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Here, There, & Everywhere: Development and Validation of a Cross-Culturally
Representative Measure of Subjective Career Success

In some ways career success has become a “Holy Grail” to scholars in the careers field and beyond
(Gunz & Heslin, 2005; Ng, Eby, Sorensen, & Feldman, 2005; Seibert, Kraimer, & Liden, 2001). Career
success is a tantalizing construct because it can unlock people’s true internal standards and aspirations
and holds keys to motivation and satisfaction, performance, and commitment (Abele & Spurk, 2009;
Dries, Pepermans, & Carlier, 2008; Heslin, 2003). It thus embodies a the. -atical construct that allows us
to assign meaning to, and measurement of our own and others’ caree.< (T ries, 2011; Heslin, 2003).

Conceptually, the distinction between objective and subje- tive career success has received most
attention, especially in terms of definition and measuremen. ‘e.r,., Abele & Spurk, 2009; Arthur,
Khapova, & Wilderom 2005; Gunz & Heslin, 2005). Wt er:2as objective career success is defined as
directly observable by others and measurable i.1 a :tar Jardized way (i.e., position title, promotions,
salary growth; Gunz & Heslin, 2005), subjec ~tive cai cer success is a career actor’s evaluation and
experience of achieving personally mear irgt... career outcomes (Ng et al., 2005; Seibert, Kraimer, &
Liden, 2001). In older research, car :e1 ~uccess was predominantly operationalized using objective
measures (Gunz & Heslin, 2007). In , 2cent years, however, there has been a shift of research interest

such that subjective me . sui ~s 2.'e now at least equally, if not more, used (Spurk, Hirschi, & Dries, 2019).

In empirical research, subjective career success has typically been measured as unidimensional
career satisfaction (Greenhaus, Parasuraman, & Wormley, 1990; Seibert, Kraimer, Holtom, & Pierotti,
2013) or perceived career success (Heslin, 2003; Turban & Dougherty, 1994).' This type of ‘objectivist’
measures of subjective career success—in which respondents rate their satisfaction with researcher-
imposed, assumed to be universal criteria of success (Gunz & Heslin, 2005)—has remained the norm
until recently. Over the past few years, however, there has been a shift towards developing more fine-

grained measures that might accommodate more idiosyncratic definitions of subjective career success,



and help to answer more nuanced research questions. For example, in China, Zhou, Sun, Guan, Li, and
Pan (2013) developed a multidimensional scale including dimensions of external compensation and
intrinsic fulfillment. Later, in the United States, Shockley, Ureksoy, Rodopman, Poteat & Dullaghan
(2016) published a multidimensional measure of subjective career success, including dimensions such as

growth and development, personal life, and authenticity.

We build on Zhou et al. (2013) and Shockley et al. (2016) by directly asking research participants
about the criteria by which they evaluate their own career success, rather .han predefining those
criteria based on the literature (i.e., a ‘subjectivist’ approach to sc-.ic levelopment; Gunz & Heslin,
2005). In afirst step of the research project—which spanned m.'tiple years and four phases—we
interviewed respondents from all over the world asking them .« define, in their own words, what career
success meant to them (Anonymous 1; Anonymous ?).'a a2 second step, we used these meanings as
input to generate our item pool. In addition, v e dr.veloped a dual-response format allowing
respondents to rate both the perceived imy ~rtance and achievement of each item. In doing so, we built
on decades of research and theorizing fro. n tne life satisfaction and quality of life literature (Solberg,
Diener, Wirtz, Lucas, & Oishi, 200Z: Alu.ough rarely referenced in the careers literature, these research
streams have a long and rich tra liti >n examining the exact factors that make people feel more or less
satisfied with their lives (L *dugan, Bauer, Truxillo, & Mansfield, 2012). The development and
psychometric evaluation of dual-response format scales is also an important topic in this literature (Wu
& Yao, 2006), as is comparative research on country differences in life satisfaction (Saris, Veenhoven,
Scherpenzeel, & Bunting, 1996)—all of which are highly relevant for the purposes set forward in the

present paper.

The key gap that the present paper seeks to address is the single-country focus of most studies on
career success to date (Mayrhofer, Smale, Briscoe, Dickmann, & Parry, 2020), including the studies that

have advanced measurement of subjective career success (Greenhaus et al., 1990; Zhou et al., 2013;
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Shockley et al., 2016; Turban & Dougherty, 1994). Although the recently developed multidimensional
measures of subjective career success have, without a doubt, moved the field forward (Zhou et al.,
2013; Shockley et al., 2016), they were each developed within a single-country setting. It remains
unclear to what extent a single country’s meanings of career success can adequately capture other
countries” meanings (Henrich, Heine, & Norenzayan, 2010). Beyond construct validity considerations,
country-specific measures may also not perform universally across different cultural contexts, for

instance in terms of measurement invariance (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2 14).

From recent research, we know that the way people organiz-. . recr success meanings in their
mind—their career success schemas—differ across country conuw  xts (Kase et al., 2020). Therefore, using
a scale developed in any single culture and replicating it to see ‘r it is reliable in other cultures likely falls
short of what is required for measuring phenomena tt.- ¢ a’ e inherently subjective and culturally
sensitive (Henrich et al., 2010). For example, * 1e s'.bjective success meaning of “calling” has been
outlined by Dik and Duffy from an admittea. ' Western perspective (2009), with references of religion or

deity. Yetin a qualitative study Zhanc D % Wei and Zeng (2014) in China uncovered four
dimensions of calling or ‘guidin_ force” with labels such as duty, meaning and purpose,
altruism, and active behavicr. This is just one example of how subjective career success
meanings might vary acriss cultures. This single example of calling demonstrates how
different societies can have similar labels and constructs for career success meanings, yet

not mean the same thing.

In order to validly compare subjective career success across cultures, then, a robust culturally
invariant measurement instrument is needed. In what follows, we theorize country differences in
importance attached to different possible meanings of career success based on social representation

theory (Moscovici, 1963). Country differences in satisfaction, in contrast, can be explained by



(competing) theories borrowed from comparative life satisfaction research, such as livability theory and

folklore theory (Saris et al., 1996).

In what follows, we first review the literature on subjective career success measurement and
validation, and then present a comprehensive multi-study scale validation process across a variety of
cultures based on the Schwartz/GLOBE cultural clusters (House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta,
2004; Schwartz, 1994) that allowed us to develop a new, globally valid measure of subjective career
success. In Phase 1, building on a qualitative study of career success, we cu ~struct and refine a list of
discrete career success meanings sourced from interviews in 11 ccui.*ries. In Phase 2, we examine
career success schemas of participants from 13 countries to dev. 'ap a hypothetical basis for the factor
structure of our measure. In Phase 3, we optimize and valid3te *he multidimensional structure of our
scale in a sample of 16 countries, and establish its ccn. :rg:nt and discriminant validity. Finally, in Phase
4, we replicate the validation process of the s ale .gain on a new sample of 20 countries, adding
analyses of measurement invariance, betwe ~n-country differences, a test of criterion validity, and an
exploration of the interaction effects hatw 2en the importance and achievement scores for the different

dimensions of our measure.

The resulting scale—i.r.., \“e Dual Aspect Importance & Achievement Career Success Scale’ (DAIA-
CSS)—is not only a measure nent instrument that addresses remaining issues in the measurement of
subjective career success; it should also be seen as a vehicle for identifying and addressing new
theoretical questions about subjective career success. We offer specific avenues for future research,
made possible by our subjectivist and globally valid measure of subjective career success, in the

Discussion.

Measuring Subjective Career Success



The most often-used measure of subjective career success (SCS), by far, is the Career Satisfaction
Scale (CSS) developed by Greenhaus, Parasuraman, and Wormley (1990). A recent review (up until 2016)
found that the scale has been used in 68 published studies on career success. These studies typically
looked at antecedents of career satisfaction, most notably organizational and career self-management
strategies, career attitudes, personality traits, and socio-demographic characteristics (Spurk et al., 2019).
In the CSS, respondent scores on five items—referring to general career satisfaction, progress towards
career goals, level of income, advancement, and skill development, resp . ~tively—are averaged out into
a single score. The measure has overall demonstrated high internal cc ~sis’.ency (Cronbach's alpha),
although one study found that measurement invariance was pn en..Ziy an issue, and that only the
“general” item (i.e., “l am satisfied with the success | have a hiev ad in my career”) demonstrated
optimal psychometric properties (Hofmans, Dries, & P 2p :rmans, 2008). Nonetheless, the scale is
generally considered the best available unidim~.ns. 2na' measure of subjective career success. It is,
however, not suited for addressing more *uancea ~esearch questions concerned with the multiple,
idiosyncratic ways in which people evalu at 2 \.2w successful they feel their careers have been (Dries et

al., 2008).

The Emergence of Multidimens:~n'il SCS Measures

By “unidimensional” 1. easures we refer to scales that average out respondent scores over a series
of items or factors to form one global assessment of subjective career success. Although such short
measures certainly have value (i.e., they are robust, efficient, and easily adopted by researchers from
outside of career studies looking to include a career variable), they are not suitable for every type of
research question. From interview studies and career development practice—and even daily life—we
know that people are typically satisfied with some aspects of their careers (e.g., their level of income),
but not others (e.g., their work life-balance). In fact, in many cases, it is theoretically more interesting to

study relationships between certain variables and distinct meanings of subjective career success as
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separate dependent or independent variables, predicting or being predicted by different sets of
variables (Abele & Spurk, 2009). In so doing, the distinction between objective and subjective career
success is likely to become much clearer to researchers and practitioners alike—a key limitation of
existing studies on objective and subjective career success being that identical hypotheses are generally
tested for both constructs, although they are widely acknowledged to be conceptually distinct and only
moderately correlated (Dette, Abele, & Renner, 2004; Ng et al., 2005). In other words, some aspects of
subjective career success may be more strongly related to measures of « riective career success than
others (Spurk et al., 2019). In addition, multidimensional scales allow . =se irchers to analyze the extent
to which different career success facets or factors “weigh” on 2\ inui.idual’s overall subjective career
success—representing a subjectivist approach to career suc. ~ss - hat has long been advocated by

prominent scholars in the field (Gunz & Heslin, 2005).

