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Abstract

Employability and career adaptability are two related constructs that are considered significant factors in career success. Career adaptability is the readiness
to cope with current and anticipated career-related tasks, transitions, and changes, whereas employability is the ability to retain or obtain a job in the labor
market. This paper presents a Spanish translation of the Career Adapt-Abilities Scale (CAAS) and analyses the relative importance of career adaptability
and employability in predicting career success (job performance and job satisfaction) in a sample of 160 young Mexican working adults. Our results
supported the internal consistency and factor structure of CAAS. Relative weights and commonality analysis indicated thatboth constructs shared explained
outcome variance, but they had different importance in predicting career outcomes. Thus, employability is still relevant despite the rising importance
of career adaptability. Career adaptability should be included in employability programs, refining the two concepts into a more parsimonious measure.

Keywords: career adaptability, carcer adapt-abilities scale, employability, relative importance.

Validando a Escala de Capacidade de Adaptagio a
Carreira no México e Examinando a Importancia
Relativa da Adaptabilidade e Empregabilidade para o
Sucesso na Carreira

Resumo

Empregabilidade e adaptabilidade na carreira sao dois construtos rela-
cionados que sdo considerados fatores significativos para o sucesso na
carreira. Adaptabilidade de carreira é a disposicido para lidar com tarefas,
transi¢oes e mudangas atuais e previstas relacionadas a carreira, enquanto
empregabilidade é a capacidade de manter ou obter um emprego no mer-
cado de trabalho. Este artigo apresenta uma tradugdo para o espanhol
da Career Adapt-Abilities Scale (CAAS) e analisa a importancia relativa da
adaptabilidade e empregabilidade na carreira de predizer o sucesso na
carreira (desempenho e satisfacdo no trabalho) em uma amostra de 160
jovens trabalhadores adultos mexicanos. Nossos resultados apoiaram a
consisténcia interna e a estrutura fatorial do CAAS. Pesos relativos e ana-
lise de semelhanga indicaram que ambos os construtos compartilhavam
a variancia explicada dos resultados, mas tinham importancia diferente
na previsdo dos resultados da carreira. Assim, a empregabilidade ainda é
relevante, apesar da importancia crescente da adaptabilidade a carreira. A
adaptabilidade de carreira deve ser incluida nos programas de emprega-
bilidade, refinando os dois conceitos em uma medida mais parcimoniosa.

Palavras-chave: adaptabilidade de carreira, escala de habilidades de
adaptacao de carreira, empregabilidade, importancia relativa.

Validacion de 1a Escala de Adaptabilidad de Carrera
en México y Examen de la Importancia Relativa de la
Adaptabilidad de Carrera y la Empleabilidad para el
Exito Profesional

Resumen

La empleabilidad y la adaptabilidad de carrera son dos constructos rela-
cionados que se consideran factores importantes para el éxito profesio-
nal. La adaptabilidad de catrera es la disposicion para hacer frente a las
tareas, las transiciones y los cambios actuales y previstos relacionados
con la carrera, mientras que la empleabilidad es la capacidad de conservar
u obtener un empleo en el mercado laboral. Este articulo presenta una
traduccion al espafol de la Career Adapt-Abilities Scale (CAAS) y analiza
la importancia relativa de la adaptabilidad de carrera y la empleabilidad
para predecir el éxito profesional (desempefio y satisfaccion laboral) en
una muestra de 160 jévenes adultos trabajadores mexicanos. Nuestros
resultados respaldaron la consistencia interna y la estructura factorial de
CAAS. Las ponderaciones relativas y el andlisis de similitudes indicaron
que ambos constructos compartian la varianza explicada de los resulta-
dos, pero tenfan una importancia diferente en la prediccién de los resul-
tados profesionales. Por tanto, la empleabilidad sigue siendo relevante a
pesar de la creciente importancia de la adaptabilidad de carrera. La adap-
tabilidad profesional debe incluirse en los programas de empleabilidad,
refinando los dos conceptos en una medida mas parsimoniosa.

Palabras clave: adaptabilidad de carrera, escala de adaptabilidad de
carrera, empleabilidad, importancia relativa.
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The rapid pace of globalization, digitalization, and economic
changein the 21st century has shifted the business landscape and the
nature of work. Intensified global competition has also prompted
businesses to stay relevant, responsive, and adaptive in the 21st
century because it has brought pervasive organizational change
and job insecurity (Bimrose et al., 2008). Individuals increasingly
have to cope with uncertainty, new challenges, demands, and stress
arising from transitions and changes at work. Career adaptability
(Savickas, 2005), defined as the readiness to cope with current
and anticipated career-related tasks, transitions, and changes, has
thus gained prominence as one of the central constructs in career
development. To date, studies have shown that career adaptability
supports individuals in coping with unemployment-related stress
(Konstam et al., 2015), adjusting to work environments (Stoltz
et al., 2013), gaining quality employment (Koen et al., 2010),
and enhancing job performance (Ohme & Zacher, 2015) and
job satisfaction (Fiori et al., 2015; Santilli et al., 2014). Because
readiness to cope with work/careet-related challenges is important
to individuals of all ages and across all life stages, many scholars
have emphasized its relevance for career success (Hamtiaux et al.,
2013; Zacher, 2014). Career success refers to the accomplishment
of desirable work-related outcomes of one’s work experience
(Seibert, Kraimer, & Liden, 2001).

