Rival Structures for Career Anchors: An Empirical Test
of the Circumplex

Précis

La maniere d’organiser les
ancres de carriére selon une logique
circulaire a récemment donné nais-
sance a plusieurs structurations ri-
vales qui n’ont pu étre validées
empiriquement. Contrairement a ces
structurations athéoriques, un mo-
dele théorique de structuration est
proposé. En utilisant la technique
statistique de Browne (1992), il
s’avere que le modele théorique est
supérieur aux autres structurations.
Les résultats obtenus sont aussi en
accord avec une structuration par
quadrants regroupant des ancres de
carriere compatibles. Le quadrant du
carriériste se compose de I’ancre de
gestion; le quadrant du protéen re-
groupe respectivement les ancres de
compétence technique/fonctionnelle,
de défis créatifs, d’entrepreneurship
et d’autonomie/indépendance. Le
quadrant du social rassemble les
ancres de style de vie et de
service/dévouement alors que le
quadrant du bureaucratique fait ré-
férence a I’ancre de sécurité/stabi-
lité.

Abstract

The way of organizing ca-
reer anchors according to a circular
logic has recently given birth to se-
veral competitive structures that did
not receive empirical support. Un-
like these structures of career an-
chors that were atheoretical, a new
theoretical structuring model is pro-
posed. Using the statistical tech-
nique developed by Browne (1992),
it turns out that the theoretical model

HEC Montréal, Université de Montréal and UQO

is superior to other structures. The
results are also consistent with a
structure based on quadrants of
compatible career anchors. The ca-
reerist quadrant consists of anchor
management; the protean quadrant
respectively combines the techni-
cal/functional competence of an-
chors, creative challenges,
entrepreneurship and autonomy/in-
dependence. The social quadrant
brings together lifestyle as well as
service/dedication anchors while the
bureaucratic quadrant refers to the
security/stability anchor.

In recent years, the respon-
sibility for career management has
gradually passed from the organiza-
tion to employees. However, this
change does not mean that the idea
of career anchors is outdated, in the
sense that career aspirations are still
a major concern for employees
(Mercure & Vultur, 2010). Further-
more, the theory of career anchors
that arose in the 1970s through
Schein’work (1978) is still genera-
ting interest among researchers (Ro-
drigues, Guest, & Budjanovcanin,
2013). According to Schein, the idea
of a career anchor refers to an indi-
vidual’s tendency to choose a work
environment that reflects the percep-
tion of their talents, motivations and
needs. Among young adults, initial
career choices are made based on a
fairly vague notion of these percep-
tions. As individuals advance in
their career tackling the challenges
of the early years, they gradually de-
velop what Schein calls an “indivi-
dualized” career choice that results
from the interaction between the in-
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dividual and the work environment.
This is how they forge a “stable” ca-
reer identity. This psychological pro-
cess is at the source of career
orientations or career anchors! that
hinge around three areas: 1) talents
and skills; 2) motivations and needs;
and 3) values. According to Schein,
over time a single stabilizing career
anchor emerges, guiding and limi-
ting a person’s career path. When in-
dividuals face a situation in which
they have to make a difficult profes-
sional choice, they use this so-called
dominant career anchor because it is
an affirmation of what is truly im-
portant to them in their career.

Schein originally identified
five career anchors: the management
anchor, the technical/functional
competence anchor, the security/sta-
bility anchor, the entrepreneurial
creativity anchor and the
autonomy/independence anchor
(Schein, 1975). Schein later added
three more career anchors: the ser-
vice/dedication to a cause anchor
(which belongs to the service anchor
identified by DeLong, 1982), the
pure challenge anchor (which be-
longs to DeLong’s variety anchor)
and the lifestyle anchor (Schein,
1987).

Feldman & Bolino (1996)
have remarked that in Schein’s study
(1978), around one-third of respon-
dents had multiple career anchors,
suggesting the possibility of simulta-
neous primary and secondary an-
chors. This observation was
confirmed by a study by Martineau,
Wils, & Tremblay (2005) conducted
with 900 Quebec engineers. They
maintained that multidimensional
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dominance refers to “lack of diffe-
rentiation,” i.e. the interiorization of
a number of complementary an-
chors, while the “differentiation”
that underlies Schein’s work (1975;
1978; 1987; 1990; 1996) refers to
the interiorization of a single career
anchor (or one-dimensional domi-
nance). To the extent that several do-
minant career anchors can coexist
simultaneously within the same indi-
vidual and that this is the case for
the majority of individuals (Chap-
man, 2009), a new research problem
emerges, that is, structuring career
anchors that refer to relationships
between career anchors. In fact, a
number of structuring models have
been proposed in recent years.

Reference Framework

The structuring of career an-
chors was approached inductively
(atheoretical model) and deductively
(theoretical model). Let’s look at
atheoretical models first.

Atheoretical models

A number of authors have
proposed a career anchor structure
based either on purely speculative
relationships between these career
anchors or on relationships that
emerge from partial empirical re-
sults. The origin of these models
goes back to Schein’s work. In 1990,
after years of research and experi-
ments, Schein developed a model of
mutually inconsistent career an-
chors. For example, as presented in
figure 1, he suggested that the tech-
nical/functional competence anchor
was in opposition to the manage-
ment anchor, that the security/stabi-
lity anchor was in opposition to the
autonomy/independence anchor and
that, lastly, the entrepreneurial crea-
tivity anchor was in opposition to
the service/dedication anchor (Bar-
clay, 2009). We should note by the
way that Schein did not propose
anything for the lifestyle and pure
challenge anchors.

