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(ABSTRACT)

With the increase in -employer-sponsored career develop

ment programs (CDPs) there has been the need to evaluate the

effects of CDP interventions on the both individual and the

organization. Previous-follow-up evaluations of participants

in workshop oriented CDPs have focused on the effects of CDP

intervention services in terms of individual outcomes (i.e.,

career/life planning, decision making, stress management),

but have not dealt directly with the impact of CDPs on the

organization, nor compared the CDP 'participant group with a

group of nonparticipants.

The subjects for this study were all employees of NASA

Langley Research Center, Hampton, Virginia. The CDP services

are offered in a neutral on-site area, the Career Develop

ment Center (CDC), housed in the Technical Library.

Using follow-up questionnaires and interviews, this

study replicated many aspects of preyiously reported CDP

evaluations. The results were generally comparable to those

studies with respect to the positive impact of the CDP

intervention on the individual. Specifically, participants



evaluation of the CDC services received were: 1. positive

with respect to the CDC process meeting their needs, 2.

positive with respect to staff responsiveness, 3. positive

with respect to questions they wanted answered, and 4.

positive with respect to using the services again if the

need arose.

The matched groups of nonparticipants and participants

scores (fifty in each group) were compared on the dependent

variables of job satisfaction, job. commitment, and "actions

taken" related to training services offered by the organi

zation. The statistical analyses indicated nonsignificant

differences with respect to job satisfaction, and signi

ficant differences with respect to job commitment and

"actions taken" in the direction of the control group of

nonparticipants.

This study concluded from the comparative findings,

with the equivocation of the job satisfaction measures, the

differences noticed in job commitment were an attempt to use

the services of the CDP to "self-actualize" their careers

and better utilize their skills both on the job and in

nonjob related activities. The "actions taken" variable did

not show a high degree of involvement of the CDP partici

pants in the organization's training services, but they did

become more involved in nonjob related activities.

Finally, questions were raised concerning the appro

priateness of the dependent variables and matched groups



design used in this study for measuring CDP effectiveness.

Alternative approaches were suggested for future research.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The delivery of support services to employees by their

organizations is not a new phenomena. The beginnings of

training (on-the-job), and economic assistance (company

stores and housing) can be traced to the first quarter of

the twentieth century (French, 1970; Eilbert, 1962). Since

the formation of the American Society of Training and

Development (ASTD) in 1942, human resource development (HRD)

has been a part of nearly every large business, industrial,

or governmental organization, most often being given the

title of "training" (Nadler, 1979). Current HRD has been

classified by Nadler (1979), into three broad areas for

employees: training, education, and development. Employer-

sponsored career development programs (CDPs) are considered

in the development area of Nadler's triad. CDPs can have an

impact on training and education, and can influence other

human resource management areas such as recruitment,

selection, promotion, transfer, and equal employment

opportunity/affirmative action (EEO/AA) programs (Kaye,

1982; Moore, 1979; and Nadler, 1979). While the origination

of CDPs may have been instituted for such practical reasons

as industry recession, EEO/AA concerns, and the need for

better identification of talented individuals for company

positions, changes in the attitudes of the workforce



and concern with the quality of worklife (QWL) also have

been factors (Lancaster and Berne, 1981; Hall, 1976). Career

development has been proposed as an integrating force,

linking career counseling, human resource management, and

human resource development. The outcomes desired by CDPs are

more satisfied and committed workers, as well as a more

productive and efficient organization, which to the extent

possible, matches both employee and organizational goals

(Gutteridge and Otte, 1983; Kaye, 1981).

The importance of career development and planning

programs to the individual and organization was indicated by

surveys of such programs by Gutteridge and Otte (1983),

Lancaster and Berne (1981), and Griffith (1980). This

importance was often based on informal follow-up of past

participants. The positive results of formal follow-up

evaluations, i.e. Chapin (1984); Kapurch (1983); and Hanson,

(1981)-, have supported the value of career development

workshop interventions and have begun to provide a

foundation or basis upon which to build future evaluations.

A concensus by researchers reveals that there is a lack of

formal evaluations and that follow-up evaluations should be

conducted (Chapin, 1984; Gutteridge and Otte 1983; Hanson,

1981; Lancaster and Berne, 1981; Griffith, 1980; Morgan,

Hall and Martier, 1979; Walker and Gutteridge, 1979;

Hester, 1979). Chapin, Kapurch, and Hanson have made initial

investigations to solve the problem of providing a format



for follow-up evaluations of career development

interventions. Each of the studies gathered data from past

participants through follow-up questionnaires concerning

attitudes toward the CDP, goal setting, and actions taken

since participation as measures of program effectiveness or

impact.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The CDP intervention evaluated in this study, of the

CDC at NASA Langley Research Center, Hampton, Virginia, was

built upon the foundation of the follow-up evaluations

illustrated above. In order to build on this methodological

foundation, the problem for this study became one of

how to elaborate CDP evaluations in order to provide

additional information for determining CDP effectiveness and

impact. This problem was attacked through assessing the

controls and variables desired to further meet the needs of

impact assessment. The dependent variables chosen and

controls instituted were derived from reviews of evaluation

and career development literature as well as the

organization's human resource development policies and

procedures (i.e.. Evaluation Research Society Standards,

1980; Super, 1983; NASA and Langley Management Instructions;

Implementation Study, NASA Langley Career Development

Center, 1981). Additional controls instituted (an equivalent



control group and a 12-18 month follow-up of CDP

participants) and dependent variables measured (job

satisfaction, job commitment, and actions taken) provided

additional data through a multiplicity of data collection

methods (follow-up surveys, interviews, and standardized

instruments) and analyses (qualitative and quantitative)

by which CDPs may be evaluated in the future.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this evaluation study was to enhance

systematic evaluations of CDPs. The keys to accomplishing

this purpose are based in the career development theory of

Super (1983, 1980, 1957), in the literature supported by

impact assessment models proposed by the Evaluation

Research Society (1980), Cordray (1982), Rossi (1982, 1979)

and Kerlinger (1973), in data from the two previous

internal assessments at Langley by Levine (1982) and

Collins (1982), and the follow-up evaluations by Chapin

(1984), Kapurch (1983), and Hanson (1981).

The research format illustrated by this study provided

additional data in the domain of evaluation studies of CDPs

by documenting the results of an evaluation of a CDP

designed to provide service delivery on an individual basis.

The present study was intended to lead to further refinement

of CDP impact evaluation in order to benefit CDP

development within a research and development organization.



such as NASA Langley Research Center. This research

format provided more in-depth accountability to the

organization, and comparative data to better assist those

employees who seek CDP services.

NEED FOR THIS STUDY

There were three major needs for conducting an in-depth

evaluation of the Langley CDP. First, the literature

reviewed surveying existing career development practices

cited the need for further systematic evaluations; second,

the evaluations reported to date have been follow-up

evaluations of workshop oriented CDPs as opposed to

Langley's individual employee orientation; and, third,

previous internal assessments of the CDP at Langley Research

Center indicated the need for a broader base with respect

to impact assessment data.

Survey articles which have' reviewed existing career

development practices in business, industry, and government

noted that follow-up was identified as one of the weakest

links in many company career systems (Gutteridge and Otte,

1983); that specific career interventions need to be studied

and evaluated (Lancaster and Berne, 1981); that most

practitioners believe in the merits of formal evaluation

(Stump, 1982); and that there is a need to establish

indicators of program effectiveness (Gutteridge and Otte,



1983). Without impact assessment and program accountability,

support from the organization which sponsors the CDP could

be withdrawn.

Chapin (1984), Kapurch (1983), and Hanson (1981)

conducted follow-up evaluations of CDPs with career workshop

orientations. The Chapin and Hanson studies were conducted

in organizations which provide CDPs which were used as

models for the Langley CDP. The Kapurch study was at a Navy

research and development installation. While each of these

studies indicated positive results concerning the impact of

the CDP on the participants, there was a need to report an

in-depth follow-up evaluation of participants of an

individual oriented program such as the Langley CDP.

The two previous internal assessments conducted at

Langley (Levine, 1982; and Collins, 1982), using self-

report questionnaires of past CDP participants, suggested

additional data needed to be gathered to assess the impact

of the CDP on training services offered and to compare

employee participants with a matched group of employees who

have not participated in the CDP process.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Previous studies of past participants of CDP

interventions, cited above, have explored various

attitudinal, cognitive, and behavioral results of those

interventions. In order to determine if CDP intervention



affected the career/life development of employees of NASA

Langley Research Center, and to determine if this

intervention has an impact on training services as compared

to a matched sample of nonparticipant employees, the

following research questions are posed:

1. Does job satisfaction vary significantly between CDP

participants and nonparticipants?

2. Does job commitment vary significantly between CDP

participants and nonparticipants?

3. Do actions taken, related to training and education,

reported by CDP participants vary significantly from actions

taken over an identical time period reported by

nonparticipants?

4. Are a significant number of past CDP participants

satisfied with services received?

DEFINITION OF TERMS

1. Actions Taken - Behaviors of past participants and an

equivalent control group which are assessed by items on the

self report questionnaires designed for this study.

2. Adult Development Theories - A framework for organizing

and explaining sequences of changes in individuals aged 20

years and older in a comprehensive and connected manner

(Wortley and Amatea, 1982).

3. Career - The totality of work one does in his/her



lifetime (Sears, 1982).

4. Career Adaptability ~ Career attitudes and competencies

of adults interacting with environment (Super & Knasel,

1981) .

5. Career Counseling - A one-to-one or small group

relationship between a client [employee] and a counselor

with the goal of helping the client(s) integrate and apply

understanding of self and the environment to make the most

appropriate career decisions and adjustments (Sears, 1982).

6. Career Development - the total constellation of

psychological, sociological, educational, physical,

economic, and chance factors that combine to shape the

career of a given individual over the life span (Sears,

1982) .

7. Career Development Theories - Theoretical bases for

understanding how individuals develop vocationally. These

bases provide guidance [career] specialists with guidelines

necessary for helping clients solve problems, avoid blocks,

and progress with efficiency and satisfaction (Sears, 1982).

8. Career Development Program (CDP) - A service designed to

assist an individual to integrate and apply understanding of

self and the environment in order to make appropiate career

decisions and adaptations through the use of self-

assessment materials and/or with the aid of a career

counselor.



9. Career Planning - The process of setting individual

career objectives and devising developmental activities

necessary to achieve them (Walker and Gutteridge, 1979).

10. Job Commitment - Refers to the likelihood that an

individual will stay with a job, and feel psychologically

attached to it, whether it is satisfying or not (Rusbult and

Farrell, 1983).

11. Employee Assistance Program (EAP) - An employer

sponsored service either in-house or contracted which

assists the employee with problems or concerns which may

affect/effect performance in the workplace and/or aid in the

development of an employee within an organizational or

personal environment.

12. Job Satisfaction - is defined for this study as an

appropriate score on the Minnesota Satisfaction

Questionnaire, which according to Guion, (1978) measures

satisfaction in terms of "intrinsic and extrinsic rewards"

in the work place.

13. Work Role Salience (commitment to work) - One

requirement which, when coupled with a sense of autonomy,

time or future perspective, self-esteem, and career

adaptability, indicates a readiness for vocational and

related career-decision making, "a commitment to work or to a

self-actualizing career" (Super, 1983).
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LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

The data for this study was gathered from employees of

NASA Langley Research Center which provided the career

development services. The actual data analysis reported

pertains only to the sample of employees used. This is a

field study as defined by Kerlinger (1973), (see page 46,

Methodology). Participants self-initiated their

visits to the CDP and thus may not be a representative

sample of the population of employees. Therefore, equivalent

matching of a control group is not assured. These factors

can pose a threat to internal validity and the ability to

generalize the" results.

SUMMARY

Employer-sponsored career development programs have

been instituted for the benefit of both the organization and

the individual employees. Surveys of CDPs have indicated that

further systematic evaluations need to be accomplished.

Evaluations to date have provided a format for following-up

on past participants and assessing the impact the CDP has on

the individual. Building upon previous evaluation formats,

this study has added components which provide accountability

to the organization's management. These components were

specifically: a) a comparison group from which information

was gathered to provide a basis from which to analyze the
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impact of the CDP on individual; b) an extended follow-up

time frame than that used by previous evaluations; c) and

statistical analyses of relationships among the following

dependent variables: job satisfaction, job commitment, and

actions taken.

ORGANIZATION

Chapter 2 contains a review of the pertinent research

on adult career/life development, human resource management

and development, and program evaluation. This review is

related to providing a systematic evaluation of employer-

sponsored career development programs and practices.

Chapter 3 contains information about the CDP that was

evaluated. It also contains information on the design of the

study and how the data was gathered and analyzed in the

study.

Chapter 4 contains information relative to the research

questions which guided the study and the hypotheses that

were tested as a result of the study.

Chapter 5 contains an overview of the study and presents

a discussion of the findings of the study with recommenda

tions for future program development and research.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A review of the literature providing information

relative to the impact and effectiveness of employer-

sponsored career development programs led to the

acknowledgement that there was a scarcity of relevant

publications on this topic (Chapin, 1984; Gutteridge and

Otte, 1983; Hanson, 1981; and Lancaster and Berne, 1981).

What these researchers did make clear was the multiplicity

of disciplines, theories, and breadth of applications which

influence the domain of career development. According to

Hanson (1984), in her state-of-the-practice introduction for

the American Society for Training and Development (ASTD)

Training and Development Journal update on career

development, an exhaustive literature review ten years ago

revealed approximately 200 citations related to career

development. Currently, Career Planning, Management and

Development; An Annotated Bibliography, lists 1,100

publications providing information related to career

development. The number of citations in this bibliography

acknowledges the growth of career development programs and

practices in business, industry, and government, and

highlights even further the need to provide information from

a broader perspective concerning CDP impact and

effectiveness for both the organization and the individual.

12
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Thus, topics reviewed in this chapter provide a

background for the focus of this study on the impact and

effectiveness of CDP intervention designed with a service

delivery emphasis for the individual. Those topics include

the following major areas: (1) adult/career life

development; (2) human resource management and development;

and (3) evaluation of programs.

ADULT LIFE/CAREER DEVELOPMENT

Chapin (1984), Lancaster and Berne (1981), and Hanson

(1981) have included discussions of adult developmental

stages and transitions in relation to adult career

development in their focus on CDP evaluation research.

Inclusion of theory in support of the implementation of

career counseling services for adults is also illustrated by

Gerstein (1982), McDaniels and Hesser (1983), and McDaniels

(1982). The most often cited career development and

decision-making models are those proposed by Super (1983,

1980, 1957), Crites (1976), Ginzberg (1972), and Tideman and

O'Hara (1963). Adult development models cited are those by

Erikson (1978, 1975), Levinson et al (1978), Gould (1978),

and Schlossberg, Troll, and Leibowitz (1979).

The research investigating adult development has

expanded over the last ten years. Reasons for this interest

and research may be rooted in the realizations that the

population is getting older (baby boom generation), living
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longer, and the birth rate has, until most recently, been in

a decline. Add to these reasons the industrial recession of

the last few years, the emphasis on equal employment

opportunity, and organizations' need to identify and develop

their most talented individuals, then, the impetus for

studying what kind of role and attitudinal changes occur as

the adult develops becomes obvious. The sequencing of these

changes in adulthood is paramount for adult career/life

development models.

The basic concept of all major adult developmental

models is the human life cycle or life span, its progression

through stages which are age-related periods of time having

issues to overcome or tasks to be completed, and which is

either maturational, situational, or both (Lancaster and

Berne, 1981). Accordingly, Lancaster and Berne (1981), have

classified the adult development models into task,

transitional, and theme models. Among the prominant adult

development models (Erikson, Gould, Levinson et. al., and

Schlossberg, Troll and Leibowitz): Erikson's is considered

as task; Gould and Levinson et. al. as transitional; and

Schlossberg, Troll and Leibowitz as theme. Task models

consider human development as a series of epigenetic tasks

with the critical issue of resolving a series of conflicts

as the key to adult development. Transition models focus on

shifts in perspective, attitude, and behavior that mark the
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development from one stage to another. Levinson includes

early adult transition, mid-life transition, and late adult

transition (1978). Schlossberg, Troll and Leibowitz (1978)

identify: (1) stress and its management; (2) stock-taking;

(3) shift in time perspective; and (4) locus of control as

the progressive and recurrent themes of adulthood.

In recent adult development research publications

Gould (1978), Levinson et . al. (1978), Valliant (1977),

Sheehy (1981, 1977), Erikson (1978), and Schlossberg, Troll and

Leibowitz (1978), have discussed various crises, transitions,

or "crux" points in adulthood. Adult developmental

transitions such as marriage, divorce, birth of first child,

bereavement, retirement, lateral, upward, or downward

mobility have an impact on the stability and consolidation

of career development tasks (Super, 1983). Thus, the

knowledge and understanding of adult life transitions and

their impact on the individual are important career

development considerations,"...because career development is

an aspect of total adult development and neither

concept...can be totally extricated from the other" (p.5,

Lancaster and Berne, 1981).

As with adult development models, career development

models also have been categorized or classified by various

researchers. The leading reviewers include: Osipow (1982,

1973); Tolbert (1974); and Crites (1976). Consolidating the

classificatory schemes of each of these authors in Table
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2.1, the following catagories emerge: (1) trait-and~factor,

(2) personality, (3) developmental, (4) sociological, and

(5) cognitive/behavioral.

While the perspectives of the various researchers

differ, the ultimate goal of any adult career development

model is to assist the individual (Burack, 1984; Super,

1983). The inclusion of an adult career/life development

model "provides a framework for understanding and assessing

the outcomes of practical attempts to aid programmatically

adult career development in the workplace" (p.7, Lancaster

and Berne, 1981). Of the career development models reviewed

in Table 2.1, Super's developmental model has been included

most recently in citations relating career development in

the workplace (Burack, 1984, Chapin, 1984; Montross and

Shrinkman, 1981; Lancaster and Berne, 1981 and Super and

Hall, 1978).

This evaluation study of the CDP at NASA Langley

Research Center's Career Development Center, has adopted the

career development assessment model and career developmental

theory espoused by Donald Super, as set forth in Super

(1983, 1981, 1980, 1957). Super (1981,1957) has acknowledged

the influence of Buehler (1933), Ginzberg (1972, 1951),

and Miller and Form (1964, 1951), among others, with respect

to the incorporation of aspects of life-span development

(Buehler), career choice (Ginzberg), and industrial



TABLE 2.1

SUMMARY OF BROAD CLASSIFICATIONS OF CAREER DEVELOPMENT THEORIES*

THEORY THEORIST/CONTRIBUTOR BASIC THEORETICAL PREMISE

TRAIT-AND-
FACTOR

PARSONS, 1909
HULL, 1928
WILLIAMSON, 1965

- Focus is upon personal traits; i.e.,
aptitudes, interests and
their relation to traits required by the

...