Prior to the heightened attention paid to career adaptability,
the concept of employability was considered a key concept for
career success and career self-management (Forrier & Sels,
2003a; Hall, 2002; Hogan et al., 2013; McQuaid & Lindsay, 2005).
Generally, employability has been defined as the ability to retain
or obtain a job in both the internal and external labor markets
(Forrier & Sels, 2003b; Fugate et al., 2004; Hillage & Pollard,
1999). In this paper, we address employability from a psychosocial
perspective, defined by Fugate et al. (2004) as “a form of work-
specific active adaptability that enables workers to identify and
realize career opportunities” (p. 16). A review of the literature
indicates that employability, like career adaptability, can enhance
job performance (Rosenberg et al., 2012; Van Der Heijde & Van
Der Heijden, 2006) and job satisfaction (Barnett & Bradley, 2007,
Gamboa et al,, 2009; Gonzalez-Roma et al., 2018; Van Der Heijde
& Van Der Heijden, 20006).

The importance of employability for career success in the
20th century can be demonstrated through its inclusion at various
policy levels, ranging from educational to international institutions
(see McQuaid & Lindsay, 2005). Employability matters because
organizations need people who are competent and flexible and
have the relevant skills to maintain the organization’s competitive
advantage (van der Heijden, 2002). However, because the 20th
and 21st century work contexts present different challenges and
demands, the role of employability in career success in the 21st
century is not yet fully understood in light of career adaptability.
Therefore, this paper aims to examine the relative importance
and the extent of shared commonality of employability and
career adaptability in predicting two subjective career success
indicators, job satisfaction (JS) and perceived job performance
(JP). Subjective career success refers to individuals’ perceptual
evaluations of their career achievements in relation to their
objectives and expectations (Ng et al., 2005; Seibert, Kraimer, &
Crant, 2001). We are interested in subjective career success rather
than objective career success (verifiable outcomes such as salary,
promotion, etc.) mainly because of the diminishing career ladder
and changing demands in the current world of work, which make
subjective career success more relevant to individuals (Savickas,
2008; Shockley et al., 2016).
the differential predictive importance of
employability and career adaptability can allow us to understand
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which of the two concepts is more important in career success
in the 21st century. This analysis can also indicate whether the
concept of employability is still relevant, despite the growing
attention paid to career adaptability. This understanding can lead
both theory and practice to be more streamlined and effective
in their efforts to further advance and make a difference in the
field. For example, efforts can focus more on developing career
adaptability if employability is found to be a minor or non-
significant predictor of JP in the presence of career adaptability,
and vice versa.

In addition, according to Hirschi (2012), employability and
career adaptability are associated psychological and career identity
resources. Hence, commonalities may exist between them. For
instance, various studies have found correlations between career
adaptability and various employability indicators (Cai et al., 2015;
Oncel, 2014; Tolentino et al., 2014; Ibarra & Barbulescu, 2010;
Negru-Subtirica et al., 2015; Porfeli & Savickas, 2012). However,
the degree of commonality is unclear and has yet to be examined.
This study aims to fill this gap. Clarifying this matter might
indicate possibilities for refining the two concepts into a single and
more parsimonious concept and designing career development
programs that enhance both career adaptability and employability
simultaneously.

Knowledge about the relative importance and commonality
of employability and career adaptability can be advantageous
because most employability programs tend to build human capital
through avenues such as on-the-job training, job-specific skills,
and employability skills (IMF, The World Bank, ILO, & OECD,
2016; Kluve, 2014). This occurs because programs that focus
on building human capital tend to be more tangible, measurable,
and suitable for group-based learning. Because career adaptability
resources can also be developed through a skills-and-knowledge
approach and in group-based training (Koen et al.,, 2012), their
inclusion in current employability training may develop individuals
more holistically. The benefits are two-fold because, not only do
individuals enhance their employability, but they also develop their
career adaptability resources at the same time. Interventions that
target both career adaptability and employability simultaneously
both because
organizations need competent and adaptable employees in order

can benefit individuals and organizations
to maintain their competitive advantage, and employees need to
be able to change and adapt quickly.

In order to understand the differential predictive importance
of employability and career adaptability and the amount of shared
commonality, we will first establish the validity of the Spanish
version of the Career Adapt-Ability Scale 2.0 (CAAS; Savickas
& Porfeli, 2012) in Mexico. The CAAS has been validated in
many languages and countries, and, to date, it has demonstrated
excellent reliability (Savickas & Porfeli, 2012). At the time this
study was carried out, no published Spanish version of the CAAS
was available; hence, this study was designed to examine the
validity of a Spanish version of the CAAS with a Mexican sample.
However, during this study, a validation of a Spanish version of
the CAAS was published by Merino-Tejedor et al. (2016). We
believe that this fact does not dilute the need to investigate the
validity of the Spanish version of the CAAS in Mexico because
career adaptability is a psychosocial construct. Therefore, the
psychometric properties of the CAAS in Mexico still warrant
investigation because contextual factors, such as social-economic
differences, labor market contexts, and local language differences,
can affect its validity. In addition, investigating the validity of the
CAAS in Mexico also addresses a gap related to the accessibility
of the scale in Hispanic-America, an underexplored region in
career adaptability studies.
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In sum, our research attempts to contribute to the career
adaptability literature in four ways. First, it adds additional evidence
supporting the reliability, validity, and utility of the CAAS across
different cultural contexts. Second, by validating the CAAS in
Mexico, we also address the gap related to the accessibility to
the CAAS in Hispanic-America. Third, by understanding their
differential predictive importance, we can understand whether
the concept of employability is still relevant, despite the rising
importance of career adaptability, or whether career adaptability
is replacing the role of employability. Lastly, commonality
analysis can indicate the shared commonality between the two
concepts and whether a single and more parsimonious concept
can be derived from them. From an applied perspective, clarifying
the commonality between career adaptability and perceived
employability offers the opportunity to design career development
programs that enhance both career adaptability and employability
simultaneously, thus saving costs for participants and institutions.

