04 .36 .14 .28 .44 .17 .55

Internal 12 5298 .32 .03 .32 .10 .25 .39 .18 .46

Cross-
Sectional 38 20430 .37 .03 .46 .20 .40 .53 .21 .72

Multipple 
timepoints 7 3401 .26 .06 .31 .17 .14 .47 .06 .56

Social Capital

External 4 2090 .30 .02 .39 .00 .36 .41 .39 .39

Internal 4 2121 .30 .01 .36 .00 .30 .41 .36 .36

Cross-
Sectional 9 3893 .33 .05 .43 .16 .30 .55 .20 .65

Multipple 
timepoints 2 1010 .21 .05 .231 .06 -.42 .89 .06 .40

Psychological Capital

External 13 6921 .41 .06 .48 .24 .34 .63 .16 .81

Internal 3 1769 .31 .05 .37 .11 .09 .65 .17 .57

Cross-
Sectional 19 11566 .46 .04 .56 .20 .46 .66 .29 .83

Multipple 
timepoints 4 2319 .29 .10 .33 .20 .02 .65 .01 .65

r SE r ρSE r

r SE rr SE rρSE r SDρ

r SE r
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Table S.3.3. Individual vulnerability as moderator of the relationship between Personal 

Resources and Perceived Employability 

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Personal resources

Intercept .34 .03 13.62 <.001 .29 .39
QM(df = 1) 
= 5.64, p = 

.017
14.05

QE(df=30) 
= 516.47, p 

<.001
21

Average 
sample age -.07 .03 -2.38 .017 -.11 -.01

Intercept .32 .02 15.08 <.001 .28 .37
QM(df = 

1) = 16.92, 
p<.001

32.74
QE(df =37) 
= 414.33, 

p<.001
30

% Men in 
sample -.09 .02 -4.11 <.001 -.14 -.05

Intercept .28 .03 9.06 <.001 .22 .34
QM(df = 
1) = 1.87, 

p=.172
3.16

QE(df=25) 
= 643.51, 

p<.001
27

% University .04 .03 1.37 .170 -.02 .11

Unemployed .40 .04 11.49 <.001 .33 .47
QM(df=2) 

= 6.71, 
p=.035

1.95
QE(df=42) 
= 659.76, 

p<.001
45

Students -.14 .08 -1.76 .078 -.29 .02

Employed -.11 .05 -2.38 .017 -.20 -.02

Psychological Capital

Intercept .41 .03 12.56 <.001 .35 .47
QM(df=1) 

= 2.95, p = 
.086

1.19
QM(df=17) 
= 287.86, 

p<.001
19

Average 
sample age -.06 .03 -1.72 .086 -.12 .01

Intercept .37 .04 1.75 <.001 .31 .44
QM(df=1) 

= 7.93, p = 
.004

27.89
QM(df=19) 
= 348.93, 

p<.001
21

% Men in 
sample -.10 .04 -2.82 .004 -.17 -.03

Intercept .34 .06 5.99 <.001 .23 .46
QM(df=1) 
= .01, p = 

.920
.00

QE(df=13) 
= 528.21, 

p<.001
15

% University -.01 .06 -.10 .920 -.12 .11

Unemployed .46 .06 7.78 <.001 .34 .57
QM(df= 

2) = 4.37, 
p=.112

1.99
QE(df=20) 
= 409.63, 

p<.001
22
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Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Students -.18 .10 -1.78 .075 -.37 .02

Employed -.14 .08 -1.76 .078 -.29 .02

Social capital

Intercept .29 .05 6.05 <.001 .10 .39
QM(df = 1) 
= .11, p= 

.746
0

QE(df = 7) 
= 94.75, p< 

.001
9

Age .02 .05 .32 .746 -.09 .12

Intercept .29 .04 7.61 <.001 .28 .37
QM(df = 

1) =.70, p= 
.401

0 QE(df = 9) = 
9.35, p< .001 11

% Men in 
sample .03 .04 .84 .401 -.05 .11

Intercept .30 .05 6.64 <.001 .21 .39
QE(df = 6) 

= 65.57, 
p< .001

2.03
QE(df = 6) 

= 65.57, p< 
.001

% University .08 .05 1.60 .110 -.02 .17 8

Employment 
status

Unemployed .25 .07 3.82 .000 .12 .38
QM(df=2) 

= .54, 
p=.765

0 QE(df=8) = 
9.16, p<.001 11

Students .06 .11 .59 .558 -.15 .27

Employed .06 .09 .65 .514 -.12 .25
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Table S.3.4. Individual vulnerability as moderator of the relationship between Personal 

Resources and Perceived Employability

Note. k = number of samples included in meta-analysis, n = total sample size,    = mean 
observed correlation, SE   = standard error of correlations, ρ = mean correlation corrected 
for unreliability in both measures (in bold), SDρ= observed standard deviation of corrected 
correlations; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for ρ; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval for ρ.

r SE r
r SE r ρSE r

Moderator K n SE                  
95% CI 
Lower

95% CI 
Upper

80% CV 
Lower

80% CV 
Upper

Personal Resources

Unemployed 7 9013 .44 .03 .56 .18 .47 .65 .32 .80

Students 5 878 .25 .03 .33 .00 .24 .42 .33 .33

Employed 23 13940 .31 .03 .37 .19 .29 .45 .13 .61

Social Capital

Unemployed 4 2207 .26 .03 .33 .04 .23 .43 .27 .40

Students 3 622 .32 .01 .48 .00 .40 .56 .48 .48

Employed 4 2074 .35 .11 .40 .25 -.01 .81 -.01 .81

Psychological Capital

Unemployed 8 5445 .53 .05 .67 .21 .50 .85 .38 .97

Students 5 672 .26 .03 .33 .00 .23 .43 .33 .33

Employed 10 7768 .37 .05 .44 .17 .31 .57 .20 .68

r SE r r SE rρSE r SDρ
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Table S.3.5. Macroeconomic context as moderator of the relationship between Personal 

Resources and Perceived Employability 

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained

Moderator B SEB p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Personal resources

Intercept .33 14.54 <.001 .28 .37 QM(df=1) = 
.84, p=359 0 QE(df=43) = 

796.12, p<.001 45

Unemployement -.02 -.92 .359 -.07 .03

Intercept .34 11.96 <.001 .28 .40 QM(df=1) = 
1.67, p=.197 1.99 QE(df=38) = 

466.3, p<.001 40

EPL -.06 -1.29 .197 -.15 .03

Social Capital

Intercept .29 7.31 <.001 .21 .37 QM(df=1) = 
.04, p=.828 0 QE(df=9) = 

98.88, p<.001 11

Unemployement -.01 -.22 .828 -.09 .07

Intercept .28 5.95 <.001 .19 .38 QM(df=1) = 
.03, p=.875 0 QE(df=8) = 

1.17, p<.001 10

EPL .02 .16 .875 -.21 .24

Psychological capital

Intercept .35 1.17 <.001 .28 .41 QM(df=1) = 
4.20, p=.040 15.93 QE(df=20) = 

331.24, p<.001 22

Unemployement .07 2.05 .040 .00 .14

Intercept .40 7.32 <.001 .29 .51 QM(df=1) = 
1.82, p=.177 5.11 QE(df=16) = 

345.15, p<.001 18

EPL -.11 -1.35 .177 -.27 .05
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Table S.3.6. Individual vulnerability as moderator of the relationship between Personal 

Resources and Perceived Employability

Note. k = number of samples included in meta-analysis, n = total sample size,    = mean 
observed correlation, SE   = standard error of correlations, ρ = mean correlation corrected 
for unreliability in both measures (in bold), SDρ= observed standard deviation of corrected 
correlations; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for ρ; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval for ρ.

r SE r
r SE r ρSE r

Moderator K n  
95% CI 
Lower

95% CI 
Upper

80% CV 
Lower

80% CV 
Upper

Personal Resources

Low EPL 25 13488 .34 .03 .41 .15 .35 .48 .21 .61

High EPL 15 6282 .29 .04 .34 .17 .25 .44 .12 .57

Social Capital

Low EPL 8 4281 .30 .05 .37 .18 .22 .52 .12 .62

High EPL 2 407 .30 .00 .46 .00 .46 .46 .46 .46

Psychological Capital

Low EPL 10 6360 .42 .05 .50 .21 .35 .65 .21 .78

High EPL 8 3464 .33 .05 .38 .15 .25 .51 .18 .59

r SE r ρSE r SDρr SE r



Full results of the moderation analyses

211CHAPTER 2 -  SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL 4

Table S.3.7. Cultural context as moderator of the relationship between Personal Resources 

and Perceived Employability 

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Personal Resources

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions

Intercept .30 .02 13.95 <.001 .28 .37
QM(df= 
1)=.92, 
p=.338

.20 QE(df=40) = 
571.67, p<.001 41

Long Term 
Orientation -.02 .02 -.96 .338 -.07 .02

Intercept .33 .02 13.86 <.001 .29 .38 QM(df=1) = 
.32, p=.573 0 QE(df=40) = 

719.25, p<.001 41

Power 
Distance .01 .02 .56 .573 -.03 .06

Intercept .33 .02 13.83 <.001 .29 .38 QM(df=1) = 
.22, p=.638 0 QE(df=40) = 

786.68, p<.001 41

Uncertainty 
Avoidance .01 .02 .47 .638 -.04 .06

Intercept .33 .02 13.97 <.001 .29 .38 QM(df=1) = 
.92, p=.339 0 QE(df=40) = 

67.96, p<.001 41

Individualism -.02 .02 -.96 .339 -.07 .02

Intercept .33 .02 13.89 <.001 .29 .38 QM(df=1) = 
.47, p=.494 0 QE(df=40) = 

77.67, p<.001 41

Masculinity .02 .02 .68 .494 -.03 .06

Intercept .32 .02 13.34 <.001 .27 .37 QM(df=1) = 
.09, p=.764 0

QE(df=38) = 
572.45, p< 

.001
41

Indulgance -.01 .02 -.30 .764 -.06 .04

Schwartz’s cultural value orientations

Intercept .32 .02 13.77 <.001 .28 .37 QM(df = 1) = 
.00, p=.986 0 QE(df=40) = 

59.47, p<.001 41

Harmony .00 .02 -.02 .986 -.05 .05

Intercept .32 .23 13.77 <.001 .28 .37
QM(df = 

1) =.03, p= 
.860

0 QE(df=40) = 
584.06, p<.001 41

Embedded-
ness .00 .23 -.18 .860 -.05 .04

Intercept .32 .02 13.78 <.001 .28 .37
QM(df = 1) 
=.15, p = 

.703
0 QE(df=40) = 

591.43, p<.001 41
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Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Hierarchy -.01 .02 -.38 .703 -.55 .04

Intercept .32 .02 13.83 <.001 .28 .37
QM(df = 

1) =.41, p 
=.522

0 QE(df=40) = 
604.53, p<.001 41

Mastery -.02 .02 -.64 .522 -.06 .03

Intercept .32 .02 13.77 <.001 .28 .37 QM(df = 1) 
=.06, p=.805 0 QE(df=40) = 

593.74, p<.001 41

Affective 
authonomy .01 .02 .25 .805 -.04 .05

Intercept .32 .02 13.79 <.001 .28 .37 QM(df = 1) 
=.17, p=.679 0 QE(df=40) = 

599.84, <.001 41

Intelectual 
authonomy .01 .02 .41 .679 -.04 .06

Intercept .32 .02 13.77 <.001 .28 .37 QM(df = 1) 
=.01, p=.922 0 QE(df=40) = 

591.35, p<.001 41

Egalirism .00 .02 .10 .922 -.04 .05

Social Capital

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions

Intercept .29 .04 7.65 <.001 .22 .37 QM(df=1) = 
.83, p=.618 0 QE(df=9) = 

82.30, p< .001 10

Long Term 
Orientation -.04 .04 -.91 .362 -.11 .04

Intercept .29 .04 6.64 <.001 .20 .37 QM(df=1) = 
.15, p=.702 0 QE(df=8) = 

91.07, p<.001 10

Power 
Distance -.02 .05 -.38 .702 -.11 .07

Intercept .29 .04 6.62 <.001 .20 .37 QM(df=1) = 
.10, p=.747 0 QE(df=8) =  

1.65, p<.001 10

Uncertainty 
Avoidance -.02 .05 -.32 .747 -.10 .07

Intercept .29 .04 6.61 <.001 .20 .37 QM(df=1) =  
.09, p=.765 0 QE(df=8) = 

94.44, p< .001 10

Individualism .01 .05 .30 .765 -.07 .10

Intercept .29 .04 6.59 <.001 .20 .37 QM(df=1) = 
.05, p=.825 0 QE(df=8) = 

97.47, p<.001 10

Masculinity .01 .05 .22 .825 -.08 .10

Intercept .29 .04 7.32 <.001 .21 .37 QM(df=1) = 
00, p=.999 0 QE(df=9) = 

97.79, p< .001 11
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Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Indulgance .00 .04 .00 .100 -.09 .09

