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Abstract 

This research study examined the relationships among three career readiness 

assessment measures and the relationships among selected readiness variables 

and personality characteristics in a sample of 120 university students enrolled in 

a career development class. The readiness assessment measures included the 

Vocational Identity (VI) scale of My Vocational Situation, the Career Thoughts 

Inventory, and the Goal Instability Scale. The results showed that all three 

readiness assessments were significantly intercorrelated in the expected direction. 

The results also suggest that readiness factors and personality characteristics are 

separate variables that should be considered when determining how best to assist 

career clients. The importance of using readiness assessment in the context of 

career counseling is discussed along with recommendations for future research 

examining personality variables in relation to career interventions. 

 

 

Introduction 

 

 Individuals vary in readiness levels when seeking assistance for career concerns 

and engaging in the career decision-making process. The idea of readiness assessment in 

the context of career interventions has been the subject of increasing attention in recent 

years (Sampson, McClain, Musch, & Reardon, 2013; Sampson, Peterson, Reardon, & 

Lenz, 2000). In many counseling settings, but particularly in educational institutions, 

individuals present themselves for career services seeking quick resolutions to their 

concerns. This need to make a decision quickly is often associated with the time 

pressures placed on them by institutional deadlines (e.g., requiring students to choose a 
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course of study by a certain semester), as well as input from important people in their 

lives. Clients seeking quick resolutions to their concerns may present a challenge for 

career counselors, academic advisors, and related helping professionals. While these 

clients are focused on examining their self-knowledge (“I want to take the test that will 

tell me what career to pursue”) or trying to expand or narrow their options as their 

primary concern, it is often readiness factors (e.g., career indecision, confusion, negative 

thinking, lack of motivation, low vocational identity) that impact their ability to 

effectively resolve their educational and career concerns. 

 
Readiness Assessment 

 Incorporating readiness assessment into career services delivery is one way to 

increase efficiency and better target the needs of persons seeking career services 

(Sampson, Reardon, Peterson, & Lenz, 2004). Sampson et al. (2004) suggest using a 

readiness measure to learn more about a client’s current state for beginning the career 

decision-making process (Sampson et al., 2013). Readiness assessment allows 

practitioners and clients to collaboratively determine the level of assistance needed and 

whether readiness interventions (e.g., reducing anxiety, increasing self-efficacy, 

reframing negative thinking) are necessary before individuals can effectively engage in 

the career problem-solving and decision-making process (Sampson et al., 2004). 

Research shows that clients with low readiness typically benefit less from career 

development interventions (Blustein, 1989; Galles & Lenz, 2013). Low readiness (e.g., 

negative thinking) has also been associated with significant mental health issues which 

are often present when clients present for career concerns (Dieringer, 2012; Walker & 

Peterson, 2012). In recent years, a variety of instruments have been developed to assess 

career decision-making readiness (Brown et al., 2012; Sampson et al., 2013). Given the 

increased number of readiness assessment measures used in career counseling practice, 

an important area of research is to determine the extent to which these measures are 

assessing unique constructs and the extent to which they share common variation 

(Peterson, Bullock-Yowell, & Lenz, 2012). 

 
Personality and Readiness Assessment 

 In addition to assessing client readiness, prior research has suggested that career 

practitioners may further inform and target their interventions by assessing selected client 

characteristics (Larson, Bonitz, & Pesch, 2013), including personality factors. One 

framework for understanding personality, in relation to career problem solving and 

decision making, is Holland’s RIASEC theory (Holland, 1997; Holland & Messer, 2013). 

Holland’s RIASEC theory has been applied worldwide for over 50 years (Bullock, 

Andrews, Braud, & Reardon, 2009-2010). Two key aspects of its practicality are the 

hexagonal model and the Self-Directed Search (SDS; Holland & Messer, 2013). Holland 

(1997) suggested that certain RIASEC types are more likely to struggle with career-

related tasks and transitions such as unemployment or job changes. Holland suggested 

that higher levels of positive coping would be associated with the six RIASEC types in 

the following order: Social, Enterprising, Artistic, Investigative, Conventional, and 

Realistic (Holland, 1997). Exploring how personality types are related to factors assessed 

by readiness measures may provide some useful insights to improve career counseling 
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practice. For example, do Enterprising types have higher vocational identity levels? Do 

Artistic types possess higher levels of goal instability?  