Career Adaptability

Careeradaptabilityisageneral adaptive resource that comprises
a variety of attitudes, beliefs, and competencies grouped into four
dimensions: concern, control, cutiosity, and confidence (Savickas,
2013). According to Savickas and Porfeli (2012), concern refers to
the ability to plan for future career developments, build a career
vision, and prepare actions to achieve the vision. Control reflects
individuals’ decisiveness and the extent of intrapersonal influence
on their situations. Curiosity refers to the tendency to broaden
horizons and explore alternatives and opportunities regarding
one’s possible self and/or environment. Lastly, confidence implies
belief in oneself and one’s ability to overcome challenges and
achieve goals. In short, career adaptability encompasses planning
the future career, making decisions towards achieving the vision,
exploring various career options, and having the confidence to
overcome challenges to achieve career goals. These four resources
are related to a regulatory focus (van Vianen et al., 2012), self-
regulation (Creed et al., 2009; Merino-Tejedor et al., 2016), and
stress coping (Stoltz et al., 2013). In a sense, career adaptability
is a type of proactive coping resource (Klehe et al., 2012) that is
future-oriented and involves the use of personal resources, goal
setting, and vision realization to overcome challenges (Aspinwall
& Taylor, 1997; Davis & Asliturk, 2011).

Career Adapt-Ability Scale (CAAS) and the Mexican Context

Career adaptability can be measured using the Career Adapt-
Ability Scale (CAAS), which has been validated in many languages
and countries and has demonstrated excellent reliability (Savickas
& Porfeli, 2012). Although a validated Spanish translation of the
CAAS is available for use in Spain (Merino-Tejedor et al., 2010),
its validity for use in other Spanish speaking countries, such as
Mexico, needs to be addressed due to contextual factors such
as socio-economic differences, labor market contexts, and local
language differences. Here, we highlight some socio-economic
and labor market context differences between Spain and Mexico.

Briefly, the Spanish labor market has been characterized
by extreme market duality and wage rigidity, which have led to
high levels of temporary employment/short-term contracts,
especially among young entrants. This phenomenon was partially
a result of high collective bargaining coverage in Spain (73.1%;
Aguirregabiria & Alonso-Borrego, 2014; Peir6 et al., 2012; Rocha
Sanchez, 2012). The Mexican labor market, on the other hand,
has a collective bargaining coverage of 9.9%, and it has been
characterized by a large informal workforce (57% from 2015 data;

Keese & Pascal, 20106). The informal sector refers to the part of
an economy that is usually hidden, not taxed, and not monitored
by the government (Andrews et al., 2011). Although there are no
definitive measures of the informal economy for Spain, it has
been estimated to represent approximately 19% to 22% of the
workforce (Feld & Schneider, 2010). In addition, young Mexicans
with more education have been found to have a higher chance of
being unemployed (INEGI, 2018). In terms of labor statistics,
Mexico has a labor force participation rate for the 25-54 year-old
age group that is 14% lower than Spain’s 87.0% (OECD, 2018),
and youth unemployment that is 7% lower than Spain’s 38.6%
(ILO, 2018).

Psychosocial Model of Employability

Psychosocial employability, according to Fugate et al. (2004),
is the synergistic combination of a variety of individual factors:
personal adaptability, career identity, and human and social capital.
According to Fugate et al. (2004), personal adaptability refers to
the readiness and capacity to change personal factors, such as
behaviors and thoughts, in response to environmental demands.
Career identity refers to the way individuals define themselves
in the career context. It is the driver of career motivations,
values, interests, and decisions. Human capital refers to skills
and knowledge such as education, training, and competencies.
Social capital refers to the contribution of one’s social network
to gaining/maintaining employment. Like career adaptability,
employability supports individuals in coping with job loss by
taking responsibility for managing their career (Fugate et al., 2004;
McArdle et al., 2007), and it is also a proactive coping resource.
For example, more employable individuals tend to engage in job
search activities (when unemployed) and obtain higher quality re-
employment (Fugate et al., 2004).

Psychosocial Employability and Career Adaptability

Among these dimensions, adaptability  is
conceptually the most similar to the conceptualization of
career adaptability because both refer to the capacity to adapt

to environmental demands. Personal adaptability indicators,

personal

such as protean career attitudes, a boundary-less mindset, and
a proactive personality, have been shown to correlate positively
with career adaptability (Cai et al., 2015; Chan et al., 2015; Oncel,
2014; Tolentino et al., 2014). Among the various indicators, we
use proactive personality to operationalize personal adaptability.
Proactive personality refers to the predisposition to initiate actions
to change one’s environment (Bateman & Crant, 1993) because
it entails taking actions to achieve the desired outcome, thus
resonating with the concept of career adaptability. For example,
proactive individuals tend to seck career opportunities and create
a work environment that fits their vocational needs (Seibert et al.,
1999), take responsibility for managing their career (Hall & Mirvis,
1995), seek information (Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001), and
set goals (Fugate et al.,, 2004). These characteristics are related to
the career adaptability dimensions of concern (planning for future
development, goal setting, and action planning), control (agency,
autonomy), and curiosity (openness to exploring alternatives and
opportunities). Taking action to change a situation also involves
some degree of self-efficacy (confidence).

In addition to the willingness and ability to adapt, career
adaptability entails forming a career identity, exploring the
environment and possible selves, clarifying values, and secking
occupational information (Savickas, 2005). Studies have shown
that career identity indicators such as vocational identity, identity
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exploration, career goal decidedness, and career preparedness
(comprising career decision making, career confidence, and career
planning) are related to career adaptability (Hirschi, 2009; Ibarra &
Barbulescu, 2010; Negru-Subtirica et al., 2015; Porfeli & Savickas,
2012; Skorikov, 2007; Stringer et al., 2011).

With career adaptability rapidly gaining attention as the
key factor in career success in the uncertain 21st century work
environment, the roles of employability and careeradaptability need
to be better understood. Thus, this paper aims to (i) examine their
relative importance in predicting two career success outcomes—
job performance and job satisfaction, and (ii) understand the
shared commonality between psychosocial employability and
career adaptability in predicting career success outcomes. In doing
so, this paper will also validate a Spanish version of the Career
Adapt-Ability Scale (CAAS) in Mexico before conducting relative
weights analysis and commonality analysis.

