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The role of career decision self-efficacy as a key aspect of the career development 

process is well-documented. However, researchers have recommended expanding the 

study of career decision self-efficacy to include its contextual and social-cognitive 

antecedents. In response to this recommendation, the purpose of this study was to 

investigate familial, individual, social-cognitive, and contextual predictors of career 

decision self-efficacy in a research design based on ecological theory.  

The main focus of this study was the relationship between college students’ 

perceptions of parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy. These relationships were 

studied following Bronfenbrenner’s ecological model and included the person variables 

of cognitive ability, academic achievement, personality, and self-esteem, the process 

variables of perceived parenting styles, identity styles, peer autonomy support, and peer 

control in career decision-making, the contextual variables of gender, ethnicity, 
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socioeconomic status, family conflict, and family type, and the time variables of age and 

year in college. 

Participants included 413 students at the University of Florida who completed a 

take-home self-report questionnaire. I first tested the hypotheses that peer autonomy 

support in career decisions, peer control in career decisions, ethnicity, age, year in 

college, and gender moderate the relationship between perceived parenting styles and 

career decision self-efficacy. Then, I tested six hypotheses of predictive relationships for 

the variables for which moderating effects were not found after testing the first six 

hypotheses.  

Results of this study indicated that familial (perceived authoritative fathering), 

individual (conscientiousness), and social-cognitive processes (informational and diffuse-

avoidant identity styles) predicted career decision self-efficacy and contextual processes 

(peer controlling behaviors in career decisions) moderated the relationship between 

perceived permissive mothering and career decision self-efficacy. These results show that 

Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory of human development, Buri’s perceived parenting 

styles framework, and social cognitive career theory provided useful insights for 

identifying variables related to career decision self-efficacy. However, the small amount 

of variance accounted for in this study tells us that more research is needed to identify 

other variables that contribute to the prediction of career decision self-efficacy.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

Career Decision Self-Efficacy 

Almost 40 years ago, Erik Erikson (1968) asserted that the most important task 

adolescents and young adults need to address as they form an identity and enter 

adulthood is that of finding an occupation. Due to considerable changes and 

unpredictability in the labor market however, the task of choosing a career has become 

complicated by the possibility of having to make multiple occupational transitions 

throughout a lifetime (Ferrari, 1998; Reece & Miller, 2006; Ryan, Solberg, & Brown, 

1996; Vondracek, 2001; Whiston & Keller, 2004). Therefore, developing career decision 

self-efficacy, defined as gaining confidence in the ability to perform career exploration 

activities and make career-related choices (Solberg, Good, Fischer, Brown, & Nord, 

1995; Whiston & Keller, 2004), has become one of the most important and valuable 

aspects of the career development process (Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli, 

2001; Ferrari, 1998; Wolfe & Betz, 2004). Unfortunately, although some students 

develop great confidence in their career decision-making ability, others respond to career 

decision tasks with fear and uncertainty (Betz & Voyten, 1997; Gianakos, 2001; Guay, 

Ratelle, Senécal, Larose, & Deschenes, 2006; Mau, 2000; Reece & Miller, 2006; Ryan et 

al., 1996). To help adolescents and young adults struggling with career-related decisions, 

theorists, researchers, academic advisors, counselors, other professionals, and parents 

interested in the well-being of youth will benefit from a better understanding of the 
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factors that influence individual differences in career decision self-efficacy (Ryan et al., 

1996).  

To contribute to the development of this understanding, the purpose of this study 

was to examine familial, individual, social-cognitive, and contextual predictors of career 

decision self-efficacy in college students. Three theoretical perspectives guided this 

study: (a) social cognitive career theory, (b) Buri's (1991) parenting styles framework, 

and (c) Bronfenbrenner's (1979, 1995) ecological model. These three perspectives are 

described in the following three sections. 

Social Cognitive Theory and Career Decision Self-Efficacy 

 The study of career decision self-efficacy has been the focus of social-cognitive 

career development theorists (Taylor & Betz, 1983). According to social-cognitive 

career-development theory, individuals vary in the perception of their ability to select 

goals, gather occupational information, solve problems, plan realistically, and appraise 

the self when faced with the responsibility of choosing a career (Gianakos, 2001; Lent, 

Brown, & Hackett, 1994; Betz & Hackett, 2006). Researchers following this perspective 

have found that adolescents' and young adults' perceptions of their career decision self-

efficacy predict career development and choice behavior (Gianakos, 2001; Lent et al., 

1994). Most significant for this study, numerous researchers have found a relationship 

between career decision self-efficacy and important career development outcomes, such 

as vocational indecision, career aspirations, career exploratory behaviors, career choice 

persistence, career commitment, and coping strategies used when engaged in career 

exploration (Bandura et al., 2001; Chung, 2002; Gianakos, 1999, 2001; O’Brien, 

Friedman, Tipton, & Linn, 2000; Ryan et al., 1996; Whiston, 1996; Whiston & Keller, 

2004).  
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The importance of investigating and understanding adolescents' and young adults' 

career decision self-efficacy as a crucial aspect of the career development process has 

been well documented (Ferrari, 1998; Gianakos, 2001; Whiston, 1996; Guay et al., 2006). 

However, several researchers have recommended expanding the study of career decision 

self-efficacy to examining its contextual and social-cognitive antecedents. This 

recommendation is based on the need to identity factors facilitating students' 

development of confidence in career decision-making behavior before they are faced with 

career choice responsibilities, and before problems in the career decision-making process 

arise (Bandura et al., 2001; Ferrari, 1998; Gianakos, 2001; Hackett, 1995; Vondracek, 

Lerner, & Schulenberg, 1986; Whiston, 1996).  

The aim of this study is to follow this advice and examine an important social 

context, the family of origin, where career decision self-efficacy may develop (Ryan et 

al., 1996; Whiston,1996; Whiston & Keller, 2004). In particular, in the present research I 

examined the relationship between perceptions of parenting styles during the formative 

years and career decision self-efficacy in college students. Most important, this 

relationship was examined within a model of individual, social-cognitive, and contextual 

predictors that in conjunction with familial predictors may explain the development of 

career decision self-efficacy beliefs in college students better than previous models.   

In the following sections I present an overview of previous theoretical and 

empirical efforts aimed at looking at the relationship between family factors and career 

decision self-efficacy. I then point out some of the limitations of these previous efforts 

and propose an alternative approach to examining the relationship between familial 

factors and career decision self-efficacy. Specifically, I propose that a framework of 
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familial influence not commonly used in the area of career development, that is, Buri's 

(1991) parenting styles framework, may provide a useful approach to examining the 

relationship between perceived parenting practices during the formative years and career 

decision self-efficacy in college students. Furthermore, I present an overview of 

Bronfenbrenner's (1979, 1995) ecological theory and its applicability to the area of career 

development and the study of the relationship between the familial factors of parenting 

styles and career decision self-efficacy in particular. I explain in detail the design of this 

study following Bronfenbrenner's ecological theory guidelines. Each of the predictor 

variables included in this research is described in relation to Bronfenbrenner's ecological 

systems model. 

Parenting Styles, Career Decision Self-Efficacy, and Ecological Theory 

The role of the family in career decision-making has been widely recognized by 

theorists and researchers who study career development (Ferry, Fouad, & Smith, 2000; 

Guay, Senécal, Gauthier, & Fernet, 2003; Lee & Hughey, 2001; Lopez, 1989; Lopez & 

Andrews, 1987; Whiston, 1996; Whiston & Keller, 2004). Despite this awareness, 

research examining familial predictors of career decision self-efficacy has not been 

extensive (Guay et al., 2003; Hargrove, Creagh, & Burgess, 2002; O'Brien et al., 2000; 

Whiston, 1996; Whiston & Keller, 2004). Researchers have used various theoretical 

perspectives to investigate the relationship between the family and career decision self-

efficacy, particularly family systems theory (Brachter, 1992; Lopez, 1989; Lopez & 

Andrews, 1987; Hargrove et al., 2002; Ryan et al., 1996; Whiston, 1996), attachment 

theory (Blustein, Prezioso, & Palladino, 1995; Blustein, Walbridge, Friedlander, & 

Palladino, 1991; Lee & Hughey, 2001; O'Brien et al., 2000; Ryan et al., 1996; Tokar, 

Withrow, Hall, & Moradi, 2003; Wolfe & Betz, 2004), and separation-individuation 
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theory (Blustein et al., 1991; Lee & Hughey, 2001; Lucas, 1997; O'Brien et al., 2000; 

Tokar et al., 2003). However, the results of this research tend to show only weak 

relationships between the family variables studied and career decision self-efficacy 

(Hargrove et al., 2002; Johnson, Buboltz, & Nichols, 1999; O' Brien et al., 2000; Tokar et 

al., 2003; Whiston & Keller, 2004; Wolfe & Betz, 2004). Moreover, these results appear 

inconclusive and inconsistent (Hargrove et al., 2002; Tokar et al., 2003; Whiston, 1996; 

Whiston & Keller, 2004). Researchers have idenitfied a number of reasons for these 

inconsistencies, including disparity in the constructs and measures used across studies 

(Hargrove et al., 2002), the failure to take into account multiple sources of individual and 

contextual influence that may confound the results, and the lack of focus on specific 

processes that serve as mechanisms through which familial factors relate to career 

development variables and the development of career decision self-efficacy beliefs in 

particular (O'Brien et al., 2000; Whiston,1996; Whiston & Keller, 2004).  

In this research I addressed these limitations by taking an alternative approach to 

the study of familial factors and career decision self-efficacy. Specifically, I focused on 

examining parenting processes that might represent developmental mechanisms 

predictive of career decision self-efficacy beliefs in college students within a model of 

multiple individual, social-cognitive, and contextual variables. The parental processes I 

examined were the combination of parental responsiveness and parental control within 

the perceived parenting styles of authoritativeness (high responsiveness and high 

control), authoritarianism (low responsiveness and high control), and permissiveness 

(low responsiveness and low control) (Buri, 1991; Wintre & Yaffe, 2000). To investigate 

the relationship between the perceived parenting style variables and career decision self-
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efficacy within a model of multiple individual and contextual influences, I conducted this 

research guided by an ecological theory framework.  

The usefulness of applying Bronfenbrenner’s (1979, 1995) ecological theory of 

human development to career development has been highlighted by several theorists of 

career development (Vondracek et al., 1986; Young, 1983). However, few researchers 

have used an ecological theory framework to investigate the career decision-making 

process or the development of career decision self-efficacy beliefs in particular (Cook, 

Heppner, & O'Brien, 2002a; Ferrari, 1998; Merrick, 1995). Moreover, although career 

development theorists have noted the applicability of an ecological framework to the 

study of the family and career development, only a few researchers have examined the 

relationship of factors of family of origin and career decision self-efficacy through this 

theoretical perspective (Ferrari, 1998; Vondracek et al., 1986; Whiston & Keller, 2004). 

In acknowledgement of this research gap, in addition to contributing to a better 

understanding of familial processes predictive of career decision self-efficacy and the 

practical implications for parents, counselors, and mentors of youth tied to this 

knowledge, my goal was to expand the applicability of an ecological model to the study 

of career development. Career decision-making has not been commonly investigated 

through a developmental perspective in which contextual variables and processes are 

viewed as key to career decision-making (Cook et al., 2002a; Ferrari, 1998; Vondracek, 

2001; Vondracek et al., 1986). Because developmental processes and contextual variables 

are included as key variables in this investigation of predictors of career decision self-

efficacy, this research has both practical and theoretical significance. 
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Bronfenbrenner's Ecological Theory and Career Development 

Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory of human development is a useful framework 

for understanding the complex interplay of individual, social-cognitive, and contextual 

influences on career development outcomes (Ferrari, 1998; Merrick, 1995; Vondracek et 

al., 1986; Young, 1983). According to Bronfenbrenner (1979; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 

1998), human development comprises an evolving process of organism-environment 

interactions that result in both stability and change in the characteristics of individuals, 

their conception of the environment, and their relationships to the environment through 

the life course and across generations. The result of this interaction is the person's 

increased or decreased ability to function in a changing environment (Bronfenbrenner, 

1979; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998; Vondracek et al., 1986).  

The ecological view of development is suitable for understanding career 

development and career decision self-efficacy in particular for several reasons. First, 

several authors have suggested that the study of career development should focus on 

processes that involve the individual's ongoing transactions with a changing social and 

career environment and not only on the content of career decisions (Ferrari, 1998; 

Vondracek, 2001; Vondracek et al., 1986; Young, 1983). This position fits well with the 

dynamic conception of development inherent in the ecological perspective. 

Second, theorists have pointed out that career development research and 

interventions have overwhelmingly focused on properties of the individual at the expense 

of a comprehensive examination of the setting and the individual's relational environment 

(Cook et al., 2002a; Vondracek, 2001; Vondracek et al., 1986; Young, 1983). Yet, career 

development, which represents the selection of roles and the implementation of an 

identity through a person's life work (Merrick, 1995), cannot be conceived without an 
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understanding of the social context from which the individual learns and adopts roles or 

the social environments to which the individual contributes (Ferrari, 1998; Merrick, 

1995; Vondracek, 2001; Young, 1983). For this reason, a theoretical perspective that 

emphasizes the investigation of multiple sources of influence within the individual, in 

relationship to significant people, and within the broader social context, as is the case of 

Bronfenbrenner's ecological theory of human development, is notably pertinent to the 

study of career development and processes such as career decision-self-efficacy (Ferrari, 

1998; Merrick, 1995; Vondracek et al., 1986; Young, 1983).  

Furthermore, Bronfenbrenner's (1995) ecological theory of human development 

provides a systematic guide for conceptualizing and designing a comprehensive research 

study that includes multiple developmental antecedents to the formation of career 

decision self-efficacy beliefs (Ferrari, 1998). In particular, a process, person, context, 

time (PPCT) model based on Bronfenbrenner's specifications on how to design an 

ecological study of human development was used in this research. 

Finally, a key aspect of ecological research is the inclusion of variables that 

represent proximal processes or relational mechanisms such as specific activities, 

interpersonal interactions, and role-dictated behaviors within developmental contexts 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1995; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998). In an ecological model, 

proximal processes are viewed as the "engines of development" (Bronfenbrenner & 

Morris, 1998, p. 1023). That is, individual characteristics and characteristics of the 

immediate environment are recognized to have an indirect impact on developmental 

outcomes by operating through proximal processes that occur over extended periods of 

time within the individual and between the individual and developmental contexts 
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(Bronfenbrenner 1979, 1995; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998). For this reason, 

Bronfenbrenner (1995) pointed out that not including variables representing proximal 

processes in developmental research misestimates the effect of person and context 

variables on the development of psychosocial characteristics. Recognizing the importance 

of this assertion, I included in this study several proximal processes or relational 

mechanisms hypothesized to predict career decision self-efficacy beliefs in college 

students.  

Designing an Ecological Study: Person, Process, Context, and Time 

According to Bronfenbrenner (1995), in designing a research study based on 

ecological theory, researchers must include variables predictive of the development of 

psychosocial characteristics that represent the four components of context, person, 

process, and time. Namely, a study based on ecological theory must include predictor 

variables that represent the setting or environment where actual development takes place 

(context), the personal characteristics of individuals in that context (person), the proximal 

processes or mechanisms that explain the interaction between the developing individual 

and the setting and people within the developmental context (process), and, finally, the 

changes taking place over time within the individual and the environmental context 

(time) (Bronfenbrenner, 1995; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998).  

Following Bronfenbrenner's (1995; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998) ecological 

approach, I investigated the following person, context, process, and time variables related 

to the family context that might be predictive of career decision self-efficacy beliefs in 

college students: (a) person variables that represent individual differences (cognitive 

ability, academic achievement, personality, self-esteem); (b) contextual variables (gender, 

ethnicity, socioeconomic status, family conflict, family type); (c) process variables 
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operating within the family context (perceived parenting styles), within the self (identity 

styles), and within other relational contexts that affect the individual, the family context, 

and career decision self-efficacy beliefs (peer autonomy support and peer control in 

relation to career choices); (d) time variables that represent relationships across 

generations (perception of parenting styles during the formative years), and cohort 

differences (age and year in college).  

In addition, Bronfenbrenner's ecological model (1979, 1995) provides a conception 

of the developmental context as representing overlapping levels of influence ranging 

from direct face-to-face interactions within proximal settings to indirect influences from 

distal contexts that nonetheless affect individual development (Ferrari, 1998; Merrick, 

1995; Vondracek et al., 1986; Young, 1983). That is, Bronfenbrenner's view of the 

environment is not a simple unified context. Rather he divided it for research purposes 

into the study of five hierarchically embedded ecological systems from which relevant 

predictors of developmental outcomes must be selected when conducting ecological 

research (Young, 1983). These ecological systems are the microsystem, mesosystem, 

exosystem, macrosystem, and the chronosystem (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1995).   

The most immediate levels of contextual influence according to Bronfenbrenner 

(1979, 1995) are the microsystem and the mesosystem. The microsystem represents 

primarily the activities and role transactions within settings in which the developing 

individual directly participates in sustained and progressively more complex 

interpersonal interactions (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998; Ferrari, 1998). The family or 

the peer contexts are examples of ecological microsystems (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 

1998; Vondracek et al., 1986, Young, 1983). The mesosystem represents the 
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interrelations between two or more microsystems, and it is characterized primarily by 

communication between the microsystems and the experience of knowledge from the 

settings that affects the developing individual synergistically or in an inhibitory manner 

(Merrick, 1995). The elements of the mesosystem are also interpersonal interactions in 

which the developing individual participates actively (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; 

Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998; Ferrari, 1998; Merrick, 1995; Vondracek et al., 1986; 

Young 1983).  

The more distal sources of contextual influences on the developing individual are 

conceptualized in Bronfenbrenner's (1979, 1995) model as exosystems, macrosystems, 

and chronosystems. Exosystems represent contexts in which the developing person does 

not participate directly, but the people in the microsystems do, and through the influence 

of microsystem processes that affect people with whom the developing person interacts, 

the individual is nonetheless affected indirectly. An example of an exosystem influence is 

that of interpersonal interactions in a parent's workplace affecting parent-child 

interactions in the family microsystem (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 

1998; Ferrari, 1998; Merrick, 1995; Vondracek et al., 1986; Young 1983).  

The next ecological system, the macrosystem, does not refer to specific contexts of 

influence but to the ideological components of the society that underlie the form and 

content of interactions within the more proximal settings (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 

Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998; Cook, Heppner, & O' Brien, 2002b; Ferrari, 1998; 

Merrick, 1995; Vondracek et al., 1986; Young, 1983). These components represent 

primarily norms and beliefs emanating from overarching cultural, economic, political, 

and social blueprints that implicitly affect activities, roles, and interpersonal interactions 
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in the microsystem, mesosystem, and exosystem (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1995; 

Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998; Cook et al., 2002b; Ferrari, 1998; Merrick, 1995; 

Vondracek et al., 1986; Young, 1983). Ultimately, the chronosystem does not represent a 

specific context of environmental influence but rather refers to time and timing-related 

variables that must be acknowledged in the design of ecological research. Examples of 

these variables are the components of historical time, elements representing cross-

generation relationships, and age difference (Bronfenbrenner, 1995; Bronfenbrenner & 

Morris, 1998).  

In the most recent revision of the ecological model, referred to as the bioecological 

model, Bronfenbrenner (1995; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998) gave added primacy to 

the developing individual's biopsychological characteristics, that is, the self-system. 

Bronfenbrenner noted that in developmental research, person characteristics are more 

often studied as developmental outcomes than as precursor variables representing sources 

of variation that make the person more or less susceptible to contextual conditions and 

processes (Bronfenbrenner, 1995; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998). From a bioecological 

perspective, the individual is considered a coordinated system in which various genetic, 

cognitive, social-cognitive, affective, emotional, and motivational characteristics interact 

with one another and the environment to influence the operation of proximal processes 

and the consequent developmental outcomes (Bronfenbrenner, 1995; Bronfenbrenner & 

Morris, 1998; Ferrari, 1998).  

The acknowledgement of individual characteristics as precursor variables in 

developmental research reflects a conception of the person as an active agent of 

development within the self and the environment (Bronfenbrenner, 1995; Ferrari, 1998; 
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Sontag, 1996). In Bronfenbrenner's view, it is not so much the objective context that 

affects development, but how the individual perceives the context (Ferrari, 1998; Sontag, 

1996). That is, the environment is subjectively experienced and acquires meaning and 

influence from the way the individual experiences the self and the surroundings (Adams, 

Ryan, & Keating, 2000; Cook et al., 2002b; Ferrari, 1998). According to Bronfenbrenner 

(1995), precursor variables representing the self-system must be included in ecological 

research designs. This advice was followed in this study by including the variables of 

cognitive ability, academic achievement, personality, self-esteem, and identity processing 

orientations.  

Altogether, person, process, context, and time variables within the ecological 

systems were investigated in this study. Following is a description of the ecological 

systems variables included in the design of this research. 

Career Decision Self-Efficacy and Ecological Systems 

The main interest in this research was the family microsystem, but not in isolation. 

As represented in the ecological perspective, person, process, context, and time variables 

of the ecological system were examined, and their independent and interactive influences 

in relation to the family microsystem were investigated. In particular, in this study I 

examined (a) the family microsystem process variables of perceived parenting styles and 

the contextual variables of family conflict and family type; (b) the peer microsystem 

process variables of control and support of autonomy in career choice-making; (c) the 

mesosystem, through the analysis of the interaction of the family and peer microsystem 

variables; (d) the self-system or person variables of cognitive ability (SAT), academic 

achievement (GPA), personality (neuroticism, conscientiousness, extraversion), and self-

esteem; (e) the self system proximal process variables of identity styles (informational, 
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normative, diffuse-avoidant); (f) the macrosystem variables of gender, ethnicity, and 

socioeconomic status; (g) the chronosystem, by including in the study college students' 

perceptions of parenting during their formative years and the variables of age and year in 

college. 

The Family Microsystem  

Within the family microsystem, I examined the process variables of perceived 

parenting styles and the contextual variables of conflict in the family of origin and type of 

family of origin. Students' perceptions of the authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive 

perceived parenting style have not been investigated as precursors of career decision self-

efficacy. However, extensive research has documented positive and negative 

developmental outcomes associated with perceived parenting styles among adolescents 

and young adults (Baumrind, 1971, 1991; Gonzalez, 1998; Hickman, Bartholomae, & 

McKenry, 2000; Klein, O’ Bryant, & Hopkins, 1996; Steinberg, 2001; Strage & Brandt, 

1999; Wintre & Yaffe, 2000). Furthermore, variation in warmth, responsiveness, 

demandingness, involvement, control, and support of autonomy that are conceptually 

related to parenting styles, as defined in this research, have been found to predict 

psychosocial outcomes associated with career development and career decision self-

efficacy beliefs in particular (Guay et al., 2003; Guerra & Braungart-Rieker, 1999; 

Kracke, 1997; Whiston & Keller, 2004). To examine the possibility that these 

relationships could also be found between parenting styles and career decision self-

efficacy, perceived parenting styles were examined in this research as predictors of career 

decision self-efficacy. Further, the variables of family-of-origin conflict and family-of-

origin type were accounted for in this investigation because previous research shows an 

association between these variables, career decision-making outcomes, and career 



15 

 

decision self-efficacy beliefs in particular (Dodge, 2001; Schulenberg, Vondracek, & 

Crouter, 1984; Scott & Church, 2001; Whiston & Keller, 2004).  

