Career studies in search of theory: The rise and rise of concepts 
Abstract 
Purpose: We aim to introduce further clarity to career scholarship and to support the development of career studies by complementing earlier theoretical literature reviews with an evidence-based historical analysis of career-related terms. 
Design/methodology/approach – Data from twelve career scholars were collected using the historical Delphi method to find consensus on the career terms that have shaped career studies between 1990 and 2012. We then explored the literature by collecting data on the occurrence of these terms, analyzing frequencies and trends via citations and indexes of citation using a mixed-method combination of historical literature review and performance analysis.
Findings – Career scholarship is indeed a descriptive field, in which metaphors dominate the discipline. Career success and employability are basic terms within the field. The discipline tends to focus narrowly on career agents. There is a plethora of terminology, and, contrary to our expectations, concepts introduced tend not to fade away. 
Originality/value – We offer an overarching perspective of the field with a novel mixed method analysis which is useful for theory development and will help unify career studies. Earlier comprehensive literature reviews were mostly based on theoretical reasoning or qualitative data. We complement them with results based on quantitative data. Lastly, we identify new research directions for the career scholarship community.
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INTRODUCTION

To be distinctive and survive as a recognized and established discipline, an academic field needs to develop its own theory, models and concepts (Hatch and Cunliffe, 1997; Markoczy and Deeds, 2009; Shapira, 2011)
. In the continuous, cyclical process of discipline development, the accumulation of narrative and of empirical knowledge advances to the point at which a conceptual framework emerges, leading finally to model and theory development (Sallantin and Cerri, 2012), which is the unique characteristic of the discipline in question. Yet it is never easy to distinguish true theoretical progress from fads (Abrahamson, 1996; Abrahamson and Fairchild, 1999; Birnbaum, 2000; Starbuck, 2009). This is particularly the case for the careers field, where the challenges of studying careers have been inspiring an ever increasing number of scholars. There are more and more journals, handbooks and international conferences dedicated to career studies. The career research community is growing. What makes the discipline even more complex is that the concept of career is not the property of a single theoretical or disciplinary view. Rather, there are a number of different disciplinary perspectives from which careers are studied, among others, psychology, social psychology, sociology, anthropology, economics, political science, history, and geography (Arthur, Hall and Lawrence, 1989). While the diversity of these approaches contributes to the richness and creativity of the discipline, it also adds confusion and a sense of lack of direction. Furthermore, the number of concepts involved in the study of careers has also been growing (Arnold and Cohen, 2008).  
This diversity of approaches and profusion of concepts brings with it the need for clarity in the development of the field. We offer a contribution in the shape of a ‘helicopter view’ of the development of the field’s terminology since the 1990s. In the absence of a clear view of the terminology in use, it may well seem that the term ‘career’ has become an empty label without the underpinning of an appropriate scientific conceptualization. Parenthetically, we should note that even though the career field is certainly rich in empirical results, and is arguably over-performing with respect to the number of career terms in use (Arnold and Cohen, 2008), it still lacks an acknowledged overarching career model (Iellatchitch, Mayrhofer, and Meyer, 2003; Savickas, 2012) and grand career theory (Arthur et al., 1989; Gunz and Peiperl, 2007a). This calls into question the survival of the discipline as a distinctive, legitimate academic field. 

Our purpose in this paper is more specific, however. Our contribution should be considered within the context of the social and political changes that have become particularly evident since the 1990s. Before the 1990s people tended to hold traditional view of careers as climbing up the career ladder of an organizational hierarchy until retirement (Wilensky, 1961). Recent years have brought social, political and technological changes into our world that have caused this structured depiction of careers to change. Downsizing and job loss have become increasingly common (Baruch and Bozionelos, 2011). With the globalization of business, careers have become more global (Andresen, Al Ariss, Walther, and Wolff, 2012). The pace of change has increased. Globalization, technological advances, the restructuring of organizations, and financial crises have all had a significant impact on the context in which careers are enacted. 

As a response to the changes that have taken place in the context of careers, scholars have proposed a number of career terms that aim to describe, explain and more accurately depict the evolving nature of careers. As a result, new career terms, models and theories have been suggested in the literature as alternative explanations for what has happened in the wider social, political and technological environment. The intensity and growth of this development in career studies have been impressive (Sullivan and Baruch, 2009).