Schwartz’s cultural value orientations

Intercept .29 .04 7.45 <.001 .22 .37 QM(df=1) = 
.32, p=.574 0 QE(df=9) = 

85.52, p<.001 11

Harmony -.02 .04 -.56 .574 -.10 .06

Intercept .29 .04 7.65 <.001 .22 .37 QM(df=1) = 
.79, p=.376 0 QE(df=9) = 

85.95, p< .001 11

Embedded-
ness .04 .04 .89 .376 -.04 .12

Intercept .29 .04 7.45 <.001 .22 .37 QM(df=1) = 
.29, p=.589 0 QE(df=9) = 

9.75, p<.001 11

Hierarchy .00 .04 .54 .590 -.06 .11

Intercept .29 .04 7.45 <.001 .22 .37 QM(df=1) = 
.33, p=.566 0 QE(df=9) = 

86.64, p<.001 11

Mastery .02 .04 .57 .566 -.06 .10

Intercept .29 .04 7.45 <.001 .22 .37 QM(df=1) = 
.31, p= .577 0 QE(df=9) = 

99.30, p<.001 11

Affective 
authonomy -.02 .04 -.56 .757 -.11 .06

Intercept .29 .04 7.51 <.001 .22 .37 QM(df=1) = 
.46, p=.498 0 QE(df=9) = 

88.92, p< .001

Intelectual 
authonomy -.03 .04 -.68 .498 -.11 .05

Intercept .29 .03 7.53 <.001 .22 .37 QM(df=1) = 
.50, p=.478 0 QE(df=9) = 

86.13, p<.001

Egalitarism -.03 .04 -.71 .478 -.11 .05

Psychological Capital

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions

Intercept .35 .04 8.78 <.001 .27 .43 QM(df=1) = 
1.44, p=.229 2.55 QE(df=18) = 

4.10, p<.001 20

Long Term 
Orientation -.05 .04 -1.20 .230 -.13 .03

Intercept .38 .04 8.89 <.001 .29 .46 QM(df=1) = 
.01, p=.909 0 QE(df=18) = 

481.31, p<.001 20

Power 
Distance -.01 .04 -.11 .909 -.09 .08

Intercept .37 .04 9.14 <.001 .29 .45 QM(df=1) = 
1.06, p=.304 .46 QE(df=18) = 

505.12, p<.001 20
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Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Uncertainty 
Avoidance .04 .04 1.03 .304 -.04 .13

Intercept .38 .04 8.95 <.001 .29 .46 QM(df=1) = 
.09, p=.769 0 QE(df=18) = 

46.01, p<.001 20

Individualism -.01 .04 -.29 .769 -.10 .07

Intercept .37 .04 9.14 <.001 .29 .45 QM(df=1) = 
1.21, p=.271 .81 QE(df=18) = 

526.26, p<.001 20

Masculinity -.05 .04 -1.10 .271 -.13 .04

Intercept .35 .04 8.02 <.001 .26 .43 QM(df = 1) = 
.16, p=.689 0 QE(df=17) = 

425.07, p<.001 20

Indulgance .02 .04 .40 .689 -.07 .11

Schwartz’s cultural value orientations

Intercept .35 .04 8.59 <.001 .27 .44 QM(df=1) = 
.09, p=.768 0 QE(df=18) = 

434.43, p<.001 20

Harmony .01 .04 .30 .768 -.07 .09

Intercept .35 .04 8.83 <.001 .27 .43 QM(df=1) = 
1.36, p=.244 1.8 QE(df=18) = 

434.43, p<.001 20

Embedded-
ness -.05 .04 -1.17 .244 -.13 .03

Intercept .35 .04 8.84 <.001 .27 .43 QM(df=1) = 
1.76, p=.185 4.3 QE(df=18) = 

431.37, p<.001 20

Hierarchy -.06 .04 -1.33 .185 -.14 .03

Intercept .35 .04 9.02 <.001 .27 .42 QM(df=1) = 
2.82, p=.093 9.45 QE(df=18) = 

42.54, p<.001 20

Mastery -.07 .04 -1.68 .093 -.16 .01 .

Intercept .35 .04 8.61 <.001 .27 .43 QM(df=1) = 
.43, p=.510 0 QE(df=18) = 

434.63, p<.001 20

Affective 
authonomy .03 .04 .66 .510 -.05 .11

Intercept .35 .04 8.98 <.001 .28 .43 QM(df=1) = 
1.90, p=.169 5.1 QE(df=18) = 

422.27, p<.001 20

Intelectual 
authonomy .06 .04 1.38 .169 -.02 .14

Intercept .35 .04 8.99 <.001 .27 .43 QM(df=1) = 
2.21, p=.137 6.82 QE(df=18) = 

42.73, p<.001 20

Egalitarism .06 .04 1.49 .137 -.02 .15

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained
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Table S.3.8. Methodological moderators of the relationship between Organizational 

Resources and Perceived Employability

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for residual 
heterogeneity K

Organizational Resources

Cross-
sectional .20 .04 5.18 <.001 .12 .27 QM(df=1) = 

.21, p=.64 0 QE(df=41) = 
726.94, p<.001 43

Multiple 
time points -.03 .07 -.46 .648 -.10 .16

Internal .15 .03 5.79 <.001 .10 .20
QM(df=1) 
= 15.13, 
p<.001

32.64 QE(df=32) = 
364.81, p<.001 39

External .22 .06 3.89 .000 .11 .33

Job Authonomy

Cross-
sectional .27 .07 4.13 <.001 .14 .40 QM(df=1) = 

3.94, p=.047 25.39 QE(df=8) = 
108.05, p<.001 10

Multiple 
time points -.18 .09 -1.99 .047 -.36 .00

Internal .20 .07 3.00 .003 .07 .33 QM(df=1) = 
.46, p=.490 0 QE(df=8) = 

112.63, p<.001 10

External -.08 .12 -.69 .490 -.32 .15

Supervisory Support

Cross-
sectional .22 .08 2.69 .01 .06 .37

QM(df=1) 
=.00, 

p=.974
0 QE(df=9) = 

235.26, p<.001 10

Multiple 
time points .00 .13 .03 .97 -.26 .26

Internal .07 .07 1.13 .26 -.06 .20
QM(df= 
1)=5.29, 
p=.021

43.45 QE(df=5) = 
78.78, p<.001 7

External .27 .12 2.30 .02 .04 .50

Job Security

Cross-
sectional .19 .04 4.79 <.001 .11 .26 QM(df=1) = 

2.10, p=.147 4.02 QE(df=20) = 
387.56, p<.001 22

Multiple 
time points .19 .13 1.45 .147 -.07 .45

Internal -.40 .08 -4.88 <.001 -.55 -.24 QM(df=1) = 
8.44, p=.004 29.1 QE(df=20) =  

6.44, p<.001 22

External .26 .09 2.91 .004 .08 .43
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Table S.3.9. Methodological moderators of the relationship between Organizational 

Resources and Perceived Employability 

Note. k = number of samples included in meta-analysis, n = total sample size,    = mean 
observed correlation,       = standard error of correlations, ρ = mean correlation corrected 
for unreliability in both measures (in bold), SDρ= observed standard deviation of corrected 
correlations; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for ρ; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval for ρ.

r SE r
r SE r ρSE r

Moderator K n  
95% CI 
Lower

95% CI 
Upper

80% CV 
Lower

80% CV 
Upper

Organizational Resources

External 27 21516 .14 .02 .17 .13 .12 .23 .00 .35

Internal 7 3312 .36 .06 .45 .20 .26 .64 .17 .74

Cross-
Sectional 18 10721 .21 .03 .27 .14 .20 .34 .09 .46

Multipple 
timepoints 6 5250 .22 .08 .27 .22 .03 .50 -.06 .59

Job Authonomy

External 7 5328 .19 .06 .23 .07 .07 .40 -.02 .48

Internal 3 3319 .12 .04 .15 .06 -.09 .38 -.02 .31

Cross-
Sectional 6 4519 .18 .05 .24 .17 .05 .42 -.01 .48

Multipple 
timepoints 4 4128 .15 .06 .18 .14 -.05 .41 -.05 .41

Supervisory support

Internal 2 2176 .34 .06 .43 .08 -.37 1.23 .18 .63

External 6 3117 .16 .06 .18 .19 .02 .38 -.15 .52

Cross-
Sectional 7 5630 .25 .05 .32 .16 .16 .47 .09 .55

Multipple 
timepoints 4 2744 .30 .12 .35 .29 -.12 .82 -.13 .83

Job Security

Internal 4 1415 .45 .12 .51 .32 -.01 1.03 -.02 1.04

External 18 15503 .13 .03 .15 .13 .08 .22 -.02 .32

Cross-
Sectional 20 15949 .15 .03 .19 .18 .10 .27 -.05 .43

Multipple 
timepoints 2 1456 .29 .08 .35 .11 -.73 1.43 .00 .70

r SE r ρSE r SDρr SE r
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Table S.3.10. Individual vulnerability as moderator of the relationship between 

Organizational Resources and Perceived Employability 

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Organizational Resources

Intercept .19 .03 7.70 <.001 .15 .25
QM(df=1) 

= 5.57, 
p=.018

12.71
QE(df=33) 
= 523.66, 

p<.001
35

Average 
sample age -.02 .03 -2.36 .018 -.11 -.01

Intercept .21 .03 7.35 <.001 .15 .26
QM(df=1) 
= .15, p= 

.695
0

QE(df=36) 
= 694.79, 

p<.001
38

% male .01 .03 .39 .695 -.05 .07

Intercept .21 .03 6.99 <.001 .15 .26
QM(df=1) 
= 4.94, p= 

.026
12.18

QE(df=30) 
= 528.32, 

p<.001
32

% University 
degree .07 .03 2.22 .026 .01 .13

Job authonomy

Intercept .18 .05 3.94 <.001 .09 .27
QM(df=1) 

= 7.79, 
p=.005

QE(df=6) 
= 48.57, 
p<.001

8

Average 
sample age -.14 .05 -2.79 .005 -.23 -.04

Intercept .18 .05 3.80 <.001 .09 .27
QM(df=1) 

= 3.25, 
p=.071

2.74
QE(df=8) 
= 92.66, 
p<.001

10

% male .09 .05 1.80 .071 -.01 .19

Intercept .24 .04 6.47 <.001 .17 .31
QM(df=1) 
= 18.36, 
p<.001

86.29
QE(df=3) 
= 13.743, 

p=.003
5

% University 
Degree -.18 .04 -4.43 <.001 -.27 -.10

Supervisory Support

Intercept .27 .05 5.01 <.001 .16 .37
QM(df=1) 

= 1.74, 
p=.187

13.98
QE(df=4) 
= 38.54, 
p<.001

6

Average 
sample age -.08 .06 -1.32 .187 -.19 2.70

Intercept .21 .06 3.53 <.001 .10 .33
QM(df=1) 

= .03, 
p=.854

QE(df=6) 
= 113.78, 

p<.001
8
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Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

% male -.01 .07 -.08 .854 -.14 .12

Intercept .25 .07 3.37 <.001 .11 .40
QM(df=1) 

= 1.61, 
p=.204

8.57
QE(df=5) 
= 137.16, 

p<.001
8

% University 
degree .10 .08 1.27 .204 -.06 .26

Job Security

Intercept .21 .04 5.51 <.001 .14 .29
QM(df=1) 

= 1.03, 
p=.310

0
QE(df=19) 
= 381.00, 

p<.001
21

Average 
sample age -.04 .04 -1.01 .315 -.12 .04

Intercept .20 .04 4.88 <.001 .12 .19
QM(df=1) 

= .00, 
p=.982

0
QE(df=18) 
= 398.19, 

p<.001

% male .00 .04 .02 .982 -.08 .09

Intercept .21 .04 4.99 <.001 .13 .29
QM(df=1) 
= 2.90, 
p=.089

11.33
QE(df=15) = 
298.81, p< 
.001

18

% University 
degree .07 .04 1.70 .089 -.01 .19
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Table S.3.11. Macroeconomic context as moderator of the relationship between 

Organizational Resources and Perceived Employability

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Organizational resources

Intercept .20 .03 7.84 <.001 .15 .25
QM(df=1) 

= 5.37, 
p=.020

1.69
QE(df=40) 
= 683.83, 

p<.001
42

Unemployement -.06 .03 -2.32 .02 -.11 -.01

Intercept .15 .04 4.28 <.001 .08 .22
QM(df=1) 

= 5.56, 
p=.018

12.07 QE(df=37) = 
61.52, p<.001 39

EPL .12 .05 2.36 .018 .02 .23

Job authonomy

Intercept .18 .06 3.18 .002 .07 .29
QM(df=1) 

= .01, 
p=.927

0
QE(df=8) 
= 115.44, 

p<.001
10

Unemployement .01 .06 .09 .927 -.11 .12

Intercept .08 .05 1.63 .102 -.02 .17
QM(df=1) 

= 3. 40, 
p=.065

24.10 QE(df=7) = 
48.98, p<.001 9

EPL .11 .06 1.84 .065 -.01 .23

Supervisory Support

Intercept .22 .06 3.85 .000 .11 .32
QM(df=1) 

= 2.64, 
p=.104

15.49
QE(df=9) 
= 192.35, 

p<.001
11

Unemployement -.10 .06 -1.62 .104 -.21 .02

Intercept .21 .07 2.96 .003 .07 .36
QM(df=1) 

= .56, 
p=.456

0
QE(df=8) 
= 198.69, 

p<.001
9

EPL .10 .13 .75 .456 -.16 .36

Job Security

Intercept .20 .04 5.34 <.001 .13 .28
QM(df=1) 

= 3.10, 
p=.078

9.31
QE(df=19) 
= 384.47, 

p<.001
21

Unemployement -.07 .04 -1.76 .078 -.16 .01

Intercept .10 .05 2.00 .046 .00 .21
QM(df=1) 

= 8.65, 
p=.003

33.52
QE(d=16) 
= 246.30, 

p<.001
18

EPL .22 .08 2.94 .003 .07 .37

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for B; 
%R2 = Percentage of variance explained
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Table S.3.12. Macroeconomic context as moderator of the relationship between 

