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people are attracted to increase their job search behaviour to 
end their unemployment situation (van Hooft et al., 2021). A 
successful job search results from a goal-directed job search 
activity, which guarantees post-employment quality (Hoye 
& Saks, 2008). Thus, scholars have recommended job seek-
ers to consider the quality (i.e., Focused Job Search Strategy 
-FJSS, Exploratory Job search Strategy - EJSS, and Hap-
hazard Job Search Strategy - HJSS: cf.: Crossley & High-
house, 2005; Stevens & Beach, 1996) at which they search 
for jobs (van Hooft et al., 2021). Many research outcomes 
have conceptualised the search for jobs as a self-regulatory 
behaviour (see Kanfer et al., 2001), hence job seekers need 
the motivation to sustain high-quality and goal-oriented job 
search strategies (Okay-Somerville & Scholarios, 2022).

Research shows that goal orientation is a critical moti-
vational force, which is linked to people’s interpretations 
and understanding regarding how events unfold during 
goal pursuits (Dineen et al., 2018). Goal orientation has 

Labour markets across the globe have been changing con-
siderably in recent years and finding suitable employment 
has become an urgent and challenging task for job seekers in 
many countries (Wanberg, 2012). The unemployment situ-
ation is increasingly dire due to the emergence of the novel 
coronavirus 2019 (McFarland et al., 2020). As a result, more 
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been associated with job search intentions in many devel-
oped countries including the United State (e.g., Dineen et 
al., 2018), Australia (e.g., Creed, King, Hood, & McKenzie, 
2009), and Holland (van Hooft & Noordzij, 2009). None-
theless, there are limitations of previous research, which 
require further studies in less developed countries to under-
stand the job search process to assist job seekers’ career 
development. For instance, we know that goal orientation 
predicts job search intensity (e.g., Wang & Yan, 2018), we 
do not know how goal orientation explains the three types 
of job-seeking strategies. Thus, there is still much to explore 
about how individual differences in goal orientation affect 
these job search strategies, and subsequent employment 
outcomes.

Additionally, self-regulation strategies are critical to 
volitional processes (DeShon & Gillespie, 2005) and it is 
particularly relevant for researchers to explore the interac-
tion of goal-setting factors in navigating the employment 
process (Vandewalle et al., 2019). A critical and relevant 
self-regulatory construct that has been overlooked in this 
area of research is self-control. One related study, which 
linked self-control to job-hunting activities focused on the 
intensity of job search (Baay et al., 2014), but we know of 
no empirical study, which has explored the moderating role 
of self-control in the goal orientation—job search strategy 
link. Self-control provides individuals with capabilities to 
exert control over the self; in thoughts, feelings, or behav-
iour, to help them prioritise long-term over short-term goal 
pursuits (Holding et al., 2019). Thus, we do not believe that 
the goal orientation—job search strategy link will be unaf-
fected by self-control. Consequently, we incorporate self-
control as a moderator to help highlight this process.

Furthermore, majority of researches conducted on the 
hunt for jobs and reemployment concentrate in developed 
countries (see Koen et al., 2010, 2016; van Hooft et al., 2021; 
Van Hoye et al., 2009), bringing to attention regarding the 
reliability of the measures used in assessing job search strat-
egies in developing countries (Priyadarshini et al., 2021). 
Due to fewer employment opportunities in most develop-
ing countries, finding employment is extremely challenging 
(e.g., in Ghana: Nyarko et al., 2014). Moreover, given that 
developing nations have high rates of unemployment and 
difficult labour markets (Affum-Osei et al., 2019), existing 
sociocultural and socioeconomic circumstances may affect 
the strategies employed during the job search process (Belle 
et al., 2021). Along these lines, exploring job search strate-
gies in low- income countries (LICs) is relevant.

Consequently, our objectives are to (a) test how goal 
orientation relates to the strategies for searching for jobs, 
(b) test how the strategies for searching for jobs impact the 
outcomes of job search, and (c) test how self-control moder-
ates the goal orientation—job search strategy relationship. 

First, by linking goal orientation and job search strategies, 
we offer a way of broadening our understanding and clarify-
ing individuals’ perception about goal pursuit in quality job 
search strategies, a neglected but interesting relationship. 
Second, there is a suggestion that moderator variables could 
serve as a relevant boundary condition regarding the role of 
goal orientation in predicting other variables (Vandewalle 
et al., 2019). Therefore, we attempt to delineate how self-
control may enhance or attenuate the impact of goal orien-
tation on indicators of goal-directed job search behaviour. 
Third, although some researchers have explored several 
success criteria (Brasher & Chen, 1999), there is a limitation 
of convergent validity as most studies were conducted in 
developed countries (van Hooft et al., 2021). Consequently, 
we aim to make conclusions on some outcomes on job hunt-
ing and employment to expand the job search and employ-
ment success criteria beyond the dichotomous measure of 
employment success (i.e., when job seekers are asked if 
they are employed or unemployed : Brasher & Chen, 1999) 
in an understudied job-seeking population. Taken together, 
by undertaken the current research in African context, we 
explore the job search strategy as well as the success criteria 
constructs to facilitate its use in an under-studied population 
and wider job search contexts.

Theoretical development and hypotheses

Strategies for searching for jobs

Many aspects of behaviours that characterise the search for 
jobs have been explored in the extant literature (Blau, 1994; 
Van Hoye, 2018). The literature has identified goal-directed 
job search behaviour, namely FJSS, EJSS and HJSS, which 
are relevant in finding quality jobs (Crossley & Highhouse, 
2005; Koen et al., 2016). People who employ focused search 
strategy have clear goals and high employment standards 
(Koen et al., 2010). Therefore, they screen job vacancies and 
apply to jobs, which meet their employment goals. People 
who search in a more exploratory manner have initial gen-
eral objectives and are open to new and wider employment 
opportunities and apply to them (Stevens & Beach, 1996). 
Those who search more haphazardly have unclear goals and 
set low employment standards (Stevens & Beach, 1996). 
Such job seekers may use a “try and error” approach and 
may not have deliberate plans to sort job vacancies. Con-
ceptually, both focused and exploratory search are tedious 
processes, which require high level of self-regulation (Tag-
gar & Kuron, 2016). While focused and exploratory job 
search strategies are highly goal-directed, haphazard search 
strategy is less goal-directed (Okay-Somerville & Scholar-
ios, 2022). Thus, these strategies drive different job search 
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consequences (Van Hoye, 2018). In this study, we put for-
ward that job seekers’ orientation in achievement situations 
holds important insights in explaining different job search 
strategies and subsequent employment outcomes.