The expansion of the career discipline noted above has evoked several challenges concerning the development of the discipline itself. Already in the early 1990s, Ornstein and Isabella (1993) noted the need for new perspectives, new questions and new concepts. Later, Arnold and Cohen (2008) expressed their concerns about the rapidly expanding number of career terms:

“In some ways we think that the organizational careers field resembles the early stages of the universe according to the ‘big bang’ theory: expanding rapidly, with some bright stars and solid objects and the beginnings of some solar systems, but also large clouds of particles and gas drifting about that may or may not eventually come together… Or perhaps they [the terms] will be like comets, visiting many parts of the universe in a highly visible way but never making a lasting difference to the areas they pass through.” (Arnold and Cohen, 2008, p. 33).  
The question remains whether recently-emerged career terms will become important pillars of the discipline, or fade away. It is equally challenging to maintain the coherence of any scholarly community amid such rapid growth. The diversity of career terms can be problematic, because having different career perspectives without any discussion about the relationships between them could lead to the development of disjoint theoretical foundations, increasing the tendency of the field to resemble a fragmented adhocracy (Peiperl and Gunz, 2007b, p. 41; Whitley, 1984). 
Several reviews of the field have been published over the years but most of them have been either intuitive, developing their implications based on theoretical deductions without empirical evidence (Sullivan, 1999; Sullivan and Baruch, 2009), or relatively narrowly-focused, reviewing a sub-field of careers (Altman and Shortland, 2008). As far as we know, there has been no study to date which has provided a historical review of careers as a whole, based on quantitative data. 

The aim of this paper is to address this gap in the literature by offering a limited review of the field, identifying the terms that have shaped or shape the career discipline by following their longitudinal evolution. We believe that such an evidence-based historical review brings clarity to the discipline and helps reveal new research directions. In this paper we employ a novel methodology for examining the path the career field has taken. We structure the manuscript along the following lines: after a general discussion of career reviews, we introduce the methodology of our historical literature review. Next, we identify the career-related terms that have contributed to the discipline’s identity, and explore how the popularity of these terms has changed over the years. Covering the major processes and the terms’ evolution, we end by positing implications for progress in the discipline and for future research. 

LITERATURE REVIEW
The fact that career studies are conducted from diverse perspectives has the potential to enrich our understanding of careers (Arthur, 2008). However, without establishing bridges between these perspectives the discipline could easily develop, and arguably already has, into a collection of theories, each inevitably depicting only partial truths about careers but without connections between them.
Another reason behind the lack of coherence within career studies (Gunz, Peiperl, and Tzabbar, 2007; Thomas and Inkson, 2007) that has been put forward by scholars is the lack of agreement within the field about the terms that development in career studies (Inkson and Savickas, 2013) rely upon (Arthur, 2008; Sullivan and Baruch, 2009). Even the boundaryless career, which has received considerable academic attention and has been the source of a considerable scholarly agenda, has been called into question (Inkson et al. 2012). Other career-related terms are claimed to be fads, disappearing after a short period of life without contributing to advancing our knowledge in careers (Arnold and Cohen, 2008). Indeed, the emergence of academic fads is a well-recognized phenomenon 2011(Bort and Kieser, )
. Overall, we are not aware of any overarching agreement about most career concepts and terminology, or which of them may be considered to be the discipline’s key concepts. 
Most reviews in the career field (Arnold and Cohen, 2008; Arthur, 2008; Gubler, Arnold, and Coombs, 2013) have pointed out the problem that despite the huge number of constructs that appear in the literature, only a few have been proven robust and enduring; others have not gathered momentum and wide endorsement, nor have they been adopted and utilized by the career research community.

Several critiques have suggested that the career literature suffers from barriers that hinder it from developing as a discipline (Bird, Gunz, & Arthur, 2002; Iellatchitch et al., 2003; Inkson et al. 2012). Some terms and concepts have had a short duration, which may be linked to the ambiguous nature of career scholarship’s identity. Several researchers have heard the call to address this issue, and in recent years have provided reviews of the discipline. Arnold and Cohen  2008()
, noting that the field suffers from too many concepts that have yet to coalesce,  encouraged researchers to provide a broader vision and a comprehensive picture of the career discipline. A complementary view was suggested by Arthur (2008), concerning the need for a more accessible definition of career, the application of contrasting methodologies, and the adoption of wider research agendas. A similar view holds that ‘several types of stakeholders in [the term] career’ all view it ‘from their own perspectives and use it for their own purposes’ (Collin, 2006: 62). Inkson (2006) too has pointed out that the field’s central constructs and measurements have not been developed yet, which calls into question its status as an academic concept. Finally, Khapova and Arthur 2011()
 have approached the discipline in its broader context and argued for analyzing career issues from the perspectives of the multiple disciplines, for example sociology, psychology and others, on which the pillars of our knowledge about careers rests.

