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Today, most organizations have been deeply 
influenced by a highly dynamic environment in 
which technology, economic conditions, political 
circumstances, and social/cultural values continue 
to evolve at an ever rapid rate. Schein (1990, p. 1) 
stated that these environmental changes make 
it almost impossible to clearly think about the 
planning process: “the fundamental problem that 
all organizations face when they attempt to plan for 
their human resources is that they have to match the 
ever changing needs of the organization with the 

ever changing needs of the employees.” In addition, 
it has been proposed that organizations must have 
a better understanding of the changing nature of 
work and the dynamics of the internal career (i.e., 
the self-image that employees establish in regard to 
their work–life balance) in order to overcome the 
negative effects of environmental changes (Kaynak, 
2002; Schein, 1978, 1990).

Like other large organizations, universities are 
deeply influenced by both national and international 
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social, economic and political developments 
(Aypay, 2003; Şimşek, 1999). Marginson (2000) 
emphasized that, due to globalization and the 
pressures and opportunities created in this more 
intensive and extensive international environment, 
the following has occurred: a crisis of values and 
university identity in the era of corporate reform; the 
emergence of more professionalized management; 
the slippage of collegial ideals and collegial systems 
of governance; and the deconstruction of academic 
professionalism itself (p. 23). Thus, universities 
need to redefine “what they are” and “what they do” 
to survive under such changing social, economic 
and political contexts (Billiot, 2010; Froman, 1999). 

It has been proposed that the permeation of 
managerialism into university operations is 
necessary as a result of these social, economic, 
and political changes (Churchman, 2006). 
Although universities have been historically 
viewed as a collective of scholars who give 
priority to collegiality, collaborative management, 
academic freedom, ideological rewards, and peer 
esteem, they currently face revised institutional 
values demanding the ideological engagement 
and endorsement of economic and managerial 
priorities. Changes in the priorities of institutions 
have led faculty members to redefine their 
identities as well as those of their colleagues. More 
specifically, it has been argued that such changing 
priorities have required faculty members to adjust 
their understanding of academic roles as well as the 
meanings of assigned academic tasks (Billiot, 2010; 
Churchman, 2006). Meanwhile, researchers in the 
fields of sociology, social psychology, management, 
and communication have shown particular interest 
in the organizational structure of universities, 
academic professions, academic careers, identities 
and cultures, scientific and professional ethics, as 
well as the overall nature of academic work (Adams, 
1998; Altbach, 1995; Barnett, 1993; Baruch & Hall, 
2004; Edwards, 1999; Gürkanlar, 2010; Harley, 
Muller-Camen, & Collin, 2004; Jacob & Hellström, 
2003; Kerr, 1994; Leong & Leung, 2004; Marginson, 
2000; Tapper & Palfreyman, 1998). 

Moreover, Lindholm (2004) stated that, although 
society has unquestioningly trusted universities 
and allowed their faculty members to pursue 
individual work in the past, society now expects the 
same members to have the social responsibility to 
contribute to the welfare of their institutions and 
the larger community. Lindholm also emphasized 
that this expectancy requires an examination of the 
career development of faculty members (especially 

that of newer faculty members), regardless of the 
complex nature of academic career development 
processes. 

In the related literature, academic careers have 
been studied according to various variables such 
as gender, marital status, and position in the 
organization (Bogenschutz, 1987; Harley et al., 
2004; Leong & Leung, 2004; Lindholm, 2004; 
Martin, 2008; Özkanlı & White, 2008; Quesenberry 
& Trauth, 2007; Rabe & Rugunanan, 2011; Riordan 
& Louw-Potgieter, 2011; Russell, 2010). In these 
studies, it was found that faculty members value 
academic freedom, autonomy, and intellectual 
contexts. Moreover, when academic careers in terms 
of gender were reviewed, it was observed that the 
majority examined the barriers of womens’ career 
success or progression in academic environments 
(Buday, Stake, & Peterson, 2012; Conley, 2005; 
Özbilgin & Healy, 2004; Özkanlı & White, 2008; 
Riordan & Louw-Potgieter, 2011).