Orientation towards employment goal

Goal orientation, which has become an essential construct 
in achievement motivation literature (DeShon & Gillespie, 
2005), reflects individual differences in approaching and 
responding to situations in achievement settings (Dweck & 
Leggett, 1988). Goal orientation relates to people’s choice 
of tasks, efforts, persistence, creativity, strategy use, per-
sonal goal-setting and learning (Chadwick & Raver, 2015; 
Payne et al., 2007). Goal orientation was previously catego-
rised into learning goal orientation (LGO) (described as 
the ability to acquire competence by mastering and under-
standing something new) and performance goal orientation 
(PGO) (described as the ability to acquire competence by 
gaining favourable judgements and blocking unfavourable 
judgements about one’s competence) (Dweck & Leggett, 
1988). In recent years, researchers have categorised goal 
orientation into learning goal (LGO), performance-prove 
goal orientation (PPGO) and performance-avoid goal ori-
entation (PAGO) (see Vandewalle et al., 2019). Individuals 
who adopt PPGO focus on the desire to demonstrate their 
competencies and gain favourable judgements from oth-
ers. On the other hand, individuals who adopt PAGO are 
more likely to avoid demonstrating their abilities and what 
they are capable of doing to avoid occasions where unfa-
vourable evaluations may emerge. Regarding the above 
three categories of orientation to goal (Elliot, 1999; Elliot 
& Harackiewicz, 1996; Vandewalle et al., 2019), LGO 
and PPGO are categorised as approach-goal orientations 
because they focus on the possibilities of success and posi-
tive outcomes (Elliot & Church, 1997; Wang & Yan, 2018). 
On the contrary, given that performance-avoid individuals 
are more likely to anticipate unfavourable outcomes and 
failures, they are categorised under avoidance-goal orienta-
tion (Elliot & Thrash, 2002; Elliot, 1999; Vandewalle et al., 
2019). To examine alternative and more nuance effects of 
goal orientation, we explore the interrelations amongst goal 
orientation and the three types of job search strategies.

Approach-goal orientation and job search strategies

Recent research on goal orientation hypothesises that a high 
level of LGO leads to more optimal performance outcomes 
(Miron-Spektor et al., 2021). It follows that people with 
LGO are malleable, which predisposes them to develop 
quality skills and ideas (Chadwick & Raver, 2015; Fisher & 
Ford, 1998). These attributes predispose learning-approach 

goal oriented people to seek feedback and sustain high pro-
ductivity (Miron-Spektor et al., 2021). PPGO individuals 
are also willing to set high goals to gain favourable judge-
ments from others (Wang & Yan, 2018). Thus, both LGO 
and PPGO individuals seek to perform favourably during 
goal pursuit (Vandewalle et al., 2019). Given that both 
focused and exploratory job searches are difficult, challeng-
ing, and also relate to positive consequences (Affum-Osei et 
al., 2021), the probability for LGO and PPGO job-seekers 
to use FJSS and EJSS is higher than using HJSS. Studies 
support that job seekers with high LGO persist in the events 
of failures (Yamkovenko & Hatala, 2014) and engage in 
cognitive reaapraisal strategies towards finding jobs (Wang 
& Yan, 2018). Similarly, reseach shows that PPGO relates 
positively to career exploration (Creed & Hennessy, 2016), 
and cognitive job search reappraisal strategies (Wang & 
Yan, 2018). Thus, high approach-goal oriented job seek-
ers may employ goal-directed job search strategies in the 
employment process.

Hypothesis 1a Both LGO and PPGO relate positively to 
FJSS.

Hypothesis 1b Both LGO and PPGO relate positively to 
EJSS.

Hypothesis 1c Both LGO and PPGO relate negatively to 
HJSS.

Avoidance-goal orientation and job search 
strategies

Individuals who adopt PAGO have fixed mindset and view 
skill development as challenging and less feasible (Dineen 
et al., 2018). PAGO includes temperaments, which may be 
associated with major affective disorders (Baldessarini et al., 
2017). Performance-avoid individuals believe that failures and 
challenges are characteristics of low abilities and perceive their 
capabilities as unchangeable (Elliot, 1999). Individuals adopt-
ing PAGO perceive setbacks and failures as indicators of low 
ability (Kozlowski et al., 2001). PAGO job seekers tend to 
show avoidance-oriented responses such as procrastination and 
anxiety during the pursuit of employment goals (Kanar, 2017).

We argue that because FJSS and EJSS are challenging tasks 
which require extensive self-regulation including high levels of 
decision-making processes of sorting and evaluating alternative 
job openings (Koen et al., 2016), individuals who adopt PAGO 
may decrease their interest in performing them. Such job seek-
ers have a high probability to use the try-and-error approach 
to get employment more quickly to avoid the negative judge-
ments associated with unemployment. In addition, HJSS may 
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outcomes such as obtaining stable employment. Similarly, Tag-
gar and Kuron (2016) reported that the use of FJSS facilitates 
a fewer number of job applications. Additionally, it has been 
posited by Crossley and Highhouse (2005) that FJSS led to 
attending fewer job interviews, and fewer offers.

Second, EJSS involves the extent to which a job seeker 
considers several alternative employment opportunities and 
remains keen to applying to them. Individuals who approach 
the job search process with EJSS are motivated to collect 
a larger number of information to learn about different job 
opportunities (Stevens & Beach, 1996). Given that this type of 
job search strategy considers several possible job alternatives 
(Stevens & Beach, 1996), it should increase job applications, 
interviews attended, and offers received (Koen et al., 2010; 
Taggar & Kuron, 2016). Consequently, EJSS strategy has been 
found to promote higher quantity of job applications (Taggar 
& Kuron, 2016) offers (Crossley & Highhouse, 2005), and 
employment status (van Hooft et al., 2021).

Third, HJSS involves the degree to which a job seeker 
searches for jobs without a deliberate plan for screening 
employment options or carefully weighing different oppor-
tunities (Koen et al., 2016). Haphazard job seekers hunt jobs 
without rationale and are more likely to gather information 
passively because they have low standards and fussy search 
plans (Crossley & Highhouse, 2005). HJSS drives debilitating 
job search and employment outcomes (Konstam et al., 2015). 
Empirical research indicates that HJSS decreases the quantity 
of job applications (Taggar & Kuron, 2016), offers received 
(Crossley & Highhouse, 2005), and employment success 
(Koen et al., 2016). Based on the above discussions, the fol-
lowing are proposed:

Hypothesis 3a FJSS relates negatively to the number of job 
interviews.

Hypothesis 3b EJSS relates positively to the number of job 
interviews.

Hypothesis 3c HJSS relates negatively to the number of job 
interviews.

Hypothesis 4 The total number of job interviews attended 
correlates positively with the number of job offers, which in 
turn relates positively to employment status.