Organizational Resources and Perceived Employability

Note. k = number of samples included in meta-analysis, n = total sample size,    = mean 
observed correlation, SE   = standard error of correlations, ρ = mean correlation corrected 
for unreliability in both measures (in bold), SDρ= observed standard deviation of corrected 
correlations; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for ρ; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval for ρ. 
EPL= Employment protection legislation

r SE r
r SE r ρSE r

Moderator K n   
95% CI 
Lower

95% CI 
Upper

80% CV 
Lower

80% CV 
Upper

Organizational Resources

Low EPL 21 19727 .14 .03 .17 .15 .10 .24 -.03 .37

High EPL 18 11046 .27 .04 .33 .19 .24 .43 .08 .59

Job Authonomy

Low EPL 4 3143 .10 .04 .12 .11 -.07 .30 -.06 .30

High EPL 5 5230 .19 .04 .23 .10 .10 .36 .08 .38

Supervisory Suppot

Low EPL 7 5577 .27 .05 .32 .19 .15 .50 .05 .59

High EPL 3 2523 .32 .12 .39 .23 -.20 .97 -.05 .82

Job Security

Low EPL 9 11708 .11 .04 .13 .13 .03 .23 -.04 .31

High EPL 9 3703 .33 .06 .39 .22 .22 .56 .08 .70

r SE r ρSE r SDρr SE r



Full results of the moderation analyses

221CHAPTER 2 -  SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL 4

Table S.3.13. Cultural context as moderator of the relationship between Organizational 

Resources and Perceived Employability 

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Organizational Resources

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions

Intercept .20 .02 8.06 <.001 .15 .25
QM(df=1) 

= 6.49, 
p=.011

11.41
QE(df=41) 

= 65.04, 
p<.001

43

Long Term 
Orientation .06 .03 2.55 .012 .01 .11

Intercept .20 .03 7.93 <.001 .15 .25
QM(df=1) 

= 2.81, 
p=.093

5.33
QE(df=40) 
= 621.38, 

p<.001
42

Power 
Distance .04 .03 1.68 .093 -.01 .09

Intercept .20 .03 8.06 <.001 .15 .25
QM(df=1) 

= 4.47, 
p=.034

8.84
QE(df=40) 
= 673.39, 

p<.001
42

Uncertainty 
Avoidance -.05 .03 -2.11 .035 -.10 .00

Intercept .20 .03 8.03 <.001 .15 .25
QM(df=1) 

= 3.31, 
p=.069

7.05
QE(df=40) 
= 674.89, 

p<.001
42

Individualism -.05 .03 -1.82 .069 -.097 .004

Intercept .20 .03 7.98 <.001 -.10 .00
QM(df=1) 

= 3.69, 
p=.054

6.74
QE(df=40) 
= 644.16, 

p<.001
42

Masculinity .05 .03 1.92 .054 .15 .25

Intercept .20 .03 7.81 <.001 .00 .10
QM(df=1) 

= 2.35, 
p=.126

3.93 QE(df=41) = 
7.67, p<.001 43

Indulgance -.04 .03 -1.53 .126 .15 .25

Schwartz’s cultural value orientations

Intercept .20 .03 7.67 <.001 .15 .25
QM(df=1) 

= 1.30, 
p=.253

1.31
QE(df=41) 
= 675.41, 

p<.001
43

Harmony -.03 .03 -1.14 .254 -.08 .02

Intercept .20 .03 7.63 <.001 .15 .25
QM(df=1) 

= .67, 
p=.415

0
QE(df=41) 
= 685.06, 

p<.001
43
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Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Embedded-
ness .02 .03 .82 .415 -.03 .07

Intercept .20 .02 9.04 <.001 .16 .24
QM(df=1) 
= 16.21, 
p<.001

3.72
QE(df=41) 
= 453.09, 

p<.001
43

Hierarchy .09 .02 4.03 <.001 .05 .13

Intercept .20 .02 9.01 <.001 .16 .24
QM(df=1) 
= 15.27, 
p<.001

29.69
QE(df=41) 
= 418.82, 

p<.001
43

Mastery .09 .02 3.91 <.001 .04 .13

Intercept .20 .03 7.74 <.001 .15 .25
QM(df=1) 

= 1.71, 
p=.192

2.58
QE(df=41) 
= 681.51, 

p<.001
43

Affective 
authonomy -.03 .03 -1.31 .192 -.09 .02

Intercept .20 .03 7.78 <.001 .15 .25
QM(df=1) 

= 2.01, 
p=.156

3.62
QE(df=41) 

= 62.46, 
p<.001

43

Intelectual 
authonomy -.04 .03 -1.42 .157 -.09 .01

Intercept .20 .02 8.40 <.001 .15 .24
QM(df=1) 

= 8.96, 
p=.003

18.48
QE(df 

=41)=597.48, 
p<.001

43

Egalitarianism -.07 .02 -2.99 .003 -.12 -.03

Job Authonomy

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions

Intercept .18 .06 3.19 .001 .07 .29
QM(df=1) 

= .03, 
p=.862

0
QE(df=8) 
= 115.34, 

p<.001
10

Long Term 
Orientation -.01 .06 -.17 .862 -.13 .11

Intercept .18 .05 3.59 <.001 .08 .28
QM(df=1) 

= 2.24, 
p=.135

1.91
QE(df=8) 
= 114.46, 

p<.001
10

Power 
Distance .08 .05 1.50 .145 -.03 .18

Intercept .18 .05 3.32 <.001 .07 .28
QM(df=1) 

=.69, 
p=.407

0
QE(df=8) 

=117.09, p < 
.0001

10

Uncertainty 
Avoidance .05 .06 .83 .407 -.06 .16
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Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Intercept .18 .05 3.28 <.001 .07 .29
QM(df=1) 

= .51, 
p=.477

0
QE(df=8) 
= 117.16, 

p<.001
10

Individualism -.04 .06 -.71 .477 -.15 .07

Intercept .18 .06 3.19 <.001 .07 .29
QM(df=1) 

= .04, 
p=.851

0
QE(df=8) 
= 117.09, 

p<.001
10

Masculinity .01 .06 .19 .851 -.10 .13

Intercept .18 .05 3.45 <.001 .08 .28
QM(df=1) 

= 1.43, 
p=.232

3.07
QE(df=8) 
= 116.51, 

p<.001
10

Indulgance -.07 .06 -1.20 .232 -.17 .04

Schwartz’s cultural value orientations

Intercept 178.00 .06 3.18 <.001 .07 .29
QM(df=1) 

= .00, 
p=.966

QE(df=8) 
= 115.01, 

p<.001
10

Harmony -25.00 .06 -.04 .966 -.12 .11

Intercept .18 .05 3.41 <.001 .08 .28
QM(df=1) 

= 1.24, 
p=.265

1.12
QE(df=8) 
= 116.34, 

p<.001
10

Embedded-
ness .06 .06 1.12 .265 -47.00 .17

Intercept .18 .06 3.20 <.001 .07 .29
QM(df=1) 

= .06, 
p=.801

0
QE(df=8) 
= 114.72, 

p<.001
10

Hierarchy -.02 .06 -.25 .801 -.13 .01

Intercept .18 .05 3.28 <.001 .07 .29
QM(df=1) 

= .55, 
p=.457

0
QE(df=8) 
= 116.60, 

p<.001

Mastery .04 .06 .74 .457 -.07 .15

.67 .31 2.18 .029 .07 1.27 10

Intercept .18 .05 3.37 <.001 .08 .28
QM(df=1) 

= 1.01, 
p=.315

0
QE(df=8) 
= 115.75, 

p<.001
10

Affective 
authonomy -.06 .06 -1.01 .315 -.17 .05

Intercept .18 .06 3.18 <.001 .07 .29
QM(df=1) 

= .01, 
p=.918

0
QE(df=8) 
= 115.50, 

p<.001
10

Intelectual 
authonomy -.01 .06 -.10 .918 -.12 .11
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Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Intercept .18 .06 3.26 <.001 .07 .29
QM(df=1) 
= .41, p= 

.522
0

QE(df=8) 
= 116.74, 

p<.001
10

Egalitarianism -.04 .06 -.64 .522 -.15 .08

Supervisory Support

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions

Intercept .22 .06 3.47 <.001 .09 .34
QM(df=1) 

= .38, 
p=.536

0
QE(df=9) 
= 239.21, 

p<.001
10

Long Term 
Orientation .04 .07 .62 .536 -.09 .17

Intercept .22 .06 3.40 <.001 .09 .35
QM(df=1) 

= .01, 
p=.944

0
QE(df=9) 
= 235.83, 

p<.001
10

Power 
Distance .01 .07 .07 .944 -.13 .14

Intercept .22 .06 3.96 <.001 .11 .32
QM(df=1) 

= 3.19, 
p=.074

18.85
QE(df=9) 
= 18.10, 
p<.001

10

Uncertainty 
Avoidance -.10 .06 -1.79 .074 -.21 .01

Intercept .22 .06 3.42 . 
<.001 .09 .34

QM(df=1) 
= .09, 

p=.763
0

QE(df=9) 
= 222.66, 

p<.001
10

Individualism -.02 .03 -.30 .763 -.15 .11

Intercept .22 .06 3.58 <.001 .10 .34
QM(df=1) 

= .86, 
p=.354

0
QE(df=9) 
= 208.03, 

p<.001
10

Masculinity .06 .06 .93 .354 -.07 .18

Intercept .22 .06 3.41 <.001 .09 .34
QM(df=1) 

= .01, 
p=.921

0
QE(df=9) 
= 23.20, 
p<.001

10

Indulgance .01 .07 .10 .921 -.13 .14

Schwartz’s cultural value orientations

Intercept .22 .06 3.60 <.001 .10 .33
QM(df=1) 

= 1.13, 
p=.288

1.5
QE(df=9) 
= 206.07, 

p<.001
11

Harmony -.07 .06 -1.06 .288 -.19 .06
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Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Intercept .22 .06 3.44 <.001 .09 .34
QM(df=1) 

= .19, 
p=.665

0
QE(df=9) 
= 205.27, 

p<.001
11

Embedded-
ness .03 .07 .43 .664 -.10 .16

Intercept .22 .05 4.30 <.001 .12 .32
QM(df= 

1) = 5.31, 
p=.021

31.85
QE(df=9) 
= 136.24, 

p<.001
11

Hierarchy .12 .05 2.30 .021 .02 .17

Intercept .22 .06 3.86 <.001 .11 .33
QM(df=1) 

= 2.53, 
p=.112

14.16
QE(df=9) 
= 181.56, 

p<.001
11

Mastery .09 .06 1.59 .111 -.02 .21

Intercept .22 .06 3.44 <.001 .09 .34
QM(df=1) 

= .13, p 
=.719

0
QE(df=9) 
= 204.08, 

p<.001
11

Affective 
authonomy -.02 .07 -.36 .719 -.16 .11

Intercept .22 .06 3.77 <.001 .10 .33
QM(df=1) 

= 2.07, 
p=.150

1.25
QE(df=9) 
= 185.05, 

p<.001
11

Intelectual 
authonomy -.09 .06 -1.44 .150 -.20 .03

Intercept .22 .06 3.58 .000 .10 .33
QM(df=1) 

= .95, 
p=.329

.07
QE(df=9) 
= 181.19, 

p<.001
11

Egalitarism -.06 .06 -.98 .329 -.19 .06

Job Security

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions

Intercept .21 .04 4.99 <.001 .13 .30
QM(df=1) 

= 2.89, 
p=.089

11.33
QE(df=16) 
= 298.81, 

p<.001
18

Long Term 
Orientation .08 .04 1.70 .089 -.01 .16

Intercept .20 .04 5.22 <.001 .13 .28
QM(df=1) 

= 2.11, 
p=.146

6.83
QE(df=19) 
= 296.32, 

p<.001
21

Power 
Distance .06 .04 1.45 .147 -.02 .14
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Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Intercept .20 .04 5.12 <.001 .13 .28
QM(df=1) 

= 1.48, 
p=.224

2.99
QE(df=19) 
= 384.33, 

p<.001
21

Uncertainty 
Avoidance -.05 .04 -1.22 .224 -.13 .03

Intercept .20 .04 5.49 <.001 .13 .28
QM(df=1) 

= 3.70, 
p=.054

15.16
QE(df=19) 
= 322.93, 

p<.001
21

Individualism -.07 .04 -1.92 .054 -.15 .00

Intercept .20 .04 4.97 <.001 .12 .28
QM(df=1) 

= .35, 
p=.553

0
QE(df=19) 
= 342.49, 

p<.001
21

Masculinity .03 .04 .59 .553 -.06 .11

Intercept .20 .04 5.21 <.001 .13 .28
QM(df=1) 

= 1.77, 
p=.184

4.83
QE(df=19) 
= 352.19, 

p<.001
21

Indulgence -.05 .04 -1.33 .184 -.13 .03

Schwartz’s cultural value orientations

Intercept .57 .58 1.00 .319 -.56 1.70
QM(df=1) 

= .42, 
p=.518

0
QE(df=19) 
= 337.27, 

p<.001
21

Harmony -.09 .14 -.65 .518 -.36 .18

Intercept -.15 .47 -.32 .748 -1.07 .77
QM(df=1) 

= .57, 
p=.450

0
QE(df=19) 

= 34.93, 
p<.001

21

Embedded-
ness .10 .14 .76 .451 -.16 .37

Intercept .20 .03 6.01 <.001 .14 .27
QM(df=1) 

= 8.36, 
p=.004

31.85
QE(df=19) 
= 199.92, 

p<.001
21

Hierarchy .10 .03 2.89 .004 .03 .17

Intercept .20 .03 6.02 <.001 .14 .27
QM(df=1) 

= 7.79, 
p=.005

3.63
QE(df=19) 
= 165.79, 

p<.001
21

Mastery .10 .03 2.79 .005 .03 .16

Intercept .20 .04 5.15 <.001 .13 .28
QM(df=1) 

= 1.42, 
p=.234

3.39
QE(df=19) 
= 343.66, 

p<.001
21

Affective 
authonomy -.05 .04 -1.19 .234 -.13 .03
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Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained

Table S.3.14. Methodological moderators of the relationship between Perceived 

Employability and Turnover intentions 

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Cross-
sectional .11 .08 1.43 .154 -.04 .26

QM(df=1) 
= 1.37, 
p=.243

2.03
QE(df=10) 
= 201.71, 

p<.001
12

Multiple 
time points -.15 .13 -1.17 .243 -.41 .10

Internal -.18 .13 -1.36 .175 -.43 .08
QM(df=1) 

= 4.39, 
p=.036

28.21
QE(df=9) 
= 98.13, 
p<.001

11

External .30 .15 2.10 .036 .02 .59

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Intercept .20 .04 5.11 <.001 .13 .28
QM(df=1) 

= .96, 
p=.326

1.58
QE(df=19) 
= 294.94, 

p<.001
21

Intelectual 
authonomy -.04 .04 -.98 .326 -.12 .04

Intercept .20 .03 6.07 <.001 .14 .27
QM(df=1) 

= 8.95, 
p=.003

32.85
QE(df=19) 
=  01.05, 
p<.001

21

Egalitarism -.10 .03 -2.99 .003 -.17 -.04
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Table S.3.15. Methodological moderators of the relationship between Perceived 

Employability and Turnover intentions

Note. k = number of samples included in meta-analysis, n = total sample size,    = mean 
observed correlation, SE   = standard error of correlations, ρ = mean correlation corrected 
for unreliability in both measures (in bold), SDρ= observed standard deviation of corrected 
correlations; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for ρ; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval for ρ.