- Assumes a matching of individuals
abilities and interests vocational
opportunities

PERSONALITY/
NEEDS-BASED

ROE, 1957
HOLLAND, 1959
HOPPOCK, 1957

- Psychological needs are seen as
paramount determinants;

- Personality factors are inherent in
career choice;

- Development and choice depends to a large
extent upon individual's psychological
make-up; i.e., personality structure,
needs, and motivations

DEVELOPMENTAL/
SELF-CONCEPT

SUPER, 1963, 1953
GINZBERG, 1972, 1959
SAMLER, 1953
BEILIN, 1955

- Developmental stages, vocational tasks
are viewed as a lifelong process;

- Process of vocational development is
essentially that of implementing
a self-concept to insure satisfaction;

- Focuses on four major elements: (1)
vocational life stages; (2) vocational
maturity (adaptation); (3) vocational
self-concept; and (4) career patterns

CONTINUED OVERLEAF



THEORY

SOCIOLOGICAL

COGNITIVE/
BEHAVIORAL

TABLE 2.1 CONTINUED

THEORIST/CONTRIBUTOR

BLAU, GUSTAD, JESSOR
& WILCOCK, 1956
BLAU & DUNCAN, 1967
CAPLOW, 1954
HOLLINGSHESD, 194 9
MILLER & FORM, 1951

KRUMBOLTZ, 1979
KNEFELKAMP &
SLEPITITZA, 1976

BASIC THEORETICAL PREMISE

Sociological factors are considered to
be major influences; i.e., home, school,
community, social class?
Economic factors play a major part and
typically include the impact of the job
market an industrial development;
Based on the notion that elements beyond
the individual's control exert a major
influence over the entire life.

Career selection is a lifelong process,
shaped by events and decisions that occur
throughout life;
Career selection is the result of
interaction of the following major
factors; (1) genetic endowment,
(2) enviromental events, (3) specific
learning experiences, and (4) a set of
task approach skills;
Career behaviors can be conceptualized
as cognitive representations which are
functionally related to and modifiable
through laws of human learning and
cognitive development.

*Based on the classification of career development theories by Osipow, S.H. in
Theories of Career Development, (2nd ed.) 1973, and Keller, Biggs, and Gysbers,
Career Counseling from a Cognitive Perspective, Personnel and Guidance Journal,
1982,61, 367-371.

CO
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sociology (Miller and Form) in the evolution of his

developmental model of career development. The major

components of Super's life-span, life-space approach to

career development described below are from Super (1981,

1980) .

Super suggests nine life roles (child, student,

leisurite, citizen, worker, spouse, homemaker, parent, and

pensioner) that interplay over the course of a life-career

through five stages: Growth (birth-14), Exploration (15-25),

Establishment (25-44), Maintenance (45-64) and Decline (65-

death). The life stages (described as maxicycles) which bear

greatest significance for this study are the establishment

and maintenance stages (ages 25-64). Within the life stages

are phases; for instance, in the exploratory stage are the

phases of fantasy, tentative, and realistic. In the

establishment stage are the phases of trial and stable. In

passsing from one stage to the next are minicycles which

involve recycling through new growth, reexploration and

reestablishment. Of particular interest to CDPs is that

development through life stages can be guided (i.e., with

the aid of a career practitioner) by fostering the process

of maturation of abilities and interests and by aiding in

reality testing in the development of self-concept. Using

self-concept integration .in a process of compromise between

the individual and the work environment, and between the

self-concept and reality, is one means the career



20

practitioner has to aid the individual worker.

In 1983, Super proposed an assessment model (see Table

2.2) to be'used by counselors as a guide for practical

application of his career development model. The underlying

theme of this assessment model is the concept of readiness

for vocational and related decision-making or "career

maturity". The term "career maturity" was changed for use

with adults to "career adaptability" (Super and Knasel,

1981) in order to accommodate the fact of adult recycling

through the career processes of growth, exploration,

establishment, maintenance, and decline because in adults

these processes are much less dependent on age. The

components used to assess readiness for adapting are:

planfulness, exploration, information, decision-making, and

reality orientation (see Table 2.3). The incorporation of

the career adaptation concept is seen in the developmental

assessment model as Section B of Step II as part of the

"DEPTH-VIEW" (See Table 2.2). Other sections in Step II are

work salience (assessed in this study as job commitment, see

definitions in Chapter 1), level of abilities and potential

functioning, and field of interest and probable activity.

The developmental assessment model and its major component,

career adaptation, are the means of applying Super's

approach to career development with respect to the CDP

evaluated in this study. The use of the model for individual
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TABLE 2.2

A DEVELOPMENTAL ASSESSMENT MODEL FOR CAREER DEVELOPMENT

STEP I. PREVIEW
A. Assembly of Data on Hand
B. Intake interview

• C. Preliminary Assessment
STEP II. DEPTH-VIEW: Further Testing?

A. Work Salience
1. Relative Importance of Diverse Roles

a. Study
b. Work and Career
c. Home and Family
d. Community Service
e. Leisure Activities

2. Values Sought in Each Role
B. Career Adaptability

1. Planfulness
2. Exploratory Attitudes
3. Decision-Making Skills
4. Information

a. World of Work
b. Preferred Occupational Group
c. Other Life-Career Roles

5. Realism
C. Level of Abilities and Potential Functioning
D. Field of Interest and Probable Activity

STEP III. ASSESSMENT OF ALL DATA
A. Review of All Data
B. Work Salience
C. Career Adaptability
D. Matching and Prediction

1. Individual and Occupations
2. Individual and NonOccupational Roles

E. Planning Communication with Counselee, et al.
STEP IV. COUNSELING

A. Joint Review and Discussion
B. Revision or Acceptance of Assessment
C. Assimilation by the Counselee

1. Understanding the Present Stage and Next
Stage of Development

2. Understanding the Meanings of Work and
Other Life Roles

3. Exploration for Adapting?
4. Exploration in Breadth for Crystallization?
5. Exploration in Depth for Specification?
6. Choice of Preparation, Training or Job

Objective?
7. Searches for Job and Other Outlets for Self-

Realization?
D. Discussion of Action Implications and Planning

1. Planning
2. Execution
3. Follow Up for Support and Evaluation

From Super (1983)
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TABLE 2.3

CAREER ADAPTABILITY: THE BASIC ASSESSMENT

I. Planfulness
A. Autonomy
B. Time Perspective

1. Reflection upon Experience
2. Anticipation of the Future

C. Self-Esteem

II. Exploration
A. Querying
B. Use of Resources
C. Participation

III. Information
A. The World of Work

1. Career Stages
2. Coping Behaviors
3. Occupational Structure
4. Typical Occupations
5. Access to Means of Entry
6. Outcomes
7. Economic Trends and Change

B. The Preferred Occupational Group
1. Education and Training
2. Entry Requirements
3. Duties,Methods,Materials/Tools
4. Advancement,Transfer,Stability
5. Working Conditions and Rewards
6. Life Style
7. Future Prospects

C. Occupational and Other- Life-Career Roles
1. Relative Importance of Work
2. Role Relationships and Interactions

a. Supplementary
b. Complimentary
c. Competitive or Conflicting

3. Multiple Outlets and Roles for Self-Realization

IV. Decision Making
A. Principles

• B. Applications
C. Style

V. Reality Orientation
A. Self Knowledge
B. Realism as to Outlets
C. Consistency of Preferences
D. Crystallization of Values, Interests, Objectives
E. Work Experience

Adapted from Super, 1983; Super and Knasel, 1979
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career counseling, in a CDP such as the one at NASA Langley,

allows the career practitioner to begin where the person is

currently functioning.

Adult life development models have brought into

awareness and acceptance the notions of stages, roles,

transitions, and themes throughout the adult years. Super

has proposed both a developmental model of career development

and a developmental assessment model which have incorporated

stages, roles, and transitions affecting adults in the

workplace. Aspects of this dynamic model are used in this

evaluation of a CDP within an organization.

HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT-HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT

According to Campbell and Barron (1982) human resource

management (HRM), as is currently taught in the nation's

colleges and universities, emphasizes the implementation of

program designs through management by objectives,

organizational development, assessment centers, performance

appraisal systems, employee and management training and

development, career counseling and improved upward and

downward communication. Regarding an organization's human

resources as its most essential asset, other aspects of HRM

program implementation noted by Campbell and Barron were:

all phases of business administration, union membership,

wage and benefit administration, incentive plans, and

program measurement and evaluation. Thus, employment
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management (forerunner of personnel management and HRM) has

evolved from that of hiring and firing, record keeping, and

providing on-the-job training to becoming a complex set of

programs and practices for managers and hourly wage earners

(Campbell and Barron, 1982; Eilbirt, 1962). The influence,

growth or decline of HRM practices over the years has been

attributed to labor supply and demand, wars, unions,

economic pressures, societal trends, and the leadership and

legislation of the federal government (Flipowicz, 1979;

French, 1970; Strauss and Sayles, 1967; and Eilbirt, 1962).

Examples of current influences on HRM practices, as

previously pointed out, are quality of worklife

expectations, evolving population characteristics, industry

recession, and EEO/AA concerns.

Central to HRM (i.e., after recruitment, placement and

selection and before promotion and/or transfer) are the

programs and practices of human resource development (HRD)

defined as employee training, education, and development

(Nadler, 1979). The evolution of HRD closely parallels and

compliments HRM. HRD programs are key tools used by HRM to

link company career development with employee career

planning (Walker and Gutteridge, 1979). Career management is

to the organization through HRM, what career planning is to

the individual employee through HRD. Thus, the sub-

processes of company career management practices;
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recruitment and selection, human resource allocation,

appraisal and evaluation, training and development, and the

sub-processes of individual career planning and development

for occupational choices, organizational choices, job

assignment choices, and career self-development should both

lead to increased organizational efficiency and productivity

and to increased individual worker commitment and

satisfaction (Gutteridge and Otte, 1983). As mentioned in

the chapter introduction, both organizational and individual

practices and processes have received much attention in the

literature.

In the past five years the topics of career planning

and career development in the workplace have received

considerable coverage in such journals as Personnel,

Personnel Administrator, Training and Development Journal,

Personnel and Guidance Journal (now the Journal of

Counseling and Development), Vocational Guidance Quarterly,

The Counseling Psychologist, and the Journal of Vocational

Behavior. Walker and Gutteridge conducted a well known study

for the American Management Association (AMA) entitled

"Career Planning Practices," and The Annual Review of

Psychology has had career development theory and personnel

management related chapters regularly during this time

period by such authors as Super, Holland, Hall, and Dunnette

and Borman.

Among the new journals created to cover career
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development and planning are, Career Planning and Adult

Development Newsletter and The Career Development Bulletin.

Popular books concerning career planning and life management

for the individual have been well received by the

public; included are such texts as Richard Bolles' What

Color Is Your Parachute, Gail Sheehy's Passages and

Pathfinders, and Levinson et. al. Seasons of a Man^s Life.

Concurrent with this recent emphasis on career planning

and development in both journals and popular literature,

has been an increase of formal programs to assist employees

in their career planning and development in the workplace.

Table 2.4 depicts the breadth of programs identified as

career development practices.

RECENT EVOLUTION OF CAREER DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

Six surveys of career development programs and

practices, among other citations, are used in this

discussion. These are the studies by Gutteridge and Otte

(1983), Lancaster and Berne (1981), Griffith (1980), Morgan,

Hall, and Martier (1979), Walker and Gutteridge (1979), and

Bester (1979).

The use of the "assessment center method" by AT & T

since 1956 for managerial career development seems to mark

the recent evolution of career development and career

counseling in the workplace. This method provided for
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TABLE 2.4

EMPLOYER-ASSISTED CAREER DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAMS AND PRACTICES

Individual Career Planning and Counseling
Career Counseling by Personnel Staff

Informal: Career and Educational Information and Advising
Formal: Matching People with Job Service

Career Counseling by Managers/Supervisors
Informal: Day-to-day Mentors
Formal: Career Development Reviews/Performance Reviews

Career Counseling by Peers
Career Counseling by Specialized Staff Counselor
Referral to External Career Counselor
Downward, Transfer, or "Dual Ladder" Counseling
Outplacement Counseling (Outreach Placement)
Individual Career Planning by Self

Asse ssinent
Battery Testing for Aptitude, Intelligence, Personality,

Situational Factors
Individual Career and Self Analysis
Performance Appraisal Process
Interest Inventory Testing

Career Information Services
Job Posting
Communtcation of EEO/AA Programs and Policies
Communication on Career Paths or Ladders
Communication on Educational Assistance
Continuing Education Options
Communication on Training and Development Options
Career Information (Resource) Center Programs

Organizational Career Planning
Personnel Succession Planning
Fast Track Management Planning
Personnel Profile Planning
Internal Recruitment and Development Planning

Training and Development
Training of Supervisors/Managers in Career Counseling
Life and Career Planning Workshops
Job Performance and Development
Technical Skills Training
Sponsorship of Outside Training Options for Employees
Managers' On-the-job Training of Subordinates

Special Populations Programs and Practices
Minorities Outplacement of
Women: Subprofessional Terminated Employees

Reentry/Managerial Subprofessionals
Preretirees Disadvantaged
Midcareer Trainees Handicapped
Management Traineess Dual Career Families

From Lancaster and Berne (1981)
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employers' standardized means of assessing prospective

managerial candidates by using multiple techniques such as

paper and pencil tests, projective tests, clinical

interviews, participation in group problems, and leaderless

group discussions (Cascio, 1978). "Currently, more than a

thousand organizations use the assessment center method to

improve the accuracy of their managerial selection

decisions, to help determine individual training and

development needs, and to facilitate more accurate manpower

planning" (Byham, 1975). From 1964-1970 as part of its

program, now called the Integrated Program for Career

Development, IBM assessed and monitored over 400

individuals for managerial potential for organizational

career or succession planning (Palmer, 1972 and Lancaster

and Berne, 1981). Managerial career planning and development

is evidenced in other types of programs such as company

designed programs to include instruction in counseling for

managerial human relations career counseling expertise, and

career and life planning (Merman, 1979; Archer-Jones and

Jones, 1979; Hastings, 1978; and Role Perceptions and

Counseling, 1973).

Since the early 1970's, CDPs have become more than

organizational career planning and managerial succession

programs. While managerial development is still pervasive,

in the last decade there has been more emphasis in helping

all employees with succession planning and training.
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Assisting less than managerial level employees has been the

responsibility of training and development departments

(HRD).

"Typical training and development programs help
move hourly employees into management; assist
managers in developing and honing their knowledge
and skills; assist employees in developing better
communication skills, both written and verbal;
and assist employees with retirement planning and
with career development, to name a few examples"
(Lancaster and Berne, 1981: 30-31).

In their most recent survey, Gutteridge and Otte

(1983), indicate that of the forty firms questioned, thirty-

one used career planning workshops, sixteen used career

workbooks, and thirty-two used career counseling/discussion

approaches. Other career development strategies used

included: job posting (18), skills inventory (14), career

pathing (9), succession planning (8), career resource

centers (4) and outplacement counseling (4). The forty firms

sampled were known to have career development programs prior

to conducting the survey. Of these CDPs, six began before

1970, ten during 1970-1975, and twenty-two since 1975. The

four most common reasons cited for starting the programs

were: 1. top management interest, 2. a desire to promote

from within accompanied by a shortage of skilled personnel,

3. employee interest, and 4. equal employment opportunity

and affirmative action concerns.

The lack of response to surveys by Griffith (1980),

Walker and Gutteridge (1979), and Bester (1979) indicates
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that CDPs may not be found in every company. Of the 500

instruments mailed by Griffith to Fortune 500 companies, 118

(23%) were returned; of the 1,117 instruments mailed by

Walker and Gutteridge, 225 (20%) were returned; and of the

3 8 instruments mailed by Bester (restricted to Orange

County, California), 30 (79%) would allow a follow up

interview. In qualifying these response rates the above

researchers indicated: 1. nonrespondents probably provide

few career development services; 2. that career development

may have "arrived" in many companies, but in many it has

not; and, 3. that results indicated fewer formal CDPs than

anticipated, but many services performed or offered such as

performance appraisal, training, counseling, and educational

reimbursement were not labeled as career development

activities.

The recent evolution of career development has seen

these services extended from management to all employees.

There is a discrepancy in what is called "career development

services", and because of the lack of an accepted

definition, the actual extent of career development services

implemented is unknown. Yet, increased attention in the

professional and popular literature demonstrates the

expansion of career development services over the last

decade. This expansion is discussed explicitly in the next

section concerning CDF components and their implementation.
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THE VARIETY OF CAREER DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS, THEIR COMPONENTS
AND IMPLEMENTATION

The groupings of career development programs and

practices by survey articles reviewed list specific

activities, practices and programs under the following

combined headings: Career Counseling/Discussion/Planning,

Career Workshops/Training and Development,

Testing/Assessment, and Communication/Information. The only

other areas not covered specifically by the above headings

were the two counseling modes surveyed by Griffith, 1980,

alcohol/drug and family/marital counseling.

Career Counseling/Piscussion/Planning

Career counseling may be provided in a number of ways;

-Informally by personnel staff
-By specialized staff (such as psychologists or
professional career counselors) .
-By supervisors or managers
-By referral to external community or contract
counseling services

The terms career planning and career counseling are often

used interchangeably by employers. Supervisors and personnel

staff most commonly provide informal career planning and

career counseling to employees. Formal career counseling by

specialized staff is provided by 20% of those surveyed by

Gutteridge and Otte (1983). NASA Langley Research Center

uses both of these approaches with supervisors providing

career planning through performance appraisal sessions and
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the CDP provides annually one-to-one career counseling to

approximately 9% of the 2900 civil service employee

population as the primary means of service delivery.