The strategies for searching for jobs and quality 
employment

There has been less attention to post-employment job out-
comes, in particular, on the quality of employment amongst 
previously unemployed workers (Virick & McKee-Ryan, 

serve PAGO job seekers’ job search purpose, because when 
they are performing poorly, they can reason that they have 
applied for a large number of job openings (Taggar & Kuron, 
2016). Such job seekers avoid to be perceived as incompetent 
and ineffective (Payne et al., 2007). These findings confirm 
the assertion that those who adopt PAGO may employ poor 
job search strategies, which are coupled with mistakes and 
failures rather than engaging in effective strategies (Noordzij 
et al., 2013). Consequently, PAGO decreases effective strate-
gies (Creed et al., 2009), relates positively to job search anxiety 
(Kanar, 2017), and career distress (Creed & Hennessy, 2016). 
Thus, performance-avoid orientation focuses on poor strategies 
and negative outcomes (Porath & Bateman, 2006; Vandewalle 
et al., 2019).

Hypothesis 2a PAGO relates negatively to FJSS.

Hypothesis 2b PAGO relates negatively to EJSS.

Hypothesis 2c PAGO relates positively to HJSS.

The strategies for searching for Jobs and the 
unfolding process of job search

Several job search success criteria have been operationalised 
in the job-hunting and employment literature (Saks, 2006). 
Employment status has become the most reported success 
criterion (Kanfer et al., 2001). However, there are several fac-
tors, which may determine employment status. Research high-
lights the unfolding process of job search (Turban et al., 2013; 
Vansteenkiste, Verbruggen, & Sels, 2016), which suggests that 
for job seekers to obtain employment they must be successful 
in engaging in job search activity, attending interviews, corpo-
rate interactions, and accepting job offers. This paper investi-
gates three strategies that job seekers employ as well as three 
sequential outcomes namely, how many interviews attended, 
the number of appointment received, and employment sta-
tus (i.e., whether or not a job seeker has received employed). 
Following prior study (Turban et al., 2013), it is posited in 
this paper that the three job search strategies will relate to the 
quantity of interviews, which in turn relate to quantity of offers, 
which in turn leads to employment status.

First, FJSS involves a deliberate effort to screen and search 
for a smaller number of potential employers, which meet the 
job seeker’s specific criteria. Job seekers who employ focused 
search strategy narrow their applications to meet their top 
employment choices (Stevens & Beach, 1996). Conceptually, 
those who search in a more focused way are less likely to send 
many job applications (Taggar & Kuron, 2016), which implies 
a smaller quantity of job interviews and offers (Stevens & 
Beach, 1996). As a result, FJSS is likely to elicit more positive 
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Hypothesis 5 FJSS relates positively to (a) P-O fit (b) D-A 
fit, (c) N-S fit (d) job satisfaction, and is negatively associ-
ated with (e) turnover intentions.

Hypothesis 6 EJSS relates positively to (a) P-O fit (b) D-A 
fit, (c) N-S fit (d) job satisfaction, and is negatively associ-
ated with (e) turnover intentions.

Hypothesis 7 HJSS relates negatively to (a) P-O fit (b) D-A 
fit, (c) N-S fit (d) job satisfaction and is positively associated 
with (e) turnover intentions.

The moderating role of self-control

Self-control is an important trait, which enables individu-
als to override and regulate dominant response tendencies 
such as desires, impulses, thoughts, attention, emotions, and 
behaviour (Tangney et al., 2004). It prompts the capacity to 
pursue long-term goals (Van Hooft & Kreemers, 2021) and 
has been found to be associated with subjective well-being 
(Massar et al., 2020). According to De-Ridder et al. (2012), 
self-control may generally be stronger in some individuals 
than others. Thus, we conceptualise self-control as a trait. 
Research shows that there are trait deviations in self-control 
in respect to individuals’ behaviour (De-Ridder et al., 2012).

 We contend that self-control may interact with goal ori-
entation to predict job search strategies because of two cru-
cial cognitions: first, the ability of job seekers to initiate and 
amplify goal-directed behaviours and second, the urge of job 
seekers to inhibit and restrain undesirable responses, which 
may alter goal pursuit (Baumeister et al., 1994). Research 
shows that people are motivated to perform behaviours, 
which are attractive and have valued outcomes (Van Hooft 
& Kreemers, 2021). On the other hand, people are less moti-
vated and may refrain from unattractive behaviours with 
unvalued outcomes (Van Hooft & Kreemers, 2021). Con-
sequently, people with high self-control engage in difficult 
and complex tasks and are more likely to focus on long-term 
goals (De-Ridder et al., 2012). Thus, self-control is relevant 
and urgent in the job search process (Van Hooft et al., 2013). 
People who show high levels of self-control regulate their 
emotions and concentration relative to individuals who 
exhibit low levels of self-control (Baumeister et al., 2018). 
Highly self-controlled people have the capacity to override 
attractive and unbeneficial behaviours (Baay et al., 2014).

Taken together, because high levels of self-regulation 
tactics help to promote desirable outcomes (De-Ridder et 
al., 2012), it appears that job seekers with approach orien-
tation may undertake favourable job-seeking behaviours 
(i.e., FJSS and EJSS) because they can initiate goal-directed 
strategies. In a similar manner, they can control their 

2018). Importantly, scholars have advocated for moving 
beyond quantity search outcomes (e.g., quantity of applica-
tions) to more quality outcomes (e.g., employment fit) (e.g., 
van Hooft et al., 2013). This is because underemployment 
and turnover are more likely when job seekers accept less 
optimal jobs (Virick & McKee-Ryan, 2018). Job search 
intensity increases employment status, but research on its 
relationship with quality employment has been sparse and 
inconclusive (van Hooft et al., 2021; Wanberg et al., 1999). 
We capture quality employment in terms of fit perceptions of 
job seekers in their organisations, their satisfaction and the 
intentions to quit or remain in their organisations (Brasher 
& Chen, 1999; Cable & DeRue, 2002; Crossley & High-
house, 2005; Saks & Ashforth, 2002). Thus, we include fit 
perceptions, job satisfaction, and turnover intentions (i.e., 
employment quality) to assess quality jobs after employ-
ment (Koen et al., 2010).

Research distinguishes three indicators of fit perceptions: 
person-organisation fit (P-O fit: describes whether job seek-
ers’ values are similar to the characteristics of the organ-
isation such as the organisation’s culture), demand-ability 
(DA) fit (describes the congruence between a worker’s 
ability and what is expected from his/her job), and need-
supply (NS) fit (describes workers’ fit between their rewards 
and their outputs to the organisations they work for (Cable 
& DeRue, 2002). This study proposes that the three types 
of strategies for searching for employment will positively 
associate with the job search quality dimensions. Given that 
focused search strategy involves careful screening and nar-
row applications to employment options, we expect it to 
lead to quality jobs (Affum-Osei et al., 2021). Studies show 
that those who use focused search are more satisfied, have 
good fit with their jobs and have less turnover intentions 
(Affum-Osei et al., 2021; De Battisti et al., 2016).

