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Abstract
In the past decade the responsibility of the employees’ career started shifting more towards the
employee instead of the employer (Clarke, 2009). Furthermore, the decrease of demand on the
labour market increased the importance of employability (Berntson et al., 2006). In addition,
the COVID-19 pandemic had great influence on the labour market (Borland & Charlton, 2020).
This study subsequently aimed to investigate the association of perceiving a career shock due
to COVID-19 with perceived employability amongst individuals with an exploration of the
moderating effect of career resilience. Based on the Conservation of Resources theory of
Hobfoll (2001), it is expected that the COVID-19 pandemic will lower the level of resources an
individual possesses, which in turn will affect the perceived employability negatively. This
association is expected to be buffered by the level of career resilience of the individual. To test
hypotheses, the researcher collected primary data through online questionnaires with a sample
of 168 participants, consisting of individuals between 19-71 years. Contrary to the expectations,
the results indicate that there is no (negative) significant result on the association of a career
shock caused by COVID-19 and the perceived employability. In addition, the researcher
expected that career resilience would have a buffering effect on the association of a career shock
with intrinsic motivation, yet no significant results were revealed.

However, a non-

hypothesized significant association was found between career shocks caused by COVID-19
and career resilience. This finding indicate that career resilience can be of relevance in
safeguarding during future career shocks.
Keywords: COVID-19, Perceived employability, Career Shocks, Career resilience
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Introduction
The current COVID-19 pandemic has a great impact on the labour market (Borland &

Charlton, 2020). Severe interventions from governments worldwide to control the deadly virus
impacted the economy drastically, resulting in a depletion of demand on the labour market
(Borland & Charlton, 2020). The decrease of demand on the labour market makes it more
difficult to find a new job and therefore increases the importance of employability (Berntson et
al., 2006). Furthermore, in the past decade the responsibility of the employees’ career shifted
more towards the employee instead of the employer (Clarke, 2009). This consequently means
that the employee has to adapt to a more active role in managing their own career development
in order to remain competitive and attractive for organizations on the labour market (Clarke,
2009). The combination of the decreasing demand on the labour market due to the COVID-19
pandemic and the shifting responsibility of career development, makes it important for
employees to secure their labour market position. This can be done through employability
because employability concerns the capacity to control the employments options (DiRenzo &
Greenhaus, 2011).
Employability is an aggregation of the words ‘employ’ and ‘ability’ and concerns one’s
ability to be employed. One’s perceived employability therefore features the individual's
perception of having the ability to be employed (Vîrga, De Witte & Cifre, 2017). Berntson et
al. (2006) view employability as an outcome which requires resources to maintain a certain
level. According to the Conservation of Resources theory of Hobfoll (1989), people must invest
the resources they possess to protect themselves against future resource loss. People also protect
and accumulate these resources over time to enhance their well-being and development
(Akkermans, Seibert & Mol, 2018). Hobfoll (1989) explains that people who possess a high
level of resources are also less vulnerable to resource loss due to the fact that they are more
capable of resource gain. Classifying perceived employability as a career outcome which
requires resources as input, consequently means employees must invest in their employability
to prevent loss of employability in the future.
It is expected that one’s perceived employability suffers in times of high uncertainty
which occurs during crises, like the one resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic (Wallinder,
2018). According to Akkermans, Seibert and Mol (2018) a crisis or any other major disruptive
event happening around the individual has a great impact on the career of the individual.
Akkermans, Seibert and Mol (2018) refer to these events as career shocks. Akkermans, Seibert
and Mol (2018) describe a career shock as an extraordinary event that is both unpredictable and
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uncontrollable, and impacts the individuals career path significantly. However, a career shock
can be both positive and negative (Blokker et al., 2019). An example of a positive career shock
can be a raise or a promotion. In this research we classify COVID-19 as a possible career shock.
Although the COVID-19 pandemic affects the entire country, Akkermans (2020) mentions that
the COVID-19 crisis does not result in an inevitable career shock. The definition consists of a
process of initial sensemaking and therefore differs per individual if and how they perceive that
career shock (Akkermans, 2020). In this thesis the work of Luhmann et al. (2020) is used to
measure how, and if, the individual perceives the career shock through different characteristics.
These characteristics are; impact, emotional significance and valence.
Akkermans (2020) mentions that a relevant variable in the association between career
shocks and perceived employability is the level of career resilience of the individual. Also,
Luhmann (2020) mentions very briefly the link between resilience and major life events. In this
thesis, career resilience concerns the capacity an individual possesses to adapt and flourish
one’s career to bounce back from disruptions (Seibert et al., 2013). Career resilience moderates
the impact certain unforeseen events have on certain outcomes, such as perceived employability
(Bright & Pryor, 2005). In this thesis the unforeseen event is the COVID-19 pandemic causing
a career shock for the individual. According to Lindahl and Grace (2015), it is more than likely
that pandemics and disease outbreaks will occur more frequently in the future since this trend
is already showing since the 1980’s. It is for this reason that this research is of practical
relevance due to the fact that the outcomes could possibly assist the individual in guiding and
securing their employability in a future pandemic. Subsequently, to this date there is very little
research done on the link between career shocks associating with the perceived employability,
while this association is being moderated by the perceived career resilience of the individual.
Furthermore, the interconnection between the theory on career shocks and the Conservation of
Resources theory from Hobfoll (1989) might provide new insights in how adaption and securing
of the labour market position cohere in times of a pandemic (Akkermans et al., 2018). The
central research question will be:
To what extent are impact, emotional significance and valence, as characteristics of a
career shock caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, associated with the employees’ perceived
employability and to what extent is this association moderated by the career resilience of the
individual?

2

In the current literature on career shocks and perceived employability, an association
between the two aspects has previously been made but very little research is done on this topic
(Akkermans, 2020; Kinnunen et al., 2011). The context of the COVID-19 pandemic will also
create new theoretical relevance. As the scale of this event is new and likely to happen more
frequently in the future (Lindahl, Grace, 2015). Subsequently, Akkermans (2018) state that the
COR theory of Hobfoll (2001) might be relevant for further research in the combination with
career shocks, but so far little research has been done on this combination. Furthermore, the
addition of resilience as the moderating variable buffering the direct relationship between career
shocks and perceived employability, has not yet been examined much before (Akkermans,
2018). This thesis can provide practical relevance for the reader as a guide to secure their
employability during the COVID-19 crisis and future crises. Therefore, this thesis is solely
focused on the individual. The results from this thesis will provide insights in how an individual
perceiving a negative career shock can buffer the impact on their employability through
maintaining resilient concerning their career. By being able to control the influence external
factors have on the employability, and individual might be able to safeguard their labour market
position in the future.