In sum, the concept of career anchors becomes 
especially applicable in today’s turbulent world. 
Based on these aforementioned explanations, it 
is obvious that universities need to improve the 
process by which work is matched to its faculty 
members in order to improve career planning 
as well as maintain effectiveness in such an 
increasingly dynamic environment. The success 
of this matching process mainly depends upon 
career occupants being open and clear about their 
individual career anchors. With this background, 
this research identifies the dominant career anchors 
of faculty members and examines these in regard to 
their gender, marital status, title, and administrative 
position (current or previous) in their organization. 

Career Anchors

To survive in a highly dynamic environment, it is 
important that organizations not only match the 
changing needs of the organization itself, but also 
the needs of their employees (Argüden, 1998; Can, 
2007). The success of this process requires that two 
basic dimensions be the subject of focus: external 
career and internal career. External career refers 
to stages and roles that are formally rewarded by 
organizations and determined by organizational 
policies, while internal career is related to the 
self-concept of employees with respect to their 
expectations and career development (Raymond, 
1999; Riordan & Louw-Potgieter, 2011; Sav, 2008; 
Tan & Quek, 2001). Schein (1990) stressed that an 
organization must not only focus on the changing 
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nature of work, but also focus on the dynamics of 
the internal career in order to maintain pace with 
such a highly dynamic environment. Schein (2006) 
also stated that a career anchor forms an intrinsic 
part of the career self-concept by acting as a basic 
career motive. In other words, a career anchor 
functions as a driving force behind certain career 
decisions and choices and thus, it is seen as an 
important element of individuals’ internal careers. 

The concept of career anchor emerged as a result 
of a 12-year longitudinal study initiated by Schein 
in the 1960s (Schein, 1978, 1990). In his study, the 
participants consisted of 44 Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology Sloan School alumni who were 
interviewed about their work attitudes and values as 
well as their career choices and changes. As a result, 
Schein identified some patterns (namely, career 
anchors) that functioned in a person’s worklife as a 
way of evaluating work experience and underpinning 
her/his reasons for working and changing jobs 
(Coetzee & Schreuder, 2009; Evans, 1996; Schein, 
2006). In addition, Schein (1978; 1990; 1996) 
proposed that most people’s self-concepts revolved 
around eight categories reflecting basic values, 
motives, and needs: autonomy/independence, 
security/stability, technical-functional competence, 
general managerial competence, entrepreneurial 
creativity, service or dedication to a cause, pure 
challenge, and lifestyle. 

A person’s career anchor is mainly related to the his/
her self-concept comprised of self-perceived talents 
and abilities, basic values, the evolved sense of 
motives, and needs as they pertain to the career (De 
Long, 1987; Evans, 1996; Schein, 1990, 1996, 2006). 
Furthermore, one’s career anchor evolves only as 
he/she gains occupational and life experience and 
once the self-concept has been formed, it functions 
as a stabilizing force. Thus, a career anchor can be 
thought of as the values and motives that the person 
will not give up if forced to make a choice. Similarly, 
it has been stated that a career anchor refers to a 
person’s orientation toward work and approach to 
his/her work based on a combination of perceived 
areas, such as competence, motives, and values, 
related to professional work choices (Beck & Lopa, 
2001; Coetzee & Schreuder, 2009; Hsu, Jiang, Klein, 
& Tang, 2003). For this reason, it is important 
to be aware of these values and motives so that 
individuals can make wise decisions when choices 
have to be made. 

Although Schein proposed that each individual 
has only one career anchor, some researchers have 
stressed that one to three anchors tend to cluster 

together to form a person’s career choices (Chapman, 
2009; Coetzee & Schreuder, 2009; DeLong, 1982, 
1987; Feldman & Bolino, 1996). In addition, Schein’s 
eight career anchors have been re-categorized into 
three distinct groupings, based on the inherent 
motivations underlying the various career anchors 
(Feldman & Bolino, 1996; Schein, 1978): talent-
based, needs-based, and value-based anchors. 
The talent-based anchors include managerial 
competence, technical/functional competence, 
and entrepreneurial creativity, while the needs-
based anchors are composed of security and 
stability, autonomy and independence, and lifestyle 
motivations. Finally, value-based anchors consist of 
pure challenge and service or dedication to a cause. 