Career/Group VJorkshops/Workbooks/Traininq and Development

Common Workshop Topics are;

-Life and Career Planning
-Interpersonal Relationships
-Retirement Preparation

Six elements incorporated in workshops/workbooks noted

by Gutteridge and Otte (198 3) were: environmental appraisal

(e.g., organizational needs, available career paths,

developmental policies), integration and match analysis (fit

between the individual career aspirations and organizational

requirements), career action planning (goal development),

and implementation tactics (e.g., job moves, formal

education, on-the-job training, etc.). Workshops and

workbooks with career-self-organizational development

exercises seem to be the most popular. At NASA Langley

Career Development Center, workshops are used as part of the

training program for first-line managers in acquainting them

with the CDP and providing strategies for reducing

supervisor-subordinate conflict in various confrontation

situations.
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Testing/Assessment

Various assessment methods used are:

-Battery Testing for Aptitude, Intelligence,
Personality, Situational Factors
-Individual Career and Self-Analysis
-Individual Assessment Workbooks

Testing and assessment as part of a workshop,

managerial selection program, or an individual working

through self-assessment exercises and/or workbooks, are an

integral part of any type of career development activity.

Use of these modes of assessment allow the individual to

take stock of where they have been, where they are, and

provide a source of awareness and information in looking at

future career/life planning goals. Self-assessment stations

(such as those in the NASA Langley Career Resource Center)

entitled Understanding Self, Understanding the Environment,

Taking Action, and Life Management, with the exercises and

literature contained in them are used by the individual

employee in personal career development.

Career Communication and Information

Communication Techniques which have been used are:

-Job Posting
-Communication of EEO and AA Programs and Policies
-Communication on Career Paths and Ladders
-Communication of Education Assistance,and/or
Continuing Education Options
-Communication of Training and Development Options

Communication of information within an organization
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about careers and career development processes and

activities is said to be critical, a common denominator of

programs and the foundation upon which CDPs are built

(Lancaster and Berne, 1981; and Walker and Gutteridge,

1979). The means to disseminate career information within

the organization vary. Some examples, many of which are used

at NASA Langley are: Career Resource Centers, bulletin

boards located throughout the organization, career

workshops, in-house newsletters and pamphlets distributed to

all employees.

The blending of the variety of services discussed above

allows the employer to tailor a career development program

to the organization. It is considered imperative to have as

a basic service that of communication and information and

that providing such services as workshops, workbooks, and

career counseling were more highly variable. Workshops and

workbooks seem to be most effective for delivery of services

to large numbers of employees, and the use of supervisors

and managers is the most prevalent for providing

"counseling". While fewer companies surveyed provided self

assessement or Career Resource Centers, it appears that in

lieu of counselors, or in order to assist supervisors, such

an option is less expensive, and could be incorporated

easily within an employee services department such as

training. It also appears from the evidence that there is a

growing trend to use supervisors or personnel specialists
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for the counseling function and to rely less on

psychologists or professional career counselors to support

career development programs.

Methods of implementation of career development

practices have been subdivided by Walker and Gutteridge

(1979), in the following manner at various corporate

entities: throughout the entire corporation career

communication and informal counseling by personnel staff; at

division, department, or local unit level, life and career

planning workshops, assessment centers, referral to external

counselors, retirement workshops, job posting, outplacement

counseling, career counseling by specialized staff, and

communication on career paths; large corporations with major

divisions at various locations will decentralize individual

career development practices; banks operate on a company

wide or centralized career development practices; and

retailers and manufacturers tend to localize career

development practices. The National Aeronautics and Space

Administration in following Office of Personnel and

Management (0PM) regulations supports career development

through its own policies which provide general guidance for

career development at the seven field centers.

Implementation of this general guidance varies at each

of the field centers through local policy being implemented

from the field center director through management and the
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personnel division. Two field centers have CDPsiand Career

Resource Centers which are discussed in detail in Chapter 3.

The question which these surveys and other CDP related

studies seems to be asking is: Should career development

programs and practices be formalized or institutionalized?

From the studies reviewed there seems to be two schools of

thought regarding this question. Walker and Gutteridge

(1979) see salary administration, employment practices, and

employee benefit programs as necessary management systems

and that career planning for the individual employee need

not be an extensive system. Morgan, Hall and Martier (1979)

contend one should start small and work with immediate

supervisors. Leibowitz, Farren, and Kaye (1983) also

suggests to start small because career development systems

need time to grow and become institutionalized. Kaye (1981)

has stated that career development programs can become an

"integrating force" through which one can link together all

human resource activities. Which of these two schools of

thought will emerge as dominant, part of. existing systems or

the integrating of all human resource systems through career

development? Decisions based upon evaluations of current

CDPs is one means of arriving at an answer.

PROGRAM EVALUATION

Up to this point adult/career development theoretical

foundations have been discussed, and the content and
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application of human resource management and development

relative to the composition and implementation of career

development practices have been described, but the issue of

the impact of career development practices on employers and

employees has yet to be addressed. Some of the discussed

programs and practices, especially for managers, have been

in existence at least since the mid 1950's. This,

coincidentally, followed the publication of the initial

theories of career development, career choice and vocational

adjustment, and better assessment techniques. Follow-up of

succession planning assessment centers for managers and a

company who had a counselor to whom employees could come

with problems indeed proved to be cost saving (Witte and

Cannon, 1979; and Hastings, 1978).

IMPACT OF AND NEED FOR CDPS-

Today the impact of the variety of employer-sponsored

career development programs and practices is not so easy to

define or measure. In looking at Table 2.4 there are as many

levels and types of career development practices, as there

are issues and needs for their implementation and variations

in terminology used for describing them. With the rise in

complexity of CDPs themselves has entered the rise in the

complexity of measuring the impact of CDPs, There has been

one constant throughout the rise in the complex program
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interfacing of career development, and that has been to

measure impact by follow-up evaluations of past program

participants. There are program variations and variations of

measurement instruments and methods, but ex post facto

program participant evaluation has been constant.

Of the several reported follow-up evaluations and

surveys of career development practices the results have

been positive. Chapin (1984) in her evaluation of the

employee career development workshops at Virginia Tech

reported high job and life satisfaction with respect to

motivation, support from others in the workshop, and

positive life/career perspective and attitude. Kapurch's

(1983) evaluation of a career goals development workshop and

Hanson's (1981) follow-up of past participants of employees

of the CDP at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

indicate in their results, roughly six months after program

participation, that actions being taken and attitudes toward

work had allowed employees to make the most of current job

situations, increased communications between supervisors,

subordinates, and among coworkers, increased awareness

toward being able to manage their own careers, and increased

use of leisure pursuits; all of which enabled these

participants to better accomplish career/life goals. Similar

results were reported in evaluations by Leibowitz and

Schlossberg (1982) in describing the NASA Goddard Space

Flight Center's program aimed at career transitions and
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Hickerson and Anderson (1982) report of a career information

workshop program offered by the John Deer Division of

International Harvester.

Several of the six surveys reviewed commented on or

sought information regarding career development program

evaluation. Generally, the consensus was that more ongoing

evaluation was needed. Specifically, Walker and Gutteridge

(1979) stated that companies which had programs over three

years were more satisfied with their programs; Morgan, Hall

and Martier (1979) found few companies concerned with

evaluation and those that did look at effectiveness

indicators informally sought results from past participants,

turnover, sales performance, profit-and-loss statements and

ability to fill positions from within the company;

Gutteridge and Otte (1983) reported only about one-third of

their forty respondents provided either formal or informal

evaluation; and Stump (1982) noted that after contacting

career development program practitioners that few evaluated

on a regular basis and that many had "relegated such an

activity to a rainy day project"(p.l). Lancaster and Berne

(1981) have called for more theory-based research, and a

pragmatic approach for evaluating effectiveness on an

ongoing basis. As evidenced from these remarks formal

program evaluation has not been a priority for the majority

of companies implementing career development programs.
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AN EVALUATION GUIDE FOR CDPS

Noted researchers have published results of CDP

evaluations (Chapin, 1984; Kapurch, 1983; Hickerson and

Anderson, 1982; Liebowitz and Schlossberg, 1982; and Hanson,

1981), have described specific programs (Chapin, 1984;

Blimline, Thorn, Wilson, and Wilcox, 1983; Hanson, 1981;

Lancaster and Berne, 1981 ), have surveyed and reported on

the "state of the practice" in career development

(Gutteridge and Otte, 1983; Lancaster and Berne, 1981;

Griffith, 1980'; and Walker and Gutteridge, 1979), and have

written articles describing models of CDP development and

implementation within organizations (Imel, Knowdell, and

Lancaster, 1982; Leibowitz and Schlossberg, 1981; and

Storey, 1979). Common to all these publications have been

comments regarding career development evaluation.

Based on many of the forgoing articles and with the use

of the Evaluation Research Society'^s (ERS) "Standards for

Evaluation Practice" {Rossi, 1982) as the organizational

foundation , a CDP evaluation guide is described (see Table

2.5) and inset below:

Formulation - The type'of evaluation discussed is

an impact or outcome evaluation. Prerequisites for

conducting an evaluation include a written paper of the

established program and component goals with underlying

theoretical foundation, selection of the audience for
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TABLE 2.5

A CDP EVALUATION GUIDE

FORMULATION STRUCTURE DATA COLLECTION
AND NEGOTIATION AND DESIGN AND PREPARATION

* TYPE OF CD * SAMPLES TO * COLLECTION PLAN
COMPONENTS BE USED * CONFIDENTIALITY

* AUDIENCE TO * VARIABLES TO * DATA HANDLING
BE ADDRESSED BE MEASURED

* TYPE OF * MEASUREMENT
EVALUATION METHODS AND

* RESTRICTIONS ON INSTRUMENTS

DATA COLLECTION

DATA ANALYSIS COMMUNICATION,
AND INTERPRETATION DISCLOSURE AND USE OF RESULTS

* PROCEDURES
* JUSTIFICATION
* STATISTICAL AND

PRACTICAL

SIGNIFICANCE

TO APPROPRIATE
AUDIENCE

TO SUBJECTS
INVOLVED

USING STANDARD
REPORTING
PROCEDURES

RECOMMENDATIONS
AND RESULTS
UNDERSTOOD BY
AUDIENCE
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whom the evaluation report is intended, and knowledge

of the restrictions and limitations regarding data

collection relevant to use of subjects and records.

Structure and Design - The requirements of structure

and design include the following: logistical, ethical,

political, fiscal, and level of rigor considerations,

organizing and defining sample populations, and

ascertaining variables to be measured based on program and

component goals and outcome variables deemed appropiate for

accountability. Using these requirements, the appropiate

instruments are developed or selected based on the validity

and reliability estimates.

Data Collection and Preparation - The collection plan

involves documenting who, what, when, where and how data

will be collected, handled and maintained to insure no

unauthorized disclosure or access and to protect the rights,

welfare, dignity, and worth of the subjects involved.

Data Analysis and Interpretation - Explanation and

justification of underlying assumptions and limitations of

analytic procedures is needed for replication and future

evaluation comparisions. Interpretation is required for both

the statistical and practical significance of the outcomes

measured.

Communication, Disclosure and Use of Results - Standard

organizational reporting procedures can be used for

communication of the evaluation results for the subjects
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involved in the evaluation and the audience for whom it is

intended. Recommendations based on interpretation of the

results are facilitated when written appropriately for this

audience.

This evaluation guide is offered to demonstrate a

framework for considering career development program and

practice evaluation, which draws not only on articles which

have described or proposed evaluation, but also includes ERS

organizational standards to insure awareness of levels of

rigor in outlining basic requirements for performing a

program evaluation. Chapter 3 is a specific illustration

related to methodological and theoretical issues involved in

a CDP evaluation.

SUMMARY

The literature reviewed for this chapter focused on

adult career/life development, human resource management and

development, and evaluation of career development programs

and practices. This review provided a background for the

present study on the impact and effectiveness of an

employer-sponsored CDP designed with a service delivery

emphasis tor the individual employee.

The enhanced awareness of adult career/life development

issues has been brought about by the popular and

professional literature throuah theoretical model
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descriptions of adult life stages with respect to tasks,

transitions or themes. Central to each adult career/life

developmental model are conflicts, crises, issues, and

transitions which affect one's life and career. Resolving

these developmental transitions requires adaptation in

lifestyle and career.

Career adaptation is a theoretical perspective which

highlights the readiness to adapt as the foundation to a

career development assessment model proposed by Donald

Super. Super's assessment model, an-outgrowth of his

lifespan/lifespace developmental theory of careers, is

suggested as a career theory basis of employer-sponsored

career development programs and practices.

Human resource management, as a supportive staff

function, has expanded the responsibilities of human

resources development to include career development programs

and practices. Influences on the organization such as

industry recession, EEO/AA, and quality of worklife

concerns, as well as a desire to better match people and

positions has led to a more central role of career

development. Because of this role and the need to be

accountable to the organization, evaluation of the outcomes

of career development programs becomes more important.

The evaluations which have been conducted to date have

provided a foundation on which this current study was built.

With the addition of a career development assessment model
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and the standards of evaluation practice suggested by the

Evaluation Research Society an evaluation guide is offered.

The literature has amply supported the need for a

systematic evaluation process. This study illustrates

through qualitative and quantitative data collection and

analyses and experimental evaluation methodology an

evaluation of an employer-sponsored CDP in a research and

development organization.



CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

The methodology used in this study was designed to

gather information relative to the impact of an employer-

sponsored career development program on past participants of

the CDP and the organization sponsoring the program. This

introduction will outline the basis for the general research

design used and is followed by sections.covering the

hypotheses, subjects, setting, CDC program context,

instruments, research procedures (data collection, data

analysis, and data interpretation) and summary.

This study evaluated a program within an organization.

Because the environment did not lend itself to control by

the researcher and because the information gathered was

after CDP participation, this study was an ex post facto or

field study as defined by Kerlinger (1973);

...any scientific studies, large or small,
that systematically pursue relations and test
hypotheses, that are ex post facto, and that
are done in life situations like communities,
schools, factories, organizations, and insti
tutions will be considered field studies" (:405).

The Evaluation Standards for Program Evaluation by the

Evaluation Research Society has stated:

"Impact (summative, outcome, effectiveness)
evaluation: This category corresponds to
one of the most common definitions of eval
uation - that is, finding out how well an
entire program works. The results of impact
evaluations...are intended to provide info-

46
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mation useful in major decisions about pro
gram continuation, expansion, or reduction"
(Rossi, 1982:9).

Rossi et. al. (1979), in discussing evaluation studies,

indicated the program evaluation conducted was an impact

evaluation which has as a basic aim to estimate the net

effects or net outcomes of an intervention, in this case an

employee career development program. This study was an

attempt to measure program outcomes generally using a method

of assessment Rossi et. al. (1979) has described as outcome

assessment, in that scores on a measure of targets after

exposure to intervention are compared statistically to

scores on a measure of a presumably equivalent control group

not exposed to the intervention. The statistical procedures

used are discussed in the data analyses subsection of the

Research Procedures Section.

The design for th'is study, intact or static group

comparisons, was described by Huck, Cormier and Bounds

(1974) as a quasi-experimental design. See Table 3.1 for a

representation of the independent variable (CDP) and the

dependent measures (job satisfaction, job commitment, and

actions taken) of this design. The primary threat to

internal validity with this design was subject selection,

assignment and distribution, which in this study was not

random and may not be a representative sample of the

population; thus, this threat limits the generalization of

results.
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TABLE 3.1

RESEARCH DESIGN

STATIC-GROUP COMPARISON DESIGN

X = CDP

PAST PARTICIPANTS

NON-PARTICIPANTS

Ol
JOB SATISFACTION

JOB COMMITMENT

ACTIONS TAKEN

^2
JOB SATISFACTION

JOB COMMITMENT

ACTIONS TAKEN

X=CAREER DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM INTERVENTION
0=0BSERVATI0NS

^COMPARISON OF GROUPS NOT EQUATED
BY RANDOM ASSIGNMENT (I.E.,INTACT OR STATIC

(FROM HUCK, CORMIER & BOUNDS, 1974)
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HYPOTHESES

The hypotheses, tested at alpha=.05, using the

Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ), and the Career

Development Center Survey (CDCS), with a group of 50 past

participants of the career development program, and a group

of 50 nonparticipants, who are all employees of the same

research and development organization were:

1. There is no significant difference between mean

satisfaction scores of the past CDC participants and

nonparticipants.

2. There is no significant difference between the mean

job commitment scores of past CDC participants and

nonparticipants.

3. There is no significant difference between the mean

actions taken related to training and education of the CDC

participants and nonparticipants.

4. There is no significant difference in past

participants' satisfaction with CDC services as indicated in

responses to evaluative perceptions of those services.

There was additional data gathered with a follow-up

interview of 20% of the past participants which impacts on

hypothesis #4. See Table 3.2 for a representation of each

hypothesis and the corresponding assessment measure{s).
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TABLE 3.2

HYPOTHESES WITH CORRESPONDING ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT(S
COMPONENT(S), SECTION(S), AND/OR ITEM(S)

HYPOTHESES

THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEAN

SATISFACTION SCORES
BETWEEN THE PAST CDC
PARTICIPANTS AND NON-

PARTICIPANTS.

THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE
MEAN JOB COMMITMENT SCORES
FOR PAST CDC PARTICIPANTS
AND NONPARTICIPANTS.

THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE

MEAN ACTIONS TAKEN RELATED
TO TRAINING AND EDUCATION.

ASSESSMENT ITEM(S) AND/OR
COMPONENT SECTION(S)*

MSQ(ALL ITEMS), I.E,
GENERAL SATISFACTION
SCALE SCORES
CDCS (BOTH), COM B,
YYJ (SEC 1)

CDCS (BOTH),COM B,
YYJ (SEC 4)

CDCS (PART), COM A,
SEC 3,ITEM #11;
CDCS (NPART) , COM A,
SEC 2, ITEM #1

THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT - CDCS (PART), COM A,
DIFFERENCE IN RESPONSES AMONG SEC 4;
PAST PARTICIPANTS'EVALUATION FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW
OF CDC SERVICES.