Perceived parenting styles. I studied the relationship of the parental context to the 

development of individual's career decision self-efficacy beliefs by examining the 

proximal processes of perceived parenting styles (Baumrind, 1971; Buri, 1991; Steinberg, 

2001). Specifically, the construct of parenting styles was derived from a clearly defined 

conceptual framework of perceived parental influence emphasizing the distinction 

between three styles of parenting: authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive. These 

styles are conceptualized in terms of the dimensions of control and responsiveness in 

parent-child relationships (Baumrind, 1971, 1991; Buri, 1991; Strage & Brandt, 1999; 

Wintre & Yaffe, 2000). Authoritarian parenting is characterized by high control and low 

responsiveness. The emphasis is on enforcing obedience, setting rigid boundaries, and 

using punishment as a disciplinary measure. Reciprocal communication between parent 

and child is discouraged and conformity to the parents' rules is demanded. The child-

rearing goal is order and control. Authoritative parenting embodies high control and high 

responsiveness. The emphasis is on firm but fair discipline, clear rules, and open 

communication. The needs of children are acknowledged and children are allowed to 

participate in decision-making, although parents maintain ultimate control in terms of 

authority. Permissive parenting is typified by low control and low responsiveness. Rules 

or demands made upon children are not emphasized. Decision-making rests with the 

child. Permissive parents tend to remain uninvolved and offer little in terms of guidance 

and support (Baumrind, 1971, 1991; Gonzalez, 1998; Hickman et al., 2000; Klein et al., 

1996; Strage & Brandt, 1999; Wintre & Yaffe, 2000). 
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Most research on parenting styles has focused on young children and adolescents 

(Gonzalez, 1998). However, interest in examining the role of perceived parenting styles 

in the development of young adults has increased recently. As Strage and Brandt (1999) 

suggested, parenting styles “might well continue to be important, even when students are 

no longer in daily contact with their parents” (p. 147). Several researchers have 

investigated the influence of perceived parenting styles on academic achievement and 

adjustment to college (Hickman et al., 2000; Strage & Brandt, 1999; Weiss & Schwarz, 

1996; Wintre & Sugar, 2000; Wintre & Yaffe, 2000). Others have studied the relationship 

between perceived parenting styles and college students’ self-esteem (Klein et al., 1996), 

and college students’ motivation (Gonzalez, 1998). All of these researchers have found a 

significant relationship between an authoritative parenting style and positive student 

outcomes, such as higher levels of academic competence, higher self-esteem, or greater 

motivation, particularly among middle-class, Caucasian college students (Park & Bauer, 

2002; Steinberg, Dornbusch, & Brown, 1992; Wintre & Yaffe, 2000).  

In light of the consistent pattern of positive relationships between authoritative 

parenting and psychosocial outcomes, in this study authoritative parenting was expected 

to be positively related to career decision self-efficacy. Furthermore, in the university 

academic context, less positive developmental outcomes have been found to be 

associated with perceived authoritarian and permissive parenting, particularly in 

American universities where autonomy, self-regulation, persistence, and achievement are 

emphasized (Strage & Brandt, 1999; Wintre & Yaffe, 2000). Because this study was 

conducted in the social context of an American university, authoritarian and permissive 

perceived parenting styles were predicted to be inversely related to career decision self-
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efficacy. It should be noted, however, that this pattern of relationships was expected 

primarily among middle-class, Caucasian college students and was not expected to 

generalize to students from all sociocultural groups (Park & Bauer, 2002; Steinberg et al., 

1992)  

Family conflict and family type. According to researchers interested in examining 

familial factors and career development, family conflict is one of the most significant 

familial predictors of career decision-making outcomes, including career decision self-

efficacy (Blustein et al., 1991; Dodge, 2001; Hargrove et al., 2002; Johnson et al., 1999; 

Lopez, 1989; Lucas, 1997; Penick & Jensen, 1992; Scott & Church, 2001; Whiston & 

Keller, 2004). Specifically, research indicates that the more students perceive conflict in 

family relationships, the lower their career decision self-efficacy (Dodge, 2001; Hargrove 

et al., 2002). To examine whether maternal and paternal perceived parental styles and 

career-decision self-efficacy are related beyond the influence of perceptions of familial 

conflict, in this study I included perceptions of family conflict.  

Furthermore, although family-of-origin type has not been previously studied in 

relation to career decision self-efficacy, some researchers have reported an association 

between family type and career development outcomes in young adults (Schulenberg et 

al., 1984; Scott & Church, 2001). For example, in an early review of the literature of 

family influences on vocational development that included an examination of family-of-

origin structure variables as predictors of vocational development, Schulenberg et al. 

(1984) described youngsters from single-parent families as having lower educational 

attainment, lower career aspirations, and lower vocational maturity, particularly when the 

absent parent, primarily the father, was perceived negatively.  
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Also, Scott and Church (2001) reported that college students whose parents had 

divorced were more undecided about their career than students from intact families were. 

These researchers had hypothesized that, when compared to children from intact families, 

children whose parents had divorced may be more committed to their career choice and 

prone to career choice foreclosure, assuming greater urgency in making career choices 

due to the possibility of greater financial press. However, these hypotheses were not 

confirmed, and these researchers found that students with divorced parents were less 

committed to a career choice and also less likely to foreclose than students from intact 

families. Because of the diversity of family structures that young adults nowadays 

experience and because various researchers have acknowledged the need to examine how 

these diverse experiences affect career development outcomes, the variable of family-of-

origin type was included in this study.  

The Peer Microsystem 

Research examining the relationship between the peer microsystem and career 

development outcomes is limited (Felsman & Blustein, 1999; Guay et al., 2003; Wolfe & 

Betz, 2004). Nonetheless, the significant role that peers have been shown to have on 

numerous areas of adolescents' and young adults' academic and social development 

(Berndt, 1996; Steinberg, Darling, & Fletcher, 1995) appears to extend to the career 

development realm as well (Felsman & Blustein, 1999; Guay et al., 2003; Guay et al., 

2006; Whiston & Keller, 2004; Wolfe & Betz, 2004). Namely, peer microsystem 

variables have been reported to have a significant relationship with career development 

outcomes such as career decision-making autonomy (Guay et al., 2003; Guay et al., 

2006), career indecision (Guay et al., 2006; Wolfe & Betz, 2004), career exploration, 
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career commitment (Felsman & Blustein, 1999), and, most important, career decision 

self-efficacy (Guay et al., 2003; Wolfe & Betz, 2004).  

In particular, researchers studying the relationship between parental and peer 

autonomy support and peer control in career choice-making and career decision self-

efficacy have found that peer autonomy support and control predict career decision self-

efficacy beyond the influence of parental behaviors (Guay et al., 2003). Peer autonomy 

supportive behaviors, such as provision of help and information related to career choices, 

have been found to foster career decidedness via career decision self-efficacy and career 

decision-making autonomy (Guay et al., 2003). Also, peer controlling behaviors in 

relation to career choices, such as incompetence feedback or criticizing career choices, 

have been shown to foster career indecision by negatively influencing career decision 

self-efficacy and career decision-making autonomy (Guay et al., 2003). Considering 

these previous findings within the peer microsystem, I examined the process variable of 

peer support of autonomy in career decision-making and the process variable of peer 

control in career decision-making as predictors of career decision self-efficacy in college 

students. Specifically, autonomy support in career decision-making in this study was 

defined following the Guay et al. operationalization of peer autonomy support as 

informational feedback and involvement of peers in students’ career decision-making 

process. Peer controlling behaviors in regard to career decision-making was likewise 

defined in this study following the Guay et al. operationalization of peer control as peers' 

provision of incompetence feedback and peers' acting in constraining, competitive, and 

imposing ways in relation to career decision-making. 
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Moreover, I examined the role of these peer microsystem variables as moderators 

of the relationship between parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy. According 

to Steinberg and Darling (1994), the relationship between parental dimensions and 

developmental outcomes associated with academic achievement in adolescence tend to be 

moderated by the influence of peers. Namely, in relation to authoritative parenting, the 

positive effects of an authoritative parenting style on school related outcomes such as 

academic achievement has been shown to be moderated by the peer group to which 

students belong (Steinberg & Darling, 1994). In other words, the commonly reported 

positive effects of authoritative parenting on, for example, academic achievement seem to 

be evident only among those students who also belong to a peer group that supports and 

values academic achievement. According to Steinberg and Darling, the positive academic 

outcomes related to authoritative parenting tend to be offset when students belong to peer 

groups that do not value and support academic achievement. Furthermore, the negative 

achievement outcomes associated with non-authoritative parenting styles may also be 

counterbalanced by peer supportive behaviors in academic contexts (Steinberg et al., 

1995).  

To investigate whether these relationships within the peer-family mesosystem 

occur also with career decision self-efficacy, I analyzed the interaction between parental 

and peer variables and career decision self-efficacy. It is possible that the interactive 

effects that have been shown in relation to authoritative and non-authoritative parenting 

and academic achievement may also be shown in relation to other school-related 

developmental outcomes such as career decision self-efficacy. Specifically, I examined if 

positive relationships between the most supportive perceived parenting styles 
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(authoritative mothering and fathering) and career decision self-efficacy would be 

stronger when, in addition, students experienced a high level of peer support. Also, the 

possibility that peer supportive behaviors could offset the negative effects of the more 

detrimental perceived parenting styles (authoritarian and permissive) on career decision 

self-efficacy was examined. Moreover, I investigated the possibility that the positive 

relationships between the most supportive perceived parenting styles (authoritative 

mothering and fathering) and career decision self-efficacy would be stronger when peer 

controlling behaviors in relation to career decisions were minimal. Also, it was suggested 

that positive relationships between the most supportive parenting styles (authoritative 

mothering and fathering) and career decision self-efficacy could be offset by a high level 

of peer controlling behaviors in relation to career decisions. Furthermore, the possibility 

that negative relationships between the more detrimental perceived parenting styles 

(authoritarian and permissive) and career decision self-efficacy could be stronger for 

students who experienced high levels of peer controlling behaviors was examined.    

The Self-System  

According to Bronfenbrenner's (1995; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998) 

bioecological view, the individual as the perceiver and interpreter of external reality 

should receive primacy in the study of human development. To acknowledge this 

recommendation, in this research the self-system person variables of academic ability 

(SAT), academic achievement (GPA), personality (neuroticism, conscientiousness, 

extraversion), self-esteem, and the self-system process variables of identity styles 

(informational, normative, diffuse), which have been associated with identity and career 

development outcomes, were included in the proposed model of multiple predictors of 

career decision self-efficacy. 
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Ability and academic achievement. Researchers who have included the variables 

of ability, particularly by measuring Scholastic Achievement Test (SAT) or American 

College Test (ACT) scores, in studies examining variation in career decision self-efficacy 

have mostly found weak and nonsignificant relationships between scholastic aptitude 

scores and career decision self-efficacy (Betz & Taylor, 2001; Luzzo, 1993, 1996; Taylor 

& Betz, 1983). Furthermore, although a significant relationship between higher grades 

and career decision self-efficacy has been reported by some researchers (Betz & Taylor, 

2001; Peterson, 1993), other researchers have found no relationship between grade point 

average (GPA) and career decision self-efficacy (Luzzo, 1993; Betz & Taylor, 2001). To 

clarify the inconsistency of results in the few empirical studies that have examined 

achievement and ability variables in relation to career decision self-efficacy, and because 

it seems conceptually reasonable to hypothesize that students who are more successful 

academically may also feel more confident about making academic and career choices 

than students who struggle academically (Peterson, 1993), GPA and SAT scores were 

included in this research. 

Personality. Researchers interested in adolescent and young adult students' 

development have pointed out the need to account for individual differences in 

personality and affective dispositions when examining students' developmental outcomes 

in the university context (Dollinger, 1995; Grotevant, 1992; Wintre & Sugar, 2000). 

Recently, researchers have conducted revealing studies on the relationship between 

college students' personality and psychological outcomes that are relevant to this study, 

such as university adjustment and achievement, identity formation, and career 

development (Dollinger, 1995; Lounsbury, Hutchens, & Loveland, 2005; Reed, Bruch, & 
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Haase, 2004; Tokar, Fischer, & Subich, 1998; Wang, Jome, Haase, & Bruch, 2006; 

Wintre & Sugar, 2000). In particular, this research has yielded information about 

significant relationships between personality variables and career decision-making 

outcomes, including career decision self-efficacy (Dollinger, 1995; Lounsbury et al., 

2005; Reed et al., 2004; Wang et al., 2006; Wintre & Sugar, 2000).   

According to researchers favoring the five-factor model of personality, commonly 

known as the Big Five Model (Costa & McCrae, 1992; John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991; 

McCrae & John, 1992), personality comprises a tendency to act in ways defined by a 

predisposition that becomes apparent early in life (John & Srivastava, 1999; McCrae & 

John, 1992; Reed et al., 2004). The theory of the Big Five holds that most personality 

dispositions can be subsumed by the factors of Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to 

Experience, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness (Costa & McCrae, 1992; John & 

Srivastava, 1999; McCrae & John, 1992). Specifically, Neuroticism refers to a tendency 

to experience negative affect, for example fear, sadness, self-consciousness, vulnerability, 

and hostility (John & Srivastava, 1999; McCrae & John, 1992; Reed et al., 2004; Wang et 

al., 2006; Wintre & Sugar, 2000). Extraversion refers to a disposition for positive affect, 

for instance warmth, activity, assertiveness, sociability, and energy (John & Srivastava, 

1999; McCrae & John, 1992; Reed et al., 2004; Wang et al., 2006; Wintre & Sugar, 

2000). Openness to Experience refers to the tendency to be receptive to new ideas and 

experiences, creativity, originality, curiosity, and attentiveness to inner feelings (Reed et 

al., 2004; McCrae & John, 1992; Wintre & Sugar, 2000). Conscientiousness refers to 

characteristics such as personal competence, diligence, organization, achievement 

striving, and persistence (John & Srivastava, 1999; McCrae & John, 1992; Reed et al., 
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2004; Wintre & Sugar, 2000), and Agreeableness refers to a tendency to be friendly, 

altruistic, empathetic, modest, and trusting (John & Srivastava, 1999; McCrae & John, 

1992; Reed et al., 2004; Wintre & Sugar, 2000).  

Substantial empirical evidence supports Costa and McCrae's (1992) claim that the 

most salient factors of personality functioning can be represented by this five-factor 

model of personality (John & Srivastava, 1999; Reed et al., 2004; Tokar et al., 1998). 

Furthermore, of these factors, Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Conscientiousness have 

consistently shown a relationship with career variables such as career exploration, self-

exploration, vocational interests, career indecision, and, most important for this research, 

career decision self-efficacy (Reed et al., 2004; Tokar et al., 1998). Taking into account 

these previous findings, the three personality factors of Neuroticism, Extraversion, and 

Conscientiousness were included as predictors in this study. 

Although only a few researchers have examined the relationship between the Big 

Five personality factors and career decision self-efficacy (Tokar et al., 1998; Wang et al., 

2006), some relationship patterns between Neuroticism, Extraversion, and 

Conscientiousness and career decision self-efficacy have been revealed (Reed et al., 

2004; Tokar et al., 1998; Wang et al., 2006). Specifically, Neuroticism has been shown to 

be negatively related to career decision self-efficacy (Guay et al., 2003; Reed et al., 2004; 

Tokar et al., 1998; Wang et al., 2006) and positively related to career indecision, a 

variable that has been consistently shown to be negatively associated with career decision 

self-efficacy (Tokar et al., 1998). Further, Extraversion and Conscientiousness have also 

been found to be positively related to career decision self-efficacy in some research 

studies (Reed et al., 2004; Tokar et al., 1998; Wang et al., 2006).   
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According to Reed et al. (2004), the negative relationship between Neuroticism and 

career decision self-efficacy may be explained by the tendency of individuals showing 

higher Neuroticism to experience general negative affectivity, self-deprecation, and 

feelings of vulnerability that could lead to beliefs of low capacity for performing career 

exploration tasks successfully. Furthermore, these researchers suggested that the positive 

relationship between Extraversion and career decision self-efficacy may result from the 

assertiveness, gregariousness, and positive affect characteristic of extraversion that could 

facilitate the social transactions necessary for accomplishing career search tasks. Finally, 

Reed et al. (2004) proposed that the positive relationship between Conscientiousness and 

career decision self-efficacy might be related to the discipline and persistence that 

characterize conscientiousness. These characteristics possibly lead conscientious students 

to follow through and complete career exploration activities. Through this action, these 

students possibly build career search experiences that become sources of competence 

beliefs in the process of career search (Reed et al., 2004).  

It should be noted that a relationship between career decision self-efficacy and 

Openness to experience and Agreeableness has not been found consistently in previous 

research (Reed et al., 2004; Tokar et al., 1998). For this reason, these two five-factor 

personality variables were not included in this study. In sum, in this research the five-

factor model personality variables of Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Conscientiousness 

were examined as predictors of career decision self-efficacy in college students. 

Self-esteem. In this study I also controlled for the variable of self-esteem. Various 

researchers examining individual differences in career decision self-efficacy have pointed 

to self-esteem as one of the most significant predictors of career decision self-efficacy 
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(Betz & Taylor, 2001; Creed, Patton, & Bartrum, 2004; Gianakos, 1995, 1999, 2001). 

Namely, higher career decision self-efficacy has been reported in students showing 

higher self-esteem (Betz & Taylor, 2001; Creed et al., 2004; Gianakos, 1995, 1999, 

2001). According to Betz and Taylor (2001), a positive relationship between self-esteem 

and career decision self-efficacy is likely because of a tendency for career decision self-

efficacy to be associated in general with indices of what they referred to as the healthy 

personality (p. 17). 

Identity styles. According to Bronfenbrenner (1995; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 

1998), an important aspect of the self-system that needs to be included in an ecological 

study of human development is a force or motivational process component of the self-

system. A social-cognitive motivational aspect of the self-system that has been associated 

with an orientation to engage in exploration and decision-making in different identity 

domains, including the occupational domain, is that of identity styles, which represent 

varied approaches to identity relevant decision-making (Berzonsky, 1989, 2004; 

Grotevant, 1987). In this research I examined identity styles as self-system process 

variables that may be predictive of career decision self-efficacy independently and in 

conjunction with multiple individual and contextual predictors. The identity style 

construct has been widely investigated by researchers interested in the psychological 

adjustment of adolescents and young adults (Berzonsky & Kuk, 2000,  2005), and a few 

researchers have examined links between identity styles and outcomes of career 

development (Berzonsky & Adams, 1999; Berzonsky & Kuk, 2005; Boyd, Hunt, 

Kandell, & Lucas, 2003). However, to date an investigation of a relationship between 

identity styles and career decision self-efficacy in particular has not been conducted. Yet, 
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a relationship between identity styles and career decision self-efficacy is examined in this 

research because a relationship between identity styles and career decision self-efficacy 

can be predicted from research showing an association between the identity style 

construct and identity status development (Berzonsky & Kuk, 2000, 2005; Berzonsky & 

Neimeyer, 1994; Grotevant, 1987; Schwartz, Mullis, Waterman, & Dunham, 2000; 

Vleioras & Bosma, 2005), which in turn has been associated with outcomes of career 

decision-making related to career decision self-efficacy, such as career indecision 

(Cohen, Chartrand, & Jowdy, 1995; Vondracek et al., 1995).   

The concept of identity styles was introduced by Berzonsky (1989), who proposed 

a social-cognitive model of identity formation focusing on individual differences in 

decision-making and problem-solving styles in relation to identity relevant issues 

(Schwartz, 2001). Specifically, Berzonsky (1989) proposed three identity processing 

orientations or styles (informative, normative, diffuse-avoidant) to explain individual 

differences in the way that issues of identity development are approached (Berzonsky, 

1989, 1999, 2003; Berzonsky & Adams, 1999; Berzonsky & Kuk, 2005; Bosma & 

Kunnen, 2001; Schwartz, 2001; Vleioras & Bosma, 2005). Berzonsky suggested that 

every individual is capable of using the different decision-making and problem solving 

strategies underlying all three orientations. However, a preferred style of thinking and 

behaving when making identity relevant choices has been found to characterize 

individuals as they approach or avoid identity development tasks (Berzonsky & Adams, 

1999; Schwartz, 2001). Furthermore, the three identity styles have been found to relate 

differentially to outcomes related to occupational decision-making (Berzonsky & Adams, 

1999, Berzonsky & Kuk, 2005). 
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As specified by Berzonsky's identity styles model (Berzonsky, 1989, 1999, 2003; 

Berzonsky & Kuk, 2005; Berzonsky et al., 1999; Nurmi et al., 1997; Schwartz, 2001), 

individuals who prefer an informational approach to identity development tasks tend to 

search for, evaluate, and use information about the self and the developmental context. 

Openness to revising and modifying self-views when needed characterizes individuals 

who approach identity issues using an informational processing style (Berzonsky & 

Sullivan, 1992; Berzonsky et al., 1999). Conversely, individuals exhibiting a normative 

orientation when confronted with identity development tasks tend to conform and prefer 

following expectations prescribed by significant others or by the norms of a reference 

group (Berzonsky, 2003; Berzonsky et al., 1999; Schwartz, 2001). Individuals who take a 

normative approach to identity formation tend to avoid introspection and information that 

contradicts the socially defined self (Berzonsky, 1999, 2003; Berzonsky & Kuk, 2000; 

Berzonsky & Sullivan, 1992). Finally, individuals displaying a diffuse-avoidant identity 

processing style tend to avoid dealing with self-relevant decisions for as long as possible 

and appear to comply with situational demands superficially instead of making long-term 

identity-relevant choices (Berzonsky, 1992a, 1999, 2003; Berzonsky & Adams, 1999; 

Berzonsky & Ferrari, 1996; Berzonsky et al., 1999; Nurmi et al., 1997; Schwartz, 2001).  

Numerous studies support the basic premises of the identity styles framework 

(Berzonsky, 1992a, 2003; Berzonsky & Adams, 1999; Berzonsky & Ferrari, 1996; 

Berzonsky & Kuk, 2005; Berzonsky et al., 1999; Boyd et al., 2003; Nurmi et al., 1997; 

Schwartz, 2001), and researchers have reported key relationships between the different 

identity styles and outcomes of psychological development, such as coping strategies, 

psychological well-being, problem solving strategies, emotional responses to identity 
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related issues and conflicts, openness to ideas, introspectiveness, flexibility of choices, 

academic persistence and success, among other related outcomes (Berzonsky, 1992a, 

1999, 2003; Berzonsky & Adams, 1999; Berzonsky & Ferrari, 1996; Berzonsky & Kuk, 

2005; Bosma & Kunnen, 2001; Schwartz, 2001). However, as mentioned earlier, few 

researchers have examined the relationship between identity styles and career 

development outcomes (Berzonsky & Adams, 1999; Berzonsky & Kuk, 2005; Boyd et 

al., 2003) and career decision self-efficacy in particular. Because research in this area is 

limited, this investigation may contribute to the advancement of knowledge about the role 

of identity styles in applied settings in addition to contributing to the development of a 

better understanding of social-cognitive antecedents to career decision self-efficacy.  

In this research, on the basis of a conceptual understanding of the characteristics of 

each identity style and career decision self-efficacy, I hypothesized that an information-

oriented identity style is positively related to career decision self-efficacy. Students who 

tend to approach identity relevant choices using an informational style are described as 

actively engaged in exploration of the self and the social context when facing identity 

relevant decisions (Berzonsky, 1989, 1999, 2003; Berzonsky & Kuk, 2005; Berzonsky & 

Neimeyer, 1994; Berzonsky et al., 1999; Nurmi et al., 1997; Schwartz, 2001). In view of 

this description, it is also likely that students who approach identity relevant decisions 

through an informational identity style may gain experience in selecting goals, gathering 

occupational information, and solving career choice problems when confronted with the 

process of career choice. This experience may in turn translate into greater confidence in 

their ability to engage in career decision-making tasks, resulting in greater career decision 

self-efficacy. This assertion follows from Bandura's (1986) proposition that one of the 
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most important sources of self-efficacy beliefs is performance accomplishments, that is, a 

history of past successful or unsuccessful experiences in a particular domain (Bandura, 

1986; Hackett & Byars, 1996; Betz & Hackett, 2006). 

Further, it was hypothesized that both normative and diffuse-avoidant identity 

processing orientations are inversely related to career decision self-efficacy.  Students 

who tend to approach identity relevant choices using a normative identity style are 

described as engaged in restricted exploration of the self and the occupational context in 

favor of following others' expectations (Berzonsky, 1999, 2003; Berzonsky & Kuk, 2000, 

2005; Berzonsky & Sullivan, 1992). In light of this description, these students’ 

experiences with selecting goals, gathering occupational information, and problem 

solving in the realm of career choice may be limited, and their confidence in engaging in 

career search process tasks may be affected negatively due to this lack of experience. 