Table S.3.16. Individual vulnerability as moderator of the relationship between Perceived 

Employability and Turnover intentions

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained

r SE r
r SE r ρSE r

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Intercept .30 .44 .69 .492 -.56 1.17
QM(df=1) 

= .32, 
p=.572

0 QE(df=10) = 
2.17, p<.001 12

Average 
sample age -.01 .01 -.57 .572 -.30 .02

Intercept -.06 .13 -.42 .675 -.31 .20
QM(df=1) 

= .45, 
p=.505

0
QE(df=9) 
= 143.49, 

p<.001
11

% Men .00 .00 .67 .505 .00 .01

Intercept 1.06 42.13 .24 .811 -72.51 92.63
QM(df=1) 
= .06, p= 

.812
0

QE(df=10) 
= 198.52, 

p<.001
12

% University 
Degree .11 .11 1.00 .319 -.11 .33

QM(df=1) 
= .31, 

p=.580
0

QE(df=6) 
= 62.72, 
p<.001

8

Moderator K n  
95% CI 
Lower

95% CI 
Upper

80% CV 
Lower

80% CV 
Upper

Cross-
Sectional 8 3316 .00 .09 .02 .31 -.25 .29 -.42 .46

Multiple 
timepoints 4 2406 -.01 .05 -.01 .12 -.21 .19 -.20 .18

External 9 3480 .10 .05 .12 .17 -.02 .26 -.12 .36

Internal 2 1521 -.20 .12 -.23 .21 -2.19 1.73 -.89 .43

r SE r ρSE r SDρr SE r
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Table S.3.17. Macroeconomic context as moderator of the relationship between 

Perceived Employability and Turnover intentions

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained; EPL= Employment protection legislation

Table S.3.18. Macroeconomic context as moderator of the relationship between 

Perceived Employability and Turnover intentions 

Note. k = number of samples included in meta-analysis, n = total sample size,    = mean 
observed correlation, SE   = standard error of correlations, ρ = mean correlation corrected 
for unreliability in both measures (in bold), SDρ= observed standard deviation of corrected 
correlations; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for ρ; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval for ρ. 
EPL= Employment protection legislation

r SE r
r SE r ρSE r

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Intercept .06 .06 .89 .376 -.07 .18
QM(df=1) 

= .31, 
p=.576

0
QE(df=10) 
= 192.86, 

p<.001
12

Unemployement .04 .07 .56 .576 -.09 .17

Intercept .10 .07 1.33 .185 -.05 .24
QM(df=1) 

= 1.95, 
p=.163

8.77
QE(df=9) 
= 179.32, 

p<.001
11

EPL -.20 .15 -1.40 .163 -.49 .08

Moderator K n  
95% CI 
Lower

95% CI 
Upper

80% CV 
Lower

80% CV 
Upper

Low EPL 8 4402 .01 .07 .02 .24 -.19 .23 -.32 .37

High EPL 3 1046 -.11 .08 -.16 .15 -.56 .25 -.44 .12

r SE r ρSE r SDρr SE r
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Table S.3.19. Methodological moderators of the relationship Perceived Employability 

and Productive employees

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions

Intercept .06 .06 .92 .357 -.06 .18
QM(df=1) 

= 1.48, 
p=.225

2.57
QE(df=10) 
= 201.26, 

p<.001
12

Long Term 
Orientation -.08 .06 -1.22 .225 -.20 .05

Intercept .04 .07 .60 .550 -.09 .18
QM(df=1) 

= .0`, 
p=.931

0
QE(df=9) 
= 183.99, 

p<.001
11

Power Distance -.01 .07 -.09 .931 -.15 .14

Intercept .04 .06 .61 .541 -.09 .16
QM(df=1) 

= 1.55, 
p=.214

5.88
QE(df=9) 
= 15.41, 
p<.001

11

Uncertainty 
Avoidance .08 .07 1.24 .214 -.05 .22

Intercept .04 .07 .61 .544 -.09 .18
QM(df=1) 

= .18, 
p=.674

0
QE(df=9) = 
164.11, p < 

.0001
11

Individualism -.03 .07 -.42 .674 -.17 .11

Intercept .04 .07 .65 .519 -.09 .17
QM(df=1) 

= 1.13, 
p=.287

2.13
QE(df=9) 
= 152.46, 

p<.001
11

Masculinity -.07 .07 -1.06 .287 -.21 .06

Intercept .06 .07 .88 .381 -.07 .18
QM(df=1) 

= .08, 
p=.776

0
QE(df=10) 
= 194.25, 

p<.001
12

Indulgance .02 .07 .28 .776 -.12 .15

Schwartz’s cultural value orientations

Intercept .06 .06 .89 .373 -.07 .18
QM(df=1) 

= .69, 
p=.406

0
QE(df=10) 
= 186.71, 

p<.001
12

Harmony -.06 .07 -.83 .406 -.18 .07

Intercept .06 .06 .88 .377 -.07 .18
QM(df=1) 

= .28, 
p=.597

0
QE(df=10) 
= 201.58, 

p<.001
12

Embeddedness .04 .07 .53 .597 -.10 .17
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Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Intercept .06 .06 .89 .371 -.07 .18
QM(df=1) 

= .85, 
p=.358

0
QE(df=10) 
= 178.39, 

p<.001
12

Hierarchy -.06 .07 -.92 .358 -.19 .07

Intercept .06 .06 .89 .375 -.07 .18
QM(df=1) 

= .33, 
p=.564

0
QE(df=10) 
= 194.72, 

p<.001
12

Mastery -.04 .07 -.58 .564 -.17 .09

Intercept .06 .07 .87 .383 -.07 .18
QM(df=1) 
= .01, p= 

.937
0

QE(df=10) 
= 19.85, 
p<.001

12

Affective 
authonomy .01 .07 .08 .937 -.13 .14

Intercept .06 .06 .88 .379 -.07 .18
QM(df=1) 

= .45, 
p=.501

0
QE(df=10) 
= 189.56, 

p<.001
12

Intelectual 
authonomy .05 .07 .67 .501 -.09 .18

Intercept .06 .06 .89 .373 -.07 .18
QM(df=1) 

= .69, 
p=.406

0
QE(df=10) 
= 186.71, 

p<.001
12

Egalitarism -.06 .07 -.83 .406 -.18 .07
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Table S.3.20. Methodological moderators of the relationship Perceived Employability 

and Productive employees

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Productive

Cross-sectional .21 .03 6.38 <.001 .14 .27
QM(df = 
1) = 45, 
p=.501

8.72
QE(df = 21) 

= 333.62, 
p<.001

23

Multiple time 
points -.07 .11 -.67 .501 -.29 .14 .

External .20 .04 5.00 <.001 .12 .28
QM(df=1) 

=.52, 
p=.469

0
QE(df=18) 
= 304.63, 

p<.001
20

Internal .06 .08 .72 .469 -.10 .21

Career Success

Cross-sectional .16 .04 4.55 <.001 .09 .23
QM(df=1) 

=.10, 
p=.754

0
QE(df = 9) 

= 73.88, 
p<.001

11

Multiple time 
points -.03 .08 -.31 .754 -.18 .13

External .10 .03 2.94 .003 .03 .17
QM(df=1) 

=1.41, 
p=.001

61.84
QE(df=7) 
=27.93, 
p=.0002

9

Internal .17 .05 3.23 .001 .07 .27
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Table S.3.21. Methodological moderators of the relationship Perceived Employability 

and Productive employees

Note. k = number of samples included in meta-analysis, n = total sample size,    = mean 
observed correlation, SE   = standard error of correlations, ρ = mean correlation corrected 
for unreliability in both measures (in bold), SDρ= observed standard deviation of corrected 
correlations; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for ρ; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval for ρ.

r SE r
r SE r ρSE r

Moderator K n

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

80% 
CV 
Lower

80% 
CV 
Upper

Productive

Cross-
Sectional 21 12065 .21 .04 .26 .19 .17 .35 .01 .52

Multiple 
timepoints 2 1348 .13 .05 .17 .06 -.53 .87 -.02 .35

External 15 8261 .20 .05 .24 .22 .12 .37 -.05 .54

Internal 5 3549 .25 .03 .32 .08 .20 .43 .20 .44

Career Success

Cross-
Sectional 9 5818 .15 .04 .20 .15 .08 .32 -.01 .40

Multiple 
timepoints 2 1348 .13 .05 .17 .06 -.53 .87 -.02 .35

External 5 3370 .09 .03 .11 .09 -.02 .24 -.03 .25

Internal 4 2576 .27 .04 .36 .13 .13 .59 .14 .58

r SE r ρSE r SDρr SE r
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Table S.3.22. Individual vulnerability as moderator of the relationship Perceived 

Employability and Productive employees 

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Productive

Intercept .21 .03 6.26 <.001 .14 .27
QM(df=1) 
=.00, p= 

.980
0

QE(df=19) 
= 316.47, 

p<.001
21

Average 
sample age .00 .03 -.03 .980 -.07 .07

Intercept .21 .03 6.12 <.001 .14 .27
QM(df=1) 
=.36, p= 

.548
0

QE(df=19) 
= 315.22, 

p<.001
21

% Men in 
sample -.02 .04 -.60 .549 -.09 .05

Intercept .19 .04 5.44 <.001 .12 .26
QM(df=1) 
=.07, p= 

.786
0

QE(df=14) 
= 131.44, 

p<.001
16

% University -.01 .04 -.27 .786 -.08 .06

Career Success

Intercept .16 .04 4.19 <.001 .08 .23
QM(df=1) 

=.04, 
p=.836

0
QE(df=7) 
=64.56, p 

<.001
9

Average 
sample age -.01 .05 -.21 .836 -.12 .10

Intercept .14 .03 4.65 <.001 .08 .20
QM(df=1) 

=1.90, 
p=.168

14.31
QE(df=8) 
= 55.64, p 

<.001
10

% Men in 
sample -.04 .03 -1.38 .168 -.11 .02

Intercept .13 .04 3.52 .000 .06 .20
QM(df=1) 

=1.13, 
p=.288

0 QE(df=4) = 
1.69, p=.030 6

% University .12 .11 1.06 .288 -.10 .34
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Table S.3.23. Methodological moderators of the relationship Perceived Employability 

and Productive employees

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained; EPL= Employment protection legislation

Table S.3.24. Macroeconomic context as moderator of the relationship Perceived 

Employability and Productive employees 

Note. k = number of samples included in meta-analysis, n = total sample size,    = mean 
observed correlation, SE   = standard error of correlations, ρ = mean correlation corrected 
for unreliability in both measures (in bold), SDρ= observed standard deviation of corrected 
correlations; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for ρ; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval for ρ.

r SE r
r SE r ρSE r

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for residual 
heterogeneity K

Productive

Intercept .21 .03 6.65 <.001 .14 .27 QM(df=1) 
=.10, p=.755 0 QE(df=21) 

=328.94, p<.001 23

Unemploye-
ment -.01 .03 -.31 .755 -.08 .06

Intercept .14 .04 3.54 .000 .06 .22 QM(df=1) 
=.64, p=.424 0 QE(df=28) = 

308.37, p<.001 30

EPL .05 .06 .80 .424 -.07 .16

Career Success

Intercept .15 .03 4.91 <.001 .09 .21 QM(df=1) 
=.68, p=.411 0 QE(df=9) =72.72, 

p<.001 11

Unemploye-
ment -.02 .02 -.82 .411 -.06 .03

Intercept .16 .04 3.85 .000 .08 .24 QM(df=1) 
=.03, p=.855 0 QE(df=9) =74.44, 

p<.001 11

EPL -.01 .06 -.18 .856 -.14 .11

Moderator K n
95% CI 
Lower

95% CI 
Upper

80% CV 
Lower

80% CV 
Upper

Productive

Low EPL 12 7611 .17 .04 .22 .19 .09 .34 -.04 .47

High EPL 9 4340 .18 .03 .22 .09 .14 .29 .10 .33

Career Success

Low EPL 6 5019 .15 .05 .20 .15 .03 .36 -.02 .42

High EPL 5 2147 .14 .04 .18 .11 .02 .33 .00 .35

r SE r ρSE r SDρr SE r
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Table S.3.25. Cultural context as moderator of the relationship between Perceived 

