[bookmark: _GoBack]Donald, W., Ashleigh, M., & Baruch, Y. (2019). Sustainability through employability and competitive advantage: Individual and organizational perspectives of graduates' careers. Career Development International,
doi: CDI-03-2019-0079


Abstract

Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to conceptually articulate the differing needs of graduates and graduate employers, which can be competing or complementary in nature. Drawing from theoretical frameworks of career ecosystems and the new psychological contract, a set of propositions are presented using three themes: career management, development of talent, and technological change. 
Design/methodology/approach – A conceptual design, offering a conceptual model through adopting the career ecosystem and new psychological contract as a framework.
Findings/practical implications – These propositions offer a new conceptual model, which provides a practical contribution by articulating sustainability of graduates’ careers through employability at the graduate level and competitive advantage at the employer level.
Originality/value – The paper offers important contributions to theory by connecting career management and vocational career literature through acknowledging shared constructs of life-long learning and sustainable employability for graduates. These two streams are often developed in parallel, thus this paper helps to bridge the gaps in respective research agendas. This paper therefore has the originality of helping to advance the fields of career theory and sustainable human resource management. 
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Introduction
To date, career theory literature has failed to articulate fully the differing needs of graduates and graduate employers, which can be competing or complementary in nature. We believe that a failure to address this challenge risks the sustainability of graduates’ careers (Donald, Ashleigh and Baruch, 2018). A key contribution of this paper is therefore the development of propositions and a conceptual model for understanding the needs of micro-level graduates and macro-level graduate employers. The findings offer managerial implications as called for by Cohen (2015) and Gill (2018) in terms of how to make graduates more employable, and how organizations may gain sustainable human resource management (HRM) and competitive advantage in dynamic global labour markets via strategic utilization of human capital (Hatch and Dyer, 2004).
	The career management literature (Arthur, Hall and Lawrence, 1989; Gunz and Peiperl, 2007) and the vocational career literature (Patton and McMahon, 2006) tend to develop in parallel, being isolated from each other (Inkson and King, 2011). They do however share certain constructs such as life-long learning and sustainable employability (De Vos and Van der Heijden, 2017a; Koivisto, Vinokur, and Vuori, 2011). Vanhercke et al (2015) argue how the benefits of Higher Education (HE) can be used as an appropriate mechanism for lifelong learning and career sustainability within a knowledge-based economy. Our paper endorses such views and contributes to the integration and association between the career management and vocational career literatures, by looking at the university to work transition of graduates into the labour market. 
	The core theme of this paper and key point of value is the interconnected relationships between sustainable careers for graduates through employability and sustainable HRM for organizations through competitive advantage adopting the theoretical frameworks of career ecosystems (Baruch, 2013; Baruch 2015; Inansiti and Levien 2004) and the new psychological contract (Baruch and Rousseau, 2019; Rousseau 1995). For the purpose of this paper, we define graduates as having just completed their undergraduate degree who are seeking to enter the graduate labour market. Whilst our focus is primarily on graduates from undergraduate degrees, many of our propositions remain valid to graduates from postgraduate degrees. This is especially relevant in disciplines where a postgraduate degree leads to a similar level of entry into the labour market as an undergraduate degree (e.g. business). Employability is the ability to acquire employment when needed, or, as Rothwell and Arnold (2007) suggested, it is the ability to keep the job one has or to get the job one wants. Employability continues to be of significant relevance to graduates as they transition from HE into the labour market (Donald, Baruch and Ashleigh, 2019; Donald et al., 2018; Fugate, Kinicki and Ashforth, 2004; Stiwne and Alves, 2010), with organizations increasingly expecting individuals to take ownership of their career planning and management, and developing their career resilience (Baruch, 2001; Freudenberg, Cameron and Brimble, 2011). The HE sector can serve as a change agent for sustainability across cultures and contexts, as its role is consistent in developing talent (Stephens, Hernandez, Román, Graham and Scholz, 2008). 
At the individual micro-level, sustainability may refer to the notion of employability and life-long learning, including competency development and job crafting as a strategy for career success (Akkermans, Schaufeli, Brenninkmeijer and Blonk, 2013; Akkermans and Tims, 2017; De Vos, De Hauw, and Van der Heijden, 2011). Increasingly, graduates are expected to possess previous work experience, often through undertaking work-integrated learning alongside their degree studies (Guilbert, Bernaud, Gouvernet and Rossier, 2016; Wilton, 2014), and also via internships and placements during their studies (Mandilaras, 2004) and in entering the labour market (Helyer and Lee, 2014). They are also expected to continue to learn in the workplace (Hall, 2004; Trede and McEwen, 2015; Van der Heijden, Gorgievski and Lange, 2016). 
At the organizational macro-level, sustainability is expected to lead to gaining and maintaining competitive advantage, for example via talent management, or by developing organizational or firm-specific capital as a strategy for enhancing organizational performance (Campbell, Coff and Kryscynski, 2012; Wright, Coff and Molinterno, 2014). In order to make sense of the developments in career studies and HE literature, we examine the interactions between the micro and macro perspectives within a career ecosystem, offering future directions for sustainable careers and HRM research. 