Methods

Participants, Data Collection Procedures and Ethical
Considerations

Participants were 160 young Mexican working adults aged 20
to 35 years old (M = 28.60, D = 3.73) from both public (68.1%)
and private (31.9%) universities in Mexico City. The sample was
59.4% female. Among the participants, 60% had a university
degree, and 40% had a post-graduate degree.

Data were collected in Mexico from an online platform
between March and May of 2015. An email containing the purpose
of the survey on graduates’ transition into the labor market and
the link to the online questionnaire was sent to university graduates
of several universities. When respondents accessed the link to the
questionnaire, they were first presented with information about
the purpose of the study, and they were asked to indicate whether
they gave their consent to participate in the study. If respondents
chose not to give their consent, they were presented with a thank
you message and could leave the survey. Only participants who
gave their consent to participate in the study were presented
with the questionnaire. The questionnaire included questions
about graduates’ first job, current job, personal factors (such as
perceived employability, career adaptability), employment status,
and various self-rated career success indicators. All participants
were guaranteed confidentiality and anonymity.

Instruments

Job Satisfaction (JS). General job satisfaction was assessed
using four items taken from the measures by Brayfied-Roth
(1951). An example item was “Most days I am enthusiastic about
my work”. Participants marked their level of agreement on a
5-point Likert scale with response options ranging from (1) “very
unsatisfied” to (5) “very satisfied”. Scale reliability was .87.

Self-Rated Job Performance (JP). Five items were
created to assess general job performance. The five items were
conceptualized by using three self-rated job performance scales
as a reference (Day & Allen, 2004; Fernandes & Awamleh, 2000;
Miler, 2004) and adapting them to our study context. The five
items were: “I achieve the objectives and goals I have to fulfill
in a timely manner”, “I take initiative in carrying out my work”,
“I actively participate in decision making related to my work”, “I
work without making mistakes”, and “I accept the responsibilities
assigned to me”. Participants marked their level of agreement on
a 10-point Likert scale with response options ranging from (1)
“very low” to (10) “very high”. Exploratory factor analysis using
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principal axis factoring supported a one-dimensional solution
where one factor explained 41.77% of the variance. The item
factor loadings were greater than .49. Scale reliability was .76.

Career Adapt-Abilities Scale (CAAS). Career adaptability
was assessed through the CAAS-International 2.0 (Savickas
& Porfeli, 2012). It contains 24 items divided equally into four
subscales that measure the adaptability resources of concern,
control, curiosity, and confidence. When the data were collected,
the Spanish version (Merino-Tejedor et al., 2016) of the scale was
not yet available. Therefore, two individuals fluent in both Spanish
and English translated the items into Spanish independently.
Next, two organizational psychologists reviewed the translation
and compared and modified the items to ensure cultural
appropriateness and coherence with the original English version.
Lastly, back translation took place to check whether the translated
scales corresponded with the original scale (Van Widenfelt et al.,
2005). When the Spanish Scale by Merino-Tejedor and colleagues
(2016) was published, we compared it with our version and found
no major differences in the translation; differences were mostly
related to language style. Participants responded to each item using
a Likert scale ranging from (1) not strong to (5) very strong. Scale
reliabilities were .89 (concern), .89 (control), .91 (curiosity), .91
(confidence), and .96 for the overall CAAS. Appendix A presents
the scale items in Spanish. Appendix B presents the scale items
in our translated version compared to the translation by Merino-
Tejedor and colleagues (2016).

Employability (EMP). Psychosocial employability (Fugate
et al., 2004) was measured by combining two scales, the Proactive
Personality scale as a proxy indicator for the personal adaptability
dimension, and the Career Identity scales for the career identity
dimension of the psychosocial employability model. These
two indicators have been used previously to operationalize
psychosocial employability, along with other proxy indicators for
human and social capital (Gonzalez-Roma et al., 2018; McArdle
et al., 2007). We did not include indicators for human and social
capital in this study because we are more focused on the personal
adaptability and career identity dimensions, which are components
that are lacking in most employability programs. In addition, these
are the two dimensions where most of the similarities theoretically
coincide as psychological and identity resources (Hirschi, 2012).

Hence, the employability scale comprised a total of nine items,
five items from the Proactive Personality (PP) scale by Bateman
and Crant (1993) and four items from the Career Identity (CI)
scale by Gonzalez-Roma et al. (2018). The correlation between the
two scales was moderately strong at .56 (p < .001). An example
item from the Proactive Personality scale was “Nothing is more
exciting than seeing my ideas turn into reality”, and an example
item from the Career Identity scale was “I have a high motivation
to develop the career I desire”. Participants responded to each
item using a Likert scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5)
strongly agree.

Data Analysis Procedures

To ascertain the structure of the CAAS, we performed a
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the second-order factor
model in Mplus Version 7.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 2012). Because
a 5-point Likert scale was used to measure the scale items, there
were sufficient categories to consider the scale items as continuous
measures (Rhemtulla et al., 2012). Therefore, we used a maximum
likelihood estimator — MLLM V-, which is robust to multivariate non-
normality for the analysis (Muthén & Muthén, 2012). To assess
model fit, we utilized multiple goodness-of-fit indices, namely, the
comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), root mean
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square error of approximation (RMSEA) and standardized root
mean square residual (SRMR). For CFI and TLI, values above .9
indicate a good fit, whereas values less than .06 indicate a good fit
for RMSEA and SRMR (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