Employability and Productive employees

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Productive

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions

Intercept .20 .03 6.60 <.001 .14 .27
QM(df=1) 
=.00, p= 

.966
0

QE(df=21) 
=329.62, 
p<.001

23

Long Term 
Orientation .00 .03 .04 .966 -.06 .06

Intercept .20 .03 6.69 <.001 .14 .26
QM(df=1) 
=.62, p= 

.432
0

QE(df=21) 
=312.22, 
p<.001

23

Power 
Distance .03 .03 .79 .432 -.04 .09

Intercept .20 .03 6.62 <.001 .14 .27
QM(df=1) 
=.09, p= 

.759
0

QE(df=21) 
=315.79, 
p<.001

23

Uncertainty 
Avoidance -.01 .03 -.31 .759 -.07 .05

Intercept .20 .03 6.63 <.001 .14 .27
QM(df=1) 
=.20, p= 

.659
0

QE(df=21) 
=322.48, 
p<.001

23

Individualism -.01 .03 -.44 .659 -.08 .05

Intercept .20 .03 6.71 <.001 .14 .26
QM(df=1) 
=.77, p= 

.380
0

QE(df=21) 
=308.71, 
p<.001

23

Masculinity .03 .03 .88 .380 -.03 .09

Intercept .20 .03 6.72 <.001 .15 .26
QM(df=1) 
=.78, p= 

.377
0

QE(df=21) 
=306.17, 
p<.001

23

Indulgance -.03 .03 -.88 .377 -.09 .03

Schwartz’s cultural value orientations

Intercept .20 .03 6.94 <.001 .15 .26
QM(df=1) 

=2.14, 
p=.143

6.73
QE(df=21) 
=245.44, 
p<.001

23

Harmony -.04 .03 -1.46 .143 -.10 .02

Intercept .21 .03 6.84 <.001 .15 .27
QM(df=1) 

=.96, 
p=.328

0
QE(df=21) 
=291.78, 
p<.001

23
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Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Embededness .03 .03 .98 .328 -.03 .10

Intercept .20 .03 6.66 <.001 .14 .26
QM(df=1) 

=.37, 
p=.542

.35
QE(df=21) 
=308.36, 
p<.001

23

Hierarchy .02 .03 .61 .542 -.04 .08

Intercept .20 .03 6.66 <.001 .14 .26
QM(df=1) 

=.38, 
p=.537

0
QE(df=21) 
=306.64, 
p<.001

23

Mastery .02 .03 .62 .537 -.04 .08

Intercept .21 .03 6.79 <.001 .15 .27
QM(df=1) 

=.89, 
p=.345

0
QE(df=21) 
=295.85, 
p<.001

23

Affective 
authonomy -.03 .03 -.95 .345 -.08 .03

Intercept .21 .03 6.99 <.001 .15 .27
QM(df=1) 

=1.65, 
p=.200

3.8
QE(df=21) 
=272.70, 
p<.001

23

Intelectual 
authonomy -.04 .03 -1.28 .200 -.11 .02

Intercept .20 .03 6.94 <.001 .15 .26
QM(df=1) 

=2.14, 
p=.143

6.73
QE(df=21) 
=245.44, 
p<.001

23

Egalirism -.04 .03 -1.46 .143 -.10 .02

Career Success

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions

Intercept .16 .03 4.93 <.001 .09 .22
QM(df=1) 

=.15, 
p=.70

0
QE(df=9) 
=72.89, 
p<.001

11

Long Term 
Orientation -.01 .03 -.38 .702 -.07 .05

Intercept .15 .03 4.83 <.001 .09 .22
QM(df=1) 

=.00, 
p=.96

0
QE(df=9) 
=74.42, 
p<.001

11

Power 
Distance .00 .03 -.05 .957 -.060 .06

Intercept .15 .03 4.23 <.001 .09 .22
QM(df=1) 

= .01, 
p=.91

0
QE(df = 

9)=73.78, 
p<.001

11

Uncertainty 
Avoidance .00 .03 -.11 .909 -.07 .06
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Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Intercept .15 .03 5.19 <.001 .09 .21
QM(df=1) 

=.69, 
p=.41

12.26
QE(df=9) 
=63.39, 
p<.001

11

Individualism .04 .03 1.52 .130 -.01 .09

Intercept .15 .03 4.86 <.001 .09 .22
QM(df=1) 

=2.29, 
p=.13

0
QE(df = 9) 

= 56.51, 
p<.001

11

Masculinity .01 .03 .25 .801 -.06 .07

Intercept .16 .03 4.93 <.001 .09 .22
QM(df = 1) 
= .03, p = 

.80
0

QE(df=9) 
=7.65, p < 

.0001
11

Indulgance -.01 .03 -.38 .702 -.07 .05

Schwartz’s cultural value orientations

Intercept .15 .03 5.41 <.001 .10 .21
QM(d=1) 

= 1.77, 
p=.18

16.08
QE(df=9) 
=45.61, 
p<.001

11

Harmony -.04 .03 -1.33 .183 -.10 .02

Intercept .16 .03 5.02 <.001 .10 .22
QM(df=1) 
=.30 p= 

.59
0

QE(df=9) 
=68.04, 
p<.001

11

Embedded-
ness .02 .03 .54 .587 -.05 .08

Intercept .15 .03 4.81 <.001 .09 .22
QM(df=1) 

=.07, 
p=.79

0
QE(df=9) 
=72.85, 
p<.001

11

Hierarchy .01 .03 .27 .790 -.04 .06

Intercept .15 .03 4.89 <.001 .09 .21
QM(df=1) 

=.42, 
p=.52

0
QE(df=9) 
=65.55, 
p<.001

11

Mastery .02 .02 .65 .517 -.03 .06

Intercept .16 .03 4.77 <.001 .09 .22
QM(df=1) 

=.00, 
p=.99

0
QE(df=9) 
=74.51, 
p<.000

11

Affective 
autonomy .00 .03 -.01 .990 -.06 .06

Intercept .16 .03 5.45 <.001 .10 .21
QM(df=1) 
=1.62, 
p=.20

1.81
QE(df=9) 
= 52.35, 
p<.001

11

Intellectual 
autonomy -.04 .03 -1.27 .204 -.09 .02
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Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained

Table S.3.26. Methodological moderators of the relationship of Perceived Employability 

and Happy Employees

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained

Moderator 
(indented) B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Happy

Multiple 
time 
points

.20 .15 1.30 .194 -.10 .49
QM (df=1) 

=.61, 
 p=.690

0
QE (df=16) = 

407.60, 
p<.001

18

Cross-
sectional -.06 .16 -.40 .690 -.37 .25

External .14 .05 2.64 .008 .04 .25 QM (df=1) 
=1.,p=.180 5.25

QE (df=16) = 
404.05, 
p<.001

18

Internal .18 .14 1.34 .180 -.09 .45

Job Satisfaction

Internal .48 .16 3.02 .003 .17 .79
QM (df=1) 

= 6.51, 
p=.011

41.21
QE (df=7) = 

281.34, 
p<.001

9

External -.46 .18 -2.55 .011 -.81 -.11

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Intercept .15 .03 4.77 <.001 .09 .22
QM(df=1) 
=.04, 
p=.85

0
QE(df=9) 
=73.78, 
p<.001

11

Egalitarism -.01 .03 -.19 .851 -.06 .05
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Table S.3.27. Methodological moderators of the relationship of Perceived Employability 

and Happy Employees

Note. k = number of samples included in meta-analysis, n = total sample size,    = mean 
observed correlation, SE   = standard error of correlations, ρ = mean correlation corrected 
for unreliability in both measures (in bold), SDρ= observed standard deviation of corrected 
correlations; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for ρ; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval for ρ.

r SE r
r SE r ρSE r

Moderator K n
95% CI 
Lower

95% CI 
Upper

80% CV 
Lower

80% CV 
Upper

Happy

Cross-
Sectional 16 8964 .13 .05 .16 .25 .03 .29 -.17 .49

Multiple 
timepoints 2 268 .22 .22 .28 .37 -3.20 3.76 -.87 1.43

External 15 8062 .15 .06 .19 .25 .05 .33 -.15 .52

Internal 3 1170 .36 .11 .42 .21 -.12 .96 .02 .81

Job Satisfaction

Internal 2 1086 .39 .10 .47 .16 -1.03 1.98 -.02 .97

External 7 4001 .08 .11 .10 .33 -.21 .40 -.38 .57

r SE r ρSE r SDρr SE r
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Table S.3.28. Individual vulnerability as moderator of the relationship between Perceived 

Employability and Happy Employees

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Happy

Intercept .15 .06 2.65 .008 .04 .27
QM (df=1) 

= 2.05, 
p=.152

6.6
QE (df=13) = 

497.01, 
p<.001

15

Average 
sample age -.09 .06 -1.43 .152 -.21 .03

Intercept .17 .05 3.67 .000 .08 .26
QM (df=1) 

= 2.18, 
p= .139

6.16
QE (df=18) = 

497.62, 
p<.001

20

% Men in 
sample -.07 .05 -1.48 .140 -.16 .02

Intercept .09 .09 .94 .346 -.09 .27
QM (df=1) 

= .02, 
p=.932

0
QE (df=6) = 

23.19, 
p<.001

8

% University -.01 .10 -.09 .932 -.20 .18

Job Satisfaction

Intercept -.11 .85 -.13 .898 -1.76 1.55
QM (df=1) 

= .05, 
p=.831

0
QE (df=6) = 

275.39, 
p<.001

8

Average 
sample age .01 .02 .21 .831 -.04 .05

Intercept .17 .17 .98 .328 -.17 .49
QM (df = 
1) = .21, 
p=.647

0
QE (df = 8) = 

331.09, 
p<.001

10

% Men in 
sample .00 .00 -.46 .647 -.01 .00

Intercept .08 .20 .41 .681 -.31 .48
QM (df = 
1)  = .00, 
p= .978

0
QE(df = 6) = 

239.41, 
p<.001

8

% University .00 .01 -.03 .978 -.01 .01
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Table S.3.29. Methodological moderators of the relationship of Perceived Employability 

and Happy Employees

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained; EPL= Employment protection legislation

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Happy

Intercept .17 .05 3.64 .000 .08 .26
QM(df=1) 

=1.33, 
p=.250

1.59
QE(df=18) = 

532.74, 
p<.001

20

Unemployement -.06 .05 -1.15 .250 -.16 .04

Intercept .15 .05 2.85 .004 .05 .25
QM(df=1) 

= .06,  
p=.800

0
QE(df=17) = 

414.09, 
p<.001

19

EPL .03 .13 .25 .800 -.23 .29

Job Satisfaction

Intercept .10 .07 1.39 .163 -.04 .24
QM(df=1) 

=2.33,  
p=.127

12.4
QE(df=8) = 

33.61, 
p<.001

10

Unemployement -.12 .08 -1.53 .127 -.27 .03

Intercept .00 .07 .05 .958 -.14 .15
QM(df=1) 

=1.77, 
p=.18

6.47
QE(df=7) = 

164.99, 
p<.001

9

EPL .21 .16 1.33 .184 -.10 .51
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Table S.3.30. Macroeconomic context as moderator of the relationship between 

Perceived Employability and Happy Employees

Note. k = number of samples included in meta-analysis, n = total sample size,    = mean 
observed correlation, SE   = standard error of correlations, ρ = mean correlation corrected 
for unreliability in both measures (in bold), SDρ= observed standard deviation of corrected 
correlations; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for ρ; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval for ρ; 
EPL= Employment protection legislation

r SE r
r SE r ρSE r

Moderator K n
95% CI 
Lower

95% CI 
Upper

80% 
CV 
Lower

80% 
CV 
Upper

Happy

Low EPL 16 8531 .15 .05 .18 .25 .04 .31 -.16 .51

High EPL 3 1011 .09 .10 .12 .20 -.41 .66 -.26 .51

Job Satisfaction

Low EPL 7 3744 .03 .08 .04 .25 -.19 .27 -.31 .39

High EPL 2 874 .09 .16 .11 .26 -2.32 2.54 -.70 .92

r SE r ρSE r SDρr SE r
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Table S.3.31. Cultural context as moderator of the relationship between Perceived 

Employability and Happy Employees

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Happy

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions

Intercept .17 .05 3.51 .001 .08 .27
QM (df=1) 
= .10, p= 

.750
0

QE(df=18) = 
53.64, 
p<.001

20

Long Term 
Orientation -.02 .05 -.32 .751 -.11 .08

Intercept .17 .05 3.52 .000 .08 .27
QM (df=1) 
=  .24, p= 

.622
0

QE(df=18) = 
544.15, 
p<.001

20

Power Distance -.02 .05 -.49 .622 -.12 .07

Intercept .17 .05 3.72 .000 .08 .26
QM (df=1) 

= 2.15, 
p=.143

6.98
QE(df=18) = 

421.00, 
p<.001

20

Uncertainty 
Avoidance -.07 .05 -1.47 .143 -.16 .02

Intercept .17 .05 3.50 .001 .08 .27
QM (df=1) 

= .14, 
p=.713

0
QE(df=18) = 

535.03, 
p<.001

20

Individualism -.02 .05 -.37 .713 -.12 .08

Intercept .17 .05 3.71 .000 .08 .26
QM (df=1) 

= 1.91, 
p=.167

5.31
QE(df=18) = 

461.46, 
p<.001

20

Masculinity .07 .05 1.38 .167 -.03 .16

Intercept .17 .05 3.56 .000 .08 .26
QM (df=1) 

= .62, 
p=.432

0
QE(df=18) = 

506.53, 
p<.001

20

Indulgance -.04 .05 -.79 .432 -.14 .06

Schwartz’s cultural value orientations

Intercept .17 .05 3.52 .000 .075 .265
QM (df=1) 

= .19, 
p=.664

0
QE(df=18) = 

469.24, 
p<.001

20

Harmony -.02 .05 -.43 .664 -.12 .08

Intercept .17 .05 3.51 .000 .08 .27
QM (df=1) 