*MSQ-MINNESOTA SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE

CDCS-CAREER DEVELOPMENT CENTER SURVEY
(PART)-PARTICIPANT FORM
COM A-CDCS FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE
SEC 1-MOTIVATION FOR CONTACTING THE CDC
SEC 2-ATTITUDE TOWARD CONTACTING THE CDC
SEC 3-OUTCOMES OF UTILIZING CDC SERVICES
SEC 4-EVALUATION OF CDC SERVICES

COM B-YYJ, YOU AND YOUR JOB
SEC 1-JOB SATISFACTION
SEC 2-EMPLOYMENT OUTLOOK
SEC 3- INVESTMENTS IN JOB
SEC 4-JOB COMMITMENT

(NPART)-NONPARTICIPANT FORM
"COM A-CDC NEEDS ASSESSMENT
SEC 1-PERCEPTIONS AND KNOWLEDGE OF THE CDC
SEC 2-CAREER-LIFE ACTIVITY PARTICIPATION

COM B-YYJ, YOU AND YOUR JOB
SAME AS CDCS, COM B
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SUBJECTS

The subjects for this study were all employees of NASA

Langley Research Center. There were a total of one hundred

twenty-seven subjects in the experimental group who were

assigned a number using a random number table (Steel and

Torrie, 1960). Fifty were selected for the experimental

group (CDP participants) and fifty in the control group

(non-CDP participants). Each group was matched by

occupational position (i.e., engineer/scientist, technician,

administrative professional, or clerical), numbers of years

with the organization, level of education, sex, age, GS

grade, number of years in current grade, and number of

years in civil service. The priority of matching variables

is in descending order from most-to-least important. The

rationale for this ordering of the matching variables has

been suggested in research related to"job satisfaction

(Schwab & Heneman, 1977; Hunt & Saul, 1975; and Dawis,

England, & Weiss, 1968).

SETTING

Langley Research Center (LaRC), located in Hampton,

Virginia, is one of seven field centers operated under the

auspices of the National Aeronautics and Space

Administration (NASA). The primary mission of this research

and development field center is directly related to
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aeronautics and aerospace projects awarded by NASA

headquarters in Washington, D.C. Colocated with LaRC is

Langley Air Force Base. In the vicinity are various other

military and federal government installations in the large

metropolitan Tidewater area of Eastern Virginia.

The Civil Service workforce whom the CDP serves is

composed of approximately two thousand nine hundred

employees of whom thirteen hundred are aerospace

technologists, ( ASTs, i.e.,engineers and scientists),

eleven hundred technicians, two hundred fifty administrative

professionals, and two hundred fifty clericals. The CDP

services are available to all Civil Service employees.

CAREER DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM CONTEXT

The Career Development Center (CDC), with the Resource

Library and counseling offices, is located on the first

floor of the Technical Library building. This location was

chosen because of easy access and confidentiality for all

employees. While an appointment is requested to see a

counselor, the Resource Library is accessible to all

employees during the regular duty day. Organizationally, the

CDC is placed within the Personnel Division under the

Employee Services Branch, and is an integral part of

management's broad based career development effort which

begins with the immediate supervisor. NASA and Langley
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management instructions and delegations (NMIs, LMIs and

LMDs) which prescribe the operation of and support for a

CDC are rooted in Federal Personnel Manual regulations with

specific policy directed toward career counseling (NMI

3250.4B and LMI 1200.19) and an employee mobility policy

statement. Use of the Resource Library and counseling

services are encouraged by all levels of management for

those employees interested, or supervisors may direct

employees to the CDC.

Using Table 3.3 as a guide, the first step in the

normal progression for the employee who desires career

assistance is the Career Resource Library with the self-

assessment stations, incumbent exercises, and career

resource materials; the second, a meeting with a counselor

and a standardized assessment instrument(s); and the third,

follow-up sessions to communicate testing results and

construct an Individualized Development Plan (IDP). The

average number of initial visits is three with annual

follow-up contacts by the CDC counselors. Of note, built

into the process of CDC services is program assessment as

well. From a theoretical standpoint, this client processing

model coincides closely with Super's (1983) Developmental

Assessment Model for Career Counseling (DAMCC), Table 2.2.

Substituting the term "career adaptability" (Super & Knasel,

1981) for "career maturity", as this is primarily an adult

career development program, provides further theoretical



TABLE 3.3

CDC CLIENT PROCESSING

CLIENT PROGRESSION

INTAKE

SELF-

ASSESSMENT MEASUREMENT COUNSELING TAKING ACTION

REFERRAL
CAREER

WALK IN INTERVIEW RESOURCE

LIBRARY
CALL IN

sen

ACL

SWVI

CAREER

AND/OR
PERSONAL

REALISTIC

ACTION
FOR GROWTH

OR STABILITY

REFINE CDC PROCESS BASED ON ASSESSMENTS

SCII=STRONG CAMPBELL INTEREST INVENTORY
ACL=ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST
SWVI-SUPER'S WORK VALUES INVENTORY

ANNUAL

FOLLOW-UP
CONTACT

AND

CDC
ASSESSMENT

en
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support from the DAMCC for the dynamic process of CDPs

organized for primary service delivery to the individual

employee. Thus, in keeping with the management policy that

each employee is ultimately responsible for his/her career

development, this program has career resources which enable

individual employees to seek assistance with or without

the aid of a counselor, and which provides a structure

supportive of adult career adaptation with a strong

theoretical foundation.

INSTRUMENTS

Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ)- Research on

the MSQ (Appendix A) began in 1957 as part of the Minnesota

Studies in Vocational Rehabilitation. This project is better

known as the Work Adjustment Project. Approximately 200

research studies, including dissertations, have been

conducted using the MSQ (Euros, 1978).

The Theory of Work Adjustment "uses the correspondence

(or lack of it) between the work personality and work

environment as the principal reason or explanation for

observed work adjustment outcomes (satisfactoriness,

satisfaction, and tenure)...The MSQ has resulted in the

development of a questionnaire that measures satisfaction

with specific aspects of work and work environments" (Weiss,

Dawis, England, and Lofquist, 1967:v-vi).

Data on reliability from Hoyt's reliability coefficient
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ranged, on the general satisfaction scale to be used, from a

high of .95 to a low of .82 with the median being .88.

According to the authors, these data suggest that, in

general, the MSQ scales have adequate internal consistency

reliabilities" (:14).

Validity studies on the MSQ yielded some evidence of

construct validity for seven of the twenty scales based on

the Theory of Work Adjustment and the Minnesota Importance

Questionnaire. Satisfaction is said to be a function of the

correspondence between the individual's needs and the

reinforcer system of the job. General satisfaction comes

from other construct validation studies based on the Theory

of Work Adjustment and has indicated the MSQ measured

satisfaction within the expectations of this theory "in that

satisfaction becomes a linear function of the linear

composite of needs expressed by a working individual" (:16).

Acknowledging weaknesses, Guion (1978), in his review

in the Eighth Euros Mental Measurement Yearbook, was able to

report, "Clearly, the MSQ gives reasonable reliable, valid,

well normed indicators of general satisfaction in the

workplace" (:1052). Guion further indicated that the MSQ has

compared favorably with the Job Description Index (JDI). The

JDI gives separate scale scores from which job satisfaction

may be inferred. Because the MSQ has a summative scale score

for general job satisfaction, it better meets the needs of

this study. Gillet and Schwab (1975), in a study of
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convergent and discriminant validities of corresponding JDI

and MSQ Scales, have stated that the four satisfaction

scales common to each questionnaire "show very high

validities". They further suggested that future studies

which measure satisfaction use multiple measures of

satisfaction whenever possible. This study has included job

satisfaction items in each form of the Career Development

Center Surveys for the groups participating as well as the

MSQ.

In addition, the MSQ has normative data from groups of

engineers, managers, secretaries, stenographers, and typists

with which to compare results. The only subgroup of subjects

in this study for which the MSQ did not have a directly

comparable norm group is the technicians. Technicians will

be compared with machinists, equipment operators, and

assemblers, even though at NASA Langley technicians usually

build one-of-a-kind items such as models for wind tunnels

and fabricate unusual pieces for research and development

testing.

Career Development Center Survey (CDC Participants) -

This questionnaire is divided into two components

titled,^Follow-up Questionnaire' (Appendix B) and ^You and

Your Job' (Appendix D). The first component is based upon a

previously developed questionnaire used by Collins (1982)

and Levine (1982) with changes influenced by research
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reported by Kapurch (1983) and Hanson (1981). There are four

subsections titled ^Motivation for Contacting the CDC",

^Attitudes Toward Utilizing the CDC', ^Outcomes of Utilizing

the CDC', and ^Evaluation of CDC Services' for a total of 24

items. It was field tested with a sample of past

participants prior to being administered to the experimental

group, with responses generally comparable to previous

administrations. The follow-up questionnaire items relate

directly to research questions concerning actions taken and

evaluation by past participants of the CDC program

services. The ^You and Your Job' component items are

directly from an annotated questionnaire supplied by Rusbult

(Personal Communication) and reported by Rusbult and Farrell

(1983) and Farrell and Rusbult (1981) to assess job

satisfaction and commitment based on their investment

model. The rationale for assessing job commitment is

derived from Super's Developmental Assessment Model (1983)

in which the concept Work Role Salience (commitment to work)

has been declared an important aspect of individual career

development along with career adaptability. The subsections

of this component are: ^Job Satisfaction', ^Employment

Outlook', ''Investments in Job', and ^Job Commitment'. This

component is the major part of the nonparticipant Career

Development Center Survey to be described next.

Career Development Center Survey, (nonparticipants)-

The two components of this questionnaire are a needs
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assessment and career-life activity component (Appendix C)

and the ^You and Your Job' (Appendix D) component described

above. After a descriptive paragraph concerning the CDC and

the services available on LaRC, subjects are asked five

items concerning attitudes toward career development

assistance and perceptions and knowledge of the CDC. The

career-life activity subsection is an equivalent item to the

actions taken item (follow-up component, item #11-Outcomes

of Utilizing the CDC subsection) on the Career Development

Survey for past CDC participants. The "You and Your Job'

component is identical to this component on the self-report

questionnaire for past CDC participants. (See Appendix C).

Follow-up Interviews- Kerlinger (1973) has indicated

that interviews are "a potent and indispensable research

tool, yielding data that no other research tool can yield"

(p.487). Following a model used by Chapin (1984) in a case

study follow-up of career development workshops presented to

employees of Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State

University, 20% of the past CDC participant group were

given an in-depth interview based partly on the guide

developed by Chapin; and partly on suggestions promulgated

by Patton (1980) with respect to using an interview guide,

by outlining a set of issues that are to be explored with

each participant before the interview which will serve "as a

basic checklist during the interview to make sure all
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relevant topics are covered" (p. 198).

The interview guide was used primarily as a tool for

gathering in-depth data in regards to past participants"

evaluation of the CDC services. Career Resource Library

stations, and actions taken which may not have been assessed

adequately by the Career Development Center Survey.

The follow-up interview instrument was field tested on

a sample of recent employees who had used the CDC services.

The instrument was then modified before conducting the

interviews of the sample of the experimental group. The

Follow-Up Interview Guide is included in Appendix E.

RESEARCH PROCEDURES

The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of

an employee career development program on past participants

compared with a matched group of nonparticipants by

investigating the relationship of job satisfaction, job

commitment, and actions taken one year after initial CDP

participation. The past participant group was further asked

to evaluate .CDP services by the self-report questionnaire

(CDCS) and with a proportional 20% completing in-depth

follow-up interviews. Data were obtained from the Minnesota

Satisfaction Questionnaire, Career Development Center Survey

with two component parts for both the experimental and

control groups, and follow-up interviews of a sample of past
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participants. Procedures for collecting, analyzing, and

interpreting the data are described in the following

sections.

DATA COLLECTION

The data were collected by sending the MSQ and CDCS,

with a cover letter, one page information sheet concerning

this study, and release form (see Appendices F, G, and H),

through the interoffice mail system at Langley Research

Center. Prior to sending the questionnaires each subject

was phoned to ascertain their willingness to participate. It

took approximately one hour to complete both questionnaires

and each subject was given one week from receipt to return

the questionnaires. Those who failed to respond in that time

were mailed a reminder to complete the questionnaires, and

if still not returned in the following week a telephoned

reminder was conducted. 96% of the questionnaires were

returned for data analysis, of which 92% could be compared

between groups. Use of company time for completing

questionnaires and follow-up interviews was charged as if

participating in a training function. The 20% proportional

sample of past participants who completed the follow-up

interview were taken from a sample of those who indicated

willingness to complete such an interview, and met the

following criteria based on their Career Development Center

Survey responses: made two or more visits to CDC? indicated
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the process was useful in planning future; and used the

self-asssessment station(s).

DATA ANALYSIS

Since the underlying distribution of the sample was

unknown with reference to the population of employees,

nonparametric statistics were chosen to analyze the data

(Hinlkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1979; and Siegel, 1956). Having

matched groups allowed for the use of the Wilcoxon Signed

Ranks Test for between group scores. The Chi-Square

statistic was used for within group scores on the CDCS

items. Programs from the Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences (SPSS), Nie et. al. (1979) were used to compute the

responses.

Qualitative analyses of the responses from the

follow-up interviews based on the identified themes,

(evaluation of the CDC services, the Career Resource

Library, CDCS and MSQ questionnaires, and counseling

services) and additional responses given by the respondents

were organized to be presented and compared with relevant

questionnaire items.

DATA INTERPRETATION

From the quantitative analyses and levels of

significance reported for each respective item,
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questionnaire, and MSQ general satisfaction score, using the

null hypothesis (See Table 3.2), each research question was

tested for significance based on the comparison of scores of

the experimental and control groups. The results are

reported in narrative and tabular form in Chapter 4 and

discussed relative to conclusions and recommendations in

Chapter 5. The follow-up interviews are compared and

discussed relative to the evaluation of the CDC services and

similar response items on the Career Development Center

Survey for past participants and the research questions

concerning evaluation of services.

SUMMARY

Of interest in this study was the perceived impact of

an employee career development program on the individual and

to provide accountability information for the organization

by testing the relationship of job satisfaction, job

commitment, and actions taken of a group of past CDP

participants and a group of nonparticipants on responses to

CDCS questionnaires and the Minnesota Satisfaction

Questionnaire. In addition a follow-up interview was

conducted with a proportional 20% of the past participant

group to gather in-depth information on the effectiveness of

the CDP. All subjects were employees of NASA Langley

Research Center in Hampton, Virginia.

The data were gathered by the procedures outlined in
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the research procedures section of this chapter. The results

are presented in both narrative and tabular form for both

quantitative and qualitative analyses in the Results chapter

(4) .

While this study was not the first to evaluate an

employee career development program, it has the distinction

of building on past evaluations with a comparative control

group, investigating a CDP whose services were primarily

intended for the individual as opposed to a group workshop

orientation, and using a time frame for the follow-up

process of twelve-eighteen months after recorded contact

with the CDC.



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS OF THE STUDY

The few evaluation studies of CDPs which have been

reported to date, and the need for evaluations of CDPs

called for in the literature have led to the current CDP

evaluation study. Evaluation studies reported have laid a

foundation upon which the present study expands to include a

career development assessment model, a multiplicity of data

collection methods, and additional experimental controls. In

the discussion of these topics in chapters 2 and 3,

questions were raised regarding measurement of the impact

and effectiveness of CDPs. Specifically, these questions

were related to: (1) the general job satisfaction of CDP

participant and nonparticipant groups within an

organization; (2) job commitment of participant and non~

participant groups; (3) reported training and education

actions taken by each group within a specific time period;

and (4) evaluative perceptions of past CDP participants

concerning CDP services received.

In view of these questions, more information was sought

about these relationships and perceptions. Four hypotheses

were developed to address these questions in an attempt to

more fully explain the impact and effectiveness of a CDP on

an organization and its employees.

65
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In' order to test these hypotheses, fifty experimental

and fifty control group participants were selected using the

following methods and criteria. The selection of the fifty

CDC participant sample was from a population of one hundred

twenty-seven participants who were recorded as contacting

the CDC between January and June of 1983. Once the past

participants were randomly selected and the demographic

stratification for matching determined, a computer search of

the personnel records was accomplished in order to secure a

population of matched nonparticipants for a control group.

If there was a problem in finding a suitable matched control

for each experimental subject, then subjects were matched

according to the hierarchy of matching variables discussed

in Chapter 3. Table 4.1 shows the matching of subjects and

the number of variables by which each was successfully

matched. Each subject was then assigned a number in order to

aid in control of experimenter bias and to ensure"subject

anonymity. Upon completion of experimental and control group

selection, a t-test on each continuous matching variable

yielded non-significant results, indicating that

statistically the groups were equivalent (see Table 4.2).

In Sections One, Two, and Three, the results of the

between group comparisons will be given, in Section Four the

experimental group evaluative perceptions of the CDP will be

given, and in Section Five will be given the results of the
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TABLE 4.1

VARIABLES BY WHICH SUBJECT PAIRS WERE MATCHED

PAST PART NONPART VARIABLES PAST PART
SUBJ. # SUBJ. # MATCHED* SUBJ. #

EOIEC
E02EC
E03EC

E04EC
E05EC
E06EC
E07EC
E08EC
E09EC
ElOEC
EllEC
E12EC
E13EC
E14EC
E15EC
E16EC
E17EC
E18EC
E19EC
E20EC
E21EC
E22EC
E23EC
TOIEC
T02EC
T03EC
T04EC
T05EC
T06EC
T07EC
T08EC
T09EC
TIOEC
TllEC

EOlPC
E02PC
E03PC

E04PC
E05PC
E06PC
E07PC
E08PC
E09PC
ElOPC
EllPC
E12PC
E13PC
E14PC
E15PC
E16PC
E17PC
E18PC
E19PC
E20PC
E21PC
E22PC
E23PC
TOIPC
T02PC
T03PC
T04PC
T05PC
T06PC
T07PC
T08PC
T09PC
TIOPC
TllPC

1-6,8
1-4,6
1-4,6
1-6
1,3-6
1-4,6
1-6
1-6,8
1-4,6,8
1,4,6
1,2,4-6
1-6,8
1-6
1,3,4,6,8
1-4,6
1-4,6
1,2,4,6
1-6
1,3,4,5,6,8
1-4,6,8
1,2,4,6
1,3,4,6
1,3,4,6
1,2,4,6-8
1-6,8
1-4,6-8
1,3,4
1,3,4
1-4,6
1-4,6,8
1-4,6-8
1-8
1-4,6-8
1,2,4,6,7

AOIEC
A02EC
A03EC

A04EC
A05EC
A06EC
A07EC
COIEC
C02EC
C03EC
C04EC
C05EC
C0 6EC
C07EC
C0 8EC
C09EC

*VARIABLE NAMES
1. OCCUPATION
2. NUMBER OF YEARS NASA
3. GENERAL SCALE-PAY SCALE
4. SEX
5. AGE
6. LEVEL OF EDUCATION
7. NUMBER OF YEARS IN GRADE
8. NUMBER OF YEARS IN CIVIL SERVICE

NONPART VARIABLES
SUBJ. # MATCHED*

AOIPC
A02PC
A03PC

A04PC
A05PC
A06PC
A07PC
COIPC
C02PC
C03PC
C04PC
C05PC
C06PC
C07PC
C08PC
C09PC

1,2,4,6,7
1-4
1,3-6
1,4,6
1,2,4,6
1,2,4,6
1,4,5,6
1-8
1-6,8
1,3,4,6
1-4,6
1,2,4,6
1,3,4,6
1-4,6-8
1,4,6
1-3,6-8



VARIABLE

NUMBER OF
YEAR NASA

LEVEL OF

EDUCATION

AGE

GS PAY

GRADE

NUMBER
YEARS
IN GRADE
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TABLE 4.2

T-TESTS OF MATCHING VARIABLES
FOR EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS

EXPERIMENTAL
GROUP

M SD N

50 13.02 8.265 50

CONTROL GROUP T P

M SD

13.02 8.218 0 1.00

50 15.32 2.343 50 15.12 2.463 0 1.00

50 39.34 10.991 50 39.38 10.323 .43 .668

50 9.9 3.352 50 9.9 3.352 0 1.00

50 5.12 5.34 50 4.78 5.501 .31 .754

50 15.56 9.953 50 14.98 9.486 .30 .766

ALL T-TEST COMPARISONS ARE NONSIGNIFICANT
M=MEAN
SD=STANDARD DEVIATION
T=VALUE OF T

P=2-TAIL PROBABILITY

NOTE: THE CATEGORICAL VARIABLES OF OCCUPATION AND SEX WERE
NOT TESTED. OCCUPATION WAS MATCHED FOR EACH SUBJECT, AND SEX
FOR ALL BUT ONE SUBJECT.
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item analysis for the CDCS responses of each group which

give evidence related to CDP needs assessment and program

impact and accountability.