In sum, the field has benefitted from open discussions evoked by the turbulent developments in the career literature. It is clear that there are unanswered questions relating to the nature of career discipline and the way it has progressed during the last 20 years, in particular which terms and concepts form the basis of career research. Another challenge is understanding the extent to which the career terms currently in use correspond to changes that have taken place in the wider career context. 
The aforementioned comprehensive reviews have developed their standpoint about these points based on theoretical reasoning or on qualitative analysis. Here, we enhance our knowledge and understanding of the field and supplement these reviews by means of a quantitative, historical review, which depicts the last 20 years of career research. Such historical review, we believe, provides some answers to the concerns relating to the development of the discipline. We provide a historical review of career studies for the period 1990-2012, through which we are able to support earlier assumptions about career scholarship with quantitative data. Drawing on questions raised in the literature reviews to which we have referred, we aim to answer the following questions:

1. What are the terms that have shaped career research from 1990 to 2012?

2. To what extent do these terms reflect the changes in career context during this period?

3. Which career terms are central to career scholarship?

4. To what extent can we see the birth of a new paradigm in career studies?

5. To what extent do newly appearing terms fade away quickly from the literature?

6. Is it true that many emerging concepts and terms fade away? In other words, do many such concepts have limited lifetimes?
METHODS

Data collection

We employed a two-staged data collection process. As a first step we developed a comprehensive list of career-related terms. Second, we collected and followed the publication data of the career terms in the list.

We are aware that identifying the terms that have characterized career studies in the last decades is a sensitive topic. Inevitably, any attempt to encompass a full list of career-related terms will disappoint some readers. In order to minimize bias from our own perceptions of the field we turned to a representative group of scholars from the career community to help us identify the terms and concepts that the discipline relies upon. For this data collection we used the historical version of the Delphi method Gupta and Clarke, 1996()
, which is widely used for gathering anonymous opinions and finding a consensus among experts on the history of a given field (Yousuf, 2007). We utilized it for checking and verifying our list and minimizing the level of possible discrepancies among scholars concerning missing terms.
In the anonymous circles of the Delphi process, experts within the field comment on each other’s opinion until all of them are satisfied with the list. It is crucial to ensure heterogeneity of the experts in order to obtain as full a list of concepts as possible. Consequently, when we recruited the experts we ensured a balanced representation of scholars relating to gender, geographical location, years of experience in career scholarship, and the discipline they come from, so that we would have as comprehensive a list of career-related terms as possible in the end. Based on these considerations 16 researchers were approached, and 12 agreed to participate in the study and share their opinion with us anonymously. The final expert panel provides a comprehensive representation of the discipline covering both European and North-American perspectives on careers from female and male experts with 40, 30, and 20 years of experience who are active in sub-disciplines like career counselling, vocational careers or organizational careers. We started developing the career term list from our own knowledge, as well as drawing on the two career handbooks (1989 and 2007) and the encyclopedia of Greenhaus and Callanan (2006). One of the authors acted as a facilitator in the Delphi rounds and sent out an inquiry and request to participate as a knowledge expert to the panel. After collecting the initial opinions we synthesized the results and identified the common and conflicting viewpoints. Based on the suggestion of the Delphi panel:

· We included the terms to the list, which have been suggested by the experts. 

· There were only a few suggestions for excluding some of the concepts, therefore we thought we could follow the majority of the career experts’ opinion best if we did not leave out any of the terms from the list. 
· It is important to note that originally we had aimed to focus only on what we called career concepts, but since there is no agreement in the literature on the definition of a concept (see for example Osigweh, 1989; Suddaby 2010) and the experts also shared their concerns about differentiating career concepts from other levels of career-related terms, we decided to use the more encompassing label ‘career term’ in the study. 
· Following this synthesis we sent back the list to the experts for reflection. The experts did not raise concerns about it, from which we inferred that we had reached agreement and that we could finish the Delphi round. 
In the second stage of the data collection we counted the number of publications mentioning each of the terms, beginning in 1990. Since the Delphi method had produced a 50-item list, and conducting a historical literature review for so many items is impractical (Cobo et al., 2011), we employed data reduction and included only those terms in the analysis which were part of the initial list or had been recommended by at least two scholars in the Delphi rounds (in that way, career competencies, career habitus, career self-management and career capital were added to the list). We chose Google Scholar for tracing the final list of career terms because it encompasses a much more comprehensive list of publication sources than Web of Science or Scopus (Amara and Landry, 2012; Meho and Yang, 2006), which is important when one is interested in researching the diffusion of career terms. We conducted a Boolean search, considering different variants of the career terms in the data collection to make sure the data analysis was based on high quality data. Hence we searched for plural and singular versions of the keywords, as well as versions with and without hyphens. In case the term consisted of multiple words we ran the search with both AND and NEAR Boolean logics. This process generated the raw data about the history of career studies terminology. Following that we have conducted preprocession of the raw dataset and checked the terms for mis-spellings and eliminated any sources with no publication year. Preprocessing of raw data for ensuring the quality of data was essential to us for two reasons: first, to balance out the aforementioned comprehensiveness of Google Scholar and second, because the quality of quantitative historical reviews is particularly dependent upon the reliability of data (Cobo et al., 2011). 
Data analysis