= .12, 
p=.730

0
QE(df=18) = 

484.30, 
p<.001

20

Embeddedness .02 .05 .35 .730 -.08 .12
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Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Intercept .17 .05 3.59 .000 .08 .26
QM (df=1) 
= .99, p= 

.319
.63

QE(df=18) = 
459.91, 
p<.001

20

Hierarchy .05 .05 1.00 .319 -.05 .14

Intercept .17 .05 3.59 .000 .08 .26
QM (df=1) 
= .81, p= 

.367
0

QE(df=18) = 
448.91, 
p<.001

20

Mastery .04 .05 .90 .367 -.05 .14

Intercept .17 .05 3.52 .000 .08 .27
QM (df=1) 

= .23, 
p=.632

0
QE(df=18) = 

491.57, 
p<.001

20

Affective 
authonomy -.02 .05 -.48 .632 -.12 .07

Intercept .17 .05 3.52 .000 .08 .27
QM (df=1) 

= .18, 
p=.675

0
QE(df=18) = 

478.35, 
p<.001

20

Intelectual 
authonomy -.02 .05 -.42 .675 -.12 .08

Intercept .17 .05 3.59 .000 .08 .26
QM (df=1) 

= .86, 
p=.353

0
QE(df=18) = 

453.51, 
p<.001

20

Egalirism -.05 .05 -.93 .353 -.14 .05

Job Satisfaction

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions

Intercept .10 .08 1.25 .212 -.06 .25
QM (df=1) 

= .71, 
p=.401

0
QE(df=8) = 

341.84, 
p<.001

10

Long Term 
Orientation .07 .08 .84 .401 -.09 .23

Intercept .10 .08 1.20 .229 -.06 .25
QM (df=1) 
= .02, p= 

.900
0

QE(df=8) = 
332.77, 
p<.001

10

Power Distance .01 .08 .13 .900 -.15 .18

Intercept .10 .08 1.29 .196 -.05 .24
QM (df=1) 

= 1.04, 
p=.308

1.45
QE(df=8) = 

248.75, 
p<.001

10

Uncertainty 
Avoidance -.08 .08 -1.02 .308 -.23 .07

Intercept .10 .07 1.37 .172 -.04 .23
QM (df=1) 

= 2.73, 
p=.098

16.55
QE(df=8) = 

253.05, 
p<.001

10

Individualism -.12 .07 -1.65 .098 -.26 .02
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Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Intercept .10 .08 1.24 .216 -.06 .25
QM (df=1) 

= .33, 
p=.564

0
QE(df=8) = 

341.23, 
p<.001

10

Masculinity .05 .08 .58 .564 -.11 .21

Intercept .10 .06 1.64 .102 -.02 .21
QM (df=1) 

= 7.53, 
p=.006

43.2
QE(df=8) = 

191.31, 
p< .000

10

Indulgance -.17 .06 -2.74 .006 -.28 -.05

Schwartz’s cultural value orientations

Intercept .10 .08 1.21 .228 -.06 .25
QM (df=1) 

= .05, 
p=.816

0
QE(df=8) = 

321.34, 
p<.001

10

Harmony .02 .09 .23 .817 -.15 .19

Intercept .10 .08 1.21 .226 -.06 .25
QM (df=1) 
= .09, p= 

.759
0

QE(df=8) = 
323.92, 
p<.001

10

Embeddedness -.03 .09 -.31 .759 -.19 .14

Intercept .10 .08 1.23 .219 -.06 .25
QM (df=1) 

= .37, 
p=.541

0
QE(df=8) = 

283.30, 
p<.001

10

Hierarchy .05 .08 .61 .541 -.11 .21

Intercept .10 .08 1.20 .229 -.06 .25
QM(df=1) 
=.00, p= 

.987
0

QE(df=8) = 
318.17, 
p<.001

10

Mastery .00 .09 -.02 .987 -.17 .16

Intercept .10 .08 1.25 .210 -.05 .24
QM (df=1) 

= .82, 
p=.366

0
QE(df=8) = 

248.26, 
p<.001

10

Affective 
authonomy -.07 .08 -.90 .366 -.23 .08

Intercept .10 .08 1.24 .214 -.06 .25
QM (df=1) 
= .54, p= 

.464
0

QE(df=8) = 
342.93, 
p<.001

10

Intelectual 
authonomy .06 .08 .73 .465 -.10 .22

Intercept .10 .08 1.23 .219 -.06 .25
QM (df=1) 
=  .28, p= 

.596
0

QE(df=8) = 
27.04, 
p<.001

10

Egalitarism -.04 .08 -.53 .596 -.21 .12

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained
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Table S.3.32. Methodological moderators of the relationship between Perceived 

Employability and Healthy Employees

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained

Moderator 
(indented) B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Healthy

Cross-
sectional .18 .02 7.67 <.001 .13 .22

QM(df=1) 
= 3.18, 
p=.075

0
QE(df=23) 

= 88.06, 
p<.001

25

Multiple 
time points -.08 .04 -1.78 .075 -.17 .01

Psychological Distress

Cross-
sectional -.13 .06 -2.15 .031 -.25 -.01

QM(df=1) 
= 1.44, 
p=.230

2.21
QE(df=12) 
= 172.17, 

p<.001
14

Multiple 
time points -.14 .12 -1.20 .230 -.37 .09

Burnout

Cross-
sectional -.18 .04 -4.03 <.001 -.26 -.09

QM(df=1) 
= 1.38, 
p=.240

4.33
QE(df=11) 

= 55.90, 
p<.001

13

Multiple 
time points .08 .07 1.18 .240 -.05 .20
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Table S.3.33. Methodological moderators of the relationship of Perceived Employability 

and Happy Employees

Note. k = number of samples included in meta-analysis, n = total sample size,    = mean 
observed correlation, SE   = standard error of correlations, ρ = mean correlation corrected 
for unreliability in both measures (in bold), SDρ= observed standard deviation of corrected 
correlations; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for ρ; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval for ρ.

r SE r
r SE r ρSE r

Moderator K n
95% CI 
Lower

95% CI 
Upper

80% CV 
Lower

80% CV 
Upper

Healthy

Cross-
Sectional 18 7613 .18 .02 .21 .11 .15 .27 .07 .35

Multiple 
timepoints 7 3074 .10 .03 .12 .07 .04 .20 .02 .22

Psychological Distress

Cross-
Sectional 10 4588 -.12 .05 -.15 .20 -.29 .00 -.42 .13

Multiple 
timepoints 4 964 -.20 .13 -.26 .29 -.74 .23 -.74 .22

Burnout

Cross-
Sectional 7 3130 -.17 .04 -.19 .11 -.30 -.08 -.35 -.03

Multiple 
timepoints 6 2625 -.10 .04 -.13 .10 -.25 -.01 -.28 .02

r SE r ρSE r SDρr SE r
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Table S.3.34. Individual vulnerability as moderator of the relationship between Perceived 

Employability and Healthy Employees

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Healthy

Intercept .15 .02 8.53 <.001 .12 .18
QM(df=1) 

= 1.03, 
p=.310

5.37
QE(df=23) 

= 65.03, 
p<.001

25

Average 
sample age -.02 .02 -1.02 .310 -.05 .02

Intercept .15 .02 7.74 <.001 .11 .19
QM(df = 1) 
= .99, p= 

.320
1.95

QE(df=22) 
=  87.01, 
p<.001

24

% Men in 
sample -.02 .02 -.99 .320 -.06 .02

Intercept -.10 .07 -1.38 .168 -.24 .04
QM(df=1) 

= .20, 
p=.657

.000
QE(df=13) 

= 35.64, 
p=.001

15

% University .00 .00 .17 .867 .00 .00

Students .28 .07 4.14 <.001 .15 .41
QM(df 

=1)=5.04, 
p=.080

16.49
QE(df=22) 

= 81.75, 
p<.001

23

Unemployed -.07 .09 -.73 .465 -.24 .11

Employed -.14 .07 -2.01 .045 -.28 .00

Psychological Distress

Intercept .03 .32 .10 .924 -.59 .65
QM(df=1) 

= .39, 
p=.534

0
QE(df=10) 

= 13.81, 
p<.001

12

Average 
sample age -.01 .01 -.62 .534 -.02 .01

Intercept -.13 .21 -.65 .514 -.54 .27
QM(df 

=1) = .04, 
p=.839

0
QE(df=11) 
= 169.02, 

p<.001
13

% Men in 
sample .00 .00 -.20 .839 -.01 .01

Intercept -.25 .15 -1.68 .093 -.53 .04
QM(df=1) 

= .31, 
p=.578

0
QE(df=7) 
= 142.08, 

p<.001
9

% University .00 .00 .56 .578 .00 .01
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Table S.3.35. Individual vulnerability as moderator of the relationship between Perceived 

Employability and Healthy Employees

Note. k = number of samples included in meta-analysis, n = total sample size,    = mean 
observed correlation, SE   = standard error of correlations, ρ = mean correlation corrected 
for unreliability in both measures (in bold), SDρ= observed standard deviation of corrected 
correlations; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for ρ; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval for ρ.

r SE r
r SE r ρSE r

Moderator K n
95% CI 
Lower

95% CI 
Upper

80% CV 
Lower

80% CV 
Upper

Healthy

Unemployed 2 887 .28 .01 .32 .00 .31 .33 .32 .32

Students 4 516 .22 .05 .26 .07 .07 .45 .15 .37

Employed 19 9284 .14 .02 .16 .10 .11 .22 .03 .29

Psychological Distress

Unemployed 3 416 -.42 .14 -.48 .27 -1.19 .23 -1.00 .03

Employed 10 4916 -.12 .05 -.14 .19 -.28 .00 -.40 .13

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Unemployed -.41 .10 -3.97 <.001 -.62 -.21
QM(df=1) 

= 6.56, 
p=.010

33.95
QE(df=11) 
= 141.16, 

p<.001
13

Employed .30 .12 2.56 .010 .07 .53

Burnout

Intercept -.38 .15 -2.58 .010 -.67 -.09
QM(df=1) 

= 2.46, p = 
.117

19.64 12

Age .01 .00 1.57 .117 .00 .01

Intercept -.35 .13 -2.66 .008 -.61 -.09
QM(df=1) 

=  2.89, 
p=.089

23.34
QE(df=9) 
= 36.57, 
p<.001

11

% Men in 
sample .00 .00 1.70 .089 .00 .01

Intercept -.07 .07 -1.00 .318 -.21 .07
QM(df=1) 

= .52, 
p=.472

0
QE(df=5) 
= 16.85, 
p=.005

7

% University .00 .00 -.72 .472 .00 .00

r SE r ρSE r SDρr SE r
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Table S.3.36. Macroeconomic context as moderator of the relationship between 

Perceived Employability and Healthy Employees 

Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained; EPL= Employment protection legislation

 Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Healthy

Intercept .16 .02 8.05 <.001 .12 .19
QM(df=1) 

= .00, 
p=.971

0
QE(df=25) 

= 1.178, 
p<.001

27

Unemployement .00 .02 .04 .971 -.04 .04

Intercept .12 .02 5.14 <.001 .08 .17
QM(df=1) 

= 4.49, 
p=.034

16.73
QE(df=24) 

= 86.84, 
p<.001

26

EPL .08 .04 2.12 .034 .01 .15

Psychological Distress

Intercept -.17 .05 -3.65 .000 -.27 -.08
QM(df=1) 

= 4.26, 
p=.039

21.37
QE(df=12) 
= 141.96, 

p<.001
14

Unemployement -.10 .05 -2.06 .039 -.20 -.01

Intercept -.09 .07 -1.34 .180 -.23 .04
QM(df=1) 

= 2.67, 
p=.102

13.05
QE(df=12) 
= 135.09, 

p<.001
14

EPL -.16 .10 -1.63 .102 -.36 .03

Burnout

Intercept -.14 .03 -4.83 <.001 -.20 -.08
QM(df=1) 

= 4.66, 
p=.031

26.25
QE(df=11) 

= 51.51, 
p<.001

13

Unemployement -.07 .03 -2.16 .031 -.13 -.01

Intercept -.12 .04 -3.07 .002 -.20 -.12
QM(df=1) 

= .76, 
p=.384

0 QE(df=11) = 
6.91, p<.001 13

EPL -.06 .07 -.87 .384 -.21 -.06
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Table S.3.37. Macroeconomic context as moderator of the relationship between 

Perceived Employability and Healthy Employees

Note. k = number of samples included in meta-analysis, n = total sample size,    = mean 
observed correlation, SE   = standard error of correlations, ρ = mean correlation corrected 
for unreliability in both measures (in bold), SDρ= observed standard deviation of corrected 
correlations; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for ρ; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval for ρ. 
EPL= Employment protection legislation

r SE r
r SE r ρSE r

Moderator K n
95% CI 
Lower

95% CI 
Upper

80% CV 
Lower

80% CV 
Upper

Healthy

Low EPL 14 7715 .13 .02 .15 .09 .10 .21 .04 .27

High EPL 12 4917 .20 .02 .23 .09 .16 .30 .11 .35

Psychological Distress

Low EPL 7 3479 -.07 .06 -.09 .19 -.28 .10 -.37 .19

High EPL 7 2073 -.25 .06 -.30 .19 -.49 -.11 -.57 -.02

Burnout

Low EPL 9 4422 -.13 .04 -.15 .11 -.25 -.06 -.30 -.01

High EPL 4 1333 -.17 .06 -.19 .12 -.41 -.03 -.39 .01

r SE r ρSE r SDρr SE r
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Table S.3.38. Cultural context as moderator of the relationship between Perceived 