Likewise, students who tend to approach identity relevant choices using a diffuse-

avoidant style are described as avoiding self-exploration and showing compliance with 

situational demands when faced with identity relevant choices (Berzonsky, 1999, 2003; 

Berzonsky & Adams, 1999; Berzonsky & Ferrari, 1996; Berzonsky & Kuk, 2005; 

Berzonsky et al., 1999; Nurmi et al., 1997; Schwartz, 2001). On the basis of this 

description, it is possible to infer that these students may also not have enough of the self 

and career exploration experiences or performance accomplishments that could build the 

confidence necessary to continually engage in the process of career search. 

Macrosystem and Chronosystem Variables 

In this research I examined macrosystem influences on career decision self-efficacy 

in terms of the variables of gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. According to 

Bronfenbrenner's ecological theory (1979, 1995), the macrosystem represents distal 
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sources of contextual influence on the developing individual at the ideological level. That 

is, the macrosystem represents the ideological blueprint of norms and beliefs in the social 

environment that shape the content of interactions at the more proximal settings, such as 

the family microsytem and the self-system. Cultural understandings of gender, race, 

ethnicity, and the social structure that determine life course options and patterns represent 

macrosystem influences that need to be examined in relation to developmental outcomes 

when conducting ecological research (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Renn & Arnold, 2003). 

Furthermore, Bronfenbrenner (1995; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998) suggested the need 

to study variables representing a time component when conducting ecological research. 

In light of this suggestion, I examined in this ecological study relationships between 

career decision self-efficacy and the macrosystem variables of gender, ethnicity, and 

socioeconomic status and the chronosystem variables of age and year in college. 

Gender. Most researchers examining gender differences in career decision self-

efficacy in college samples have consistently reported no differences in career decision 

self-efficacy scores between male and female students (Betz & Klein, 1996; Betz & 

Taylor, 2001; Betz, Hammond, & Multon, 2005; Chung, 2002; Hargrove et al., 2002; 

Lindley, 2006; Luzzo, 1996; Taylor & Popma, 1990; Taylor & Betz, 1983). In the few 

studies where differences have been found (Gianakos, 2001; Robbins, 1985), higher 

career decision self-efficacy scores have been reported for women. These findings are 

consistent with those in other areas of achievement in the university context in which 

researchers have reported, for example, that females when compared to males tend to 

show a greater sense of self-mastery, educational purpose, and educational involvement 

(Berzonsky et al., 1999; Berzonsky & Kuk, 2000; Kracke, 1997). Also, in the career 
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development realm, some researchers have found that women show greater involvement 

in career exploration activities (Kracke, 1997; Lucas, 1997), higher achieved identity 

status scores (Lucas, 1997), and higher scores in the informational identity style scale, 

implying greater identity relevant exploration (Boyd et al., 2003).  

In short, although most researchers have not found gender differences in career 

decision self-efficacy in college students, in the few studies where gender differences are 

reported, greater career decision self-efficacy has been shown in women (Gianakos, 

2001). Gianakos suggested that because women may be more aware of role conflicts 

between their careers and personal lives, they may be more inclined to carefully explore 

career options and requirements and engage in career search activities more actively. This 

tendency may result in greater experience with career exploration tasks and career related 

problem-solving, which may explain a tendency towards greater confidence in engaging 

in career-choice tasks (Gianakos, 2001). In conclusion, the findings showing gender 

equivalence in career decision self-efficacy scores are extensive (Betz & Klein, 1996; 

Betz & Taylor, 2001; Betz et al., 2005; Chung, 2002; Hargrove, 2002; Luzzo, 1996). But 

nonetheless, because in a few studies researchers have found some gender differences in 

career decision self-efficacy, it is important to continue examining the relationship 

between gender and career decision self-efficacy.   

Moreover, in this research, in addition to examining a direct relationship between 

gender and career decision self-efficacy, the role of gender as a possible moderator of the 

relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy was 

investigated. That is, I examined the possibility that the strength and direction of 

relationships between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy might 
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show a different pattern for men and women. Several researchers have found that the 

relationship between familial predictors and career decision self-efficacy and other 

variables related to career decision-self-efficacy such as career indecision vary by gender 

(Betz & Klein, 1996; Betz & Taylor, 1983; Betz et al., 1996; Blustein et al., 1991; Ryan 

et al., 1996; Whiston, 1996; Whiston & Keller, 2004). For example, Whiston (1996) 

reported that some family factors such as organization and control in the family are 

significantly related to career indecision, but only among women. Blustein et al. likewise 

found that psychological separation and parental attachment were related to women's 

tendency to foreclose, but this relationship was not found among men (Blustein et al., 

1991). Ryan et al. (1996) also found a stronger relationship between secure attachment to 

parents and career search self-efficacy among women. These examples of gender 

differences in the pattern and strength of relationships between familial factors and 

outcomes of career development pointed out the possibility that when examining the 

relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy, gender 

might moderate the relationship between these familial and career process variables. The 

interactions between gender and parenting styles in relation to career decision self-

efficacy were for this reason examined in this study.  

Ethnicity. Because ethnic minority populations are growing in numbers in 

American college campuses, it is necessary to include ethnicity as a macrosystem 

variable when examining developmental outcomes in college students (Chung, 2002; 

Gloria & Hird, 1999; Mau, 2000). Researchers interested in studying college students' 

career decision self-efficacy have pointed out that an important limitation of most career 

decision self-efficacy research is the failure to provide information about the ethnic 
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background of participants (Chung, 2002; Gloria & Hird, 1999; Hackett & Byars, 1996; 

Mau, 2000). Furthermore, various researchers have noted researchers’ failure to examine 

the applicability of findings on the development of career decision self-efficacy to 

students from diverse sociocultural backgrounds (Chung, 2002; Gloria & Hird, 1999; 

Hackett & Byars, 1996; Lindley, 2006; Luzzo, 1996; Mau, 2000).  

Moreover, researchers who have included the variable of ethnicity in studies of 

career decision self-efficacy have reported inconsistent results. Whereas some researchers 

have not found differences in career decision self-efficacy scores among the different 

minority student groups studied (Betz et al., 2005), other researchers have found 

differences in career decision self-efficacy among students from different cultures and 

ethnic backgrounds. For example, Mau (2000) reported lower career decision self-

efficacy scores among Taiwanese students compared to American students. Furthermore, 

gender differences in career decision self-efficacy scores that have not usually been found 

among American students have been shown to be more prevalent among Asian students 

(Mau, 2000). In addition, Betz and Taylor (2001) found that African American students 

reported higher career decision self-efficacy scores than Hispanic, Caucasian, Asian, and 

Native American students. Chung (2002) also found higher career decision self-efficacy 

scores among African American students when compared to Caucasian students (Chung, 

2002). Conversely, Gloria and Hird (1999) found that Caucasian American students 

reported higher career decision self-efficacy scores than ethnic minority students.  

Also, according to Mau (2000), the relationship between predictor and outcome 

variables and career decision self-efficacy may vary depending on students' cultural 

background. That is, ethnic background may act as a moderator of the relationships 
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between predictor variables and career decision self-efficacy. Specifically, researchers 

have found, for instance, that the positive achievement outcomes associated with 

authoritative parenting among middle class high school students of Caucasian origin did 

not generalize to populations of students from different ethnic groups (Park & Bauer, 

2002; Steinberg et al., 1992; Steinberg et al., 1995). To examine the possibility of 

replicating these findings with college students, I examined whether differences in the 

pattern and strength of relationships between parenting styles and career decision self-

efficacy were moderated by students' ethnicity.  

In sum, ethnicity was included as a variable in this ecological study because it 

represents an important macrosystem variable that must be examined when conducting 

research in college population due to the growing number of ethnic minority students 

attending American colleges and universities (Mau, 2000). In addition, the inconsistency 

of findings in previous research examining ethnic group differences in relation to familial 

and career development variables points to the need to continue examining the role of 

ethnicity in research such as the present one.  

Socioeconomic status. It has been suggested that research examining ethnicity and 

psychological and achievement outcomes in youth tends to be confounded by 

socioeconomic status (SES) (Hackett & Byars, 1996; Spencer & Dornbusch, 1990). 

Furthermore, according to Schulenberg et al. (1984), the family's socioeconomic status is 

one of the most significant determinants of vocational outcomes in adolescents and young 

adults. Moreover, socioeconomic status is believed to play an important role in the 

relationship between parenting styles and adolescents’ academic achievement (Spera, 

2005). To examine whether this suggestion applies to career decision self-efficacy, and to 
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avoid potential confounding of the results, the macrosystem variable of SES was included 

in the model. 

Age and year in college. Research on college students' development suggests that 

as students progress through the college years they develop greater academic confidence 

and increasingly mature career decision-making attitudes (Guerra & Braungart-Rieker, 

1999; Strage & Brandt, 1999; Whiston & Keller, 2004). However, researchers examining 

the relationship between age and year in college and career decision self-efficacy in 

particular have only found significant but weak relationships in some studies (Luzzo, 

1993) and no significant relationships between these variables and career decision self-

efficacy in other studies (Betz et al., 2005). Besides the importance of including age and 

year in college as variables representing the chronosystem in this ecological study, the 

inconclusiveness of previous findings warrants the inclusion of these variables in 

research of career decision self-efficacy.  

In light of previous research that investigated the relationship between these 

variables and academic achievement, the possibility that age and year in college moderate 

the relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy was 

focused on in this research when examining the relationship between these chronosystem 

variables and career decision self-efficacy. Specifically, in a study of college students’ 

adjustment and success, Strage and Bradt (1999) found that parental influences on 

academic outcomes, for example students’ confidence in their achievement ability, 

attenuated for older students as they advanced through the college years. Findings such as 

this one suggest that the relationships between perceived parenting styles and career 

decision self-efficacy may also weaken in strength with age and as students advance 
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through college. To explore this possibility, I hypothesized that age and year in college 

moderated the relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-

efficacy.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine multiple familial, individual, social-

cognitive, and contextual predictors of career decision self-efficacy in a research design 

based on an ecological perspective. The following questions were explored, while 

controlling, as appropriate, for peer autonomy support in career decisions, peer control in 

career decisions, the personality variables of neuroticism, conscientiousness, and 

extraversion, self-esteem, identity styles, family conflict, family type, academic 

achievement (GPA), ability (SAT), and SES: 

1. Is the relationship between parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy 
moderated by peer autonomy support, peer control, ethnicity, age, year in college, or 
gender? 

2. If the relationship between parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy is 
not moderated by peer autonomy support, peer control, ethnicity, age, year in college, or 
gender, then is career decision self-efficacy predicted by each maternal and paternal 
perceived parenting style?  

3. Is career decision self-efficacy predicted by the contextual variables of family 
conflict, peer autonomy support, and peer control? 

4. Is career decision self-efficacy predicted by the self-system (person) variables of 
achievement, ability, self-esteem, and personality (neuroticism, extraversion, and 
conscientiousness)? 

5. Is career decision self-efficacy predicted by the self-system (process) variables of 
identity styles (informational, normative, diffuse-avoidant)? 

Research Hypotheses 

The following research hypotheses for students of college age were tested, while 

controlling for all the other variables in the model. 
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Moderating Effects Hypotheses 

 Hypothesis 1.  Peer autonomy support moderates the relationship between each 
perceived parenting style and career decision self-efficacy. 

 Hypothesis 2.  Peer control moderates the relationship between each perceived 
parenting style and career decision self-efficacy. 

 Hypothesis 3.  Ethnicity moderates the relationship between each perceived 
parenting style and career decision self-efficacy.    

 Hypothesis 4.  Age moderates the relationship between each perceived parenting 
style and career decision-self-efficacy. 

 Hypothesis 5.  Year in college moderates the relationship between each perceived 
parenting style and career decision self-efficacy. 

 Hypothesis 6.  Gender moderates the relationship between each perceived 
parenting style and career decision self-efficacy. 

Hypotheses of Relationships 

If significant moderating effects (interactions) were not found after testing the first 

six hypotheses, then the following hypotheses were tested:  

 Hypothesis 7.  Perceived maternal and paternal parenting styles are significantly 
related to career decision self-efficacy. Specifically, (a) authoritative mothering and 
authoritative fathering are positively related to career decision self-efficacy, (b) 
authoritarian fathering, authoritarian mothering, permissive fathering, and permissive 
mothering are negatively related to career decision self-efficacy. 
 

Further, to investigate the questions addressing the predictive relationships between 

each individual, social-cognitive, and contextual variable in the model and career 

decision-self efficacy, when all other variables in the model were controlled, the 

following hypotheses were tested. 

 Hypothesis 8.  Family conflict is negatively related to career decision self-
efficacy. 

 Hypothesis 9. Peer autonomy support is positively related to career decision self-
efficacy and peer control is negatively related to career decision self-efficacy.  

 Hypothesis 10. Self-esteem, ability, and achievement are positively related to 
career decision self-efficacy. 
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 Hypothesis 11. Extraversion and conscientiousness are positively related to career 
decision self-efficacy and neuroticism is negatively related to career decision self-
efficacy. 

 Hypothesis 12. Identity styles are related to career decision self-efficacy. 
Specifically, (a) an informational identity style is positively related to career decision 
self-efficacy and (b) both a normative and a diffuse-avoidant identity styles are 
negatively related to career decision self-efficacy. 

Significance of the Study 

Theoretical Significance 

In this study I examined the predictive role of individual, social-cognitive, and 

familial factors on the career decision self-efficacy of college students. A central focus of 

this research was the relationship between familial factors, specifically perceived 

parenting styles experienced by college students during their formative years, and college 

students' career decision self-efficacy. Key to understanding this relationship was to 

examine social cognitive and contextual influences that moderate or also account for the 

relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy. I 

conducted this research from the perspective of ecological theory. This theoretical 

perspective has not been previously used to study the relationship between social-

cognitive, contextual, and familial factors and career decision self-efficacy. Thus this 

research expands the applicability of Bronfenbrenner's (1979, 1995) ecological theory to 

this important area of human development. 

The influence of the family on career-decision making has been extensively 

researched from various theoretical perspectives. In this study, familial predictors of 

career decision self-efficacy were investigated through the theoretical framework of 

perceived parenting styles (Baumrind, 1971, 1991; Buri, 1991; Steinberg, 2001). 

Perceived parenting styles have been recently acknowledged as influential in various 



40 

 

dimensions of the socialization and development of adolescents and young adults (Spera, 

2005; Steinberg, 2001; Steinberg & Darling, 1994; Steinberg et al., 1995; Strage & 

Brandt, 1999). In light of this knowledge, although the relationships between 

authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive perceived parenting styles and career decision 

self-efficacy have not been previously investigated, it was expected that the positive 

outcomes that have been associated with authoritative parenting and young adults' 

development in American educational institutions, and the less positive outcomes 

associated with authoritarian parenting and permissive parenting in educational contexts 

(Spera, 2005; Steinberg, 2001), would be found in relationship to the development of 

positive or negative career decision self-efficacy beliefs in college students.  

It should be noted, however, that these hypothesized relationships were expected in 

this research to be only characteristic of Caucasian students and not characteristic of 

students from other sociocultural or ethnic backgrounds. This qualification of the 

hypotheses follows from research findings derived from the study of the relationship 

between perceived parenting styles and academic achievement. That is, research on the 

relationship between parenting practices and academic achievement has shown that the 

positive academic outcomes associated with authoritative parenting in American 

educational institutions are only applicable to middle-class, Caucasian students. Other 

patterns of relationships between parenting practices and academic achievement have 

been associated with other ethnic groups (Park & Bauer, 2002; Steinberg et al., 1992; 

Spera, 2005). For example, Asian-American students whose parents tend to be more 

authoritarian, according to the perceived parenting styles framework, do not seem to be 

negatively affected in terms of academic achievement by an authoritarian style of 
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parenting, as has been reported in studies of predominantly Caucasian students (Park & 

Bauer, 2002; Steinberg et al., 1992). Likewise, African American students who perceive 

their parents as authoritative have been found to not fair better academically as a result of 

authoritative parenting, as has been shown in studies of predominantly middle-class 

Caucasian students, because non-academic oriented peers seem to offset this effect (Park 

& Bauer, 2002; Steinberg et al., 1992).  

In sum, by studying the relationship between perceived parenting styles and career 

decision self-efficacy from the perspective of ecological theory, as is the case in this 

research, it is possible to examine relationships between perceived parenting styles and 

career decision self-efficacy as moderated by various contextual variables as suggested 

by researchers of the relationship between familial factors and academic achievement. 

This approach represents an important theoretical and empirical contribution because 

contextual variables such as ethnic background, gender, or peer influences have tended to 

be excluded or studied in isolation in previous studies of familial predictors of career 

decision self-efficacy (Whiston, 2004). 

In conclusion, the theoretical significance of this dissertation lies in its expansion of 

the applicability of Bronfenbrenner's ecological theory to the realm of career 

development and the development of career decision self-efficacy in particular (Cook et 

al., 2002a, 2002b; Ferrari, 1998; Merrick, 1995; Vondracek et al., 1986; Young, 1983). 

Furthermore, this research allowed the investigation of the relationship between familial 

factors and career decision self-efficacy through the perceived parenting styles theoretical 

framework (Baumrind, 1971, 1991; Buri, 1991; Steinberg, 2001). This theoretical 

perspective of familial influence has not been previously examined in relation to career 
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development outcomes and career decision self-efficacy in particular. Thus, in this 

dissertation I expanded the applicability of noted theories in developmental psychology 

into the area of career development.   

Practical Significance 

Low career decision self-efficacy has been associated with vocational indecision, 

low academic motivation, increased attrition rates, high levels of anxiety, low career 

aspirations, problems with career exploratory behaviors, low career academic persistence, 

low career choice commitment, and inadequate coping strategies used when engaged in 

career exploration (Bandura et al., 2001; Chung, 2002; Gianakos, 1999, 2001; O’Brien et 

al., 2000; Ryan et al., 1996; Whiston, 1996; Whiston & Keller, 2004). Because previous 

research suggests that negative outcomes are related to low career decision self-efficacy, 

the expansion of the knowledge base regarding variables related to career decision self-

efficacy that this study provides should offer a first step in developing information 

valuable to career counselors, academic advisors, parents, and those students seeking to 

overcome difficulties in the career decision-making process at American institutions of 

higher learning.  

In particular, additional knowledge of parental influence in the development of 

career decision self-efficacy may point to the desirability of testing the implementation of 

college career advising components and career development course components that 

include the examination of familial factors and students’ confidence in career decision-

making. Exposure to this information may give students awareness of how experiences in 

the home could have shaped core self-conceptions that affect their career search process 

and their beliefs about their ability to engage in this process (Lopez & Andrews, 1987; 

Ryan et al., 1996). Through these added components, students who are undecided about 
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their career may gain what Ryan et al. (1996) have referred to as the "cognitive and 

emotional scaffolding" (p. 88) necessary for the development of a successful approach to 

career-decision making. This information may be introduced to students through 

individual counseling, group counseling, career decision-making workshops, or career 

planning courses at the high school or college level (Splete & Freeman-George, 1985).  

Furthermore, parental education during the formative years that includes the 

provision of information about the relationship between perceived parenting styles and 

adolescents and young adults’ confidence in their ability to engage in career decision-

making may be valuable to parents who want their children to attain success in their 

academic and career choices. Awareness of specific parental practices that may have 

consequences for their children’s career choices and college success while children are 

still living at home may prove beneficial to parents and children as parenting behaviors 

may be modified before adolescents and young adults confront the process of career 

search. 
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CHAPTER 2 
METHOD 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to investigate familial, individual, social-cognitive, 

and contextual predictors of career decision self-efficacy in a research design based on 

ecological theory. The main focus of this study was the relationship between college 

students’ perceptions of parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy. These 

relationships were studied within an ecological model that included person, process, 

context, and time variables.  

College students attending the University of Florida were surveyed to assess their 

career decision self-efficacy beliefs, their perceptions of the maternal and paternal 

parenting styles experienced during their formative years, their perceptions of conflict in 

their family of origin while growing up, their identity processing styles, their self-esteem, 

their personality tendencies (specifically  conscientiousness, extraversion, and 

neuroticism), and their perceptions of peer attitudes regarding their career decisions. In 

addition, participants provided demographic information about gender, age, year in 

college, major, family type, and socioeconomic status. They also provided information 

about their current grade point average and SAT scores.  

In this study it was hypothesized that the relationship between college students’ 

perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy varied depending on gender, 

ethnicity, age, year in college, peer support, and peer control. To explore this hypothesis, 

this research was designed to test if these six variables moderated the relationship 
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between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy in college students. 

Furthermore, this study was designed so that all relevant variables not moderating the 

relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy could be 

examined in relation to career decision self-efficacy while controlling for all other 

variables in the model. In this chapter, I describe in detail the participants, procedures, 

and measures in this investigation. At the end of the chapter I also provide a brief 

description of the method of data analysis used in this study. 

Participants 

The sample for this study consisted of 413 students attending the University of 

Florida. Participants were recruited through the research participant pool in the 

Department of Educational Psychology and from undergraduate courses in the 

Departments of Romance Languages and Literature and Health and Human Performance. 

Participants were selected according to the ethical standards of the American 

Psychological Association (1992) and were assured anonymity to the extent permitted by 

law. 

Procedures 

Data collection was conducted through the completion of a take-home self-report 

questionnaire that was returned to me in coordination with instructors in the Departments 

of Educational Psychology, Romance Languages and Literature, and Health and Human 

Performance. The study was introduced as an investigation of career decision-making. 

Participants were told their responses will help counselors, advisors, teachers, mentors, 

parents, and students understand the needs of undergraduates engaging in the process of 

searching for a career.  
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Measures 

Career Decision Self-Effcacy 

The Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale–Short Form (CDSE-SF, Betz, Klein, & 

Taylor, 1996; Betz et al., 2005), which was used as the dependent variable in this study, 

is a short form of the CDSE (Taylor & Betz, 1983). The short form is a 25-item self-

report questionnaire designed to measure an individual's level of confidence in 

completing career decision-making tasks. The CDSE-SF has five 5-item scales (goal 

selection, gathering occupational information, problem solving, planning, and self-

appraisal) based on the five competencies in Crites’s (1978) model of career maturity. 

However, because the five-factor structure has not been convincingly supported by factor 

analysis in construct validity studies of both the original CDSE and the CDSE-SF, some 

researchers have recommended that the 25-item scale be considered primarily a single 

measure of generalized career decision self-efficacy (Betz & Taylor, 2001; Robbins, 

1985; Taylor & Popma, 1990).  

Responses are indicated on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (no 

confidence at all) to 5 (complete confidence) (Betz et al., 2005). A sample item is "How 

confident are you that you could select one occupation from a list of potential 

occupations you are considering.” Subscale scores for the CDSE-SF were obtained by 

summing the responses of five items for a maximum score of 25 each. The sum of 

subscale scores yields a total maximum score of 125, with higher scores representing 

higher levels of career decision self-efficacy.  

Betz et al. (2005) obtained Cronbach alpha coefficients ranging from .73 to .83 for 

the subscales and .94 for the total score for the scores of 1,832 participants. In their study 

a 10-point response scale was used. However, according to Betz and Taylor (2001) and 
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Betz et al., comparable or higher internal reliability has been reported in studies using the 

25-item scale and a 5-point scale instead of a 10-point scale (Betz & Taylor, 2001). 

Therefore, a 5-point scale was used in this research.  

Extensive evidence of the validity of this CDSE-SF scale is reported in Betz and 

Taylor (2001). According to these researchers, validity estimates show a significant 

relationship between the CDSE-SF and measures of vocational indecision, a variable that 

has been shown to be one of the most consistent and important correlates of career 

decision self-efficacy (Betz & Taylor, 2001). Significant correlations ranging from .18 to 

.59 have been reported between CDSE scores and the Career Decision Scale scores 

(CDS, Osipow, 1987; Osipow, Carney, & Barak, 1976) by several researchers (Robbins, 

1985; Taylor & Betz, 1983; Taylor & Popma, 1990). In addition, as expected for 

evidence of construct validity, researchers studying the relationships between career 

decision self-efficacy and constructs reflecting a healthy personality, using the CDSE-SF, 

have found significant relationships between career decision self-efficacy and, for 

example, self-esteem (r = .43 males, r =.39 in females), responsibility   (r =.47), hard 

work (r = .36), and generalized self-efficacy (r =.59 in males and .50 in females) (Betz & 

Taylor, 2001). 