At the national level, the combination of individual and organizational sustainability can help nations to improve their competitive advantage within the global labour market (Smith 1950, origin 1776). Investment in national education, in particular the HE, may lift national competitiveness – because of having a stronger and more sustainable business environment. From a resource-based view, this can be achieved through innovation (Porter, 1990), drawing on organizational capabilities, competencies, and organizational knowledge and learning (Grant 1996). Furthermore, the utilization of human factors leads to competitive advantage of nations through the mass migration of talent (e.g. brain-drain, brain-gain, and brain-circulation), driven by globalization and technological advancement (Baruch, Altman and Tung, 2016).
The relevance of sustainability is a relatively recent concept for employees within organizations (Pfeffer, 2010), and is reflected by employability, work motivation, and health (Semeijn, Van Dam, Van Vuuren and Van der Heijden, 2015). Although some research exists relating to advances in the business environment emphasizing the relevance of building a sustainable workforce (Ybema, Van Vuuren and Van Dam, 2017), there is limited literature relating to sustainability, in how new graduates entering the global workforce can gain competitive advantage for themselves and the organizations employing them. 
With the aim of filling this gap and drawing together career management and vocational career literature, we offer three inquiry questions: 
1.	What factors are important from a graduate perspective when striving for a sustainable competitive advantage within the labour market?
2.	What factors are important from a graduate employer perspective when striving for a sustainable competitive advantage?
3.	How can graduates and graduate employers use a push-pull framework to overcome some of their differences in order to optimize their respective needs?
We also develop a set of propositions to better conceptualise and advance our collective understanding of sustainable careers and corporate performance. Career ecosystems (Baruch, 2015; Inansiti and Levien, 2004) and the new psychological contract (Baruch and Hind, 1999; Baruch and Rousseau, 2019; Rousseau, 1995) offer a fresh perspective of employability as a competitive advantage and have the potential to represent the true value of employability for both individuals and organizations. The new psychological contract (Rousseau, 1995) is different from the traditional psychological contract (Schein, 1978), where the individual tended to be passive, and the organization was in full charge of career planning and management. The new psychological contract offers a system where the individual takes responsibility for their future career, where commitment and loyalty are bounded, and career trajectory can change in line with individual needs and values (Herriot and Pemberton, 1995). We discuss both theories and the push-pull framework in the theoretical framework section. 
	This paper focuses on the university to work transition. Therefore, discussions around access to HE or the funding of HE have been excluded (see Donald et al., 2018 for coverage). We also only specifically explore three themes (career management, development of talent, and technological change), however, this is not an exhaustive list, and future research could expand on our conceptual model from this base set of propositions. Furthermore, for the purpose of this paper we focus on graduates as a collective to develop propositions and a conceptual model at a holistic view. However, we acknowledge that graduates are not a homogeneous group and a range of factors are likely to influence the lived experience (e.g. country of study, institution of study, degree programme, degree classification, age, gender, ethnic background, sexual orientation, and disability). Future research can build on our conceptual findings to investigate these aspects at a more granular level. 

Literature Review
Theoretical Framework
This conceptual paper adopts two key theoretical frameworks; career ecosystems (Baruch, 2013; 2015; Inansiti and Levien, 2004) and the new psychological contract (Baruch and Rousseau, 2019; Rousseau, 1995) for exploring the university to work transition and the sustainability of graduates’ careers through employability and competitive advantage.
With specific relevance to the planning and management of careers, Baruch conceptualized contemporary labour markets as ‘ecosystems’ (2013, p.197). An ecosystem comprises of multiple relationships across the actors, as suggested by Muller (2000) and can be applied within the study of careers and labour markets (Baruch, 2015). The theory of ecosystems was presented to the field of business management by Iansiti and Levien (2004). They defined an ecosystem as “a system that contains a large number of loosely coupled (interconnected) actors who depend on each other to ensure the overall effectiveness of the system” (p.5). A business ecosystem as a whole was defined in a complementary manner as “an economic community supported by a foundation of interacting organizations and individuals – the organisms of the business world” (Moore, 1996, p.9). One characteristic of a career ecosystem is having multiple entities - actors, interconnectedness, interactions and interdependencies. In the case of graduates entering the labour market, the principal actors are individuals – the graduates, institutions – both their universities (past) and employers (future); and societal entities, like governments and other national agencies. The graduates communicate, act, react, and, in the context of careers, make career decisions such as look for work, start an entrepreneurial activity, continue formal studies, to name a few options. Institutions are the university that continue relationship with the graduates (e.g. via alumni network), but mostly the employers – that plan and manage the careers of their employees, in particular their new talent. At a national level, governments, educational and employment agencies set and apply procedures for the system (e.g. how students’ loans will be paid back) with the vision to develop human capital at the national level. As in any career ecosystem, the actors are interconnected via complex structures, for example both legal and psychological contracts (Rousseau, 1996). Similar to employment, progress, unemployment or taking a gap year, career outcomes like are the result of interactions between the actors, where the graduates offer skills, knowledge and competence to their employers.  Organizations need to develop policies and strategies to lure and retain this talent. There is a clear interdependency across the actors: graduates, academic institutions and nations.