3
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Theoretical backgrounds
Perceived Employability
Although there is a lack of consensus on the definition of the term employability, most

authors agree on the general definition of employability as the ‘ability to be employed’
(Vanhercke et al., 2014). Also, most authors agree that this ability to be employed concerns
both the internal as well as the external labour market and concerns the ability on achieving a
new job (Berntson & Marklund, 2006; Forrier & Sels, 2003a; Vanhercke et al., 2014). Both
Berntson and Marklund (2006) and Vanhercke et al. (2014) say the level of employability is
driven by the individual’s perception whereas Forrier and Sels (2003a) say it’s solely the
individual's chance of finding a new job, and not perception driven. Rothwell and Arnold (2007)
state that employability is related to how an individual perceives their employability by creating
a perception of how they expect to overcome certain obstacles in the future. In this thesis the
researcher examines this perception of the individual by asking questions regarding the
perceived employability of the individual, instead of examining the individual’s chance of
finding a new job and will therefore focus on the perception-driven definition. This thesis
therefore chooses to follow Berntson and Marklund (2006) and Vanhercke’s et al. (2014),
instead of Forrier and Sels’ (2003b), definitions on employability which say that it’s the
individual’s perception that matters on the concept of employability instead of the individual’s
chance to find a new job. The researcher chooses this point of view due to the data gathering
technique that would be required for both definitions. This leads to the following stipulative
definition of the term perceived employability: perceived employability concerns the
individual’s perception of his or her possibilities of obtaining and maintaining employment.
The most common predictors of perceived employability are derived from the human
capital theory (Becker, 1993) and contextual determinants (Berntson, Sverke & Marklund,
2006). Human capital is often indicated by training, education and competence development
and contains experience and human skills a job acquires (Berntson, Sverke & Marklund, 2006).
The theory shows that an increase in human capital will have positive effects on career
outcomes, such as perceived employability (Berntson, Sverke & Marklund, 2006). However,
contextual determinants have also shown to have significant impact on the perceived
employability (Berntson, Sverke & Marklund, 2006). Structure and conditions of the labour
market are examples of these contextual determinants. Although the individual has no influence
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on this last variable, it could help the individual to know what the current state of demand is in
the labour market to understand their perceived employability more thoroughly.
The most common outcomes of perceived employability are job satisfaction and work
engagement according to Ngo, Liu and Cheung (2017). In the last decade the research attention
arose to the relationship between perceived employability and subjective well-being of the
individual. Job satisfaction and work engagement are examples of these (De Cuyper et al.,
2009a; Vanhercke et al., 2014). Ngo, Liu and Cheung (2017) state that perceived employability
is positively related to both job satisfaction and work engagement.