Over the past years, we have witnessed rhe Jevelopment of more nuanced subjective career
success measures that look at multiple dimcsions (Zhou, Sun, Guan, Li, & Pan, 2013; Pan & Zhou, 2015;
Shockley et al., 2016). For example, Zhau . nr, colleagues (2013; Pan & Zhou, 2015) identified three
broad dimensions of subjective ca2er s.ccess for China: intrinsic fulfillment, external compensation,
and work-life balance. Later, Sh. ~k' 2y and colleagues (2016), based on samples from the United States,
proposed and validateu a ~~a.c chat featured the following dimensions: recognition, quality work,
meaningful work, influence, authenticity, personal life, growth & development, and general satisfaction.
Within their respective cultures, these scales reportedly provide robust reflection of the local
population’s career success meanings. However, they feature several important differences, which make
cross-cultural comparison and multi-site research (e.g., in case of an MNC operating in both countries)
problematic. For example, Zhou et al. (2013) found a success meaning of taking care of family, which
emerged from qualitative interviews in China, but the same meaning did not emerge in the United

States in the Shockley et al. (2016) study. Conversely, in the U.S. study, the qualitative data included



reference to career ‘calling’, which was not present in the Chinese study. Therefore, to facilitate
comparative careers research, we argue that a culturally invariant, multidimensional, subjectivist career

success scale would be the next step forward.

Towards Subjectivist, Dual-Format SCS Measures

In addition, beyond looking at subjective career success in a mult, ¥ mensional manner across
cultures, we argue that measurement of subjective career success sh.uld )e (explicitly) anchored in how
important a certain meaning of career success is to a person (Gu.nz * 'eslin, 2005). James’ (1890)
original text on psychology already referred to the reality o neo) le defining their own standards and
paths and assessing themselves according to these. La”er, Lewin (1936) discussed success relative to
aspiration levels, upon which others (Hall & Fos’.c.” 1277) would subsequently base their construct of
‘psychological success’, measured as progress tow “rds personally meaningful career goals. In the last
forty plus years momentum has been bu Id., = tor subjective career success, as protean (i.e., values-
driven and self-directed; Hall, 1976: . 'all, .002) and ‘boundaryless’ (i.e., inter-organizational both in
terms of physical mobility and psy.“oiogical mindset; Arthur, 1994) career archetypes emerged that

emphasized idiosyncratic st cces .

People can be driven py certain aspirations without feeling fulfillment in that area; alternatively,
they may experience high achievement on a certain dimension without attaching relatively greater
importance (Argyris, 1982; Katz & Kahn, 1978). Consider the example of a person who finds wealth very
important but does not (yet) feel satisfied with their achievement level for this dimension of career
success. A second person, in contrast, is perfectly happy with their achieved level of wealth, but does
not value it that much, calling into question how strongly this career success factor will drive the

individual’s behavior. In either of these cases, knowing the reality of the contrasting feelings of success



for a particular career dimension (‘importance’ versus ‘achievement’) would give us more information as
researchers than simply knowing if the person was satisfied with their career success, if they felt they
had achieved a certain level of career success, or which dimension of career they found important. We
thus believe that both aspects are important for understanding any given person’s subjective career

success.

However, achievement and importance of career success meanings have been addressed by
separate streams of research. While career success as satisfaction or achie -ement is a well-established
intellectual domain in careers research (e.g., Greenhaus et al., 1925, Tuiuan & Dougherty, 1994; Seibert
et al., 2001), the importance of various career success meanings ‘< less frequently addressed. Schein’s
career anchors (1978) and related work in the work values doi. ain (Schwartz, 2004; Judge & Bretz,

1992) represent the foundation for examining the imp ~.ta'ice aspect of subjective career success.

In the literature on life satisfaction and q. -ty of life, an integrated perspective does in fact exist.
The dominant theoretical framework for '*de 'standing the relationship between the importance
attached to, and satisfaction experier.ce.! with different domains of life is multiple discrepancies theory
(Michalos, 1985). Simply put, thi: the ary states that global life satisfaction is a function of the match
between subjective prefere icc - and objective conditions across different domains of life. Studies in this
area have found that 53% o. the variance in life satisfaction scores can be attributed to “discrepancies
between what one wants and what one has” (Solberg et al., 2002, p. 736). Another important
theoretical assumption within this research area has been the range-of-affect hypothesis (Locke, 1976),
which states that people will report a wider range in satisfaction scores for life domains they find more

important.

In addition to offering unique insights about measurement of differential domain satisfaction, the

life satisfaction literature also has a tradition of country-comparative research (Erdogan et al., 2012).
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Interestingly, this stream of research offers suggestions for theorizing differences in satisfaction across
countries (Saris et al., 1996), a perspective that is so far largely missing from the careers literature.
Differences in importance of different dimensions of career success, in contrast, are currently already
better understood in the careers literature (Briscoe, Hall, & Mayrhofer, 2011; Savickas & Porfeli, 2012;

Lyness & Judiesch, 2008), as discussed below.

A Cross-Cultural Perspective on Subjective Career Success
Many current empirical tools in management and organizational rese.-ch may be problematic
when it comes to using them to compare phenomena across cultt’. e., since most measures have been
developed in single (typically Western) cultures. The problem lie_ in the overrepresentation of the
WEIRD perspective; indeed, measurement development for tho subjective career success construct, like
much other social science research, has been done ric - ¢lv..n Western, educated, industrialized, rich, and

democratic countries (Henrich et al., 2010).

Variations in values at the level of centr.~s and cultures (see Hofstede, 1984; Schwartz, 2006)—
such as individualism versus collectiv'sm ~nd egalitarianism versus hierarchy—have been shown to
relate to different goals and outc~mcs. For example, Confucian cultures place more emphasis upon
work ethic and tradition (Hr.rs.ode & Bond, 1988). Protean and boundaryless careers, in contrast—while
accepted career gestalts—a. e primarily representative of highly individualistic, agentic, and largely
Western cultures (Inkson, 2006). Too often the West is overly represented on theoretical and empirical
constructs, which results in conceptualizing and measuring phenomena from a decidedly non-native

point of view in other regions (Dries, 2011; Stead, 2004).

In order to tackle the research gaps of unidimensionality, cultural bias, and objectivism, scholars in
careers (Briscoe et al., 2011; Savickas & Porfeli, 2012; Lyness & Judiesch, 2008) and other domains

engaging in international and comparative research have turned to a ‘decentered’ (Leung, 2008) or ‘N-
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Way’ (Brett, Tinsley, Janssens, Barsness, & Lytle, 1997) approach, in which the perspectives of
researchers from participating cultures are carefully sought and considered in identifying and defining
the research questions, key variables, etc. This is contrasted with a ‘one-way’ approach in which an

established hypothesis or theory would be applied in a similar fashion across country samples.

In the N-way approach, country teams take turns leading in a collaborative cross-cultural effort,
based on a local model of the phenomenon under investigation. This approach emphasizes multicultural
consultation at the earliest phases of the research so that cultural bias. tha* is more likely with a one-
way approach, can be minimized. According to Leung’s (2008) revi-w. 21 wne literature on bias in cross-
cultural research, this issue cannot be resolved by simply adanti.~ the factor structure or characteristics
of an existing scale when using it in another country. Thatis a ruly ‘inclusive’ perspective on scale
development requires cross-cultural collaboration froi .~ thr. item pool generation stage onwards—it is
very difficult to remedy cultural bias of a mea ure’aent scale when its item pool is already set in stone.
Leung (2008) further cites research showing that adapted scales are less likely to capture local

phenomena than indigenous scales (F~rh, "2 1nella, & Lee, 2006).

Cultural Differences in Importar.~e ., ttached to Career Success Dimensions

To account fo~ th.=se ‘ealities, we need to understand how individuals and societies
make meaning differeriuy (or at times similarly). In developing the items used in the GLOBE
study Hanges and Dixon (2004) proposed that culturally and societally endorsed implicit
leadership theories were convergent-emergent constructs (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). As

Hanges and Dixon explain:

These constructs are convergent because the responses from people within
organizations or societies are believed to center about a single value usually
represented by scale means. They are called emergent because even though the
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origin of these constructs area function of the cognition, affect, and personality of
the survey respondents, the properties of these constructs are actually manifested
at the aggregate- or group- (e.g., organization or society) level of analysis (Hanges &
Dixon, 2004: 124).

In line with the above, we argue that individual meanings of subjective career success are a
sociocultural construct and not just an individual construct. This implies that subjective career success
meanings must be assessed in the cultural contexts in which they have emerged. If this can be achieved
on a wide scale, across cultures, it would then be possible to careully =xtrapolate through statistical
means which meanings might be held in common, as first r.oflec ed from the cultures, and then

validated and tested across several cultures.

We can further understand sociocultural m :ar.ngs of subjective career success using social
representation theory (Moscovici, 1963) in wk.ci. a _ncial representation’ is the collective elaboration
"of a social object by the community for the purpc e of behaving and communicating" (Moscovici, 1963:
251). Social representations refer specif'ca'iy *o values, ideas and practices with a dual function; first, to
establish an order which will enab'e ‘ndividuals to orient themselves in their material and social world
and to master it; and secord tu enable communication to take place among the members of a
community by providin~ tl @m vith a code for social exchange and a code for naming and classifying
unambiguously the vario''~ aspects of their world and their individual and group history (Moscovici,
1973). In the process of objectification, which is central to social representation theory, an abstract
concept is turned into something more concrete, as the concept itself becomes part of the day-to-day
context of societal members (Moscovici & Hewstone, 1983). Social representations, then, are constantly
converted into social reality while continuously being re-interpreted, re-thought, and re-presented

based on lived experience (Wagner & Hayes, 2005). Without understanding and documenting how
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career success dimensions are seen in individual countries and regions, we cannot be sure that when we

are measuring meaning “x” in Country A, we are measuring the same thing that was found in Country B.

Cultural Differences in Satisfaction with Career Success Dimensions

While social representation theory explains why people from different cultures may find one
meaning of career success more important than others, it does not help explain why people in some
countries may be more satisfied with their careers than people in other countries. We turn to the life
satisfaction literature for theories that could explain differences in satisfa.*ion between countries (Saris
et al., 1996).

Comparative studies of life satisfaction have typically wc ked with competing hypotheses to test
and explain country differences. One of the most large-scale e. \mples of this approach was the country-
comparative study by Veenhoven (1996) that tested ti.-ee _ompeting perspectives. A first perspective
was comparison theory, which assumes that I’ -e s7 cisfaction is a function of mental calculus, in line with
the multiple discrepancies theory explaineu =arlier (Michalos, 1985). As comparison standards are
subjective and ever-changing, this me=ans hzt countries with higher standards may report lower
satisfaction, even when objective ! 7ing conditions are similar to (or even better than) those in countries
with lower comparative standa: *s for satisfaction. A second perspective was folklore theory, which
holds that life satisfactior s uc.ermined by a country’s outlook on life; a ‘national character’ of sorts
that implies that some countries are simply ‘happier’ than others, largely independently from objective
conditions (Helliwell, Huang, & Wang, 2019). A third perspective was livability theory, which assumes
that subjective life satisfaction is predominantly driven by objective indicators of quality of life in a
country. To the researchers’ surprise, evidence from a ten-country European study found that objective
standards of living had the strongest influence on life satisfaction, as proposed by livability theory

(Veenhoven, 1996). It remains unclear to what extent such findings would apply to the careers domain,
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as well, as our study is among the first to run a country-comparative test of both the importance and

achievement aspects of subjective career success.