It took until 1996 for a more
elaborate model to be designed by
articulating the anchors according to
a circular logic. Feldman & Bolino
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Figure 1. Schein's structuring model (1990)
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(1996) proposed an octagon model
for structuring career anchors accor-
ding to which the centrality of career
anchors is implemented within each
of the three groups of anchors (ta-
lent, motives and needs, attitudes
and values) and not within all an-
chors combined, as Schein argues
(Barclay, 2009). The technical/func-
tional competence, management and
entrepreneurial creativity anchors
would relate to the individual’s ta-
lents; they would be centred on day-
to-day work. The security/stability,
autonomy/independence and life-
style anchors would represent mo-
tives and needs; they would focus on
how individuals want to structure
work based on their desires and their
lives. Lastly, the service/dedication
to a cause and pure challenge an-
chors would represent attitudes and
values; they also relate to the indivi-
dual’s identification with their job
and the organizational culture. Feld-
man &Bolino (1996) stipulate that
someone could have a dominant ca-
reer anchor for each of these catego-
ries, which would explain the
existence of primary and secondary
career anchors by virtue of their
complementary nature.

To better understand the dy-
namic between these three career
poles, Feldman &Bolino (1996) pro-
posed an octagon structuring model
for career anchors (see Figure 2).
According to this model, there is
proximity among certain so-called
compatible or complementary an-
chors (adjacent anchors on the octa-
gon, such as technical/functional
competence and pure challenge an-
chors) and an opposition between
other so-called incompatible anchors
(anchors diametrically opposed in
the octagon, such as the security/sta-
bility and entrepreneurial creativity
anchors). To the extent that Feldman
and Bolino based their work on a
few empirical studies to establish
the relationships between the an-

chors in the octagon (Wils, Wils, &
Tremblay, 2010), this model must be
considered atheoretical.

A third model was put forth
by Bristow (2004). To clarify, he
suggested different terminology
from Schein for readers who are not
familiar with the career anchors.
Terminology changes were the follo-
wing: technical/functional compe-
tence became “expert,” management
became “managing others,” auto-
nomy/independence became “gai-
ning in autonomy,” stability/security
became “ensuring one’s security,”
entrepreneurial creativity became
“innovation,” service/dedication to a
cause became to “serving others,”
pure challenge became “reaching a
goal” and, lastly, lifestyle became
“maintaining balance.”

In the end, as figure 3
shows, Bristow (2004) recommends
that pure challenge, entrepreneurial
creativity and autonomy/indepen-
dence be complementary, whereas
entrepreneurial creativity and tech-
nical/functional competence, as well
as autonomy/independence and sta-
bility/security would be mutually
opposed. However, like the previous
models (Schein, Feldman, & Bo-
lino), Bristow’s model remains
atheoretical.

In 2009, Chapman develo-
ped a fourth model to establish rela-
tionships between career anchors;
there are two versions of this model.
In the first version of his model, en-
trepreneurial creativity, pure chal-
lenge and technical/functional
competence are presented, for
example, as being complementary
career anchors, whereas stability/se-
curity and pure challenge were iden-
tified as being opposite anchors (see
Figure 4 for the other relationships
between career anchors).

Also in 2009, Chapman pro-
posed another version of the model
of opposite career anchor relation-
ships based on Schein’s model. In
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Figure 2. Feldman and Bolino's octagon career anchor structure (1996)
Pure challenge
Technical/functional Management
competence
Security/stability Entreprencurial
creativity
Service/dedication Autonomy
to a cause
Lifestyle
Figure 3. Bristow's anchor structuring model (2004)
Service/dedication
to a cause
Autonomy/independence Lifestyle
Entreprejnfeurlal Technical/functional
creativity
competence
Pure challenge Security and
stability
Management
Figure 4. Chapman’s anchor structuring model (2009a)
Pure challenge
Entrepreneurial Technical/functional
creativity competence
Management Autonomy
Service/dedicati
ervice/dedication Lifestyle
to a cause
Security/stability
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addition to the three oppositions in
Schein’s model, he added a fourth:
pure challenge versus lifestyle, as
shown in figure 5.

Empirical Research Into
Atheoretical Career Anchor
Models

Three empirical studies loo-
ked at atheoretical models of struc-
turing career anchors. Chapman
(2009) mainly tested Feldman and
Bolino’s model in his doctoral thesis
from primary data, whereas Barclay
(2009) and Barclay, Chapman &
Brown (2013) tested all atheoretical
models from secondary data.

The Chapman study was in-
tended to look at Feldman and Boli-
no’s (1996) two hypotheses, more
specifically the question of the plu-
rality of career anchors and their re-
lationships. From a sample of 1,361
participants working for an oil mul-
tinational, Chapman created an
index (“indices of mutual presence”
or IMP) to identify patterns of career
anchors. In his study, career anchors
were measured using an instrument
similar to Schein’s (Career Orienta-
tion Inventory or COI), but using the
forced-choice method (ipsative
data). On the one hand, the results
showed that “more than 40 percent
individuals can be typified by mul-
tiple career anchors” (Chapman &
Brown, 2014, page 732) On the
other hand, in terms of relationships
between complementary and oppo-
site anchors, the results do not corro-
borate the oppositions between the
anchors (mutually exclusive rela-
tionships) that are the basis of the
Feldman and Bolino model. In other
words, complementarity prevails
over oppositions. Chapman then in-
ductively used his data to propose a
structuring model.