Perceived Parenting Styles 

The Parental Authority Questionnaire (PAQ, Buri, 1991) is a 30-item questionnaire 

based on Baumrind’s (1971, 1991) conception of parent authority in terms of parental 

responsiveness and demandingness. The original PAQ questionnaire consists of two 

forms (maternal and paternal) and is designed to measure six perceived parenting styles: 

authoritarian fathering, authoritarian mothering, permissive fathering, permissive 
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mothering, authoritative fathering and authoritative mothering. Each scale in the original 

PAQ questionnaire is measured by 10 items.   

In this research a shortened version of the PAQ was used. Items for the reduced 

PAQ (PAQ-R) were selected on the basis of factor analysis of the item responses to the 

original PAQ scale with a college sample of 331 students who participated in a previous 

study using the original PAQ scale (Ribadeneira, unpublished data, 2003). In the shorter 

parenting styles questionnaire used in this study, responses to the items on the 

authoritative fathering, authoritative mothering, authoritarian fathering, and authoritarian 

mothering scales were each recorded on a 5-item scale. Responses made to items on the 

permissive fathering and permissive mothering scales were made on a 7-item scale. 

Sample items are “As I was growing up my mother did not allow me to question any 

decision that she had made (authoritarian), “As I was growing up my father consistently 

gave us direction and guidance in rational and objective ways” (authoritative), “As I was 

growing up my mother seldom gave me expectations and guidelines for my behavior” 

(permissive) (Buri, 1991, pp. 113-114). Items were selected based on the highest factor 

loadings and corresponding equivalence of items between the parental and maternal 

scales. The final item selection and factor loadings for the shortened version of the PAQ 

(PAQ-R) are shown in Table 2.1. Correlations for the scores of 331 participants between 

the scales in the original PAQ and the corresponding scales in the shortened version of 

the PAQ (PAQ-R) used in this study are as follows: for permissive mothering (r = .89, p 

< .01), permissive fathering (r = .90, p < .01), authoritative mothering (r = .96, p < .01), 

authoritative fathering (r = .95, p < .01), authoritarian mothering (r = .95, p < .01), 

authoritarian fathering (r = .96, p < .01). 
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For the original PAQ questionnaire, Buri (1991) obtained the following Cronbach 

alpha coefficients for the scores of 185 participants: for permissive mothering (.75), 

authoritative mothering (.82), authoritarian mothering (.85), permissive fathering (.74), 

authoritative fathering, (.85), and authoritarian fathering (.87). Also, in a test-retest 

reliability study conducted by Buri (1991), 30 female and 32 male college students 

completed the PAQ early in the semester, and of these students 29 female and 32 male 

students completed the PAQ 2 weeks later. Buri’s test-retest reliability study yielded the 

following reliabilities: permissive mothering (.81), authoritative mothering (.78), 

authoritarian mothering (.86), permissive fathering (.77), authoritative fathering (.92), 

and authoritarian fathering (.85). For the responses of the 331 participants in Ribadeneira 

(2003) with the shorter version of the PAQ (PAQ-R), I obtained the following Cronbach 

alpha coefficients: permissive mothering (.70), authoritative mothering (.83), 

authoritarian mothering (.78), permissive fathering (.73), authoritative fathering, (.83), 

and authoritarian fathering (.81). 

Buri (1991) reported evidence for discriminant and criterion-related validity for 

participants’ scores on the PAQ. In his study of discriminant-related validity, the 

relationship between respondents’ scores on the three scales was examined with 127 

participants. As expected, mother's authoritativeness was inversely related to 

authoritarian mothering (r = - .48, p < .0005) and not significantly related to mother's 

permissiveness (r = .07, p < .10). Father's authoritativeness was inversely related to 

authoritarian fathering (r = - .52, p < .0005) and not significantly related to father's 

permissiveness (r = .12, p <.10). Furthermore, mother's authoritarianism and 

permissiveness were inversely related (r = -.38, p < .0005). Likewise, father's 
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authoritarianism and permissiveness were negatively related (r = - .50, p < .0005). In 

addition, as evidence for criterion-related validity, Buri  reported a significant positive 

relationship between parental authoritativeness and parental nurturance (r = .56, p < 

.0005 for mothers and r = .68, p < .0005 for fathers), a significant negative relationship 

between parental authoritarianism and parental nurturance (r = - .36, p < .0005 for 

mothers, and r = - .53, p < .0005 for fathers), and no relationship between parental 

permissiveness and nurturance (r = .04, p < .10 for mothers and r = -.13, p < .10 for 

fathers). 

Family Conflict 

The Conflict Subscale of the Family Functioning Scale (FFS, Bloom, 1985; Bloom 

& Naar, 1994) is a 5-item self-report scale designed to measure overt anger, aggression, 

and conflict among family members on a 4-point response scale of 1 (very untrue for my 

family), 2 (fairly untrue for my family), 3 (fairly true for my family), and 4 (very true for 

my family) (Bloom 1985; Bloom & Naar, 1994). Sample items include such statements as 

“We fought a lot in our family," and "Family members rarely criticized each other." 

Bloom obtained a .79 Cronbach alpha for the scores of 320 undergraduate participants, a 

.85 Cronbach alpha for the scores of 212 undergraduate participants, and a .76 Cronbach 

alpha for the scores of 191 adult participants for the Conflict subscale in three studies 

testing the validity of the complete FFS scale. Further Bloom and Naar obtained a .70 

Cronbach alpha coefficient for the scores of 117 participants and a .84 Cronbach alpha 

coefficient for the scores of 176 participants for the Conflict subscale in two studies 

testing the validity of a revision of the complete FFS scale. Bloom and Naar obtained a 
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coefficient of .88 for the scores on the FFS of 148 of the 176 participants who retook the 

test 1 month later.  

As initial evidence of the convergent validity of the conflict subscale of the FFS 

scale, Bloom (1985) reported a high correlation (r = .93) between the participants’ scores 

on the Conflict subscale of the FFS and the Conflict subscale of the Family Environment 

Scale (FES, Moos & Moos, 1994) from which the items of Bloom's FFS Conflict 

subscale were derived. In addition, Bloom conducted a discriminant validity study of the 

FFS in which 212 students were selected on the basis of their parents' marital status to 

test if their scores on the FFS would discriminate between these two groups. The Family 

Functioning scores of 133 students from intact families were compared to the Family 

Functioning scores of 79 students from divorced families. Bloom reported a significant 

difference between these two groups for the Conflict subscale of the FFS. In addition, 

Bloom and Naar conducted a factor analysis of the responses of a group of 117 

undergraduate participants and obtained a one-factor solution for the Conflict subscale 

that accounted for 46.6% of the variance in the participants’ scores. 

Identity Styles  

The Revised Identity Style Inventory (ISI3; Berzonsky, 1992b) is a 40-item self-

report questionnaire designed to measure three identity processing styles or orientations 

(informational, normative, and diffuse-avoidant) and commitment. The informational 

scale is measured by 11 items. The normative scale is measured by 9 items. The diffuse-

avoidant scale is measured by 10 items. The commitment scale is measured by 10 items. 

In this study only the three identity processing style scales were used. Responses on a 5-

point Likert scale range from 1 (not at all like me) to 5 (very much like me). Items include 
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such statements as “I'm not really thinking about my future now; it's a long way off" 

(diffuse-avoidant style); "I've spent a great deal of time thinking seriously about what I 

should do with my life" (informational style), and "I prefer to deal with situations where I 

can rely on social norms and standards" (normative style). Berzonsky (1997) reported 

Cronbach alpha coefficients for the scores of 618 participants on the informational, 

normative, and diffuse-avoidant subscales of .70, .64, and .76. Berzonsky also provided 

test-retest reliability coefficients for the scores of 94 of these participants (informational, 

r = .87; normative, r = .87; diffuse-avoidant, r = .83).   

To study the discriminant-related validity of the ISI3, Berzonsky (1992a) examined 

the relationship between the informational, normative, and diffuse-avoidant scales in a 

sample of 171 college undergraduates. As predicted, an informational identity style was 

negatively related to the diffuse-avoidant identity style (r = - .26, p < .01) and not 

significantly related to normative identity style scores (r = -.02, p < . 01). Also as 

predicted, a diffuse-avoidant identity style was negatively related to identity commitment 

(r = - .34, p < .01), and informational and normative style scores were positively related 

to identity commitment (informational, r = .39, p < .01; normative, r = .36, p < .01).  

As evidence for criterion-related validity, Berzonsky (1992a) reported a positive 

relationship between informational identity style and problem-focused coping (r = .47, p 

< .01), seeking social support (r = . 26, p < .01), and  facilitative anxiety (r = .17, p < 

.05). In addition, Berzonsky reported a negative relationship between an informational 

style and coping through wishful thinking (r = -.18, p < .01), coping through distancing (r 

= -.22, p < .01), and debilitative anxiety (r = -.16, p < .05). Also as predicted, Berzonsky 

reported a negative relationship between a diffuse-avoidant identity style and problem 
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focused coping (r = - .17, p < .05) and a positive relationship between a diffuse-avoidant 

identity style and coping through wishful thinking (r = .39, p < .01) and coping through 

distancing (r = .48, p < .01). No relationship between a diffuse-avoidant style and either 

facilitative (r = .05, p <.01) or debilitative anxiety (r = .10, p < .01) was found. 

Furthermore, normative scores were reported as unrelated to problem-focused coping (r = 

.00, p < .01), positively related to coping through wishful thinking (r = .28, p < .01), 

coping through distancing (r = .34, p < .01) and debilitative anxiety (r = .18, p < .01), and 

negatively related to facilitative anxiety (r = - .13, p < .05).  

In a factor analysis of participants’ scores on the measures of identity styles and 

coping strategies, Berzonsky (1992a) reported the emergence of four factors that 

accounted for 68.4% of the variance. Factor I was labeled Diffused, Avoidant Approach 

and included positive loadings of the respondents’ scores for the diffuse-avoidant identity 

style, normative identity style, and wishful thinking, distancing, and tension reduction 

coping strategies. Factor II was labeled Problem-Focused Informational Approach. This 

factor included primarily positive loadings of scores on informational style, problem-

focused coping, seeking social support, and tension reduction strategies. Factor III was 

labeled Facilitative Anxiety and included positive loadings of scores on facilitative 

anxiety reactions, and negative loading of scores on a debilitative anxiety Index. Factor 

IV, labeled Foreclosure, included positive loadings of a normative style and identity 

commitment. Berzonsky reported the relative independence of these factors as further 

evidence of criterion-related validity. 
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Self-Esteem 

The Single-Item Self-Esteem Scale (SISE, Robins, Hendin, & Trzesniewski, 2001) 

is a measure of self-esteem based on a single self-report item shown to serve as a useful 

and valid alternative to longer self-esteem measures, such as the Rosenberg Self-Esteem 

scale (Robins et al., 2001). The SISE consists of one item: "I have high self-esteem" and 

is rated on a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 (not very true of me) to 5 (very true of me). A 

higher score indicates higher global self-esteem. Robins et al. obtained a mean reliability 

estimate of .75 based on the scores of 508 undergraduate participants. This estimate was 

obtained by using the Heise procedure (Heise, 1969; Robins et al., 2001), which Robins 

et al. described as a method for obtaining internal reliability of single item measures 

based on testing a pattern of auto-correlation at three different times.   

Robins et al. (2001) provided extensive evidence of convergent validity of 

respondents’ scores on the SISE and the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE, Rosenberg, 

1965), which is a well-validated and widely used measure of global self-esteem. For six 

assessment periods Robins et al. reported concurrent correlations ranging between r =.72 

to r = .76 (r =.89 to r = . 94, after correcting for attenuation) for the scores of 508 

undergraduate participants on the SISE and RSE scales. Robins et al. also provided 

extensive significant convergent and discriminant validity for the scores on the SISE and 

RISE in relation to known correlates of global self-esteem such as self-enhancing bias 

(SISE, r = .28, p < .01; RSE, r = .32, p < .01), life satisfaction (SISE, r = .45, p < .01; 

RSE, r = .54, p < .01), positive affect (SISE, r =. 53; RSE, r = .56, p < .01), social skills 

(SISE, r = .27, p < .01; RSE, r = .27, p < .01), neuroticism (SISE, r = - .57, p < .01; RSE, 

r = - .70, p < .01), optimism (SISE, r =. 44, p < .01; RSE, r =. 48, p < .01), and shyness 
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(SISE, r = - .26, p < .01; RSE, r = - .28, p < .01) among others. In addition, as predicted, 

Robins et al. reported slightly higher self-esteem for men compared to women at every 

assessment period and for both measures (SISE, Cohen's d = .26, p < .05; RSE, Cohen's d 

= .21, p < .05). Also as predicted, Robins et al. reported no significant correlations 

between scores on the SISE and RSE and socioeconomic status or age. 

Personality 

The Big Five Inventory (BFI, Benet-Martinez & John, 1998; John et al., 1991; John 

& Srivastava, 1999) is a 54-item self-report scale designed to measure the Big Five 

personality dimensions (Extraversion, Openness, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, 

Neuroticism) using short phrases representing prototypical traits associated with the Big 

Five. Items are rated on a 5-point response scale, ranging from 1 (disagree strongly) to 5 

(agree strongly) (John, 1991; John & Srivstava, 1999). Each of the scales consists of 9 

items, with the exception of openness, which has 18 items. In this research, only the 

Extraversion, Neuroticism, and Conscientiousness scales were used. Sample items for 

these scales include such statements as "Is outgoing, sociable" (Extraversion), "Worries a 

lot" (Neuroticism), and “Perseveres until the task is finished" (Conscientiousness). John 

and Srivastava (1999) obtained Cronbach alpha coefficients of .88 (Extraversion), .84 

(Neuroticism), and .82 (Conscientiousness) for the scores of 462 participants on these 

scales.  

In a confirmatory factor analysis conducted to test convergent and discriminant 

validity of the BFI and two other instruments measuring the Big Five (the NEO-FFI, 

Costa & McCrae, 1992, and the Trait Descriptive Adjectives-TDA, Goldberg, 1992), 

John and Srivastava (1999) analyzed the responses of 462 participants and tested various 
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confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) models to estimate latent factors representing the Big 

Five. The standardized validity coefficients obtained from the CFA averaged .92 for the 

BFI, .87 for the TDA, and .79 for the NEO-FFI. John and Srivastava reported that all 

scales for the three instruments (a total of 15 scales) had substantial loadings on the 

expected Big Five factors (average loading of .87). Thus they suggested that, in general, 

the three instruments measure the same five latent factors proposed by the Big Five 

personality model.  

Peer Control 

The Peer Control and Autonomy Support scale measures students' perceptions of 

peer attitudes regarding a student's career decision (Guay et al., 2003). This scale is a 22-

item questionnaire adapted by Guay et al. from Pelletier's (1992) Perceptions of the 

Interpersonal Style Scale (PISS; translated from French to English for this study by P.T. 

Ashton). This scale is divided into four subscales (Incompetence Feedback, Controlling 

Behaviors, Involvement, and Informational Feedback). Guay et al., used this scale to 

measure Peer Autonomy Support (by combining the Informational Feedback and 

Involvement subscales) and Peer Control (by combining the Incompetence Feedback and 

the Controlling subscales). Guay et al. measured responses on a 7-point-Likert response 

scale, ranging from 1 (does not correspond at all) to 7 (corresponds completely). To 

clarify the response options, in this research the following 7-point scale was used, 1 (not 

at all like my friends), 2 (very little like my friends), 3 (a little like my friends), 4 

(somewhat like my friends), 5 (like my friends), 6 (very much like my friends), 7 (exactly 

like my friends). Sample items are “My friends give me useful information when I have 

trouble narrowing down my choice” (Informational Feedback), "My friends don’t seem 
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to care" (Involvement), "My friends’ comments consist of unhelpful criticisms" 

(Incompetence Feedback), "I feel that my friends impose their opinions on me" 

(Controlling Behaviors). Guay et al. obtained Cronbach alpha coefficients ranging 

between .64 and .89 for the scores of 834 French Canadian students.  

Socioeconomic Status 

The SES of respondents’ parents was measured using Hollingshead’s (1975) Four 

Factor Index (FFISS). The FFISS is a measure of socioeconomic status that consists of a 

composite score calculated from information about parents’ education, occupation, 

gender, and marital status to determine a family’s social status. Specifically, the FFISS 

consists of the sum of two weighted scale scores, an occupational scale score and an 

education scale score. The FFISS composite score is computed by multiplying the 

occupational scale value by a weight of 5 and the education scale value by a weight of 3. 

Information about marital status is used to determine when and if the occupation and 

education weighted scores should be averaged to obtain the total score (for example, 

when husband and wife are gainfully employed the sum of the weighted occupation and 

education scores of husband and wife should be summed and divided by two) or if 

alternative methods for calculating scores that are given in the scoring manual need to be 

used depending on marital status, employment of one or both parents, and gender of the 

head of household of a family if only one parent is employed (Hollingshead, 1975). To 

obtain occupation scale scores, occupations are assigned scores keyed to titles and codes 

presented in the scoring manual (Hollingshead, 1975). Occupation codes range from 1 

(for example, farm laborers/menial work) to 9 (for example, higher executives, 

proprietors of large businesses, and major professionals). Education scores range from 1 
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(less than fifth grade) to 7 (graduate and professional training). The Hollingshead Four 

Factor Index raw scores range from 8 to 66, with higher scores represent higher SES.   

As evidence of the reliability and validity of the scores on his measure, 

Hollingshead (1975) reported that the scores for occupational groups in the FFISS were 

highly correlated with occupational prestige scores developed by the National Opinion 

Center (NORC) ( r = .93). Furthermore, Hollingshead provided information of the 

validity of the occupational and education scales by showing in a study of 1970 census 

data the high correlation between years of schooling (education scale scores) and 

occupational scale scores for males and females (males, r = .83, p < .00001; females, r = 

.85, p < .00001), and occupational scale scores with income for males and females 

(males, r = .78, p < .00001; females, r = .67, p < .00001). Furthermore, in a validation 

study conducted by Gottfried (1985) with 130 children (12 to 40 months of age) and their 

parents, the FFISS was found to correlate highly with two other widely used SES 

measures, the Revised Duncan Socioeconomic Index (r = .79, p < .001) and the Siegel 

Prestige Scale (r = .73, p < .001). In addition, Gottfried found the FFISS to be more 

highly correlated with the developmental status of young children in the study than the 

two other comparable measures of SES. For example, Gottfried reported that the 

correlation between the FFISS and the McCarthy General Cognitive Index scores for 

participants at 42 months were higher (r = .39, p < .005) than the correlations between 

the McCarthy General Cognitive Index scores and Revised Duncan Socioeconomic Index 

scores (r = 26, p < .005), and higher than the correlations between the McCarthy General 

Cognitive Index scores and the Siegel Prestige scale scores (r = .19, p < .05) for this 

same group of children. In a more recent study where zero-order correlations between the 
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FFISS and the Duncan Socioeconomic Index were reported, the FFISS was also found to 

correlate highly with the Duncan Socioeconomic Index (r (322) = .89, p < .001) 

(Bornstein, Hahn, Suwalsky, & Haynes 2003). Finally, according to various authors, the 

FFISS is one of the most widely used measures of socioeconomic status in research of 

developmental psychology (Bornstein et al., 2003; Ensminger & Fothergill, 2003; 

Gottfried, 1985). Despite mention of the need for a revision of this scale that includes 

new occupations and changes in relative status of occupations since 1975 (Mueller & 

Parcel, 1981), researchers who favor the use of the FFISS view it as comparatively useful 

and appropriate, particularly because it takes into account variations in family structure 

and gender of the head of household (Gottfried, 1985), and because it represents a 

multidimensional composite index of SES that is adequate to use when information about 

SES is obtained from offspring reports instead of the parents’ (Ensminger &  Fotherhill, 

2003; Ensminger et al., 2000). 

Demographic Information 

Students responded to a set of questions requesting information about gender, 

ethnicity, year in college, age, major, and family type. In addition they provided self-

reported GPA and SAT scores.  

Data Analysis 

I conducted various statistical analyses. First, I determined the characteristics of the 

sample. Second, I calculated the internal reliability (Cronbach alpha) of the respondents’ 

scores on the measures for this sample. Third, the correlations between the variables were 

examined.  

Next, I tested each hypothesis using general linear model regression procedures. To 

test Hypotheses 1 through 6 (see p. 51), I tested the interaction terms representing each of 
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the hypothesized moderating variables. For the next series of hypotheses (7 through 12), I 

tested linear relationships between each predictor variable and the outcome variable of 

career decision self-efficacy, while controlling for all other variables in the model. The 

significance level for all analyses was set at an alpha level of .05. For each analysis, the 

data was inspected for multicollinearity, outliers, and violation of regression assumptions 

(normality, homogeneity of variance, linearity).  
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Table 2-1. Shortened Version of Parental Authority Questionnaire (PAQ-R) - Final Item 
Selection and Factor Loadings (N = 331) 

 Mother  
Items 
Factor 
Loadings 

Father  
Items  
Factor 
Loadings 

   
Authoritarian Mothering/Fathering New Scale Items (5 items)   
Even if her children didn't agree with her/him, my . . . (Buri, 1991, 
item 2) 

.695 .687 

As I was growing up my mother/father did not allow me to 
question . . . (Buri, 1991, item 7) 

.638 .728 

My mother/father has always felt that more force . . . (Buri, 1991, 
item 9) 

.724 .758 

My mother/father felt that wise parents should teach . . . (Buri, 
1991, item 12) 

.678 .755 

As I was growing up I knew what my mother/father expected . . .  
(Buri, 1991, item 29) 

.710 .681 

   
Authoritative Mothering/Fathering New Scale Items (5 items)   
As I was growing up, once family policy . . . (Buri, 1991, item 4) .716 .709 
As I was growing up I knew what my mother/father expected . . . 
(Buri, 1991, item 11) 

.756 .778 

As the children in my family were growing up, my . . . (Buri, 1991, 
item 15) 

.724 .771 

My mother/father gave me direction . . . (Buri, 1991, item 23) .785 .747 
As I was growing up, if my mother/father made a decision . . .  
(Buri, 1991, item 30) 

.727 .710 

   
Permissive Mothering/Fathering New Scale Items (7 items)   
My mother/father has always felt that what children need is to be 
free . . .  (Buri, 1991, item 6) 

.671 .614 

As I was growing up my mother/father did not feel that I needed to 
obey rules . . . (Buri, 1991, item 10) 

.534 .563 

As I was growing up my mother/father seldom . . . (Buri, 1991, 
item 13) 

.538 .555 

Most of the time as I was growing up my mother/father did what 
the children . . . (Buri, 1991, item 14)  

.518 .515 

As I was growing up my mother/father allowed me to decide most 
things . . . (Buri, 1991, item 19) 

.600 .601 

As I was growing up my mother/father allowed me to form my own 
point of view . . . (Buri, 1991, item 24) 

.545 .510 

As I was growing up my mother/father did not direct the behaviors 
. . . (Buri, 1991, item 28) 

.585 
 
 

.610 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESULTS 

This study was designed to investigate individual, social-cognitive, and contextual 

predictors of career decision self-efficacy guided by ecological theory. Primarily, the aim 

of this study was to determine if college students’ perceptions of the parenting styles 

experienced during their formative years predicted their career decision self-efficacy. 

Further, the variables of peer autonomy support in career decision, peer control in career 

decision, ethnicity, age, year in college, and gender were investigated as moderators of 

the relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy. 

Each of these moderating relationships was examined while controlling for the contextual 

and individual difference variables of family conflict, family type, identity styles, self-

esteem, ability, achievement, and personality, which have been identified in previous 

research as theoretically and significantly related to career decision self-efficacy. Finally, 

where moderated effects were not significant, the relationship between all predictors in 

the proposed model and career decision self-efficacy were examined. 

This chapter provides a description of the statistical results of this investigation. 

First, I present a description of the characteristics of the sample. Second, I include an 

examination of the suitability of the measures used in the present research by providing 

Cronbach alpha reliability results for the respondents’ scores on each of the scales. 