New work arrangements continue to develop in response to an evolving career ecosystem. Mass migration, globalization, technological advancement, modernising economies, and the global financial crisis are just some of the factors influencing movement within a career ecosystem (Baruch et al., 2016; Baruch, Szücs and Gunz, 2015). A challenge of career ecosystems is to understand how individuals and organizations may each benefit in terms of sustainability. For sustainability of the career ecosystem, individuals and organizations need to work collaboratively and recognize their interrelated dependencies (Nagarajan and Edwards, 2015; Tams and Arthur, 2011). However, the trajectory to achieving interdependence within a career ecosystem is not yet clear – an area we hope to advance with our propositions and conceptual model. 
The second element of our theoretical framework is the new psychological contract. Organizations historically adopted a predictable, stable and predefined structure, offering an authority based hierarchical career system (Wilensky, 1961). In exchange for loyalty, the organization offered job security, often through the provision of a job for life, as part of an unwritten and unspoken agreement termed a psychological contract (Schein, 1980). The general view since the end of the 20th Century is that a major shift has taken place about the nature of the psychological contract (Baruch and Hind, 1999; Rousseau, 1995) and its impact, for example, engagement (Soares and Mosquera, 2019) or subjective wellbeing (Li, 2018). A new psychological contract sees stability, loyalty, and mutual commitment replaced with dynamism, breach of the old contract, and competence based relationships. This view was captured by Rousseau (1995, p.9) who defined the psychological contract as 
Individual beliefs, shaped by the organization, regarding terms of an exchange agreement between individuals and their organizations. 
Yet, this definition refers only to the employee side, whereas ‘contract’ means that there are two sides. Baruch and Hind (1999, p.299) define the new psychological contract as
The unspoken promise, not present in the small print of the employment contract, of what the employer gives, and what employees give in return. 
A further dimension of this paper used to address Inquiry Question 3 is the application of the push-pull framework to sustainable graduate careers, underpinned by the interconnected and interdependent nature of a career ecosystem and the role of the new psychological contract in looking at sustainable ways to balance graduates and graduate employers interests. Ernst Ravenstein coined the term push-pull theory in the 19th Century in relation to Ravenstein’s Law of Migration, which continues to be used by economists and mathematicians to study migrations patterns (e.g. Dorigo and Tobler, 1983). The concept was later applied to supply chain and logistics management (e.g. Zmud, 1984), where it gained further prominence. From the perspective of graduates, push factors are deterrents related to joining or remaining with an employer (e.g. poor work-life balance – see Perrigino, Dunford, and Wilson, 2018), whilst pull factors are incentives for a graduate to join or remain with an employer (e.g. above market rate compensation package).
The next section focuses on development of propositions through exploring three themes: career management, development of talent, and employment opportunities. For each theme we explore factors from a graduate perspective (Inquiry Question 1), graduate employer perspective (Inquiry Question 2), and how graduates and graduate employers can use a push-pull framework to overcome some of their differences in order to optimize their respective needs (Inquiry Question 3). Career ecosystems and the new psychological contract therefore offer an excellent theoretical framework for this purpose by capturing the shift from traditional to contemporary careers.

Conceptual Themes
Theme I: Career Management
Using the metaphor based on the Greek God Proteus who could change shape at will, Hall (1996; 2004) introduced the protean career, suggesting that the protean careerist can change him or herself according to their own drive and in line with career needs. The protean career is drawing on the motive of an individual to follow a particular career path, characterised by values-driven and self-directed career moves. A protean career draws on internal values such as a desire to learn (Sullivan and Baruch, 2009) and is associated with adaptability, proactivity and coping with uncertainty (Porter, Woo and Tak, 2016; Rodrigues, Guest and Budjanovcanin, 2016). Furthermore, as the changing nature of careers evolves (Feldman, 1999) a need arises for the individual to adapt to this changing environment (Hall, 2004).
At the personal level, holding a protean career orientation (Gubler, Arnold, and Coombs, 2014; Hall, 2004; 1996) and being proactive (Seibert, Kraimer and Crant, 2001) are factors that positively influence employability and career sustainability (Donald, Baruch and Ashleigh, 2017). For example, a study by Forrier, Verbruggen and De Cuyper (2015) found that graduates in the labour market perceived that movement between organizations could enhance their career. A further study of undergraduates in the UK by Donald et al. (2019) found career ownership to account for 23% variance on perceived employability – highlighting that perceptions of career ownership are in fact held prior to entry to the graduate labour market. 
Proposition 1 (Career Ownership): Graduates who take ownership of their career are more likely to maximise their employability and their career sustainability. 
Data published by the Association of Graduate Recruiters (2018) indicates that 16% of graduates leave an employer within the first two years, up from 9% in 2017 and that 46% of the graduate workforce leaves an employer within five years, up from 39% in 2017. To highlight this turnover, the latest published statistics show that an average USA employee changes employment every four years and seven months (Bureau of Labour Statistics, 2014), and in the UK every six years (Job Satisfaction Survey, 2014). These figures capture the uncertainty and complexity of graduate employability within a dynamic labour market, and the need for graduates to achieve career satisfaction to maximise their employability as part of a sustainable career (Bennet et al., 2015; Brooks, 2009).