COVID-19 causing a career shock
In recent years, the research on unplanned major events influencing the careers of the individual
have been increasing (Hirschi, 2010). In this thesis we will refer to these ‘unplanned major
events’ as career shocks. In line with Akkermans (2020), this thesis views the current COVID19 pandemic as an unplanned major life event, influencing the careers of individuals.
Akkermans et al. (2018) define career shocks as:
“a disruptive and extraordinary event that is, at least to some degree, caused by factors
outside the focal individual's control and that triggers a deliberate thought process
concerning one's career. The occurrence of a career shock can vary in terms of
predictability, and can be either positively or negatively valanced” (p. 4).
In this definition on career shocks, Akkermans et al. (2018) mention several distinguishing
characteristics. Akkermans et al. (2018) start with referring to career shocks as “disruptive and
extraordinary events''. The definition of Akkermans et al. (2018) fits the COVID-19 pandemic
as a career shock because the COVID-19 pandemic is both a disruptive as well as an
extraordinary event for individuals (Akkermans, 2020). Subsequently, Akkermans et. al (2018)
highlight in their definition the fact that a career shock is caused by external factors, beyond the
control of the individual. This characteristic also fits in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic
as the pandemic limits the individual in their actions (Akkermans, 2020). In the following
characteristic of the definition, Akkermans et. al (2018) conclude that a career shock triggers a
deliberate thought process concerning one’s career. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic it is
evident that the labour market is impacted significantly (Akkermans, 2020). While the impact
on the labour market is very significant, and a majority of the sectors are influenced by the
interventions of the government of the Netherlands, we can conclude that the COVID-19 crisis
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will trigger a deliberate thought process for the employee concerning their future career
(Borland Charlton; 2020, Akkermans; 2020). The last characteristic of the definition is the
unpredictability of the event that impacts the individual, that can either be positively or
negatively valenced. Akkermans (2020) state that the COVID-19 crisis is very difficult to
predict and control for the individual and therefore fits as a career shock. Summarized, the four
characteristics Akkermans et al. (2018) mention in their definition of career shocks fit the
COVID-19 crises which means the COVID-19 crises can be classified as a career shock for
individuals.
How an individual experiences this career shock can be measured by how the individual
perceives certain characteristics of that career shock (Luhmann et al., 2020). To measure how
an individual perceives that career shock we use three elements from the work of Luhmann et
al. (2020) that fit the characteristics deducted from the definition of Akkermans et al. (2018) on
career shocks. The three characteristics are: impact, emotional significance and valence
(Luhmann et al. 2020). The first, impact, refers to the impact and duration the career shock has
on the individual. This fits the first characteristic given in the definition of Akkermans et al.
(2018) concerning how disruptful and how extraordinary the career shock is for the individual
(Luhmann et al., 2020). The second, ‘Emotional significance’, reflects the emotional impact
and stressfulness of an event (Luhmann et al., 2020). Emotional significance is linked to the
second and third characteristic given by Akkermans et al. (2018) on how the career shock is
both caused by external factors, beyond the control of the individual, as well as how the career
shock triggers a thought process concerning one’s career. The possibility that the career for the
individual can be affected by an external factor can cause negative emotions for the individual
(Luhmann et al., 2020). Both elements can cause stress for the individual and can impact the
individual emotions and therefore fit the characteristic given by Luhmann et al. (2020). The
last, ‘Valence’, refers to what extent the individual perceives the event as desirable/positive vs.
undesirable/negative (Luhmann et al., 2020). Valence is linked to the last characteristic of
Akkermans (2018) concerning the unpredictability of the event and how it can be valenced.
With these characteristics and by measuring how individuals perceive these characteristics it is
possible to examine their ‘level’ of experiencing a career shock.
Akkermans, Seibert and Mol (2018) suggest in their work that the Conservation of
Resources theory of Hobfoll (2002) might provide new perspectives on the effects career shocks
have on career outcomes, such as perceived employability. Forrier et al. (2009) mention that
perceived employability uses resources as input, for instance competences and education
(Fugate et al., 2004; Van der Heijde & Van der Heijden, 2006). The Conservation of Resources
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theory of Hobfoll (2002) state that individuals will experience increased levels of stress if their
resources-level drops. According to Hobfoll (2002), individuals must invest in resources they
possess to make sure these resources don’t decrease over time. In this research we implement
Hobfoll’s (2001) theory to link the experience of a career shock to a career outcome such as
perceived employability. According to Akkermans, Seibert and Mol (2018), a decrease of
resources seems likely when individuals experience a career shock caused by the COVID-19
pandemic. Examples of these resources are; demand on the labour market and self-efficacy
(Akkermans, 2018). A drop in the level of resources will, according to Hobfoll (2002), result
in an increase of stress experience. According to the COR theory (Hobfoll, 2002) this means
that the experience of a career shock due to the COVID-19 pandemic will lower their possession
of resources. Since the perceived employability is based on the possession of these resources,
this consequently means that the perceived employability of the individuals will be negatively
impacted. Blokker et al. (2019) acknowledge this and state that a negative career shock will
negatively impact the perceived employability. Wallinder (2018) agrees on this matter and
mentions in his work that in times of high uncertainty, like the COVID-19 pandemic, the
perceived employability suffers and decreases. Based on these studies, it is likely that the
COVID-19 pandemic will decrease the perceived employability for individuals. Therefore, the
following hypothesis is drawn:
H1: The career shock-characteristic ‘impact’ is negatively related to the perceived
employability
H2: The career shock-characteristic ‘emotional significance’ is negatively related to
the perceived employability
H3: The career shock-characteristic ‘valence’ is negatively related to the perceived
employability
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Career resilience
Resilience is a term characterized as the ‘ability to bounce back from adversity’ (Mishra &
McDonald, 2017). In times of organizational restructures and job insecurity, it is of particular
importance to have the ability to be resilient (Mishra & McDonald, 2017). Since this thesis is
focused on the career of the individual during the COVID-19 pandemic, the emphasis will be
on the resilience the individual has regarding their career, called career resilience (Mishra &
McDonald, 2017). The literature regarding career resilience suggests that it is a complex
phenomenon that involves an interaction between characteristics of both the individual and the
context (Mishra & McDonald, 2017). In the current literature available, there is a lack of
consensus on how career resilience is defined. Mishra and McDonald (2017) define career
resilience as ‘a developmental process of persisting, adapting, and/ or flourishing in one’s
career despite challenges, changing events, and disruptions over time’ (p. 216). Rochat et al.
(2017) define career resilience differently and came up with the following operational
definition; ‘the effective vocational functioning under disabling career-related circumstances
(p. 7). Both definitions include the focus on the career, as well as the presence of disruptions
and adversity. However, Mishra and McDonald (2017) see career resilience as a process that
develops overtime, while Rochat et al. (2017) view career resilience more as an ability an
individual possesses at a given moment. Both the ‘ability’ focused and ‘process’ focused
definitions have advantages and disadvantages. Defining career resilience as an ‘ability’ makes
it possible to examine it in a cross-sectional study as it measures the career resilience an
individual has at a given point in time, whereas defining career resilience as a ‘process’ requires
a longitudinal study (Mishra & McDonald, 2017). The ‘ability’ focused definition fails to take
into account that the ability to recover from adversity is not a constant or a fixed attribute and
may change over time (Caza & Milton, 2012). This is something the ‘process’ focused
definition does take into account. However, the ‘process’ focused definition is both very time
consuming and harder to examine as it takes into account the different mechanisms that can
potentially influence how individuals deal with career disruptions and changes (Mishra &
McDonald, 2017). In this thesis we will examine career resilience in a cross-sectional study and
therefore view and define it as an ability an individual possesses. This leads us to the following
stipulative definition: career resilience is the ability an individual possesses to overcome careerrelated disruptions by effective vocational functioning.
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Mishra and McDonald (2017) state three different outcomes of career resilience: career
satisfaction; intentions to change careers and subjective career success. These outcomes all tend
to benefit the career of the individual in such a way that the presents of career resilience will
positively influence their career trajectory (Mishra & McDonald, 2007; Moorhouse &
Caltabiano, 2007). Subsequently; Mishra and McDonald (2007) state that ‘being resilient when
faced with career challenges and adversities will likely result in persistence in achieving career
goals’ (p. 226). For an individual, a career goal can be to not lose their job (Moorhouse &
Caltabiano, 2007). Wagnild (1993) and Rutter (1987) state that resilience is a personality
characteristic that moderates/buffers negative effects and promotes positive adaption which can
protect the individual. In regard of this thesis, where the researcher will examine the negative
effect the COVID-19 pandemic has on the perceived employability of the individuals, career
resilience will be implemented as a moderating variable to examine if the presents of this
variable will buffer or moderate the direct association (Mishra & McDonalds, 2017; Moorhouse
& Caltabiano, 2007). Moorhouse and Caltabiano (2007) specify career resilience even more
and state that career resilience qualities moderate the effect of unemployment. A higher level
of career resilience will result in a lower chance of getting unemployed (Moorhouse &
Caltabiano, 2007). We can therefore draw the following hypothesis:
H4: Career resilience moderates the relationship between the career shock-characteristic
‘impact’ and the perceived employability is such a way that when the career resilience is high,
the negative relationship between the career shock-characteristic ‘impact’ and the perceived
employability is weakened.
H5: Career resilience moderates the relationship between the career shock-characteristic
‘emotional significance’’ and the perceived employability is such a way that when the career
resilience is high, the negative relationship between the career shock-characteristic ‘emotional
significance’ and the perceived employability is weakened.
H6: Career resilience moderates the relationship between the career shock-characteristic
‘valence’ and the perceived employability is such a way that when the career resilience is high,
the negative relationship between the career shock-characteristic ‘valence’ and the perceived
employability is weakened.
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Figure 1: Conceptual model