After ascertaining the validity of the CAAS, we estimated the
variables” importance through relative weights analysis (RWA) and
commonality analysis (CA). RWA is a technique for calculating
the relative importance of correlated predictors. We conducted
RWA using the R script developed by Tonidandel and LeBreton
(2015) from the RWA-Web. RWA breaks down the total variance
(R?) predicted in a regression model into weights that reflect the
proportional contribution of the various correlated predictor
variables (Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2015). In addition, RWA
determines the significance of the relative weights by comparing
the weights produced by the predictors to a randomly generated
(i.e. meaningless) variable (Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2015). This
significance test allows us to gauge the practical utility of a variable,
i.e. whether the predictor is meaningful or not. For example, a
variable may explain a small portion of predictable variance and yet
be a meaningful predictor if the weights of the other predictors in
the model are not significant, or a variable may account for a large
portion of variance but have little practical utility if its weight
is not significant (see Cortina & Landis, 2009). CA, a different
relative variable importance technique was conducted using the
SPSS script developed by Nimon (2010). It estimates the relative
importance of correlated variables by partitioning the regression
effect into constituent, non-overlapping parts (Thompson,
20006). The partitioning process produces unique and common
effects. Unique effects refer to the amount of variance unique
to each predictor, whereas common effects refer to the amount
of variance common to groups (two or more) of predictors. In
our case, there is only one group — CAAS and EMP. The sum of
the unique and common effects — the total effect- refers to the
total variance in the outcome variable explained by the predictors
(Nimon, 2010; Nimon & Oswald, 2013). Unlike RWA, CA allowed
us to gauge how much of the variance predicting the outcomes
was common to CAAS and EMP, thus indicating the amount of
shared similarity.

Results

The descriptive statistics and correlations among the variables
are presented in Table 1. All the study variables demonstrated
sufficient reliability, with alphas ranging between .76 and .90,
and univariate normality, with skewness and kurtosis within *
2 (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2014). Skewness and kurtosis for the
majority of the variables were below 1.0, except for the skewness
of self-rated performance (-1.52), which is expected on self-rated
performance measures. The CAAS items’ means and standard
deviations are shown in Table 2, revealing high career adaptability
in this sample.

Factorial Validity of CAAS

In the multidimensional hierarchical CAAS model, the
four subscales were first-order latent factors (concern, control,
curiosity, and confidence), followed by a second-order general
career adapt-ability factor. The multidimensional hierarchical
model presented a marginally acceptable fit (x> = 344.64, df = 248,
RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .06, CFI = .89, TLI = .87). After adding
the error covariances between item pairs 24-23 and 8-9, which
were probably measurement errors due to overlap in the items’
contents, the model fit improved (x> = 317.28, df = 246, RMSEA
= .04, SRMR = .06, CFI = .92, TLI = .91). Similar modifications
were made in a previous CAAS validation (Merino-Tejedor et al.,
2016). The standardized loadings (Table 2) suggested that most of
the items were strong indicators of the first-order factors (ranging
from .64 to .87), which were subsequently strong indicators of
the second-order career adapt-ability construct (ranging from
.79 to .92). Scale reliabilities were .89 (concern), .89 (control),
91 (curiosity), .91 (confidence), and .96 for the entire CAAS.
Overall, the CFA shows that the data from the CAAS-Mexico fits
the theoretical model well, and that a global score can be used to
operationalize the construct of career adaptability.

Relative Importance Analysis

Before performing the relative importance analysis, we
conducted linear regressions to ascertain the validity of the
regression model. Table 3 presents the outcomes of the linear
regression, RWA, and CA. The regression analysis indicated that
the weighted linear combination of CAAS and EMP explained
16.8% of the variance (R* = .17) in JS and 18.5% of the variance
(R? =.19) in JP. Regression results also indicated that EMP was a
significant predictor of JS (p <.05) and JP (p = .047), whereas the
CAAS was only a significant predictor of JP (p < .05). Although
the effect of the CAAS on JS was not statistically significant (p
= .09), it indicated a possible suppression or attenuation effect
because higher CAAS scores predicted lower JS when EMP was
considered (8 = -.04).

Results of RWA revealed that EMP (RW = .14, CI = .05,
.24) explained a statistically significant amount of variance in JS,
but the CAAS did not RW = .03, CI = -.01, .09). In addition,
both EMP (RW = .08, CI = .01, .19) and CAAS (RW = .13, CI
= .00, .21) explained a statistically significant amount of variance
in JP. Both regression and RWA results indicated that CAAS
was not a significant predictor of JS, although it was a predictor
of JP. This result contrasts with the three-wave cross-lagged
findings by Fiori et al., (2015). We reanalyzed the data through
an additional regression analysis and found that CAAS predicted
JS in the absence of EMP (=25, R*=.25, F | =10.77, p<.001).
This additional analysis explained why our data contradicted the
findings by Fiori et al., (2015). More importantly, based on the

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations between variables.
Variables M SD Gender a Edua Age CAAS EMP JS P
Gender - - -
Edu - - 0.02 b -
Age 28.60 3.73 .01 A4 --
CAAS 4.33 .58 .01 -.04 .01 -
EMP 4.24 .57 .02 -.04 .06 67 -
]S 3.84 98 .04 .04 .18* 25%* Al -
P 8.79 .95 -10 13 16* Al 38k 282 --

Note. a Spearman Coefficient (for correlations between ordinal and continuous variables); b Cramer’s V (for correlations between 2 ordinal variables)

* Significant at p < .05 ; ** Significant at p < .01.