As discussed earlier, those who employ more EJSS are 
motivated and dedicated to fully explore their employ-
ment options and aim at securing quality jobs (Crossley & 
Highhouse, 2005; Koen et al., 2010). For example, while 
Crossley and Highhouse (2005) reported that EJSS relates 
positively to job satisfaction, Koen et al. (2010) reported 
negative relationship with intentions to quit. Finally, indi-
viduals who search haphazardly are more likely to accept 
first jobs offered because such job seekers have low job 
standards and unclear employment goals. Thus, HJSS is 
likely to lead to poor job satisfaction, poor fit perceptions, 
and high turnover intentions.
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investment in sub-Sarah Africa between 2017 and 2019 
(World Bank, 2018). However, growth has not translated 
into employment and job creation amongst young adults, 
raising concerns about the quality of the country’s economic 
growth (World Bank, 2016). The unemployment situa-
tion worsened by the coronavirus 2019 (McFarland et al., 
2020) has also created a difficult labour market in terms of 
securing employment in the country (Nyarko et al., 2014). 
In such labour markets, self-regulation, career adaptabil-
ity, and ambidextrous behaviour are critical for a smooth 
school-to-work transition (Affum-Osei, Antwi, et al., 2019). 
Hence, research, exploring goal orientation and job search 
strategies to equip them for successful employment is rel-
evant and timely.

The research was conducted in collaboration with 
employment agencies, which provide employment guid-
ance and routine recruitment services to job searchers. The 
aims of the research were explained to the job seekers and 
we also obtained informed consent from each of the partici-
pants before the survey questionnaires were administered 
to them. Participation in the surveys was voluntary and no 
incentives were provided.

The research team distributed 984 surveys (Time 1) to the 
job seekers. Consequently, 878 (a response rate of 89.2% at 
Time 1) was received. Among them, 19 participants were 
deleted because of missing data (i.e., 5% and above miss-
ing at random cases of survey questions were excluded: see 
Allison, 2003). The same criterion was used for the other 
two waves. To decrease common methodology bias (CMB: 
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), partici-
pants were invited to complete a follow-up survey (Time 
2) six weeks later, after they were done with Time 1 survey. 
A total of 724 respondents returned their surveys. Respon-
dents with many incomplete data of the survey items were 
deleted (n = 4), giving rise to 720 participants (Time 2: 84% 
response rate). The survey at Time 3 was then conducted 
six months after Time 2 to allow for enough time for par-
ticipants’ to search for jobs. The Time 3 survey administra-
tion led to 440 completed surveys. After we deleted missing 
and incomplete records (n = 22), resulted in 418 participants 
in the final sample (i.e., 58% response rate at Time 3),  for 
examining the study’s hypotheses. Out of these usable ques-
tionnaires, 267 (63.9%) were males, 151 (36.1%) were 
females and 208 (49.8%) had completed bachelor’s degrees. 
The participants have average unemployment length of 7 
months, with a mean age of 27 years.

Study’s measures

A 5-point Likert scale was employed (1 = strongly disagree 
to 5 = strongly agree) for all responses of the measures unless 
otherwise stated. We measured demographic characteristics, 

impulses to inhibit poor job search strategies such as HJSS, 
which may lead to unfavourable outcomes. More specifi-
cally, we contend that the link between approach goal ori-
entations (LGO and PPGO) and strategies for searching 
for jobs will be stronger for job seekers with higher self-
control. On the other hand, high levels of self-control could 
compensate for anxiety, threat construal, and procrastina-
tion characterised by PAGO. We contend that the negative 
association between PAGO and FJSS as well as EJSS could 
be dampened by high levels of self-control. It is not surpris-
ing that self-control has been found to relate positively to 
work-related behaviour (Van Hooft & Kreemers, 2021), and 
job search behaviour (Baay et al., 2014).

Hypothesis 8a Self-control moderates the positive impacts 
of LGO and PPGO on FJSS such that the impacts are stron-
ger for job searchers who have higher levels of self-control.

Hypothesis 8b Self-control moderates the positive impacts 
of LGO and PPGO on EJSS such that the impacts are stron-
ger for job searchers who have higher levels of self-control.

Hypothesis 8c Self-control moderates the negative impacts 
of LGO and PPGO on HJSS such that the impacts are stron-
ger for job searchers who have higher levels of self-control.

Hypothesis 9a Self-control moderates the negative impact 
of PAGO on FJSS such that the impact is weaker for job 
searchers who have higher levels of self-control.

Hypothesis 9b Self-control moderates the negative impact 
of PAGO on EJSS such that the impact is weaker for job 
searchers who have higher levels of self-control.

Hypothesis 9c Self-control moderates the positive impact 
of PAGO on HJSS such that the impact is weaker for job 
searchers with high levels of self-control.

Methods

Participants and procedures

We collected data at three-time points from unemployed 
young adults who were actively seeking employment in 
Ghana. The focus on job seekers for the study’s sample 
stems from recent public discourse on youth unemployment 
in Ghana. Data show a strong economic performance of 
Ghana’s economy with an estimated 9.3% growth in gross 
domestic product in 2017 (Word Bank, 2018). Ghana was 
named as one of the largest destinations for foreign direct 

1 3

2952



Current Psychology (2024) 43:2947–2964

measure has also been used by Koen et al. (2010) and Saks 
and Ashforth (2002). An example is “If I have my own way, 
I will be working for another organisation one year from 
now.” The alpha coefficient for this study was 0.87.

Control Variables (Time 1). The control variables 
include gender, age, education, job search context, and 
unemployment length because they are related to strategies 
for searching for jobs and behaviour (Kanfer et al., 2001). 
This procedure corroborates previous job search research 
(e.g., Wanberg et al., 1999). For example, job search con-
text (e.g., new entrants, and job losers) has been related 
to the intensity of job seeking and employment outcomes 
(Boswell et al., 2012).

Analytical Approach

The data were analysed using Mplus 7.4 software (Muthén 
& Muthén, 2015) with Maximum Likelihood Estimation 
(MLE). We used the two-step structural equation modelling 
(SEM) procedure (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). Confirma-
tory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted at the fist stage 
to obtain the conceptual distinctness of the measures. For 
uniformity, easy presentation and interpretation, we par-
celled the items of each latent factor to form three indicators 
following the item-to-construct balance procedure, which 
has been put forward by Little, Cunningham, Shahar, and 
Widaman (2002). In this process, items were assigned based 
on loadings to form composite indicators on three anchors 
(Lim et al., 2016). Parcelling minimises measurement error 
and improves model fit (Little et al., 2002). Parcelling also 
aids stable parameters, simplification of model interpreta-
tions, provides definite rational results and decreases viola-
tion of normality (Hau & Marsh, 2004).