We analyzed the themes within the list of terms resulted from the historical Delphi-method in order to discover the terms and concepts that characterized career scholarship between 1990-2012. Based on earlier literature reviews we were particularly interested to learn to what extent these terms focus on career patterns and to what extent they reflect the changes that have taken place in the field of career studies.

For measuring the dominance of alternative career patterns we used the following formula: number of career terms that had “career” as the second word
 /total number of career terms in the list 
For the second data-set, the yearly number of publications of the career terms, we employed frequency, outlier and trend analysis in the following way:  

Identification of central career terms: we analyzed the terms’ yearly frequencies of publication and searched for outliers year by year.

The average lifecycles of terms (length of period during which they attracted publications) determined the speed of career term appearance and disappearance.

We also aimed to test the assumption of the earlier literature reviews that a new paradigm has emerged in the literature. Our reasoning was that if this assumption is true then the terms that were dominant in previous decades (career success, career stage, career choice) must have attracted decreasing numbers of publications in recent decades. And parallel to this the newly appeared terms’ publication frequencies must have increased. We therefore compared the publication trends of “older” terms to the “newer” ones.  

We ran two analyses to triangulate our results. One was direct and specific, calculating each term’s h-index (Harzing, 2010; Hirsch, 2005; 2007), as suggested for bibliometric analysis (Costas and Bordons, 2007) and commonly used in the literature to evaluate publication performance based on Google Scholar system (Bar-Ilan, 2008; Glänzel, 2006). For evaluating specific academics, the H-index is defined as follows: “A scientist has index h if h of his or her Np papers have at least h citations each and the other (Np − h) papers have fewer than ≤ h citations each” (Hirsch, 2005). Albeit having attracted some criticism, the H-index is robust and correlates highly with other indicators which have been developed to refine it (Bornmann, Mutz, Hug, & Daniel, 2011). Similarly the H-index is used to evaluate journals’ impact, patents and impact of concepts (Kuan, Huang, and Chen, 2011; Mao, Wang, and Ho, 2010). It is an indicator of scientific quality with strong validity, widely used in scientific evaluations. 
We also ran a temporal analysis using a longitudinal framework (Garfield, 1994) to explore the trends in the citations, and to test the yearly publications as they appear in Google Scholar. Hence we calculated the frequency of publications for each term in the final list for each year between 1990 and 2012 (see Table 2). After that we analyzed the trends of the frequencies of and across the terms (see Figure 1).
RESULTS

Our first research question was: “What are the terms that have shaped career research from 1990 to 2012?” 

The Delphi rounds resulted in a list of 50 career terms (see Table 1 for the full list) that have shaped or shape the discipline, according to the careers experts consulted in this study. The list is quite diverse (it encompasses career success as well as nomadic careers, for example).
One clear observation is the dominance of alternative career patterns. We also identified as overarching topics that triggered career scholars’ interest: insecurity in careers (career resilience, -sustainability, -adaptability, -preparedness). These may be related to the changes that have happened in career context. Some surprising result are terms which are “owned” by only few publications or just single appearances, such as nomadic careers reflecting the impact of globalization, or butterfly careers.