Barclay (2009) and Barclay,
Chapman, & Brown (2013) evalua-
ted different atheoretical structurings
of career anchors, from secondary
data (seven empirical studies). From
a consolidated sample of around
2,700 individuals who took part in
all these studies, the authors mainly
used principal component method of
exploratory factor analysis to ana-
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Figure 5. Chapman’s anchor structuring model (2009b)
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lyze and illustrate their data. They
also used confirmatory factor analy-
sis to test the incompatibilities bet-
ween anchors that are specified in
the different atheoretical models.
Barclay noted that the oppo-
sitions of career anchors proposed
by Feldman & Bolino (1996) was
not significantly more negative than
those proposed by the models of
Bristow (2004) and Chapman
(2009). Also, the results of the
confirmatory factor analysis have
shown that the Feldman and Bolino
model does not fit better than the
three other models. In fact, Schein’s
model is the one that seems to fit
best, but this data fit is not satisfac-

tory.

Criticism of These Empirical
Studies

To try to explain the diffe-
rent and non-significant results for
the circular logic test of career an-
chors, Chapman and Barclay sug-
gest that using certain methods of
data collection could contribute to
producing non-significant results.
For example, using a Likert five-
point scale, participants tend to pro-
vide biased answers that will
generate more positive than negative
correlations (Barclay, 2009). This ar-
gument is, however, debatable to the
extent that Chapman (2009) and Cai
(2012) measured career anchors in
different ways (forced-choice tech-
nique, Likert scale and a variant of
the Likert scale called “economic
exchange method”), but this did not
change the correlation patterns or
help validate a structuring model of
anchors. Furthermore, Likert scales
are commonly used in many valid
measurement instruments. Measure-
ment does not seem to be the main
explanation for non-significant re-
sults. Besides, it should be emphasi-

zed that knowledge of the factor
structure of Schein’s instrument can-
not be considered weak. When
Schein’s original instrument is used,
the nine-factor solution (entrepre-
neurial creativity being split into
two parts, creativity and entrepre-
neurship) only approaches accep-
table level of construct validity
(Danziger, Rachman-Moore, & Va-
lency, 2008). In short, it is unlikely
that the absence of validation of
atheoretical structuring models is
primarily explained by the improper
measurement of career anchors.

Barclay, Chapman, &
Brown (2013) essentially used two
types of factor analysis (exploratory
and confirmatory) to validate atheo-
retical models. They conclude that a
two-dimensional structuring such as
proposed by Feldman and Bolino
(1996) is inadequate to reflect the
complexity of relationships between
career anchors, leading them to pro-
pose a three-dimensional model ins-
tead. Before making the structuring
model more complex, it is important
to ensure that sufficient empirical
studies have adequately tested struc-
turing models. To the extent that an-
chors are organized according to a
circular structure, factor analysis is
not the appropriate technique for
testing a circumplex (Fabrigar, Vis-
ser, & Browne, 1997).

Unlike Chapman and Bar-
clay, who point primarily to metho-
dological weakness to explain the
absence of validation of structuring
models for career anchors, the ab-
sence of theory may be the main
reason for it. In other words, the ab-
sence of validation of these models
also comes from a theoretical weak-
ness justifying the relationships bet-
ween anchors. For example,
Feldman and Bolino’s model is in-
ductive in that it is based only on the
study by Nordvik (1991). Taking
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into account all empirical studies on
career anchors, a number of contra-
dictions between the conceptual
model and the empirical evidence
arise (Wils et al., 2010). Starting
from the principle that most anchors
are similar to the motivational areas
described by Schwartz (1992), it is
possible to use the structure of va-
lues developed by Schwartz (1992)
to form a theoretical basis for struc-
turing career anchors (Wils et al.,
2010).

Theoretical Model for Structuring
Career Anchors

Based on the theory of the
universal structure of fundamental
values (Schwartz, 1992), Wils, Wils,
& Tremblay (2014) proposed a
model for structuring career values.
Two perpendicular axes divide the
circular model into four parts or
quadrants. Horizontally, there is the
bureaucratic self-concept (bureau-
cratic quadrant) versus the protean
self-concept (protean quadrant); ver-
tically, the careerist self-concept (ca-
reerist quadrant) versus the social
self-concept (social quadrant). Ca-
reer anchors are theoretically asso-
ciated with these quadrants: the
management anchor with the caree-
rist quadrant, the pure challenge and
autonomy anchors with the protean
quadrant, the service/dedication to a
cause anchor with the social qua-
drant and the security/stability an-
chor with the bureaucratic quadrant.
Because of the different meanings of
some items of Schein’s measure-
ment instrument, a few anchors
could be placed in two quadrants
(Wils et al., 2014). For example, the
autonomy/independence anchor
could belong either in the careerist
quadrant (sense of freedom) or the
protean quadrant (sense of profes-
sional autonomy). This study refines
this theoretical model by arranging
career anchors in a circular logic
(circumplex) to represent their dyna-
mic. In other words, the anchors are
organized within each quadrant. To
do this, we need to go back to the
work of Schwartz (1992) according
to which values are associated with
ten motivational areas (Wils, Lun-
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casu, & Waxin, 2007) organized as
follows: power, followed by accom-
plishment (self-affirmation qua-
drant), hedonism, stimulation and
then self-orientation (openness to
change quadrant), universalism, fol-
lowed by benevolence (self-trans-
cendence quadrant),
tradition/conformity and, to com-
plete the loop, security (continuity
quadrant).

As figure 6 shows, the ca-
reerism quadrant covers the manage-
ment anchor. In fact, values such as
social power or hierarchical autho-
rity, which characterize managers
who have a management anchor, be-
long to the motivational area of
power. To the right of the manage-
ment anchor is the technical/functio-
nal competence anchor. We should
note that we have placed this anchor
straddling the careerism and protean
quadrants because of the different
meanings? attributed to it. According
to Schein’s career anchor measure-
ment instrument, some items refer to
functional managers who attach im-
portance to values such as professio-
nal success, competence or
influence, values that characterize
the motivational area of accomplish-
ment in Schwartz (located to the
right of power) and that belong in
the careerism quadrant. On the other
hand, other items refer to the deve-
lopment of professional expertise as
well as attachment to a professional
area, which would tend to situate
them in the protean quadrant, be-
cause values such as expertise cha-
racterize professionalism.