10

3

Method
Research design

In order to answer the research question, quantitative research has been conducted. Quantitative
research is suitable for this research in order to test if the hypotheses, visualized in the
conceptual model (figure 1), are confirmed or not (Field, 2018). In order to examine the
relations and test the hypotheses I used an online questionnaire to gather the data. This
questionnaire can be found in Appendix A. The data from the questionnaires was then analysed
using SPSS.
Procedure and sample
For this quantitative research the sampling technique called convenience sampling was used to
gather all the primary data. The use of this technique made it easy for the researcher to gather
the data and was convenient for the target population due to the fact that they can decide whether
they want to participate or not (Etikan, Musa, & Alkassim 2016). Furthermore, this method is
next being simple and cheap, fairly easy to implement (Jager, Putnick, & Bornstein, 2017).
The data collection was achieved using the online questionnaire service of Qualtrics. A
total of 28 questions, categorised in six different sections, were asked to the respondents,
including 4 questions regarding the control variables. Five categories contained items
corresponding with each variable, the last category was associated with the control variables.
All respondents were contacted using social media due to the fact that this questionnaire was
solely online. Using different platforms (e.g., WhatsApp, Facebook, LinkedIn), the researcher
was able to achieve the minimum number of respondents needed for this research according to
the power analysis using G*Power.
The questionnaire was built with a clear introduction stating all the information the
respondents needed. This contained both the goal of the research as well as how much time the
questionnaire would take to complete. Furthermore, this introduction contained the researcher’
contact information which the respondents would be able to use if there was any need for
contact afterwards. In total the data gathering lasted around one week. After this period, the
questionnaire was locked and any new responses were not recorded. The questionnaire used
can be found in Appendix A.
A total of 204 responses were recorded during this time period. After scanning the data
for any missing values and other inconsistencies a total of 168 responses (N=168) were used
for the analysis. According to G*Power a minimum of 110 respondents was needed for this
research, which was thus widely achieved. Using the descriptive statistics (Table 1) to analyse
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the data of the control variables, we found that the age of the respondents ranged between 19
and 71. The average age of the respondents was 35.7 years (SD=14.4). Regarding the education
of the respondent; of the 168 respondents, 93 respondents (55%) had an educational background
with a university degree. 59 respondents (35%) with a University of Applied Sciences degree
and 13 respondents (8%) with a Secondary Vocational Education. Three respondents filled in
‘other’ in this question. Of the 168 respondents, 103 female responses (61%) were recorded
against 65 male responses (39%). Furthermore, the analysis of the type of contract of the
respondents showed that 92 respondents (55%) had an indefinite contract against 63 with a
fixed-term contract (38%). A total of 13 respondents had a temporary contract via an
employment agency (8%).

Table 1
Demographic characteristics
Variables
Age

Mean

SD

Range

35.7

14.4

19-71

Frequencies

Per cent

Variables

Categories

Educational level

Secondary Vocational Education

13

7.7

University of Applied Sciences

59

35.1

University degree

93

55.4

Other

3

1.8

Total

168

100

Female

103

61.3

Male

35

38.7

Total

168

100

Indefinite contract

92

54.8

Fixed-term contract

63

37.5

Temporary employment-agency contract

13

7.7

Total

168

100

Gender

Type of contract
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Research ethics
During this research, the researcher complied several ethical considerations. The most
important ethical considerations are listed below. Prior to the data gathering process, the ethical
consideration was analysed. According to Sekaran and Bougie (2016) all data gathered through
the questionnaire has to be treated with care and in a confidential manner. This consequently
meant that the researcher handled all the data with care prior and after the data analysis.
Furthermore, the questionnaire started start with a brief introduction to let the respondent get
familiar with the topic of this thesis. Included in this introduction was the goal of this research
and that the outcomes are strictly for the researchers own purpose (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016).
After this introduction the control variables were questioned, followed by the first variable, the
dependent variable. During the questionnaire the respondents always had the option to
withdraw from filling out particular questions, or the entire questionnaire. This way ensures
that the respondents are never felt forced to answer particular questions (Sekaran & Bougie,
2016).
Furthermore, after data collection, the researcher deleted all personal information still
visible in the raw data file from Qualtrics. This concerned IP-addresses used by the individual.
After that the analysis was done on the personal computer belonging to the researcher to prevent
the option of people getting access to any data information.
Measuring instruments
In order to check the construct validity, we did an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) for each
variable. The scales that were used are evaluated based on their Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
measure of sampling adequacy (> 0.5), Bartlett's Tests of Sphericity (p < .05), their eigenvalue
(> 1), explained variance (> 60%), and the scree plot (Field, 2018). Furthermore, a reliability
analysis was conducted by checking the Cronbach's Alpha (> 0.7) as a measure and criterion
(Field, 2018). Only the variables visualized in the conceptual model (Figure 1) will be used in
the EFA due to the fact that all other variables are single item variables.
Perceived employability. This is the dependent variable in this research. This variable
was measured using the six-item scale of Rothwell and Arnold (2007). This scale fits this
research due to the fact that the definition of the term used in this research and that of Rothwell
and Arnold (2007) overlaps. Furthermore, Rothwell and Arnold’s (2007) scale are a commonly
used scale to measure perceived employability and is validated. The items were questioned
using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (‘Strongly disagree’) to 5 (‘Strongly agree’). One
example of the items is: ‘I could easily get a similar job to mine in almost any organisation’.
13