As has been discussed in Chapter 3, this was a quasi-

experimental ex post facto design using matched groups.

The statistical analyses employed to compare responses was

the Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test. Additionally, because a

nonparametric statistic was chosen to analyze comparative

group scores, the most appropiate measure of central

tendency is the group median rather than the group mean.

SECTION I - GENERAL JOB SATISFACTION

The relationship of general job satisfaction was

compared by using scores from the MSQ General Satisfaction

Scale and the YYJ items from the CDCS designed to assess job

satisfaction for each group. Hypothesis One states: There is

no significant difference between mean satisfaction scores

of past CDC participants and nonparticipants. As is shown in

Table 4.3, each test for significance, using the Wilcoxon

Signed Ranks Test, produced nonsignificant comparisons,

therefore. Hypothesis One is accepted based on these

analyses. While none of these analyses were statistically

significant, the direction of scores and most of the items

were in favor of the control group with respect to general -

job satisfaction, MSQ (GENSAT) and YYJ (JOBSAT).
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TABLE 4.3

GENERAL JOB SATISFACTION ANALYSIS

GENSAT

ABLE

MSQ SCALE SCORES

N 2-TAILED P

46

46

. 066*

.050**

EXP

72.3

19.0

YYJ JOB SATISFACTION SCORES*

N

JOBSAT 1 46

JOBSAT 2 46

JOBSAT 3 46

JOBSAT 4 46

JOBSAT 5 46

2-TAILED P

.097

.491

.415

.201

.823

EXP

2.31

3.25

6.50

3.64

6.50

*EACH WILCOXON SIGNED RANKS TEST
COMPARISONS IS NON-SIGNIFICANT.

**SIGNIFICANT AT P=.05

MEDIAN

MEDIAN

CON

76.5

19.9

CON

3.00

3.06

6.65

3.19

6.71
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Specifically, the control group demonstrated a higher median

score on the MSQ general satisfaction (GENSAT) scale; the

experimental group median (while numerically lower)

indicated a greater likelihood, on YYJ JOBSAT 1 item, to

take the same job if they had to decide all over again; the

control group median indicated on YYJ JOBSAT 2, they would

more likely recommend the job to a friend; on JOBSAT 3, to

feel their present job was closer to their ideal job; on

JOBSAT 4, that their present job measured up to the sort of

job they wanted when they took it; and on JOBSAT 5, the

control group indicated a higher level of current job

satisfaction.

Of the individual scales on the MSQ, the ABLE (Ability

Utilization) Scale, was the only scale to have a

significantly different score (See Table 4.3). The

significant difference at the p=.05 level was in the

direction of the control group. The higher score indicates

that the nonparticipants feel their abilities to be utilized

effectively by the organization. The participants, with a

lower score, perceive that their abilities are not being

used to the best advantage by the organization.
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SECTION II - JOB COMMITMENT

Job commitment was measured for each group using five

items from the job commitment section of the YYJ component

of the CDCS. Hypothesis Two states: There is no significant

difference between the mean job commitment scores of CDC

past participants and nonparticipants. As is evidenced in

Table 4.4, three of the five job commitment item median

scores provided a significant difference. The medians

computed indicate each of these significant items were in

the direction of the control group. Specifically, these

significant results indicated that the nonparticipants: 1.

were more likely to stay in the job longer, 2. were more

committed to staying, and, 3. spent fewer hours job hunting.

Nonsignificant in the direction of the control group was

the job commitment item which expressed the likelihood to

quit in the near future. Nonsignificant in the direction of

the experimental group was the item which indicated the

likelihood of staying even if unhappy with the job. The

results of these job commitment items are mixed with respect

to Hypothesis Two, but there are significant differences on

three items, therefore Hypothesis Two is rejected.

SECTION III - TRAINING AND EDUCATION

The items related to education and training for the CDC

past participant group were asked within the context of
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TABLE 4.4

YYJ COMPONENT OF CDCS - JOB COMMITMENT

N 2-TAILED P MEDIAN
EXP CON

JOBCOM 1 46 .017* 2.73 3.44

JOBCOM 2 46 .003** 5.00 3.44

JOBCOM 3 46 .441 7.21 7.70

JOBCOM 4 46 .531 5.25 -6.13

JOBCOM 5 46 .003** 1.32 1.06

♦-SIGNIFICANT AT P=.05 LEVEL
**-SIGNIFICANT AT P=.01 LEVEL
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actions taken as a result of contact with the CDC. The

control group was asked if they had participated in any of

the same activities (using the same period of time, eighteen

months, as that used to track the experimental group of past

participants). Hypothesis Three states: There is no

significant difference between the mean number of actions

taken related to training and education by the CDC

participants and the nonparticipants. Hypothesis Three is

significant in the direction of the control group (See Table

4.5), in that the median number of actions taken or

activities participated in were significantly greater than

the experimental group. Hypothesis Three is rejected at p >

.01 level of significance as there is a significant

difference in the median actions taken scores. The

frequencies and percentages for each group on the training

and education item selections are also presented in Table

4.5. In Table 4.6 are presented frequencies and percentages

indicating that even though the control group had a

significantly greater total number of education and training

items, 46% of the experimental group's responses as opposed

to 41% of the control group's responses were in a portion of

this item's selections not assessed as training and

education. These selections were based on job related

activities which can impact on job performance measures and

nonjob related activities for personal growth and leisure.
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TABLE 4.5

EDUCATION AND TRAINING SELECTIONS FROM COMBINED ACTIONS
TAKEN AND CAREER-LIFE ACTIVITY PARTICIPATION ITEMS

XTEM N 2-TAILED P TOTAL NUMBER
RESPONSES

EXP CON

EDUCATION
AND TRAINING 46 .004* 56 86

*-SIGNIFICANT AT THE P=.01 LEVEL

FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES
OF EDUCATION AND TRAINING RESPONSES BY GROUPS

XTEM COUNT PERCENTAGE
EXP CON EXP CON

LARC SHORT COURSE REGISTRATION

ENG & SCIENTIFIC 2 11 4 13

MANAGEMENT/SUPERVISORY 4 4 7 5

TECHNICAL 4 5 7 6

SECRETARIAL/CLERICAL 3 8 5 9

GENERAL 9 10 16 12

PRE-SUPERVISORY 3' 0 5 0

LARC LEARNING CENTER COURSES 10 8 18 9

UNDERGRAD COURSES AT OWN EXPENSE 4 6 7 7

UNDERGRAD COURSES SPONSORED BY LARC 0 6 0 7

GRADUATE COURSES AT OWN EXPENSE 2 0 4 0

GRADUATE COURSES SPONSORED BY LARC 3 6 5 7

COMPLETED AS/AA BS/BA DEGREE 4 4 7 5

COMPLETED MS/PHD 1 1 2 1

COMPLETED APPRENTICESHIP PROGRAM 1 2 2 2

ATTENDED CONVEN/SEM/WKSHP 6 15 11 17

TOTALS 56 86 98* 100*

* ROUNDING ERROR - TO THE NEAREST 1%
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TABLE 4.6

NON-EDUCATION AND TRAINING RESPONSE SELECTIONS,

THEIR FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF THE

CAREER-LIFE ACTIVITY PARTICIPATION,

AND ACTIONS TAKEN ITEMS

JOB RELATED
EXP

COUNT
CON

PERCENTAGE
EXP CON

JOINED PROF ORGAN 4 6 9 10

PRESENTATION CONVEN/SEM/WKSHP 4 5 9 8

PUBLISHED IN HOUSE 4 7 9 12

PUBLISHED PROF JOURNAL 3 6 6 10

PATENTED AN INVENTION 1 2 2 3

TOTALS 16 26 35* 43*

NONJOB RELATED

PERSONAL GROWTH COURSES 11 8 24 13

DEVELOPED OUTSIDE INT/HOB/AVOC 10 20 22 33

COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 3 4 6 7

OTHER 6 3 13 4

TOTALS 30 35 65* 57*

♦ROUNDED TO THE NEAREST 1%
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The twenty-four actions taken selections can be catagorized

into three sections by frequency of response as training and

education related, personal growth and leisure related, and

job performance related. Table 4.7 contains the "other"

responses supplied by each group.

SECTION IV - CDP EVALUATION

A section of the CDCS for the experimental group

contained items which sought evaluative perceptions of past

CDC participants with regards to services received.

Secondly, a follow-up interview was conducted with a

representative sample of past CDC participants which also

included items of an evaluative nature. These methods tested

Hypothesis Four which states:. There is no significant

difference in responses among participants' evaluation of

CDC services. A chi-square analysis of each evaluative item

on the CDCS yielded a significant difference relative to the

positive and negative responses in the direction of the

positive responses, below the p=.001 level of significance.

Therefore, Hypothesis Four is rejected {See Table 4.8). The

positive responses by the experimental group were: 1. those

related to satisfaction with CDC services received, 2. the

CDC process meeting their needs and expectations, 3. CDC

staff members being responsive to their needs, 4. CDC staff

members adequately answering the past participants group's
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TABLE 4.7

"OTHER" - RESPONSES BY GROUP FOR THE ACTIONS TAKEN/
CAREER/LIFE ACTIVITY PARTICIPATION ITEM ON THE CDCS

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP RESPONSES:

0 ACTIVELY -PURSUING CHANGE EVEN THOUGH THWARTED AT LARC.
PROBABLY GO TO GRAD SCHOOL FULL TIME THIS FALL.

0 AM BETTER ABLE TO LIVE WITH MY PRESENT SITUATION.

0 PARTICIPATED IN PROFESSIONAL COUNSELING OUTSIDE NASA.

0 COMPLETED ASHRAE-SPONSORED COURSES IN HEATING & AIR
CONDITIONING SYSTEMS DESIGN.

0 DEVELOPED A MORE PROFESSIONAL RESUME FOR USE IN SEEKING
EMPLOYMENT WHICH WOULD OFFER PROFESSIONAL GROWTH.

O APPLIED FOR OTHER POSITIONS IN THE FIELD I DESIRE.

CONTROL GROUP RESPONSES:.

0 HAVE ALREADY DEVELOPED AN OUTSIDE INTEREST & HOBBY

0 ACD SPONSORED COURSE IN DATA BASE PROGRAM RIM.

0 ACTIVE IN CHRISTIAN COMMUNTIY
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TABLE 4.8

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF CDCS EVALUATION RESPONSES

item CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE

EVAL 1
SATISFACTION WITH SERVICES RECEIVED

SATISFIED 47.500 3 .000*

EVAL 2
CDC PROCESS MEETING NEEDS AND EXPECTIONS

yes 22.261 1 .000*

EVAL 3
STAFF MEMBERS RESPONSIVE TO NEEDS

AGREED 46.500 3 .000*

EVAL 4
QUESTIONS ANSWERED ADEQUATELY

AGREED 53.500 3 .000*

EVAL 5
WOULD RETURN AGAIN IF NEED AROSE

AGREED 48.167 3 .000*

*-SIGNIFICANT BEYOND THE P=.001 LEVEL
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questions, and 5. indicating a positive response with

respect to using the CDC services if further need arose

for them. In responding to interview questions regarding

evaluative perceptions, comments such as the following were

related:

"The one-to-one counseling helped to clarify, order
priorities and get me on the right track to what needed to
be done. Has helped me get back to where I was years ago-
happy-satisfied."

"I'm glad I was able to come. Have enjoyed it here. Can
come to work and walk here."

"CDC has been a great help. No doubt that my level of
satisfaction has gone up."

"Because- of the counseling and reading from the
resource library books iVe had a very positive turn around
in my satisfaction."

"The testing and counseling were best. Helped reaffirm
my ideas and gave more insight into my life situation."

SECTION V - NEEDS ASSESSMENT, IMPACT AND ACCOUNTABILITY

With regards to the control group of nonparticipants,

six unique items concerning knowledge and perception of the

CDC, and an additional comments section were given on their

CDCS. A chi-square analysis of the responses produced

significant results beyond the p=.01 level of significance

for all except item 2, as shown in table 4.9. The responses

indicated that, 1. the control group was aware of the CDC

prior to being contacted for this study, 2. control

group subjects equally knew and did not know employees who
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TABLE 4.9

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS CDCS-PERCEPTION

AND KNOWLEDGE OF THE CAREER DEVELOPMENT CENTER

ITEM CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE

PER 1 - AWARENESS OF CAREER DEVELOPMENT CENTER PRIOR TO
SURVEY

YES 20.477 1 .000*

PER 2 - KNOW EMPLOYEES WHO USED CAREER DEVELOPMENT
CENTER SERVICES

YES & NO 1.043 1 .307

PER 3 - ORGANIZATION SHOULD SUPPORT CAREER DEVELOPMENT
SERVICES

AGREED 46.696 3 .000*

PER 4 - ONLY SUPERVISOR/MANAGEMENT SHOULD PROVIDE
CAREER DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

DISAGREED 48.957 3 .000*

PER 5 - GIVEN ALL NEEDED INFORMATION TO PLAN CAREER

DISAGREED 29.304 3 .000*

PER 6 - WOULD USE CAREER DEVELOPMENT SERVICES IF
NEEDED

YES 24.200 1 .000*

*-SIGNIFICANT BEYOND THE P=.001 LEVEL
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had used the CDC services, 3. agreed that Langley Research

Center should support career development for its employees,

4. disagreed that only supervisors should provide individual

career development assistance, 5. disagreed that they had

been given all the information needed to plan their career

at Langley Research Center, 6. responded yes with respect to

seeking assistance for career planning and problems from

services such as those offered through the CDC. Comments

given at end of the needs assessment section were:

"Don't think they [career development services] can be
effective in career development in regards to selection of
managers at any level at LARC. In fact, the "system" for
selection at LARC doesn't reflect merit-in particular
technical merit or knowledge of technical matters."

"Note:, for employees with 20+ years service, I suspect
that unhappiness with job is prime motivation to pursue
additional education, etc!"

"Someone needs to sit hew employees down and talk to
them like a Dutch'-Uncle; This'person'should not be a Branch
Head who is trying to change the system. Someone who is not
afraid to tell it like it is. I could do this because I will
not be promoted before I retire."

"Persuade supervisors and management to encourage
employees to use CDC facilities."

"Would like to see more cooperation with technicians in
acquiring a B.S. degree."

"I think that it is good to know that the services of
the CDC are there if they are needed."

"At this time, I am really not clear as to what help is
actually offered at CDC. Perhaps, more information could be
distributed as to what kind of services are available."

In order to provide additional information for impact

and accountability (with the exception of the evaluation
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items reported in Section IV), nineteen particularized items

and an additional comments section on the CDCS for the

experimental group were given, and a follow-up interview

conducted with a representative sample of the past

participants. The chi-square analysis of the CDCS items,

where appropiate, is seen in Table 4.10. These items include

sections concerning motivation for contacting the CDC,

attitude toward contacting the CDC, and outcomes of

utilizing the CDC.

While the comments at the end of this questionnaire

were more numerous for the experimental group than for

the control group, a sample of five are provided below:

"CDC does a fine job, but politics and "slots" make
change very difficult. An employee can end up even more
frustrated and angry when CDC results substantiate his
desire for change, but it is thwarted."-

"The CDC came .along just a bit too late to be of any
major value in-developing a career for me. However, I have
been able to use the services in planning some things for
retirement."

"The CDC was very helpful in determining the career I
wish to pursue; however, the CDC wasn't helpful as I
expected in actually changing careers (i.e., where to start
and how to approach change)."

"The CDC provided excellent assistance for my job
transfer within LARC and for my career planning. The CDC
also helped me learn more about "people skills" and
technical writing."

"I made a brief visit to the CDC for the purpose of
collecting job search info for my wife. I found the staff
friendly and helpful during this limited contact with the
CDC. "
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TABLE 4.10

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF '
CDCS PARTICIPANT ITEMS CONCERNING MOTIVATION,

ATTITUDE, AND OUTCOME PERCEPTIONS OF THE CDC SERVICES

ITEM CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE

#MOTIVE 1 - HOW VISIT TO CDC WAS INITIATED

SELF 59.167 3 .000*

MOTIVE 2 (SEE TABLE 4.11)

ATUDE 1 - LEVEL OF APPREHENSION ABOUT CONTACTING CDC

LITTLE OR 46.167 3 .000*
NONE

ATUDE 2 - EASY TO MAKE INITIAL CONTACT

YES ' 40.333 1 .000*

ATUDE 3 - NUMBER OF VISITS MADE TO CDC

2 PLUS 9.500 3 .023**

ATUDE 4 - NUMBER OF HOURS SPENT AT THE CDC.