 If certain RIASEC types can better cope with career transitions, to what extent 

will certain RIASEC types more easily navigate career problem solving and decision 

making? This research explored whether personality type, as measured by Holland’s 

RIASEC types, might be related to selected readiness factors. Research studies related to 

the relationship between RIASEC types and readiness to make a career decision have 

produced mixed results; however, significant findings have been reported in studies that 

examined readiness levels and specific RIASEC types. For example, two studies found a 

significant positive relationship between “I” types and various measures of career 

decision-making readiness (Healy & Mourton, 1984; Leong & Morris, 1989). 

Additionally, Wright, Reardon, Peterson, and Osborn (2000) found that the readiness 

factor, dysfunctional thinking, may be related to some RIASEC types more than others. 

Specifically, Social and Enterprising types showed a statistically significant (p < .05) 

negative relationship with Decision Making Confusion, one aspect of dysfunctional 

career thoughts.  

 One possible explanation for the limited findings between RIASEC types and 

readiness is the wide range of measures used to assess readiness (Sampson, et al, 2000). 

Readiness has been defined in varied ways including: career maturity (Super & 

Thompson, 1979), vocational identity (Holland, Daiger, & Power, 1980), dysfunctional 

career thoughts (Sampson, Peterson, Reardon, Lenz, & Saunders, 1996a), goal instability 

(Robbins & Patton, 1985), and career decision-making difficulties (Osipow, & Gati, 

1998). These varied readiness definitions and assessments potentially complicate the 

field’s understanding of readiness and how this concept is best used to inform practice. 

Exploring relationships among readiness assessment measures and the connection 

between personality variables and readiness assessment may help to further inform 

evidence-based practice in this area.  

 
The Present Study 

 The present study explored the relationships among three readiness assessment 

measures to determine the extent to which they are tapping into similar constructs or 

whether they provide unique information that can inform career counseling interventions. 

The three readiness constructs included: vocational identity (Holland et al., 1980), 

dysfunctional career thoughts (Sampson et al., 1996a), and goal instability (Robbins & 

Patton, 1985). Secondly, this study examined whether a relationship exists between a 

person’s assessed personality type, using scores on the Self-Directed Search (SDS; 

Holland, Fritzsche, & Powell, 1994), and selected readiness variables. The research 

questions were as follows: (1) Is there a relationship among three readiness assessment 

constructs (i.e., vocational identity, dysfunctional career thoughts, and goal instability)? 

(2) Is there a relationship between assessed personality type, as measured by the SDS, 

and vocational identity? (3) Is there a relationship between assessed personality type, as 

measured by the SDS, and dysfunctional career thoughts? (4) Is there a relationship 

between assessed personality type, as measured by the SDS, and goal instability?  
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Method 

 

Participants 

 The sample included 120 undergraduate students, 61 (51%) males and 59 (49%) 

females at a large southeastern four-year university. They were enrolled in five sections 

of a credit-based career planning class, and volunteered to participate in the research. The 

participants ranged in age from 18-28, with a mean age of 21. All class levels were 

represented, including 11 freshman (9%), 23 sophomores (19%), 23 juniors (19%), 62 

seniors (52%), and one unknown. With regard to ethnicity, the participants identified 

themselves as White (68%), African American (18%), Hispanic/Latino (9%), Hawaiian 

Native/Other Pacific Islander (1, 1%), or Other (3%).  

 

Measures 

 Vocational Identity (VI) Scale. The My Vocational Situation’s Vocational 

Identity (VI) scale (MVS; Holland et al., 1980) was used to assess the vocational identity 

readiness construct. The Vocational Identity Scale (Holland et al., 1980) is a self-

administered, objectively scored measure of one’s self-perceptions about goals, interests, 

personality, and talents. The VI scale consists of 18 items in a true-false format, and 

“false” responses are summed to calculate a vocational identity score, with items 

endorsed as “true” indicating lower vocational identity (Holland et al., 1980). Higher 

scores reflect greater clarity about one’s future goals, self-knowledge, and more 

confidence in decision making, while lower scores are associated with more difficulties 

in career decision making. Sample items include: “I am not sure of myself in many areas 

of life” and “I am uncertain about the occupations I could perform well.” 