A large array of factors are identified in career theory literature as promoting career satisfaction: salary advancement due to rising levels of student debt (Esson and Ertle, 2016), career progression (Dries, Pepermans and De Kerpfel, 2008), job security (De Cuyper, Bernhard-Ottel, Bernston, Witte and Alarco, 2008), meaningful work (Okay-Somerville and Scholarios, 2013), engaging in worthwhile relationships and networks within the organization (Coates, 2017), mentoring (Jackson, 2015), employee benefits (De Cuyper and Witte, 2011), and work-life balance (Burke, Page and Cooper, 2015). Work-life balance, a factor that is considered positive that improves culture and sustainability within organization, might also backlash when poorly implemented and under certain organizational practices (Perrigino et al., 2018). Perrigino and colleagues indicated how ideas and practices that are supposed to lead to positive outcomes can have a dark-side to them that put sustainability under risk, as suggested by Baruch and Vardi (2016). 
Proposition 2 (Career Satisfaction): Graduates who achieve career satisfaction are more likely to maximise their employability and their career sustainability.
Attraction and retention of future graduates is important for organizations and their performance (Adams, Pryor, and Adams, 1994). Graduate employers often face a war-for-talent as they battle with competitors to secure talented graduates (Bills, 2003). Attracting these graduates is essential for the competitive advantage and financial performance of an organization (Brown and Hesketh, 2004). Organizations must thus use the aforementioned factors of career satisfaction for graduates as pull factors. Failure to provide these pull factors is likely to lead to reduced career satisfaction and acts as push factors to graduates, whereby prospective employees opt to take up offers of employment from competitors who appear more attractive by offering stronger pull factors. 
However, employers need to attract talented graduates who align to the needs of their organization. This can often be a balancing act. For example, a graduate with a first class degree from a top ranking university may appear to be classified as a talented graduate, especially when compared to another graduate applicant from a lower ranked university with a lower degree classification. However, Hinchliffe and Jolly (2011) found that the best-performing graduates in academic terms were not necessarily the best performing talent in the workplace environment and that talent pipelines from universities do not always fulfil industry expectation. It is therefore crucial to look at candidates in their entirety, not just at academic achievement in isolation. Furthermore, examining and establishing the motivation of the candidate for applying to the organization is crucial during the attraction and hiring process. Offering internship opportunities, for example, gives organizations earlier and prolonged access to the applicant talent pool and enables the employer to run an extended interview process to test motivation, with the best performers offered a contract for a graduate level job and the weaker performers discarded without further repercussion (Wilton, 2012). The more motivated candidates are likely to show greater commitment to the organization, boosting competitive advantage and financial performance through productivity and loyalty/retention (Adams et al. 1994; Brown and Hesketh, 2004). 
Proposition 3 (Attraction of Talent): Graduate employers who attract talented graduates aligned to the needs of their organization are more likely to maximise their competitive advantage and financial performance. 
Talent retention is an important challenge for organizations for maximizing competitive advantage and financial performance (Brown and Hesketh, 2004; Tholen, 2014). Aspects of talent retention actually begin in the attraction and hiring phase where, as previously discussed, organizations should check for motivation in the applicant to work in the industry and for the specific organization. This view is supported by Kumari and Saini (2018) and Dries, Forrier, De Vos and Pepermans (2014) who argue that employers should communicate clearly and look to manage expectations as a mechanism for employees’ attraction and retention.
Following completion of the hiring phase, career satisfaction is a key determinant of length of time spent with an employer. Employees in different sectors may however have different notions of the concept of career satisfaction. As an example, Baruch and Reis (2016) cited poor salary advancement and lack of career progression as the top reasons for leaving an employer. In contrast, Van Harten, Knies, and Leisink (2016) found that healthcare workers actually valued work-life balance over salary advancement, but their findings did show consensus of the need for career progression linked to challenging roles and managerial support. Organizations that correctly identify the relevant aspects of career satisfaction for their specific employees are often rewarded by employees through organizational commitment and enhanced organizational performance (De Cuyper and Witte, 2011).
Proposition 4 (Retention of Talent): Graduate employers who retain their graduate hires are more likely to maximise their competitive advantage and financial performance.

Theme II: Development of Talent
Human capital theory emerged in neoclassical economic literature, becoming prominent through Becker (1964) who suggested that an organization’s investment in human capital could create value for it. This labour economist position was further adopted by Mincer (1958), Schultz (1971), and Bowles and Gintis (1975). These scholars observed the value of human capital in the marketplace through increased profitability of a firm; subsequently profiting educated workers through increased wages. For the purpose of this paper, we define human capital as per Donald et al. (2019), as an accumulation of five types of capital (social capital, cultural capital, scholastic capital, psychological capital, and market-value capital). We now justify the inclusion of these types of capital.
Graduates initially develop human capital from their life experiences prior to entry into the labour market. Useem and Karabel (1986) contextualized human capital within the education arena. They stated that an educational institution could confer three distinct types of human capital onto its students: social capital, cultural capital and scholastic capital. Baruch, Bell and Gray (2005) extended this framework to include inner-value capital and market-value capital, through looking at the contribution of HE qualifications. Donald and colleagues (2019) further developed this framework to incorporate inner-value capital and the need for achievement (Cook, Hepworth, Wall and Warr, 1981) as part of psychological capital. 