In testing the research hypotheses, we estimated the 
logistic SEM by employing Monte Carlo integration proce-
dure (Muthén & Muthén, 2015), which allows models with 
dichotomous variables (i.e., the employment status mea-
sure) (Muthén & Muthén, 2015). First, the analysis between 
the major variables for the research focused on all the Time 
3 participants (N = 418). Second, due to small sample size, 
we performed path analysis for the association between 
strategies of searching for jobs and quality employment 
measures (i.e., fit perceptions, job satisfaction, and turnover 
intentions) using the job seekers who had obtained employ-
ment at Time 3 (n = 137). The goodness-of-fit of the models 
was assessed with multiple fit indices (e.g., Comparative Fit 
Index (CFI), and Chi-square (χ2) statistics) (for details see 
Hu & Bentler, 1999). Additional indices (i.e., log-likelihood 
ratios : Δ-2LL), suggested by Satorra and Bentler (2010) 
were utilised for model comparisons.

To test the proposed moderation effects (see Table 1 
for the moderation results), we estimated the moderation 

and goal orientation at Time 1 and self-control, and strat-
egies for searching for jobs at Time 2. Time 3 variables 
include quantity of interviews attended, job offered, and 
chance of being employed, fit perceptions, job satisfaction 
and turnover intentions. The English language was used to 
administer all the items.

Goal Orientation (Time 1). Vandewalle’s (1997) 13-item 
goal orientation scale adopted from Creed et al. (2009) was 
employed to assess goal orientation. Five items were used 
to capture LGO, four items captured PPGO and four items 
assessed PAGO. An example of the itmes is “I enjoy it when 
others know how well I am doing in my job search”. The 
reliability coefficients for this study were 0.81, 0.71, and 
0.86 respectively.

Job Search Strategy (Time 2). We used the 16-item job 
search strategy scale (Crossley & Highhouse, 2005), which 
has been validated in other studies (Affum-Osei et al., 2021; 
Priyadarshini et al., 2021) to measure job search strategies. 
Focused and exploratory strategy consisted of 6 items each 
and haphazard strategy consisted of 4 items. An example is 
“I gather as much information about all the companies that 
I could.” The internal consistency of the itmes (i.e., Cron-
bach’s alphas) were 0.81, 0.84, and 0.85 respectively.

Self-control (Time 2). We assessed self-control using 
the 13-item scale from Tangney et al. (2004), which has 
been found to be reliable and valid (Hagger et al., 2018). 
An example of the items is “I am able to work effectively 
toward long-term goals” (1 = Not at all to 5 = Very Much). 
We obtained Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.84.

Number of Job Interviews attended and Job Offers 
(Time 3). Participants of the survey recorded the quantity 
of job interviews attended and job offers obtained within 
the six-month period of job-hunting. These assessment 
procedures were consisted with prior research (Stevenor & 
Zickar, 2022).

Employment Status (Time 3). Participants indicated 
their employment status by reporting whether or not they 
have obtained employment (0 = unemployed, 1 = employed) 
(e.g., Amato et al., 2016; Guan et al., 2013; Saks, 2006).

Fit Perceptions (Time 3). We measured fit perceptions 
with a 9-item scale (Cable & DeRue, 2002). P-O, D-A and 
N-S fit were assessed with 3-items each. An example is “The 
job that I currently hold gives me just about everything that I 
want from a job”). The alpha coefficients for this study were 
0.88, 0.88, and 0.89 respectively.

Job Satisfaction (Time 3). Participants’ satisfaction for 
jobs was assessed using a 3-item scale (Cammann et al., 
1983: The Michigan Organisational Assessment Question-
naire). A sample item is “All in all; I am satisfied with my 
job”. We obtained alpha coefficient of 0.81 for this study.

Turnover Intentions (Time 3). We used the 3-item 
scale by Colarelli (1984) to assess turnover intentions. The 
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model, which specified the latent interactions between goal 
orientation and self-control and their effects on job search 
strategies (Mathieu et al., 1992). We fixed the paths of the 
product terms of alternative model to zero and compared it 
with the proposed moderation model. The research results 
revealed that the moderation model showed better fits com-
pared to the main-effect model, which did not include the 
interaction effects (Δ-2LL [27] = 106.23, p < .001). We then 
plotted the simple slopes.

Results

Descriptive statistics

As shown in Table 2, we provide mean values, standard 
deviations, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients, and correlations 
for the study’s variables.

Measurement model testing

We conducted measurement models on the overall sam-
ple [χ2 (168), N = 418) = 475.80, CFI = 0.93, TLI = 0.91, 
RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR = 0.05] and the job seekers who 
had obtained employment [χ2 (80), N = 137) = 127.50, 
CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR = 0.07]. The 
proposed measurement models were then compared to the 
alternative models, which were better than all the alterna-
tive models suggesting that the focal constructs are distinct 
within them and across the different time points. Table 3 
shows the results of the measurement models.

Structural model testing

First, we performed SEM on the hypothesised model 
and alternative model without fitting the logistic integra-
tion to ascertain the traditional model fit indices. Both the 
hypothesised and alternative models showed acceptable fit: 
hypothesised model [χ2 (250, N = 418) = 657.91, CFI = 0.91, 
TLI = 0.88, RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.06]; alternative 
model ([χ2 (235, N = 418) = 614.14, CFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.88, 
RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.04]). The fit of the alternative 
model was not better than that of the hypothesised model: 
Δχ2 (15) = 43.77, p = .54. We then based our analyses on 
the original hypothesised model to follow the principle of 
parsimony. Second, the logistic hypothesised model with 
the robust integration was fitted to the data and compared 
with the alternative model. The likelihood ratio test (-2LL), 
which works by comparing the fit between two statistical 
logistic models was used (Pituch & Stevens, 2016). The 
results revealed that the alternative logistic model was 
not better than the hypothesised model (Δ-2LL [9] = 8.21, 
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Hypotheses testing

Direct relationships

Based on our results (see Fig. 1), LGO relates positively to 
FJSS (β = 0.40, p < .01), EJSS (β = 0.29, p < .01), and nega-
tively to HJSS (β = − 0.37, p < .01). PPGO relates positively 
to EJSS (β = 0.19, p < .05), but the relations between PPGO 
and both FJSS (β = − 0.04, p = .40) and HJSS (β = 0.02, 
p = .79) were not significant. Therefore, H1a and H1c were 
partly supported and H1b was fully supported. PAGO relates 
negatively to FJSS (β = − 0.38, p < .01), EJSS (β = − 0.18, 
p < .05), and positively to HJSS (β = 0.23, p < .01). Thus, 

p = .53). Therefore, hypothesised model is more likely to fit 
the data than the alternative model.