Ordinal Variables are: Gender (0 = Female, 1 = Male), Education (1 = Vocational Training, 2 = University, 3 = Postgraduate)
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Table 2
Standardized loadings, Means, and SD of the items on the CAAS.
Construct Item (First-order Indicators) Mean SD Loading*

1 Thinking about what my future will be like 4.19 .88 .66

2 Realizing that today's choices shape my future 4.32 .81 74

Concern 3 Preparing for the future 4.24 .87 .82
4 Becoming aware of the educational and career choices I have to make 4.22 .86 .80

5 Planning how to achieve my goals 4.03 98 73

6 Concerned about my career 4.15 91 .78

7 Staying upbeat 4.08 1.00 .64

8 Making decisions by myself 4.43 73 .81

Control 9 Taking responsibility for my actions 4.59 .65 78
10 Sticking up for my beliefs 4.45 77 .82

11 Counting on myself 4.38 .85 78

12 Doing what's right for me 4.51 .73 78

13 Exploring my surroundings 4.29 .84 .76

14 Looking for opportunities to grow as a person 4.35 .86 .69

Curiosity 15 Investigating options before making a choice 4.33 77 .82
16 Observing different ways of doing things. 4.28 .83 .87

17 Probing deeply into questions I have 4.14 94 .85

18 Becoming curious about new opportunities 4.34 .82 79

19 Performing tasks efficiently 4.39 .67 .76

20 Taking care to do things well 4.44 71 .70

Confidence 21 Learning new skills. 4.38 .76 .82
22 Working to the best of my ability 4.41 .70 .82

23 Overcoming obstacles 4.48 78 .83

24 Solving problems 4.51 74 79

Construct Construct (second-order indicators) Mean SD Loading*

1 Concern 4.19 71 79

2 Control 4.41 .64 92

Adaptability 3 Curiosity 429 70 88
4 Confidence 4.43 .60 .90

Overall Career Adapt-Ability score 4.33 .58 -

Note. Factor loadings are statistically significant at p=.01

weights, RWA results indicated that EMP (RW=.14) was more
important than CAAS (R =.03) in predicting JS. Lastly, results
indicated that CAAS (RW=.10) was slightly more important than
EMP (RW=.08) in predicting JP.

Commonality Analysis

In the case of commonality, results of the CA revealed that
CAAS and EMP shared 37.4% of the variance in predicting JS.
The breakdown of the effects (see Table 4) indicates that, in

Table 3
Summary of Linear regression, Relative weights analysis, and Commonality Analysis

predicting ]S, 62% of the total effect was unique to EMP. This
result indicated that employability had a bigger predictive role in
predicting JS. It also suggested that career adaptability resources
that predict JS could be a ‘subset’ of employability.

The results of the CA also revealed that CAAS and EMP
shared 66.39% when predicting JP. The breakdown of the effects
(see Table 4) indicated that, when predicting JP, 22.30% of the
total effect was unique to CAAS and 11.32% was unique to EMP.
This result indicated that the resources common to both career
adaptability and employability had a larger predictive role. Overall,

Relative Weights Analysis

Commonality Analysis

Predictor b B8 P RW LCL UCL RS-RW% Unique Common Total % of R*
Criterion = JS (R? = .17 ; I'[2,157] = 15.83; p < .001)
Intercept 0.95
CAAS -.07 -.04 .687 0.03 -0.01;0.09 19.27 .00 .06 .06 19
EMP 0.75 0.43 .000 0.14 0.05;0.24 80.73 10 .06 A7 49
Criterion = JP (R*>= .19; F[2,157] = 17.76; p < .001)
Intercept 5.46
CAAS 0.45 0.27 .006 0.10 0.00;0.21 55.49 .04 12 0.16 0.48
EMP 0.33 0.2 047 0.08 0.01;0.19 44.51 .02 12 0.14 0.42

Note. /=unstandardized regression weight, § =standardized regression weight, RW = raw relative weight (within rounding error raw weights will add up to R?), LCI; UCI= lower-bound and
upper-bound confidence intervals used to test the statistical significance of raw weight, RS-RW relative weight re-scaled as a percentage of predicted variance in the criterion variable attribu-
ted to each predictor (within rounding error re-scaled weights add up to 100 %), Unique = predictor’s unique effect, Common = X predictor’s common effects. Total = Unique + Common.

% of R? ="Total/ R?
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Table 4
Summary of commonality matrix.

Criterion = |S Criterion =JP

Predictors itv itv
Commonality " eop Commonality o eopal
coefficient coefficient
Unique to o
CAAS .001 513 .041 22.296
Unique to
EMP 104 61.996 .021 11.315
Common
to CAAS- .063 37.491 123 66.390
-EMP
Total 168 100.000 185 100.000

the CA results indicated that, although CAAS and EMP had
different roles in predicting JS and JP, there was a certain amount
of overlap in the activation of resources.

Discussion

Advancements in technology and fluctuations in global
economic situations have shifted the business landscape and nature
of work and intensified global competition. To be successful in
this environment, the literature posits that individuals need to
be career adaptable. The growing attention paid to the concept
of career adaptability prompted us to examine whether career
adaptability is replacing employability as an important construct
in career success in the 21st century. To achieve this goal, we
first validated the instrument — the CAAS- in Mexico. Next,
we examined the relative importance of career adaptability and
employability in predicting the subjective career success indicators
of job satisfaction and job performance, using relative weights
analysis (RWA) and commonality analysis (CA).

Results of the CFA indicated that the overall scale and four
subscales of the CAAS demonstrated good internal consistency
and a coherent multidimensional hierarchical structure that fits
the theoretical model of career adaptability. The regression and
RWA results indicated that career adaptability does not contribute
to the perception of JS in the presence of employability. The
CA results further indicated that the shared resources common
to both career adaptability and employability explained about
37.5% of the total R% The unique effects of career adaptability
and employability explained about 0.51% and 62% of the total
R?, respectively. Moreover, the RWA results indicated that both
career adaptability and employability contributed to the prediction
of perceived JP, with career adaptability having a slightly larger
role than employability. The shared commonality between the two
concepts contributed 66.4% of the total R?, whereas 22.3% and
11.3% of the total effect was unique to career adaptability and
employability, respectively.

