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Additional Discriminant Validity Analyses 

To assess whether job search quality and its dimensions as measured with the JSQS are 

empirically distinct from job search intensity and job search effort we conducted a series of 

CFAs. To reduce the number of parameters and obtain more stable model estimates, we used 

three item-composites for job search intensity, formed with random item parceling (Landis et 

al., 2000; Yu, 2019). Because Δχ2 is sample size dependent, we used the difference in CFI for 

model comparison, with a difference greater than .01 indicating better model fit (Cheung & 

Rensvold, 2002). In addition, we consulted the ΔAIC and ΔBIC.  

First, to establish whether overall job search quality differs from job search intensity in 

Sample 2b, we compared a two-factor model in which the JSQS items loaded on one factor 

and the job search intensity item-composites loading on a second factor with a one-factor 

model (see Table A1 Models 1-2). The ΔCFI was > .01 and also the ΔAIC and ΔBIC indicate 

that the two-factor model fit better than the one-factor model, supporting the discriminant 

validity of the JSQS. Second, we examined whether each of the JSQS dimensions was 

empirically distinct from job search intensity in Sample 2b (see Table A1 Models 3-7). Again 

supporting the discriminant validity of the JSQS, a five-factor model fit better than each of 

the four-factor models in which job search intensity was subsequently collapsed with one 

JSQS dimension (all ΔCFIs > .01; all ΔAICs and ΔBICs negative and larger than |728|).  

In Sample 3 we tested the discriminant validity of the JSQS against both job search 

intensity and job search effort. First, we compared a three-factor model in which the JSQS 

items, the job search intensity item-composites, and the job search effort items loaded on 

three separate factors with a one-factor model, and with two two-factor models in which the 



JSQS items were collapsed with either the job search intensity item-composites or the job 

search effort items (see Table A2 Models 1-4). The three-factor model fit better than the one-

factor model and both two-factor models (all ΔCFIs > .01; all ΔAICs and ΔBICs negative and 

larger than |234|), supporting the discriminant validity of the JSQS. Second, we examined 

whether the JSQS dimensions were empirically distinct from job search intensity and job 

search effort (see Table A2 Models 5-9). Again supporting the discriminant validity of the 

JSQS, a six-factor model fit better than each of the five-factor models in which either job 

search intensity or job search effort was collapsed with one of the JSQS dimensions (all 

ΔCFIs > .01; all ΔAICs and ΔBICs negative and larger than |173|). 
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Table A1 
Model Fit Statistics of the Confirmatory Factor Analyses Examining the Discriminant Validity in Sample 2b (N = 3,372) 

Model 
no. Model description df χ2 p SRMR CFI RMSEA AIC BIC Δχ2 p ΔCFI ΔAIC ΔBIC 

1 Two-factor model 
distinguishing the 
JSQS and job search 
intensity 

229 5729.370 < .0001 0.059 0.822 0.084 211833.481 212262.110    

  

2 One-factor model 230 6986.617 < .0001 0.062 0.782 0.093 213088.728 213511.233 1257.247 < .0001 0.040 -1255.247 -1249.123 
               
3 Five-factor model 

distinguishing the 
four JSQS 
dimensions and job 
search intensity 

220 2851.512 < .0001 0.041 0.915 0.060 208973.623 209457.361    

  

4 Four-factor model 
with GE&P and job 
search intensity 
collapsed 

224 4819.069 < .0001 0.051 0.852 0.078 210933.180 211392.425 1967.557 <.00001 0.063 -1959.557 -1935.064 

5 Four-factor model 
with P&A and job 
search intensity 
collapsed 

224 4327.794 < .0001 0.048 0.867 0.074 210441.905 210901.149 1476.282 <.00001 0.048 -1468.282 -1443.788 

6 Four-factor model 
with ER&P and job 
search intensity 
collapsed 

224 4124.823 < .0001 0.050 0.874 0.072 210238.935 210698.179 1273.311 <.00001 0.041 -1265.312 -1240.818 