Together with the Exploratory Factor Analysis, a principal component analysis was
conducted. After conducting the analysis and checking the assumptions, checking for
communalities found that item 5 (PE_Q5) had an extraction value of .174 (>.2) which resulted
in the removal of this item (Field, 2018).
After the removal of item 5 we found a KMO value of .645 and the Barlett's Tests of
Sphericity was significant (p < .01) (Field, 2018). Furthermore, the communalities table showed
that all communalities after extraction were > 0.3. When checking the Eigenvalues, the solution
provided gives two components explaining 63.2% of the variance. However, after checking the
Cronbach's Alpha of this scale, we found that it gives a value of .627, which does not exceed
the number given by Field (2018) as required for proper reliability. Although the scale of
Rothwell and Arnold (2007) is a common scale used to measure the reliability, a reliability
problem occurred. However, the original scale from Rothwell and Arnold (2007) showed a
reliability for the internal employability of .72, which is considered sufficient but also not really
good. This matter shall be discussed in the discussion section concerning limitations and
suggestions for future research. Any translation irregularities might have caused to let the
reliability drop below the .7 threshold (Field, 2018).
Career shock-characteristic ‘impact’. This is the first independent variable in this
research. To measure the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, the pandemic was classified as a
career shock as discussed in the theoretical framework. For this thesis we used the work of
Luhmann et al. (2020) to measure this variable. The scale of Luhmann et al. (2020) consists of
six items. In this thesis we only used four items. This is because two items research the longterm consequences, which we will not examine in this research due to the fact that this research
was cross-sectional orientated. One example of an item is: ‘The event had many effects on my
life’. The response categories are rated on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (‘Does not
apply at all’) to 5 (‘Applies completely’).
Career shock-characteristic ‘emotional significance’. This is the second independent
variable in this thesis. This variable was also measured using the scale of Luhmann et al. (2020).
This scale consists of six items. One example of the items is: ‘The event moved me a lot’. The
items will be questioned using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (‘Strongly disagree’) to
5 (‘Strongly agree’). Item 3 and 5 were reverse questioned which made it critical to compute
the item in SPSS prior to analysis.
Career shock-characteristic ‘valence’. This is the third independent variable. This
variable was also measured using the scale of Luhmann et al. (2020). This scale will consist of
three items. One example of the items is: ‘The event was joyful’. The items will be questioned
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using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (‘Strongly disagree’) to 5 (‘Strongly agree’). All
three items were asked negatively and were therefore reversed when computing the items.
In order to check if the scale for the career shock did consist of three sub-scales, the
researcher did an Exploratory Factor Analysis and a principal component analysis combing the
three variables. The results from this analysis showed an KMO value of .822 and the Barlett's
Tests of Sphericity is significant (P<.001) which means these assumptions are met (Field,
2018). The communalities table shows that question 6 regarding the emotional significance had
an extraction value of .211 (<.3) which is reason to delete this item. Subsequently, the total
variance explained table provides the number of factors with their respective Eigenvalue. This
table shows three factors with an Eigenvalue of 1.256 explaining 63.3% of variance. The
Cronbach’s Alpha of this scale is .757 which means this scale is considered to be reliable (Field,
2018). The output of this factor analysis can be found in Appendix B. Also, a reliability test
was conducted on the three subscales of career shocks; impact, emotional significance and
valence. The Cronbach’s Alpha for each of the subscales was respectively; .841, .803 and .658.
This consequently means that the Cronbach’s Alpha for subscales impact and emotional
significance is considered reliable and for valence is questionable (Field, 2018).
Career resilience. This is the moderating variable in this research. To measure this
moderating variable, we used the five-item scale of Carson and Bedeian (1994). The response
categories were rated on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 ‘disagree’ to 7 ‘agree’. One
example of the items is: ‘The costs associated with my line of work/career field sometimes seem
too great’. Four out of the five items will be asked negatively and will therefore need to be
reversed when scoring the items.
Checking the KMO value in the factor analysis and the Barlett's Tests of Sphericity for
significance gives us respectively the values of .748 and P<.001 which means these assumptions
are met. However, the communalities check showed some problems concerning item 5. The
value after extraction is 0.22 (<.3) which means this item will be deleted. After one iteration,
the KMO and Barlett's Tests of Sphericity of significance values: .757 and P>.001. The total
variance explained table shows one factor explaining 64% (>60%) of variance. Furthermore,
when checking the Cronbach’s Alpha, we find a value of .803 which indicated a high level of
reliability.
Control variables. In this thesis the researcher will take the following control variables
into consideration; age, gender, level of education and type of contract. The current literature
states that that these variables seem to be related to either the independent variables or the
dependent variable in some manner. Also, the addition of the moderating variable, career
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resilience can be of relevance to these control variables. Luhmann et al. (2020) state that both
age and gender can be of significance in the research on career shocks. Akkermans (2018)
confirm that age can be relevant in the examination of career shocks related to perceived
employability. Rummel et al. (2019) state in their work that the level of education can also be
of significance of and how the individual perceives a certain career shock. Ngo, Liu and Cheung
(2017) write about how the type of contract the individual possess might be of relevance in their
perception of employability. According to Field (2018) these variables should then be taking
into consideration. These variables will be questioned at the start of the questionnaire to give
the individual a little introduction before the main variables as seen in the conceptual model
will be questioned.
Analysis
Prior to the analysis in SPSS, I first prepared the dataset. By preparing the dataset we screened
the data for any missing values or outliers. The missing values were found while checking the
data view in SPSS. The check for any outliers is done using the ‘frequencies’ option in SPSS
(Hollenbaugh, 2016). There was no missing value greater than the 10-15% norm which meant
no further actions were necessary (Hollenbaugh, 2016).
After the factor analysis was done, the multiple regression analysis was conducted using
the PROCESS add-on in SPSS, using Model 1 (moderation) (Hayes, 2013). This model was
selected because of the exploration of the moderator effect (Field, 2018). The multiple
regression analysis is suitable to test the relation between the COVID-19 pandemic, measured
using the characteristics of a career shock, and the perceived employability. Due to the fact that
in this research there are three independent variables, a multiple linear regression analysis is
needed. Furthermore, the multiple linear regression analysis allows to check whether the
moderator in this research, career resilience, moderates the relationship between the
independent and the dependent variables. In order to conduct the moderating analysis, the SPSS
add-on macro PROCESS is used. This macro contains several different models, but in this
research, we use model 1 (Field, 2018). The moderating analysis was conducted three times
while there are three independent variable that undergo the moderation effect. The dependent
variable, perceived employability was implemented as the ‘Y’ variable. The moderating
variable, career resilience was implemented as the ‘Moderation W’ variable. During this
regression analysis the independent variables were all implemented in the ‘X’ variable, one
after each other, while al the remaining variable including the control variables were
implemented as Covariates. PROCESS standardises all variables in this analysis, meaning that
there is no need to check for assumption a priori (University of Twente, 2013). Furthermore,
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PROCESS automatically avoids any multicollinearity and homoscedasticity (University of
Twente, 2013).
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Research results
Preliminary analysis

The correlations, the means and the standard deviations of the five variables and four control
variables are visualized in table 2. This table shows both the correlations that are significant
and those that are not significant. Career shock impact is negatively associated with gender (r
= -.165, p = .033), career shock valence (r = -.266, p < .001) and career resilience (r = -.302, p
< .001). However, career shock impact is positively associated with type of contract (r = .182,
p = .018) and career shock emotional significance (r = .575, p < .001). Furthermore, career
shock emotional significance is negatively associated with gender (r = -.297, p < .001). Also,
career shock valence is negatively associated with career shock emotional significance (r = .241, p = .002). And last, career resilience is negatively associated with career shock emotional
significance (r = -.254, p < .001) and positively associated with career shock valence (r = .155,
p = .044). This correlation table thus provides the suggestion that career resilience is affected
by all three of the career shock variables or vice versa. Another interesting finding is that career
shock valence has a significantly lower mean compared to the other independent variables. All
items concerning career shock valence were questioned negatively which means that the
respondents had a negative association with the COVID-19 pandemic. Furthermore, Table 2
shows that age is significantly associated with the type of contract. In this thesis these variables
act as control variable and are not hypothesized
Table 2
Mean, SD & correlations of significant variables and control variables
Variable name