Methods and Results
In this section, we describe the development and validation process of the Dual Aspect
Importance & Achievement Career Success Scale. The resulting scale, and the process used to
develop it, represent our response to the current state of the art of the literature around the

measurement of subjective career success.

Phase 1: Cross-Cultural Item Generation

The aim of Phase 1 was to develop a broad, cross-cu *urz ly inclusive list of subjective career
success meanings representative of a broad range of v iev/s on the meaning of career success. A
stratified, theory-based sampling approach wac ac»p.~d. Data were gathered from respondents in 11
countries. These spanned Schwartz’s (1994, 2006, :ultural regions: Africa/Middle East, Confucian Asia,
Eastern Europe, English Speaking, Latin / e, *~a, South Asia, and Western Europe.” The sampling
strategy prescribed within-country b.'ance between male and female interviewees, as well as early and
late-career career stage interviewc »s. The early career stage sample was comprised of people who had
worked at least two yea-s i, the r post training/educational stage but were otherwise in the first ten
years of their careers. Late ~cage interviewees were defined as being in their last ten years before
anticipated retirement. An explicit goal was to represent and contrast major occupational groups that
exist in most countries around the world (i.e., nurses, blue-collar workers, and business graduates).

Intensive semi-structured interviews were conducted with a total of 226 people from 11
countries—18 to 28 interviews per country—which lasted on average 45 minutes and were completed
in one sitting. Interviews were recorded, transcribed, and content-analyzed (see Anonymous 1;

Anonymous 2). As one part of the interview, which also examined career histories, including transitions,

15



along with deviations from initial career plans and aspirations, a list of relevant career success meanings
for the scale development was derived from respondents’ answers to the question: “Looking back at
your experience and your career thus far: what does ‘career success’ mean to you?” Respondents’
explicit statements about subjective career success served as raw data for the items pool generation.
This led to a list of 76 distinct meanings of subjective career success such as “Career success
is...experiencing enjoyment and fun in my career.” From this list, overly vague or redundant items were
eliminated which resulted in a final list of 63 items."
Phase 2: Developing a Tentative, Cross-Culturally Valid Factor Struct. re for the Dual Response Format
In Phase 2, we built on the list of subjective career succ+'ss ..Zanings developed in Phase 1 to
produce a cross-culturally robust factor structure for measu. ‘ng  ubjective career success. At this stage
of the project, we were primarily interested in how pe or.e organize career success meanings in their
minds. So instead of directly asking our researc’i p rtic’vants about the extent to which they were
satisfied with a specific career success me~ning anJd how important they were to them, we asked them
which of the 63 meanings were part of t 1e sc =ie cluster to map out their mental representations of
career success meanings. Thereforn, . ~stead of the more commonly used combination of survey
research and exploratory factcr anc 'ysis (EFA) we opted for a combination of a card sorting task (see
Block, 1978) and culturs' dc mai' analysis (Borgatti & Halgin, 2011) to establish the proposed
dimensionality of our scalc. fhis methodological approach was instrumental for the development of the
dual-response format, with respondents rating each dimension on importance and achievement
simultaneously, later in the process of scale development. Performing separate EFAs for both aspects of
the scale early on in the scale development process was not an acceptable option, as such a process
would likely result in disparate factor structures for the two response formats—whereas it was an

explicit goal for our scale to measure both aspects jointly.
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Therefore, we decided to develop a tentative factor structure based on mental representations
of subjective career meanings across cultural clusters using cultural domain analysis. Cultural domain
analysis captures respondents’ (shared) views about which items are of the same type or category
(Borgatti & Halgin, 2011). In our case, we explored which career success meanings respondents across
cultures saw as representing shared identifiable career success dimensions. We knew that career
success schemas differ across country contexts (see Kase et al., 2020), and so—consistent with the
principles of the N-way approach (Leung, 2008)—we were attentive to ¢ .untry-level schemas, and
strived to establish an aggregate, shared representation of (dis)simila. ‘tv ¢ f career success meanings
across countries.

To extract individual mental representations of care. r su .cess meanings we used an
electronically mediated online card sorting procedure C-.rc sorting (see the Supplement for a more in-
depth description of the method) is a qualitativ e 1. chi.*que, where selected respondents organize a set
of cards featuring specific terms or items into grou s of their choice and label them accordingly (see
Block, 1978; Dries et al., 2008). We desig nr.a = special online tool and pretested it on a sample of 18
subject matter experts (i.e., internsti. nal academics from careers, HR, OB, and related fields, who were
all members of our project corsort. 'm). Using a computer interface, individual respondents were asked
to visually arrange the FR itoms nto groups of career meanings that they felt belonged together and
label the emerging categc.zs of meanings accordingly. There was no reference to participants’ own
careers during the task, the card sorting should thus be interpreted as embedded in respondents’
(country-specific) cognitions. Allocations of items into categories were used to estimate the similarity
among items, which served as a basis for determining the tentative factor structure.

Consistent with our aim of developing a cross-culturally robust factor structure, for Phase 2 we
recruited participants from 13 countries covering all of Schwartz’s (2006) cultural regions (i.e., Belgium,

Brazil, China, France, Greece, India, Italy, Nigeria, Norway, South Korea, Slovenia, Turkey, and the USA).
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Our intention was to achieve as much heterogeneity as possible within each country sample, while
safeguarding comparability across countries. Therefore, we adopted a stratified sampling strategy,
where each country sample included data from 28 employed individuals with at least 5 years of work
experience covering all 7 occupational types in the Campbell (1987) Interest typology (e.g., influencing,
creating, analyzing,... occupations). The final sample included 364 individuals. 47% of respondents were
women, on average they were around 40 years old, and had 16 years of work experience; more than 54
% were white-collar workers and on average they held a bachelor’s deg) -« or equivalent (See full details
in the Supplement, Table 3).

Individuals’ sortings of career success meanings were 2<gre,=ed using a co-occurrence logic.
Specifically, when two career success items were put togetr. >r in the same category by a respondent
they counted as one co-occurrence. The higher the nu mt.er of respondents who sorted two items into
the same category, the stronger the co-occurrece be.veen the two items. Consistent with the
inclusiveness of the N-way approach we 2~alyzed oth country-level and global representations of
career success. All participating countrie 5 v/e. = given equal weight in the development of the global
representation (See Supplement, Figu-as 2 & 3 for two examples).

We then performed a ~ubg, ~up identification analysis (De Nooy, Mrvar, & Batagelj, 2011). Based
on co-occurrence levels ‘ve ‘denp ified tentative clusters of career success meanings and excluded 11
items due to their presencz in multiple clusters or lack of connection to any other item or cluster. The
remaining 52 items were entered into a hierarchal clustering procedure, which based on our evaluation
of the dendrogram returned 14 clusters of career success meanings (see Supplement, Figure 4 for
dendrogram plot and Table 4 for full cluster-item structure). The labeling of the resulting clusters was
done by the research team reflecting on the items and initial labeling from the participants’ card sorts.
The clusters and their corresponding items were then used as a tentative factor structure for both

aspects of our scale in Phase 3.
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Phase 3: Determining the Factor Structure and Initial Scale Validation

In Phase 3, our goals were to enhance parsimony of the scale (i.e., to reduce its number of items
and dimensions), and to establish discriminant and convergent validity for both aspects of its dual-
response format. Having developed a tentative factor structure, we were now able to change our
emphasis from observing shared mental representations of subjective career meanings, to examining
respondents’ views about the importance and achievement of each career success item. We developed
a questionnaire, piloted it and performed surveys in 16 countries, repre: ‘nting all major GLOBE (House
et al., 2004) cultural clusters". As we already developed a tentative fa tor structure, we then used the
data to run a series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) to op* mi.2 .he dimensionality of our scale.

Data were gathered strategically with the intention .~ ot tain heterogeneous within-country
samples (cf. Cook & Campbell, 1979) regarding releva'it respondents’ demographic characteristics (i.e.,
cumulative work experience, occupation, gend :r). A n.’nimum of 2 years of working experience was
required for respondents to participate. T-e data vollection process resulted in 4,438 valid responses
from 16 country samples (Austria, Belgit m, v .uzil, China, France, Greece, India, Italy, Malaysia, Nigeria,
Norway, Philippines, Slovenia, South \"area, Turkey, and the USA), which were relatively balanced across
countries (ranging from 242 respor. ‘ents for Norway to 373 for Belgium). Overall, 50.4 % of participants
were female and 79.2% ‘wve. = er ployed full time. They were on average 39.2 years old and had 15.2
years of work experience. 25.9% of participants were managers, 41% professionals, 8 % service workers,
4.6% technicians, and 6.6 % clerical/support workers. Most of the participants (47.4 %) worked in
organizations with fewer than 250 employees; the second-largest group were organizations with more
than 1,000 employees (22%). Most respondents (57.7%) worked in the private sector, while 31.8 % were
from the public sector. Finally, 11.6 % of participants lived in the rural areas, 44.3% in small towns or
suburbs, and 43.7% in big cities.

Iterative confirmatory factor analyses
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Based on the tentative factor structure of 52 items nested in 14 factors, we conducted iterative
CFAs for both aspects of the scale (importance and achievement) separately. In the course of this
process items with low standardized loadings were excluded, factors with low number of items and low
factor loadings were excluded, and several highly correlated factors were merged (taking into account
the higher-level clustering of items found in Phase 2). The labeling continued to build on the initial card
sorting procedure from Phase 1, and the international research team’s interpretations. The final factor
labels were determined after a group discussion of the consortium. The =sulting proposed factor
structure had 7 factors. Consistent with the dual-response format log. - thr. dimensionality of the scale
was kept equal for both the importance and the achievement & pec.. rhe final factor structure featured
the following factors: 1) Learning & Development (4 items), > Work-Life Balance (3 items), 3) Positive
Impact (3 items), 4) Positive Work Relationships (4 ite'ns), 5) Financial Security (3 items), 6)
Entrepreneurship (2 items), and 7) Financial Su_ce s (< items).