In terms of focus, we noted an emphasis on individual-related concepts, with significantly less attention given to organizational or the general career context. We also identified a certain overlap with related topics that are relevant to career studies, but with a focus in different sub-fields, for example work-life balance, diversity, and expatriation/repatriation. One intriguing finding is the large number of metaphors in the list. We identified 23 metaphors among the terms, for example career plateau, and protean careers. Another trend that is evident concerns the many elaborations of career patterns.
––––––––––––––––––––

Insert Table 1 about here

––––––––––––––––––––
When we analyze the evolution of the terms, the results clearly suggest that the career discipline is broadening (Figure 1). The number of career terms has increased dramatically over the last twenty years. While in 1993 the number of terms that attracted more than ten papers annually was six, it had increased to thirty by 2012. At the beginning of the period the main academic debates focussed on career success, employability, career stages and exploration (Ng, Eby, Sorensen, and Feldman, 2005; Dries, 2011), whereas nowadays the academic perspective has widened to boundaryless and protean careers, career capital or career resilience, just to name a few from the recently-appeared career terms. Looking at Figure 1 for the yearly publication trends we can identify a turning point in the discipline’s identity around the mid 1990s. 
-----------------------------------

Insert Figure 1 About Here

-----------------------------------

As a consequence career scholars have been recently focusing on elaborating on contemporary career patterns, developing a wider perspective on career patterns as well as exploring the outcomes of career management. From an early academic emphasis on career success and employability, today we read more about psychological success, career preparedness, sustainability or flexicurity as well. Furthermore, an increasing number of terms have appeared in the literature, referring to individuals’ actions to do with managing their careers, for example career construction, exploration or resilience. 

The results in Table 2 comprise a longitudinal follow-up of the citations of each term across the years from their inception -- ‘introduction to the literature’ -- until 2012. In this way we were able to identify the magnitude and number of publications. 
-----------------------------------

Insert Table 2 About Here

-----------------------------------

Two identified outliers are employability and career success. These are the terms that have received by far the most attention throughout the study period. It should also be noted that the term employability can be found in the literature of other fields, not necessarily in relation to career studies. 
Almost no term has decreased significantly or disappeared completely from the discipline. This is in contrast to the view that some terms might have been fads. 
Based on the suggested paradigm change in the literature (Research Question 4) we may well have expected that the popularity of the terms that were more representative of the old paradigm would have decreased over the years. Interestingly enough, however, the increase in numbers of publications and career terms did not lead to a change in the relative popularity of these terms. Employability, career success and career stages have been the most highly researched terms in careers throughout the years. What is more, their frequency in the literature has not only failed to decrease but has instead increased, which we find extraordinary even if we take into consideration the increased opportunity for publications. There is evidence that the field is growing, in line with the overall area of behavioral sciences (Gunz and Peiperl, 2007b). 
Table 3 represents another measure for popularity and recognition – the representation of level of citations, as manifested by the H-Index for each term. The table indicates the most widely cited terms and concepts, versus those that were probably a one-off appearance on the scholarly stage.  