M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1 Perceived employability

3.66

.54

2 Career shock impact

3.47

.82

-0,083

3 Career shock emotional significance

3.37

.75

-0,071

.575**

4 Career shock valence

2.00

.65

0,136

-.266**

-.241**

5 Career resilience

3.47

.77

0,013

-.302**

-.254**

.155*

6 Gender

1.39

.49

0,118

-.165*

-.297**

0,069

-0,024

7 Age

35.66

14.36

-0,131

-0,132

0,040

0,097

-0,023

0,070

8 Type of Contract

1.53

.64

0,000

.182*

-0,002

0,005

-0,065

-.201**

-.288**

9 Educational level

2.51

.67

0,013

0,027

0,036

0,028

0,018

-0,097

0,100

8

Control variables

-0,064

Note: **p < .01 (2-tailed), *p < .05 (2-tailed); N = 168
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Regression analysis
In order to test the hypotheses in this study, the PROCESS add-on in SPSS is used for the
exploration of the moderating effect (Field, 2018). The result from this analysis can be found
in table 3, including the control variables.
The first (H1) hypothesis expected a negative association between the career shockcharacteristic ‘impact’ and perceived employability; however, no significant effect is found (b
= -.053, p = .43). Therefore, hypothesis H1 is not confirmed. The second hypothesis (H2)
expected a negative association between the career shock-characteristic ‘emotional
significance’ and perceived employability. Table 3 however, shows no significant effect (b =
.261, p = .34). Subsequently, hypothesis H2 is not confirmed. The third hypothesis (H3)
expected a negative association between career shock-characteristic ‘valence’ and perceived
employability. The results show no significant effect (b = .113, p = .10). This means that
hypothesis H3 is not confirmed.
Hypotheses H4, H5 and H6 expected that career resilience moderated the relationship
between the different career shock characteristics in such a way that when the career resilience
is high, the negative relationship between the career shock characteristics and perceived
employability is weakened. Subsequently, Table 3 (Model 1) provides the results from the
interaction effect concerning the variable career shock impact, and shows no significance (b =
-.01, p = .92). Hence hypotheses H4 is not confirmed. Table 4 (Model 2) and Table 5 (Model
3) provide the results concerning the interaction effect of career resilience of respectively career
shock emotional significance and career shock valence. The interaction effect concerning the
variable career shock emotional significance shows no significance (b = -.06, p = .38). Hence
hypothesis H5 is not confirmed. Table 5 (Model 3) provides the interaction effect concerning
the variable career shock valence and shows also no significance (b = -.01, p = .91). Although
not hypothesized, the control variable of age turned out to be significant in all three models.
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Table 3
Results for the moderated analysis with career resilience as moderator moderating the
career shock impact (Model 1)
Outcome: Perceived employability (Model 1)
R2
.059

F
1.106

p
.362

Predictor variable

b

SE

p

Career shock impact

-.031

.227

.893

Career shock emotional significance

.032

.073

.662

Career shock valence

.114

.068

.095

Career resilience

.007

.227

.977

Career resilience x Career shock impact

-.006

.061

.916

Gender

.137

.094

.147

Age

-.007

.003

.039

Type Contract

-.008

.073

.919

Education

.032

.064

.620

Model summary

Note: N=168
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Table 4
Results for the moderated analysis with career resilience as moderator moderating the
career shock emotional significance (Model 2)
Outcome: Perceived employability (Model 2)
R2
.064

F
1.1968

p
.301

Predictor variable

b

SE

p

Career shock impact

-.053

.067

.428

Career shock emotional significance

.261

.270

.335

Career shock valence

.113

.068

.098

Career resilience

.2073

.260

.427

Career resilience x Career shock emotional significance

-.063

.071

.379

Gender

.134

.093

.151

Age

-.006

.003

.045

Type Contract

-.006

.072

.930

Education

.030

.064

.428

Model summary

Note: N=168
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Table 5
Results for the moderated analysis with career resilience as moderator moderating the
career shock valence (Model 3)
Outcome: Perceived employability (Model 3)
R2
.059

F
1.106

p
.361

Predictor variable

b

SE

p

Career shock impact

-.053

.0671

.427

Career shock emotional significance

.032

.074

.668

Career shock valence

.146

.295

.620

Career resilience

.001

.167

.995

Career resilience x Career shock valence

-.009

.080

.910

Gender

.136

.094

.147

Age

-.007

.003

.038

Type Contract

-.009

.072

.903

Education

.031

.064

.626

Model summary

Note: N=168
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Conclusion and Discussion

This research was conducted to examine the association between the COVID-19 pandemic and
the perceived employability of individuals and to examine if career resilience had an influence
on this association. In this research there is a lack of significant effects. The COVID-19
pandemic is not associated with perceived employability; neither was the effect of career
resilience on this association. Consequently, all hypotheses are rejected.

Discussion
The results show no significant direct relation between the career shock characteristics