Table 1 shows the suggested factc r structure for both importance and achievement with
standardized factor loadings and compo ‘it 2\ iiability (CR). The correlations between the factors are
available in Table 2 (parts 1 and 2). 1:1.~ proposed factor structure fit the data well in both cases. We
used a procedure with robust ~tanc ~rd errors (Complex procedure in Mplus) to account for clustering in
our data when estimati* e t. @ moadels (Muthén & Satorra, 1995). Further, as our data was skewed, and
some data was missing we used a full information maximum likelihood (FIML) approach and the MLR
estimator in MPlus 7.3. For the Importance aspect the 7-factor model solution fit the data (see Hu &
Bentler, 1999) significantly better (RMSEA=0.031; CFI=0.972; TLI=0.965; SRMR=0.033) than a single-
factor solution (RMSEA=0.099; CFI=0.681; TLI=0.648; SRMR=0.104). Similarly, for the Achievement
aspect the 7-factor model solution fit the data significantly better (RMSEA=0.028; CFI=0.976; TLI=0.971;

SRMR=0.027) than the single-factor solution (RMSEA=0.105; CFI=0.644; TLI=0.607; SRMR=0.098)".
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INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

Convergent and Discriminant Validity

In a first step, we examined discriminant validity between the different factors of the scale. We
did not identify serious threats to validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). We calculated Average Variance
Extracted (AVE), square root of AVE, Maximum Shared Variance (MSV), an.! Average Shared Variance
(ASV) and compared them in a matrix of correlations among factor.. A ....nor convergent validity
concern was noted for Learning & Development and Positive W. vk Relationships for the importance
aspect, where AVEs were between 0.45 and 0.50." For the aci.’=vement aspect, we identified a minor
discriminant validity concern between Positive Impact =ad _earning & Development, where the square
root of the AVE of Positive Impact was less th- n th 2 correlation between Positive Impact and Learning &
Development. (see Supplement for full det.’ls, Tables 10 and 11). We addressed this issue by estimating
an additional model with an alternative 1a tcr structure. Specifically, we tested the difference in fit
between a 6-factor model (with P~sitive Impact and Learning & Development merged into one) and the
7-factor model. We establisheu *ha': even though the 6-factor model was also appropriate
(RMSEA=0.038; CFI=0.C5C" 1..-0.947; SRMR=0.036), the 7-factor model still fit the data better (See
Supplement, Table 7, Models 3 & 4 for details). Based on these results we can claim that the factors in
our multidimensional scale were statistically distinct for both aspects.

We then proceeded to test the factors for discriminant and convergent validity against relevant
existing scales (see full details in the Supplement, Tables 12-14). Since both aspects of our scale (i.e.,
importance and achievement) relate to a different nomological network, we considered different
concepts and their corresponding measures. For the importance aspect, we examined correlational

patterns with Schein’s (1978) career anchors (as measured by Igbaria & Baroudi, 1993) and Schwartz’s
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work values (1994). Before performing the analyses, we hypothesized which dimensions of these well-
established scales should correlate with our subjective career success factors (i.e., convergent validity)
and which should not (i.e., discriminant validity). The correlations between the career anchor and work
values factors, and our factors demonstrated patterns that were in line with our expectations: higher
correlations to similar work values and career anchors and lower correlations to dissimilar ones (see
Supplement, Table 12 for details). For example, our Entrepreneurship dimension significantly correlated
with Schein's Entrepreneurship anchor (r=0.775; p < 0.001). Similarly, Po . ‘tive impact dimension
significantly correlated with Schein's Service anchor (r=0.608; p < 0.00 ") ar.d Financial Success with
Schwartz’s Achievement value (r=0.467; p < 0.001). Alternative\, wc uiso showed that in most cases
factors that were not considered as conceptually related to « 'ir cimensions correlated considerably less
strongly with them. For instance, the correlation of Sce’a's Security-Geographic career anchor with any
of our factors was lower than 0.13 in absolute * aiu 2.

We also found expected correlaticnal pati.rns for the achievement aspect (see Supplement,
Tables 13 & 14 for details). Specifically, t 1¢ c..:relations between our dimension of subjective career
success and Greenhaus et al.’s (1990, ~areer satisfaction scale averaged at 0.361, ranging from 0.187 for
Entrepreneurship to 0.469 for ' ear, ‘ng & Development (all p < 0.001). Similarly, the correlations
between Turban & Dou he. *Vv’'s [1994) scale of Perceived Career Success and dimension of subjective
career success averaged a: 4.326, ranging from 0.114 for Work-Life Balance to 0.451 for Learning &
Development (also all p < 0.001). Moreover, in line with our expectations overall the Greenhaus et al.
and Turban & Dougherty scales did not correlate well with the importance aspect of our scale.
Generally, these results provide solid evidence of convergent and discriminant validity.

Phase 4: Further Scale Validation, Cross-Cultural Measurement Invariance, and Criterion Validity

The purpose of Phase 4 of the scale validation process was to validate the factor structure

established in the previous phase on a new sample, examine cross-cultural measurement invariance of
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the scale, test for country differences, and perform criterion validation". Our sampling strategy, again,
aimed for heterogeneity of respondents according to relevant demographic characteristics (Cook &
Campbell, 1979). Each country sample included at least 400 participants with at least 100 individuals in
blue-collar, clerical, professional and managerial occupational categories respectively. The Phase 4
sample featured respondents from 20 countries (Argentina, Austria, Belgium, Finland, Germany, Greece,
India, Italy, Japan, South Korea, Mexico, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Portugal, Russia, Serbia, Slovenia,
Switzerland, and the USA) representing all GLOBE cultural clusters exce; the Middle East. The data
collection process resulted in 13,859 responses (see Supplement, Tab.~ 1F for details).

Overall, 50.2 % of participants were female and 86.0% *rerc Zinployed full time in this sample.
They were on average 40.6 years old and had 16.2 years of v.ark 2xperience. As far as occupational
groups were concerned, 24.9% of participants were rrapr ag=rs, 35.7% professionals, 20.7 % clerical and
service workers, and 15.4% were skilled labore's. "he .najority of respondents (52.5 %) worked in
organizations with fewer than 250 employ, 2es ana 30.6% in organizations with more than 1,000
employees. Similarly, most of them (63.. % \. urked in the private sector, while 26.4 % were from the
public sector. Finally, 23.3% of our “e_.nondents had experience of international assighments or frequent
business traveling abroad.
Further scale validatior

We performed an:Zner CFA of the proposed factor model, which acknowledged the dual

viii

response format of the scale.™ Again, we used the FIML approach and MLR estimator in MPlus 7.3 to
estimate the model (Muthén & Muthén, 2015). The fit indicators remained at acceptable levels (RMSEA
0.037; SRMR 0.036; CFI 0.916; TLI 0.901; see Hu & Bentler, 1999) and were much better than the single
factor alternative for the dual response format (RMSEA 0.078; SRMR 0.083; CFI 0.590; TLI 0.562). In

Table 1 we report standardized loadings and composite reliabilities (CR) for all dimensions and both

aspects. These results reiterate our findings from Phase 3 about the validity of our scale.
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Measurement invariance and cross-country differences

Next, we examined the measurement invariance of the proposed scale across countries. A cross-
culturally robust scale should simultaneously allow for comparability between countries (i.e., similarity
of the meanings of the construct itself) and measurement invariance. Large-scale cross-country projects
such as Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA), the European Social Survey (ESS), and
country-comparative projects in careers research (e.g., the Career Adapt-Abilities Scale project, see
Savickas & Porfeli, 2012) are known for experiencing issues in establishi . metric and scalar invariance
using multi-group CFAs. To avoid these issues, we adopted the Alignn.~nt yrocedure in MPlus to
examine approximate metric and scalar invariance across the p-rtic. zating countries, because this
procedure has been shown to perform better (Asparouhov ¢ Mt thén, 2014).

Ensuring measurement invariance is key in allow’ng for comparisons (of means and variances)
between countries in comparative research, ard . us . differentiating characteristic of our scale. We
found relatively high levels of invariance z-ross thc participating countries with only negligible
indications of non-invariance for some it 2r-..zuntry combinations (see Table 3). The overall invariance
for items for all 7 dimensions and kou~ aspects ranged between 4.2% and 18.2%, which is well below the
25% threshold set by Muthén % As, arouhov (2014, p.3). This implies that the scale is capable of validly

comparing and establis ing diffe rences in subjective career success across countries.

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

Tables 4 and 5 demonstrate what such significant differences between countries look like, for
one specific SCS dimension: Financial Security. In the tables, we can see that higher-ranked countries
attach more importance to (e.g., Slovenia, USA, Nigeria, Belgium), or are more satisfied with their level
of achievement (e.g., Finland, Austria, Switzerland) in terms of Financial Security. Furthermore, we see

that countries can be grouped into classes between which statistically significant differences can be
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observed. The right-hand column of Tables 4 and 5 lists all countries that had a significantly lower score
than an observed country (second column).

Discussing descriptive results for, and significant differences between all countries in our sample
for all 7 dimensions, for both aspects, would be impossible to do within the bounds of this article.
However, we can state here that we found significant differences between countries for all dimensions,
both for the importance and achievement aspect. Findings across the 7 dimensions followed a similar
pattern as illustrated by the example above (for Financial Security). Cou..-ries clustered in groups of
varying sizes between which statistically significant differences in imp.~rta'ice and achievement were
found. Readers interested in detailed country-level descriptive <ata Z.1d differences between the

participating countries are directed to the website of the [n. me 'nasked for review] Project, which

contains an interactive map with data for all countries re presented in Phase 4: [URL masked for

review].”

INSERT TAL' E 4 AND 5 ABOUT HERE

Criterion validity

We used life satisfactiu " as « principal criterion for our criterion validity analysis. Life satisfaction
is commonly operatiora.”ew, huth in review articles (Spurk et al., 2019) and empirical studies (Abele,
Hagmaier, & Spurk, 2016) as a higher-order outcome of career success. That is, career success is not
necessarily the ‘ultimate’ outcome variable in careers research, but also has important further outcomes
of its own (Hall & Chandler, 2005). Especially considering the subjectivist, multidimensional, dual-format
approach we adopted in developing our scale—which was itself inspired by the life satisfaction literature
(Wu & Yao, 2006)—we can assume that subjective career success and life satisfaction should be closely
related (Abele et al., 2016). That is, if we know what is important to a person across multiple dimensions

of his or her career, as well as how happy that person is with the level he or she has achieved on each
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dimension, this should significantly affect their life satisfaction. As previous research has shown,
people’s careers are more often than not an important part of their identity, so satisfaction versus
dissatisfaction in this domain is likely to affect overall life satisfaction (Erdogan et al., 2012).

We measured life satisfaction with the 5-item satisfaction with life scale (Diener, Emmons,
Larsen, & Griffin, 1985). A sample item was “In most ways my life is close to my ideal”. Participants used
a 7-point Likert scale to rate this item. An examination of the measure’s quality in our dataset showed
that the measure was reliable (CR = 0.891) and adequate for further anz' 'ses (CFA fit indicators: RMSEA
=0.052; CFI = 0.995; TLI = 0.099; SRMR = 0.021; AVE = 0.623).