Finally, I present the results of the statistical tests for each of the research hypotheses and 

summarize the results of the inspection of the data for the detection of multicollinearity, 
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outliers, and violation of assumptions for conducting a regression analysis (normality, 

homogeneity of variance, and linearity).  

Characteristics of the Sample 

The participants were volunteers from undergraduate courses offered by the 

Departments of Educational Psychology, Romance Languages and Literature, and Health 

and Human Performance at the University of Florida. Students from a range of majors 

take these courses. Of the 413 students who completed the questionnaire packet, 283 

were included in the analyses after cases with missing data were omitted by SPSS.  

Of the 283 participants included in the analysis, 232 were female (82%), and 51 

were male (18%). Further, 194 identified themselves as Caucasian (68.5%), 18 as African 

Americans (6.4%), 49 as Hispanic (17.3%), 12 as Asian (4.2%), and 10 identified other 

as their ethnic group (3.5%). Of the 283 students included in the analysis, 37 students 

were freshman (13.1%), 118 sophomores (41.7%), 82 juniors (28.9%), 44 seniors 

(15.5%), and 2 identified their year in college as other (0.7%).  

The mean age of participants included in the analysis was 19.8 years (SD = 1.65). 

The age range of participants included in the analysis was from 17 to 32, but only two 

participants included in the analysis reported ages above 25. The mean GPA was 3.45 

(SD = .43), and the mean of the SAT total score was 1,206 (SD = 129.5). The mean 

career decision self-efficacy score for this sample was 98.0 (SD = 12.2). Scores for the 

CDSE ranged between 58 and 125. The mean and standard deviations for all scale scores 

are shown in Table 3-1.  

A correlation matrix for all the variables is displayed in Table 3-2. Most of the 

significant correlations were small. With regard to career decision self-efficacy, the most 

notable significant relationship was with conscientiousness (r = .30). A number of small 
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significant correlations were found between career decision self-efficacy and 

authoritative parenting (authoritative fathering, r = .20; authoritative mothering, r = .18), 

with identity styles (informational identity style, r = .24; normative identity style, r = .22; 

diffuse-avoidant identity style, r = -.17), with self-esteem (r = .28), with peer autonomy 

support (r = .24), with peer control (r = -.20), with extraversion (r = .18), and with 

neuroticism (r = -.24). A few moderate correlations are shown in the matrix: positive 

correlations between conscientiousness and two identity styles (normative identity style,  

r = .30 and diffuse-avoidant identity style, r = -.49), negative correlations of 

neuroticism with self-esteem (r = -.49) and with extraversion (r = -.28), and 

intercorrelations among the parenting variables, specifically a negative correlation of 

authoritarian fathering with permissive fathering (r = -.43), negative correlations of 

authoritarian mothering with authoritative mothering (r = -.32) and with permissive 

mothering (r = -.50), and positive correlations of authoritarian mothering with 

authoritarian fathering (r = .41), and of permissive mothering with permissive fathering (r 

= .38).  

Reliability of the Scales 

I calculated Cronbach alpha coefficients for the respondents’ scores on all the 

scales used in this research (see Table 3-3). All of the Cronbach reliability estimates were 

above .70 with the exception of the permissive mothering scale and the informational 

identity style scale, which had Cronbach alpha reliability estimates of .68 and .64 

respectively. 

Tests of Hypotheses 

Following are the results for tests of the hypotheses. In the first six hypotheses I 

examined the moderating effect of peer autonomy support in career decision-making, 
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peer control in career decision making, ethnicity, age, year in college, and gender on the 

relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy in 

college students. Hypotheses 7 to 12 were examined in cases where moderating effects 

were not found when testing the first six hypotheses. 

For these analyses, I inspected the data for multicollinearity, presence of outliers, 

and violation of assumptions for conducting a regression analysis (normality, 

homogeneity of variance, linearity). To test for multicollinearity, I examined tolerance 

(TOL) and variance inflation factor (VIF) statistics for each variable. No problematic 

multicollinearity was noted. Further, examination of studentized residuals and Cook’s 

distance statistics showed evidence of one outlier with an extreme studentized residual 

value (-3.03). Based on a careful examination of this case, data analysis was conducted 

with the scores of this student deleted. In addition, residual plots were used to check for 

violations of the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variance. Lastly, linearity 

was checked by examining scatterplots of each predictor variable and the criterion 

(CDSE). Violations of these assumptions were not clearly evident or obvious for these 

data.  

Tests for Interactions (Moderating Effects) 

Hypothesis 1. Peer autonomy support in career decision making moderates the 

relationship between each perceived parenting style and career decision self-efficacy.  

The general linear model (GLM) was used to examine if peer autonomy support 

moderated the relationship between perceived authoritarian mothering, perceived 

authoritarian fathering, perceived authoritative mothering, perceived authoritative 

fathering, perceived permissive mothering, and perceived permissive fathering and career 

decision self-efficacy in college students, while controlling for all other variables in the 
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model. Specifically, the GLM analysis involved testing interactions between peer 

autonomy support and each of the perceived parenting styles. The summary results of this 

analysis are displayed in Table 3-4. None of the six interactions between peer autonomy 

support in career decisions and perceived parenting styles was significantly different 

from zero after making Bonferroni corrections for multiple comparisons (Bonferroni 

correction, alpha 0.5/6 = 0.0083), indicating that peer autonomy support in career 

decision making did not moderate the relationship between perceived parenting styles 

and career decision self-efficacy. 

Hypothesis 2. Peer control in career decision-making moderates the relationship 

between each perceived parenting style and career decision self-efficacy. 

A GLM analysis testing the interaction between peer control in career decision 

making and each of the perceived parenting styles was conducted to examine if peer 

control moderated the relationship between perceived authoritarian mothering, perceived 

authoritarian fathering, perceived authoritative mothering, perceived authoritative 

fathering, perceived permissive mothering, and perceived permissive fathering and career 

decision self-efficacy in college students, while controlling for all other variables in the 

model. The summary results of this analysis are displayed in Table 3-5.  

An inspection of these results, after making Bonferroni corrections for multiple 

comparisons, reveals that the interaction between peer control and permissive mothering, 

F(1, 239) =  7.25, p = .004, was significant. This result indicates that peer control 

moderated the relationship between perceived permissive mothering and career decision 

self-efficacy. Specifically, after conducting an analysis of the interaction by calculating 

the slope of the relationships between permissive mothering and career decision self-
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efficacy for low (10), medium (25), and high (40) values of peer control, the following 

results were found with the slope indicated in parentheses: (a) permissive mothering was 

positively related to career decision self-efficacy when peer control was low (.65); (b) 

permissive mothering was less strongly positively related to career decision self-efficacy 

when peer control was medium (.12); and (c) permissive mothering was negatively 

related to career decision self-efficacy when peer control was high (- .40). Scores on the 

peer control scale for the sample included in the analysis ranged from 8 to 42.  

Hypothesis 3. Ethnicity moderates the relationship between each perceived 

parenting style and career decision self-efficacy.  

GLM was used to examine if ethnicity moderated the relationship between the six 

perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy while controlling for all the 

other variables in the model. I tested the interactions between ethnicity and six perceived 

parenting styles. The results of this analysis are shown in Table 3-6. None of the six 

interactions between ethnicity and perceived parenting styles was significantly different 

from zero when Bonferroni corrections were made for multiple comparisons, indicating 

that ethnicity did not have a moderating role in the relationship between perceived 

parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy. 

Hypothesis 4. Age moderates the relationship between each perceived parenting 

style and career decision self-efficacy. 

GLM was used to examine if age was a moderator of the relationship between the 

six perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy, with all other variables in 

the model controlled. I tested the interaction between students’ age and each of the 

perceived parenting styles. Table 3-7 shows the results of this analysis. None of the six 
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interaction terms between age and perceived parenting styles was significantly different 

from zero when Bonferroni corrections for multiple comparisons were made, indicating 

that age did not moderate the relationship between perceived parenting styles and career 

decision self-efficacy.  

Hypothesis 5. Year in college moderates the relationship between each perceived 

parenting style and career decision self-efficacy.  

GLM was used to examine if year in college (freshman, sophomore, junior, senior) 

moderated the relationship between perceived parenting style and career decision self-

efficacy when all other variables in the model were controlled. I tested the interaction 

between participant students’ year in college and each of the six perceived parenting 

styles. Table 3-8 shows the results of this analysis. None of the six interaction terms 

between year in college and perceived parenting styles was significantly different from 

zero after making Bonferroni corrections for multiple comparisons, indicating that year in 

college did not moderate the relationship between perceived parenting styles and career 

decision self-efficacy.  

Hypothesis 6. Gender moderates the relationship between each perceived parenting 

style and career decision self-efficacy.  

GLM was used to examine if gender moderated the relationship between each 

perceived parenting style and career decision self-efficacy with all other variables in the 

model controlled. I tested the interactions between gender and each of the six perceived 

parenting styles. Table 3-9 shows the results of this analysis. None of the six interactions 

between gender and perceived parenting styles was significantly different from zero after 

making Bonferroni corrections for multiple comparisons, indicating that gender did not 
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moderate the relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-

efficacy.  

Summary of Results for Tests of Moderation 

Tests of the interactions to investigate hypothesized moderated relationships 

between parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy indicated that only the 

relationship between perceived permissive mothering and career decision self-efficacy 

was moderated by peer control in career decision-making. These findings show that the 

relationship between perceived permissive mothering and career decision self-efficacy 

varies depending on peer control.  

Tests of Hypothesis 7 Through 11 

Table 3-10 shows the results of the GLM analysis that tested six hypotheses about 

relationships between all variables in the model not accounted for in the analysis of 

interactions. The unstandardized regression coefficients (B), the standard error of the 

unstandardized regression coefficients, and the standardized regression coefficients (ß) 

for this analysis are presented in Table 3-11. This analysis includes all the variables in the 

proposed model and the interaction between peer control in career decisions and 

permissive mothering that was significant in the previous analyses of moderated effects. 

The p-values for the variables that have a significant interaction in the model are omitted 

in these tables. It should be noted that when the model was reduced to include only the 

significant interaction, this interaction was no longer significant, meaning this interaction 

is probably significant but not strong and thus only tentatively supported. 

Hypothesis 7. Perceived maternal and paternal parenting styles are significantly 

related to career decision self-efficacy.  
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To test this hypothesis, the following predicted relationships were examined while 

all other variables in the model were controlled: (a) authoritative fathering is positively 

related to career decision self-efficacy; (b) authoritative mothering is positively related to 

career decision self-efficacy; (c) permissive fathering is negatively related to career 

decision self-efficacy; (d) authoritarian fathering is negatively related to career decision 

self-efficacy; (e) authoritarian mothering is negatively related to career decision self-

efficacy. This analysis only included these five relationships. The results for tests of the 

relationship between permissive mothering and career decision self-efficacy were 

examined as moderated by peer control when testing Hypothesis 2.  

An inspection of Table 3-10 indicates that after controlling for all the variables in 

the proposed model, authoritative fathering was, as predicted, positive and significantly 

related to career decision self-efficacy, F(1, 244) = 3.81, p = .026. The relationship 

between authoritative mothering and career decision self-efficacy with all other variables 

in the model controlled was not significant. The relationship between permissive 

fathering and career decision self-efficacy with all other variables in the model controlled 

was not significant. The relationships between authoritarian fathering and authoritarian 

mothering and career decision self-efficacy with all other variables in the model 

controlled were not significant. These results indicate that of the parenting styles not 

moderated by peer control, only authoritative fathering was significantly related to career 

decision self-efficacy. Table 3-11 shows the regression coefficients for this analysis.  

Hypothesis 8. Family conflict is negatively related to career decision self-efficacy.  
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An inspection of Tables 3-11 and 3-12 shows that the relationship between family 

conflict  and career decision self-efficacy was not significantly different from zero when 

all other variables in the model were controlled. Thus, this hypothesis was not supported.   

Hypothesis 9. Peer autonomy support is positively related and peer control is 

negatively related to career decision self-efficacy.  

An inspection of Tables 3-11 and 3-12 reveals that the regression coefficient for 

peer autonomy support was positive but did not differ significantly from zero. Thus, the 

hypothesized relationship between peer autonomy support and career decision self-

efficacy was not supported when all other variables in the model were controlled. As was 

previously reported, peer control moderated the relationship between parenting styles and 

career decision self-efficacy. A linear relationship between peer control and career 

decision self-efficacy was not found. 

Hypothesis 10. Self-esteem, ability, and achievement are positively related to 

career decision self-efficacy.  

An examination of Tables 3-11 and 3-12 reveals that, when all other variables in 

the model were controlled, the relationship between self-esteem and career decision self-

efficacy was positive but not significantly different from zero. The relationship between 

ability (SAT) and career decision self-efficacy was positive but not significantly different 

from zero. Furthermore, the hypothesized positive relationship between achievement 

(GPA) and career decision self-efficacy was not supported. 

Hypothesis 11. Extraversion and conscientiousness are positively related to career 

decision self-efficacy, and neuroticism is negatively related to career decision self-

efficacy. 
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An inspection of the results in Tables 3-11 and 3-12 shows that for the personality 

variables examined, only the positive relationship between conscientiousness and career 

decision self-efficacy was significantly different from zero, F(1, 244) = 6.39, p = .006, 

when all other variables in the model were controlled. The relationship between 

extraversion and career decision self efficacy with all other variables in the model 

controlled was positive but not significantly different from zero. The relationship 

between neuroticism and career decision self-efficacy with all other variables in the 

model controlled was negative but not significantly different from zero.  

Hypothesis 12. Identity styles are related to career decision self-efficacy. 

Specifically it was hypothesized that (a) an informational identity style is positively 

related to career decision self-efficacy; (b) a normative identity style is negatively related 

to career decision self-efficacy; and (c) a diffuse-avoidant identity style is negatively 

related to career decision self-efficacy. 

An inspection of Tables 3-11 and 3-12 shows that as hypothesized, when all other 

variables in the model were controlled, an informational identity style was significantly 

and positively related to career decision self-efficacy, F(1, 244) = 6.79, p = .005. The 

hypothesized negative relationship between a normative identity style and career decision 

self-efficacy was not supported. As predicted, the relationship between a diffuse-avoidant 

identity style and career decision self-efficacy, with all other variables in the model 

controlled, was negative and significant, F (1, 244) = 2.74, p = .049. 

Summary of Results for Tests of Relationships  

Tests of relationships between the variables in the proposed model and career 

decision self-efficacy reveal that perceived authoritative fathering, conscientiousness, an 

informational identity style, and a diffuse-avoidant identity style were significant 
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predictors of career decision self-efficacy in college students, when all the other variables 

included in the model were controlled. Finally, although no hypotheses about the 

relationship between ethnicity, gender, age, year in college, family type, and SES were 

proposed, an inspection of Table 3-10 reveals no significant relationships between these 

demographic variables and career decision self-efficacy.  
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Table 3-1. Means and Standard Deviations for All Variables in the Model (N = 283) 
       

Variable    M     SD 
       
       
Career decision self-efficacy   98.04   12.15 
Authoritarian mothering   14.37   4.05 
Authoritative mothering   19.27   3.79 
Permissive mothering   17.23   4.19 
Authoritarian fathering   15.69   4.61 
Authoritative fathering   17.83   4.27 
Permissive fathering   17.50   4.67 
Informational IS   39.93   5.21 
Normative IS   31.46   5.44 
Diffuse-avoidant IS   25.47   5.95 
Extraversion   31.24   6.72 
Conscientiousness   34.44   5.73 
Neuroticism   27.64   6.62 
Peer autonomy support   70.18   15.03 
Peer control   16.79   6.61 
Family Conflict   10.95   3.65 
Self-esteem   3.69   0.96 
Socioeconomic status   47.12   10.17 
Age   19.83   1.65 
GPA   3.44   0.43 
SAT   1205.87   129.52 
       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

75

Table 3-2. Correlation Matrix for All Variables in the Model (N = 283) 
  
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
   
            
1 Career decision self-efficacy   __          
2 Authoritarian mothering -.01    __         
3 Authoritative mothering  .18** -.32**    __        
4 Permissive mothering -.01 -.50**   .10*    __       
5 Authoritarian fathering -.04   .41**   .00 -.13**    __      
6 Authoritative fathering  .20** -.01   .27** -.08 -.27**    __     
7 Permissive fathering -.01 -.12* -.14**   .38** -.43**   .10*    __    
8 Informational IS  .24**   .05   .10   .08   .03   .14**   .14**    __   
9 Normative IS  .22**   .16**   .29** -.19**   .12*   .22** -.07   .09   __  
10 Diffuse-avoidant IS -.17** -.01 -.04   .19**   .03   .02   .13* -.14** -.04    __ 
11 Family conflict -.06   .18** -.28**   .01   .23** -.21** -.01   .03 -.14**   .07 
12 Self-esteem  .28** -.07   .21**   .02   .01   .14**   .03   .21**   .15**   .04 
13 Extraversion  .18**  .08   .04 -.05   .00   .16**   .01   .12*   .11* -.09 
14 Conscientiousness  .30** -.09   .26** -.05 -.04   .07 -.07   .20**   .29** -.49** 
15 Neuroticism -.24** -.02 -.16**   .07 -.02 -.12*   .01 -.09 -.08 -.05 
16 Peer autonomy support  .24**   .07   .22** -.15** -.02   .25** -.08   .20**   .29** -.13* 
17 Peer control -.20**   .04  -.02   .11*   .10 -.02   .06 -.01   .01   .22**
18 AGE  .08   .02  -.01   .14**   .06 -.04  -.01   .09 -.17** -.02 
19 GPA -.02 -.17**   .12*   .09 -.08   .03  -.02   .10*   .07 -.14** 
20 SAT -.04 -.17**  -.09   .08 -.11*   .00  -.01 -.02 -.19** -.06 
21 Socioeconomic status  .06 -.10*    .07 -.03 -.16**   .22**   .02 -.01 -.00   .01 
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Table 3-2. (Continued). 
            
  11 12 13 14 15   16   17    18 19 20 21
            
           
1 Career decision self-efficacy            
2 Authoritarian mothering            
3 Authoritative mothering            
4 Permissive mothering            
5 Authoritarian fathering            
6 Authoritative fathering            
7 Permissive fathering            
8 Informational IS            
9 Normative IS            
10 Diffuse-avoidant IS            
11 Family conflict   __           
12 Self-esteem -.10*    __          
13 Extraversion   .04   .26**    __         
14 Conscientiousness -.16**   .18**   .10    __        
15 Neuroticism   .15** -.49** -.28** -.20**   __       
16 Peer autonomy support -.13**   .21**   .23**   .15** -.11*   __      
17 Peer control   .08 -.10*   .02 -.20** -.03 -.28**   __     
18 AGE -.04   .06 -.02   .06 -.15**   .07 -.09     __    
19 GPA -.01   .09   .01   .27**   .00   .01 -.12*   -.06    __   
20 SAT -.05 -.02 -.06 -.07   .01 -.13 *  .00   -.10   .26**    __  
21 Socioeconomic status -.12*   .04   .00   .02  -.04   .02 -.01   -.03   .13*   .19** __
             
*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 3-3. Internal Consistency for the Scale Scores on All Variables (N = 413) 
     

Measure  Cronbach 
alpha 

       # of  
items

 N 

     
     
CDSE-SF total score  .91  25  401 
PAQ-Authoritarian mothering  .75  5  412 
PAQ-Authoritative mothering  .80  5  409 
PAQ-Permissive mothering  .68  7  408 
PAQ-Authoritarian fathering  .81  7  406 
PAQ-Authoritative fathering  .83  5  405 
PAQ-Permissive fathering  .74  7  405 
ISI3-Informational IS  .64  11  408 
ISI3-Normative IS  .72  9  408 
ISI3-Diffuse-avoidant IS  .76  10  409 
BFI-Extraversion  .84  9  411 
BFI-Conscientiousness  .80  9  411 
BFI- Neuroticism  .84  9  410 
Peer autonomy support   .92  14  408 
Peer control   .78  8  409 
FFS-Conflict  .81  5  402 
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Table 3-4. Summary of GLM Analysis of the Moderating Effect of Peer Autonomy 
Support on the Relationships Between Perceived Parenting Styles and Career 
Decision Self-Efficacy, with All Other Variables in the Model Controlled 

      
Source  df  F p 

      
      
Gender  1  0.19 .661 
Ethnicity  4  1.80 .129 
Year in college  4  1.88 .115 
Family type  8  1.08 .382 
Age  1  0.03 .858 
GPA  1  3.11 .960 
SAT  1  0.06 .403 
SES  1  0.65 .421 
Informational IS  1  5.23 .012 
Normative IS  1  5.27 .989 
Diffuse-avoidant IS  1  2.69 .051 
Authoritarian mothering  1  0.65 .211 
Authoritative mothering  1  0.00  .483 
Permissive mothering  1  0.34 .279 
Authoritarian fathering  1  0.00 .524 
Authoritative fathering  1  0.77 .810 
Permissive fathering  1  0.90 .828 
Family conflict  1  1.22 .865 
Extraversion  1  1.37 .122 
Conscientiousness  1  6.34 .006 
Neuroticism  1  0.15 .348 
Peer autonomy support  1  0.53 .766 
Peer control  1  5.58 .009 
Self-esteem  1  3.43 .032 
Peer Autonomy Support x      
    Authoritarian Mothering   1  0.86 .823 
Peer Autonomy Support x      
    Authoritative Mothering  1  .007 .533 
Peer Autonomy Support x      
    Permissive Mothering  1  0.98 .839 
Peer Autonomy Support x      
    Authoritarian Fathering  1  0.02 .443 
Peer Autonomy Support x         
    Authoritative Fathering  1  1.57 .106 
Peer Autonomy Support x      
    Permissive Fathering  1  1.42 .117 
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Table 3-5. Summary of GLM Analysis of the Moderating Effect of Peer Control on the 
Relationships Between Perceived Parenting Styles and Career Decision Self-
Efficacy, with All Other Variables in the Model Controlled 

   
Source df F  p 

     
   
Gender 1   1.12  .289 
Ethnicity 4   2.26  .063 
Year in college 4   2.03  .091 
Family type 8   1.35  .219 
Age 1   0.09  .755 
GPA 1   3.72  .972 
SAT 1   0.01  .458 
SES 1   1.11  .293 
Informational IS 1   7.37  .004 
Normative IS 1   5.48  .990 
Diffuse-avoidant IS 1   2.01  .078 
Authoritarian mothering 1   5.91  .992 
Authoritative mothering 1   0.28  .297 
Permissive mothering 1   10.51  .990 
Authoritarian fathering 1   3.39  .033 
Authoritative fathering 1   3.34  .039 
Permissive fathering 1   4.20  .021 
Family conflict 1   2.32  .935 
Extraversion 1   1.10  .148 
Conscientiousness 1   5.85  .008 
Neuroticism 1   0.26  .305 
Peer autonomy support 1   0.63  .215 
Peer control 1   2.05  .923 
Self-esteem 1   2.73  .050 
Peer Control x       
   Authoritarian Mothering 1   5.57  .009 
Peer Control x       
   Authoritative Mothering 1   0.38  .539 
Peer Control x       
   Permissive Mothering 1   7.26  .004 
Peer Control x       
   Authoritarian Fathering 1   3.04  .958 
Peer Control x       
   Authoritative Fathering 1 1.31  .253 
Peer Control x     
   Permissive Fathering 1 2.84  .953 
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Table 3-6. Summary of GLM Analyses of the Moderating Effect of Ethnicity on the 
Relationships Between Perceived Parenting Styles and Career Decision Self-
Efficacy, with All Other Variables in the Model Controlled 