Method

Participants

Mersin University (MEU), from which the faculty 
was selected as a case for this study, is one of the 
103 publicly founded universities in Turkey. MEU 
has 13 faculties and 12 vocational schools (Mersin 
Üniversitesi, 2013). The population of this study 
consists of the entire faculty (including professors, 
associate professors, assistant professors, 
instructors, specialists, lecturers and research 
assistants) at MEU. The sampling was comprised 
of 306 faculty members employed at nine faculties 
at MEU. Out of the 306 faculty members, 141 were 
female (46.1%) and 165 were male (53.9%). The 
mean age of the sample was 38.10 with an age range 
between 23 and 65 years (S = 9.02). Moreover, 
out of the 306 faculty members, 112 were single 
(36.6%), 191 were married (62.4%), 80 currently 
had an administrative position (26.1%), and 225 
had a previous administrative position (73.5%). 

Data Collection 

The data, obtained by the Career Anchors Scale, was 
developed through exploratory and confirmatory 
factor analyses by the researchers. The measure 
was constructed by adopting items used in existing 
measures (Aktaş, 2004; Chandler & Jansen, 1991; 
Erdoğmuş, 2004; Igbaria & Baroudi, 1993; Schein, 
1990). Exploratory and confirmatory factor 
analyses were conducted to test specific predictions 
concerning the structure of the measure (Bentler, 
1990, 1995; Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1999; Kline, 1998; 
Schumacker & Lomax, 1996; Steiger, 1990). The 
findings of the exploratory and confirmatory factor 
analyses revealed that the measure included nine 
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factors with 28 items. Similarly, the measure of nine 
factors was also found in previous studies (Crepeau, 
Croock, Goslar, & McMurtrey, 1992; Igbaria, 
Greenhaus, & Parasuraman, 1991; Nordvik, 1996; 
Petroni, 2000; Sumner, Yager, & Franke, 2005). 
Finally, the reliability coefficients for the factors 
ranged from .71 to .84.

Data Analysis

In the present study, the statistical analyses were 
conducted through the following steps. First, a 
descriptive analysis was performed to identify the 
dominant career anchors of the faculty members. 
Then, in order to examine these careers anchors 
in regard to the faculty members’ gender, marital 
status, title, and administrative position (current or 
previous) in their organization, a one way analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) and t-test were used to 
analyze the data.

Results

A descriptive statistical analysis provided evidence 
that the career anchors of the faculty members 
included job security (Xjob security = 3.48), service 
and dedication (Xservice and dedication = 3.41), autonomy-
independence (Xautonomy-indepence = 3.31), lifestyle 
(Xlifestyle = 3.26), technical- functional competence 
(Xtechnical-functional competence = 3.21), pure challenge (Xpure 

challenge= 2.60), geographical security(Xgeographical security 
= 2.42), entrepreneurial creativity (Xentrepreneurial creativity 
= 2.13), and general managerial competence (Xgeneral 

managerial competence = 2.05). Based on the results, it was 
observed that job security, service and dedication, 
and autonomy-independence obtained the highest 
scores. 

Assessing the differences for the career anchors of the 
faculty members with respect to their academic status, 
a one-way ANOVA revealed significant differences for 
one career anchor in particular: general managerial 
competence [F(6,299) = 3.445, p < .05]. In addition, the 
findings of post hoc least significant difference (LSD) 
tests indicated that professors ( = 9.65, SD = 3.26) 
significantly more likely valued general managerial 
competence than assistant professors ( = 7.80, SD 
= 2.81) and instructors ( = 6.72, SD = 2.65). Similar 
differences were also observed between associate 
professors ( = 8.39, SD = 3.46) and instructors ( = 6.72, 
SD = 2.65); assistant professors ( =7.80, SD= 2.81) and 
research assistants ( = 8.97, SD = 3.36); and instructors 
( = 6.72, SD = 2.65) and research assistants ( = 8.58, 
SS = 3.58). 