Results from simple single-predictor structural equation mo.zis relating to our focal criterion
are reported in Table 6. As the table shows, achievement sc “es  or all dimensions were significant
positive predictors of life satisfaction (standardized re s;re ssion coefficients ranged from .258 to .525). On
average, they explained about 18% of variance n .\ fe s tisfaction, offering support for the criterion

validity of our scale.

in"Er’t TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE

In addition to our foca' crite ion variable life satisfaction, we extended our criterion analysis to
include other relevant . ~rk vel-.ted outcomes such as employability (Janssens, Sels, & Van den Brande,
2003), work engagement \Schaufeli & Baker, 2004), organizational commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1984)
and turnover intentions (Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh, 1979). Our analyses show that our scale
factors significantly predicted these criteria, as well (see Table 7 below, and Table 16 in the
Supplement). Our factors demonstrated strong relationships to, in particular, work engagement
(standardized regression coefficients ranged from .235 to .617, the average explained variance was 20%)

and organizational commitment (average standardized regression coefficients .35, average explained
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variance 13%). The relationships of our factors to employability and turnover had the expected sign, but

showed smaller effect sizes, explaining less than 10% of variance on average.

INSERT TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE

Interaction patterns between Importance and Achievement

Finally, we used latent path and latent interactions modeling in Mplus 7.4 (see Sardeshmukh &
Vandenberg, 2017) to examine the joint effects of the importance and a_~ievement aspects of
subjective career success in predicting life satisfaction. Since our scale ‘ntr.grates two aspects of
subjective career success, we first report correlations for all dir~ensiuns and both aspects (see Table 2:
part lll). The correlations within the same dimension on diffe en’ aspects (e.g., between importance and
achievement of Learning and Development) are repor ‘e’, c1 the diagonal. All correlations were positive
but varied substantially among pairs of differe’.c d: mei.sions: from very weak for Financial Success
(0.078) to very strong for Positive Impact \1.712), nnplying that the relationship between importance
and achievement was dimension-specifi.. 'Vt: see from Table 8 that inclusion of latent interaction terms
improved the majority of the laten’ in.~raction models (see Akaike information criterion change in the
table)—they fit the data bette. con cared to models where only main effects of achievement were
included. Overall, this ir. nlic - that including the importance aspect provided additional explanatory
power to the models. In auuition, the results in Table 8 show that the joint effects of importance and

achievement were also dimension-specific.

INSERT TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE

Four distinct patterns of interaction between importance and achievement were observed for
different dimensions of the scale (see Figure 1). In a first pattern, attaching more importance to a

dimension decreased the magnitude of the relationship between achievement on that dimension and
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life satisfaction, especially at higher levels of achievement (i.e., a ‘fan out’ pattern). This pattern was
found for Learning & Development, Positive Work Relationships, and Positive Impact. The second
pattern was similar to the first—high importance makes it more difficult for achievement to translate
into higher life satisfaction—but was the same across lower and higher levels of achievement (i.e., a
‘parallel’ pattern). This pattern was found for Financial Security and Financial Success. The third pattern
(also parallel) was inverse to the second, with high importance leading to a stronger relationship
between achievement and life satisfaction. This pattern was found for \:"~rk-Life Balance only. In a
fourth pattern, lower importance of a dimension buffers the effects o’ lov er achievement on life
satisfaction. This pattern was found for Entrepreneurship. The ii{en..".cation of these different patterns
showcases the capability of the Dual Aspect Importance & ~ hie' ement Career Success Scale to detect
nuanced differences and facilitate a better theoretica! ar d 2mpirical understanding of subjective career

success as a construct.

INSERT \*GURE 1 ABOUT HERE

Checking for common method var.anc>

As Phase 4 was a cross ~ect unal study, we performed the necessary steps to prevent and
analyze the risk of com 1,~n, ~e.nod variance (CMV). In particular, we created and included an original
marker variable about an unrelated construct—use of computers at home (sample item: “If more people
had computers at home it would be beneficial.” We also analytically checked for potential CMV by
adopting the common latent factor and marker variable approaches. The amount of CMV established in
our data was between 2.3% and 5% for the importance aspect and between 20.8% and 22% for the
achievement aspect, which is well below the 50% threshold (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham,
1998). We conclude that although we cannot completely exclude that CMV was present in our data, it

did not represent a serious threat to validity of our findings.
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Discussion

The present study set out to develop and test a subjectivist, multidimensional measure of
career success appropriate for use in cross-cultural and/or country-comparative research. The
major gap identified in the literature was the dominance of career success studies and measures
administered in single countries (Mayrhofer et al., 2020), of which it is not (yet) clear whether
their underlying assumptions hold across cultural contexts (Henrich et al., 2010). Over a period
of several years and spanning four research phases, we developed ¢ ~ew scale—the ‘Dual Aspect
Importance & Achievement Career Success Scale’ (see Apperdix 1> —to measure subjective
career success, comprised of seven dimensions (i.e., Learri. \q & Development, Work-Life
Balance, Positive Impact, Entrepreneurship, Positive Wo." Relationships, Financial Security,
and Financial Success), that are rated on two aspect, (i e., importance and achievement).

The scale development process aimr 2d t, tackle several limitations and concerns raised by
prominent voices in the careers literature (Gunz & Heslin, 2005; Spurk et al., 2019), that were in
part also addressed by other research t€ an.s that have developed subjective career success
measurement scales in recent ycrs,  f which the development process ran concurrently to that of
the scale reported here (Zhou >t 7., 2013; Pan & Zhou, 2015; Shockley et al., 2016).
Specifically, we set out .~ uevelop a scale that was, first of all, multidimensional (meaning that
several ‘meanings’ of career success are captured, as opposed to unidimensional scales where
items are averaged out into a single score; cf. Greenhaus et al., 1990; Turban & Dougherty,
1994). Second, we wanted our scale to be ‘subjectivist’, in two different ways—by developing
items based on qualitative input from workers from all over the world (see Phase 1); and by
developing a dual response format that allowed us to weigh satisfaction of a dimension by the
idiosyncratic importance attached to it by each individual respondent. This was based on insights

from the life satisfaction/quality of life literature, in which debates about what is the best way to
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measure satisfaction have been ongoing for decades (Wu & Yao, 2006), and characterized by
painstaking detail to conceptual, theoretical, and psychometric issues (Wu, Chen, & Tsai, 2009).

As mentioned above, the recent scales developed by Zhou et al., 2013, Pan & Zhou,
2015, and Shockley et al. (2016) have also explicitly addressed these first two concerns. Both
scales are multidimensional, and items were generated based on a preliminary interview study. In
addition, both scales mention the issue of weighing factor satisfaction by importance. Shockley
et al. (2016) did not measure importance directly but conducted a re.>tive weights analysis to
examine the percentage of variance that each dimension accor’*eu for in the total R? of their
study outcomes. In their Discussion section, they explicitly ~tate that an avenue for further
research is to ask respondents to rate both their satisfactiu.” and importance with each item and
weigh both aspects accordingly. As far as we are a *.ar’,, however, to date there has been no
research that has picked up this suggestior: Pa'« and Zhou, in their 2015 paper, build on their
2013 scale development paper to add the 1imension of what they called ‘criteria’ of success. The
authors likened this facet to person=' gu2's and values and multiplied these scores with ratings of
success on each dimension. The, dia not, however, analyze both facets separately or discuss
applications and implicatirs ¥ using dual-format response scales.

In Table 9, we pre-ent a direct comparison between the factors of the Dual Aspect
Importance & Achievement Career Success Scale, and those of Pan & Zhou (2015) and
Shockley et al. (2016). Although we cannot directly compare the cross-cultural validity of the
three scales—seeing as Pan & Zhou’s (2015) scale was only administered in China, and
Shockley et al.’s (2016) scale only in the US—the table does suggest two things. First, that the
longer version of the DAIA-CSS as developed in Phase 2 (interested readers are referred to

Table 4 in the Supplementary Materials) includes all factors from both other scales, as well as a

30



few factors that one (i.e., Positive Impact for Pan & Zhou, 2015; and Financial Security and
Financial Success for Shockley et al., 2016) or both (i.e., Entrepreneurship) of the other scales do
not have. Second, that not all of these factors can be assumed to be cross-culturally robust, and
thus recommended for universal usage. As our Phase 3 and Phase 4 analyses showed, only 7 of
the factors in our scale—and thus potentially also of Pan & Zhou’s (2015) and Shockley et al.’s
(2016) scales—were found to be cross-culturally valid. Since our goal was to develop a universal
measure of subjective career success, only these factors were retair.cd in our final scale. Only
further research could definitively demonstrate whether this is 2'sc e case for Pan & Zhou’s
(2015) and Shockley et al.’s (2016) scales—i.e., whether st me of their factors are more suitable

for cross-cultural research than others.

INSERT TAT'E  ABOUT HERE

The reader may notice that some ot . 'ir subscales include work design features (e.g., challenging
work, relationships at work) that migl.. no. “e traditionally associated with career success. We believe
that this is due to the nature of ou, nuestions which transcend the relationship between “careers” and
“work” and are longitudinal =~q . ~.rospective in nature. This corresponds to Savickas’ (2012) notion of

“life design” which positio:.~ career development within the larger realm of life development.

We argue that it is not the multidimensional or subjectivist nature of the DAIA-CSS per
se in which its unique contribution lies, but rather, the scale development process behind the
scale, and the new avenues it opens up for further research. That is, to the best of our knowledge
there have been very few international research projects that have adopted a decentered approach
such as the one described here. Although many scholars have lamented the problem of the

WEIRD perspective in management and organizational research (Henrich et al., 2010), solutions
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have been less clearly spelled out. It is our aspiration for the research process outlined in this
article—in particular in the detailed Supplementary Materials—to be a roadmap for other cross-
cultural research efforts, both within and outside of the careers field. Specifically, we advise
against research that is informed primarily by concepts, ideas, and assumptions from one or a
few predominant regions and/or high-status scholars. Rather, cross-cultural research should
reflect the assumptions and mental models (Kase et al., 2020) of each of its participating
countries and members in equal measure, through a participatory ‘Iv “vay’ approach (Brett et al.,
1997; Leung, 2008).

In addition, our approach opens up a range of nover -asearch questions—and our scale a
valid methodological approach—for country-comparative ~areers research (Mayrhofer et al.,
2020). In the theoretical framework of the presert ~apf r we have discussed several theoretical
frameworks that have so far remained une: am’ned within the careers field: social representation
theory (Moscovici, 1963), multiple discicnancies theory (Michalos, 1985), and three competing
theories for testing country-level di*fercn.es in satisfaction—i.e., comparison theory, folklore
theory, and livability theory (Veonhoven, 1996). Discussing and testing each of these theories
separately based on the dat~ w. ~ollected across the four research phases falls beyond the scope
of the present paper. Rau .~r, we propose, these theories and their underlying assumptions
represent fertile ground for future country-comparative research on career success, using the
Dual Aspect Importance & Achievement Career Success Scale.