      
Source df   F      p 
      
      
Gender 1 0.54   .460 
Ethnicity 4 0.77   .544 
Year in college 4 1.92   .107 
Family type 8 0.71   .680 
Age 1 0.04   .846 
GPA 1 2.65   .948 
SAT 1 0.04   .425 
SES 1 1.94   .165 
Informational IS 1 5.49   .010 
Normative IS 1 5.29   .989 
Diffuse-avoidant IS 1 3.45   .032 
Authoritarian mothering 1 0.21   .091 
Authoritative mothering 1 1.41   .788 
Permissive mothering 1 0.00   .236 
Authoritarian fathering 1 0.66   .670 
Authoritative fathering 1 2.57   .349 
Permissive fathering 1 0.49   .370 
Family conflict 1 2.84   .953 
Extraversion 1 1.08   .150 
Conscientiousness 1 4.69   .015 
Neuroticism 1 0.66   .208 
Peer autonomy support 1 0.34   .281 
Peer control 1 6.13   .007 
Self-esteem 1 2.40   .062 
Ethnicity x      
    Authoritarian Mothering 4 0.71   .585 
Ethnicity x      
    Authoritative Mothering 4 0.49   .741 
Ethnicity x      
    Permissive Mothering 4 1.32   .265 
Ethnicity x      
    Authoritarian Fathering 4 0.43   .786 
Ethnicity x      
    Authoritative Fathering 4 0.40   .807 
Ethnicity x      
   Permissive Fathering 4 0.41   .801 
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Table 3-7. Summary of GLM Analysis of the Moderating Effect of Age on the 
Relationships Between Perceived Parenting Styles and Career Decision Self-
Efficacy, with All Other Variables in the Model Controlled 

      
Source  df  F     p 
      
      
Gender  1  0.32  .572 
Ethnicity  4  2.02  .093 
Year in college  4  2.20  .070 
Family type  8  0.93  .496 
Age  1  0.05  .833 
GPA  1  3.08  .959 
SAT  1  0.01  .455 
SES  1  1.02  .313 
Informational IS  1  7.43  .004 
Normative IS  1  5.39  .989 
Diffuse-avoidant IS  1  2.62  .053 
Authoritarian mothering  1  2.06  .076 
Authoritative mothering  1  3.65  .971 
Permissive mothering  1  0.31  .288 
Authoritarian fathering  1  2.74  .950 
Authoritative fathering  1  2.74  .049 
Permissive fathering  1  0.16  .656 
Family conflict  1  1.86  .913 
Extraversion  1  1.43  .116 
Conscientiousness  1  7.34  .004 
Neuroticism  1  0.41  .261 
Peer autonomy support  1  0.32  .285 
Peer control  1  5.32  .011 
Self-esteem  1  2.60  .054 
Age x Authoritarian Mothering  1  2.18  .929 
Age x Authoritative Mothering  1  3.62  .029 
Age x Permissive Mothering  1  0.53  .766 
Age x Authoritarian Fathering  1  2.82  .047 
Age x Authoritative Fathering  1  2.39  .938 
Age x Permissive Fathering  1  0.23  .315 
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Table 3-8. Summary of GLM Analysis of the Moderating Effect of Year in College on 
the Relationships Between Perceived Parenting Styles and Career Decision 
Self-Efficacy, with All Other Variables in the Model Controlled 

       
Source  df   F  p 

       
       
Gender  1   0.05  .832 
Ethnicity  4   2.08  .084 
Year in college  3   0.84  .475 
Family type  8   0.59  .787 
Age  1   0.08  .778 
GPA  1   5.62  .990 
SAT  1   0.33  .282 
SES  1   0.34  .562 
Informational IS  1   8.22  .003 
Normative IS  1   2.71  .949 
Diffuse-avoidant IS  1   2.05  .076 
Authoritarian mothering  1   1.16  .981 
Authoritative mothering  1   0.61  .100 
Permissive mothering  1   2.12  .941 
Authoritarian fathering  1   1.07  .055 
Authoritative fathering  1   0.88  .738 
Permissive fathering  1   0.39  .324 
Family conflict  1   1.37  .879 
Extraversion  1   2.00  .079 
Conscientiousness  1   7.62  .003 
Neuroticism  1   0.34  .279 
Peer autonomy support  1   0.29  .295 
Peer control  1   5.05  .013 
Self-Esteem  1   2.43  .060 
Year in College x        
    Authoritarian Mothering  3   3.03  .030 
Year in College x        
    Authoritative Mothering  3   1.16  .327 
Year in College x        
     Permissive Mothering  3   0.74  .531 
Year in College x        
    Authoritarian Fathering  3   1.65  .178 
Year in College x        
    Authoritative Fathering  3   1.53  .207 
Year in College x        
    Permissive Fathering  3   0.42  .737 
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Table 3-9. Summary of GLM Analysis of the Moderating Effect of Gender on the 
Relationships Between Perceived Parenting Styles and Career Decision Self-
Efficacy, with All Other Variables in the Model Controlled 

     
Source df  F  p 

     
     
Gender 1  0.74  .391 
Ethnicity 4  1.84  .121 
Year in college 4  2.21  .069 
Family type 8  0.88  .531 
Age 1  0.22  .643 
GPA 1  3.25  .964 
SAT 1  0.17  .338 
SES 1  0.79  .374 
Informational IS 1  6.09  .007 
Normative IS 1  5.07  .988 
Diffuse-avoidant IS 1  3.01  .042 
Authoritarian mothering 1  0.02  .271 
Authoritative mothering 1  0.14  .661 
Permissive mothering 1  0.01  .274 
Authoritarian fathering 1  0.25  .789 
Authoritative fathering 1  0.59  .431 
Permissive fathering 1  0.16  .515 
Family conflict 1  1.02  .843 
Extraversion 1  0.71  .201 
Conscientiousness 1  5.76  .008 
Neuroticism 1  0.47  .247 
Peer autonomy support 1  0.54  .233 
Peer control 1  4.63  .016 
Self-esteem 1  2.26  .067 
Gender x       
    Authoritarian Mothering 1  0.91  .342 
Gender x       
    Authoritative Mothering 1  0.14  .708 
Gender x       
    Permissive Mothering 1  1.58  .209 
Gender x       
    Authoritarian Fathering 1  1.00  .318 
Gender x      
    Authoritative Fathering 1  0.21  .647 
Gender x       
    Permissive Fathering 1  0.23  .635 
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Table 3-10. Summary of GLM Analysis for Predictors of Career Decision Self-Efficacy, 
with All Other Variables in the Model Controlled (N = 283) 

     
Source      df  F  p 

      
      
Gender  1  0.34  .558 
Ethnicity  4  2.07  .085 
Class  4  2.09  .082 
Family type  8  0.97  .459 
Age  1  0.00  .997 
GPA  1  3.01  .958 
SAT  1  0.06  .405 
SES  1  1.13  .289 
Informational IS  1  6.79  .005 
Normative IS  1  5.65  .991 
Diffuse-avoidant IS  1  2.74  .049 
Authoritarian mothering  1  0.25  .692 
Authoritative mothering  1  0.11  .628 
Permissive mothering  1  4.23   
Authoritarian fathering  1  0.15  .348 
Authoritative fathering  1  3.81  .026 
Permissive fathering  1  1.92  .084 
Family conflict  1  1.73  .906 
Extraversion  1  0.89  .173 
Conscientiousness  1  6.39  .006 
Neuroticism  1  0.47  .247 
Peer autonomy support  1  0.59  .221 
Peer control  1  0.54   
Self-esteem  1  2.71  .051 
Permissive Mothering x        
    Peer Control  1  1.80  .090 
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Table 3-11. Parameter Estimates of Regression Analysis for Continuous Variables   
Predicting Career Decision Self-Efficacy (N = 283)  

        
Variable B  SE β    β  p  ∆R2 
          
        
Age 0.00 0.58 0.00  .997  .00 
GPA -3.01 1.73 -0.11  .958  .01 
SAT 0.00 0.01 0.02  .405  .00 
SES 0.07 0.07 0.06  .289  .00 
Informational IS 0.35 0.14 0.15  .005  .02 
Normative IS 0.39 0.15 0.16  .991  .01 
Diffuse-avoidant IS -0.23 0.14 -0.11  .049  .01 
Authoritarian mothering 1.23 0.24 0.04  .692  .00 
Authoritative mothering -0.07 0.22 -0.02  .628  .00 
Permissive mothering 1.00 0.48 0.34    .01 
Authoritarian fathering -0.08 0.20 -0.30  .348  .00 
Authoritative fathering 0.38 0.19 0.13  .026  .01 
Permissive fathering -0.26 0.18 -0.10  .084  .01 
Family conflict 0.26 0.20 0.08  .906  .00 
Extraversion 0.10 0.11 0.06  .173  .00 
Conscientiousness 0.38 0.15 0.18  .006  .02 
Neuroticism -0.09 0.13 -0.05  .247  .00 
Peer autonomy support 0.04 0.05 0.05  .221  .00 
Peer control 0.34 0.47 0.19    .00 
Self-esteem 1.41 0.86 0.11  .051  .01 
Permissive Mothering x     
    Peer Control -0.04 0.02 -0.41  .090  .00 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. R2 = .367 (Adjusted R2 = .262). Categorical variables gender, ethnicity, year in 
college, and family type were also included in the regression model. 
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CHAPTER 4 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of this study was to examine familial, individual, social-cognitive, and 

contextual predictors of career decision self-efficacy guided by ecological theory. Career 

decision self-efficacy has been identified as an important aspect of the career 

development process for several reasons. First, considerable changes and unpredictability 

in the labor market due to factors such as the globalization of the economy and fast 

evolving technology have turned career decision-making into an increasingly complex 

endeavor tied more to process and change than to the making of final decisions (Ferrari, 

1998; Reece & Miller, 2006; Ryan et al., 1996; Vondracek, 2001; Whiston & Keller, 

2004). Second, the transition to adulthood in American society may involve a long period 

of exploration of self and context that could last a decade or more (Arnett, 2000, 2004). 

Consequently, the expectation that commitments to a career are made in the early 20s no 

longer fits the reality of what many if not most college students experience nowadays. 

According to Arnett (2000, 2004, 2006), college students in affluent societies such as the 

United States undergo a period of emergent adulthood characterized by identity 

exploration, instability, self-focus, feelings of being in transition, and continuous 

examination of multiple possibilities. In light of this long exploratory period, it seems 

more appropriate to focus on processes such as career decision self-efficacy rather than 

the content of career decisions or the achievement of career commitments, when 

investigating career development during the college years. Moreover, because a college 

education requires significant financial and time commitments, students who lack 
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confidence in their career decision-making abilities and experience difficulties in the 

career choice process during the college years are at higher risk of dropping out of 

college (Arnett, 2004; Reece & Miller, 2006). Thus, career decision self-efficacy as a key 

aspect of the career development process in college students warrants extended 

investigation.  

Researchers and theorists who have highlighted the importance of studying career 

decision self-efficacy as a crucial aspect of the career development of college students 

have recently recommended expanding the study of career decision self-efficacy to 

include its contextual and social-cognitive antecedents. In response to this 

recommendation, I investigated the development of career decision self-efficacy by 

examining familial, individual, social-cognitive, and contextual predictors of career 

decision self-efficacy in college students. Identifying factors that facilitate or hinder the 

development of students’ confidence in making career-related decisions may allow for 

appropriate intervention during the formative years and during the transition to college 

before problems in the career decision-making process arise (Bandura et al., 2001; 

Ferrari, 1998; Gianakos, 2001; Hackett, 1995; Vondracek et al., 1986; Whiston, 1996).  

In this chapter, I discuss the results of the statistical analyses presented in chapter 3. 

Second, I provide conclusions based on these results. Then, I discuss the implications of 

the findings of this study. Finally, I indicate some of the limitations of this investigation 

and propose some recommendations for research.  

Discussion of Findings 

In this ecological study I examined the relationships of person, context, process, 

and time variables to career decision self-efficacy in college students. The person 

variables investigated were cognitive ability (SAT), academic achievement (GPA), 
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personality (conscientiousness, extraversion, neuroticism), and self-esteem. The context 

variables investigated were gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, family conflict, and 

family type. Further, I included process variables operating within the family context 

(perceived parenting styles), within the self (identity styles), and within peer relational 

contexts (peer autonomy support and peer control in career decisions). The time variables 

examined were age and year in college. These person, process, context, and time 

variables were chosen in light of previous research and conceptual associations between 

each variable and career decision self-efficacy. To guide this investigation, I posed the 

following questions:  

 Question 1. Is the relationship between perceived parenting styles and career 
decision self-efficacy moderated by peer autonomy support, peer control, ethnicity, age, 
year in college, and gender? 
 
 Question 2. If the relationship between perceived parenting styles and career 
decision self-efficacy is not moderated by peer autonomy support, peer control, ethnicity, 
age, year in college, or gender, then, is career decision self-efficacy predicted by each 
maternal and paternal perceived parenting style?  
 
 Question 3. Is career decision self-efficacy predicted by the contextual variables 
of family conflict, peer autonomy support, and peer control? 
 
 Question 4. Is career decision self-efficacy predicted by the self-system (person) 
variables of achievement, ability, self-esteem, and personality (neuroticism, extraversion, 
and conscientiousness)? 
 
 Question 5. Is career decision self-efficacy predicted by the self-system (process) 
variables of identity styles (informational, normative, diffuse-avoidant)? 
 

To answer Question 1, I proposed six moderated effects hypotheses (Hypotheses 1 

through 6). To answer Questions 2 through 5, I proposed six hypotheses of relationships 

(Hypotheses 7 through 12). Following is the discussion of findings for each of these 

hypotheses. 
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Results of Tests of Hypotheses of Moderated Relationships 

I first tested the hypotheses that peer autonomy support, peer control, ethnicity, 

age, year in college, and gender moderate the relationship between perceived parenting 

styles and career decision self-efficacy. Following is a discussion of the results from tests 

of these hypotheses.  

Results of tests of Hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 1 stated that peer autonomy support 

moderates the relationship between each perceived parenting style and career decision 

self-efficacy. Tests of this hypothesis indicate that the relationship between perceived 

parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy is not moderated by peer autonomy 

support in career decisions. 

Several researchers of adolescent development had found that the relationship 

between perceived parenting styles and outcomes related to academic achievement tend 

to be moderated by the influence of peers (Steinberg & Darling, 1994; Steinberg et al., 

1995). To determine whether peers also influence career decision self-efficacy, I 

hypothesized that the relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision 

self-efficacy in college students varies depending on how much support of autonomy in 

career decision-making students receive from peers. Specifically, my prediction was that 

positive relationships between the most supportive perceived parenting styles (perceived 

authoritative mothering and fathering) and career decision self-efficacy are stronger when 

students also experience a high degree of peer support. In addition, I examined the 

possibility that peer supportive behaviors could offset the negative effects of the less 

supportive perceived parenting styles (authoritarian and permissive) on career decision 

self-efficacy.  
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The results of the test of Hypothesis 1 did not support the belief that the 

relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy varies 

depending on how much peer support in career decisions college students experience. 

Previous research that informed this hypothesis was primarily conducted with high 

school adolescents (Steinberg & Darling, 1994; Steinberg et. al., 1995). Age, and the fact 

that most high school students live with their parents, may account for this difference. It 

is possible that moderating effects of peer support on the relationship between perceived 

parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy are found among high school students, 

but when students leave home, these moderated relationships may attenuate and thus no 

longer be significantly evident in college populations. Replicating this study with high 

school students may help clarify this possibility. 

Results of tests of Hypothesis 2. Hypothesis 2 stated that peer control in career 

decisions moderates the relationship between each perceived parenting style and career 

decision self-efficacy. Tests of this hypothesis indicate that only the relationship between 

perceived permissive mothering and career decision self-efficacy is significantly 

moderated by peer controlling behaviors in career decision making.  

Previous research suggests that peer controlling behaviors, such as incompetence 

feedback and the criticizing of career choices, negatively relate to career decision self-

efficacy in college students beyond the positive or negative effects of parental behavior 

(Guay et al., 2003). Furthermore, as mentioned earlier, researchers of adolescent 

development had found that the relationship between perceived parenting styles and 

outcomes related to academic achievement tend to be moderated by peer influences 

(Steinberg & Darling, 1994; Steinberg et al., 1995). To examine this possibility, I 
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hypothesized that the relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision 

self-efficacy varies depending on the degree of career-related peer control experienced by 

students. Specifically, I predicted that positive relationships between the most supportive 

perceived parenting styles (perceived authoritative mothering and fathering) and career 

decision self-efficacy is stronger when debilitating peer controlling behaviors in relation 

to career decisions are reported to be minimal. Also, I investigated if positive 

relationships between the most supportive perceived parenting styles (perceived 

authoritative mothering and fathering) and career decision self-efficacy are offset by a 

high level of debilitative peer controlling behaviors experienced in relation to career 

decisions. I also examined the possibility that negative relationships between the less 

supportive perceived parenting styles (authoritarian and permissive) and career decision 

self-efficacy become stronger when students experience high levels of peer controlling 

behaviors in career decisions.    

The results of this study show that the relationship between perceived permissive 

mothering and career decision self-efficacy is moderated by peer control in career 

decisions. Further examination of this finding reveals that perceived permissive 

mothering is positively related to career decision self-efficacy but only when peer control 

is reported to be low. Furthermore, I found that perceived maternal permissiveness is 

negatively related to career decision self-efficacy when coupled with the experience of 

medium and high levels of peer controlling behaviors. These findings offer partial 

support of my predictions for perceived permissive parenting. In particular, the prediction 

that a negative relationship between career decision self-efficacy and perceived 
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permissive mothering becomes more strongly negative for students who experience 

higher levels of peer controlling behaviors is supported in this research. 

However, when minimal detrimental peer control is reported in addition to a 

perception of having had a permissive mother, this perceived mothering style, contrary to 

prediction, is not negatively related to career decision self-efficacy. Perceived permissive 

mothering is only negatively related to career decision self-efficacy when high levels of 

detrimental peer career-related controlling behaviors are reported. This finding suggests 

that permissive mothering should not be thought of as necessarily detrimental to the 

development of career decision self-efficacy, but rather as possibly unfavorable in 

relation to career decision self-efficacy for youngsters needing to perceive greater 

maternal responsiveness to offset the negative influence of peer controlling behaviors in 

relation to career decisions.  

The results also show that peer control does not moderate the relationship between 

perceived authoritative mothering and career decision self-efficacy. Likewise, peer 

control does not moderate the relationship between perceived authoritative fathering and 

career decision self-efficacy. Thus, this research does not support the prediction that peer 

controlling behaviors offset a positive relationship between perceived authoritative 

parenting and career decision self-efficacy. Also, this research does not support the 

prediction that peer control affects the relationship between perceived permissive 

fathering, perceived authoritarian fathering, and perceived authoritarian mothering and 

career decision-making self-efficacy. 

Finally, the results suggest that peer control in career decisions moderates the 

relationship between permissive mothering and career decision self-efficacy, but not the 
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relationship between permissive fathering and career decision self-efficacy.  This finding 

highlights the importance of studying the relationship between perceived parenting styles 

and career decision self-efficacy separately for mothers and fathers.  

Results of tests of Hypothesis 3. Hypothesis 3 stated that ethnicity moderates the 

relationship between each perceived parenting style and career decision self-efficacy. 

Tests of this hypothesis reveal no significant interactions between college students’ 

ethnicity and perceived parenting styles.     

Previous research shows that relationships between perceived parenting styles and 

academic achievement outcomes vary as a function of ethnicity (Park & Bauer, 1992; 

Steinberg & Darling, 1994; Steinberg et al., 1992). In light of this finding, I examined the 

possibility that the relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision 

self-efficacy varies depending on students’ ethnicity. Specifically, on the basis of 

research showing the moderating role of ethnicity on the relationship between parenting 

styles and academic achievement (Park & Bauer, 1992; Steinberg & Darling, 1994; 

Steinberg et al., 1992), I hypothesized that the relationship between perceived 

authoritative parenting and career decision self-efficacy is significantly positive for 

Caucasian students, but not necessarily significant, positive, or strong for students from 

other ethnic backgrounds. 

The results do not support the hypothesis that the relationship between perceived 

parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy is moderated by ethnicity. It is possible 

that moderating effects of ethnicity on the relationship between perceived parenting 

styles and academic outcomes such as academic achievement, as was shown in previous 

research, may not extend to other academics-related outcomes such as career decision 
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self-efficacy. Also, the research on the moderating effects of ethnicity on the relationship 

between perceived parenting styles and academic achievement that guided the 

formulation of this hypothesis was conducted primarily with high-school populations 

(Park & Bauer, 1992; Steinberg & Darling, 1994; Steinberg et al., 1992). The moderating 

effects of ethnicity on the relationship between perceived parenting styles and academic 

outcomes, and hypothetically career development outcomes such as career decision self-

efficacy, may be significant for adolescents living at home, but no longer significantly 

evident among students in the college context. 

Results of tests of Hypothesis 4. Hypothesis 4 stated that age moderates the 

relationship between each perceived parenting style and career decision-self-efficacy. 

Tests of this hypothesis indicate that none of the interactions between age and perceived 

parenting styles is significant. 

In their study of college students’ development, Strage and Bradt (1999) found that 

relationships between dimensions of parenting styles (parental autonomy granting, 

demandingness and supportiveness) and students’ confidence in their academic ability 

were attenuated in older students. Findings such as this one suggest that the relationships 

between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy may also weaken in 

strength as students get older. To explore this possibility, I hypothesized that the 

relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy is 

stronger for younger than for older students.  

The results of this research, however, indicate that age does not moderate the 

relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy. 

Perhaps, this lack of significant results for this hypothesis may be connected to the 
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concept of emergent adulthood (Arnett, 2000). According to Arnett (2000, 2004, 2006), 

in affluent societies such as American society, young people are allowed and even 

encouraged to take time during their 20s to explore and examine a wide range of 

possibilities carefully before making life commitments, including career commitments. 

Following this view, most students of college age are just beginning the self and life 

explorations of emergent adulthood; therefore, the moderating effects of age on the 

relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy may not 

yet be evident during the college years. 

Results of tests of Hypothesis 5. Hypothesis 5 stated that year in college 

moderates the relationship between each perceived parenting style and career decision 

self-efficacy. Tests of this hypothesis indicate that none of the interactions between year 

in college and parenting styles significantly predict career decision self-efficacy in 

college students. 

Several researchers have suggested that the relationship of parental variables to 

academic and career decision-making outcomes may weaken as students advance through 

college (Guerra & Braungart-Rieker, 1999; Strage & Brandt, 1999; Whiston & Keller, 

2004). To examine this possibility, I hypothesized that the relationship between perceived 

parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy in college students varies depending on 

students’ year in college. Specifically, I hypothesized that the relationship between 

perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy in college students is stronger 

for freshman and sophomore students and weaker for junior and seniors.  

However, the results of this study show that the relationship between each 

perceived parenting style and career decision self-efficacy is not moderated by year in 
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college. As mentioned earlier, possibly because college students in their early 20s are 

going through a similar developmental period of emergent adulthood, differences in year 

in college in terms of the relationship between perceived parenting styles and career 

decision self-efficacy may not be apparent during these early years of emergent 

adulthood. 

Results of tests of Hypothesis 6. Hypothesis 6 stated that gender moderates the 

relationship between each perceived parenting style and career decision self-efficacy. 

Tests of this hypothesis indicate that none of the interactions between gender and 

perceived parenting styles significantly predicts career decision self-efficacy in college 

students. 

In previous studies, researchers had found that the relationship between familial 

predictors and career decision variables tended to vary for male and female students 

(Betz & Klein, 1996; Taylor & Betz, 1983; Betz et al., 1996; Blustein et al., 1991; Ryan 

et al., 1996; Whiston, 1996; Whiston & Keller, 2004). For example, Whiston (1996) 

reported that some family factors such as organization and control in the family are 

significantly related to career indecision, but only among women. Blustein et al. likewise 

found that psychological separation and parental attachment were related to women's 

tendency to foreclose, but this relationship was not found among men. Ryan et al. (1996) 

also found a stronger relationship between secure attachment to parents and career search 

self-efficacy among women. To explore the possibility that relationships examined in this 

study might vary by gender, I hypothesized that the relationship between each perceived 

parenting style and career decision self-efficacy is moderated by gender. However, the 



97 

 

tests of this hypothesis do not support the moderating role of gender on the relationships 

between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy.  

Two limitations in this study may account for the lack of a gender difference in 

relationships among perceived parenting style and career decision self-efficacy in 

contrast to previous studies. First, the relatively small number of males in this study may 

have contributed to the lack of significant findings. Further and perhaps more important, 

male and female students who enroll in the types of courses from which participants were 

recruited may be similar in terms of psychosocial characteristics and the patterns of 

development of career decision self-efficacy beliefs examined in this study. Recruiting 

students from more varied courses, particularly some from courses that are considered 

more related to stereotypically male interests, may have provided different results. 