The results also indicated that there was a significant 
difference between gender for five of the nine career 
anchors; namely, job security [t(304) = 4.41, p < 
.05], service and dedication [t(304) = 3.06, p < .05], 
lifestyle [t(304) = 4.73, p < .05], technical-functional 
competence [t(304) = 2.19, p < .05], and geographical 
security [t(304) = −9.49, p < .05]. Moreover, females 
expressed a greater concern for all five career 
anchors compared to the males. 

When the marital status of the participants was 
taken into consideration, the results showed that 
there was a significant difference between single 
and married faculty members. For example, 
geographical security was more important for 
married faculty members [t(304) = -1.91 p < .05], 
while general managerial competence appeared to 
be of more prominence for their single counterparts 
[t(304) =2.03, p < .05].

Finally, when examining career anchors in regard 
to having (or had) an administrative position, the 
results of the independent sample t-tests indicated 
that there was only a significant difference between 
faculty members for the general managerial 
competence anchor [t(304) = 2.91, p < .05]. More 
specifically, faculty members who currently have an 
administrative position give much more priority to 
the general managerial competence anchor. 

Discussion and Conclusion

Previous researchers have stressed that one to three 
anchors tend to cluster together to form a person’s 
career choices, even though Schein (1996) proposed 
that a person has only one career anchor (Chapman, 
2009; Coetzee & Scheruder, 2009; DeLong, 1987; 
Feldman & Bolino, 1996; Ramakrishna & Potosky, 
2003; Suutari & Taka 2004). Considering the 
results of the analyses, it may be proposed that the 
dominant career anchors of the faculty members 
include job security, service and dedication, and 
autonomy-independence. Security-focused people 
primarily seek stability and continuity in their lives 
and they are motivated by a long-term attachment 
to their respective organizations. Such people 
are also concerned with jobs that will make them 
economically secure and stable (Schein, 1978). 
This result seems to be related to the promotion 
system based on publications and other criteria in 
Turkey (Yükseköğretim Kurumu [YÖK], 2012a; 
2012b). It has been argued that faculty members 
value being economically secure in their jobs, 
especially when do not receive adequate financial 
support for research and collegial relationships in 
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their work environment (Rabe & Rugunanan, 2011; 
Russell, 2010). Furthermore, education is seen as a 
field that improves the lives of others, and thus the 
academic profession is associated with the service 
and dedication anchor (Riordan & Louw-Potgieter, 
2011). Individuals with this career anchor value 
can help create a more humane work environment, 
which ultimately improves one’s work–life balance. 
This result seems to be acceptable when considering 
the service and teaching functions of university 
faculty members. 

Moreover, individuals with autonomy and 
independence seek work that allow them not only 
to control their work–life balance, but also to resist 
all forms of regimentation, such as organizational 
rules and policies, work hours, etc. Similar to the 
results of this study, other research findings have 
showed that intellectual freedom, pursuing personal 
interests, and autonomy were the most compelling 
attractors to academic work (Lindholm, 2004; 
Rabe & Rugunanan, 2011). In addition, autonomy 
was also related to the nature of academic work 
(Bolman & Deal, 1991; Clark, 1983, 1987, 2000; 
Etzioni, 2000; Gizir, 2005).

Furthermore, it was observed that there were 
some significant differences in the career anchors 
of faculty members with respect to their academic 
status, gender, marital status, and having a current 
administrative position. By assessing the differences 
for the career anchors of faculty members with 
respect to their academic status, the analysis revealed 
significant differences for one career anchor in 
particular: general managerial competence. Based 
on this result, it may be proposed that professors 
have certain beliefs regarding their administrative 
skills and they have higher motivation compared 
to other faculty members. In addition, the results 
of the analysis regarding gender indicated that life 
style, job security, technical-functional competence, 
service and dedication, and geographical security 
were relatively prominent career anchors for 
female faculty members when compared to their 
male counterparts. Similarly, related research has 
indicated that working women especially value this 
career anchor (Igbaria et al., 1991; Tan & Quek, 
2001; Weber & Ladkin, 2009). Individuals with this 

career anchor give priority to work–life balance 
and they search for work that supports strong pro-
family values and programs (Pilavcı, 2007). 