Theoretical Implications

First, results of the validation of the CAAS in Mexico provide
evidence that the Mexican form has adequate psychometric
properties and can be a valid tool for measuring career adaptability
in the Mexican population. This validation, together with the
Spanish validation by Merino-Tejedor et al. (20106), forms a basis
for studying measurement invariance in the CAAS across Spain
and Mexico. Establishing measurement invariance allows for
meaningful cross-country comparison and can be a springboard
for exploring factors that explain cross-cultural differences in
career adaptability (Steinmetz et al., 2009; Van de Vijver & Tanzer,
2004; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000).

Second, this study sheds some light on the relevance of

employability in career success in the current work context. For
instance, this study found employability to be a better predictor
of job satisfaction. In addition, the additional regression analysis
prompted by the contradiction with existing evidence (Fiori et
al., 2015; Santilli et al., 2014) reveals that career adaptability, in
the absence of employability, predicts job satisfaction. This result
suggests that the presence of employability could attenuate the
role of career adaptability in subjective career success. Therefore,
there is a need for research in this field to examine the role of
career adaptability and employability together when predicting
outcomes such as career success. In other words, the impact of
each of the two constructs should be examined in the presence of
the other or be controlled for. This can be important because the
literature shows that scholars believe that employability still has
an influence on subjective career success (De Cuyper et al., 2018;
Kirves et al., 2011; Otterbach & Sousa-Poza, 2016). However, few
studies have considered the influence of career adaptability or
controlled for it.

Third, the results indicated that both career adaptability
and employability contributed to the prediction of perceived job
performance, with career adaptability having a slightly larger role
than employability. In fact, the commonality between the two
concepts contributed to 66.4% of the total R?, which indicates
that the two concepts are rather similar, and, hence, either of
them alone may suffice to predict JP. This finding also suggests
that employability may have a more dependable role in predicting
subjective career success than career adaptability. Considering
that career adaptability also has a role in predicting subjective
career success, and that there is a commonality between career
adaptability and psychosocial employability, this research highlights
an opportunity to merge career adaptability and psychosocial
employability into a single more parsimonious construct.

The proposed construct merger can be beneficial to both
research and practice because psychosocial employability, to
date, lacks a unified measurement scale. The ‘merger’ might be
a possible solution for measuring the personal adaptability and
career identity dimension with the Career Adapt-Ability Scale. This
proposal is aligned with the proposition by Lo Presti and Pluviano
(2016), who state that a solid definition of employability is needed
for the contemporary work context. Arguing that individuals need
to proactively cope with pervasive changes more than before,
Lo Presti and Pluviano propose operationalizing employability
with the following formula: Employability = Career Identity (or
Self-Management) X Professional Development X Environment
monitoring. This formula resonates with our proposal. Forinstance,
environment monitoring X self-management corresponds with
the conceptualization of career adaptability, especially with the
concern and curiosity dimension. In addition, career identity X
professional development corresponds with the notion of human
and social capital.

Practical Implications

On the practical end, the merger into a single more
parsimonious construct could mean that career practices and
training can be more cost and time effective because both career
adaptability and employability resources could be enhanced
simultaneously. Such joint development activities can plausibly
offer a more holistic development because they incorporate
two additional types of career resources - psychological and
career identity resources- in addition to the human capital-based
employability development programs (ILO, 2018; OECD, 2018;
Kluve, 2014). In fact, Harms and Brummel (2013) also advocate
building employability by augmenting psychosocial resources, in
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addition to education, on-the-job training, and job-specific skills
(Kluve, 2014; McQuaid & Lindsay, 2005). Hence, merging the two
concepts can plausibly develop individuals more holistically, i.c.,
develop human capital resources and psychological and career
identity resources.

There are many practical benefits of merging the concept
of career adaptability and employability. First, individuals can
enhance their employability and career adaptability resources
at the same time. This is advantageous for both individuals and
organizations because organizations need competent employees
to maintain the organization’s competitive advantage. Moreover,
employees can change and adapt quickly in a world of work
characterized by constant and rapid changes. Second, these
joint interventions would not only improve the quality of work-
life, but they would also support young people in coping with
unemployment, obtaining quality employment, and managing
uncertainty and changes at work. Third, enhancing employability
and career adaptability simultaneously could translate into cost/
time effectiveness for both career practitioners and participants.

Future Studies

To further enrich the knowledge, future research should
explore the relative importance and commonality using other
indicators of employability, such as a protean career mindset (Hall,
1996), a boundary-less mindset, and career self-efficacy (McArdle
et al., 2007). The psychosocial model of employability refers to
a very broad base of psychological and career identity resources,
and unlike career adaptability, definitive indicators or subscales for
the model are lacking; In light of this, future research can consider
exploring the relative importance and commonality with other
operationalizations of employability, such as the dispositional
approach or the labor market demands approach (Fugate &
Kinicki, 2008; Rothwell, Herbert, & Rothwell, 2008; Van Der
Heijde & Van Der Heijden, 2000).

Limitations

The findings and implications discussed above must be
interpreted in light of the limitations of this study. First, it should
be noted that the validation of the CAAS scale was conducted
with a sample size of 160, collected throughout 2015. A general
rule of thumb for the minimum sample size for CFA is 10 cases
per parameter (Kline, 2011; Nunnally, 1967), which amounts to a
minimum sample size of 240. However, the small sample size may
not necessarily affect the meaningfulness of the validation. There
is evidence suggesting that a 5 case parameter is sufficient, even
for latent models (Bentler & Chou, 1987), and that a sample size
of 100 — 150 can be considered sufficient for CFA (Muthén &
Muthén, 2012; Sideridis et al., 2014; Wolf et al., 2013).