7 Four-factor model 
with L&I and job 
search intensity 
collapsed 

224 3612.395 < .0001 0.045 0.891 0.067 209726.506 210185.750 760.883 <.00001 0.024 -752.883 -728.389 

Note. GE&P = Goal establishment and planning; P&A = Preparation and alignment; ER&P = Emotion regulation and persistence; L&I = Learning and improvement; SRMR 
= Standardized root mean squared residual; CFI = Comparative fit index; RMSEA = Root mean squared error of approximation; AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = 
Bayesian information criterion. 

  



Table A2 

Model Fit Statistics of the Confirmatory Factor Analyses Examining the Discriminant Validity in Sample 3 (N = 434) 

Model 
no. Model description df χ2 p SRMR CFI RMSEA AIC BIC Δχ2 p ΔCFI ΔAIC ΔBIC 

1 Three-factor model distinguishing 
the JSQS, job search intensity, and 
job search effort 

321 1127.093 < .0001 0.056 0.864 0.076 30718.051 31060.187      

2 One-factor model 324 1802.891 < .0001 0.069 0.751 0.103 31387.849 31717.765 675.798 <.0001 0.113 -669.798 -657.578 
3 Two-factor model with the JSQS 

and job search intensity collapsed 323 1374.093 < .0001 0.061 0.823 0.087 30961.051 31295.041 247.000 <.0001 0.041 -243.000 -234.854 

4 Two-factor model with the JSQS 
and job search effort collapsed 323 1562.420 < .0001 0.066 0.791 0.094 31149.378 31483.368 435.327 <.0001 0.073 -431.327 -423.181 

               
5 Six-factor model distinguishing the 

four JSQS dimensions, job search 
intensity, and job search effort 

309 754.382 < .0001 0.048 0.925 0.058 30369.340 30760.353    
  

6a Five-factor model with GE&P and 
job search intensity collapsed 314 990.717 < .0001 0.054 0.886 0.070 30595.675 30966.322 236.335 <.0001 0.039 -226.335 -205.969 

6b Five-factor model with GE&P and 
job search effort collapsed 314 1025.434 < .0001 0.062 0.880 0.072 30630.392 31001.039 271.052 <.0001 0.045 -261.052 -240.686 

7a Five-factor model with P&A and job 
search intensity collapsed 314 1001.651 < .0001 0.056 0.884 0.071 30606.609 30977.257 247.269 <.0001 0.041 -237.269 -216.904 

7b Five-factor model with P&A and job 
search effort collapsed 314 1173.967 < .0001 0.073 0.855 0.079 30778.925 31149.572 419.585 <.0001 0.070 -409.585 -389.219 

8a Five-factor model with ER&P and 
job search intensity collapsed 314 1033.523 < .0001 0.052 0.879 0.073 30638.481 31009.128 279.141 <.0001 0.046 -269.141 -248.775 

8b Five-factor model with ER&P and 
job search effort collapsed 314 1007.775 < .0001 0.058 0.883 0.071 30612.733 30983.381 253.393 <.0001 0.042 -243.393 -223.028 

9a Five-factor model with L&I and job 
search intensity collapsed 314 958.637 < .0001 0.058 0.891 0.069 30563.595 30934.243 204.255 <.0001 0.034 -194.255 -173.890 

9b Five-factor model with L&I and job 
search effort collapsed 314 1010.220 < .0001 0.069 0.883 0.071 30615.178 30985.825 255.838 <.0001 0.042 -245.838 -225.472 

Note. GE&P = Goal establishment and planning; P&A = Preparation and alignment; ER&P = Emotion regulation and persistence; L&I = Learning and improvement; SRMR 
= Standardized root mean squared residual; CFI = Comparative fit index; RMSEA = Root mean squared error of approximation; AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = 
Bayesian information criterion. 