 The VI scale’s test-retest reliability for periods of 2 weeks to 1 year ranged from 

.62 to .84 in five samples of college students and adults (Holland, 1997). Leong and 

Morris (1989) found evidence of convergent validity, given the positive relationship 

between vocational identity and career maturity (r = .69), and discriminant validity, given 

the negative relationship with a dependent career decision-making style (r = -.60). In 

their review of empirical evidence on the Vocational Identity Scale, Holland, Johnston, 

and Asama (1993) concluded that the “Identity scale has substantial construct validity 

and retest reliability” (p. 1). 

 The Career Thoughts Inventory. The readiness construct of dysfunctional 

career thoughts was operationalized using the Career Thoughts Inventory’s Total Score 

(Sampson et al., 1996a). The Career Thoughts Inventory (CTI; Sampson et al., 1996a) is 

a 48-item self-administered, objectively scored measure of dysfunctional cognitions 

involved in career problem solving and decision making. The CTI uses a 4-point Likert-

type scale ranging from "Strongly Agree" to "Strongly Disagree" to generate a 

dysfunctional career thoughts Total Score and three subscale scores: Decision-Making 

Confusion, Commitment Anxiety, and External Conflict. Higher CTI scores suggest 

lower readiness for career decision making (Sampson, Peterson, Lenz, Reardon, & 

Saunders, 1996b; Galles & Lenz, 2013). 

 The CTI is based on three nationwide norm groups: 11
th

 and 12
th

 graders (396), 

college students (595), and adults (571; Sampson, Peterson, Lenz, Reardon, & Saunders, 

1998). The norm group’s coefficient alphas, ranging from .97 to .93 on the Total Score, 

.97 to .93 on the DMC scale, .91 to .79 on the CA scale, and .81 to .74 on the EC scale; 
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provide evidence of the CTI’s strong internal consistency (Sampson et al., 1998). The 

test-retest coefficients, based on a 4-week interval, provide strong evidence for the CTI’s 

stability (Sampson et al., 1996b). The CTI evidenced discriminate validity when it 

showed strong negative correlations with vocational identity (r = -.67 to - .73) and career 

certainty (r = -.54 to -.61). The CTI Total Score showed strong positive correlations with 

negative constructs such as indecision (r = .53 to .75; Sampson et al., 1996b). 

 The Goal Instability Scale. The third readiness assessment measure used in this 

study was The Goal Instability Scale (GIS; Robbins & Patton, 1985). The GIS is a 10 

item self-report rating scale with items developed first by rational procedures then factor 

analytic techniques. The GIS uses a 6-point Likert-type scale, ranging from "Strongly 

Agree" to "Strongly Disagree" to determine if a client has high goal instability (Robbins 

& Patton, 1985). Overall test scores decrease as subjects increasingly agree with each of 

the ten items; lower scores indicate higher goal instability with a maximum possible 

score of 60. Robbins and Patton (1985) noted that high agreement with GIS items was 

associated with “lowered career decisiveness and lower interest pattern maturity” (p. 

226). 

 Research has provided support for the GIS’s psychometric properties (Robbins & 

Patton, 1985; Robbins & Tucker, 1986). The GIS shows evidence of internal consistency 

(α = .81; Robbins & Patton, 1985) and test-retest reliability (over a 2 week interval, r = 

.76). The GIS also shows evidence of generalizablity given that it accurately measured 

the single construct of goal instability among varying populations such as Portuguese and 

English students (Casillas, Schulz, Robbins, Santos, & Lee, 2006). 

 The Self-Directed Search. Personality type was assessed using Holland’s Self-

Directed Search (SDS) Form R, 4th ed. (Holland et al., 1994). The SDS assesses a 

person’s resemblance to the six RIASEC types and produces a three letter code that can 

be connected to personality characteristics, occupations, fields of study, and leisure 

activities. The SDS derives a person’s code type using three scales (activities, 

occupations, competencies) and a set of self-ratings. The SDS also includes an 

occupational daydreams section which reflects the client’s history of occupational 

daydreams (Holland et al., 1994).  