2 PLUS . 35.333- 7 .000*

ATUDE 5 - LEVEL OF COMFORTABLENESS WHILE VISITING CDC

COMFORTABLE 47.500 3 .000*

OUTCM 1 - GIVEN A REALISTIC REVIEW OF INTERESTS AND APTITUDES

AGREED 54.209 3 .000*

OUTCM 2 - ONE-TO-ONE COUNSELING BENEFICIAL

AGREED 53.275 3 .000*

OUTCM 3 - INTERPRETATION OF TESTING BENEFICIAL

AGREED 60.909 3 .000*

CONTINUED OVERLEAF
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TABLE 4.10 CONTINUED
item CHI-square d.f, significance

OUTCM 4 - COMPLETION OF AN INDIVIDUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

YES & .027 1 .869
NO

OUTCM 5 - COMPLETED INDIVIDUAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS WERE
BENEFICIAL

AGREED 22.765 3 .000*

OUTCM 6 - CDC PROCESS HELPFUL IN PLANNING FUTURE

YES 52.189 3 .000*

OUTCM 7 - USE OF SELF-ASSESSMENT STATIONS

YES & .333 1 .564
NO

OUTCM 8 - THE SELF-ASSESSMENT STATIONS WERE BENEFICIAL
(FOR THOSE WHO USED THEM)

AGREED 39.538 3 .000*

OUTCM 9 - BOOKS BORROWED FROM THE CAREER RESOURCE LIBRARY

2 PLUS 25.037 4 .000*

OUTCM 10 - WERE BOOKS"BORROWED" BENEFICIAL

AGREED 30.333 3 .000*

OUTCM 11 - THE CDC PROCESS WAS A FACTOR IN ACTIONS TAKEN

YES & 2.574 1 .109
NO

OUTCM 12 - LEVEL OF SUCCESS AT REACHING GOALS OR MAKING
CHANGES

ALMOST 44.830 3 .000*
ALWAYS

#- SEE TABLE 4.11 ALSO
*- SIGNIFICANT BEYOND THE P=.001 LEVEL
**- SIGNIFICANT BEYOND THE P=.05 LEVEL
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Two items were included on the CDCS for the

experimental group concerning motivation for contacting the

CDC (See Table 4.11). The chi-square analysis indicated

there was a significant difference in response categories,

and the percentages indicate 65% of the respondents self-

initiated their visits to the CDC and 35% came on the

suggestion of someone else, most often a colleague. The

hierarchy from most often to least often chosen as to what

prompted the CDC participant group to visit the CDC was;

professional growth (15%), personal concerns (14%),

curiosity (13%), job dissatisfaction (12%), upward movement

(11%), job change within LARC (10%), personal growth (8%),

reorganization (7%), new career (7%), and job change outside

LARC (3%).

To place these figures in perspective with regards to

the CDC utilization rates reported monthly and annually by

the CDC staff, Wrich .(1982), states that a utilization rate

of between 6% to 8% for employee assistance programs to be

excellent. That of the CDC is approximately 9% with about

250 contacts in a calendar year with a workforce population

of approximately 2900.

All five CDCS items concerning attitude toward

contacting had significant chi-squares (See Table 4.10).

Ninety-four percent were a little (31%) or not apprehensive

(63%)(ATUDE 1); ninety-six percent indicated it was easy for
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TABLE 4.11

FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF
MOTIVATION RESPONSES BY EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

item count PERCENTAGE

MOTIVATION FOR CONTACTING CDC 1

SELF INITIATED 3 0 65

SUGGESTED BY SOMEONE ELSE 16 35

SUPERVISOR 5 31
COLLEAGUE 7 44
OTHER 4 25

46 100*

MOTIVATION FOR CONTACTING CDC 2

REORGANIZATION 10 7

JOB DISSATISFACTION' 17 12

PERSONAL CONCERNS .21 14

CURIOUS/CURIOSITY^ . . 19 13

UPWARD MOVEMENT 16 11

PERSONAL GROWTH 12 8

PROFESSIONAL GROWTH 22 15

JOB CHANGE WITHIN LARC 15 10

JOB CHANGE OUTSIDE LARC 4 3

NEW CAREER 11 " 7

147 100*

*-ROUNDED TO THE NEAREST 1%
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them to make their initial contact (ATUDE 2). The number of

visits by category were: 1 (6%), 2 (33%), 3 (27%), and 4 or

more (33%) rounding to the nearest percent (ATUDE 3). The

number of hours spent at the CDC by category were: less than

two hours (12%), 2 hours (19%), 4 hours (31%), 6 hours

(13%), and more than 6 hours (25%) (ATUDE 4). Ninety-eight

percent indicated they felt comfortable (58%) or very

comfortable (40%) while visiting the CDC (ATUDE 5).

Twelve items were included to ascertain the outcomes of

utilizing the CDC (See Table 4.10). The chi-square analyses

for Outcome (OUTCM) items 1-3,5,6,8-10,and 12 were

significant. Ninety-eight percent agreed the CDC staff

provided a realistic view of career interests and work

attitudes (OUTCM 1), and that the one-to-one counseling was

beneficial (OUTCM 2). Ninety-one percent agreed the results

of the tests and measurement were beneficial (OUTCM 3); the

individual development plan (IDP) was completed by 51%

(OUTCM 4) and of those who completed the IDP 100% agreed

that it was beneficial (OUTCM 5). Eighty-nine percent agreed

that the CDC was useful in planning for the future (OUTCM

6). In regards to the self-assessment stations in the Career

Resource Library (CRL), fifty-four percent had used the

stations (OUTCM 7), and of those 96% agreed that the self-

help items contained in them were of benefit (OUTCM 8).

Fifty-two percent of the respondents had borrowed up to four
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books from the CRL (OUTCM 9), and of those, 96% found them

to be beneficial (OUTCM 10). In regards to actions taken

(OUTCM 11), 62% indicated that the CDC was a factor in the

actions they have taken. The last outcome question (OUTCM

12), with reference to being successful at reaching goals or

making planned changes, the responses were: Always (6%),

Almost always (64%), Sometimes (28%), and. Not at all (2%).

Five comments from the follow-up interviews have already

been given regarding evaluative perceptions of the CDC

(Section IV). This section relates comments suggested in

interviews of recommendations for CDC program modifications

or changes, and how CDC services have assisted these past

participants with planning for the future (See items 2, 9,

Interview Guide, Appendix E).

Responses concerning "Planning for the future" were;

"Brought into focus what I .can-do for the future,"

"The biggest thing is having someone challenge you by
asking what are you are going to be doing two years from
now-five years from now."

"Not much for future planning. They are not specialized
enough for what I see in the future."

"Pointed out alternative assignments and nonduty
possibilities. Things are proceeding well enough."

"From the tests and interpretations I found out things
which were new and others which confirmed some things I had
known. They helped with what to do next."

"It helped me gain more insight into my life situation.
The career development plan [IDP] was shared with my
supervisor and parts were included in my performance plan on
the job."
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Recommendations about program changes or modifications

included the following:

"I think the services are good now. There could be a
change in terms of publicity, to get the word out about what
is offered."

"If it were advertised more I think it would help."

"Offer a few classes or something. Night classes would
be fine. Like communications classes, professional/personal
communications would be nice."

"The change due to reorganization may have some effect.
[The CDC was reorganized in February, 1984] Have not seen
much advertising in the past two years, and that is what
originally drew me to come here. Having a talk with new
hires is something I see that can be important for long term
career planning."

"As it stands now it has been beneficial to me."

"If they could develop a guide sheet or career
progression chart - like a milestone chart - I think that
would be useful. A career chart for the individual with
lines on it .that"are blank and goals can be supplied through
discussion."

"Best recommendation I could make for a service like
this is that it be more widely known. It is surprising to me
that the many people who work here are not fully aware of
the services you offer and how it connects with their job
and career. I would suggest you request time at an
orientation to present what you have here. I'd like to have
had this when I first came here over 25 years ago."

"Getting more people aware. Spreading the word the
service is available."

The responses enumerated in this section will be more

fully explored in Chapter 5.
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SUMMARY

The results of this study were divided into five

sections in order to reflect the hypotheses tested and the

data analyzed between and within groups. The data analyses

were displayed in eleven tables.

The results of the hypotheses tested are as follows:

Hypothesis One: There is no significant difference

between mean satisfaction scores of past CDC participants

and nonparticipants. There was no statistical difference at

p=.05 level, therefore Hypothesis One is accepted.

Hypothesis Two: There is no significant difference

between the mean job commitment scores of CDC participants

and nonparticipants. The results of the job commitment

scores were mixed with respect to the hypothesis. There were

significant differences on three of the five items in the

direction of the-control group-of nonparticipants, therefore

Hypothesis Two was rejected.

Hypothesis Three: There is no significant difference

between the mean number of actions taken related to

education and training by CDC participants and the

nonparticipants. The nonparticipants took actions in a

significantly greater number than the CDC participants, and

the hypothesis was significant in the direction of the

control group of nonparticipants at the p=.01 level,

therefore Hypothesis Three is rejected.
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Hypothesis Four: There is no significant difference in

responses among participants' evaluation of CDC services.

The vast majority of participants felt the CDC services to

have a positive impact in terms of meeting expectations,

responsiveness to needs, answering questions, and using the

services again. The positive responses of the participants

were significantly greater than the negative responses at a

p=.001 level, therefore Hypothesis Four is rejected.

The results of within group items on the CDCS for the

nonparticipant control group with regards to their knowledge

and perceptions of career development indicated that this

group perceived a need for career development services and

information in addition to what is offered by supervisors

and management. This group indicated they would use services

such as those provided by the CDC if the need arose.

The results of within group items on the CDCS for the •

participant experimental group with regards to motivation,

attitude, and outcome perceptions of the CDC services

can be summarized as follows:

The majority of participants self-initiated their

contact with the CDC for career/life related concerns. The

attitudes toward contacting the CDC were positive and most

came at least twice. With regard to outcomes of services

received from the CDC staff significant numbers indicated

they were provided with realistic views of career interests
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and work attitudes, that one-to-one counseling was

beneficial, that the results of tests and measurements were

beneficial, and that the CDC was useful in planning their

future, and that most were successful in reaching goals and

making planned changes.

The responses to interviews of the 20% sample of

participants echoed the positive outcomes of analysis of the

questionnaire items. Of particular note was rank ordering of

the services used and benefits derived from the services.

One-to-one counseling and interpretation of test results

were rated highest and the career resource library and self-

assessment stations were most often cited as supplementary

and complementary to counseling. Most of those interviewed

felt as if they had learned to improve communications with

supervisors which facilitated placing career plans as part

of performance goals in performance evaluation plans, and

most felt as if their career/life satisfaction had improved

as a result of the assistance received from the CDC

services. The most frequently cited recommendation for

program improvement was the need for more publicity about

the CDC or the services it has to offer.



CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS,

AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter presents an overview of the study.

Included in the chapter are: (1) a summary, (2) a discussion

and conclusions based on findings from the data analyses and

literature reviewed, (3) recommendations for future program

development, and (4) recommendations for future research.

SUMMARY

Leadership people in organizations realize that human

resources are an essential asset, and the provision of

support services, through various employee -development

programs is not a new phenomena. Training, education, and

development programs have been instituted since the first

quarter of the twentieth century. Most'recently, the support

services offered by employer-sponsored career development

programs and practices have evolved into a position of

notice (Lancaster and Berne, 1981).

The need for more information related to the impact of

career development programs on employees who have

participated in them has been often cited in the literature

by researchers reviewing and commenting on CDPs (Chapin,

1984; Gutteridge and Otte, 1983; Stump, 1982; Lancaster and

Berne, 1981; Morgan, Hall, and Martier, 1979). With the

94
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future implications for the use of career development

programs as an integrating force with respect to human

resource management as suggested by Kaye (1982, 1981), the

impact a CDP can have on an organization and the individual

employee indicate a growing need for in-depth systematic

evaluations.

The positive results of formal follow-up evaluations by

Chapin (1984), Kapurch (1983), and Hanson (1981), have

supported the value of career development workshop

interventions and have established a foundation upon which

to build future evaluations. The problem of building on this

foundation was the focus of this study. The follow-up

evaluations reported to date have used both questionnaire

and interview methods to elict perceptions of past CDP

participants relative to workshop impact.

The purpose of this study was to provide additional

controls and methods in an attempt to measure CDP impact

over an extended follow-up period, of from twelve to

eighteen months, by use of a quasi-experimental design which

incorporated-a matched control group of subjects. The study

was conducted at a National Aeronautics and Space

Administration field center (Langley Research Center)

located in Hampton, Virginia. Data were gathered using the

following instruments: (1) the Minnesota Satisfaction

Questionnaire (MSQ), (2) Career Development Center Survey

(CDCS) questionnaires, (Participant and Nonparticipant
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Forms), and (3) a Follow-Up Interview of a 20% proportional

sample of the experimental group. Data analyses were

accomplished using the Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test for

between group data and the Chi-Square analyses for within

group data.

There were a total of fifty subjects selected for each

group (experimental and control) and all were employees of

NASA Langley Research Center. Each subject selected was sent

the questionnaires through inter-office mail and requested

to complete them Within one week of receipt. A return rate

of 96% was attained with 92% being usable. A total of ten

participants from the experimental group were examined in a

follow-up interview to provide more in-depth information.

A summary of the major findings from the quantitative

and qualitative analyses of the data is given in the

sections titled Hypotheses Tested, Nonparticipant Analyses,

Participant Questionnaire Analyses, 'and Participant

Interview Analyses.

Hypotheses Tested

Hypothesis One; There is no significant difference

between the mean satisfaction scores of past CDC

participants and nonparticipants. There was no significant

difference at the p=.05, therefore Hypothesis One is

accepted.

Hypothesis Two: There is no significant difference
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between the mean job commitment scores of CDC participants

and nonparticipants. The results of the job commitment

scores were mixed with respect to the hypothesis. There were

significant differences on three of the five items in the

direction of the control group of nonparticipants, therefore

Hypothesis Two was rejected.

Hypothesis Three: There is no significant difference

between the mean number of actions related to education and

training by CDC participants and the nonparticipants. The

nonparticipants took actions in a significantly greater

number than the CDC participants, and the hypothesis was

significant in the direction of the control group of

nonparticipants.at the p=,01 level, therefore Hypothesis

Three is rejected.

Hypothesis Four; There is no significant difference

in responses among the participants' evaluation of CDC

services. The vast majority of participants felt the CDC

services to have a positive impact. The positive responses

of the participants were significantly greater than the

negative responses -at a p=.001 level, therefore Hypothesis

Four is rejected.

Nonparticipant Analyses

1. With respect to the nonparticipant group's knowledge

and perception of the CDC and career development services,

the following findings were recorded:

A. Generally the nonparticipants were aware of the
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CDC prior to selection for the study.

B. About half of the nonparticipants respondents

knew employees who had used the CDC services.

C. Generally the nonparticipants agreed that

Langley Research Center should support career

development for its employees.

D. There was general disagreement that only

supervisors or other management should provide

individual career development assistance by the

nonparticipants.

E. The nonparticipants disagreed with respect to

having been given all the information needed to plan

their careers at Langley Research Center.

F. As a group the nonparticipants responded

affirmatively with- respect to seeking assistance for

career planning and problems from services such as

those offered through the CDC.

Participant Questionnaire Analyses

The participant analyses are further subdivided by

sections on their respective CDCS questionnaire into the

following catagories: motivation for contacting the CDC,

attitude toward contacting the CDC, outcomes of utilizing

the CDC, and evaluation of CDC services.

1. The majority of participants self-initiated their

contact with the CDC, and of those who came as a
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suggestion from someone else, it was most often a

colleague.

2. Eighty-five percent of the participants were

motivated to go to the CDC for professional growth,

personal concerns, curiosity, mobility, 'personal growth

and/or reorganization. Fifteen percent were motivated

to come because of job dissatisfaction and/or to look

for a job change outside of Langley Research Center.

3. A significant number of participants indicated in

their attitudes toward contacting the CDC that they

found it easy to contact, were not apprehensive, and

were comfortable during their visits. The vast majority

made two or more visits and spent two or more hours in

the CDC.

4. With regard to outcomes of services received from

the CDC staff a significant number of the participants

indicated they were provided with realistic views of

career interests and work attitudes, that the one-to-

one counseling was beneficial, that the results of

tests and measurements were beneficial, that the CDC

was useful in planning their future, and most were

successful in reaching goals and making planned

changes. Over fifty percent of the participants used

the career resource library and self-assessment

stations and found the materials beneficial.

5. The vast majority of participants responded
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affirmatively with respect to being satisfied with

services received, the CDC process meeting their

needs, the staff being responsive, adequately answering

questions, and to using the CDC services again if the

need presented itself.

Participant Interview Analyses

In general the participants who were interviewed

affirmed the findings reported by the participant

questionnaire analysis section.

1. Most reported coming to the CDC for assistance with

career planning and personal growth and that their

expectations for this assistance were met.

2. Generally the impact of the one-to-one counseling

and interpretation of test results were reported as the

highest rated outcomes because:

A. The process often confirmed the participants

self-perceptions;

B. Provided new insights into perceptions of

skills, interests, and abilities; and

C. Often provided means to explore alternatives

of how to implement these insights.

3. The career resource library and self-assessment

stations were most often cited as supplementary and

complimentary to counseling, test interpretation, and

individual development plan strategies. In this respect
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some participants used a cycle of counseling-

Career Resource Library-counseling in deriving

assistance.

4. Improved skill in communicating with supervisors and

placing career plans as part of performance goals were

reported by participants as actions taken which were

not reflected in the CDCS questionnaire.

5. In response to the impact the CDC services had with

respect to career/life satisfaction most participants

felt their level of satisfaction to be improved or to

have remained the same. (Frustration was noted by those

who had been sent for an evaluation due to

reorganization. The frustration was reported on the

follow-up because no positive results had emerged with

respect to what these participants felt would be a

suitable placement or the CDC's' authority to make such

a placement.)

6. Several of those interviewed had suggestions

with respect to services to offer or future

modifications of CDC operation or organization.

A. Most often cited was a perceived lack of

current publicity about the CDC or the services it has

to offer.

B. One participant suggested that a workshop or

classes be given on the topic of professional/personal

communication; and
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C, anotheir suggested that a guide sheet or career

progression chart should be provided in order to enable

those using the services to chart career progression.

D, a final suggestion was one that encouraged an

orientation program for new hires at the CDC.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In order for employer-sponsored career development

programs to justify their existence, prove effectiveness,

and exhibit potential there is a critical need for a

research and evaluation base (Lancaster and Berne, 1981; and

Liebowitz and Schlossberg, 1981). This study has attempted
to replicate various methods of the CDP participant follow-

up evaluations reported in assessing motivations, attitudes,

perceptions and behavior. In addition, it sought to extend

this research base by assessing general measures of job

satisfaction and job commitment, and specific actions taken

by CDP participants and nonparticipants. Support for the

methods used and variables measured were derived from a

review of the literature concerning adult career/life

development, evaluation standards and practices, and human

resource management and career development program

practices.