The protean quadrant
groups three anchors, i.e. pure chal-
lenge, entrepreneurial creativity and
autonomy/independence. On the one
hand, the pure challenge anchor is
associated with the motivational
area of stimulation based on the sha-
ring of values such as a varied or ex-
citing life. On the other hand, the
autonomy/independence anchor is
associated with the motivational
area of self-orientation because of
the sharing of values such as inde-
pendence. Between these two an-
chors, we placed the entrepreneurial
creativity anchor, which is straddled
between the motivational area of sti-
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mulation (value such as daring or
the risk associated with entrepre-
neurship) and self-orientation (value
of creativity).

The social quadrant is asso-
ciated with the service/dedication
anchor based on shared values be-
cause the motivational areas of uni-
versalism and benevolence use
values required for service to others
(open-mindedness, being helpful, a
meaning for life). The bureaucratic
quadrant covers the anchor of secu-
rity/stability, which is directly asso-
ciated with the motivational area of
security. Lastly, we placed the life-
style anchor between the social qua-
drant and the bureaucratic quadrant
because of the different meanings
assigned to the concept of lifestyle.
On the one hand, lifestyle can refer
to the desire to have enough time for
friends, family or volunteer work,
which would place it in the social
quadrant because of concern for
others. But this anchor can also indi-
cate the desire to have enough time
for oneself (for example, for perso-
nal leisure or travel), which would
associate it with the bureaucratic
quadrant (insert 3 sidenote) because
a salary provides enough financial
security for consumption (Mercure
& Vultur, 2010). In Figure 6, we
have highlighted (see the boxes) the
anchors whose location is uncertain
because of the different meanings,
whereas the other anchors that are
not in the boxes refer to anchors that
are clearly identified with a motiva-
tional field. In short, the circular
logic of our model is as follows: ma-
nagement, technical/functional com-
petence, pure challenge,
entrepreneurial creativity, auto-
nomy/independence, service/dedica-
tion to a cause, lifestyle and
security/stability.

Empirical Studies About the
Theoretical Model

No study has tested the cir-
cular logic of the theoretical model
presented in this study. However,
two studies showed a link between
the quadrants and career anchors. A
first version of the circular structu-
ring model of anchors was

The Canadian Journal of Career Development/Revue canadienne de développement de carriere |

Volume 15, Number 2, 2016 |



| Rival Structures for Career Anchors

22‘

Bureaucratic

Security/stability

Figure 6. Circular model for structuring career anchors
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compared with empirical data by
Wils et al. (2010) using the metho-
dology developed by Schwartz (data
standardized on an individual basis,
the use of an SSA “smallest space
analysis” multidimensional scaling
analysis by Guttman-Lingoes). From
a sample of 880 Quebec engineers,
these authors showed that the mana-
gement anchor is part of the self-af-
firmation quadrant (corresponding
to the careerist quadrant), that the
creativity and pure challenge an-
chors are part of the openness to
change quadrant (here called the
protean quadrant), that the
service/dedication anchor belongs to
the self-transcendence quadrant (so-
cial quadrant) and that the security
anchor is connected to the continuity
quadrant (bureaucratic quadrant). A
second study about the link between
career values and career anchors lar-
gely confirms these results from se-
veral samples from the hospital
sector (Wils et al., 2014). However,
the technical competence anchor is
instead associated with the bureau-
cratic quadrant, whereas the entre
preneurship and independence an
chors are connected with the caree-
rist quadrant.

Criticism of These Empirical
Studies

One of the weaknesses of
these two studies is having used a
modified or short version of the ca-
reer anchors instrument like many
studies (for example, Igbaria, Green-
haus, & Parasuraman, 1991). Fur-
thermore, the study by Wils et al.
(2010) is not about career anchors as
defined by Schein, but rather about
the facets of career anchors that re-
sult from the relationship between
the items used to measure the an-
chors and Schwartz’s motivational
areas. Another weakness of the two
studies stems from the fact that mul-
tidimensional scaling analysis is an
exploratory statistical technique that
does not allow for testing a circular
structure. This study is intended to
address these two shortfalls using
Schein’s original instrument along
with a confirmatory statistical tech-
nique designed to test a circumplex,
i.e. the circular stochastic process
model. In the end, the study’s results
make it possible to evaluate rival
structures of career anchors to eva-
luate whether the proposed theoreti-
cal model is superior to atheoretical

structurings. In other words, the goal
of this study is to identify the struc-
turing model that is closer to the em-
pirical model of the circumplex
from the analysis of data.

Methodology
Sample

The data was collected
using a self-administered question-
naire sent to 2,300 management gra-
duates from a Quebec university.
Since no initial sampling was done,
all graduates in administration, ac-
counting and industrial relations
from this university make up the po-
pulation of the study. Of the 2,300
questionnaires mailed to the gra-
duates’ home address, 366 were re-
turned completed, for a response
rate of 15.9%. Before sending the
questionnaire, it was subject to a
pre-test to ensure that it was relevant
and understandable, and a reminder
letter was sent one week after the
questionnaire was initially mailed to
encourage subjects to respond.