The academic profession includes various 
responsibilities that make it an extremely complex 
work environment (Jacobs, 2008; Lynch, 2008). 
In the literature, it has been stated that female 
faculty members have home-related or care-giving 
responsibilities, such as being mothers and wives, 
in addition to their professional roles as researchers 
or administrators. Thus, they value a healthy 
balance between their careers with their home-
related responsibilities (Buday et al., 2012; Özkanlı 
& White, 2008; Weber & Ladkin, 2009). Based 
on similar reasons, female faculty members tend 
to give priority to job and geographical security 
anchors, which refers to work that does not require 
travel and relocation (Petroni, 2000).

As a result of the analysis regarding marital status, 
it was observed that married faculty members 
were anchored in geographical security, while 
single ones were anchored in general managerial 
competence. These findings seem to be acceptable 
when considering the familial responsibilities 
of married faculty members. In addition, these 
faculty members with administrative positions 
are responsible for organizing, leading, mediating, 
supervising, etc., all of which require additional 
time and energy (Kowalski, 2003). Thus, it may be 
concluded that married faculty members do not 
give priority to the general managerial competence 
anchor.

Finally, considering the results, it can be concluded 
that faculty members view their careers in terms of 
certain core values and motives that are primarily 
concerned with work that promotes economic 
security and stability as well as a healthy work–life 
balance. However, it must be noted that the results 
of this study need to be considered as descriptive 
of faculty members’ career anchors based only on 
a certain time and place. That is, although faculty 
members in various institutions of higher education 
may likely share common values and motives 
regarding their work-related choices, caution must be 
used in generalizing the results reported in this study.



www.manaraa.com

E D U C A T I O N A L  S C I E N C E S :  T H E O R Y  &  P R A C T I C E

1764

References/Kaynakça
Adams, D. (1998). Examining the fabric of academic life: 
An analysis of three decades of research on the perceptions 
of Australian academics about their roles. Higher 
Education, 36, 421-435.
Aktaş, H. (2004). The importance of career anchor notion 
for an effective career planning and example application 
at Turkish Air Force undergraduate and graduate schools 
(Yüksek lisans tezi, Marmara Üniversitesi, İstanbul). http://
tez2.yok.gov.tr/ adresinden edinilmiştir.
Altbach, P. G. (1995). Problems and possibilities: The US 
academic profession. Studies in Higher Education, 20(1), 
27-45.
Argüden, M. (1998). Örgütsel kariyer yönetimi ve Yapı 
Kredi Bankası uygulaması (Yüksek lisans tezi, Anadolu 
Üniversitesi, Eskişehir). http://tez2.yok.gov.tr/ adresinden 
edinilmiştir. 
Aypay, A. (2003). Yükseköğretimin yeniden yapılandırılması: 
Sosyo-ekonomik ve politik çevrelerin üniversitede kurumsal 
adaptasyona etkisi. Kuramda ve Uygulamada Eğitim Yönetimi 
Dergisi, 34, 194-213Barnett, R. (1993). Knowledge, higher 
education and society: A postmodern problem. Oxford 
Review of Education, 19, 33-47.
Baruch, Y., & Hall, D.T. (2004). The academic career: 
A model for future careers in other sectors? Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 64, 241-262. 
Beck, J., & Lopa, J. M. L. (2001). An exploratory application 
of Schein’s Career Anchors Inventory to hotel executive 
operating committee members. Hospitality Management, 
20, 15-28.
Bentler, P. M. (1990). Comparative fit indexes in structural 
models. Psychological Bulletin, 107, 238-246.
Bentler, P. M. (1995). EQS structural equations program 
manual. Encino, CA: Multivariate Software.
Billiot, J. (2010). The imaginated and the real: Identifying 
the tensions for academic identity. Higher Education 
Research & Development, 29(6), 709-721.
Bogenschutz, M. M. (1987). Career aspirations of mid-level 
administrators in higher education: An analysis based on 
Schein’s career anchors (Doctoral dissertation, The Ohio 
State University). Retrieved from https://etd.ohiolink.edu
Bolman, L. G., & Deal, T. E. (1991). Reframing organizations: 
Artistry, choice, and relationship. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass Publishers. 
Buday, S., Stake, J., & Peterson, Z. (2012). Gender and the 
choice of a science career: The impact of social support and 
possible selves. Sex Roles, 66(3), 197-209. 
Can, N. (2007). İlköğretim okul yöneticisinin bir öğretim 
lideri olarak yeni öğretim programlarının geliştirilmesi 
ve uygulanmasındaki yeterliliği. Eğitimde Kuram ve 
Uygulama, 3(2), 228-244.
Chandler, G., & Jansen, E. (1991). Founder’s self assessed 
competence and venture performance. Journal of Business 
Venturing, 7(3), 223-236.
Chapman, J. R. (2009). A partial response to Feldman and 
Bolino’s critique (Doctoral dissertation). Available from 
ProOuest Dissertations and Theses database. (UMI No. 
3356502)
Churchman, D. (2006). Institutional commitments, 
individual compromises: Identity-related responses to 
compromise in an Australian university. Journal of Higher 
Education Policy and Management, 28(1), 3-15.