 The SDS Form R 4th edition’s normative sample of 2,602 students and working 

adults nationwide indicated support for the SDS’s psychometric properties. KR-20 

coefficients ranged from .72 to .92 for the Activities, Competencies, and Occupations 

scales. Summary scale coefficients had KR-20 coefficients from .90 to .94, demonstrating 

internal consistency. Seventy-three people, including high school students, college 

students, and adults, completed the SDS over time intervals ranging from 4 to 12 weeks 

to measure test-retest reliability. The summary scale test-retest correlations ranged from 

.76 to .89 (Holland, et al., 1994). The SDS demonstrated strong concurrent validity when 

considering the 54.7% hit rate for the normative sample. Savickas, Taber, and Spokane’s 

(2002) study found evidence for the convergent validity of the SDS; the SDS showed 

median validity coefficients ranging from .70, between the SDS and the Strong Interest 

Inventory, to .41, between the SDS and the Kuder Occupational Interest Survey-Form 

DD. 
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Procedures 

 The study was approved by the institution’s research review board. Participants 

were recruited from students enrolled in five career planning class sections at a large, 

public, southeastern university. Participants included freshmen to seniors and represented 

a wide variety of majors. Students received five extra credit points for participating in the 

study. On the first day of class, students who agreed to participate were given a folder 

containing an informed consent, demographic data form, and three assessments: the My 

Vocational Situation Vocational Identity Scale, Career Thoughts Inventory, and Goal 

Instability Scale. The research folders were assembled with assessments in alternating 

order to control for ordering effects. Midway through the semester, participants also 

completed the Self-Directed Search (SDS) Form R as one of their course assignments. 

Participants’ responses from the SDS Form R Assessment Booklet were entered into the 

Self-Directed Search Software system (Reardon, PAR Staff, & Holland, 1996). The SDS 

Software system generates a Professional Summary of participant results, including their 

six RIASEC scores. 

 

Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics for Readiness Variables and RIASEC Types 

Variable M SD 

GIS 45.35 8.90 

Voc. Identity 9.39 4.38 

CTI Total Score 48.99 22.87 

SDS_R 17.30 11.84 

SDS_I 17.32 8.80 

SDS_A 18.43 10.12 

SDS_S 28.65 9.67 

SDS_E 32.39 9.19 

SDS_C 21.97 10.29 

DMC 10.94 8.02 

CA 13.33 5.77 

EC 4.6750 3.14 

 

Data Analysis 

 

This study employed a correlational design which explored the strength of 

relationships among four variables: vocational identity, dysfunctional career thoughts, 

goal instability, and personality type. Each readiness variable was correlated with 

personality type, operationalized using RIASEC scores, to determine whether 

participants’ personality characteristics related to selected readiness factors. Additionally, 

results from the three readiness assessments were examined to explore bi-variate 

relationships between these three measures. Pearson Product-Moment Correlation 

Coefficients were used to explore the strength of the relationships among personality 
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type, vocational identity, dysfunctional career thoughts, and goal instability. The three 

readiness measures, the Vocational Identity Scale, the Career Thoughts Inventory, and 

the Goal Instability Scale, were correlated with one another to determine whether these 

readiness measures were related and the strength of the relationships.  

 

Results 

 

 Four research questions guided the data analysis, and the results are provided 

below. Table 1 includes the descriptive statistics for each of the variables. No significant 

relationships were found between participants’ RIASEC scores and the readiness 

measures. A correlation matrix including these results is available from the authors upon 

request. A correlational analysis was conducted to explore bi-variate relationships 

between the three readiness assessment variables: vocational identity, dysfunctional 

career thoughts, and goal instability. The data showed significant correlations among the 

three readiness constructs (p < .01). The Vocational Identity scale showed a strong 

correlation with the CTI Total Score (r = -.75, p < .01) and the GIS (r = .43, p < .01). The 

CTI Total Score and GIS also showed a strong correlation (r = -.61, p < .01). Table 2 

provides further detail on these results. 

 

Table 2 

Correlations Among Readiness Variable (n=120) 

 

 

 

 

Note. **Correlation is significant at the .01 level. 

 

Discussion 

 

This study examined the relationships among assessed personality type and three 

readiness assessment measures: vocational identity, dysfunctional career thoughts, and 

goal instability. Some previous research has found significant relationships among 

readiness factors and specific RIASEC types (Healy & Mourton, 1984; Leong & Morris, 

1989). Additionally, Wright et al. (2000), reported that dysfunctional thinking showed a 

statistically significant negative relationship with S and E types. As noted, there were no 

significant findings in this study relating assessed personality type to selected readiness 

factors. One explanation for the non-significant findings may be that individuals’ 

personality types, as measured by Holland’s SDS, are separate and distinct factors from 

readiness variables such as vocational identity, dysfunctional thinking, and goal 

instability. Indeed, as Holland (1997) noted, one of the rationales for developing the My 

Vocational Situation (Holland et al., 1980), including the Vocational Identity scale, was 

to capture factors outside the theory (Holland, 1996). Another explanation may be the 

limitations of the current study, which are discussed below. 