Before analyzing the data,
this convenience sample was refi-
ned. We withdrew a number of ob-
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servations for different reasons.
First, five subjects did not respond
to a number of statements (over 50%
of data missing per individual). Se-
cond, six other subjects frequently
used the same point on the scale,
(insert 4 sidenote) which suggests a
lack of effort to seriously evaluate
the career statements. We then elimi-
nated subjects with little work expe-
rience, because Schein (1990a)
believes that a minimum of five
years of experience is required for
the anchors to become clear and
stable. Therefore, we eliminated 31
subjects with under five years of ex-
perience and 11 others who did not
answer the question about their
work experience (for 42 subjects eli-
minated). In total, 53 subjects were
eliminated, which reduced the
sample to 313 subjects.

Measurement

The career anchors were
measured with the French version of
Schein’s original instrument, which
is made up of 40 items (Schein,
2004). Respondents were to use a
six-point Likert scale (1= Comple-
tely agree,...6= Completely disa-
gree) to evaluate the extent to which
they agreed with each of the 40 sta-
tements. Each of the eight anchors
were measured by five items. As an
illustration, one of the items to mea-
sure the pure challenge anchor reads
as follows: “I dream of a career
filled with problems to solve and
challenges to tackle.” The English-
language version of Schein’s instru-
ment shows an almost satisfactory
construct validity (Danziger et al.,
2008). Given that Schein’s instru-
ment is long, many researchers have
used a short version of the original.
For example, Igbaria & Baroudi
(1993) validated a short English-lan-
guage version of Schein’s instru-
ment that also presents an
acceptable factor structure with
alpha coefficients ranging from 0.62
to 0.90. An adapted, short French-
language version of this instrument
also shows satisfactory reliability
with alpha coefficients ranging from
0.73 to 0.82 (Tremblay, Wils &
Proulx, 2002). Furthermore, this ver-
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sion, which was reworked by Roger
(2006), also showed a satisfactory
construct validity (correlation bet-
ween 0.41 and 0.47 between the an-
chors measured by two different
instruments).

Statistical Analysis

All the analyses were
conducted with R software (R deve-
lopment core team, 2013). For the
past few years, R software, which is
a programming language, has been
popular not only because it is free,
but also because it makes it possible
to conduct specialized analyses not
available with commercial software
such as SPSS. One of these speciali-
zed analyses is found in the package
CircE library (Grassi, 2014) which
estimates the structural models for
circumplexes (Fabrigar, Visser, &
Browne, 1997). The mathematical
details of this technique are explai-
ned in Browne (1992) who is behind
CIRCUM software in the DOS envi-
ronment. In fact, CircE is a more up-
to-date version of this software,
which was developed with R
(Grassi, Luccio, & Di Blas, 2010).
Lastly, we used the lavaan package
library for the confirmatory factor
analysis, again with R. We also used
the packages psych, rela, GPArota-
tion and corpcor libraries for the ex-
ploratory factor analysis (principal
component analysis).

Characteristics of the Sample

With respect to the characte-
ristics of the sample, the average age
is relatively high at 40.5, and re-
spondents earn on average $72,834
annually. Women comprise 47.2% of
the sample. Furthermore, the large
majority of respondents have a ba-
chelor’s degree (79.5%) and 21.2%
of them have a graduate degree.

Findings

The findings section is divi-
ded in two parts: the results of the
factor analyses and the results from
the structural model to test the cir-
cumplex.
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Factor Analyses

Since the factor structure of
Schein’s instrument has not been va-
lidated for the French version of
Schein’s instrument, we performed
an eight-factor confirmatory factor
analysis (i.e. the eight anchors indi-
cated in Schein’s theory). The re-
sults do not allow us to conclude
that the eight-factor model is ade-
quate based on the indices (insert 5
sidenote) of fit. In the case of the
eight-factor confirmatory factor ana-
lysis, we obtained values lower than
0.95 for the CFI and the TLI (0.69
and 0.66 respectively). According to
Byrne (2001), values lower than
0.95 are insufficient to assert that a
model fits well with the data. For the
RMSEA, a value lower than 0.05 is
a good fit, and we obtained a value
higher than 0.08 for the eight-factor
solution. With respect to the SRMR,
we obtained a value higher than 0.05
(i.e. 0.09), whereas a value lower
than 0.08 is desirable for a good fit.
Lastly, we observed that the result of
the test y2 was significant at p =
0,000, leading us to the conclusion
that the model is not adequate. By
the way, we should point out that the
eight-factor structure tested using
the confirmatory factor analysis by
Danziger et al. (2008) was worse
than the nine-factor structure (the
entrepreneurial creativity anchor
was divided in two), but that the lat-
ter was not entirely satisfactory
(with the English-language version
of Schein’s instrument).

Following this negative re-
sult, we conducted a principal com-
ponent analysis (PCA) as
recommended by Churchill (1979)
and explained by Field, Miles, and
Field (2012). This analysis addres-
sed the 40 items with an orthogonal
rotation (Varimax). The KMO (Kai-
ser-Meyer-Olkin), which is 0.80,
shows the utility of conducting the
PCA (a KMO of 0.80 positioned
between “good” and “great” (Field
et al., 2012). Furthermore, all the
KMOs for individual items are hi-
gher than 0.70, which is above the
acceptable threshold of 0.50. Bart-
lett’s sphericity test, which is signifi-
cant at p < 0,000, shows that the
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correlations between the items are Table 1
sufficiently strong to conduct a o
PCA. An initial PCA indicates that a Summary of PCA results with 33 items
few items pose problems, such as e Varimax rotated facior laadings
saturation on a factor not anticipated T 2 3 7 5 g 7 7
by the theory and unique saturation prostenil I e (EE e pf:';.:tier:}. e | e
on one factor. A series of five suc- tenge ’
cessive PCAs led to eliminating five e ecuy .
items. In the last PCA, eight factors e o
were selected examining the “Scree” Sy
graph. These factors, which have a Sabiyscuriy 077
proper value greater than 1, explain o ey 070
60% of the variance. The analysis n—
of residuals between the correlation Subllitysecuriy "
matrix and the reproduced matrix Semicededicaon o7
shows that the percentage of signifi- e s