Overall Participant Impact

This study followed closely what other CDP evaluations
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have used in terms of methods and achieved generally the

same positive results. Through the use of questionnaires and

interviews a group of CDP participants' attitudes, opinions,

perceptions and behaviors were solicited in order to

determine the impact of the CDP and to ascertain an

evaluation of services received. Findings reported by

participants with regards to motivations for using the

services (career planning, professional and personal growth)

and evaluation of services in terms of expectations being

met were consistently positive (Chapin, 1984,and Hanson,

1981). When the findings of this study are compared with

past internal evaluations of NASA LaRC CDC services

(Collins, 1982), the results of the same or similar items

with regard to motivation, utilization, outcomes, and

evaluation of those services are in general agreement and

are positive. Thus, it appears that follow-up of CDP

participants at 3, 6, 12-18 months intervals yield positive

results in terms of impact on the employee, evaluation of

intervention, and perceived value of the CDP to the

organization. It should be noted that with the exception of

the Collins (1982), study all the reported studies of CDP

have been content oriented workshops. And while the CDPs

evaluated by Chapin and Hanson have some organizational

similarities the focus of service delivery of the NASA

Langley CDC is toward the concerns of the individual

employee in a one-to-one intervention strategy.



104

What has differentiated this study from other

evaluations reported in the literature has been the addition

of a matched control group. Discussion of the responses of

these two matched groups on the variables of general job

satisfaction, job commitment and actions taken is the focus

of this discussion.

General Job Satisfaction

The MSQ Manual indicates that it measures intrinsic and

extrinsic reinforcers in the workplace, and Rusbult and

Farrell (1983), indicate that the job satisfaction items

included on the CDCS, You and Your Job (YYJ) component are

direct and indirect items designed to measure general job

satisfaction.

The comparison of the MSQ general satisfaction scale

scores and the YYJ job satisfaction items resulted in

nonsignificant differences between the participant and

nonparticipant groups. Whether the impact of the services of

the CDC caused this equivocation in these comparisons is not

known. The interview responses to this question generally

resulted in about the same or improved satisfaction. It can

be inferred that use of the services apparently did not

cause dissatisfaction, with the exception of those who came

as a result of reorganization. Walker and Gutteridge (1979),

indicated from their survey that ninety-four percent of the

respondents believed that career planning would not disrupt
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the organization.

Of the twenty scales on the MSQ, however, there was

statistical significance with regards to ability

utilization, indicating that the participant group felt the

organization did not best utilize their skills and

abilities. This result may be seen as contributing to the

motivation for seeking assistance from the CDC and

contributing to the differences in the job commitment

responses.

Job Commitment

Rusbult and Farrell (1983), state that "the most

important process of change in influencing turnover

decisions [whether to leave or stay] is the process of

declining commitment". Super (1983), has used the term work

role salience (commitment to work or a self-actualizing

career) as one requirement which indicates a readiness for

vocational or related career-decision making when coupled

with a sense of autonomy, time or future perspective, self-

esteem, and career adaptability. In seeing differences in

job commitment as beginning a process of change or career

decision-making, Leibowitz and Schlossberg state, "Career

development programs can help both the organization and its

employees deal with the constant change that characterizes

contemporary life" (1981:290).

Of the five job commitment item comparisons in the YYJ

component of the CDCS three were significant in the



106

direction of the nonparticipant group. The items related to

staying on the job longer, being more commited to staying,

and spending fewer hours in a six month period job hunting.

If general job satisfaction differences between

participants and nonparticipants are statistically

nonsignificant, is the difference in job commitment an

indication of a desire to leave the organization? The

inference considered is that lower job commitment is related

more to desire for change, and the incumbent decisions

needed to precipitate that change have motivated the employee

to use the services of the CDC. As suggested by Super these

participants are attempting to self-actualize a career. That

is the employee is assessing his/her attitudes and

competencies as a result of perceived pressures of the work

environment (career adaptability) and -is demonstrating a

readiness to make ..a career decision. A .career decision

predicated on the need for a change is not necessarily a

decision to either leave or stay. Job investment in terms of

tenure (the average number of years at NASA for the subjects

evaluated was thirteen [Table 4.2]), nonportable training,

and vestment in retirement programs effects the leave or

stay decision (Rusbult and Farrell, 1983). These conjectures

can be substantiated by the motivations reported for coming

to the CDC, the impact the services were reported to have

made in terms of communicating with supervisors and mobility
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assignments achieved, and the perception that their

abilities are not being fully utilized by the organization.

There were responses which indicated 15% of the participants

felt a desire to leave the organization and one interviewee

who used the CDC services for outplacement.

Actions Taken

The twenty-four selections offered in the actions taken

item of the CDCS were chosen in a significantly greater

number by the nonparticipants. For purposes of analysis the

twenty-four selections were divided into three categories:

(1) education and training rel-ated, (2) personal growth and

leisure related, and (3) job performance related. Even

though the nonparticipant group chose a significantly

greater number of the actions taken selections, in the

categorical order given, the participant group chose actions

in the same order.' This result is indicative of likeness of

response if not number.

The impact on the organization by the training and

education related selections of the participants is not as

substantial as"the impact of the nonparticipants selections

on the organization's resources which are implemented

through the training branch.

Factors which may have affected the outcome comparison

of the number of actions taken by the nonparticipants

include the "self-starting" employee or the employee

assigned to projects which take precedent for selection to
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technical courses offered to support those projects. In

addition, technician personnel are not generally encouraged

to complete educational programs which lead to the

baccalaureate degree.

It should also be noted that the participants have

taken action by using the services of the CDC and

completing the client process (Table 3.3). This process

includes the completion of a five year career plan which

provides a step in solidifying long term goals and may not

have been assessed by the follow-up period used in this

study.

The rank order of the actions taken categories

resulting from the selections by each group'has significance

in terms of adult career development models and quality of

worklife literature. The selection of personal growth and

leisure related actions is an indication of the relative

importance of nonjob -.related behaviors to employees.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

Based on the findings of the present study, the

following recommendations are made:

1. Consult with management in regard to 1. increasing

the publicity of the services provided through the CDC, 2.

the feasibility of offering workshops on career development

topics, and 3. the provision of an orientation program for
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new hires.

2. Review the contents of the "Life Management" self-

assessment station to ascertain the inclusion of materials

related to personal growth and leisure activities.

3. When past participants are followed-up with the

annual contact, suggest completion of CDCS and an interview

as a means of continually updating the CDC services.

4. Encourage the continued use of the established CDC

Client Process Model (Table 3.2) and application of the

career development assessment model provided by Super, 1983,

(Table 2.2) as an adjunct to this model.

5. Conduct a more in-depth needs assessment of

nonparticipant employees in order to ascertain the need for

career development services not being offered currently.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The importance of continued evaluation of career

development programs in order to provide additional

information on the impact of CDPs has been well documented

in the literature. The continued need for information on the

impact of CDPs offered to special interest groups, in varied

settings, and using different service delivery modes is the

cornerstone of enhancing career development services to each

employee and organization (Leibowitz, Farren and Kaye, 1983;

Stump, 1982; and Lancaster and Berne, 1981).

The impact of CDPs on the employee has been supported
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by this study and generally supports other follow-up studies

of CDP participants. The involvement in the organization's

training and education resources as a result of CDP

intervention is not as great for participants as it is for

nonparticipants in the organization.

The comparative analyses of participants and

nonparticipants of CDPs on the dependent variables (job

satisfaction, job commitment, and actions taken) has

provided additional data in the domain of CDP evaluation and

raised questions concerning these variables and the matched

group design employed.

The comparative variables used in this study to measure

effectiveness and the matched group design employed, raise

questions regarding their efficacy to measure program

impact. This questionning is especially.relevant in light of

the significant positive responses noted" by participants'

evaluation of CDC services received and expectations being

met. With these comments in mind, the following future research

recommendations are suggested:

1. Use a pre-post follow-up design rather than an

intact or static matched group design with a measure of life

satisfaction versus general job satisfaction in order to

provide data with respect to the total impact of career

development interventions on participants who may have

benefited from the intervention.
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2. Since many participants have devised a five-year

career development plan as part of the client process,

extending the follow-up period to five years may be more

appropriate in measuring actions taken and achieving goals

rather than the shorter follow-up time period used in this

study.

3. Considering the relatively high frequency of "actions

taken" selections, which were personal growth and leisure

related by participants and nonparticipants, other studies

measuring the impact of nonjob related actions may provide

data to enhance CDP services and insight into employees

larger career interests.

4. This study did not assess the cost-benefit impact of

CDPs on the organization. A pre-post assessment of CDP

participant employees in terms of sick leave used,

hospitalization usage, absentee/tardy records, and/or

improvement on performance evaluations may provide cost-

benefit data which could be compared with other types of

employee assistance programs.

.5. Considering the corroboration of the data supplied

by the follow-up interviews of the 20% sample of the

experimental group, this qualitative research method seems

invaluable for providing clarity and specificity to self-

report questionnaires such as the Career Development Center

Survey. Future studies using multiple data collection

methods should consider even a larger sample for follow-up
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interviews as an additional means to support questionnaire

measures.

6. Future research which directly tests Super's models

of career development assessment and career adaptability

with such instruments as the Career Development Inventory,

the Career Adjustment Inventory, or the Work Salience

Inventory, would hopefully add to the support of adult

career development theory, and would assist in establishing

a theoretical framework to aid the future development of

employee career development programs.
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Confidential

Your answers tothequestions andall other information you give us will beheld in strictest confidence.

1. Check ones Q Wale Q] Fon^ale

2. When were you bom?. j 19.

3. Grcle the number of years of schooling you completed:

4 5 6 7 8

Grode School

9 >0 n 12

High School

4, What is your present job called?.

5. What do you do on your present job?.

6. Howlong hove you been on your present job?.

13 14 15 16

College

.years.

7. Whatwould you call youroccupation# yourusual line of work?.

8. How long have you been in this line of work?. .years

17 18 19 20

Graduate or
Professional School

.months

.months
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minnesota satisfaction questionnaire
Directions

The purpose of this questionnaire is to givo you achance to tell how you feel aboirt your present lob,
what things you ore satisfied wHh and what things you ore not satisfied with.

On the basis of your answers and those of people like you, we hope to get a better understanding of the
things people like and dislike about their fobs.

On the following pages you will find statements about certain aspects of your present job.

• Read each statement carefully.

• Decide how you feel about the aspect of your job described by the statement.

-Circle 1 if you ore not satisfied (if that aspect is much poorer than you would like it to be).

—Grcle 2 if you ore onlyslightly sotlsfied (if that aspect is not quite what you would like it to be).

-—Grcle 3 If you ore sof/sfied (If thot aspect is what you would tike it to be).

—Circle 4 If you are verysiitlsffed (If that aspect is even better than you expected It to be).

—Circle 5 if you are extremely satisfied (If that aspect is much better than you hoped itcould be).

• Be sure to keep the statement In mind when deciding how youfeelaboutthat aspect of yourjob,

• Do this for all statements. Answer every item.

• Do net turn back to previous statements.

Be frank. Give a true picture of your feelings about your present job.
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Ask younelft How- siitisHed am I wrfh f/iis aspect of my job?

] means i am not satisfied (this aspect of m/ jab Is much poorer than I would like it to be).
2 means I am only sllghttysatlsfied (this aspect of my job is hot (quite what Iwould like it to be).
3 means I am sotlsfied (this aspect af my job is what I would like it to be).
4 means 1'om very satisfied (this aspect of my job is even better than I expected it to be).
5 means I am exfremety satisfied (this aspect of my {ob is much better than t hoped it could be).

On my prmseat Job, this is how I feel about. , . .
1. The chance to be of service to othen..

2. The chance to try out some of my own ideas.

3. Being able to do the job without feeling It is morally wrong.
4. The chance to work by myself.

5. The variety in my work. . .

6. The chance to have other workers look to me for direction.

7. The chance to do'the kind of work that I do best.

8. The social position in the community that goes with the job.
9. The policies and proctices toward employees of this company.
10. Theway my supervisor and I understand each other.
11. My job security. - ..

12. The amountof pay for the work I do.
13. Theworking conditions (heating, lighting, ventilotion, etc.) on this job.

14. The opportunities for odvoncement on this job.
15. The technical "know-how" of my supervisor.

16. The spirit of cooperation among my co-workers.
17. The chance to be responsible for plonning my work.
18. The way I am noticed when I do a good job.
19. Being oble to see the results of the work 1do. . „
20. The chonce to be active much of the time.

21. The chance to be of service to people.

22. The chance to do-new ond original things on my own.
23. Being able to do things that don't go against my religious beliefs.

24. The chance to work dione on the job.
25. The chance to do different things- from time to time.

For eech stetement
etrde a number.
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Ask yourstlft How sattsfiod am I with this aspect of my job?
1 means I cm not sotjsfldd (this aspect of my job is much poorer than I would like it to
2 means I cm only sitghtly satisfied (this'ospect of my job is not quite what I would I
3 means I omsertfsfled (this aspect of my job is what I would like it to be).
4 meJns I am very satisfied (this aspect of my job is even better than I expected it to be).
5 meoru I am extremely satisfied (this aspect of my job is much better then I hoped it

On my present fob, this Is how I feel about . . .

26. The chance to tell other workers how to do things.
27. The chanceto do work thot iswell suited to myabilities.
28. The chance to be "somebody" in the community.
29. Company policies and the way in which they are administered.

30. The way my boss handles his men....

31. The way my {ob provides for a secure future.
32. The chance to make as much money as myfriends.
33. The physical surroundings where I work
34. The chances of getting oheod on this job.
35. The competence of my supervisor in making decisions.
36. The chance to develop close friendships with my co-workers.
37. The chance to make decisions on my own.

38. The way I get full credit for the work I do.

39. Being able to take pride in a (ob well done.
40. Being able to do something much of the time.

41. The chance to help people.
42. The chance to try something different.

43. Being able to do things that don't go ogalnst my conscience.
44. The chance to be alone on the job.

45. The routine in my work.

46. The chance to supervise other people.
47. The chance to moke use of my best abilities.
48. The chonce to "rub elbows" with importont people.
49. The way employees ore informed obout company policies.
50. -The way my boss backs his men up (with top manogement).

For each statement
circle a number.

•).
e it to be).

ould be).
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Ask yountlfs How satisfied am I with fhh osped of my job?

1 means 1am nof sotlsfied (this aspect of my {ob is much poorer than I would like tt to be).
2 means I am only slightly satisfied (this aspect of my {ob is not quife what I would like it to be).
3 means I am sotfsfiecf (this aspect of my job is what ( would like it to be).
4 means I am vary sotlsfied (this aspect of my job is even better thon I expected it to be).
5 means I am extremely satisfied (this aspect of my job Is much better than 1hoped it could be).

On my present lob, this is how I feel about • • .

51. The way my job provides for steady employment.

52. How my pay compares with that for similar jobs in other companies.

53. The pleasantness of the working conditions.
54. The way promotions are given out on thb job...

55. The way my boss delegates work to others.

56. The friendliness of my co-workers.

57. The chance to be responsible for the work of others.

56. The recognition I get for the work I do. •

59. Being able to do something worthwhile. .

60. Being able to stay busy.

61. The chance to do things for other people.

62. The chance to develop new and better ways to do the [ob. . .

63. The chance to do things that don't harm other people.. . ...

64. The chance to work independently of others.

65. The chance to do something different every day. -
66. The chance to tell people what to do. . ..

67. The chance to do something thot makes use of my abilities.
68. The chance to be important in the eyes of others.

69. The way company policies are put into practice. .. .

70. Theway my boss takes core of complaints brought to him by his men.

71. How steady my job is.

72. My poy and the amount of work I do.
73. The physicol working conditions of the job. .
74. The chances for advancement on this job. . . . ..

75. The way my boss provides help on hard problems.

For each statement
circle o number.
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Ask yeOrselft How satisfied am I whh this aspect of my job?

1 meons I am nof soflsfied (this aspect of m/ job is much poorer than I would like it to be).
2 means -I am only stighity satisfied (this ospect of m/ job is not qujte whot I would like it to be).
3 means I am satisfied (this aspect of my [ob Is what I would like it to be).
4 means I am very satisfied (this aspect of my job is even better than I expected it to be).
5 means I am extremely satisfied (this aspect of my job is much better than I hoped it could be).

On my present fob,, this Is how I feel about » . .

76. Theway my co>workers are easy to make friends with.

77. The freedom to use my own judgment.

78. Theway they usually tell mewhen I do my job well.

79. The chance to do my best at all times

80. The chance to be "on the go" all the time. - .

81. The chance to be of some small service to other people.

82. The chance to try my own methods of doing the job.

83. The chance to do the job without feeling I am cheoting anyone.

84. The chance to work awoy from others.

85. The chance to do many different things on the job.

86. The chonce to tell others what to do.

87. The chance to make use of my abilities and skills.

88. The chance to have a definite place in the community..

89. The woy the company treats its employees.
90. The personal relotionship between my boss and his men.

91. Thewoy layoffs and transfers are ovoided in my |ob.

92. How my pay compares with that of other workers. .

93. The working, conditions. . . .

94. My chances for advancement.

95. The way my boss troins his men.

96. The way my co-workers get along vrith each other.

97. The responsibility of my job..

98. The praise I get for doing o good job.

99. The feeling of accomplishment I get from the job.

100. Being able to keep busy oil the time. . .

For each statement
circle o number.
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CAREER DEVELOPMENT CENTER (CDC) SURVEY

This survey is divided into two components and is designed for
you to help us in providing better services in the future based
on your experiences with the Career Development Center. The first
componentr The FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE, has been divided into
four sections: Motivation for Contacting the CDC, Attitudes
Toward Utilizing the CDC, Outcomes of Utilizing the CDC, and
Evaluation of the CDC Services. The second component, YOU AND
YOUR JOB, is also divided into four sections: Job satisfaction.
Employment Outlook, Investments in Job, and Job Commitment.
Responses to this questionnaire are confidential and will remain
anonymous as only summary data of all responses will be analyzed.
Your honest opinion regarding each item will be greatly
appreciated.

FOLLOW-UP•QUESTIONNAIRE

DIRECTIONS: PLEASE CHECK ALL RESPONSES THAT APPLY TO YOU. WHEN
COMPLETED RETURN TO MAIL STOP 184. THANK YOU.