-----------------------------------

Insert Table 3 About Here

-----------------------------------

The popularity of the terms shows one more interesting result: Employability and career success are the terms that received by far the most attention both in early and recent years. One caveat is that employability was mentioned in the literature in many contexts of which career studies area is just one, hence the difference between the distribution in Table 3 and Figure 1. 
Turning our attention to the years in which the career terms appeared in papers, we can see that our initial assumption that career concepts are non-durable, that they fade away after a short period of popularity is not supported by the results. Although earlier, theoretical literature reviews (Arnold and Cohen, 2008; Arthur, 2008) claimed that relatively large numbers of career-related terms appear and fade away after a short period of glory, our findings contradict this assertion. Most new terms have been cited more frequently as the years go by and do not disappear. There are neither dramatic changes in the popularity of the terms, nor the significant rises and falls that we had expected to find. The results also provide evidence of expansion of the field. There are more journals, more scholars, and more papers, thus more citations in general. 
Instead of detecting a difference in the yearly popularity of the terms, we observed instead a difference in the level of popularity among the terms. There are some terms which have not attracted much attention in the career research community, for instance career impatience, career habitus or butterfly careers. And there are some terms which have gained increased attention throughout the years, for example employability and career success. 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
Our aim in this paper is to support the development of the career field by complementing earlier theoretical literature reviews with an evidence-based one. We provide an evidence-based historical review, which brings clarity to the discipline and can serve as an aid to revealing new research directions. 
There have been several propositions in the literature about the current standing of the discipline, but no study has yet provided a systematic analysis of careers as a whole based on quantitative terminological data. In the current paper we begin to fill in this gap by exploring the evolution of terms in the career literature, identifying the terms that have contributed to shaping the literature and analyzing their lifecycles over the years with a mixed-method historical literature review. With this analysis we aim to get a better understanding of the identity of career scholarship and to point out novel directions for the development of career studies. It is a contribution that is complementary to other works that focus on the clustering of career research (e.g. Lee, Felps, & Baruch, 2014).
Despite assertions that careers have grown more complex, the central career terms to be found in the careers literature still are employability and career success. We can partly explain the popularity of employability by the fact that it is intensively studied in other disciplines as well, such as social psychology, but even if we ignore this fact its high frequency in career papers is remarkable. Our interpretation is that employability and career success are some of the most common outcome variables of the career discipline, something individuals strive for in their careers, which could explain the large number of publications on these topics. In addition, we can also postulate that as outcome variables of the discipline they attract more quantitative studies, which tend to be more easily published than qualitative ones (Piore, 2006). Nonetheless, the great popularity of these terms suggests that they are important ‘icons’ of the career discipline. 
It is interesting to see how durable the idea of career patterns is. To be sure, writers have described new patterns – or what they claim to be new patterns – such as post-corporate, nomadic, kaleidoscopic or portfolio careers and linked them to changes in career context, in particular reductions in the loyalty that organizations in Western economies have been displaying towards their employees. Typically, however, these contributions to the literature describe the patterns without identifying the frequency of their appearance in the population. Methodically, of course, identifying frequencies is extremely difficult to do because it requires the collection of large quantities of longitudinal data that go into considerable detail about individuals’ careers. It also assumes that an individual will follow a particular pattern for enough of their career for it to be evident when the individual’s career data are viewed as a whole, an assumption that has no particularly strong grounding (Inkson et al., 2012). The evidence that has been published is not particularly encouraging about the likelihood that these “new” career types are as common as has been claimed (e.g. Jacoby, 1999; Rodrigues and Guest, 2010). But it is evident that an enduring feature of the careers literature is the quest for terms that describe the patterns that careers follow. The terms in use are probably the strongest reflection in the literature of the contextual changes that writers sense are happening to careers at the time that they are writing.

That said, it is curious that the terms that have appeared over the past few years have not reflected as much as one might expect the widely-noted trends towards insecurity and globalization. In particular, terms such as the boundaryless career appear to put a positive spin on the insecurities generated by the reductions in employer loyalties noted above; there do not seem to be terms in use that reflect the negative side of this phenomenon. 
In contrast to earlier literature reviews our results suggest that career terms are not fading away from the discipline, even if they attract lower number of publications. Furthermore, it was interesting to note the reactions to the Delphi round question: “Which career concepts would you drop form the list?” This question evoked strong responses from some of the panel- experts, who claimed that in one way or another each term has contributed to the development of the discipline. Perhaps, then, what we see in the careers literature is a curious twist on the notion of Kuhnian paradigm shift, a consequence of the field resembling Whitley’s fragmented adhocracy. The Kuhnian view assumes a level of organization in the field which results in a new idea spreading throughout it once it has gained enough adherents. But a fragmented adhocracy is characterized by myriad groups working away in their own corners, taking little notice of what is happening elsewhere. If this is the case, then there is little possibility for an idea to sweep away others, because the fragmented nature of the field means that most ideas will gain traction in isolated parts of the field, leaving the rest untouched. Certainly this is consistent with what we observe about the longevity of career terms, even those that do no attract a great deal of interest. 
The frequent occurrence of the terms employability, career success, and career stages also made us wonder: is there really a paradigm change in the literature? We tend to believe that our findings correspond to those of Clarke (2013), namely that the traditional career is not dead, but rather that the new and the old paradigm may live next to each other at least in the literature (Baruch 2006). While individuals may be becoming more protean, and career systems may be becoming less structure and more permeable, it appears that individuals still look for security and stability and organizations still manage careers systematically.  
FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