Social representation theory, for instance, proposes that individually held meanings of
career success are embedded within a given socio-cultural context (Moscovici, 1963). That is,
members from different societies or communities hold different ‘schemas’ of career success

(Kase et al., 2020), that become reified through organizational and governmental career
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management practices (Dries, 2011; Moscovici & Hewstone, 1983), and are thus often taken for
granted by the members of that society—until cross-cultural research uncovers its idiosyncrasies
(Hanges & Dixon, 2004). Without going into too much detail, it is clear from our findings that
social representations of career success did indeed vary between the 20 countries in our sample,
as demonstrated by significant country differences in the importance attached to the different
dimension (see Tables 24 through 30 in the Supplementary materials). To be clear, we are not
claiming that the importance scores in our data are representative fo. each country. Rather, we
propose that our scale—Dbecause of its cross-cultural validity— = u>2 most appropriate measure
for studying social representations of career success in futu.= country-comparative studies.

The dual-response format, as well, allows researc. =rs to address new research questions,
such as the exact nature of the relationship betwre.> a r erson’s relative standards and their
feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction (Salb.rg et al., 2002). It has been suggested, for
instance, that individuals might have a ‘sct point’ of satisfaction throughout their career, that is
more informed by their disposition=' af "a.t than by their objective circumstances, even across
career transitions (Judge & Lars.n, 2Jd01). If this is true, it has promising implications for the
effects that career counseli=1 % management interventions can be expected to have on
(different types of) indiv.uals. The Dual Aspect Importance & Achievement Career Success
Scale allows, for the first time, to test this type of hypothesis, ideally by coupling data on
dimension importance and achievement to measures of objective career success, longitudinally
across career stages. Multiple discrepancies theory—which holds that (life) satisfaction is a
function of personal standards just as much as objective living conditions—offers a particularly

promising theoretical framework for this type of research (Michalos, 1985; Solberg et al., 2002).
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The dual-response format also offers tremendous potential for a simultaneous assessment
of the relationship between objective and subjective career success across countries and cultures.
If livability theory is more true for a country or set of countries, we should find that subjective
career success is mostly influenced by objective indicators of success, while dimension
importance should play only a minor role (Veenhoven, 1996). Finding support for folklore
theory, in contrast, would require finding higher mean achievement scores (and lower variance)
for a country or set of countries, that are not predicted to a large ex« "t by importance nor
objective career success. A highly publicized example of this *, e 27 research is the World
Happiness Report, which ranks countries on aggregate subj.<tive happiness on an annual basis
(Helliwell et al., 2019). Finally, if a meaningful interactio.” effect between importance and
achievement is found in a country or set of countr >>— that is more predictive of a set outcome
than either dimension, or objective career : ucc :ss separately—this would indicate support for
comparison theory. This theory holds the! it is not only the objective circumstances in a country
(e.g., its GDP or Gini coefficient), m~r .*< national character that determines country-level
satisfaction; but rather, that diffc -ent countries have different standards.

In what follows, we lis, e limitations of the present study, along with suggestions for
how future studies may 1.medy them. We conclude with implications for career counseling and
organizational career management practice.

Limitations and Avenues for Future Research

As is the case for every research project, the present study was not without its limitations.
First, although our sampling strategy was systematic and highly structured across countries, we
cannot claim that the resultant country samples are representative. They were, however,

heterogeneous and balanced in terms of respondent gender, age, and occupational type (cf. Cook
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& Campbell, 1979). We are thus confident that the level of variability in our data was sufficient
to allow for appropriate cross-cultural validation. Furthermore, while we achieved highly
balanced country samples (i.e., a similar number of observations) in Study 3, in Study 4 country-
level observations were less balanced. Although this means that some countries were over-
represented in the data (and others under-represented), in our measurement invariance analyses
countries were treated as separate latent classes, such that the number of cases from a country did
not affect the results.

Second, as discussed at the end of the Results section fz- + 22se 4, the study was cross-
sectional, meaning that common method variance (CMV) 1. eded to be checked for. As we
described, we did this through the inclusion of a marker v.:iable that was conceptually unrelated
to the study variables (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, L2¢ & ’odsakoff, 2012). We recommend that
readers interested in using the Dual Aspec’ Imr.ortance & Achievement Career Success Scale
include the same marker variable (i.e., us> of computers at home), such that they can directly
assess the risk of CMV in their dat> ~0,"rared to the coefficients reported in the present paper.

Third, one of the feature. of our subjective career success scale is the Entrepreneurship
factor, which has typicallv hee > yverlooked in career research due to its focus on organization-
based careers in career reearch. While our Entrepreneurship factor focuses primarily on owning
a company or running a business, there is potential for further enriching the discussion about
entrepreneurial aspects of career success by including, for example, the notion of entrepreneurial
behavior throughout one’s career. We call for more research in this area and welcome the
opportunity for better integration of career and entrepreneurship literatures (Burton, Sgrensen, &

Dobrev, 2016).
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Fourth, as the most recently developed measures of subjective career success (i.e., Pan &
Zhou, 2015; Shockley et al., 2016; Zhou et al., 2013) were published after the initial
development and data collection for the Dual Aspect Importance & Achievement Career Success
Scale’ (DAIA-CSS), we were not able to include an analysis of the incremental validity of our
scale compared to these measures. We reiterate that the unique contribution of our scale lies with
its cross-cultural applicability, and in the description of the N-way approach of the research
project spelled out in this paper. Examining the overlap, compleme.:arity, and unique
explanatory and predictive power of the different multidimensiond! ineasures of subjective career
success—as well as their relationships to known anteceden.> and outcomes—in direct
comparison to each other is a clear avenue for further resc = ch.

Finally, the usage and reporting of the duai ’esr,onse format in the present paper is
limited—many more applications of this fz rm7.c are conceivable in further research, as outlined
below. As we suggested earlier, the two .<oects can both be studied separately—and can be
expected to have different sets of ar*ec.d:nts and outcomes—as well as jointly. Studying the
satisfaction aspect separately ha. been the default in the literature (cf. Greenhaus et al., 1990;
Shockley et al., 2016), so *»= v.*!, not go into future research avenues on this end, as
contributions here will .21y be only incremental. That said, our scale does allow for a more
nuanced study of the differential predictors and outcomes of each ‘achievement’ dimension
separately (Spurk et al., 2019).

Although we strongly recommend that researchers using the Dual Aspect Importance &
Achievement Career Success Scale always administer both response formats alongside one
another—it hardly increases the cognitive load for respondents and, minimally, the importance

aspect ‘anchors’ responses for achievement (Wu et al., 2009)—we can come up with a number
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of research questions that are related to the importance aspect only. A first research avenue is
studying differences between groups, cross-sectionally, such as differences between occupations,
differences between people of different socio-demographic backgrounds, and differences
between people embedded in different societies or communities (as discussed earlier in the
section on social representation theory; Moscovici, 1963). A second avenue is studying
differences over time. For instance, the importance attached to different meanings of career
success might shift across career and life stages (potentially in a genJ'ered way; see Mainiero &
Gibson 2018). It may also shift after certain career transitions {ztulics could measure importance
of different dimensions pre- and post-transition), geographi>al transitions (e.g. expatriation,
migration), or career shocks such as getting fired, familv ."agedies, or going through a global
health crisis such as COVID-19. It has been doc!r.:nt.d that all of these types of events
influence people’s life and work priorities Ak'.ermans, Seibert, & Mol, 2018), which would
likely manifest in changes in importance ~cores for a given dimension. Another research question
is whether the importance attached *n ¢ >r*ain career meanings might converge between countries
when they are affected by a univ,ing experience, such as COVID-19, which has led to
universally shared experien~es ~ch as job insecurity, anxiety and depression, but also a
realization of wanting to ~nend more time at home or engaged in leisurely or relaxing activities
(Kniffin et al., 2020). The forced shift of many organizations to a work-from-home culture
supported by digital means may also have affected mental representations of career success. For
instance, research has shown that telecommuting increases satisfaction of the need for autonomy
but reduces satisfaction of relatedness with colleagues (Van Yperen, Rietzschel, & De Jonge,

2014).
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We can also identify several avenues for future research integrating the achievement and
importance aspects simultaneously. As reported in our findings, four different types of
interaction patterns emerged from our data (see Figure 1). The main question for further
research, thus, is to examine exactly how achievement and importance relate to each other, and
what are potential boundary conditions that determine in which pattern they fall. In the life
satisfaction literature, different approaches have been described to modeling the relationship
between importance and achievement across different life domains. :teraction effects (Wu &
Yao, 2006), formative models using latent variables (Wu et al , ?u2%), and algorithmic formulas
(Cummins, 1997) have all been tried and tested. Overall, ti.ose studies have concluded that dual-
format scales offer potential for a more in-depth theoretic. ' explanation of the exact predictors of
life satisfaction, rather than a statistical improvemc.*t rer se (Wu et al., 2009). This makes sense
as achievement scores weighed by importe 1ce will always be highly correlated with the
achievements scores alone (Wu & Yao, 2106). Hence, it is not the unique variance added by the
importance aspect that builds the c2~2 1~r why to include it, but rather, the types of research
questions it allows us to address. Corcrete ideas for further research include but are not limited
to the following. First, it is no.~i)le that a given dimension of career success only relates to
global satisfaction and/o: drives future behavior when a threshold value of importance is met or
surpassed; and different (types of) people may have different thresholds. Second, studies on
innate psychological needs (Sheldon & Niemiec, 2006) have found that fulfilment of particular
needs requires balance. Future research thus could look at what happens when achievement for
one or several (deemed important) career success dimensions is low—under which conditions
achievement of other dimensions could compensate for this in buffering effects on global

satisfaction or behavior (Dysvik, Kuvaas, & Gagné, 2013). Third, some people might define
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career success based upon current achievement of a particular success meaning, whereas others
may emphasize the ongoing quest to achieve such important standards. In addition, we expect
these dynamics to vary by career success dimension. It may be that the nature of some meanings
of career success (e.g., learning and development) are less subject to being measured by a
‘destination” whereas others (e.g., financial security) are very much outcome driven. Satisfaction
with a career success meaning is thus dependent upon the meaning’s importance for the
individual (Wu & Yao, 2006) as well as the achievement of the goz. Finally, in terms of
country-comparative research, future research could further dig ir.2 country differences in
‘standards’ for career success, as spelled out in the life satis “action literature (Solberg et al.,
2002). After a certain threshold of objective welfare in a c~untry is achieved, for instance (cf.
livability theory; Veenhoven, 1996), perhaps it i< 1.~ lc.ager the objective life or career
circumstances that matter. Comparing twe ar rore countries with similar standards of living
(and perhaps also similar career systems, that still have very different mental models of career
success (Kase et al., 2020), would k~ a "ighly promising avenue for studying the drivers of
subjective career success across ~ouncries.
Implications for Practice

We believe that th.. research offers a new rigorous tool for practitioners in and out of
organizations to potentially enhance the motivation and satisfaction, development, performance,
commitment, and retention of employees both within and across national boundaries. Being able to
simultaneously understand the individual but also to meaningfully compare them across cultural,
institutional, and organizational contexts allows organizations to be responsive to the
universalist/contextualist (Mayrhofer, Brewster, Morley & Ledolter, 2011) dilemma, and to try to be
more flexible in choosing between standardization and individualization of organizational and

human resource strategies and applications. Many organizations report a need for more customized
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internal career paths, but struggle coming up with more than two trajectories—i.e., a leadership
track and a technical/expert track (Dries, 2011). Using the Dual Aspect Importance & Achievement
Career Success Scale to survey one’s entire workforce might offer inspiration to develop a more
diverse set of career paths inside and outside of the organization. It may also help organizations
achieve clarity on the value proposition they want to put forward in their recruitment messages, as

to what the organization stands for in terms of career management (Hall, 2002).