Second, this study involved single-source, self-report data,
which exposes the results to a higher risk of common method
bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). In addition, our results are specific
to self-rated measures of job performance and may not reflect the
various dimensions of job performance (Rotundo & Sackett, 2002;
Viswesvaran et al., 2005). The inclusion of a multi-source/multi-
rater measure of performance (such as supervisor performance
appraisal) can plausibly enrich our knowledge in this field, either
by strengthening our findings or by offering an alternative pattern.
Hence, future studies should consider measuring supervisor-rated
performance or performance measures such as organizational
citizenship behavior.

Third, the measures were assessed at one time point, thus
limiting any time-lagged or causal inferences from the data.

Revista Psicologia: Organizagoes & Trabalho, 20(4), 1177-1187.

For example, we cannot conclude that job performance or job
satisfaction increased in response to employability and career
adaptability, only that job performance and job satisfaction were
higher when employability or career adaptability was high.

Despite the various limitations, we believe that our findings
are still meaningful because existing studies have ascertained the
relationship between the variables of interest (Fiori et al., 2015;
Gamboa et al., 2009; Ohme & Zacher, 2015; Santilli et al., 2014),
and this is an initial attempt to empirically explore the relative
importance and commonality of the constructs.

Conclusions

In sum, our study contributes evidence for the reliability
and validity of the CAAS and its usefulness across different
cultural contexts. It presents initial evidence indicating that
the concept of employability is still relevant, despite the rising
importance of career adaptability. It also indicates an opportunity
to derive a single and more parsimonious concept by combining
employability with career adaptability. The study also reveals the
need to examine the role of career adaptability and employability
together when predicting career success outcomes, due to possible
attenuation effects. It also highlights the opportunity to design
employability programs that include career adaptability elements
and can be advantageous for both the participants and the training
organizations.
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Appendix A. Scale items of the Career Adapt-Abilities Scale

Diferentes personas utilizan diferentes habilidades y estrategias
para desarrollar sus carreras. Nadie es bueno haciendo cada una
de ellas, cada uno de nosotros usamos mas unas que otras. Por
favor, evalia en qué medida has desarrollado cada una de las
siguientes habilidades: (1 = Nada Fuerte, 2 = Algo Fuerte, 3 =

Low, T. H. J., Yeves, J., Latorre, F., & Ramos, J. (2020).

— Mexican Form

Instrucciones:

Fuerte, 4 = Muy Fuerte, 5 = A Tope)

Appendix B. Scale Items in Spanish used by this Study &
by available Spanish Scale

Spanish Translation in this Study

Spanish Translation by Merino-Te-
jedor et al. (2016)

Construct Item (First-order Indicators)
1 Pensar sobre como serd mi futuro.
5 Darse cuenta que las decisiones de hoy influyen en mi
futuro.
o 3 Prepararme para el futuro.
Implicacién ) ) ) )
4 Ser consciente de las elecciones educativas y vocacionales
que debo tomar.
5  Planificar cémo lograr mis objetivos / metas.
6 Preocuparme por mi carrera.
7 Mantenerme optimista.
8  Tomar decisiones por mi mismo.
9 Responsabilizarme de mis acciones.
Control ) ) o
10 Defender mis creencias (convicciones).
11 Confiar en mi mismo.
12 Hacer lo que creo que esta bien.
13 Explorar mi entorno.
14  Buscar oportunidades para crecer como persona.
o 15 Explorar opciones antes de tomar una decision.
Curiosidad ) )
16  Considerar diferentes maneras de hacer las cosas.
17  Examinar profundamente los interrogantes que tengo.
18 Tener curiosidad sobre nuevas oportunidades.
19 Realizar las tareas de forma eficiente.
20 Tener cuidado de hacer las cosas bien.
21 Aprender nuevas habilidades.
Confianza ) ) )
22 Desarrollar al maximo mis capacidades.
23 Superar obstaculos.
24 Resolver problemas.

—_

6

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

24

Pensar sobre como sera mi futuro.

Darse cuenta que las decisiones de
hoy influyen en mi futuro.

Prepararme para el futuro.

Ser consciente de las elecciones
educativas y vocacionales que debo
tomar.

Planificar cémo lograr mis objeti-
vos / metas.

Preocuparme por mi carrera.

Mantenerme optimista.
Tomar decisiones por mi mismo.

Responsabilizarme de mis acciones.

Defender mis creencias (convic-
ciones).

Confiar en mi mismo.
Hacer lo que creo que esta bien.

Explorar mi entorno.

Buscar oportunidades para crecer
como pCIS()nZ.

Explorar opciones antes de tomar
una decision.

Considerar diferentes maneras de
hacer las cosas.

Examinar profundamente los
interrogantes que tengo.

Tener curiosidad sobre nuevas
oportunidades.

Realizar las tareas de forma
eficiente.

Tener cuidado de hacer las cosas
bien.

Aprender nuevas habilidades.

Desarrollar al maximo mis capa-
cidades.

Superar obstaculos.

Resolver problemas.

Pensando en cémo sera mi futuro

Dandome cuenta de que las opcio-
nes de hoy determinan mi futuro

Preparandome para el future

Tomando conciencia de la educaci-
6n y de las opciones vocacionales
que debo tomar

Planificando como conseguir mis
objetivos

Preocupandome por mi carrera
Siendo optimista

Tomando decisiones por mi
mismo/a

Siendo responsable de mis acciones

Defendiendo las cosas en las que
creo

Contando conmigo mismo/a

Haciendo lo que considero correc-
to para mi.

Explorando mi entorno

Buscando oportunidades para
crecer

Explorando las opciones antes de
hacer una eleccion

Observando diferentes formas de
hacer las cosas

Indagando profundamente los
interrogantes que tengo

Siendo curioso/a ante las nuevas
oportunidades

Llevando a cabo las tareas de forma
eficiente

Teniendo cuidado de hacer bien
las cosas

Aprendiendo nuevas habilidades

Trabajando y/o estudiando de
acuerdo a mis capacidades

Superando los obstaculos

Solucionando los problemas
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