The questions the findings evoke lead us to a basic question about the ontology of the discipline: what constitutes career scholarship? The results suggest that the discipline has been so far individually-focused. We would like to encourage, though, opening up the horizons of the career field to other career-related areas even more. For instance future studies could broaden our understanding about career networks, mentoring or about the relationship between health and career. This suggestion is also in line with the latest proposition of Gunz and Mayrhofer (2012), which suggests that the study of career involves the simultaneous application of three perspectives examining the career actor in relation to their location in the social space they occupy, their condition at any given time, and the timescale over which these events happen.
Another issue for future career research concerns the diffusion and blurred boundaries between ‘pure’ career concepts, and concepts or sub-fields of research that are strongly associated with career studies, but that explore career in conjunction with related fields such as life or work-life balance and career (e.g. Ollier-Malaterre, 2009) or those associating self-initiated expatriation and individualization of careers (Al Ariss, 2010). 
We also call for further attention to the intersection between career studies and related fields, in particular diversity management (Özbilgin and Tatli, 2012) and global career management (Dickmann and Baruch, 2011). Issues of talent management, in particular global talent management (Cerdin and Brewster, 2014) attract much attention, with a number of populations involved (Baruch, Dickmann, Altman, and Bournois, 2013), distinction between organizational centred versus self-initiated expatriation, and general migration as global phenomenon relating to career studies (Al Ariss, Cascio, and Paauwe, 2014).  
Contribution and limitations
In the ongoing debate about the advancement of career theory (cf. Savickas, 2012; Sullivan and Baruch, 2009) and the meaning of contribution to theory (Suddaby et al. 2011), we offer here a study on the scholarly progress of the field of careers. Our contributions are fourfold: First, we identify leading and less influential concepts that shape the field of career studies. Second, we use a longitudinal historical study to identify trends, in which a major finding is that most career terms do gather pace across time, at least within the limited timeframe we cover. Third, we provide quantitative evidence for earlier theoretical propositions regarding the current state of the discipline. Lastly, by learning about the process of theory building, we believe that this study will be instrumental in further developing career theory. 

We wish to point out three possible limitations. First, from our observations, it looks as if sometimes scholars tend to invent new terms for similar concepts. We did our best to identify distinctions across the various concepts identified; however, there may well be some distinctions without differences in the list. Second, there is always the possibility that we might have missed some concepts. To overcome it we ran a validation test by employing the Delphi method. Asking a large number of leading career scholars about such possible misses is hopefully an appropriate validation for the study. Lastly, the reasons for certain concepts gaining attention and recognition are not yet clear, and performance can be evaluated by many other measures; H-index is just one (Beck, Beatty, and Sackett, 2014). At this stage we can only speculate on what factors may be influential in causing certain concepts to be adopted and/or endorsed by the career research community. 
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Table 1- List of career-related terms after the Delphi-rounds

	blended life course  
	career learning cycles  
	* kaleidoscope career

	* boundaryless career
	career logic
	life design  

	* butterfly career 
	career metaphor
	life projects  

	career (meta)competencies  
	* career plateau
	multidirectional career 

	career action 
	career preparedness  
	* nomadic careers

	career adaptability 
	* career resilience 
	objective / subjective career

	* career anchor
	career self-management  
	occupational careers  

	* career as story
	* career stage/phase
	* portfolio careers

	* career boundary
	career studies  
	* post corporate career

	* career calling  
	career success
	* protean career 

	* career capital
	career system
	psychological success 

	career communities 
	* career track/pattern/stream
	* sustainable careers

	* career construction  
	customized career
	time and careers  

	* career exploration
	employability
	work and careers

	career field  
	employment security  
	 

	* career habitus 
	* flexicurity  
	

	career impatience
	gendered careers  
	

	* career imprint 
	* intelligent career 
	


We marked with * what we believe to be a metaphor – altogether 23 out of the 50 terms

[image: image2.emf]until 19591960-19691970-19791980-1989 19901991199219931994199519961997199819992000200120022003200420052006200720082009201020112012

Total 

number of 

publications

Boundaryless career 3 18 114 86 4 6 3 2 12 10 80 44 58 71 101 158 187 205 253 283 325 383 464 506 479 603 606 5140

Butterfly career 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 23

career adaptability  1 30 158 150 9 13 10 5 12 24 15 13 15 13 23 30 25 19 31 43 47 75 120 100 139 153 220 1500

Career anchor 0 0 7 57 11 10 10 5 8 10 44 35 51 63 70 89 86 106 123 152 189 190 210 262 240 250 239 766

Career boundary 2 1 2 8 0 0 2 0 4 2 1 2 4 8 7 11 15 15 11 22 27 19 33 38 31 44 45 354

Career Calling 15 1 7 11 1 3 1 1 6 3 4 2 1 6 5 6 15 13 13 23 30 23 27 36 38 59 55 400

career capital 6 4 74 55 6 0 4 6 8 7 9 9 9 13 18 17 15 22 35 33 30 51 73 96 123 124 159 1010

Career exploration 22 110 1770 1970 183 174 219 243 229 270 306 339 339 364 485 445 480 520 566 662 741 954 9031020105010701120 14.900

career habitus  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 6 2 2 4 3 6 6 6 9 49

Career impatience 0 0 0 9 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 1 2 1 4 0 0 1 0 28