Due to small sample size (i.e., n = 137), path model was 
adopted to test the set of hypotheses on those who secured 
employment. The hypothesised model based on those who 
had obtained employment derived satisfactory fit indi-
ces [χ2 (18), N = 137) = 26.95, CFI = 0.97, RMSEA = 0.06, 
SRMR = 0.03].

Table 2 Fit indices and model comparisons for the measurement models tested
χ2 df χ2/df RMSEA a CFI b TLI c SRMR d Δχ2 Δdf

CFA Time 1 and Time 2 variables (N = 418)
Default Model 1: 7 Factor Model 475.80 168 2.83 0.07 0.93 0.91 0.05
Model 2: 5 Factor Model (LGO, PPGO, and 
PAGO combined)

1305.04 179 7.29 0.12 0.75 0.70 0.11 829.24*** 11

Model 3: 4 Factor Model (all time two items 
combined)

1895.40 183 10.36 0.15 0.62 0.56 0.13 1419.6*** 15

Model 4: Single Factor Model 3039.58 189 16.08 0.19 0.36 0.29 0.15 2563.78*** 21
CFA Time 3 variables (n = 137)
Default Model 1: 5 Factor Model 127.50 80 1.59 0.07 0.96 0.95 0.07
Model 2: 4 Factor Model (job satisfaction and 
turnover intentions combined)

271.29 84 3.23 0.13 0.84 0.81 0.11 143.79*** 4

Model 3: 3 Factor Model (P-O, D-A and N-S fits 
combined)

553.86 87 6.37 0.21 0.61 0.51 0.15 426.36*** 7

Model 4: Single Factor Model 793.54 90 8.82 0.24 0.39 0.29 0.15 666.04*** 10
Model 5: Second-order Model 787.75 90 8.75 0.24 0.39 0.29 0.16 660.25*** 10
Note: ***p < .001, a RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation; b CFI = Comparative fit index; c TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; d 
SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residua

Variables Focused 
Strategy

Explor-
atory 
Strategy

Hap-
hazard 
Strategy

Controls (Time 1)
Gender 0.17 0.02 − 0.03
Age 0.01 − 0.01 − 0.00
Education − 0.04 0.00 0.02
Unemployment length 0.00 0.01 − 0.01
Job search context 0.11 0.08 − 0.04
Main effects (Time 1)
LGO 0.40** 0.29** − 0.28**
PPGO 0.05 0.18** − 0.03*
PAGO − 0.38** − 0.19** 0.12*
Moderators (Time 2)
Self-control 0.01 0.04 0.54**
Interaction effects
LGO x Self-control 0.13* − 0.04 − 0.24**
PGO x Self-control − 0.05 − 0.13 − 0.06
PAGO x Self-control 0.08 − 0.10 0.02
R2 0.44** 0.23** 0.58**

Table 3 Analyses of Moderation 
Role of Self-regulation on the 
Relations between Goal Orienta-
tion and Job Search Strategies

Note: N = 418, †p < .10. *p < .05. 
**p < .01, aGender (1 = male, 
2 = female), bEducation 
(1 = diploma, 2 = higher 
national diploma, 3 = bachelors, 
4 = masters, 5 = PhD, 6 = oth-
ers), cMarital status (1 = single, 
2 = married, 3 = divorced/
separated), dJob search contexts 
(1 = New Entrants, 2 = Job losers), 
LGO = Learning Goal Orienta-
tion, PPGO = Performance-prove 
Goal Orientation, PAGO = Per-
formance-avoid Goal Orientation
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Relationship between job search strategies and 
employment quality

Regarding the relationship between the strategies for search-
ing for jobs and employment quality (see Fig. 2), the results 
revealed that FJSS positively relates to P-O fit (β = 0.22, 
p < .01), D-A fit (β = 0.26, p < .01), N-S fit (β = 0.40, p < .01), 
job satisfactions (β = 0.29, p < .01), and negatively to inten-
tions to quit (β = − 0.50, 2p < 0.01). Therefore, H5a-H5e 
were fully supported. Moreover, the use of EJSS positively 
relates to person-organisation fit (β = 0.34, p < .01) and job 
satisfaction (β = 0.29, p < .01) but unrelated to the D-A fit 
(β = 0.12, p = .13), N-S fit (β = 0.09, p = .29), and turnover 
intentions (β = − 0.03, p = .66). Hence, H6a and H6d were 
supported but H6b, H6c and H6e were not supported. 
Finally, HJSS relates negatively to person-organisation fit 
(β = − 0.19, p < .05), D-A fit (β = − 0.45, p < .01), job sat-
isfaction (β = − 0.15, p < .10), and positively to intentions 

H2a-c were fully supported. Overall, the model explained 
43% variance in FJSS, 21% in EJSS, and 26% in HJSS.

Results further show that EJSS positively correlates 
with the number of job interviews (β = 0.12, p < .05), HJSS 
relates negatively to the number of job interviews (β = 
− 0.13, p < .05), but FJSS was unrelated to job interviews 
(β = 0.03, p = .55). The number of job interviews was posi-
tively associated with the number of job offers (β = 0.42, 
p < .01), which in turn was positively related to employment 
status (β = 0.88, p < .01). The odds ratio was significant for 
the number of job offers (Exp (B) = 66.58, p < .05), indicat-
ing that for a one-unit increase in job seekers’ number of job 
offers, they were 66.58 times more likely to be employed.

These findings support H3b, H3c and H4 but H3a was 
not supported. Overall, the model explained 6% variance in 
the number of interviews, 20% in number of job offers, and 
79% in employment status.

Fig. 2 Results of the path analy-
ses of job search quality. Stan-
dardised coefficients are reported, 
solids lines represent significant 
paths. Dash lines indicate non-
sufficient paths. LGO = Learning 
goal orientation, PPGO = Perfor-
mance-prove goal orientation, 
PAGO = Performance-avoid goal 
orientation, P-O fit = Person-
Organisation, D-A fit = Demand-
Ability fit, N-S fit = Need-Supply 
fit. n = 137, †p < .10; * p < .05; ** 
p < .01

 

Fig. 1 Results of the structural path analyses of the hypothesised model. Standardised coefficients are reported, solid lines represent significant 
paths. Dash lines indicate non-significant paths. OR = Odd ratio. N = 418, * p < .05; ** p < .01
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often because of their better self-control levels. Thus, those 
with high self-control and adopt LGO stand the chance to 
employ high-quality job search strategies.

Additionally, when there was high self-control (+ 1 SD), 
LGO was significantly and negatively related to HJSS 
(B = − 0.44, p < .01), but when there was low self-control 
(− 1 SD), LGO was unrelated to HJSS (B = − 0.04, p = .53: 
see Fig. 4). A decrease in HJSS was observed among those 
with LGO and better self-control.