. . . Service/dedication
cant residuals (higher than 0.05) is B
26%, which does not exceed the re- Servieededicaton o
commended threshold of 50%. The lem 3 eaton 06
root-mean-square residual is 0.05. X o
Given that 0.05 is lower than the re- e
commended threshold of 0.08, the ile o7
number of factors extracted is ade- fem 527 031 07
quate. Lastly, we should note that R .
the number of factors extracted is in pewe '
line with Schein’s theory, i.e. eight ity 065
factors. Table 1 shows all the satura- Ten Ay 030 0
tion coefficients after the rotation S
that are higher than 0.30, this thre- Enteprencual rcativity o "
shold being appropriate given the Enteprencural cestivty 0.62 039
sample size, which is close to 300 e 23/ et
observations. Z :Jg

Four of the eight factors cor- Pure challenge -
respond fairly well to the anchors as e enge 0 |om 052
provided by Schein, i.e. the stabi- e o .
lity/security anchor (component 1), e celenee
the service/dedication to a cause an- Mimgenen oss
chor (component 2), the lifestyle an- e 177 o
chor (component 3), the m—
autonomy/independence anchor Manaement m
(component 7). Two other factors al- Ecprencural xcatity 076
most correspond to two anchors, i.e. R ors
the management anchor (component —
5) and the technical/functional com- Botepreseuial iy o
petence anchor (component 8). In Autonomyindependence 073
the case of the management anchor, Tem 35— e
one item from the technical anchor i
(item 17) negatively saturates with . s
two items from the management an- e ndependence 055
chor (items 26 and 18). This situa- — N .
tion is explained by the fact that fonemyindpendence
Schein defines the technical anchor Tednica 034 060
in terms of functional management. ey 036 065
Therefore, item 17 of the technical —

0.49

anchor (“I prefer to become a func- Techmiel
tional senior manager in my field of ronon g By | 358 | 276 275 |2e 23 237 (2% 200
expertise rather than CEO” is in fact % variance 10.00 0.08 0.08 008 | 0.07 0.07 007 0.06
the reverse of the wording of item Cronbadh's alpha EFCR kT 7 o7 0w EOF TR 57
26 of the management anchor (“1 Note: Factor loadings over 0.40 appear in bold
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prefer to become CEO rather than a
senior functional executive in my
field of expertise”). On the other
hand, we left in component 8§ which
corresponds to the technical anchor
(items 1 and 9) one item from the
management anchor (item 2) be-
cause the wording of the latter item
includes the idea of “participation of
others” which is central to collabo-
rative work between professionals to
better serve internal clients. Lastly,
the two last factors do not corres-
pond exactly to the anchors as defi-
ned by Schein. In fact, the items in
the entrepreneurial creativity anchor
were divided in two. Component 6,
which includes three items for entre-
preneurship, corresponds to the en-
trepreneurship anchor identified by
Danziger et al. (2008). On the other
hand, the two other creativity items
in the entrepreneurial creativity an-
chor were combined with the pure
challenge anchor items (component
4). This can be explained by the fact
that the motivational field of stimu-
lation refers to a “need for excite-
ment, novelty and challenge” (Wach
& Hammer, 2003). Rodrigues et al.
(2013) also found that challenge was
related to the ideas of novelty and
innovation. We therefore named this
factor “creative challenge.”

Structural models to test
the circular logic of the eight
anchors. The analysis based on cir-
cular stochastic process model with
a Fourier series (circumplex cova-
riance structure model) is meant to
test the circular representation of
data where the distance between the
anchors on the circle is a function of
their correlation (Browne, 1992). To
evaluate the circular structure of the
career anchors, the management an-
chor was placed as a reference va-
riable at 0 degree. Three structural
models were specified: (1) the cir-
cumplex model with two constraints
(equal spacing between the anchors
on the circle, equal radii (equal com-
munalities) between the centre of
the circle and each anchor); (2) the
quasi-circumplex model with one
constraint (unequal spacing between
the anchors on the circle, but with
the constraint of equal radii between

Rival Structures for Career Anchors |

the centre of the circle and each an-
chor); and (3) the model without
constraints (unequal spacing bet-
ween the anchors on the circle, une-
qual radii between the centre of the
circle and each anchor. For the cor-
relation function, the number of free
parameters (m) was set at 3, which
is commonly used (Browne, 1992;
Perrinjaquet, Furrer, Usunier, Cestre,
& Valette-Florence, 2007). In the
three cases of figures, the models
converged.

As Table 2 shows, the fit in-
dices show that the model without
constraints (the third model) is the
most plausible: the GFI = 0.98 and
the AGFI = 0.93 are higher than the
recommended threshold of 0.90; the
CFI, which is 0.945, is close to the
recommended threshold of 0.95 (a
value higher than 0.90 is accep-
table); the RMSEA = 0.087 is a little
high, but still acceptable (an
RMSEA higher than 0.10 indicates a
poor fit according to Browne & Cu-
deck, 1992) and the SRMR = 0.06 is
below the recommended threshold
of 0.08 (Browne & Cudeck, 1992).
In spite of the fact that the fit is not
the best, the model without
constraints is still acceptable. It is
even more acceptable given that the
circular structure is new and that the
measurement of anchors by the
French-language version is not opti-
mal.