Career imprint 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 7 8 13 8 25 11 16 15 106

Career logic 1 0 7 13 4 0 0 2 3 1 4 6 3 7 7 7 7 6 6 7 11 5 7 13 10 5 19 161

Career metaphor 1 1 0 3 2 4 2 4 1 0 3 2 2 1 3 3 10 10 9 8 21 9 14 13 22 18 26 192

Career plateau 2 3 16 146 30 24 27 32 35 31 37 16 42 36 36 47 53 61 72 104 110 118 136 38 138 140 115 1720

Career resilience 0 0 1 12 2 5 2 5 4 8 20 13 24 20 25 22 21 35 29 35 40 55 48 59 63 82 69 730

Career resilience  0 0 1 12 2 5 2 5 4 8 20 13 23 21 26 20 25 35 35 36 39 52 53 57 62 80 93 729

Career self-management  0 0 1 26 3 2 5 4 11 2 17 9 9 13 24 31 31 35 72 61 83 69 98 99 120 135 169 1130

Career stage/phase 30 96 432 1470 246 226 253 278 316 295 291 313 355 351 414 562 577 717 786 8781050117013701430160017701910 16.100

 Table 2- Yearly number of publications I.
Table 2- Yearly number of [image: image3.emf]until 19591960-19691970-19791980-1989 19901991199219931994199519961997199819992000200120022003200420052006200720082009 2010 2011 2012

Total 

number of 

publications

Career success 118 188 785 1940 316 301 374 376 484 424 537 613 631 714 842 98611601370161017402190240028803060 3470 3920 4230 15800

Career system 116 106 270 426 74 73 74 86 90 70 107 133 129 136 185 203 209 241 231 207 280 324 325 334 321 344 353 5450

Career track/pattern/stream 329 1130 3420 5470 718 720 756 781 776 791 874 822 91910601170122014201480155015501740185019602220 2070 2150 2130 16100

Customized career 0 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 4 2 4 2 5 7 9 8 16 13 18 15 22 24 168

Employability 980 1170 4200 5870 687 681 734 758 847104013201470194023403210383043204960548060006800769086309540 103001160012000 45200

Intelligent career 11 13 24 30 5 1 6 3 1 5 10 20 9 12 14 18 29 28 29 30 37 38 53 47 45 65 75 644

Kaleidoscope career 0 1 11 14 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 6 14 39 70 84 63 117 106 562

Multidirectional career  0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 10 17 27 33 35 50 40 47 266

Nomadic careers 28 1 7 10 5 0 0 1 1 1 3 3 3 4 2 3 4 11 11 4 9 10 8 9 7 10 16 171

Objective / subjective career 1 0 5 13 4 3 4 4 4 1 3 11 11 9 7 19 14 26 45 69 98 125 126 173 186 961

Portfolio careers 3 1 2 8 2 0 1 1 6 8 23 40 27 43 100 66 92 124 144 130 149 128 161 191 181 194 198 2030

Post corporate career 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 5 6 8 11 6 10 18 9 11 17 17 26 20 25 28 220

Protean Career 1 5 11 30 2 3 5 1 5 1 17 16 27 37 46 71 55 87 126 118 129 164 237 248 238 311 361 2360

publications II.

Table 3- Terms and their H- index in decreasing order

	Terms & their H -index in decreasing order  (as of October 2013)

	Career success 
	158

	Career stage/phase 
	137

	Boundaryless career 
	108

	Career exploration 
	106

	Career system 
	100

	Subjective / Objective career 
	88

	Career track/pattern/stream  
	87

	Employability (and career)
	75

	Protean career 
	74

	Career self-management  
	69

	Career plateau 
	60

	Career anchor 
	59

	Career resilience
	58

	Career adaptability  
	58

	Career resilience 
	58

	Portfolio career
	54

	Career capital 
	49

	Intelligent career 
	41

	Post - corporate career 
	40

	Career calling 
	30

	Career logic 
	29

	Multidirectional career 
	26

	Career imprints 
	23

	Career metaphor 
	23

	Kaleidoscope career 
	19

	Sustainable careers 
	18

	Career impatience 
	15

	Customized career 
	14

	Career boundary 
	12

	Career habitus  
	11

	Nomadic careers 
	8

	Butterfly career 
	3
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Figure 1- Yearly number of publications trends *
*    To make the trends more apparent we illustrate here only the terms with the highest number of total publications.[image: image1.png]



Graph 1: Yearly number of publications








� Assuming that if a term ends with the word “career” it is a career pattern
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