Employability and Healthy employees

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Healthy

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions

Intercept .16 .02 8.05 <.001 .12 .19 QM(df = 1) = 
.22, p= .649 0

QE(df = 25) 
= 102.22, 

p<.001
26

Long Term 
Orientation .01 .02 .46 .649 -.03 .05

Intercept .16 .02 8.24 <.001 .12 .20 QM(df = 1) = 
.06, p= .802 0 QE(df = 24) = 

97.05, p<.001 26

Power Distance -.01 .02 -.25 .803 -.04 .03

Intercept .16 .02 8.24 <.001 .12 .20 QM(df = 1) = 
.00, p= .949 0

QE(df = 24) 
= 97.353, 

p<.001
26

Uncertainty 
Avoidance .00 .02 .06 .949 -.04 .04

Intercept .16 .02 8.26 <.001 .12 .20 QM(df = 1) = 
.15, p= .694 0 QE(df = 24) = 

96.56, p<.001 26

Individualism .01 .02 .39 .694 -.03 .05

Intercept .16 .02 8.22 <.001 .12 .20 QM(df = 1) = 
.23, p= .635 0 QE(df = 24) = 

97.35, p<.001 26

Masculinity -.01 .02 -.47 .635 -.05 .03

Intercept .16 .02 8.39 <.001 .12 .19
QM(df=1) 

=1.85, 
p=.174

3.62 QE(df=25) = 
97.97, p<.001 26

Indulgance -.02 .02 -1.14 .174 -.06 .01

Schwartz’s cultural value orientations

Intercept .16 .02 8.94 <.001 .12 .19
QM(df =1) 
= 5.62, p= 

.018
2.32 QE(df=25) = 

84.91, p<.001 27

Harmony .04 .02 2.37 .018 .01 .08

Intercept .16 .02 8.06 <.001 .12 .19 QM(df = 1) = 
.39, p=.531 0

QE(df=25) 
= 101.32, 

p<.001
27

Embeddedness -.01 .02 -.63 .531 -.05 .03
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Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Intercept .16 .02 8.27 <.001 .12 .19 QM(df = 1) = 
1.58, p=.209 0

QE(df=25) 
=96.80, 
p<.001

27

Hierarchy -.03 .02 -1.26 .209 -.06 .01

Intercept .16 .02 8.10 <.001 .12 .19 QM(df = 1) = 
.59, p=.441 0 QE(df=25) = 

1.75, p<.001 27

Mastery -.02 .02 -.77 .441 -.05 .02

Intercept .16 .02 8.13 <.001 .12 .19 QM(df = 1) = 
.32, p=.570 0 QE(df=25) = 

99.98, p<.001 27

Affective 
authonomy -.01 .02 -.57 .570 -.05 .03

Intercept .16 .02 8.19 <.001 .12 .19 QM(df = 1) = 
1.02, p=.312 0 QE(df=25) = 

98.54, p<.001 27

Intelectual 
authonomy .02 .02 1.01 .312 -.02 .06

Intercept .16 .02 8.11 <.001 .12 .19 QM(df = 1) = 
.29, p=.590 0 QE(df=25) = 

99.40, p<.001 27

Egalirism .01 .02 .54 .590 -.03 .05

Psychological Distress

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions

Intercept -.17 .05 -3.15 .002 -.28 -.07 QM(df=1) = 
.24, p= .627 0

QE(df=12) 
= 169.32, 

p<.001
14

Long Term 
Orientation .03 .06 .49 .627 -.08 .14

Intercept -.17 .06 -3.14 .002 -.28 -.07 QM(df = 1) = 
.12, p= .745 0

QE(df=12) 
= 171.78, 

p<.001
14

Power Distance .02 .06 .33 .745 -.09 .13

Intercept -.17 .06 -3.13 .002 -.28 -.06 QM(df=1) = 
.03, p= .856 0

QE(df = 
12)=171.12, 

p<..0001
14

Uncertainty 
Avoidance -.01 .06 -.18 .856 -.12 .10

Intercept -.17 .06 -3.15 .002 -.28 -.07 QM(df=1) = 
.22, p= .638 0

QE(df=12) 
= 177.36, 

p<.001
14

Individualism -.03 .06 -.47 .638 -.14 .08
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Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Intercept -.17 .05 -3.18 .002 -.28 -.07 QM(df=1) = 
.45, p= .502 0

QE(df=12) 
= 174.59, 

p<.001
14

Masculinity -.04 .06 -.67 .503 -.15 .07

Intercept -.17 .05 -3.37 .001 -.27 -.07 QM(df=1) = 
1.99, p=.158 7.91

QE(df=12) 
= 145.60 , 

p<.001
14

Indulgance .08 .05 1.41 .158 -.03 .18

Schwartz’s cultural value orientations

Intercept -.17 .05 -3.33 .001 -.27 -.07 QM(df=1) = 
1.63, p=.202 3.82

QE(df=12) 
= 169.19, 

p<.001
14

Harmony -.07 .05 -1.28 .202 -.17 .04

Intercept -.17 .06 -3.15 .002 -.28 -.07 QM(df=1) = 
.18, p=.673 0

QE(df=12) 
= 163.66, 

p<.001
14

Embeddedness -.02 .06 -.42 .673 -.14 .09

Intercept -.17 .05 -3.21 .001 -.28 -.07 QM(df=1) = 
.68, p=.410 0

QE(df=12) 
=  176.69, 

p<.001
14

Hierarchy .05 .06 .82 .410 -.06 .16

Intercept -.17 .05 -3.17 .002 -.28 -.07 QM(df=1) = 
.37, p=.545 0

QE(df=12) 
= 176.72, 

p<.001
14

Mastery .03 .06 .61 .546 -.08 .14

Intercept -.17 .05 -3.52 .000 -.27 -.08 QM(df = 1) = 
3.16, p=.075 15.91

QE(df=12) 
= 134.71, 

p<.001
14

Affective 
authonomy .09 .05 1.78 .076 -.01 .19

Intercept -.17 .05 -3.24 .001 -.28 -.07 QM(df=1) = 
.85, p=.356 0

QE(df=12) 
= 169.56, 

p<.001
14

Intelectual 
authonomy -.05 .06 -.92 .356 -.16 .06

Intercept -.17 .05 -3.21 .001 -.28 -.07 QM(df=1) = 
.68, p=.411 0

QE(df=12) 
= 177.07, 

p<.001
14

Egalitarism -.05 .06 -.82 .411 -.16 .06

Burnout
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Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions

Intercept -.14 .03 -4.14 <.001 -.21 -.07 QM(df=01) 
=.25, p=.618 0 QE(df=11) = 

55.44, p<.001 13

Long Term 
Orientation .02 .04 .50 .618 -.05 .09

Intercept -.14 .04 -4.09 <.001 -.21 -.07 QM(df=1) = 
.00, p=.992 0 QE(df=11) = 

61.65, p<.001 13

Power Distance .00 .04 -.01 .992 -.07 .07

Intercept -.14 .03 -4.23 <.001 -.21 -.08 QM(df=1) = 
.90, p=.342 0 QE(df=11) = 

6.64, p<.001 13

Uncertainty 
Avoidance -.03 .04 -.95 .342 -.10 .04

Intercept -.14 .04 -4.10 <.001 -.21 -.07 QM(df=1) = 
.01, p=.940 0 QE(df=11) = 

62.32, p<.001 13

Individualism .00 .04 .08 .940 -.07 .07

Intercept -.14 .03 -4.68 <.001 -.20 -.08 QM(df=1) = 
3.97, p=.046 22.11 QE(df=11) = 

53.79, p<.001 13

Masculinity .06 .03 1.99 .046 .00 .12

Intercept -.14 .03 -4.28 <.001 -.21 -.08 QM(df=1) = 
1.01, p=.314 0 QE(df=11) = 

61.59, p<.001 13

Indulgance

Schwartz’s cultural value orientations

Intercept -.14 .03 -4.76 <.001 -.20 -.08 QM(df=1) = 
4.44, p=.035 24.52 QE(df=11) = 

51.92, p<.001 13

Harmony -.07 .03 -2.11 .035 -.13 -.01

Intercept -.14 .03 -4.15 <.001 -.21 -.08 QM(df=1) = 
1.24, p=.626 0

QE(df=11) 
= 60.995, 

p<.001
13

Embeddedness -.02 .04 -.49 .626 -.09 .05

Intercept -.14 .03 -4.31 <.001 -.21 -.08
QM(df=1) 
= 1.41, p= 

.235
2.38 QE(df=11) = 

58.26, p<.001 13

Hierarchy .04 .03 1.19 .235 -.03 .11

Intercept -.14 .03 -4.23 <.001 -.21 -.08 QM(df=1) = 
.94, p=.332 0 QE(df=11) = 

59.93, p<.001 13

Mastery .03 .04 .97 .332 -.03 .10

Intercept -.14 .03 -4.27 <.001 -.21 -.08 QM(df=1) = 
.88, p=.347 0 QE(df=11) = 

6.15, p<.001 13
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Note. B = regression weight; SEB = standard error for B; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for B; %R2 = Percentage of variance explained

Moderator B SEB Z p

95% 
CI 
Lower

95% 
CI 
Upper

Test of 
moderators %R2

Test for 
residual 
heterogeneity K

Affective 
authonomy .03 .04 .94 .347 -.04 .10

Intercept -.14 .04 -4.09
<.001

-.21 -.07 0 QE(df=11) = 
62.44, p<.001 13QM(df=1) = 

.01, p=.924

Intelectual 
authonomy .00 .04 .10 .924 -.07 .07

Intercept -.14 .04 -4.10 <.001 -.21 -.07 QM(df=1) = 
.00, p=.951 0 QE(df=11) = 

62.37, p<.001 13

Egalitarism .00 .04 -.06 .951 -.07 .07
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Plot 4.1. Personal Resources and Perceived Employability

Plot 4.2. Organizational Resources and Perceived Employability
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Plot 4.3. Perceived Employability and TOI

Plot 4.4. Perceived Employability and Productive Employees
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Plot 4.5. Perceived Employability and Happy Employees

Plot 4.6. Perceived Employability and Healthy Employees
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Arabic Version of the CAAS 
Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) of the Arabic form of CAAS was conducted. 

The initial solution fitted the data well, with fit indices χ2=441.538, df=248, p<.001, 
RMSEA=.05, CFI=.942, SRMR=.04. 

The results of the CFA of the Arabic form of the CAAS were compared to the 
results of CAAS-International (Savickas & Porfeli, 2012). Results indicated the item 
loadings and first-order factor loadings to be aligned. Standardized item first-order 
factor loadings ranged from .64 to .83, suggesting all items are strong indicators 
of their constructs. Additionally, all four career adaptability dimensions were strong 
indicators of the second-order career adaptability construct. Concern exhibited the 
highest difference in factor loadings in comparison with CAAS-International (.83 
vs. .78) and Control (.93 vs. .86). The loading for Curiosity, and Confidence were 
almost similar to the loadings for the CAAS-international .96 and .92, respectively. 
Mean scores of the four dimensions and the overall score for career adaptability 
were slightly lower than the average across the International samples: Concern 
(3.55 vs. 3.79), Control (3.74 vs. 3.93); Curiosity (3.61 vs. 3.69); Confidence (3.78 
vs. 3.93); and Career adaptability (3.67 vs. 3.84). These slightly lower mean scores 
might be reflection of the highly uncertain and challenging situation that this group 
found themselves in at the moment. Overall, these results provide evidence of the 
construct validity of the Arabic CAAS being in line with previous tests within different 
groups and languages.



Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Arabic Version of the CAAS 

267CHAPTER 4 -  SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL 1

Table S10. Career Adapt-Abilities Scale: items, means, standard deviations, standardized 

loadings, and internal consistency reliabilities.

Construct
Construct 
(First order) M SD Loading Reliability

Concern CA1
 يف ريكفتلا
لبقتسملا 3.56 1.18 .80 .90

CA2

 هذختا يذلا رارقلا
 لكشيس مويلا
لبقتسملا ريصم 3.63 1.12 .76

CA3
 دادعتسألا
لبقتسملل 3.60 1.12 .81

CA4

 يلبقتسمل يعاو
 يلمعلا و يساردلا
 يتلا تارارقلاو
اهذاختا يلع بجي 3.43 1.27 .79

CA5
 ةيفيك طيطخت
فدهلل لوصولا 3.48 1.18 .75

CA6 يلبقتسمب متهم 3.58 1.27 .64

Control CA7 الئافتم ءاقبلا 3.53 1.26 .71 .89

CA8
 تارارقلا ذاختا
يسفنب 3.68 1.15 .69

CA9

 ةيلوئسملا لمحا
 و يتارارق نع
يلاعفا 3.87 1.06 .72

CA10
 رومالاب كسمتا
اهب نمؤ يتلا 3.78 1.12 .78

CA11 يسفن ىلع دمتعا 3.85 1.08 .81

CA12 يل ديج وه ام لعفا 3.75 1.10 .72

Curiosity CA13
 طيحملا فشتكا
هيف شيعا يذلا 3.59 1.20 .76 .91

CA14

 رومألل علطتتأ
 ينم روطت يتلا
صخشك 3.70 1.14 .79

CA15
 رومألا نم ققحتلا
رارقلا ذاختا لبق 3.57 1.16 .81

CA16
 ةفلتخم قرط دصر
ءايشالا لعفل 3.52 1.09 .82

CA17
 ةلئسالاب ركفا
اهحرطا نا لبق 3.57 1.14 .74
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Note. n=330