Readiness Variable 1 2 3 

Voc. Id. Scale 1.00 — — 

CTI -.75** 1.00 — 

GIS .43** -.61** 1.00 
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 The results did show that the readiness variables (i.e., vocational identity, 

dysfunctional career thoughts, and goal instability) were significantly related to each 

other. These findings potentially inform career counseling practice by pointing to the 

importance of treating readiness factors and personality characteristics as separate 

variables that may impact not only the choice of interventions, but the outcomes of 

interventions. While readiness is most likely a multifaceted concept, which comprises a 

variety of factors that interfere with a person’s ability to move through the career 

decision-making process, these results suggest that these types of variables should be 

assessed and considered prior to proceeding with standard career counseling 

interventions, such as the exploration of self-knowledge and career alternatives.  

These findings add to the literature that shows relationships between various 

readiness assessment measures. The counseling literature (Brown et al., 2012; Holland, 

1997; Lent, 2005; Sampson et al., 2013; Savickas, 2011) points to the need to consider 

readiness factors that may impact an individual’s ability to profit from career 

interventions. Even if individuals have high quality self-knowledge and accurate option 

knowledge, factors such as anxiety, low vocational identity, negative thinking, and goal 

instability, may impede their ability to effectively engage with career problem-solving 

and decision-making activities. These results add to the literature that has found 

relationships between high levels of goal instability and negative thinking (Bertoch, 

Lenz, Reardon, & Peterson, 2014). While these instruments clearly share some common 

variance, they also point to unique factors that may need to be addressed in the career 

counseling process. 

 

Limitations 

 The current study had several limitations which may have influenced its findings. 

First, the sample was a convenience sample of students enrolled in an undergraduate 

career development course. The sample had an overrepresentation of upperclassman, 

71%, which may have altered the findings. Also, the study may have limited 

generalizability to a population outside of a university environment. Another limitation of 

the sample was the participant numbers across each of the RIASEC types. Even if 

correlations among the readiness variables and assessed personality type were present, 

the limited numbers in the sample may have concealed the relationships. The measures 

completed by the participants were self-report measures. When using self-report 

measures, the researchers assume honesty and full engagement when participants 

complete the measures, which may not be an accurate assumption. 

 

Implications for Practice and Future Research 

 The current study adds to the literature (Brown et al., 2012; Sampson et al., 2013) 

on the relationships among readiness measures. In so doing, the current study underscores 

each of the readiness measures’ validity. Practitioners can use one of these measures with 

further confidence that they would uncover parallel findings regarding readiness levels if 

they chose the other two instead. The findings regarding the relationships between 

personality type and readiness factors were inconclusive. Given the current study’s 

limitations discussed above, future research should include larger sample sizes to provide 

for a more robust analysis of RIASEC scores in relation to readiness assessment 
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variables. Also, a sample that is more representative of the university population, versus a 

convenience sample, could increase generalizability.  

 This study attempted to demonstrate a relationship between RIASEC scores and 

readiness levels by using a correlational design. Other studies have demonstrated 

evidence for the connection between RIASEC types and readiness levels by incorporating 

interventions specific to certain RIASEC types. For example, Kivlighan and Shapiro 

(1987) compared readiness change levels of a task-oriented group comprised of Realistic, 

Investigative, and Conventional types and an interpersonal group comprised of Social, 

Artistic, and Enterprising types after implementing a task-oriented career intervention. 

The results indicated that the task-oriented group, which was more congruent with the 

intervention, showed a larger effect size. Therefore, future research could attempt to link 

RIASEC types with career decision-making readiness through studies with interventions 

as part of the design.  

 Additionally, this study used RIASEC scores, derived from Holland’s Self-

Directed Search, as a measure of personality characteristics, but future research could 

utilize the Big Five personality dimensions (Costa & McCrae, 1992) to consider 

differences in readiness levels. Perhaps assessing individuals using the Big Five 

personality dimensions would better capture differences which are associated with 

readiness factors. 
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