Discussion

This current study, we focused on goal orientation and self-
control to explain the three types of job-seeking strategies 
and subsequent employment outcomes. Our results sug-
gested that people who adopt approach-goal orientations 
consider FJSS and EJSS but not HJSS as effective job search 
paths to secure employment and quality jobs. On the other 
hand, HJSS was found to be more attractive to performance-
avoid oriented job seekers.

In addition, we expected that self-control could enhance 
beneficial job-hunting strategies and buffer detrimental job 
search strategies to underscore the relevance of self-regu-
lation in the employment pursuit (van Hooft et al., 2021; 
Vansteenkiste et al., 2016). In particular, self-control mod-
erated the links between LGO and FJSS and also HJSS. 
Specifically, a positive relation between LGO and high 
quality job search strategies was found for job seekers with 
higher self-control, while a negative relationship was found 
for those with lower self-control. The results reinforce the 
idea that self-control could provide a substantial benefit to 
job-hunters to search more effectively toward employment 
(Baay et al., 2014). Moreover, indicators of job-hunting 
strategies were expected to drive the outcomes of job search 
and employment. In particular, the use of FJSS and EJSS 
contributed substantially to finding employment and post-
employment quality. On the contrary, HJSS was negatively 
associated with the chance of securing employment and 
post-employment quality. Overall, our findings strengthen 
research on the unfolding model of job searching strate-
gies and contributes to calls to examine quality job search 
(Kreemers et al., 2021; Van Hooft et al., 2013).

Theoretical implications: goal orientation

According to our findings, LGO facilitated quality strat-
egies for searching for jobs and PAGO was found to uti-
lise poor ways for searching for jobs. Furthermore, while 
the results of PPGO were inconsistent with what was 
expected, they showed some positive effects in predicting 
job search strategies. These findings corroborate the general 

to quit (β = − 0.27, p < .01), and not related to N-S fit (β 
= − 0.11, p = .231). Therefore, H7a, H7b, H7d and H7e 
were supported but H7c was unsupported. The hypoth-
esised model contributed more than 22% of the variance in 
P-O fit (R2 = 0.22), N-S fit (R2 = 0.22), and job satisfaction 
(R2 = 0.25), and more than 30% of the variance in D-A fit 
(R2 = 0.32), and intentions to quit (R2 = 0.38%).

The moderation hypotheses

According to the results, self-control and LGO interact 
significantly with FJSS (β = 0.13, p < .05), and HJSS (β = 
− 0.24, p < .05) but is unrelated to EJSS (β = − 0.04, p = .50). 
Thus, H8a and H8c were partially supported but H8b, and 
H9a-H9c were not supported.

Based on the simple slopes, LGO negatively correlates 
with FJSS (B = 0.47, p < .01), when self-control is high 
(+ 1 SD) and when self-control is low (− 1 SD), LGO was 
weakly related to FJSS (B = 0.23, p < .05: see Fig. 3). With 
stronger LGO, individuals used focused strategies more 

Fig. 4 Interaction of LGO and Self-control on Haphazard Job Search

 

Fig. 3 Interaction of LGO and Self-control on Focused Job Search 
Strategy
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job search behaviours. In other words, self-control provides 
contingencies necessary for enhancing or attenuating job 
search strategies depending on job seekers’ goal orienta-
tion (Kanar, 2017). The findings corroborate prior research 
(Baay et al., 2014), which suggests that those who show 
higher self-control levels have the capacity to override poor 
job-seeking bahaviours.

Theoretical implications: strategies for Job 
Searching and employment outcomes

 With respect to the outcomes of strategies for searching 
for jobs, our findings showed that FJSS was unrelated to 
interviews attended, and EJSS contributed to interviews 
attended by job seekers. Our results show that exploratory 
search behaviour is rewarding when it comes to the quan-
tity of interviews attended. These findings corroborate prior 
assumption that EJSS may be the best way to deal with dif-
ficult labour markets with high unemployment rates (Koen 
et al., 2016). On the contrary, HJSS decreased interviews 
attended. This is because HJSS seekers have fuzzy ideas 
about what they want, they may therefore attend fewer 
interviews, accept fewer offer, and poor jobs (Konstam et 
al., 2015). Such individuals are more likely to accept the 
first available offer (Affum-Osei et al., 2021). The results 
revealed that job seekers who searched in a more explor-
atory manner received more invitations to be interviewed, 
which led to more offers and a higher probability of secur-
ing a job. This result confirms the unfolding process of job 
search in understudied population (Turban et al., 2013). By 
these findings, this study extends research on job search 
intensity to include dimensions on how initial job search 
success may affect later success (e.g., Turban et al., 2013).

The study highlights that quality job search strategies are 
particularly relevant during the job-hunting process because 
they help job seekers to secure quality jobs. Our results are 
consistent with studies (e.g., Hoye & Saks, 2008; Saks, 
2005), which suggest that different strategies elicit differ-
ent outcomes. Firstly, FJSS contributed to the likelihood of 
obtaining quality jobs in terms of fits, and job satisfaction. 
This result supports previous findings that job searchers with 
clear and specific employment goals were more likely to 
obtain quality employment (Kreemers et al., 2021). In fact, 
individuals are encouraged to employ FJSS when the goal 
of job search is to obtain quality jobs (Koen et al., 2010). 
For example, Saks and Ashforth (2002) reported positive 
relationship amongst quality job search, job satisfaction and 
person-job fit.

Secondly, results showed that EJSS is relevant to P-O 
fit and job satisfaction. While this finding corroborates 
Crossley and Highhouse (2005) finding, it contradicts that 
of Koen et al. (2010). These contradictory findings may be 

assumption and findings in goal orientation research (Elliot 
& Harackiewicz, 1996; van Hooft, 2014) and highlight the 
importance of mastery goal in job search (Ali et al., 2016). 
On the other hand, PAGO drives people to search more hap-
hazardly but less focused and exploratory. Perhaps, the ten-
dency for performance-avoid oriented individuals’ desire to 
avoid situations, which could lead to incompetency (Vande-
Walle & Cummings, 1997) prompts them to use try-and-
error approach during job search. This is because FJSS and 
EJSS demand arduous task with self-regulation of sorting 
and fully exploring job alternatives (Crossley & Highhouse, 
2005). Consequently, FJSS and EJSS may be fundamen-
tally aversive and challenging for job seekers who adopt 
PAGO (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996). The results confirm 
further that while PAGO individuals are more inclined to 
the possibility of failure, both LGO and PPGO individu-
als are inclined to achieving success (Payne et al., 2007). 
It highlights that people who work toward specific difficult 
tasks (e.g., focused search) perform better than those who 
just do their best (e.g., haphazard search) (van Hooft, 2014). 
Therefore, job seekers may stand the chance to optimise 
their performance by adopting performance-approach goal 
orientation and disregarding performance-avoid goal orien-
tation (Vandewalle et al., 2019).