Construct
Construct 
(First order) M SD Loading Reliability

CA18

 قوشتم حبصأ
 صرف ةفرعمل
ةديدج 3.71 1.08 .73

Confidence CA19 ةءافكب ماهملا ءادأ 3.77 1.08 .79 .92

CA20

 لعف ىلع صرحلا
 لكشب ءايشألا
ديج 3.92 .98 .79

CA21 ةديدج تاراهم ملعت 3.80 1.11 .72

CA22
 قفو لمعلا
يتاردق 3.97 .98 .78

CA23 تابقعلا يطخت 3.59 1.11 .86

CA24 لكاشملا لح 3.63 1.06 .83

Construct
Construct 

(Second order) M SD Loading

Adaptability 1 Concern 3.55 .96 .83 .97

2 Control 3.74 .89 .93

3 Curiosity 3.61 .93 .96

4 Confidence 3.78 .88 .92
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Measurement Invariance
Table S11. Measurement invariance of scales across refugees in Greece and the 

Netherlands

Note. ΔRMSEA<.05. ΔCFI<.01

χ2 df RMSEA CFI Δ RMSEA Δ CFI

Model 1 unconstrained (configural invariance) [CAAS] 821.69 496 .60 .91 - -

Model 2a 1st order factor loadings 
(metric invariance) [CAAS] 847.13 516 .60 .91 .00 .00

Model 2b 1st and 2nd order factor loadings  
(metric invariance) 848.66 519 .60 .91 .00 .00

Model 3a 1-st order intercepts (scalar invariance) 901.08 542 .60 .90 .00 .10

Model 3b 1-st order and 2nd order intercepts 
(scalar invariance) 908.40 543 .60 .90 .00 .00

Model 1 unconstrained 
(configural invariance) [PSYCAP] 169.70 100 .70 .92 - -

Model 2a 1st order factor loadings  
(metric invariance) [PSYCAP] 179.26 108 .70 .92 .10 .00

Model 2b 1st and 2nd order factor loadings 
(metric invariance) [PSYCAP] 183.30 111 .70 .92 .10 .00

Model 3a 1-st order intercepts (scalar invariance) 199.14 122 .70 .91 .00 .10

Model 3b 1-st order and 2nd order intercepts  
(scalar invariance) [PSYCAP] 203.53 123 .70 .91 .00 .00

Model 1 unconstrained 
(configural invariance) [JSSE] 112.39 67 .70 .96 - -

Model 2 factor loadings 
(metric invariance) [JSSE] 134.32 76 .70 .95 .10 .10

Model 3 intercepts (scalar invariance) [JSSE] 162.32 85 .80 .93 .10 .20

Model 1 unconstrained 
(configural invariance) [SOCIAL BARIERS] 13.73 8 .70 .98 - -

Model 2 factor loadings  
(metric invariance) [SOCIAL BARIERS] 17.23 12 .50 .98 .20 .00

Model 3 intercepts (scalar invariance) [SOCIAL 
BARIERS] 36.12 16 .90 .92 .14 .60

Model 3M intercepts (scalar invariance) [SOCIAL 
BARIERS] 24.10 15 .60 .96 .10 .20

Model 1 unconstrained 
(configural invariance) [ADMIN BARIERS] 9.510 8 .40 .99 - -

Model 2 factor loadings  
(metric invariance) [ADMIN BARIERS] 13.47 12 .30 .99 .10 .00

Model 3 intercepts (scalar invariance) [ADMIN BARIERS] 37.44 16 .90 .91 .60 .90

Model 3M intercepts (scalar invariance) [ADMIN 
BARIERS] 15.54 15 .20 1.00 .10 .00
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Overall Path Model Test Without Control Variables
Table S12. Psychological Capital, Career Adaptability, and Job Search Self-efficacy: 

Moderating role of social barriers and administrative (Model without control variables)

Career Adaptability Job Search Self-efficacy

Independent variable

Psychological Capital .47 (.04) *** .28 (.07) **

Mediating variables

Career Adaptability --- .33 (.09) **

Moderating variable

Social Barriers -.02 (.04) .02 (.06)

Administrative barriers -.06 (.04) -.12 (.06)

Interaction terms

Psychological capital*Social barriers -.15 (.04) *** ---

Psychological capital*Administrative 
barriers .12 (.04) *** ---

R² .33 .26

Effect SE p LLCI ULCI

Direct Effect .28 .07 <.001 .14 .43

Total Effect .44 .06 <.001 .32 .56

Indirect Effects Bootstrapped Estimate Boot LLCI Boot ULCI

Career Adaptability .16 .08 .25
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The sustainable career is a career characterized by continuity over time 
and varying circumstances in a way that enables individuals to live productively, 
happily, and healthily. Because labor market trends such as growing flexibilization, 
technologization, and polarization between low and high skilled jobs impact 
individuals’ employability, productivity, happiness and health, organizations and 
policy makers alike are increasingly recognizing the importance of understanding 
the drivers of sustainable careers. 

Therefore, across three empirical chapters, the current dissertation focuses on 
answering the question of what individuals can do to sustain their careers against 
the backdrop of changing demands in their jobs, occupations, and broader labor 
markets. First, we investigate which personal resources they can apply to sustain 
their careers and how they can apply them. Second, we focus on disentangling the 
role of individuals and broader institutional opportunities and barriers in sustaining 
careers by answering the question of when personal resources are instrumental for 
sustaining careers, and when they are not.

To this end, Chapter 2 offers a conceptual overview and a meta-analysis (k=127; 
n=69,301) of the relationships between different resources that individuals can rely 
on and perceived employability (i.e., perceived chance of obtaining, maintaining, or 
changing employment), as well as the relationships between perceived employability 
and sustainable career outcomes. The results demonstrate that personal resources 
such as higher protean career orientation, career adaptability, proactive personality, 
psychological, human, and social capital, as well as organizational resources including 
HRM practices, supervisory support, autonomy, and job security all contribute to 
individual employability perceptions. Moreover, perceived employability further 
shows positive relationships with employee productivity (i.e., job performance, 
career success, work engagement) and health (i.e., positive wellbeing, burnout, 
psychological distress). In addition, we evidence some differences in the strength of 
the relationships between different resources and sustainable careers as a function 
of the broader institutional context (i.e., unemployment, employment protection 
legislation, and national culture). On the one hand, contextual factors appear to 
strengthen the relationship between personal resources and sustainable career 
outcomes. On the other hand, contextual factors might also represent a barrier or 
a threat that weakens the relationships between resources and sustainable career 
outcomes. To offer further insight into the role of context in bounding career 
sustainability in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 we examine personal resources used to 
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sustain careers in two peculiar and not much investigated contexts of nurses and 
recently resettled refugees.

The results of Chapter 3 demonstrate that nursing professionals, who are 
characterized by higher career adapt-ability (a self-regulatory competence measured 
in terms of four adaptability resources: concern, control, curiosity, and confidence) 
are more likely to be rated by their supervisors as more employable and as being 
higher performers. Specifically, nurses who are more adaptable reach higher levels 
of performance because they proactively engage in developing new skills and attain 
higher levels of employability because they proactively engage in planning their 
careers.

The results of Chapter 4 show that even under circumstances of major life 
transitions, such as the experience of being a refugee in a new country, individuals 
rely on their personal resources to reestablish their careers. Based on data collected 
from a sample of Syrian refugees in Greece and the Netherlands we show that 
refugees with higher psychological capital (i.e., hope, optimism, resilience, and 
self-efficacy) demonstrate higher confidence in searching for work. In addition, the 
relationship between psychological capital and job search self-efficacy through 
career adaptability was found to be stronger when refugees experience higher 
administrative barriers in the host country. Instead, when refugees experience high 
social barriers the relationship between psychological capital and job search self-
efficacy through career adaptability is weaker. 

Overall, the studies in this dissertation underscore the importance of 
psychological capital and/or career adaptability as two different individual self-
regulatory resources that support career sustainability in different contexts and 
under diverse circumstances. In addition, broader contextual factors also appear to 
have an impact on individual careers, by representing a barrier or an opportunity to 
mobilizing specific personal resources. 
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Een duurzame carrière is een carrière die gekenmerkt wordt door continuïteit 
in de tijd en wisselende omstandigheden op een manier die individuen in staat stelt 
om productief, gelukkig en gezond te leven. Omdat trends op de arbeidsmarkt 
zoals toenemende flexibilisering, technologisering en polarisatie tussen laag- en 
hooggekwalificeerde banen invloed hebben op de inzetbaarheid, de productiviteit, 
het geluk en de gezondheid van het individu, erkennen zowel organisaties als 
beleidsmakers in toenemende mate het belang van het begrijpen van wat een 
carrière duurzaam. 

Daarom richt het huidige proefschrift zich in drie empirische hoofdstukken op 
het beantwoorden van de vraag wat individuen kunnen doen om hun carrière te 
bestendigen tegen de achtergrond van veranderende eisen in hun banen, beroepen 
en de bredere arbeidsmarkt; dat wil zeggen, welke persoonlijke hulpbronnen ze 
kunnen toepassen en hoe. Daarnaast onderzoeken we de rol van individuen en 
de bredere institutionele hulpbronnen en barrières en geven antwoord op de 
vraag wanneer persoonlijke hulpbronnen bijdragen aan een duurzame carrière en 
wanneer niet.

De meta-analyse over de antecedenten en uitkomsten van gepercipieerde 
inzetbaarheid (k=127; n=69,301) welke gepresenteerd wordt in hoofdstuk 
2, toont in dit verband aan dat persoonlijke hulpbronnen, zoals een meer 
flexibele loopbaanoriëntatie, aanpassingsvermogen, proactieve persoonlijkheid, 
psychologisch, menselijk en sociaal kapitaal, evenals organisatorische hulpbronnen, 
waaronder HRM-praktijken, steun van leidinggevende(n), autonomie en 
werkzekerheid, allemaal bijdragen aan de individuele inzetbaarheidsperceptie 
(d.w.z. de gepercipieerde kans op verkrijgen, behouden, of veranderen van 
een baan). Bovendien blijkt gepercipieerde inzetbaarheid van werknemers een 
positieve relatie heeft met de productiviteit en gezondheid van de werknemer. We 
tonen ook enkele verschillen aan in de sterkte van de relaties tussen individuele 
hulpbronnen en duurzame carrières, die te maken hebben met de bredere 
institutionele context. Enerzijds lijken contextuele factoren (d.w.z. werkloosheid, 
arbeidsbeschermingswetgeving en cultuur) individuen te stimuleren om hun carrière 
voort te zetten. Anderzijds kunnen contextuele factoren ook een belemmering of 
bedreiging vormen voor de duurzaamheid van individuele loopbanen.

De resultaten van hoofdstuk 3 laten zien dat verpleegkundigen met een 
hoger vermogen zich aan te passen aan hun loopbaan (het zelfregulerend 
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vermogen gemeten in termen van de vier aanpassingshulpbronnen: zorg, controle, 
nieuwsgierigheid en vertrouwen) door hun leidinggevenden eerder worden 
beoordeeld als meer inzetbaar en beter presterend. Verpleegkundigen met een 
groter aanpassingsvermogen bereiken een hoger prestatieniveau omdat zij zich 
proactief richten op de ontwikkeling van nieuwe vaardigheden en een hogere 
inzetbaarheid omdat zij zich proactief richten op de planning van hun loopbaan.

De resultaten van hoofdstuk 4 laten zien dat zelfs wanneer er sprake is van een 
grote levensovergang, zoals het geval is bij vluchtelingen die zich vestigen in een 
nieuw land, individuen afhankelijk zijn van hun persoonlijke hulpbronnen om hun 
carrière weer op de baan te krijgen. Op basis van data die zijn verzameld in een 
steekproef van Syrische vluchtelingen in Griekenland en Nederland laten we zien 
dat vluchtelingen met een hoger psychologisch kapitaal (d.w.z. hoop, optimisme, 
veerkracht en zelfredzaamheid) een groter vertrouwen hebben in het zoeken naar 
werk.. Bovendien blijkt de relatie tussen psychologisch kapitaal en zelfredzaamheid 
bij het zoeken naar werk door middel van het vermogen zich aan te passen aan 
de loopbaan sterker te zijn voor die vluchtelingen die in het gastland grotere 
administratieve barrières ervaren. Wanneer vluchtelingen echter grotere sociale 
barrières ervaren, is de relatie tussen psychologisch kapitaal en het vermogen tot 
zelfredzaamheid bij het zoeken naar een baan door middel van het vermogen zich 
aan te passen aan de loopbaan zwakker. 

In het algemeen onderstrepen de studies in dit proefschrift het belang 
van psychologisch kapitaal en/of het vermogen zich aan te passen aan de  
loopbaan als twee verschillende individuele zelfregulerende hulpbronnen die de 
duurzaamheid van de loopbaan in verschillende contexten en onder uiteenlopende 
omstandigheden ondersteunen. Daarnaast hebben bredere contextuele factoren 
impact op individuele carrières, doordat ze een barrière of een kans vormen om 
specifieke persoonlijke hulpbronnen te mobiliseren. 
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The sustainable career is a career characterized by the continuity of 
employment over time and changeable circumstances in a way that 
enables individuals to live productive, happy, and healthy lives. This 
dissertation focuses on answering the question of how individuals 
sustain their careers against the backdrop of varying opportunities 
and barriers within broader institutional context. First, it investigates 
which resources individuals use to sustain their careers and how 
they use them. Second, it explores under which conditions are these 
resources instrumental for sustaining careers, and under which they 
are not.
The dissertation presents three empirical chapters. The first empirical 
chapter provides a meta-analysis of the relationships between 
a number of the personal and organizational resources, and 
sustainable careers across contexts. The following chapters offer 
further insight into career sustainability within two specific groups, 
nurses in Hungary and Syrian refugees recently resettled in Greece 
and the Netherlands.
 The results demonstrate the value of personal resources, such are 
career adaptability and psychological capital, for sustaining careers 
across contexts. However, broader institutional factors, such as 
different unemployment rates, employment protection legislation, 
and national culture, might represent a barrier or an opportunity to 
mobilizing specific resources. 
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