Clark, B. R. (1983). The higher education system: Academic 
organization in crosscultural perspective. London: 
University of California Press.
Clark, B. R. (1987). The academic life: Small worlds, 
different worlds. New Jersey: The Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of Teaching.
Clark, B. R. (2000). Faculty organization and authority. 
In M. C. Brown II, (Ed.), Organization and governance in 
higher education (5th ed., pp. 119-127). Boston: Pearson 
Custom Publishing.
Coetzee, M., & Schreuder, D. (2009). Psychological career 
resources as predictors of working adults’ career anchors: 
An exploratory study. SA Journal of Industrial Psychology, 
35(1), 833-844.
Conley, R. M. (2005). Career paths for women faculty: 
Evidence from NSOPF: 99. New Directions for Higher 
Education, 130, 25-39.
Crepeau, R. G., Croock, C. W., Goslar, M. D., & McMurtrey, 
M. E. (1992). Career anchors of information systems 
personnel. Journal of Management Information Systems, 
9(2), 145-160.
DeLong, T. J. (1982). Reexamining the career anchor 
model. Personnel, 59(3), 60-61.
DeLong, T. J. (1987). Teachers and their careers: Why do 
they choose teaching? Journal of Career Development, 
14(2), 118-125. 
Edwards, R. (1999). How does it fit into the university 
reform agenda. Change, 31(5), 16-28.
Erdoğmuş, N. (2004). Career orientations of salaried 
professionals: The case of Turkey. Career Development 
International, 9(2), 153-175.
Etzioni, A. (2000). Administrative and professional 
authority. In M. C. Brown II, (Ed.), Organization and 
governance in higher education (5th ed., pp. 111-118). 
Boston, MA: Pearson Custom Publishing.
Evans, C. (1996). A review of career anchors in use. 
European Journal of Work and Organization Psychology, 
5(4), 609-615.
Feldman, D. C., & Bolino, M. C. (1996). Careers within 
careers: Reconceptualizing the nature of career anchors 
and their consequences. Human Resource Management 
Review, 6(2), 89-112.
Froman, L. (1999). The university as learning community. 
Journal of Adult Development, 6(3), 185-191.
Gizir, S. (2005). Assessment of factors negatively effecting 
the communication process in Turkish state universities 
(Doktora tezi, Orta Doğu Teknik Üniversitesi, Sosyal 
Bilimler Enstitüsü, Ankara). http://tez2.yok.gov.tr/ 
adresinden edinilmiştir.
Gürkanlar, E. (2010). Esnek çalışma saatlerinin kadın 
çalışanların sosyal rolleri ve çalışma performansı üzerine 
etkileri- Akdeniz Üniversitesi’nde bir araştırma (Yüksek 
lisans tezi, Akdeniz Üniversitesi, Antalya). http://tez2.yok.
gov.tr/ adresinden edinilmiştir.
Harley, S., McAleer, E., & McHugh, M. (1994). University 
departments as professional service firms: Implications 
for planning and organizing. International journal of 
educational management, 8(1), 20-24
Harley, S., Muller-Camen, A., & Collin, A. (2004). From 
academic communities to managed organisations: The 
implications for academic careers in UK and German 
universities. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 64, 329-345.
Hsu, M. K., Jiang, J., Klein, G., & Tang, Z. (2003). Perceived 
career incentives and intent to leave. Information and 
Management, 40, 361-369.