and the perceived employability. This can be explained by several factors which shall be
discussed in this section. In this research, career shocks are viewed as predictors of perceived
employability. The theory of Luhmann (2018), which was mainly used in this research, views
a career shock as a psychological outcome. Luhmann (2018) state that to sufficiently account
for the psychological outcome of the experienced major life event, a distinction must be made
between different characteristics of that event. In her work, Luhmann (2018) made a distinction
between nine different characteristics in order to test how the event affected the individual. In
this research the researcher followed Luhmann’s (2020) distinction of characteristics, but only
choose three characteristics. The characteristics that were chosen were based on the theory of
Akkermans (2018) regarding career shocks. The three characteristics used were; impact,
emotional significance and valence. Luhmann (2018) state that of these three characteristics the
first two, impact and emotional significance, refer to the perceived consequences of the event,
while only valence refers to the event itself. The other six characteristics that were not
implemented in this research were: change in world views, social status change, predictability,
extraordinariness, external control and challenge. Although some of these characteristics can
be linked to the COVID-19 pandemic, the definition of Akkermans (2018) only withdrew a
match with three characteristics. The absence of the other six characteristics Luhmann (2018)
used in her research could explain why the associations in this research were not significant.
The reason behind this is that if you only use a portion of the theory and the validated model
provided by the original author, it can be anticipated that the results can also be skewed in the
wrong direction (Field, 2018). Subsequently, only one characteristic referred to the event itself
(valence) and two referred to the perceived consequences (impact and emotional significance),
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while the full model of Luhmann et al. (2018) had a division where five characteristics referred
to the event itself and four referred to the perceived consequences. Furthermore, Luhmann
(2020) stated in a later published work that the inclusion of consequence-focused and eventfocused characteristics introduces conceptual problems. Luhmann (2020) stated that evaluating
a situation or event based on the consequences is problematic due to the fact that this can cause
circularity problems (Luhmann, 2020; Rauthmann, 2015). Circular reasoning happens in an
argument in which the proposition is supported by the premises, which is supported by the
proposition. Luhmann (2020) states that these circularity problems could be avoided by
measuring the perceived event characteristics and psychological outcomes, such as perceived
employability, at a different time. In this research, the researcher followed a cross-sectional
path by gathering all the data at the same time. According to Luhmann (2020) this means that
circularity problems may appear and cause issues in testing the composed variable (Rauthmann,
2015). Also, a methodological flaw occurred concerning the cross-sectionality of the research
because this prohibited the option to examine the variables during a certain time period
(Sedgwick, 2014). A cause-and-effect examination was hereby impossible (Sekaran & Bougie,
2016). This might be relevant due to the fact that this research examines the state of the
individual’ employability and to what extent the individual experiences a career shock due to
COVID-19, a shift of experience is possible during an event that lasts over 15 months.
Furthermore, this research examined the perceived consequences of an event while the event
was still happening. According to Luhmann (2020) this could be problematic and causing
several problems. First of all, examining the consequences of an event while it is still happening
could mean that individuals may not experience any consequences, yet.
The moderating effect in this study, career resilience, was hypothesized to weaken the
negative relationship between a career shock caused by the COVID-19 pandemic and the
perceived employability. However, no significant effect was found. However, the results show
a significant relation between career resilience and all three characteristics of career shocks.
However, there appears to be a discrepancy in the direction of these relations. Career Resilience
seems to be negatively related to career shock characteristics impact and emotional significance
and positively related to career shock characteristics valence. The relation between these
variables might be relevant for future research, due to the fact that this subject is relatively new
and could be of relevance for individuals during future career shocks. Furthermore, in this
research we already used the COR theory of Hobfoll (2001) to better understand the way
different variables influence each other. In this study the researcher viewed career resilience as
a skill that an individual may, or may not possess in different levels. Coetzee et al. (2015) said
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that career resilience can be viewed as a psychosocial resource, which an individual can acquire
or lose over time. In this case, if career resilience is indeed viewed as a resource, as Coetzee et
al. (2015) confirm, career resilience might in fact not be an independent variable, but a
dependent variable, influenced by the amount of resources an individual possess. The reasoning
behind this is that if the occurrence of the COVID-19 pandemic indeed caused a career shock
and results in a depletion of resources, this will automatically impact the level of career
resilience of the individual because this is also impacted by the level of resources (Coetzee et
al. 2015). This could mean that conceptual model used in this research is wrongly implemented
and should be reassessed during future research. The variable career resilience might be more
suitable as a mediating variable. The researcher did check the possibility of a significant
mediating association between the variables, but no significant association was found.
Furthermore, Luhmann (2020) stated that to examine the impact of a career shock and
the psychological outcomes, the data gathering must take place at different times in order to
prevent circularity possibilities. At the time the data was gathered and the questionnaires were
conducted, the COVID-19 pandemic was still present and consequences might not be revealed
for the individual yet. There might be a possibility that the individual did not experience a career
shock at the moment the questionnaire was filled in, but will experience this later on.
Limitation and possibilities for future research
There are several limitations present in this research. The first one is the cross-sectionality of
this study. As already discussed in the previous paragraph, a longitudinal study would be more
convenient in terms of reliability (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). If the same individual would be
questioned on their level of perceived employability and experience of a career shock, a trend
showing results over time would be possible. The second limitation is the fact that the researcher
used convenience sampling in order to gather the data. This method increases the possibility of
over or underrepresentation in the data sample (Etikan et al., 2016). Checking the data, we
found that this is in fact happening. The results of the control variable ‘education’ show an
overrepresentation of individual with a higher educational background. Although this might not
be relevant, this is very disproportional compared to the population of the Netherlands. The
third limitation and also a possible direction for future research is the addition of adding the
sector the individual is working in as a control variable. Although not added in this research,
there are signs in the literature that there is in fact a correlation between the experience of a
career shock and the level of perceived employability associated with the sector the individual
is operating in (Akkermans, 2020; Richardson & Kraimer, 2020; Mckenna, 2021). Akkermans,
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2020 mentions that individual working in sectors that would benefit from a lockdown would
most likely experience a higher perceived employability. Examples are the supermarket
industry and the delivery sector. Further possible future research concerns the moderating
variable used in this research, career resilience. As the data reveals, there is a correlation
between career shocks and career resilience. Future research might be able to find a possible
significant mediating role for career resilience on the direct association between career shocks
and career outcomes, such as perceived employability. Considering the fact that it is likely that
in the future another pandemic will occur, the theory concerning this subject should be
extended.
Practical implications
Practical implications resulting from this research refer to both individuals and organizations.
As stated in the introduction, the responsibility of employability is shifting from the
organization to the individual (Clarke, 2009). The decrease of demand on the labour market,
combined with the COVID-19 pandemic happening makes this shift even more relevant. If the
level of career resilience is indeed associated with the degree in which a career shock affects
the individual, as mentioned in the previous paragraph, individuals could benefit from this
information by strengthening their level of career resilience. This way individual could protect
themselves during future major life events.
In addition, pandemics and global outbreaks will occur more frequently in the future
Lindahl and Grace (2015). Although the findings in the research were not significant,
organizations could translate the intentions of this research from micro level to macro level by
securing their operations during future pandemics by being resilient through differentiation of
their operations. By showing resilience on macro level organizations may safeguard future
sales. For instance, KLM (Royal Dutch Airlines), which was heavily impact by governments
restrictions, could try to focus more on parcel delivery in order to prevent a total depletion of
sales when future pandemics break out. Although this may sound far-fetched, a recurrence of
the 2020 sales year would be something organizations like KLM would drastically try to
prevent. On micro level, again using KLM as an example, organizations could stimulate
employees to increase their resilience by showing the importance and providing training.
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Appendix
Appendix A: Questionnaire

Bedankt dat u mee wilt doen aan dit onderzoek!
Met behulp van uw antwoorden zal ik onderzoeken in hoeverre de COVID-19 pandemie
invloed heeft uitgeoefend op uw inzetbaarheid op de arbeidsmarkt. Daarnaast ga ik kijken
in hoeverre persoonlijke veerkracht hier een mogelijke invloed op heeft. Dit zal ik
onderzoeken door u een aantal stellingen te tonen waarna u kunt aangeven in hoeverre de
stelling voor u van toepassing is. De antwoordmogelijkheden lopen van 1 (helemaal niet
mee eens) tot 5 (helemaal mee eens). Per stelling krijgt u de mogelijkheid om één
antwoordmogelijkheid in te vullen. Alle responsies zullen zorgvuldig door mij persoonlijk
geanalyseerd worden, en zullen niet terug te herleiden zijn naar een individu.