The fit indices provide no
information on the location of the
anchors along the circle. According
to Figure 7, which represents the cir-
cular logic of the model without

Table 2

Summary of data fit indices

‘25

constraints, the anchors are organi-
zed in the following order: MG (Ma-
nagement), TC (Technical or
technical/functional competence),
CC (creative challenge anchor), Al
(autonomy/independence anchor),
EN (entrepreneurship anchor), SD
(service/dedication anchor), LS (li-
festyle anchor) and SS (security/sta-
bility anchor). The management
anchor is in clear opposition to the
lifestyle and service/dedication an-
chors, whereas the stability/security
anchor is in clear opposition to the
entrepreneurship and autonomy/in-
dependence anchor. This arrange-
ment of the anchors also works with
the logic of our quadrant-based
model. Therefore, the careerist qua-
drant is made up of the management
anchor (alpha=0.79); the protean
quadrant includes the
technical/functional competence,
creative challenge, autonomy/inde-
pendence and entrepreneurship an-
chors (alpha=0.82); the social
quadrant combines the lifestyle and
service/dedication anchors
(alpha=0.78); lastly, the bureaucratic
quadrant refers to the security/stabi-
lity anchor (alpha=0.83). We should
also note that the careerist and social
quadrants are negatively correlated
(-0.24), as are the bureaucratic and
protean quadrants (-0.19).

Discussion

To evaluate the rival struc-
tures for career anchors, the circular
ordering illustrated in Figure 7 (em-
pirical model based on structural

Models GFI AGFI CFI RMSEA SRMR
Equal spacing/equal 0.83 0.75 0.41 0.18 0.16
radii

Unequal 0.94 0.86 0.80 0.13 0.08
spacing/equal radii

Unequal 0.98 0.93 0.945 0.087 0.06
spacing/unequal

radii
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Figure 7. Career anchor model

Is: Lifestyle anchor

mg: Management anchor

te: Technical/functional competence anchor
cc: Creative challenge anchor

ai: Autonomy/independence anchor

en: Entrepreneurship anchor

sd: Service/dedication to a cause anchor

ss: Security/stability anchor

equation modeling with no
constraints) was compared with that
of atheoretical/theorical models pro-
posed in the studies. Let’s look at
the first model, which is Schein’s.
While this model does not predict a
circular ordering, it still proposes
three oppositions. Of the three oppo-
sitions predicted, only one is in line
with the empirical model: auto-
nomy/independence is in opposition
to security/stability. Management is
not in opposition to technical/func-
tional competencies, whereas entre-
preneurial creativity (creative
challenges) is not in opposition to
service/dedication to a cause. Basi-
cally, this model is inadequate. The
second model, that of Feldman and
Bolino, proposes a circumplex with
four oppositions. Pure challenge
(creative challenges) is not in oppo-
sition to lifestyle, whereas techni-
cal/functional competencies is not in
opposition to autonomy. This model
is therefore rejected. The third
model, Bristow’s, proposes a cir-
cumplex with four oppositions.
Technical/functional competencies

are not in opposition to entrepreneu-
rial creativity (creative challenges),
and lifestyle is not in opposition to
pure challenges (creative chal-
lenges). This model is therefore re-
jected. The fourth model,
Chapman’s, proposes a circumplex
also made up of four oppositions.
Management is not in opposition to
autonomy/independence, service/de-
dication to a cause is not in opposi-
tion to technical/functional
competencies, lifestyle is not in op-
position to entrepreneurial creativity.
This model is also rejected. The fifth
model, Chapman’s, adds an opposi-
tion to the three proposed by
Schein’s first model, but this addi-
tion is not appropriate because pure
challenge (creative challenges) is
not in opposition to lifestyle. In
short, these five structures are incon-
gruent with the empirical model.
Unlike the five previous
structures which are atheoretical, we
proposed a model based on
Schwartz’s theory to justify the cir-
cular ordering of the career anchors.
This model, which proposes organi-

zing the anchors within each of the
quadrants (the quadrants are also
structured according to a circular
logic), is compatible with the empi-
rical model. At the disaggregated
level of the anchors, the circular
logic proposed by the model (mana-
gement, technical/functional compe-
tence, pure challenge,
entrepreneurial creativity, auto-
nomy/independence, service/dedica-
tion to a cause, lifestyle and
security/stability) is very close to the
empirical model (management, tech-
nical/functional competence, crea-
tive challenges,
autonomy/independence, entrepre-
neurship, service/dedication to a
cause, lifestyle, security/stability).
Aside from entrepreneurship being
located after autonomy/indepen-
dence, the order is very similar. In
terms of oppositions between an-
chors, management is in opposition
to service/dedication to a cause. Se-
curity/stability is also in opposition
to creative challenges and auto-
nomy/independence. None of the
five previous atheoretical structures
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(with the expected oppositions)
show such compatibility with the
circular logic of the anchors from
the empirical model. Our model is
therefore the most plausible. Fur-
thermore, one of the weaknesses of
the above models is that they pro-
pose a circular logic without speci-
fying the second-order dimensions
(quadrants). So it is hard to group
related anchors to form quadrants as
our model allows.