Consultants and career counselors might use the scale to bettzr . naerstand what individuals
emphasize in the workplace. Career interventions that work well - or 0, e person may have a null or
opposite effect on another person, depending on the importai. ~e \aey attach to different meanings of
career success. After completing a career success question’aire cased upon our scale, individuals could
be provided with a better understanding as to whic' are wnportant factors for them in their careers. The
scale could also serve a diagnostic purpose, in .>~.c individuals are stimulated to think about
discrepancies between importance of career 5 'ccess dimensions and perceived levels of achievement.
This naturally generates discussion as tu *he reasons for why the discrepancies may be occurring, and
then efforts can be made to dev~loy. strategies to address them. Similarly, organizations can use the
scale to understand groups ui1 - muioyees and use commonalities or differences on our measures to
inform HRM practices. Beyc 1d changing the organization, traditional tools like career development and
newer tools such as job crafting (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) exist that
can allow and even encourage the individual employee to better their person-organization fit on their

own, equipped with better insight.

As for the cross-cultural component of the present study, beyond differences in unique regional
settings career success constructs need to consider the fact that nowadays many individuals cross

cultures by having global work experiences (Shaffer, Kraimer, Chen, & Bolino, 2012); or by being
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employed in multinational organizations that tend to apply national career structure norms largely
unchanged abroad (Hartmann, Feisel, & Schober, 2010). As people increasingly cross international
boundaries, and companies manage human resources globally, it becomes necessary not to just
understand that definitions of career success can vary from person to person, but also how these
meanings vary, and how they can be compared across countries. This will help for example in
determining if an individual contributor at a manufacturing plant in India has the same strivings as
one in Belgium, and what are the implications. This flexibility allows tc'=nt management
architecture and systems to look not only across cultures but als~ a.-~ss career stages as they
observe, develop and learn from agile high-potentials who n. v represent the unfolding future of
the company’s own strategic and operational agility. Given .“e emphasis on personal meaning
inherent in the subjective career concept, career surce <s i eanings are likely particularly sensitive to
cultural and institutional influences. At the sa’ 1e t'.ne we argue that multinational organizations’
decisions for adopting a differentiated or a _*andardized approach to career management (Anonymous
1) needs to be based on valid-country ron oz rative frameworks and data (Mayrhofer, Brewster, &

Farndale, 2018).
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Table 1. Factor analyses (Phases 3 and 4)

Phase 3 Phase 4

Factor / item Importance Achievement Importance Achievement
Learning & Development CR=0.778 CR =0.806 CR=0.791 CR =0.794

LD1 (Iltem 19) 0.637 0.695 0.622 0.670

LD2 (Iltem 20) 0.621 0.675 0.597 0.676

LD3 (Item 15) 0.720 0.710 0.750 0.740

LD4 (Item 18) 0.753 0.772 0.758 0.770
Work-Life Balance CR =0.790 CR =0.868 Ch -0739 CR =0.744

WLB1 (Item 44) 0.700 0.795 n.727 0.814

WLB2 (Item 45) 0.721 0.817 1.542 0.717

WLB3 (Item 46) 0.814 0.873 0.626 0.747
Positive Impact CR=0.750 Cr=0.725 CR =0.700 CR=0.699

PI1 (Item 47) 0.797 L 755 0.678 0.634

P12 (Item 48) 0.738 0.687 0.673 0.677

P13 (Item 27) 0.576 0.606 0.641 0.662
Entrepreneurship CR = (.85¢ CR=0.858 CR =0.850 CR =0.857

ENT1 (Item 11) Nn.835 0.861 0.656 0.696

ENT2 (Item 12) 0..96 0.873 0.887 0.843

ENT3 (Item 70)* N/A N/A 0.905 0.863
Positive Work Relationships  CR =0.769 CR=0.766 CR=0.738 CR=0.741

PWR1 (Iltem 37) 0.666 0.601 0.608 0.590

PWR2 (ltem 38) 0.694 0.689 0.587 0.609

PWR3 (ltem 41) 0.701 0.736 0.687 0.712

PWR4 (ltem 42) 0.634 0.653 0.662 0.693
Financial Security CR=0.789 CR=0.842 CR =0.688 CR =0.703

FSEC1 (Item 50) 0.730 0.723 0.511 0.584

FSEC2 (Item 51) 0.762 0.874 0.610 0.725
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FSEC3 (Iltem 52) 0.741 0.799 0.678 0.817

Financial Success CR=0.754 CR =0.765 CR=0.724 CR=0.726
FSUC1 (Item 6) 0.694 0.737 0.603 0.739
FSUC2 (Item 8) 0.658 0.668 0.655 0.624
FSUC3 (Item 10) 0.778 0.757 0.756 0.721

Notes: standardized factor loadings; all loadings are significant at p < 0.001; CR = composite reliability; * new item in
Study 4; item number in parentheses serves as a link to Study 2 (i.e., with Figure 1).
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Table 2. Correlations between the different dimensions of the scale

Table 2 (part I) — Importance aspect only

(2] (3] (4] (5] (6] (7]

[1] Learning & Development 0.215%** 0.439%** 0.683*** 0.538*** 0.386*** 0.223***
[2] Entrepreneurship 0.043 0.191%** °023 0.057° 0.430%**
[3] Work-Life Balance 0.490%** 0.5. R%x* 0.592%** 0.247%**
[4] Positive Impact 0.566%** 0.362%** 0.133*
[5] Positive Work Relationships 0.549%** 0.369***
[6] Financial Security 0.384***
[7] Financial Success 1

Note: Net of measurement error. Correlations are stat’stf*F significant at *** p < 0.001; * p<0.05; + p < 0.1

Table 2 (part II) — Achievement aspect onl,

(21 (3] (4] (5] (6] (7]

[1] Learning & Development 0.3 1% 0.303*** 0.694%** 0.590%** 0.447%** 0.493***
[2] Entrepreneurship 0.197*** 0.348*** 0.153*** 0.239%*** 0.497%**
[3] Work-Life Balance 0.435%** 0.451*** 0.426*** 0.334%**
[4] Positive Impact 0.592%** 0.475%** 0.447%**
[5] Positive Work Relationships 0.450%*** 0.415%**
[6] Financial Security 0.647%**
[7] Financial Success 1

Note: Net of measurement error. Correlations are statistically significant at *** p < 0.001.

Table 2 (part Ill) — Both aspects (Importance and Achievement)
Importance

LD ENT WLB Pl PWR FSEC FSUC
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LD
ENT
=  WLB
Q
5 Pl
>
2
S PWR
<C
FSEC
FSUC

0.540

0.047

0.132

0.448

0.375

0.152

0.147

0.101

0.124

0.032

0.120

0.079

-0.021

0.114

0.209

0.022

0.270

0.249

0.310

0.131

0.013

0.433

0.035

0.169

0.712

0.392

0.138

0.157

0.331

0.010

0.196

0.405

0.581

0.152

0.094

0.176

0.005

0.136

0.224

0.292

0.216

0.008

0.073

-0.073

0.058

0.107

0.143

-0.060

0.078

Note: Coefficients are net of measurement error. LD = Learning & Developmert: t,'T = Entrepreneurship; WLB
=Work-Life Balance; Pl = Positive Impact; PWR = Positive Work Relationships FSE\ = Financial Security; FSUC =
Financial Success.
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Table 3. Cross-country invariance of intercepts and loadings for dimensions of the proposed scale

% of non-invariant

% of non-invariant

Overall % of

non-invariance

Achievement Aspect

Learning & Development 11.25
Work-Life Balance 10.00
Positive Impact 13.30
Entrepreneurship 16.67
Positive Work Relationships 22.50
Financial Security 20.00
Financial Success 33.30
Importance Aspect

Learning & Development 23.73
Work-Life Balance 12.33
Positive Impact 16.07
Entrepreneurship 10.00
Positive Work Relationships 11.25
Financial Security 8.33
Financial Success 31.67

0.00 5.62
20.00 15.00
6.67 10.00
1u.00 13.33
5.00 13.75
6.67 13.33
3.30 18.17
8.75 16.25
3.33 8.33
6.67 11.67
21.67 15.83
11.25 11.25
0.00 4.17
0.00 15.83
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Table 4. Country differences in mean levels of importance attached to Financial Security

Ranking  Country Factor Countries With Significantly Smaller Factor Mean
Mean
1 Slovenia 1.01 Belgium Portugal Greece ltaly Serbia Finland Austria

India Russia Norway Pakistan Germany Mexico
Switzerland S.Korea Japan

2 USA 0.928 Belgium Portugal Greece Italy Serbia Finland Austria
India Russia Norway Pakistan ( es-many Mexico
Switzerland S.Korea Japan

3 Nigeria 0.681 Italy Serbia Finland Austri 'n.:~ Kussia Norway
Pakistan Germany Mexic.> Swi:zerland S.Korea Japan

4 Belgium 0.221 Italy Serbia Finland “u-trio India Russia Norway
Pakistan Germany n'=xi_o Switzerland S.Korea Japan

5 Portugal 0 Finland Austr’a ) «dia Russia Norway Pakistan Germany
Mexico Swi .ze.'~"d S.Korea Japan

6 Greece -0.128 Aust’ a R'.ssia Norway Pakistan Germany Mexico
Switzericnd S.Korea Japan

7 Italy -0.216 F.-larn Y Austria Russia Norway Germany Mexico
S vitzerland S.Korea Japan

8 Serbia -0.276 Austria Norway Germany Mexico Switzerland Japan
9 Finland -0.646 Switzerland Japan
10 Austria -0.0°7 Switzerland Japan
11 India 1.686 Switzerland Japan
12 Russia -0.694 Switzerland Japan
13 Norway -0.773 Switzerland Japan
14 Pakistan -0.787 Switzerland Japan
15 Germany -0.894 Switzerland Japan
16 Mexico -1.082 Japan

17 Switzerland  -1.594 Japan

18 S.Korea -2.05

19 Japan -3.049
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20

Argentina

-3.069

Note: benchmark country in alignment analyses was Portugal.