Graduate’s capacity to continue to self-learn is crucial, both in terms of developing human capital and in terms of signalling theory, relates to the employers’ perception of the graduate (Rospigliosi, Greener, Bourner and Sheehan, 2014). Furthermore, graduates need to continue to build human capital throughout their careers. At the individual actor level, human capital is an empirically validated determinant of employability for graduates entering the labour market and throughout their careers (Donald et al., 2019). This captures the significance of life-long learning to employability outcomes of graduates.
Proposition 5 (Human Capital): Graduates who develop their human capital as part of a commitment to life-long learning are more likely to maximise their employability and their career sustainability. 
Career theory research at the end of the 20th century and the early part of the 21st century focused heavily on the role of transferable skills in determining employability (e.g. Knight and Yorke, 2002). Transferable skills encompass abilities that an individual can possess and apply to a variety of different contexts. A recent review of career theory literature by Donald and colleagues (2019) identified seven regularly cited transferable skills: oral communication, teamwork, IT skills, problem solving, time management, literacy skills, and numeracy skills. In the last twenty-five years, scholars have recognised the need for a more holistic approach (Holmes, 2017), often characterised by a focus on conceptual models of graduate employability (e.g. Donald et al., 2019). However, transferable skills remain a key component of employability and career sustainability of graduates, which can be taken with the individual from job to job, and developed and refined as part of a commitment to life-long learning (Jackson and Chapman, 2012; Wilton, 2014; 2012). 
Therefore, for the purpose of clarity, we add a further proposition that specifically addresses transferable skills, which are critical for employers (Bennett, 2002). This enables a clearer comparison of human capital versus organizational capital, and transferable skills versus job specific skills in relation to the development of talent within a career ecosystem.
Proposition 6 (Transferable Skills): Graduates who develop their transferable skills as part of a commitment to life-long learning are more likely to maximise their employability and their career sustainability.
Prescott and Visscher (1980) coined the term organizational capital: the way in which an organization accumulates information and knowledge as critical assets and subsequently provides a competitive advantage. This, in turn, contributes to organizational performance (Wright et al., 2014) via appropriate utilization of HRM practices (Jiang, Lepak, Hu and Baer, 2012; Tzabbar, Tzafrir and Baruch, 2017). Graduates have the potential to enhance organizational capital, increase competitiveness and increase profits; all crucial for organizational survival in a competitive, globalized labour market (Campbell et al., 2012).
However, organizations face a dilemma, which again highlights the relevance of push/pull theory, career ecosystems and the new psychological contract. On one hand, extant strategy theory recognizes the importance to an organization of developing the human capital of its staff, in this case, the graduates (Coff, 1997; Hall, 1993). Conversely, developing generic human capital and transferable skills makes the graduates more attractive to competitors, as it is often cheaper for competitors to acquire talent from other competitors, rather than to invest in training talent. Organizations may opt to develop organizational capital and firm-specific skills, limiting the mobility of their employees (Campbell et al., 2012). Organizational strategies for limiting the mobility of graduates are important to address the uncertainty and complexity of graduate employability, and employee retention challenges (Bennet et al., 2015; Brooks, 2009; Van Buren, 2013). Furthermore, influencing career planning and management of graduates to remain with an organization offers organizational capital and sustainable competitive advantage (Campbell et al., 2012; Prescott and Visscher, 1980).
Employers, therefore, desire universities to produce graduates who are already in possession of adequate human capital; termed work-ready (Oliver, Freeman, Young, Yu and Verma, 2014), or work-ready plus graduates (Scott, 2014). Nevertheless, organizations may need to invest in human capital through increased remuneration, employee benefits, and training (Becker, 1964; Tymon, 2013). We thus argue that organizations who develop their organizational capital and focus on providing job-specific skills to their graduate hires are more likely to maximise their competitive advantage (through strategic success and sustainable HRM) and financial performance (through retention of talent and future profitability). 
Proposition 7: (Organizational Capital): Graduate employers who develop their organizational capital are more likely to maximise their competitive advantage and financial performance. 
Proposition 8: (Job Specific Skills): Graduate employers who encourage their graduate employees to develop job specific skills are more likely to maximise their competitive advantage and financial performance. 

Theme III: Technological Change
Technology has a crucial role to play in maximizing career satisfaction and career sustainability through promoting employee wellbeing and work-life balance (Burke et al., 2015). Graduates increasingly seek flexible work arrangements from their employer, either in working hours, or in working location (Baruch et al., 2016). Examples of potential benefits to graduates include (i) avoiding commuting in rush hour, (ii) balancing employment and care needs of family, and (iii) participating in other non-work activities, e.g. sports, music, or charity commitments. The push/pull framework helps to understand why employers should provide such benefits to improve the general health and well-being of their graduate employees.
In the UK, latest figures for the period 2013/2014 to 2015/2016 from Health and Safety Executive (2018) estimate that 528,000 workers in Great Britain suffered from a new case of work-related illness at a cost of £9.3 billion. This figure rises to £14.1 billion when adding the cost of workplace injury, with 30.4 million working days lost, which appears consistent with other countries across Europe. The majority of these costs fall on the individual (£8 billion), but employers (£2.8 billion), and the Government (£3.3 billion) are also significantly impacted. Career ecosystems and the new psychological contract are particularly relevant. Graduates who have access to flexible working conditions are more likely to maximise their personal wellbeing and their career sustainability. In return, graduate employers who invest and use technology to improve employee health and wellbeing are likely to be compensated via reduced staff illness, increased productivity, and staff retention (Bennet et al., 2015).