This study also raises three
uncertainties in our model. First,
technical/functional competence,
which was straddling management
and pure challenge, is actually closer
to creative challenges than manage-
ment. This result seems to indicate
that technical/functional competen-
cies refer to professional skills in
our sample. These skills go hand in
hand with other anchors such as
creative challenges and
autonomy/independence which are
central to professionalism and which
characterize the protean quadrant.
Second, lifestyle also straddles secu-
rity/stability and service/dedication
to a cause in our model. According
to the results, lifestyle is clearly clo-
ser to service/dedication than secu-
rity/stability. This result is consistent
with the idea of lifestyle, which puts
the focus on friends and family and
which is central to the social qua-
drant. Lastly, entrepreneurial creati-
vity is split in two. Creativity
merged with pure challenge, and en-
trepreneurship was placed after au-
tonomy/independence. To the extent
that entrepreneurship refers to
“being one’s own boss,” it is logical
that it be closely related to auto-
nomy/independence, because the
area of self-direction in Schwartz’s
theory refers to independence of
thought. Creativity was combined
with pure challenge. This result can
be explained by the fact that the area
of stimulation refers to needs for ex-
citement, novelty and challenge in
Schwartz’s theory. Here, creativity
refers more to novelty and the desire
to “build something from my own
ideas” (item 21). That said, the exact
location of these anchors is not es-
sential to our model to the extent
that it proposes a logic based on four

Rival Structures for Career Anchors |

quadrants at the aggregated level
(higher order dimensions). It is the-
refore expected that creative chal-
lenges, autonomy/independence and
entrepreneurship are part of the pro-
tean quadrant. We should note that
these higher level anchors show ade-
quate reliability.

Conclusion

The major contribution of
this research is that it sheds light on
the debate about structuring career
anchors, by proposing a new more
general structural model for anchors
based on Schwartz’s theory of va-
lues. Furthermore, the circular logic
of this new model was empirically
validated. Unlike other studies that
have tried to validate the structures
of career anchors, to our knowledge
our study is unique for having tested
the circular logic of anchors with a
statistical analysis appropriate to cir-
cumplexes (Browne, 1992). Given
that our quadrant model is better
than rival structures, in the short
term researchers could use these
quadrants in future studies rather
than Schein’s eight anchors. A parti-
cularly interesting question would
be to find out whether dominant ca-
reer anchors belong to the same qua-
drant, closely related quadrants
and/or opposite quadrants. Career
choices could be difficult, to varying
degrees, depending on the scenario.
On the other hand, our results sup-
port the circular logic of our model
of career anchors. In the longer
term, this offers an interesting ave-
nue for research to transform our
model into a quasi-circumplex. If
the management anchor is in opposi-
tion to the lifestyle anchor, is De-
Long’s identity anchor in opposition
to the service/dedication anchor?
Along the same lines, if the secu-
rity/stability anchor is in opposition
to the entrepreneurship and auto-
nomy/independence anchors, what
anchor is in opposition to the chal-
lenge and creativity anchors? Is the
functional skill (professional) an-
chor in opposition to the new techni-
cal anchor? Are there several
variants of the lifestyle anchor?
What anchors are these variants in

27

opposition to? Like Rodrigues et al.
(2013), qualitative studies would be
appropriate to clarify the variants of
the technical/functional competence
and lifestyle anchors. Even though
these future studies do not identify a
universal set of career anchors, they
nevertheless have the potential to
lay the groundwork for structuring
the anchors according to a quasi-cir-
cumplex.

The results of our study also
have a practical use. Schein’s mea-
surement instrument for career an-
chors is long (40 items). To the
extent that anchors can be grouped
into quadrants, it is possible to re-
duce the number of items to measure
only the quadrants (rather than the
eight anchors). Also, understanding
the proximity of the anchors will li-
kely help practitioners with their ca-
reer orientation work.

The limitations of this study
also open the door to new studies.
First, our study used the French-lan-
guage version of Schein’s original
instrument. Our results indicate that
a number of items in this version
pose a problem. Also, the French-
language version (Schein, 2004),
which uses a Likert scale, is not en-
tirely similar to the English-lan-
guage version (Schein, 1990b)
which is based on two different
scales (Likert and forced choice). An
interesting study would be to esta-
blish the construct validity of the
French-language version. Our study
would also have to be replicated
with the English version of Schein’s
instrument. Lastly, the external vali-
dity of our study should be questio-
ned because our sample was a
convenience sample. Other studies
with different populations are there-
fore required to establish the univer-
sality of the structure of career
anchors. Like Schwartz’s theory of
basic values, it is expected that the
structure of anchors will be univer-
sal, which does not exclude the fact
that the importance placed on career
anchors can be contingent, that is in-
fluenced by context (Rodrigues et
al., 2013).
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1 The distinction between “career
anchor” and “career orientation” is
tenuous. Originally, Schein (2004)
called his measurement instrument
for career anchors “Questionnaire on
career orientations.” DeLong also
uses the term “career orientation” as
a synonym for career anchor. Over
time, the idea of career orientation
has evolved. On the one hand, a ca-
reer anchor refers to a stable image
of oneself that is congruent with a
work environment, whereas a career
orientation means a stable career
preference related to a social context
that is more encompassing than
work (see Rodrigues et al, 2013). On
the other hand, according to Roger
(2006), a career orientation encom-
passes not only stable choices (ca-
reer anchors), but also the initial
choice of career. In short, the idea of
career orientation seems more en-
compassing than the idea of career
anchor, but there is no consensus on
the definition of this reconceptuali-
zation of career orientation.

2 The technical/functional compe-
tence anchor can also have a third
meaning not measured by Schein’s
instrument, i.e. techniques to master,
which could place it in the bureau-
cratic quadrant.

3 Lifestyle can also have a third
meaning: being able to pursue a ca-
reer with opportunities for balancing
work and family, which would asso-
ciate it with the protean quadrant.
For this study, we did not use this
meaning, which does not appear in
the wording of items measuring the
lifestyle anchor.

4 Schwartz uses this criteria (62.5%
for a single point on a scale) to re-
fine the data (Schwartz, 1992).

5 These are the indices available
with R using the lavaan package li-
brary.
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