De eerste vragen zullen bestaan uit een paar algemene vragen die mijn onderzoek ook
zullen ondersteunen. Daarna volgen de stellingen betreffende de COVID-19 pandemie. In
totaal zal het invullen van de enquête u ongeveer 5 minuten aan tijd kosten.
Voor vragen of opmerkingen kunt u mij eventueel bereiken via mijn
mail; P.h.deboer@student.ru.nl.

Perceived Employability
Rothwell, A. and Arnold, J. (2007), “Self-perceived employability: development and
validation of a scale”, Personnel Review, Vol. 36, pp. 23-41.

Item

Schaal

Ik heb het gevoel dat ik elke baan kan

1 (‘Helemaal niet mee eens’) tot 5

krijgen zolang mijn vaardigheden en

(‘Helemaal mee eens’)

ervaringen redelijk relevant zijn
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Ik heb over het algemeen vertrouwen in een

1 (‘Helemaal niet mee eens’) tot 5

succesvolle uitkomst bij

(‘Helemaal mee eens’)

sollicitatiegesprekken en selectieevenementen
De vaardigheden en capaciteiten die ik

1 (‘Helemaal niet mee eens’) tot 5

bezit, is waar werkgevers naar op zoek zijn

(‘Helemaal mee eens’)

Ik kan gemakkelijk kennis vergaren over

1 (‘Helemaal niet mee eens’) tot 5

kansen in mijn gekozen vakgebied

(‘Helemaal mee eens’)

De vaardigheden die ik in mijn huidige baan 1 (‘Helemaal niet mee eens’) tot 5
heb opgedaan, kan ik inzitten in een

(‘Helemaal mee eens’)

eventuele toekomstige baan
Ik zou me gemakkelijk kunnen omscholen

1 (‘Helemaal niet mee eens’) tot 5

om mezelf elders beter inzetbaar te maken.

(‘Helemaal mee eens’)

Career shock-characteristic ‘impact’
Luhmann, M., Fassbender, I., Alcock, M., & Haehner, P. (2020). A Dimensional
Taxonomy of Perceived Characteristics of Major Life Events. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000291.

Item

Schaal
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De COVID-19 pandemie had een grote

1 (‘Helemaal niet van toepassing’) tot 5

impact op mijn leven.

(‘Volledig van toepassing’)

De COVID-19 pandemie had veel gevolgen

1 (‘Helemaal niet van toepassing’) tot 5

voor mijn dagelijks leven.

(‘Volledig van toepassing’)

De COVID-19 leidde tot veranderingen in

1 (‘Helemaal niet van toepassing’) tot 5

mijn sociale, gezins- of werkrollen.

(‘Volledig van toepassing’)

Ik moest mijn leven veranderen door de

1 (‘Helemaal niet van toepassing’) tot 5

COVID-19 pandemie.

(‘Volledig van toepassing’)

Career shock-characteristic ‘emotional significance’
Luhmann, M., Fassbender, I., Alcock, M., & Haehner, P. (2020). A Dimensional
Taxonomy of Perceived Characteristics of Major Life Events. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000291.

Item

Schaal

De COVID-19 pandemie heeft me erg

1 (‘Helemaal niet van toepassing’) tot 5

geraakt.

(‘Volledig van toepassing’)
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De COVID-19 pandemie riep sterke

1 (‘Helemaal niet van toepassing’) tot 5

gevoelens op.

(‘Volledig van toepassing’)

De COVID-19 pandemie had GEEN

1 (‘Helemaal niet van toepassing’) tot 5

emotionele impact op mij. (-)

(‘Volledig van toepassing’)

De COVID-19 pandemie was emotioneel

1 (‘Helemaal niet van toepassing’) tot 5

belangrijk voor mij.

(‘Volledig van toepassing’)

Ik was onverschillig voor de COVID-19

1 (‘Helemaal niet van toepassing’) tot 5

pandemie. (-)

(‘Volledig van toepassing’)

Ik word vaak aan de COVID-19 pandemie

1 (‘Helemaal niet van toepassing’) tot 5

herinnerd

(‘Volledig van toepassing’)

Career shock-characteristic ‘valence’
Luhmann, M., Fassbender, I., Alcock, M., & Haehner, P. (2020). A Dimensional
Taxonomy of Perceived Characteristics of Major Life Events. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000291.

Item

Schaal

De COVID-19 pandemie was voor mij

1 (‘Helemaal niet van toepassing’) tot 5

gunstig.

(‘Volledig van toepassing’)

34

De COVID-19 pandemie was voor mij

1 (‘Helemaal niet van toepassing’) tot 5

positief.

(‘Volledig van toepassing’)

De COVID-19 pandemie was vreugdevol.

1 (‘Helemaal niet van toepassing’) tot 5
(‘Volledig van toepassing’)

35

Career Resilience
Carson, K. D., & Bedeian, A. G. (1994). Career Commitment: Construction of a Measure
and Examination of Its Psychometric Properties. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 44(3),
237–262. doi:10.1006/jvbe.1994.1017

Item

Schaal

De nadelen die samenhangen met het werk

1 (‘Helemaal onwaar’) tot 5 (‘Helemaal

in mijn mijn vakgebied lijken soms te hoog. waar’)
(-)
Gezien de problemen die ik in mijn huidige
vakgebied tegenkom, vraag ik me soms af
of ik er genoeg uit haal. (-)
Gezien de problemen die ik in mijn huidige
vakgebied tegenkom, vraag ik me soms af
of de persoonlijke last het waard is. (-)

1 (‘Helemaal onwaar’) tot 5 (‘Helemaal
waar’)

1 (‘Helemaal onwaar’) tot 5 (‘Helemaal
waar’)

De ongemakken die samenhangen met mijn 1 (‘Helemaal onwaar’) tot 5 (‘Helemaal
huidige vakgebied lijken soms te groot. (-)

waar’)

De voordelen van dit vakgebied zijn groter

1 (‘Helemaal onwaar’) tot 5 (‘Helemaal

dan de kosten.

waar’)

36

Control variables
Item

Schaal

Geslacht

0 = Man
1 = Vrouw
2 = Overig

Leeftijd

In jaren:…

Soort contract

0 = Vast contract
1 = Tijdelijk contract
2 = Uitzendcontract

Niveau opleiding

1 = MBO
2 = HBO
3 = WO
4 = Overig

37

Appendix B: Output Factoranalysis
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