MOTIVATION FOR CONTACTING THE CDC

1. Was your visit to the CDC

Self initiated

Suggested by someone else

Supervisor

Colleague

Other

2. Was your visit to the CDC prompted by (you may check more
than one)

Reorganization

Job dissatisfaction

Personal concerns

Curious/Curiosity

(QUESTION CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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Desire for

upward movement

personal growth

professional growth

job change within LaRC

job change outside LaRC

new career

ATTITUDE TOWARD CONTACTING THE CDC

1. I was about contacting the CDC.

Very apprehensive

Quite apprehensive

A little apprehensive

Not apprehensive

2. It was easy for me to make an initial contact with the CDC.

Yes

No

3. I made visits to the CDC while completing the career
development process.

1

2

3

4 or more
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4, I have spent about hours at the CDC.

Less than 2

2

4

6

8 or more

5. I felt while visiting the CDC.

Very comfortable

Comfortable

Uncomfortable

Very uncomfortable

OUTCOMES OF UTILIZING THE CDC

1. The CDC staff provided a realistic review of my career
interests and work attitudes.

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Not applicable

2. The individual (one-to-one) counseling was beneficial to me.

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Not applicable
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3. The results and interpretations of the tests and measurements
were beneficial to me.

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Not applicable

4. I completed an Individual Development Plan (IDP).

Yes

No

Not applicable

5. The completed Individual Development Plan (IDP) was
beneficial for me.

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Not applicable

6. The CDC process was useful to me in planning for my future.

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Not applicable
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7. I have used the self-assessment stations in the Career
Resource Library.

Yes

No

A. (If yes, check all below that apply.)

Understanding Self

Understanding Environment

Taking Action

Life Management

8. (If the self-assessment stations were used.) The self-help
items contained in the stations were of benefit to me.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Not Applicable

9, I have borrowed books from the Career
Resource Library.

None

1

2

3

4 or more
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10. The books I have borrowed have been beneficial to me.

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Not Applicable

11. The CDC process was a factor in the actions I have taken
since using, the services or library (Specifically from January,
1983-June, 1984)-.

Yes

No

If yes, please check all items below that apply to you; if
no, please continue to the next question.

Registered for LaRC short courses as described
annually in the August Personnel Newsletter under
the sections;

Engineering & Scientific

Management/Supervisory

Technical

Secretarial/Clerical

Continuing Education

General

Pre-Supervisory Training

Completed self-instructional course(s) with the LaRC
Learning Center.

Completed formal undergraduate courses at my own
expense.

Completed formal undergraduate courses sponsored
by LaRC.

Comple.ted formal graduate level courses at my own
expense.
(QUESTION CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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Completed formal graduate level courses sponsored by
LaRC.

Completed a formal undergraduate degree (Associate's, B.
A./B. S.).

Completed an Apprenticeship Program sponsored by LaRC.

Completed a formal graduate level degree (Master's,
Doctorate).

Attended a professional convention/seminar/workshop.

Joined a professional organization.

Presented a paper/presentation at a professional
convention/serainar/workshop.

Published results of my work as in-house technical
document.

Published results of my work in a professional journal.

Patented an invention.

Enrolled in a class/workshop/program for personal growth
(for example: courses in woodworking, parent effectiveness
training, transactional analysis, self-esteem, assertiveness
training).

Developed a new outside interest, hobby or avocation.

Became an active member in community affairs.

Other: (Briefly describe)

12. I am successful at reaching goals I have set or
making changes I have planned.

Always

Almost always

Sometimes

Not at all
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EVALUATION OF CDG SERVICES

1. How satisfied are you with the services you received from
the CDC?

Very satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

2. Did the CDC process meet your needs and expectations?

Yes

No

3. The CDC staff members were responsive to my needs.

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

4. My questions were answered adequately by the CDC staff
members.

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

5. If the need arises I would return to the CDC for additional
assistance.

Strongly agree

Agree

-Disagree

Strongly disagree
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PLEASE ADD ANY COMMENTS BELOW YOU MAY HAVE ABOUT THE CDC AND ITS
SERVICES

(Continued on next page.)
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CAREER DEVELOPMENT CENTER (CDC) SURVEY

This survey, which is divided into two components, is designedfor you^l^help us in providing better services in the future
based on vour perceptions and knowledge of the career
Development Center and on participation in selected
The first component, CDC NEEDS ASSESSMENT, concerns the CDC
soecifically and the items have been divided into tw«p sections.irrceptTonl Ld Knowledge of the CDC, and Ve"
Activities during the eighteen months
1984. The second component, YOU and Your Job, is divided i
sections: Job Satisfaction, Employment Outlook,
Job, and Job Commitment. Responses to this survey questionnaire
are confidential and will remain anonymous as only summary data
of all responses will be analyzed,. Your honest opinion and
accurate recollection are greatly appreciated.

DIRECTIONS: PLEASE ANSWER EACH QUESTION AND RETURN TO MAIL
STOP 184 WHEN COMPLETED. THANK YOU.

THE CDC AT LARC

The career development center at LaRC offers program
services to include counseling, a career resource library with
self-assessment stations in the areas of understanding
understanding the environment, taking action, and li
management, and consultation with managers and supervisors. Its
objective is mutual growth of the i^'^ividual and theorganization through realistic appraisal of needs and
opportunities. Activities include: =
standardized instruments, educational, occupational and leisure
information, career planning assistance, career problem
management, and assistance in resolving job-related personal
problems.

CDC NEEDS ASSESSMENT

PERCEPTIONS AND KNOWLEDGE OF THE CDC

1. Were you aware of the CDC prior to being contacted for this
survey?

Yes

No
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2. Do you know any employee who has used the services of the CDC?

Yes

No

3. Langley Research Center should support career development
services for its employees.

. Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4. ONLY supervisors- or other management personnel should provide
individual career development assistance.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

5. I have been given all the information I need to assist me in
planning my career at Langley Research Center.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

6. If you felt you needed assistance with career planning or
problems, would you seek assistance from services such as those
offered through the CDC?

Yes

No
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Career-Life Activity Participation

To the best of your ability, please respond to the items below
that you may have completed, enrolled, or participated in during
the eighteen months from January 1983 to June 1984.

Registered for LaRC short courses as described annually in the
August Personnel Newsletter under the sections:

Engineering & Scientific

Management/Supervisory

Technical

Secretarial/Clerical

General

Pre-Supervisory

Completed self-instructional course(s) with the LaRC
Learning Center.

Completed formal undergraduate courses at my own
expense.

Completed formal undergraduate courses sponsored by
LaRC.

Completed formal graduate courses at my own expense.

Completed formal graduate courses sponsored by LaRC.

Completed a formal undergraduate degree (Associate's,
B. A./B. S.).

Completed a formal graduate degree (Master's,
Doctorate).

Completed an Apprenticeship Program sponsored by LaRC.

Attended a professional convention/seminar/workshop.

Joined a professional organization.

Presented a paper/presentation at a professional
convention/seminar/workshop.

Published results of my work as in-house technical
document.

(QUESTION CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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Published results of my work in a professional journal.

Patented an invention.

Enrolled in a class/workshop/program for personal
growth (for example: courses in woodworking, parent effectiveness
training, transactional analysis, self-esteem, assertiveness
training).

Developed an outside interest, hobby, or avocation.
Became an active member in community affairs.

Other; (Briefly Describe)

PLEASE ADD ANY COMMENTS OR SUGGESTIONS YOU MAY HAVE ABOUT THE
CDC, OR CAREER DEVELOPMENT SERVICES GENERALLY.

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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YOU AND YOUR JOB

DIRECTIONS: Please answer each question.

Job Satisfacton

1) If you had to decide all over again whether to take the job you now
have^ what would you decide? (Please circle one answer) •

123456789
Definitely • Probably Maybe Probably Definitely
Take Take. Take It, Not Take- Not Take
Job Job Maybe Not Job Job

2) If a friend asked if he/she should apply for a job like yours with
your employer, what yould you recomend? (Please circle one)
123456789

Recommend Recommend Recommend Recommend Recommend
Strongly Moderately Somewhat Weakly Not At All

3) How does this job compare to your ideal job? (Please circle one)

123456739
Very Par Far From Some Distance Close To Very Close
From Ideal Ideal From Ideal Ideal To Ideal

4) How does your job measure up to the sort of job you wanted when you
took it? (Please circle one)

123456789
Just Like Almost Like Sort Of Not Much Not At All
What I What I Like What Like What Like What
Wanted Wanted I Wanted I Wanted I Wanted

5) All things considered, how satisfied are you with your current job?
(Please circle one)

123456789
Not At Slightly Moderately Largely Completely
All Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied
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Employment Outlook

1) IF YOU LEFT THIS JOB, would your next job probably be better or
worse that the job you now have? (Please circle one)

1 2 3 4 5 6
Definitely Probably Probably The
Worse Worse Same

7 8 9
Probably Definitely
Better Better

2) HOW HARD WOULD IT BE for you to find a job with another employer
with approximately the same income and benefits you have now? (Please
circle one)

1 2
Not At All
Difficult

Not Very
Difficult

5 6
Moderately
Difficult

7
Very

Difficult

8
Extremely
Difficult

3) HOW CONFIDENT ARE YOU that you would find a satisfactory job if you
were to quit this job? (Please circle one)

1 2
Extremely
Confident

3
Very

Confident

5. 6
Moderately
Confident

Not Very
Confident

8
Not At All
Confident

4) ALL THINGS CONSIDERED how do your alternatives compare to your
current job? (Please circle one)

1 2
Alternatives
Are Much
Worse

3 4
Alternatives
Are Worse

Investments in Job

5 6
Alternatives
Are The Same

7 8
Alternatives
Are Better

Alternatives
Are Much
Better

1) GENERALLY SPEAKING, how much have you invested in this job
;e.g., time, education and training, personal identity.
effort, sacrificies)? (Please circle one)

1 2
Very Much
Invested

3
Much

Invested
Somewhat
Invested

7
Little
Invested

Very Little
Invested
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2) GENERALLY SPEAKING, to what extent are there things uniquely
associated with this job that you would lose if you were to
leave (e.g., retirement money, job security, pleasant community,
recreational activities, friends at work, status)? (Please
circle one)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
None At A Pew A Moderate Many A Great
All Number Many

3) GENERALLY, how much would your life be disrupted if you left
this job? (Please circle one)

123456789
Not At All A Little Moderately Very Extremely
Disrupted Disrupted Disrupted Disrupted Disrupted

4) ALL THINGS CONSIDERED, how much have you "put into" your
current job? (Please.circle one)

123456789
Put Very Put Much Put A Put Little Put Very
Much Into Into Moderate Amount Into My Little Into
My Job My Job Into My Job Job My Job

Job Commitment

1) How long would you like to stay at your current job? (Please
circle one)

123456789
one year five years ten years fifteen twenty or
more or or so or so years or so more years
less

2) How committed are you to staying.at your current job? (Please
circle one)

123456789
Extremely Very Moderately A Little Not At All
Committed Committed Committed Committed Committed

3) How likely is it that you will quit this job in the near
future? (Please circle one)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Extremely Very Likely Moderately A Little Not At All
Likely to To Quit Likely Likely Likely To
Quit To Quit To Quit Quit
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4) If you were unhappy with your job, how likely is it that you
would stay anyway? (Please circle one)

123456789
Extremely Very Moderately A Little Not At All
Likely To Likely To Likely To Likely To Likely To
Stay Stay Stay Stay Stay

5) During the last six months, how many hours per month have you
spent attempting to find a different job? (Please circle one)
123456789

Less than Five hours Ten hours Fifteen Twenty or
one hour hours more hours

THANK YOUR FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS RESEARCH PROJECT.
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FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW GUIDE

1. WOULD YOU DESCRIBE YOUR EXPECTATIONS FOR YOUR CDC VISITS?
ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 WERE YOUR EXPECTATIONS FOR THE CDC
EXPERIENCE YOU HAD, MET, WITH 5 BEING THE GREATEST EXTENT?

2. INDIVIDUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN (IDP)- MEETING GOALS SET OR
CHANGE IN GOALS SINCE COMPLETING, WHAT FACTORS HAVE IMPACTED
ON MEETING OR CHANGING GOALS?

3. CAREER RESOURCE LIBRARY- CHECKING OUT BOOKS-HAVE THEY
BEEN OF ASSISTANCE IN RESOLVING CONCERNS OR REACHING GOALS?

4. ASSESSMENT STATIONS- WHAT USE OR BENEFIT OF THE
EXERCISES IN THE STATIONS DID YOU RECEIVE?

5. ACTIONS TAKEN- HOW WERE THEY RELATED TO SERVICES
RECEIVED- DIRECTLY, INDIRECTLY, SERENDIPITY, MANAGEMENT,
PROJECTS ASSIGNED, GOALS SET IN IDP?

6. CAREER/LIFE SATISFACTION- IMPACT OF CDC- LEVEL OF
SATISFACTION WITH CAREER/ENVIRONMENT PRIOR TO COMING TO CDC-
POSITIVE VS.NEGATIVE CHANGES- EFFECTS OF CDC?

7. WHAT SPECIFIC ASPECT OF THE SERVICES HELPED YOU THE MOST,
CRL, STATIONS, COUNSELING, STD TESTS?

8. ANY COMMENTS ABOUT THE CDC SERVICES OR ANYTHING ELSE
WHICH HAS HAPPENED SINCE YOUR CDC EXPERIENCE WHICH MAY HAVE
BEEN EFFECTED BY THE EXPERIENCE?

9. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGES OF THE SERVICES OR FUTURE
MODICATIONS OF THE WAY THE CDC IS RUN OR ORGANIZED?

10. ONE LAST QUESTION: HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT THE FOLLOWUP
INTERVIEW AND THE QUESTIONNAIRES USED TO ASSESS YOUR
OPINIONS ABOUT THE CDC AND ITS SERVICES?
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PERMISSION STATEMENT

I AUTHORIZE THE RELEASE TO J. GARY HOUSEMAN, JR. ANY AND ALL

INFORMATION OR RECORDS CONNECTED WITH MY SCORES ON THE

MINNESOTA SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE AND CAREER DEVELOPMENT

CENTER (CDC) SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE. I ALSO AUTHORIZE MR.

HOUSEMAN TO USE DATA WHICH MAY BE OBTAINED AT FOLLOW-UP

INTERVIEWS TO BE CONDUCTED WITHIN A REASONABLE TIME AFTER

COMPLETION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRES.

I UNDERSTAND THAT ALL DATA AND/OR OTHER INFORMATION REPORTED

WILL BE CONFIDENTIAL AND NO IDENTIFYING CHARACTERISTICS OF

INDIVIDUALS WILL BE DISCLOSED (i.e., SCORES OR NAMES). I

FURTHER UNDERSTAND THAT THE DATA WILL BE USED ONLY IN A

STUDY OF THE IMPACT OF A CAREER DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM IN AN

ORGANIZATION.

SIGNATURE,

DATE



APPENDIX G

COVER LETTER FOR SUBJECTS

156



157

TO: L

FROM: 184/Career Development Center Evaluator, Employee
Services Branch, PD

SUBJECT: Study Evaluating the Career Development Center

Thank you for agreeing to participate in a study which is
designed to provide information to assist LaRC management and the
Career Development Center personnel to make decisions concerning
the career development program operations. As this study is ^iso
part of a dissertation research project, the data gathered will
add to the domain knowledge of concerning career development
theory.

Enclosed with this letter of instruction is an abstract of the
study. Attachment 1, "An Evaluation of a Career Development
Program in a Research and Development Organization , a Permission
Statement for each participant to sign and return with the
questionnaires, the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire, and the
Career Development Center (CDC) Survey questionnaire.

Using the directions for self administering contained in
questionnaire and the guidlines written below, complete and
return each questionnaire to Mail Stop 184 as soon as possible or
no later than one week from receiving the questionnaires,

-Please complete the enclosed in the following order: 1.
Permission Statement, 2. Minnesota" Satisfaction Questionnaire,
and 3. Career Development Center Survey.

-Total time for completing both questionnaires should be
approximately 60 minutes. ^ u a

-Time used to complete the questionnaires should be charged
to training job order A1619. . i

—If you have any questions concerning this process please
call the Evaluator at 3981.

Confidentiality is assured, as only summary data of all responses
will be reported in this study.

Again, thank you for participating in this research evaluation.

j. Cary Houseman, Jr.
3981

4 Enclosures «
1. Attachment 1 \W/i' =
2. Permission Statement Z'
3. Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire 111/J. F. stoKes
4. Career Development Center (CDC) Survey
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EVALUATION OP A CAREER DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
IN A RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION

BACKGROUND

The theoretical underpinnings of career development programs
(CDPs) lie in career development and career choice theories and
recent resurgence of adult development theoretical
investigations. These theoretical models have brought to light
such phemomena as "mid-life crisis" and "career adaptability
through systematic inquiry. While the beginning of CDPs may have
been instituted for more practical reasons such as industry
recession, EEO/AA concerns, and the need for a better match of
individuals and company positions; career development and adult
development theoretical models provided a basis upon which to
build specific CDP services. The outcome h9ped for such programs
has been a more productive and efficient organization realizing
to the extent possible both employee and organizational goals.
THE CDP AT NASA LARC

The CDP at NASA Langley has been modeled after existing
programs at Goddard Space Flight Center, the General Accounting
Office, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, and Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and State University. The basic components
included in the service delivery system for the CDP are: a
resource library, self-assessment stations, career workshops, and
individual counseling, as well as standardized assessment in the
areas of interests, personality, aptitudes, and abilities, and
career choice. All these components exist with varying levels of
emphasis in the model programs. The emphases at Langley have been
standardized assessment and individual counseling with additional
use of the resource library, self-assessment stations and annual
follow-up contacts.

THE EVALUATION

Two previous CDP assessments have been accomplished to date,
one in February, 1982 and one in August, 1982. Each of these
follow-up assessments of past program participants has yielded
positive responses to items on the questionnaires concerning
service delivery and need for the CDP. The current study is
intended also to be an assessment by its incorporation of a
specific career development theoretical model proposed by Super
(1983) and the enhanced application of research methodology
suggested by Kerlinger (1973) and Rossi (1982). This level of
rigor is demanded by the use of this research study for a
dissertation;

Data gathered related to job satisfaction and job
commitment, and responses from the self report questionnaires can
be used to verify previous CDC assessments and for modifications
of CDC services. Additionally, aspects of a career development
theory can be investigated.
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