www.manaraa.com

ÜNAL, GİZİR / An Investigation on the Dominant Career Anchors of Faculty Members: The Case of Mersin University

1765

Igbaria, M., & Baroudi, J. (1993). A short-form measure of 
career orientations: A psychometric evaluation. Journal of 
Management Information Systems, 10(2), 131-154.
Igbaria, M., Greenhaus, J. H., & Parasuraman, S. (1991). 
Career orientations of MIS employees: An empirical 
analysis. MIS Quarterly, 15(2), 151-169.
Jacob, M., & Hellström, T. (2003). Organizing academy: 
new organizational forms and future of the university. 
Higher Education Quarterly, 57, 48-66.
Jacobs, J. (2008). The faculty time divide. In A. M. May 
(Ed.), Woman question and higher education (pp. 132- 155). 
London: Edward Elgar Publishing.
Jöreskog, K., & Sörbom, D. (1999). LISREL 8. 30. Chicago: 
Scientific Software International Inc.
Kaynak, T. (2002). İnsan kaynakları planlaması. İstanbul: 
Alfa Basım Yayım.
Kerr, C. (1994). Knowledge ethics and the new academic 
culture. Change, 26, 8-16.
Kline, R. B. (1998). Principles and practices of structural 
equation modelling. New York: The Guilford Press.
Kowalski, T. J. (2003). Contemporary school administration. 
New York: Pearson Education Inc.
Leong, F. T. L., & Leung, K. (2004). Academic careers 
in Asia: A cross-cultural analysis. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 64, 346-357.
Lindholm, J. A. (2004). Pathways to the professoriate: The 
role of self, others, and environment in shaping academic 
career aspirations. The Journal of Higher Education, 75(6), 
603-635.
Lynch, K. D. (2008). Gender roles and the American 
academe: A case study of graduate student. Gender and 
Education, 20, 585-605. 
Marginson, S. (2000). Rethinking academic work in 
the global era. Journal of Higher Education Policy & 
Management, 22(1), 23-38.
Martin, J. R. (2008). Woman question and higher education. 
London: Edward Elgar Publishing.
Mersin Üniversitesi. (2013). Mersin Üniversitesi stratejik 
plan (2013-2017). Retrieved from http://www.mersin.edu.
tr/uploads/406/2013-2017%20Stratejik%20Plan.pdf
Nordvik, H. (1996). Relationships between Holland’s 
vocational typology, Schein’s career anchors and Myers-
Briggs’ types.  Journal of Occupational and Organisational 
Psychology, 69(3), 263-276.
Özbilgin, M., & Healy G. (2004). The gendered nature of 
career development of university professors: The case of 
Turkey. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 64, 358-371.
Özkanlı, Ö., & White, K. (2008). Leadership and strategic 
choices: Female professors in Australia and Turkey. Journal 
of Higher Education Policy and Management, 30(1), 53-63. 
Petroni, A. (2000). Strategic career development for R&D 
staff: A field research. Team Performance Management: An 
International Journal, 3-4(6), 52-61.
Pilavcı, D. (2007). Bilgi çağında değişen kariyer anlayışı 
ve üniversite öğrencilerinin kariyer tercihlerini etkileyen 
faktörler üzerine bir uygulama (Yüksek lisans tezi, 
Çukurova Üniversitesi, Adana). http://tez2.yok.gov.tr/ 
adresinden edinilmiştir.
Quesenberry, J. L., & Trauth, E. M. (2007, April). What 
do women want? An investigation of career anchors among 
women in the IT workforce. Paper presented at the ACM 
SIGMIS CPR conference on computer personnel research: 
The global information technology workforce (SIGMIS 
CPR ‘07). ACM, New York, USA.