Results of Tests of Hypothesis of Relationships 

When significant moderating effects (interactions) were not found after testing the 

first six hypotheses, I tested hypotheses of relationships between all relevant variables in 

the model and career decision self-efficacy. Six hypothesized relationships were tested. 

Following is a discussion of the results from these tests. 

Results of tests of Hypothesis 7. Hypothesis 7 stated that perceived maternal and 

paternal parenting styles are significantly related to career decision self-efficacy. In 

particular this hypothesis specified that (a) perceived authoritative mothering and 

perceived authoritative fathering are positively related to career decision self-efficacy, 

and (b) perceived authoritarian fathering, perceived authoritarian mothering, perceived 

permissive fathering, and perceived permissive mothering are negatively related to career 

decision self-efficacy.  
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Tests of Hypothesis 7 reveal that, of the perceived parenting styles examined, only 

perceived authoritative fathering shows a significant positive relationship with career 

decision self-efficacy. Perceived permissive fathering, perceived authoritative mothering, 

perceived authoritarian fathering, and perceived authoritarian mothering do not predict 

career decision self-efficacy in college students. The relationship between career decision 

self-efficacy and perceived permissive mothering is not discussed in this section as this 

relationship was examined in the discussion of moderated relationships found in the tests 

of Hypothesis 2. 

Previous research on college student development shows that perceptions of 

authoritative parenting experienced during the formative years tend to have a positive 

relationship to academic and psychosocial outcomes even when students are no longer in 

daily contact with their parents (Adams et al., 2000; Strage & Brandt, 1999). 

Furthermore, several researchers of adolescent and college student development have 

shown that more positive outcomes tend to be associated with authoritative parenting 

perceptions than with permissive and authoritarian parenting perceptions (Adams et al., 

2000; Steinberg, 2001; Strage & Brandt, 1999). To examine whether these relationships 

occur with career decision self-efficacy, I  hypothesized that perceived authoritative 

mothering and fathering relate positively to career decision self-efficacy, and perceived 

permissive and authoritarian parenting relate negatively to career decision self-efficacy.  

The finding in this study of a positive relationship between authoritative fathering 

and career decision self-efficacy is consistent with the notion that authoritative parenting 

tends to be associated with positive outcomes even when students are no longer living at 

home. Moreover, finding that the hypothesized relationship between mothers’ 
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authoritativeness and career decision self-efficacy was not supported in this investigation 

highlights the importance of distinguishing between paternal and maternal influences on 

career development and career decision self-efficacy.   

Results of tests of Hypotheses 8. Hypothesis 8 stated that family conflict is 

negatively related to career decision self-efficacy. Tests of this hypothesis indicate that 

the relationship between family conflict and career decision self-efficacy is not 

significant.  

Researchers who have examined the relationship between family-of-origin 

variables and career development have consistently found that conflictive family 

relationships, particularly those expressed in the form of anger and hostility as measured 

by the FES, tend to be negatively related to career decision self-efficacy beliefs in college 

students (Blustein et al., 1991; Dodge, 2001; Hargrove et al., 2002; Johnson et al., 1999; 

Lopez, 1989; Lucas, 1997; Penick & Jensen, 1992; Scott & Church, 2001; Whiston & 

Keller, 2004). In this study, however, these results were not replicated. It should be noted 

that previous researchers of the relationship between family conflict and career decision 

self-efficacy did not include in their studies the contextual and individual difference 

variables that were controlled in this research. The lack of relationship between family 

conflict and career decision self-efficacy suggests that one or more of the other variables 

in the model not typically included in other research accounts for the variance typically 

attributed to family conflict in other studies, perhaps SES, which is significantly related 

to family conflict (r  = - .12). This finding might also reflect the optimism of early 

adulthood. According to Arnett (2004, 2006), emergent adulthood is a period of 

possibilities and hope, which optimally could be a time in which individuals start anew 
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and rise above the limitations of chaotic family situations of conflict. Not finding a 

relationship between family conflict and career decision self-efficacy in this study may be 

indicative of the positive attitudes of college students during this developmental period.    

Results of tests of Hypothesis 9. Hypothesis 9 stated that peer autonomy support 

is positively related to career decision self-efficacy and peer control is negatively related 

to career decision self-efficacy. In this section I only discuss the results of the 

hypothesized relationship between peer autonomy support and career decision self-

efficacy. I discussed the relationship between peer control and career decision self-

efficacy in the section on Hypothesis 2. Tests of the hypothesized relationship between 

peer support in career decisions and career decision self-efficacy indicate that peer 

autonomy support in career decisions is not a significant predictor of career decision self-

efficacy. This finding was inconsistent with previous research, for example, Guay et al. 

(2003) reported a relationship between the supportive behavior of peers and career 

decision self-efficacy. However, in their study they did not include all the contextual and 

individual difference variables accounted for in this research, and this may explain the 

different results.   

Results of tests of Hypothesis 10. Hypothesis 10 stated that self-esteem, ability, 

and achievement are positively related to career decision self-efficacy. Tests of this 

hypothesis reveal that the relationship between self-esteem and career decision self-

efficacy is not significant. This finding was unexpected given that previous researchers 

studying career decision self-efficacy had pointed to self-esteem as one of the most 

important predictors of career decision self-efficacy (Betz & Taylor, 2001; Creed et al., 

2004; Gianakos, 1995, 1999, 2001). Again, the research studies in which significant 
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positive relationships between self-esteem and career decision self-efficacy had been 

found did not include most of the contextual and individual difference variables that were 

controlled for in this study. Thus, self-esteem is not a significant predictor of career 

decision self-efficacy when all the variables included in this research are accounted for.  

Tests of this hypothesis also indicate that the hypothesized positive relationships 

between ability (SAT) and career decision self-efficacy, and achievement (GPA) and 

career decision self-efficacy, are not significant. These findings were to be expected 

given that previous researchers of career decision self-efficacy have generally not found a 

relationship between these variables and career decision self-efficacy. These variables 

were included in this research because previous results of these relationships were 

inconsistent across a few studies (Betz & Taylor, 2001). Also, these variables were 

included because conceptually it seems reasonable to expect that students who are more 

successful academically will tend to have greater confidence in their ability to make 

career decisions.  

The findings in this study, however, show that GPA and SAT scores do not 

predict career decision self-efficacy in college students. It should be noted though that 

one of the limitations of this research is that students were recruited from courses at the 

University of Florida, where students tend to have above average GPAs and SAT scores 

(Gonzalez, 1998). The unusually high GPAs and SAT scores of students in this study 

point to the need for caution in interpreting results of tests of hypotheses involving GPA 

and SAT scores. A wider range of students in terms of ability and achievement will be 

necessary in future studies to determine if the present findings regarding relationships 

between achievement, ability, and career decision self-efficacy might be due to restriction 



102 

 

of range in the levels of achievement and ability in this sample of students. Furthermore, 

GPA and SAT scores in this study were self-reported. In a meta-analysis of the accuracy 

of self-reports of grades and tests, Kuncel, Credé, and Thomas (2005) presented evidence 

that self-reported GPA and SAT scores may be of questionable validity, especially when 

provided by students with lower achievement and ability. Although the participants in 

this study were college age and of higher ability, interpretations of results involving GPA 

and SAT scores are made with caution.  

Results of tests of Hypothesis 11. Hypothesis 11 stated that extraversion and 

conscientiousness are positively related to career decision self-efficacy and neuroticism is 

negatively related to career decision self-efficacy. Tests of this hypothesis indicate that of 

the personality variables examined only conscientiousness significantly predicts career 

decision self-efficacy in college students. Specifically, as predicted, higher scores on 

conscientiousness are related to higher career decision self-efficacy. The relationship 

between extraversion and career decision self-efficacy is positive but not significant. The 

relationship between career decision self-efficacy and neuroticism is negative but not 

significant.  

The finding of the positive relationship between conscientiousness and career 

decision self-efficacy is consistent with previous research examining this relationship 

(Reed et al., 2004; Tokar et al., 1998). Thus, the results of this study provide additional 

support for the belief that the discipline and persistence that characterize conscientious 

individuals may lead them to engage systematically in career decision-making activities 

that help build career self-efficacy beliefs (Reed et al., 2004; Tokar et al., 1998). The lack 

of support for the relationship between extraversion and career decision self-efficacy and 
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between neuroticism and career decision self-efficacy is inconsistent with previous 

research (Reed et al., 2004; Tokar et al., 1998; Wang et al., 2006). Several explanations 

for this finding are plausible. Contextual and individual difference variables that were 

controlled in this study were not included in other research studies that examined this 

relationship, and this may account for the inconsistent results. Also, differences may be 

due to the differences among the measures used to assess these two variables or to the 

differences among students in the samples. Further research is needed before it can be 

concluded that the failure to find relationships between extraversion and neuroticism and 

career decision making is a valid result. 

Results of tests of Hypothesis 12. Hypothesis 12 stated that identity styles are 

related to career decision self-efficacy. Specifically, (a) an informational identity style is 

positively related to career decision self-efficacy and (b) both normative and diffuse-

avoidant identity styles are negatively related to career decision self-efficacy. 

Tests of this hypothesis reveal that identity styles predict career decision self-

efficacy in college students. As predicted, an informational identity style is significantly 

positively related to career decision self-efficacy. This finding supports the notion that 

individuals who approach career decision-making by exploring and evaluating 

information about the self and the career development context tend to gain enough 

experience in solving career choice problems such that these become building blocks to 

developing higher confidence in their career decision-making abilities. An alternative 

hypothesis, however, is that students who are confident in their abilities to make career 

decisions hold positive perceptions about their style of decision making. In addition, the 

relationship between a diffuse-avoidant identity style and career decision self-efficacy 
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was significantly negative as predicted. This finding is consistent with the idea that 

students who approach identity relevant choices by avoiding exploration may not 

accumulate enough self-and career-search experiences that could build into confidence in 

career decision-making abilities, but it is also consistent with the possibility that low self-

efficacy in making career decisions leads to negative perceptions of one’s style in making 

career decisions. Further research is needed to determine the direction of the relationship. 

Finally, the results of this study indicate that a normative identity style and career 

decision self-efficacy are not negatively related. Students who tend to approach identity 

relevant choices using a normative style have been described as engaging in restricted 

explorations of the self and the occupational contexts in favor of guiding their choices by 

others’ expectations (Berzonsky, 1999, 2003; Berzonsky & Kuk, 2000, 2005; Berzonsky 

& Sullivan, 1992). Therefore, I hypothesized that this restriction in self- and career- 

related decision-making experiences is related to lower confidence in career decision-

making abilities. However, the results of this study do not support this hypothesis. 

Contrary to expectation, in this study the direction of the relationship between a 

normative identity style and career decision self-efficacy is positive. To clarify the 

direction of the relationship, in future research, the hypothesis that a normative identity 

style and career decision self-efficacy are positively related could be investigated. A 

positive relationship between a normative identity style and career decision self-efficacy 

is possible considering that students who prefer a normative identity style may be in the 

foreclosure status described by Marcia (1966), and, as a result, they may not experience 

low career decision self-efficacy because they are confident that following the 

expectations of significant others is an appropriate approach to making career decisions.  
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In addition, it is plausible that students who approach identity and career relevant choices 

through a normative style may gain career decision-making experiences vicariously and 

not necessarily through performance accomplishments. According to Bandura’s (1997) 

self-efficacy theory, the successful and unsuccessful experiences of others with whom the 

individual identifies may serve as observational learning experiences that become sources 

of self-efficacy beliefs. Students approaching career decision-making tasks normatively 

may seem to not be exploring and gaining personal experiences about the self by 

following other people’s expectations.  However, by observing what others do and the 

consequences of their actions, they may in fact be learning vicariously about themselves 

and using the experiences of others with whom they identify as building blocks for the 

development of their own self-efficacy. This possibility may be examined in future 

research of relationships between identity styles and career decision self-efficacy. 

This study is one of the first to explore the relationships between identity styles and 

career decision self-efficacy. The finding of significant relationships between identity 

styles and career decision self-efficacy suggests that these variables are important 

predictors of career decision self-efficacy that have been overlooked in previous research 

in this area. 

Conclusions Based on Findings 

In this study I examined familial, individual, social-cognitive, and contextual 

predictors of career decision self-efficacy. Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory guided the 

design of this study, and person, process, context, and time variables representing the 

microsystem, mesosystem, macrosystem, and chronosystem of Bronfenbrenner’s (1979, 

1995) ecological systems model were included in this research. The principal aim of this 

investigation was to examine family microsystem process and context variables within a 
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model of various relevant individual and contextual predictors that in conjunction with 

familial predictors could better explain the development of career decision self-efficacy 

beliefs in college students.  

Within the family microsystem, I investigated the relationship between the 

proximal processes of perceived parenting styles during the formative years and career 

decision self-efficacy in college students. It was my belief that Buri’s (1991) parenting 

styles framework could provide a useful approach to examining the relationship between 

perceived parenting practices and career decision self-efficacy during the college years. 

To explore this possibility, I proposed perceived authoritarian mothering, perceived 

authoritarian fathering, perceived permissive mothering, perceived permissive fathering, 

perceived authoritative mothering, and perceived authoritative fathering as predictors of 

career decision self-efficacy.  

Another important goal of this study was to investigate the moderating role of the 

contextual variables of gender, ethnicity, age, year in college, peer autonomy support, 

and peer control on the relationship between each perceived parenting style and career 

decision self-efficacy. An examination of previous research of the relationship between 

these six contextual variables, perceived parenting styles, academic achievement, and 

career development outcomes led to the idea that the relationship between perceived 

parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy, the main interest in this study, might 

vary by gender, ethnicity, age, year in college, peer autonomy support, and peer control 

(Betz & Klein, 1996; Betz & Taylor, 1983; Betz et al., 1996; Blustein et al., 1991; Guerra 

& Braungart-Rieker, 1999; Park & Bauer, 1992; Ryan et al., 1996; Steinberg & Darling, 

1994; Steinberg et al., 1992; Steinberg et al., 1995; Strage & Brandt, 1999; Whiston, 
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1996; Whiston & Keller, 2004). To test these hypotheses, analysis of the data in this 

study began with the testing of six hypotheses of the interactions between each of these 

contextual variables and each perceived parenting style on career decision self-efficacy. 

Then, six additional hypotheses were posed to test the relationships between career 

decision self-efficacy and other variables in the model not involved in the interactions 

that were found to be significant predictors of career decision self-efficacy when testing 

the first six hypotheses.  

The results of tests of the first six hypotheses indicated that, of the variables tested for 

moderating effects, only peer control was a significant moderator of the relationship 

between perceived parenting styles (specifically, perceived permissive mothering) and 

career decision self-efficacy. In tests of the six hypotheses of relationships (Hypotheses 7 

through 12), the variables of perceived authoritative fathering, conscientiousness, 

informational identity style, and diffuse-avoidant identity style predict career decision 

self-efficacy. Following are conclusions and implications based on these findings. 

Conclusions about Moderated Relationships  

In the first research question posed in this study I asked if the relationship between 

parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy is moderated by peer autonomy support, 

peer control, ethnicity, age, year in college, or gender. Of the variables that were 

hypothesized in this investigation to moderate the relationship between perceived 

parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy, only peer control emerged as a 

significant moderating variable of one of the perceived parenting styles and career 

decision self-efficacy relationship. Specifically, peer control in career decision-making 

moderates the relationship between perceived permissive mothering and career decision 
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self-efficacy. Conclusions about the results of the tests of moderated relationships are 

presented in the following sections.  

Peer variables. It is notable that peer autonomy support in career decision-making 

is not a significant moderator of the relationship between perceived parenting styles and 

career decision self-efficacy, whereas peer control in career decisions does have a 

significant moderating role in the relationship between a perceived parenting style 

(perceived permissive mothering) and career decision self-efficacy. The differences in the 

role of peer autonomy support and peer control in the relationship between perceived 

parenting style and career decision self-efficacy suggest that the positive influence of 

peers (e.g., peer supportive behaviors in career decision-making) does not alter the 

relationship between perceptions of parental behaviors and career decision self-efficacy 

because supportive peer behaviors are probably perceived as welcome but expected, and 

thus this support does not elicit shifts in behavior, perceptions, and beliefs.  In contrast, 

adverse aspects of peer influence (e.g., peers’ controlling, competitive, or offensive 

behavior) are possibly experienced as undesirable and thus could provoke a response 

from the individual and the parent that brings about shifts in individual behavior and 

perceptions of parental behavior that, in turn, relate positively or negatively to career 

decision self-efficacy beliefs. If this interpretation is accurate, more emphasis should be 

put on creating academic and social environments during the formative years and in 

college that discourage debilitating behaviors such as laughing at career choices, extreme 

competitiveness, and incompetence feedback among peers. 

Gender. Previous research indicated that relationships between parental variables 

and career development variables tend to differ for male and female students (Betz & 
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Klein, 1996; Betz & Taylor, 1983; Betz et al., 1996; Blustein et al., 1991; Ryan et al., 

1996; Whiston, 1996; Whiston & Keller, 2004). However, in this study the relationship 

between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy does not vary by 

gender. This finding may be due to the small number of male participants in the study. 

The number of female participants far exceeded the number of male participants because 

the courses from which most of the participants were recruited (education and liberal 

arts) have a disproportionate number of female students. An alternative explanation is 

that male students who take courses in these areas of study may differ in terms of 

psychosocial characteristics and career development patterns from males taking courses 

that attract more traditionally masculine students (for example, business, engineering, and 

science). The lack of gender differences on the relationship between perceived parenting 

styles and career decision self-efficacy may reflect these limitations, and thus the results 

of this study may primarily apply to students who enroll in courses offered in education 

and liberal arts. Future researchers may find moderating effects of gender on the 

relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy if these 

relationships are examined in students in courses that are more evenly balanced in the 

proportions of male and female students and that reflect more stereotypically masculine 

interests.  

Ethnicity. The moderating role of ethnicity in the relationship between perceived 

parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy was predicted based on research 

indicating that the positive psychosocial and academic outcomes associated with 

perceived authoritative parenting, and the negative psychosocial and academic outcomes 

associated with perceived permissive and authoritarian parenting, may be applicable only 
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to Caucasian students. Researchers have shown, for example, that perceived authoritarian 

parenting styles among minority students tend to relate to positive psychosocial 

development and academic achievement (Park & Bauer, 1992; Steinberg & Darling, 

1994; Steinberg et al., 1992).   

In the present study, however, ethnicity did not emerge as a significant moderator 

of the relationship between parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy. This 

finding suggests the possibility that the moderating role of ethnicity in the relationship 

between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy that was 

hypothesized in this study based on research conducted with high school students may 

not apply at large, highly competitive universities with predominantly Caucasian 

students. Some researchers of acculturation of ethnically diverse college students have 

suggested that if differences in psychosocial development evident among ethnically 

diverse students in high school are not found in ethnically diverse students in college, it 

may be because of their tendency in college settings to become more culturally 

integrated, acquiring values and goals that are less diverse from mainstream culture (e.g., 

Forbes, 1999). Therefore, it is possible that the moderating role of ethnicity in the 

relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy is not 

evident in this study due to a tendency of ethnically diverse students to become more 

culturally integrated and acculturated to mainstream values and goals once in a higher 

education environment. Another possibility is that ethnically diverse students who go on 

to study in universities are more acculturated to mainstream values. Another likely 

explanation for failing to find a relationship similar to that of research conducted with 

high schools students in relation to achievement outcomes, however, is the small number 
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of ethnically diverse students in the sample. Further exploration of these alternative 

possibilities may help clarify the unresolved issue of the role of ethnicity in the 

relationship between perceived parenting styles and important developmental outcomes 

in college students.   

Age and year in college. The moderating role of age and year in college in the 

relationship between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy was 

predicted based on previous research indicating that age and year in college moderate the 

relationship between perceived parenting styles and academic outcomes, such as 

confidence in achievement ability (Strage & Bradt, 1999). In this study, however, age and 

year in college did not emerge as significant moderators of the relationship between 

parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy, suggesting that the finding in other 

studies that these variables moderate the relationship between perceived parenting styles 

and academic outcomes does not apply to career decision self-efficacy. However, 

differences in the sample or other variables included in the model might also account for 

the discrepancy in findings between this study and others. Further research is needed.  

Another possibility is that this finding regarding career decision self-efficacy may 

be related to the concept of emergent adulthood proposed by Arnett (2001, 2004, 2006). 

Following Arnett’s views, older students, that is, junior and senior college students, might 

still perceive themselves as undergoing a process of exploring career decision-making 

possibilities. Arnett proposed that significant differences in terms of the contextual and 

individual social-cognitive processes that influence career decision-making in college 

students may not be evident until the end of the emergent adulthood stage of 

development, which Arnett (2004) suggested does not usually happen until the late 20s. 
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The finding in the present study showing that age and year in college do not moderate the 

relationship between parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy is consistent with 

Arnett’s theoretical proposition.   

Conclusions about Relationships 

Following the tests of moderated relationships, I conducted several tests of 

relationships between contextual and individual difference variables included in this 

research and career decision self-efficacy. These tests revealed that perceived 

authoritative fathering, a conscientious personality, an informational identity style, and a 

diffuse-avoidant identity style significantly predict career decision self-efficacy, after 

controlling for all other variables in the model. In the following sections I present 

conclusions about these findings by focusing on each of the variables significantly related 

to career decision self-efficacy.  

Perceived authoritative fathering and perceived parenting styles. The tests of 

relationships between the perceived parenting styles not moderated by peer control 

(perceived authoritative fathering, perceived authoritative mothering, perceived 

permissive fathering, perceived authoritarian fathering, and perceived authoritarian 

mothering) and career decision self-efficacy showed that only the relationship between 

perceived authoritative fathering and career decision self-efficacy is significant. This 

finding is noteworthy for two reasons. First, this finding highlights the importance of 

designing studies that differentiate between perceptions of paternal and maternal 

parenting styles when studying the relationship between perceived parenting styles and 

career decision self-efficacy in college students. Second, this finding suggests the 

importance of fathers in the development of career-related beliefs. In addition, this 

finding suggests the importance of examining whether children who are raised without a 
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father benefit from support from alternative paternal figures such as mentors or teachers 

in terms of their development of career decision self-efficacy. This possibility should be 

examined in experimental studies of the impact of interventions to enhance these 

children’s career decision self-efficacy. 

Conscientiousness and personality. The finding of a significant positive 

relationship between conscientiousness and career decision self-efficacy is not surprising. 

Researchers of personality and career-related behavior have consistently pointed to 

conscientiousness as the most valid predictor of vocational outcomes, including career 

decision self-efficacy (Lounsbury et al., 2005; Reed et al., 2004; Tokar et al., 1998).   

The absence of significant relationships between extraversion and career decision 

self-efficacy, and neuroticism and career decision self-efficacy, was unexpected in light 

of previous research (e.g., Reed et al., 2004; Tokar et al., 1998; Wang et al., 2006) 

indicating significant associations between these variables. In interpreting these findings, 

it is important to note that researchers have defined extraversion as primarily reflecting 

positive affective tendencies (e.g., Reed et al., 2004; Tokar et al., 1998; Wang et al., 

2006) and neuroticism as reflecting negative affect (e.g., Reed et al., 2004; Tokar et al., 

1998; Wang et al., 2006). The findings in this study suggest that these affective 

tendencies, positive or negative, may not diminish students’ feelings of efficacy about 

their ability to engage in career decision activities. Given the importance of the goal of 

career decision-making to most students in higher education, they may develop 

confidence in their career exploration activities regardless of their affective tendencies.   

Conscientiousness, which has been defined as more tied to goals and action-

oriented behavior through discipline and persistence than to affective tendencies, is the 
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only personality variable in this study significantly related to career decision self-

efficacy. This finding is encouraging because, of the personality variables, 

conscientiousness is likely to be the most easily modified by experience. It may be, for 

example, more difficult to curb tendencies such as introversion or neuroticism than lack 

of conscientiousness. Thus, conscientiousness might be instilled in students during the 

formative years and while in college, despite initial personality inclinations. Hence, the 

knowledge that conscientiousness is positively related to career decision self-efficacy 

points to the desirability of investigating whether helping students during the formative 

years and throughout college develop habits of discipline and persistence will benefit 

them academically and in their ability to make career choices in the future. 