Theoretical implications: self-control

The incorporation of self-control stems from the recommen-
dation that moderators can provide a stronger foundation to 
explain goal orientation and distal outcomes (Vandewalle 
et al., 2019). Our findings demonstrate that self-control 
strengthens the positive and weakens the negative effects of 
LGO on FJSS and HJSS respectively. This result is consis-
tent with the perspective that self-control provides capacity 
to help individuals to override dominant behavioural ten-
dencies (Baumeister et al., 2018; Van Hooft & Kreemers, 
2021) to make decisions that have long-term implications 
rather than short-term benefits (Baay et al., 2014).

Indeed, the data reveal that learning goal-oriented indi-
viduals who showed higher levels of self-control were 
likely to secure long-term jobs. Such individuals may sac-
rifice behaviours (e.g., HJSS) that may lead to short-term 
consequences in favour of those, which will enhance long-
term interest (De-Ridder et al., 2012). The implication is 
that job seekers controlled their impulses for immediate and 
poor employment by resisting the temptation to search more 
haphazardly. Thus, our results confirm the stop- and start‐
control (Van Hooft & Kreemers, 2021) and support the pro-
motion of action that leads to higher pay-off in the long-run 
(Carver & Scheier, 2002). For instance, high self-control 
behaviours facilitate the inhibition of undesirable behav-
iour when people have higher LGO, enhancing beneficial 
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are not only crucial for self-regulation and motivation rea-
sons but also have implications for the type of job search 
activities (Okay-Somerville & Scholarios, 2022).

Third, there are a lot of rejections and failures associated 
with job search, which may drain job seeker’s energy during 
the job search process (Lim et al., 2016). Thus, another way 
of assisting them is through interventions to enhance their 
self-control. Such intervention should include capabilities 
to monitor progress and performance, learn from failures, 
adjust job search strategies, control impulses, and increase 
search intensity (Noordzij et al., 2013). Interventions could 
also focus on how unemployed people could cope with 
the unemployment situation by engaging in more focused-
coping strategies (Stevens & Beach, 1996). For example, 
job seekers could be encouraged to join Job Clubs, which 
are forms of intervention to help them secure jobs through 
equipping them with interview skills, self-presentation 
skills, internet search strategies, networking, time and stress 
management (e.g., Nakai et al., 2018). Additionally, univer-
sities should be encouraged to create international mobility 
programmes for young adults, which could help promote 
job seeker’s self-efficacy (Emirza et al., 2021). Finally, the 
results have implications for employers in terms of person-
organisational fit (Swider et al., 2015). Specifically, the 
findings may inform recruiters with regards to the develop-
ment of proper assessment tools for the purpose of employ-
ees recruitment and selection in organisations (da Motta 
Veiga & Turban, 2014). For example, job interviews could 
be based on the job search activities, which the applicants 
used in the search process. This will aid career assessors 
to havebetter understanding about job searchers’ fit percep-
tions about the jobs they apply for as well as the organisa-
tion they prefer to work with.

Limitations and directions for future research

Although, we collected the data in three-time points and 
achieved a considerable response rate, the results are not 
without limitations. First, we used survey questionnaires 
to measure all the variables. This may suggests a possibil-
ity of common method bias (CMB; Podsakoff et al., 2003). 
However, we used widely reliable and valid self-report 
measures to minimise the biases (e.g., Crossley & High-
house, 2005; Vandewalle, 1997) and respondents were also 
assured of their confidentiality. In addition, our descriptive 
statistics (e.g., correlations) among the variables, which 
were collected at the same time varied considerably within 
the threshold showing that the challenge of CMB is mini-
mised in this study. Furthermore, the three-time data col-
lection design could decrease the risks of CMB (Podsakoff 
et al., 2003). For example, we assessed our outcome vari-
ables more than five months after the prior wave of data 

due to the sample and the context within which these stud-
ies were undertaken. For instance, while we sampled unem-
ployed job seekers in a difficult labour contexts (Affum-Osei 
et al., 2019) Koen et al.’s, (2010) study was on unemployed 
adults seeking reemployment and Crossley and Highhouse 
(2005) focused on individuals who were already working. 
Additionally, in our employment context with relatively 
low employment opportunities, job seekers may be content 
with their current jobs and perceive them to be satisfying, 
especially when they are aware that majority of the young 
adults are without jobs. Thus, the type of unemployment 
context may explain the trend of effects of EJSS on post-
employment quality (Koen et al., 2010). Third, HJSS drives 
detrimental employment outcomes. It reduces the chance of 
getting interviews, led to poor fit perceptions, and a high 
probability to quit. These results corroborate the assumption 
that job-seeking individuals who adopts HJSS have fuzzy 
ideas, undecided and may apply to job openings which are 
above their qualifications (Stevens & Turban, 2001). It fol-
lows that the lack of employment fit associated with HJSS 
may expose them and consequently decrease their job satis-
faction (Crossley & Highhouse, 2005).

Practical implications

Unemployment continues to be a major social and economic 
problem especially in developing countries. Consequently, 
career development and policymakers have shown consid-
erable concerns towards job seekers’ self-regulation, moti-
vation, and their search behaviour (Kreemers et al., 2021; 
van Hooft et al., 2021). Our findings contribute to policy 
and practice in myriad ways. First, given that LGO posi-
tively impacts the activities of job seekers, it is worthwhile 
for career counsellors to equip job seekers to be confident 
and adopt mastery orientation during the employment pro-
cess. Such intervention could take the form of assisting job 
seekers to identify their strengths and weaknesses aiming 
to pinpoint areas which require improvements. For exam-
ple, career counsellors should explore the search objec-
tives of job seekers and help them choose the behaviours, 
which could lead to the achievement of the selected goals. 
On the contrary, PAGO leads to detrimental behaviour. 
For instance, research shows that personality character-
istics including PAGO may lead to risky and unbeneficial 
behaviours including risk driving (Pompili et al., 2012) and 
poor job search efforts (Vandewalle et al., 2019). Thus, it is 
important for career counsellors to assist job seekers to reg-
ulate their activities towards LGO. Second, diverse criteria 
exist for job seekers to achieve specific job search success 
(Hoye & Saks, 2008; Van Hoye, 2018). Hence, practitioners 
should help to train job seekers on the quality job search 
behaviours. It implies that job search and employment goals 
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strictly for academic work and that their responses will remain strictly 
confidential, anonymous and will be used only for the purpose of this 
research work. Participants provided their signature or initials on these 
forms to indicate that their participation in our project is voluntary 
and may withdraw from participating at any time. The study’s protocol 
was approved by the Survey and Behavioural Research Ethics Com-
mittee (SBREC) of The Chinese University of Hong Kong. February 
17, 2023.
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