Proposition 9 (Flexible Working): Graduates who have access to flexible working conditions are more likely to maximise their personal wellbeing and their career sustainability. 
Technological advances in computing power, data mining, and algorithms enable organizations to process more data at a faster pace. Automation and artificial intelligence (AI) can help organizations to make predictions, aid decision making, improve accuracy and reporting of operations, and help to achieve scalability. Technology therefore enables businesses to learn from the past and forecast the future (Ranjan, 2009) and graduate employers who embrace automation and AI are more likely to maximise their competitive advantage and financial performance, in particular in the service industry. However, it is important that organizations ensure that application of their technological strategy aligns with their business vision and capabilities (Venkatraman, 1994).
Automation and AI is often associated with reduced employment opportunities in low skill, low wage work. However, Chui, Manyika and Miremadi (2015) claim that skill or wage level do not necessarily determine employment risk. For example, they found that 20% of CEO roles can in-fact be automated (e.g. analyzing reports and data to inform operational decisions, preparing staff assignments, and reviewing status report). Instead, they call on employees and employers to shift their thinking and move away from viewing automation at the job level, and instead focus on automation in terms of work activities. 
Organizations should thus look to re-structure their operations in such a way that maximises the benefits of automation and AI to boost competitive advantage and financial performance. Simultaneously, organizations must acknowledge their operation within a career ecosystem and their responsibilities under the new psychological contract. For example, organizations may consider investing some of the profits of automation and AI into wellbeing and work-life balance initiatives (e.g. flexible working), as a mechanism for career satisfaction and increased productivity in the workforce. An additional strategy could be to offer career advancement opportunities as part of any organizational restructure linked to automation and AI, and to re-define job roles to replace mundane and repetitive tasks with more complex tasks requiring greater levels of responsibility and input. Through such an approach, organizations can embrace automation and AI and maximise their competitive advantage and financial performance, without alienating their workforce.  
Proposition 10: (Automation and AI): Graduate employers who embrace automation and artificial intelligence are more likely to maximise their competitive advantage and financial performance. 

Conceptual Model
Figure I offers a structured overview of this paper by capturing the three themes and the ten propositions discussed so far in relation to a desired state of sustainable careers. The figure also helps to capture the framework of career ecosystems and the new psychological contract by evidencing the interconnected and interdependent aspects of graduates and graduate employers. Whilst Figure I is most likely to be of interest to practitioners, Figure II captures graduates and graduate employers as separate actors and offers a deeper and more complex view. This conceptual model is more likely to be of interest to academics and captures the interconnectedness of different aspects of sustainable careers for each actor. Together, Figures I and II offer a platform for practical application and/or empirical testing, helping to maximise the potential contributions of this paper to a wider audience. 
---------- Insert Figure I and Figure II About here ----------

Conclusions: Inquiry Questions 1-3
Inquiry Question 1: What factors are important from a graduate perspective when striving for a sustainable competitive advantage within the labour market?
At the individual level, employability and life-long learning are the new proxy for job security and career sustainability within a volatile and dynamic labour market (De Vos and Van der Heijden, 2017a; Koivisto, Vinokur, and Vuori, 2011). Graduates need to take ownership of their careers and strive for career satisfaction as part of their career management (Baruch, 2001; Donald et al., 2019; Freudenberg et al., 2011). They should also look to maximise their human capital and transferable skills set in relation to development of talent (Becker, 1964; Baruch et al., 2005; Donald et al., 2019; Useem and Karabel, 1986). Finally, graduates want to share in the benefits that technological change brings to organizations. For example, the option for flexible working arrangements, a 4-day working week, or other strategies which maximise employee wellbeing and productivity (Baruch et al., 2016; Bennet et al., 2015; Burke et al., 2015). We develop these factors further in response to Inquiry Question 3 by drawing on push/pull factors, career ecosystems, and the new psychological contract.

Inquiry Question 2: What factors are important from a graduate employer perspective when striving for a sustainable competitive advantage?
At the organizational level, competitive advantage and financial performance are the new proxy for career sustainability (Brown and Hesketh, 2004; Tholen, 2014). Employers need to attract and retain talented graduates as part of a career management approach (Baruch and Reis, 2016; Dries et al., 2014; Markoulli, Lee, Byington and Felps, 2017). They should also look to maximise their organizational capital and focus on providing graduates with a job-specific skills set in relation to development of talent (Campbell et al., 2012; Prescott and Visscher, 1980; Tzabbar et al., 2017; Wright et al., 2017). Finally, organizations need to utilize automation and AI in a manner that aligns with their business vision and capabilities (Venkatraman, 1994). We develop and articulated these factors further by looking at the interdependency and interconnectedness of graduates and graduate employers in response to Inquiry Question 3 by drawing on push/pull factors, career ecosystems, and the new psychological contract.

Inquiry Question 3: How can graduates and graduate employers use a push-pull framework to overcome some of their differences in order to optimize their respective needs?