Identity styles. Although previous research findings of a relationship between 

identity styles and ego identity development (Berzonsky & Kuk, 2000; Berzonsky & 

Neimeyer, 1994; Grotevant, 1987; Schwartz, Mullis, Waterman, & Dunham, 2000), and 

research findings showing a relationship between ego identity development and career 

decision-making outcomes related to career decision self-efficacy, such as career 

indecision (Cohen et al., 1995; Vondracek et al., 1995), clearly pointed to the likelihood 

of a relationship between identity styles and career decision self-efficacy, this study is 

perhaps the first to examine the relationship between identity styles and career decision 

self-efficacy. Therefore, the findings of significant relationships between identity styles 

are important because theoretically derived relationships were empirically supported in 

this research, thus providing evidence that supports both the tenets of the identity styles 

framework and suggests the possibility that they may serve as antecedents of career 

decision self-efficacy.  



115 

 

Second, the finding that identity styles predict career decision self-efficacy is 

notable because this result has implications for an issue described by Arnett (2004) when 

presenting the concept of emergent adulthood as the developmental period experienced 

by college students. According to Arnett, it is important to identify during emergent 

adulthood those individuals who are likely to succeed in college and those who may 

flounder. Arnett proposed that the period of emergent adulthood represents an age of 

exploration of possibilities, a period characterized by instability of the self during which 

postponement of career decisions and commitments is expected. If many college students 

are going through the developmental period of emergent adulthood, it may be hard to 

distinguish between students who are on a productive exploration path and others who 

are aimless.  Because being uncommitted is acceptable during this time in life, emergent 

adults who have no goals or plans, who may not be accumulating the experiences 

necessary for academic and career success, and who may be at risk of failing in their 

educational pursuits, may go unnoticed. As pointed out by Arnett, despite the flexibility 

of the American education system, which allows college students opportunities to explore 

possibilities, college students know that they are supposed to have a plan, a searching 

path. That is, they know the flexibility afforded to them is not a license to aimless action 

and are aware that they are preparing themselves for the adult workplace. However, 

despite this knowledge, some emergent adults attending college drift through this period 

(Arnett, 2004). Because firm commitments are not yet expected of them, they may not be 

noticed and helped in time before failing and wasting the valuable time afforded to them 

for identity development and for building future possibilities.  
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In sum, some emergent adults may be on the road to building career decision self-

efficacy that will lead to confidence about being able to make career choices and being 

able to face changes during their work life, whereas others may not be building this 

belief. The findings of this study suggest that an important difference between these 

students may be related to the approaches to identity relevant choices they are taking 

during this exploratory period of life. That is, many emergent adults during the college 

years may be uncommitted to a career choice but still actively seeking and building 

experiences that will lead to higher career decision self-efficacy and satisfactory 

academic and career commitments, whereas other students may be equally uncommitted, 

but are avoiding experiences that could become building blocks for the development of 

career decision self-efficacy.  

In this study it was found that an informational identity style is positively related to 

career decision self-efficacy, whereas a diffuse-avoidant identity style is negatively 

related to career decision self-efficacy. These findings suggest that students who 

approach career decisions by seeking out information and exploring possibilities (an 

informational identity style) may be considered to be on the positive track expected of 

emergent adults in the process of making productive choices. Thus, it would be 

appropriate to encourage and support students who are taking this approach to making 

identity, academic, and career-related choices. On the other hand, students who approach 

identity relevant choices by taking a diffuse-avoidant approach may need to receive help 

so they can avoid low career decision self-efficacy, and possibly extended career 

indecision that could go beyond the years of emergent adulthood. However, an alternative 

interpretation of these relationships is that students’ career decision self-efficacy 
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influences their informational or diffuse-avoidant identity style and, consequently, the 

focus of intervention should be on increasing career decision self-efficacy.   

In conclusion, the findings in this study of a relationship between identity styles 

and career decision self-efficacy point to the relevance of looking at the construct of 

identity styles as a means to distinguishing college students who are going through a 

period of emergent adulthood productively building the foundations to career decision 

self-efficacy and those who are not. It may be tempting to be unconcerned about college 

students who seem unfocused in their studies and aimless in their career decision-making 

process by attributing their behavior to the exploration appropriate for emergent adults in 

transition and in search of an identity. However, a better understanding of the construct of 

identity styles as it relates to career decision self-efficacy gained through this study points 

to the need to make a distinction between emergent adults who may be uncommitted to a 

career but focused on a path of exploration of careers and those who are as uncommitted 

to a specific academic path as other emergent adults, but who are not on a productive 

road to academic and career development, and are possibly at risk of dropping out of 

college (Arnett, 2004; Reece & Miller, 2006).  

Summary of Findings 

The results of this investigation indicate that peer control is a significant moderator 

of the relationship between career decision self-efficacy and the parenting style variable 

of perceived permissive mothering. Furthermore, the results of this study show that the 

variables of perceived authoritative fathering, informational identity style, diffuse-

avoidant identity style, and conscientiousness predict career decision self-efficacy in 

college students. Although the change in R2 for these variables could be considered small 

(see Table 3-12), the findings of this investigation are valuable because, unlike previous 
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studies of predictors of career decision self-efficacy, significant relationships are shown 

while controlling for the confounding effects of multiple variables. In addition, the small 

amount of variance accounted for in this study tells us that we still know little about what 

is likely to influence career decision self-efficacy. This finding emphasizes the need for 

more research on this topic. 

Implications of the Study  

The findings of this study have several implications for the advancement of theory 

related to career decision self-efficacy. The primary theoretical purpose of this research 

was to examine familial, individual, social-cognitive, and contextual predictors of career 

decision self-efficacy guided by Bronfenbrenner’s (1979, 1995) ecological theory of 

human development. The results of this investigation point to the usefulness of an 

ecological theory framework for the study of predictors of career decision self-efficacy 

for four reasons. First, following Bronfebrenner’s (1995) theoretical guidelines, person, 

process, context, and time variables were chosen to be included in this study in order to 

account for multiple predictors of career decision self-efficacy. The model tested 

explained a significant proportion of the variance in career decision self-efficacy 

(35.5%), which indicates the suitability and importance of including in a model of 

predictors of career decision self-efficacy variables representing person, process, context, 

and time variables, as suggested by Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory.  

Second, Bronfenbrenner (1995) suggested that in studies of predictors of 

developmental outcomes, it is necessary to include in the model variables that represent 

proximal processes or relational mechanisms that explain the interaction between the 

developing individual and the developmental setting. Following this suggestion, the 

proximal process variables of perceived parenting styles are central to this investigation 
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of predictors of career decision self-efficacy, with significant relationships between 

perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy revealed. Thus, these findings 

support Bronfenbrenner’s proposition of the importance of including variables 

representing proximal process or relational mechanisms in studies of human 

development.  

Third, according to Bronfenbrenner (1995), to study the relationship between 

developmental processes and contextual antecedents of these processes, it is necessary to 

examine not only relationships between predictor and outcome variables, but most 

important, to examine how variables in the ecological system interact to predict 

developmental outcomes. For this reason, six hypotheses of moderated relationships were 

tested in this study of predictors of career decision self-efficacy. Significant results were 

obtained particularly for the interaction between variables from the peer and family 

microsystems. Specifically, the finding that peer control moderated the relationship 

between the perceived parenting style of perceived permissive mothering and career 

decision self-efficacy highlighted the aptness of following Bronfenbrenner’s proposal of 

the need to focus on examining interactions between variables for a better understanding 

of the relationship between the developing individual and its developmental context.  

Finally, in the most recent revision of ecological theory, Bronfenbrenner 

(Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998) pointed out the need to examine individual difference 

variables as precursors of developmental outcomes and not only as outcome variables, as 

most often done in developmental psychology research. In Bronfenbrenner’s 

(Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998) updated bioecological view, the individual is 

considered a system in which genetic, cognitive, social-cognitive, affective, and 



120 

 

motivational characteristics are key to the study of developmental processes. In this 

study, several of the self-system person (i.e., conscientiousness) and process variables 

(i.e., informational and diffuse-avoidant identity styles) included, were significant 

predictors of career decision self-efficacy. These findings demonstrate the 

appropriateness of including self-system variables in studies of predictors of 

developmental processes. 

In sum, in this study, the inclusion of person, process, context, and time variables in 

a model of predictors of career decision self-efficacy that accounted for a significant 

proportion of the variance in career decision self-efficacy, plus the finding of key 

significant relationships between the variables studied, points to the suitability of 

applying Bronfenbrenner’s (1979; 1995) ecological theory of human development to the 

study of career development in general, and career decision self-efficacy in particular.  

Another theoretical contribution of this study is the highlighting of the 

appropriateness of using the theoretical framework of perceived parenting styles to study 

the development of career decision self-efficacy in college students. Buri’s (1991) 

perceived parenting styles framework had not been previously used to examine familial 

predictors of career development variables. Therefore, the finding of significant 

relationships between perceived parenting styles and career decision self-efficacy 

represent a positive step towards showing the applicability of this theoretical framework 

in career development research.  

In addition, the findings in this study may be interpreted as illustrating an important 

theoretical proposition of social cognitive theory that relates to the sources of efficacy 

information that build into self-efficacy beliefs. According to self-efficacy theory, self-
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efficacy is a malleable construct that may be altered by using four sources of efficacy 

information: enactive mastery experiences, vicarious learning, physiologic and affective 

states, and verbal persuasion and encouragement (Bandura, 1997; Betz & Hackett, 2006; 

Hackett & Byars, 1996). In this study, the significant relationships between the variables 

studied and career decision self-efficacy provide indications of  possible sources of 

efficacy information that according to self-efficacy theory are related to the development 

of self-efficacy beliefs. For example, by finding that conscientiousness and informational 

identity style significantly predict career decision self-efficacy, the role of enactive 

experiences on the development of career decision self-efficacy may be implied, as it is 

possible that the reason why these variables are related to career decision self-efficacy is 

because individuals who are conscientious and information oriented tend to engage in 

productive and informative exploratory experiences that build into career decision self-

efficacy  beliefs. Furthermore, finding that peer control through negative verbal feedback 

(e.g., incompetence feedback or making fun of career choices) moderates the relationship 

between perceived parenting and career decision self-efficacy hints at the role of verbal 

persuasion in the development of career decision self-efficacy.  

In conclusion, this study shows that Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory of human 

development, Buri’s perceived parenting styles framework, and social cognitive career 

theory could in combination be suitable theories for guiding the study of the career 

development process of college students. Specifically, in this study the three theories 

provide useful insights for identifying variables related to career decision self-efficacy. 

Limitations of the Study and Recommendations for Future Research 

This study had several limitations that should be addressed in future research of 

career decision self-efficacy. First, the generalizability of the study is limited because the 



122 

 

sample consisted of volunteers from a single highly selective, large public university in 

Florida. Future research should examine the relationships among the variables studied in 

this research in other similar universities and in other types of colleges and universities as 

well as non-collegiate populations. Young people who do not attend college might not 

experience a period of self-reflection, exploration, and postponement of commitments 

related to work similar to college students. This difference may have implications in 

relation to their career decision self-efficacy in ways that are not well known to 

researchers interested in the development of career decision self-efficacy beliefs because 

most studies of career decision self-efficacy have been conducted with college students. 

A second limitation related to the sample in this study is the high ratio of female to male 

students. Although the number of female and male students in the sample are 

representative of the proportion of female to male students who take courses in education 

and liberal arts from which participants for this study were recruited, caution should be 

taken when interpreting and generalizing the results of this investigation to college 

students in courses where female students are less numerous and the course topics are 

viewed stereotypically as of less interest to women. A third limitation in the sample is the 

restriction in the range of ability to students with above average GPAs and SAT scores. 

Future research based on this study should be conducted with students who vary more 

widely in achievement and ability. Furthermore, information on GPA and SAT scores 

was obtained through self-reports, which have been found to be a less reliable and valid 

source of achievement and ability information (Kuncel et al., 2005). In future research 

studies it would be desirable to obtain GPA and SAT scores from students’ records. 

Moreover, the limitation of having used self-report measures for all the variables in the 
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model should be noted. The self-reported, retrospective nature of the data may be 

associated with problems such as memory biases, shared method variance, and 

the tendency to give socially desirable responses (Berzonsky, 2004; Guay et al., 2003). In 

light of this limitation, it may be necessary in research of predictors of career decision 

self-efficacy to examine the extent to which parents' and peer behavior and students' 

perceptions are related. In future studies, the perceptions of students may be cross-

checked with those of parents, peers, or other family members (Berzonsky, 2004; Guay et 

al., 2003), and when discrepancies occur, the factors that account for the differences may 

be examined. Also, future researchers may conduct observational studies of parental and 

peer behavior and analyze the relationship of parental and peer behavior with students’ 

career decision self-efficacy. Similarly, future researchers can also study discrepancies 

between self-reported career decision self-efficacy and actual behavior. Comparative 

studies that examine the factors accounting for discrepancies between perceptions and 

behavior when these occur may be conducted. 

Another limitation of this investigation is the correlational nature of the study, 

which makes it impossible to draw causal conclusions about the relationships among the 

variables examined. Thus, conclusions based on this investigation are limited to 

statements of the strength and speculations about the direction of relationships. Future 

research studies may address this limitation through the use of longitudinal and 

experimental designs. In particular, experimental designs may be helpful because self-

efficacy beliefs are malleable, and therefore interventions in which the design allows for 

the assessment of changes in career decision self-efficacy would be most informative.  
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APPENDIX A 
INFORMED CONSENT FORMS 

Informed Consent (Form A) 

Please read this document carefully before you decide to participate in this study 
 
Dear Participant: 
My name is Alexandra Ribadeneira. I am a doctoral student in the Educational 
Psychology Department in the College of Education at the University of Florida. I am 
conducting a study to investigate the career decision-making process in college students. 
I would like you to participate in this research. If you take part in this study, your identity 
will be kept confidential. All data will be numerically coded with no identifiable 
reference to you. In this study you will be asked to answer questions about family and 
peer attitudes, personal characteristics, and career decision-making experiences, attitudes 
and beliefs. 
If you agree to participate you will be asked to complete questionnaires that you will take 
home and bring back to class the next class period. Completing the questionnaires will 
take you approximately 40 minutes. You do not have to answer any question that you do 
not wish to answer. You will be free to discontinue your participation at any time without 
consequence.  
There are no anticipated risks to you. Students who participate will receive extra 
homework points for the course at the discretion of your instructor (not to exceed 1% of 
your grade).  
If you agree, before you complete the questionnaire, please write your name and sign the 
informed consent form that your instructor will collect separately when you return your 
completed questionnaire. You will keep the second copy of the informed consent form.  
If you wish, you could discuss the research with me after the study is completed. If you 
have any questions concerning this research project, feel free to contact me or my 
supervisor, Dr. Patricia Ashton, at (352) 392-0724 x226. Questions or concerns about 
research participants’ rights can be directed to the UFIRB office, Box 112250, University 
of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611-2250. The UFIRB telephone number is (352) 392-
0433. 
I have read the procedures described above. I voluntarily agree to participate in the 
procedure and I have received a copy of this description. 
Participant signature: ____________________________      Date  ________________ 
Name: _____________________________________   
Please print carefully. This information will be used to give you the extra credit. 
Principal Investigator:  
Alexandra Ribadeneira  ___________________   Date   _________________________   
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Informed Consent (Form B) 

Please read this document carefully before you decide to participate in this study 
 
Dear Participant: 
My name is Alexandra Ribadeneira. I am a doctoral student in the Educational 
Psychology Department in the College of Education at the University of Florida. I am 
conducting a study to investigate the career decision-making process in college students. 
I would like you to participate in this research. If you take part in this study, your identity 
will be kept confidential. All data will be numerically coded with no identifiable 
reference to you. In this study you will be asked to answer questions about family and 
peer attitudes, personal characteristics, and career decision-making experiences, attitudes 
and beliefs. 
 
If you agree to participate you will be asked to complete questionnaires that you will take 
home and bring back to class the next class period. Completing the questionnaires will 
take you approximately 40 minutes. You do not have to answer any question that you do 
not wish to answer. You will be free to discontinue your participation at any time without 
consequence.  
 
There are no anticipated risks to you. Students in EDF 3110 and EDF 3210 who 
participate will receive credit for the course-required participation in a research study. 
 
If you agree, before you complete the questionnaire, please write your name and sign the 
informed consent form that your instructor will collect separately when you return your 
completed questionnaire. You will keep the second copy of the informed consent form.  
 
If you wish, you could discuss the research with me after the study is completed. If you 
have any questions concerning this research project, feel free to contact me or my 
supervisor, Dr. Patricia Ashton, at (352) 392-0724 x 226. Questions or concerns about 
research participants’ rights can be directed to the UFIRB office, Box 112250, University 
of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611-2250. The UFIRB telephone number is (352) 392-
0433. 
 
I have read the procedures described above. I voluntarily agree to participate in the 
procedure and I have received a copy of this description. 
 
Participant signature: ____________________________      Date  ________________ 
 
Name: _____________________________________   
Please print carefully. This information will be used to give you credit for the course-
required participation in a research study 
  
 
Principal Investigator:  
Alexandra Ribadeneira  ___________________   Date   _________________________ 
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Informed Consent (Form C) 

Please read this document carefully before you decide to participate in this study 
 
Dear Participant: 
 
My name is Alexandra Ribadeneira. I am a doctoral student in the Educational 
Psychology Department in the College of Education at the University of Florida. I am 
conducting a study to investigate the career decision-making process in college students. 
I would like you to participate in this research. If you take part in this study, your identity 
will be kept confidential. All data will be numerically coded with no identifiable 
reference to you. In this study you will be asked to answer questions about family and 
peer attitudes, personal characteristics, and career decision-making experiences, attitudes 
and beliefs. 
 
If you agree to participate you will be asked to complete questionnaires that you will take 
home and bring back to class the next class period. Completing the questionnaires will 
take you approximately 40 minutes. You do not have to answer any question that you do 
not wish to answer. You will be free to discontinue your participation at any time without 
consequence. 
 
  There are no anticipated risks to you. If you agree, before you complete the 
questionnaire, please write your name and sign the informed consent form that the 
researcher will collect separately when you return your completed questionnaire. You 
will keep the second copy of the informed consent form.  
 
There will be no compensation for your participation. This will only be an opportunity to 
help further knowledge of the career decision-making process in college students. 
 
If you wish, you could discuss the research with me after the study is completed. If you 
have any questions concerning this research project, feel free to contact me or my 
supervisor, Dr. Patricia Ashton, at (352) 392-0724 x 226. Questions or concerns about 
research participants’ rights can be directed to the UFIRB office, Box 112250, University 
of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611-2250. The UFIRB telephone number is (352) 392-
0433. 
 
I have read the procedure described above. I voluntarily agree to participate in the 
procedure and I have received a copy of this description.  
 
 
Participant signature: ____________________________      Date  ________________ 
 
 
Principal Investigator:  
Alexandra Ribadeneira  ___________________   Date   _________________________ 
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Informed Consent (Form D) 

Please read this document carefully before you decide to participate in this study 
 
Dear Participant: 
 
My name is Alexandra Ribadeneira. I am a doctoral student in the Educational 
Psychology Department in the College of Education at the University of Florida. I am 
conducting a study to investigate the career decision-making process in college students. 
I would like you to participate in this research. If you take part in this study, your identity 
will be kept confidential. All data will be numerically coded with no identifiable 
reference to you. In this study you will be asked to answer questions about family and 
peer attitudes, personal characteristics, and career decision-making experiences, attitudes 
and beliefs. 
 
If you agree to participate you will be asked to complete questionnaires that you will take 
home and bring back to class the next class period. Completing the questionnaires will 
take you approximately 40 minutes. You do not have to answer any question that you do 
not wish to answer. You will be free to discontinue your participation at any time without 
consequence.  
 
There are no anticipated risks to you. Students who participate will receive credit in lieu 
of completing one of the course-required response papers. 
 
If you agree, before you complete the questionnaire, please write your name and sign the 
informed consent form that your instructor will collect separately when you return your 
completed questionnaire. You will keep the second copy of the informed consent form.  
 
If you wish, you could discuss the research with me after the study is completed. If you 
have any questions concerning this research project, feel free to contact me or my 
supervisor, Dr. Patricia Ashton, at (352) 392-0724 x 226. Questions or concerns about 
research participants’ rights can be directed to the UFIRB office, Box 112250, University 
of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611-2250. The UFIRB telephone number is (352) 392-
0433. 
 
I have read the procedures described above. I voluntarily agree to participate in the 
procedure and I have received a copy of this description. 
 
Participant signature: ____________________________      Date  ________________ 
Name: _____________________________________   
Please print carefully. This information will be used to give you credit for your 
participation. 
 
Principal Investigator:  
Alexandra Ribadeneira  ___________________   Date   _________________________ 
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APPENDIX B 
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 

Please mark on your Scantron sheet the response that best represents you (For example, 
mark 0 on your Scantron sheet if you are FEMALE or mark 1 on your Scantron sheet if 
you are MALE). 
 

1. Gender  
0.  Female              1.  Male 
 

2. Ethnicity 
0. Caucasian     1. African-American     2. Hispanic     3. Asian         4.Other  
 

3. Class Standing 
0.  Freshman      1. Sophomore      2.  Junior          3. Senior           4. Other  
 

4. Please choose the response that  best describes you 
0.   I  knew what I would choose as my major when I started college. 
1. I  have considered several different majors, and I have now settled on a major 

that I like. 
2. I  have explored several different majors, but I am still undecided. 
3. I  have selected a major, but I plan on changing it. 
 

5. Please choose the response that best describes your household as you were growing 
up 

0.  Both parents gainfully employed 
1.  Only male parent employed (male head of household) 
2.  Only female parent employed (female head of household) 
 

6. Please mark the number that most closely describes your major     
0.   Education 
1. Physical Education and Recreation 
2. Health-related professions (e.g., nursing, audiology)  
3. Psychology and other social sciences--(e.g., political science, anthropology, 

sociology)  
4. Journalism and Telecommunications 
5. Business 
6. Liberal arts (e.g., English, history, languages) 
7. Math and Science 
8. Hospitality, Tourism, Event Planning  
9. Other  



129 

 

 
7. While growing up, were you raised in a: 

0. dual parent household without step-parents (mother and father) 
1. dual parent household with step-parent (mother and step-father) 
2. dual parent household with step-parent (father and step-mother) 
3. single mother (divorced) household 
4. single father (divorced) household 
5. single mother (never married) household 
6. single father (never married) household 
7. single mother (father deceased) household 
8. single father (mother deceased) household 
9.  Other 

 
8. Please choose the option that best describes your MOTHER’S level of education 

0. less than seventh grade 
1. junior high school (9th grade) 
2. partial high school (10th or 11th grade) 
3. high school graduate (whether private, preparatory, parochial, trade, or public 

school) 
4. partial college (at least one year) or specialized training 
5. graduate of a 4-year college or university 
6. graduate professional training (graduate degree) 

 
9. Please choose the option that best describes your FATHER’S level of education 

0. less than seventh grade 
1. junior high school (9th grade) 
2. partial high school (10th or 11th grade) 
3. high school graduate (whether private, preparatory, parochial, trade, or public 

school) 
4. partial college (at least one year) or specialized training 
5. graduate of a 4-year college or university 
6. graduate professional training (graduate degree) 

 
FOR THE FOLLWING QUESTIONS PLEASE WRITE YOUR ANSWERS IN THE 
BLANKS 
 

1. What is your age:  Years ________  Months ___________ 
 

2. What was your MOTHER’S OCCUPATION as you were growing up?   
_______________________________________________ 

 
3. What is your mother’s present occupation?  

________________________________________________ 
 

4. What was your FATHER’S OCCUPATION as you were growing up? 
________________________________________________ 
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5. What is your father’s present occupation? 

_________________________________________________________ 
 

6. What is your SAT quantitative (math) score?  ____________________ 
 

7. What is your SAT verbal score? 
_______________________________ 

 
8. What is your ACT math score? (if applicable) 

____________________ 
 

9. What is your ACT verbal score? (if applicable)  
___________________ 

 
10. What is your GPA? 

_________________________________________   
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