Rabe, M., & Rugunanan, M. (2011). Is there life after 
sociology? Exploring the career paths of former South 
African academics in sociology. South African Review of 
Sociology, 42(3), 60-78.
Ramakrishna, H. V., & Potosk, D. (2003). Conceptualization 
and exploration of composite career anchors: An analysis 
of information systems personnel. Human Resource 
Development Quarterly, 14(2), 199-214.
Raymond, A. N. (1999). İnsan kaynaklarının eğitim ve 
gelişimi (Çev. C. Çetin). İstanbul: Beta.
Riordan, S., & Louw-Potgieter, J. (2011). Career success of 
women academics in South Africa. South African Journal 
of Psychology, 41(2), 157-172.
Russell, B. C. (2010). Stress in senior faculty careers. New 
Directions for Higher Education, 151, 61-70.
Sav, D. (2008). Bireysel kariyer planlamada etkili olan 
faktörler ve üniversitelerin etkisi üzerine bir araştırma 
(Yüksek lisans tezi, Süleyman Demirel Üniversitesi, 
Isparta). http://tez2.yok.gov.tr/ adresinden edinilmiştir.
Schein, E. H. (1978). Career dynamics: Matching individual 
and organizational needs. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesyel 
Pub.
Schein, E. H. (1990). Career anchors and job/role planning: The 
links between career pathing and career development. Retrieved 
from http://dspace.mit.edu/bitstream/handle/1721.1/2315/
SWP319222603401.pdf.
Schein, E. H. (1996). Career anchors revisited: Implications 
for career development in the 21st century. Academy of 
Management Executive, 1, 80-88.
Schein, E. H. (2006). Career anchors. Encyclopedia of career 
development. Retrieved from http://www.sage-ereference.
com/careerdevelopment/article_n28.html.
Schumacker, R. E., & Lomax, R. G. (1996). A beginner’s 
guide to structural equation modelling. New Jersey: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Steiger, J. H. (1990). Structural model evaluation 
and modification: An interval estimation approach. 
Multivariate Behavioral Research, 25, 173-180.
Sumner, M., Yager, S., & Franke, D. (2005). Career 
orientation and organizational commitment of IT personnel. 
New York: ACM Press.
Suutari, V., & Taka, M. (2004). Career anchors of 
managers with global careers. The Journal of Management 
Development, 23(9), 833-847.
Şimşek, H. (1999). Turkish higher education system in the 
1990s. Mediterranean Journal of Educational Sciences, 4(2), 
133-153.
Tan, H., & Quek, B. (2001). An exploratory stud y on the 
career anchors of educators in Singapore. The Journal of 
Psychology, 135(5), 527-545.
Tapper, T., & Palfreymen, D. (1998). Continuity and change 
in the collegial tradition. Higher Education Quarterly, 52, 
142-161.
Weber, K., & Ladkin, A. (2009). Career anchors of 
convention and exhibition industry professionals in Asia. 
Journal of Convention & Event Tourism, 10(4), 243-255.
Yükseköğretim Kurumu. (2012a). Yükseköğretim Kurumları 
Temel Kanunu. http://www.yok.gov.tr/content/view/435/183/
lang,tr adresinden edinilmiştir.
Yükseköğretim Kurumu (2012b). Fakülte, yüksekokul ve 
enstitü isimleri. http://www.yok.gov.tr/content/view/527/222/
lang,tr adresinden edinilmiştir.