A sustainable career system should be seen as a dynamic process, where all parties involved endeavour to create an enduring system which is sustainable over time, giving new opportunities for employees to continuously regenerate and learn, through flexibility and balance (De Vos and Van der Heijden, 2017b; Newman 2011). For sustainability of the career ecosystem, individuals and organizations therefore need to work collaboratively within a multiple stakeholder constellation and recognize their interrelated dependencies (Baruch, 2015; Nagarajan and Edwards, 2015; Tams and Arthur, 2011). Each actor must be aware of the needs of other actor(s), which can be conflicting or complementing, particularly in terms of the evolvement of the traditional psychological contract (Schein, 1980) into the new one (Rousseau, 1995). For example, graduates want to optimize their employability and life-long learning whilst employers want to optimize competitive advantage and financial performance. Graduates want career ownership and satisfaction, flexible work arrangements, and to develop human capital and transferable skills (Inquiry Question 1). In contrast, employers want to attract and retain graduates, to gain benefits through use of automation and AI, and to develop job-specific skills and organizational capital (Inquiry Question 2). This evolving landscape of careers raises issues for individuals and organizations, which need to be acknowledged and addressed via the push/pull framework to facilitate sustainability by optimizing the respective needs of all stakeholders.
In the short-term, providing pull factors and minimizing the opposing push factors to graduates requires investment, which can appear to be conflicting with the drive for financial performance. Associated costs include ensuring career satisfaction, facilitating flexible work arrangements, providing employee benefits related to work-life balance, capital and skill development, and sharing the benefits that automation and AI offer to the organization (Baruch et al., 2016; Bennet et al., 2015; Burke et al., 2015). Furthermore, organizations may need to reduce profit margins to absorb the costs of graduates in the short-term during lean times, instead of making them redundant and effectively losing their talent to competitors. This approach is likely to optimize the needs of the graduate employees in a sustainable way – albeit with short-term impacts to profitability of the organization. However, these short-term impacts may offer long-term optimization and sustainability for the organization through increased competitive advantage and long-term financial performance (Brown and Hesketh, 2004; Tholen, 2014). 
Organizations generate competitive advantage by investing in their employees – their most important asset (Pfeffer, 1994), and as a result improve their ability to either initiate changes or to react to environmental changes. With a stronger portfolio of competent graduate employees and the right management of them via appropriate and sustainable system of HRM practices, organizations achieve better performance (Jiang et al., 2012; Tzabbar et al., 2017). For example, the organization may appear a more attractive place for prospective graduates to apply to, aiding in attraction of talent. The graduates will feel they have ownership of their career decisions to apply and subsequently are likely to be retained for longer – particularly if areas of career satisfaction and flexible work arrangements are supported. Graduates are typically cultivated as high-potential and future talent of organizations in both a global context (Scullion and Collings, 2011) and from an employability perspective (Nilsson and Ellström, 2012), and it is better to cultivate them within the organization rather than head-hunting talent that may not fit in a different culture and system (Groysberg, 2010). Encouraging graduates to stay with the organization also offers a greater representation of opinions and perspectives (Clarke, 2013) and increases competitive advantage by reducing the opportunity for competitors to steal talent from the organization.
 Subsequently, organizations may benefit from modifying cultures and work environments based on values and work preferences to improve satisfaction, commitment, and performance at the employee level (Westerman and Vanka, 2005; Westerman and Yamamura, 2007). Graduates may also be happier to focus their efforts on developing job-specific skills and boosting organizational capital. Furthermore, better work-life balance may facilitate graduate employees to develop their human capital and transferable skills through participation in extra-curricular activities or charity work in their own time. 

Theoretical and Practical Contribution
Theoretical Contribution
Although some research exists relating to advances in the business environment emphasizing the relevance of building a sustainable work force (e.g. Ybema et al., 2017), there is limited literature relating to sustainability, in how new graduates entering the global workforce can gain competitive advantage for themselves and their organizations. The propositions (Figure I), conceptual model (Figure II), and the three inquiry questions help to articulate the differing needs of graduates and graduate employers. This address the aforementioned gap in the literature by better conceptualising our understanding of sustainable careers and corporate performance. Furthermore, by applying a framework of career ecosystems (Baruch, 2013; 2015; Inansiti and Levien, 2004) and the new psychological contract (Baruch and Rousseau 2019; Baruch and Hind, 1999; Rousseau, 1995), and drawing on push-pull theory (Inquiry Question 3), we help to highlight the interconnected and interdependent relationships between graduates and graduate employers.
A further contribution comes from connecting career management literature (Arthur et al., 1989; Gunz and Peiperl, 2007) and vocational career literature (Patton and McMahon, 2016) by acknowledging shared constructs of life-long learning and sustainable employability (Ghoshal, Bartlett and Moran, 1999). These two streams are often developed in parallel (Inkson and King, 2011), thus this paper helps to bridge the respective research agendas. We also respond to calls by Markoulli et al. (2017) and Van der Heijden and De Vos (2015) to advance understanding of sustainability in the wider HRM field.
	Finally, we lay the foundations for placing employability as a critical factor for career management across the individual level (graduates), the organizational level (graduate employers), and at the national level (the graduate labour market). At the individual level, we explain why employability is the new proxy for job security in a volatile labour market. At the organizational level, we address the meaning of investment in the human asset, human capital, and talent management. Finally, at the national level, we bridge sustainability across the individual and organizational level by evidencing the outcome of national competitive through utilization of human factors.