Table 5. Country differences in mean levels o7 ~ch’evement of Financial Security

Ranking  Country Factor Lc untries With Significantly Smaller Factor Mean
Mean

1 Finland 0 Pakistan Mexico Germany Norway Italy Argentina India
Belgium USA Nigeria Serbia Greece Portugal Russia
S.Korea Japan

2 Austria -0 028 Pakistan Mexico Germany Norway ltaly Argentina India
Belgium USA Nigeria Serbia Greece Portugal Russia
S.Korea Japan

3 Switzerland -0.03 Mexico Germany Norway ltaly India Belgium USA
Nigeria Serbia Greece Portugal Russia S.Korea Japan

4 Slovenia -0.084 Germany Norway Italy India Belgium USA Nigeria Serbia
Greece Portugal Russia S.Korea Japan

5 Pakistan -0.183 Nigeria Serbia Greece Portugal Russia S.Korea Japan

6 Mexico -0.208 Nigeria Serbia Greece Portugal Russia S.Korea Japan

7 Germany -0.223 Nigeria Serbia Greece Portugal Russia S.Korea Japan
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Norway
Italy
Argentina
India
Belgium
USA
Nigeria
Serbia
Greece
Portugal
Russia
S.Korea

Japan

-0.229

-0.247

-0.249

-0.26

-0.265

-0.321

-0.41

-0.504

-0.58

-0.784

-0.877

-0.953

-1.22

Nigeria Serbia Greece Portugal Russia S.Korea Japan
Nigeria Serbia Greece Portugal Russia S.Korea Japan
Serbia Greece Portugal Russia S.Korea Japan

Serbia Greece Portugal Russia S.Korea Japan

Nigeria Serbia Greece Portugal Russia S.Korea Japan
Serbia Greece Portugal Russia S.Korea Japan
Portugal Russia S.Korea Japan

Portugal Russia S.Korea Japan

Portugal Russia S.Korea Japar

Japan

Japan

Japan

Note: benchmark country in alignment analyses was Finla*...

Table 6. Main effects of dimension achievement on life satisfaction (criterion variable)

60



Coefficient R

Learning & Development 0.484 0.234
Work-Life Balance 0.397 0.157
Positive Impact 0.416 0.173
Entrepreneurship 0.258 0.067
Positive Work Relationships 0.417 0.174
Financial Security 0.525 0.276
Financial Success 0.452 0.204

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients for structural equation *"\delmth life satisfaction as
outcome are reported; p-values for all coefficients < 0.001. Detail: a'.ou model fit indicators and
measurement part of the models are available from the autho:- The analyses are based on pooled
data from participating countries; n ranges from 12,517+, 12 52&.
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Table 7: SCS Achievement dimensions predicting selected alternative criterion measures

Employability Work engagement Org. Commitment  Turnover Intentions
Coeff. R? Coeff. R Coeff. R? Coeff. R?

LND 0.261 0.068 0.617 0.381 0.474 0.225 -0.304 0.092
WLB 0.075 0.006 0.314 0.098 0.240 0.057 -0.221 0.049
PIM 0.207 0.043 0.561 0.315 0.423 0.17° -0.257 0.066
ENT 0.080 0.006 0.235 0.055 0.228 0.0%2 -0.156 0.024
REL 0.236 0.056 0.492 0.242 0.419 v..70 -0.285 0.081
FSEC 0.152 0.023 0.362 0.131 0.313 0.u98 -0.271 0.074
FACH 0.210 0.044 0.399 0.159 0.5.4 0.140 -0.266 0.071

Note. N = 12935-13055; Standardized coefficients; all significant a p ..C01; R2 in italics are not significant.
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Table 8. Main and interaction effects of dimension importance and achievement on life satisfaction

(criterion variable)

Achievement  Importance Interaction R AAIC
Learning & Development 0.528 -0.096 -0.039 0.236 -21.05
Work-Life Balance 0.378 0.068 -0.004 (n.s.) 0.162 1.86
Positive Impact 0.574 -0.236 u.0Mb 0.195 -23.78
Entrepreneurship 0.280 -0.090 ).093 0.089 -98.24
Positive Work Relationships 0.486 -0.1.7 -0.047 0.18 -29.00
Financial Security 0.545 -,.037 -0.003 (n.s.) 0.28 1.95
Financial Success 0.4¢” -0.156 0.024 (n.s.) 0.223 -3.46

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients based on 'atent interaction models with life satisfaction as outcome are reported; all
coefficients are statistically significant at p < 0.0C ' 1", indicated otherwise. Details about model fit indicators and measurement part
of the models are available from the authors. 7. = a. ~!yses are based on pooled data from participating countries; n ranges from 12,517
to 12,528. AAIC relates to the difference in “kaike information criterion (AAIC) between main effects only structural equation model

and structural equation model including | =nt inceraction term in addition to main effects.
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Table 9. Factors of the DAIA-CSS* compared to Pan & Zhou (2015) and Shockley et al. (2016).

Pan & Zhou (2015) Shockley et al. (2016).

Intrinsic External Work-Life Recognition Quality Work Meaningful Influence Authenticity Personal Life Growth & Satisfaction**

Fulfillment Compensation Balance Work Development
DAIA-SCS

Cross-culturally robust factors:
1. Learning & Development X X
2. Work-Life Balance x x

3. Positive Impact <

4. Entrepreneurship
5. Positive Work Relationships X
6. Financial Security X

7. Financial Success X

Country-specific factors:
8. Advancement ~
9. Job performance x
10. Helping organization x

11. Challenge X X

* DAIA-CSS = Dual Aspect Importance & Achievement Career Success Scale; ** In our study, overall career satisfaction was a criterion measure, rather than a factor of our SCS measure itself.
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Figure 1. Interaction patterns between achievement and importance of subjective career success dimensions predicting life satisfaction (a comparative

view)
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Notes: pattern 1 was observed for Learning & Development, Positive Work Relationships, and Positive Impact; pattern 2 was observed for Financial Security and Financial
Success; pattern 3 was observed for Work-Life Balance; pattern 4 was observed for Entrepreneurship.
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Appendix 1. The Dual Aspect Importance & Achievement Career Success Scale (DAIA-CSS)

Our scale covers two aspects of subjective career success on 7 dimensions of career success meanings.
Dimensions can be used separately. The two aspects (i.e., importance and achievement) of career
success meanings, however, should always be used together in questionnaires while gathering data.

For each of the items in the table below the respondents provide their answer to both leads...

Importance Aspect: Thinking about my career success, | consider this career aspect...

... hot at all important (level 1) to very important (level 5)

Achievement Aspect: In regard to this career aspect, | have achieved a level | am happy with...

... strongly disagree (level 1) to strongly agree (level 5)

Dimension / item Item description

Learning & Development

LD1 Having the opportunity t~ he innovative in my work activities.
LD2 Experiencing challer: es].le work.

LD3 Continuously’ 4aﬁi1g7throughout my career.

LD4 Doing wo, " that gives me the opportunity to learn.

Work-Life Balance

WLB1 Achi :vin_ a satisfying balance between work and family life.
WLB2 Hc.ling time for non-work interests.
WLB3 Acieving balance between work and non-work activities.

Positive Impact

PI1 Contributing to the development of others.
PI2 Helping others.
PI3 Leaving people and places better as a result of my career.

Entrepreneurship

ENT1 Being self-employed.
ENT2 Owning my own company.
ENT3 Running my own business.

Positive Work Relationships

PWR1 Experiencing positive relationships with peers and colleagues.
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PWR2 Experiencing positive relationships with superiors.
PWR3 Getting positive feedback from supervisors.
PWR4 Getting positive feedback from colleagues.

Financial Security

FES1 Being able to provide the basic necessities.
FES2 Being able to provide for my family financially.
FES3 Having financial security.

Financial Success

FSUC1 Achieving wealth.
FSUC2 Receiving incentives, perks or bonuse-
FSUC3 Steadily making more money.
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Here, There, & Everywhere: Development and Validation of a Cross-Culturally Representative
Measure of Subjective Career Success

Highlights

e Present a multi-dimensional culturally-invariant career success scale

e Seven dimensions of career success cross-culturally generated and validated
e Study involved one qualitative and three quant’tative studies

e Involved 18, 471 individual respondents fror 3u countries.

e The GLOBE and Schwartz cultural cluste s wzre relied upon

ENDNOTES

' Unidimensional means that item scores are averagec ~'it \.to a single scale score.

"Israel was also included, a country which Schwar’z cor sidered categorically different from the seven named
cultural regions.

"' See Supplement for more detailed informatic.~ on Phasel interviews and how the 63 items were derived.

V'We shifted to the GLOBE (Global Leadershin ai.* Organizational Behavior Effectiveness Research Project)
cultural regions from the Schwartz model in " ni. s ~2e because while it was similar to Schwartz’s model it offered
more detail on regions (e.g., Western Eure:= d. /ied into multiple regions). The GLOBE cultural clusters were
developed based upon a comprehensive = udy « f leadership beliefs and behaviors in countries around the world. It
GLOBE framework was developed vi~ a m.or research collaborative lead by Robert House and divides the
countries of the world into 10 cultur.' rey*ons based upon reactions to implicit leadership theories (ILT).

¥ During our between-factor discriminai.: analysis (see Convergent and Discriminant Validity section) we identified
another viable empirical mode! ...*h ¢ actors. However, comparisons between models showed that the 7-factor
solution was still superior “Set supy lement, Table 7 for more detail).

" Note that a threshold of 0.4 is vonsidered acceptable for new scales (Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003).
""'We added an extra item to tt : Entrepreneurship dimension (“Running my own business™) because the dimension
only featured 2 items, which would be problematic for future adoption of this dimension as a self-standing sub-scale.
The two original items were based on the original meanings form the qualitative phase. We have already shown that
scale featuring 2-item Entrepreneurship has adequate characteristics, in Phase 4 we show that the scale featuring
three-item version of Entrepreneurship dimension also has adequate psychometric characteristics.

" The residuals of paired items addressing the same subjective career success meaning for both aspects (i.e.,
importance and achievement) were constrained to correlate.

™ Using the interactive world map tool, readers can look up the descriptive data for their country for each factor,
request direct comparisons between specific countries, see clusters of countries grouped together according to their
average scores on importance and achievement (mapped onto two dimensions), and consult country-level data from
public databases that were used for the project such as GDP, Gini coefficient, Poverty rate, Education/skills level,
and others.
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