Practical Contribution
This paper offers managerial implications as called for by Cohen (2015) and Gill (2018) in terms of how graduates and graduate employers can each realize the benefits of sustainable graduate careers. Graduates strive for employability, life-long learning, and financial and personal wellbeing, whilst graduate employers strive for competitive advantage and financial and social performance. We articulate how this can be achieved through strategic utilization of human capital (Hatch and Dyer, 2004) within the framework of career ecosystems and the new psychological contract (Baruch, 2015; Baruch and Rousseau, 2019; Inansiti and Levien, 2004; Rousseau, 1995). 
Graduates need to be aware of a lack of job security, given that organizations can no longer commit to a job-for-life promise, and remaining at a single organization may not be the desired option for life-long learning and realization of potential within the labour market (De Cuyper et al., 2008; Van der Heijden et al., 2016). Taking ownership of their own career is essential to ensure career sustainability within a competitive and globalized graduate labour market, in recognition of the need for collaboration with organizations operating as loosely coupled and dependent actors within a career ecosystem. Graduates need to feel the benefits of technological change through flexible working conditions and work-life balance, as well as focusing on job crafting while in the labour market to increase career sustainability and job satisfaction (Akkermans et al. 2013; Akkermans and Tims, 2017; De Vos et al., 2011). Furthermore, the development of human capital through the process of life-long learning begins at school, through university, and must continue through the graduates’ participation in the labour market (Donald et al., 2019; Trede and McEwen, 2015; Van der Heijden et al., 2016). 
At the organizational level, sustainability may refer to gaining and maintaining competitive advantage, for example via talent management, and developing organizational or firm-specific capital as a strategy for enhancing organizational performance (Campbell et al., 2012; Wright et al., 2014). This highlights the importance of strategic HRM relating to the attraction, hiring, development, and retention of graduate talent. From a development and retention perspective, organizations must show an awareness of operating within a career ecosystem by working collaboratively with graduates. Organizations can no longer expect previous levels of loyalty from their employees, and need to guard themselves against increased career mobility of their employees (Baruch et al., 2016; Van Buren, 2013). Organizations should look to maximise pull factors and reduce push factors to graduates by investing in the provision of salary advancement, career progression, mentoring, work-life balance, and employee benefits (Baruch and Reis, 2016; Jackson, 2015; Tymon, 2013). Furthermore, organizations may benefit from modifying cultures and work environments based on values and work preferences to determine satisfaction, commitment, and performance at the employee level (Westerman and Vanka, 2005; Westerman and Yamamura, 2007).
In return, organizations gain sustainable HRM, and in the wider context, sustainable business performance, as these derive from people impact, and are concerned with employee satisfaction, commitment, and performance (De Cuyper and Witte, 2011). The prioritization of long-term strategic objectives over short-term profit margins will help to maximise organizational effectiveness and sustainable profitability – highlighting the importance of the new psychological contract, career ecosystems, and the associated push/pull factors.

Future Research 
Future work may (i) build on the propositions we offered, (ii) continue to examine the interplay between actors within a career ecosystem, (iii) identify further collaborative strategies whereby both employers and employees can gain from such relationships, (iv) further explore at the granular level a range of factors that are likely to impact on the lived experience of graduates (e.g. country of study, institution of study, degree programme, degree classification, age, gender, ethnic background, sexual orientation, and disability), and (v) explore the impact of professional career management and talent management on the future performance of organizations. 
Additionally, research could explore the development of employability and sustainability over time (Dries, 2013, Wilton, 2014; Van der Heijden and De Vos, 2015). For example, by drawing on emergent identity through the shifting and evolving nature of identity construction (Brown, 2015; Donald et al., 2019; Holmes, 2017; 2015; 2013; Jackson, 2015), underpinned by social identity theory (Ashforth and Mael, 1989) and working identity theory (Ibarra, 2003).
Finally, future research could explore further the role of meso-level actors, referred to by Holmes (2015; 2013) as the gatekeepers to graduate employability. For example, by building on the work of Donald et al. (2019) to understand the role of university careers services and firm-specific graduate recruiters in providing careers advice as a mechanism for career sustainability, and the role of other agencies that bridge the gap between individual graduates and organizations (e.g. graduate recruitment firms) at a local, national, and international level.

Conclusion
Drawing on a theoretical framework of career ecosystems and the new psychological contract, this conceptual paper has articulated the differing needs of graduates and graduate employers, which can be competing or complementary in nature. A set of propositions were articulated by drawing on three themes: career management, development of talent, and technological change. These propositions offered a new conceptual model, which offers practical contribution by articulating sustainability of graduates’ careers through employability at the graduate level and competitive advantage at the employer level. The paper also offers contributions to theory by connecting career management and vocational career literature through acknowledging shared constructs of life-long learning and sustainable employability for graduates. These two streams are often developed in parallel, thus this paper helps to bridge the respective research agendas. Directions for future research agendas are considered, helping to advance the fields of career theory and sustainable human resource management.
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Figure I: Individual and Organizational Level Propositions for Sustainable Graduate Careers
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Figure II: Conceptual Model for Graduates and Graduate EmployersDesired State
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