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ABSTRACT 

Career decision making is considered an important skill in the life of an individual.  It is a learnable skill 

which involves the ability to collect and analyze individual information. Self-efficacy in career decision 

making is someone's belief in the career decision he/she takes.  The objective of this research was to 

understand the career decision making self-efficacy of college students. The participants were 313 students 

conveniently selected from 4 batches of students studying three programs, namely Language and 

Communication, Psychology and Islamic Studies at a private university.  Data were collected using career 

decision making self-efficacy scale of 25 items. The item analysis revealed that 20 of those items had strong 

power discrimination index, therefore, they are valid and reliable to be used in the study. The study found that 

there was a difference in career decision making self-efficacy across gender. Male students had higher 

confidence in making career decision than female ones. 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

Career decision-making self-efficacy (CDMSE) is very 

important and relevant for students in Indonesia because 

they will be faced with many work challenges due to the 

current economic and social stress in the country. 

Students with CDMSE will be able to respond positively 

to the environment because it is a strong predictor of their 

life satisfaction (Jiang et al. 2015). It is a career theory 

based on the perspective of a social cognitive theory, 

namely self-efficacy which in itself is an individual belief 

that mediates taking responsibility and success (Bolat and 

Odac 2016). 

CDMSE is based on two psychological theories. One 

theory developed in the discipline of social psychology 

and personality (the theory of self-efficacy) and the other 

comes from vocational psychology (the theory of career 

maturity) (Miguel, Silva, and Prieto 2013). It is a key 

variable when an individual reaches the stage to make a 

career choice with reference to his or her beliefs (Jiang 

2015). However, self-efficacy can affect the decision, 

emotion, level of effort, and individual perseverance over 

obstacles, and consequently, individual performance, 

because belief has a major contribution to the conduct of 

an action (Işık 2014).  

CDMSE is defined as a belief in a person's ability to 

be involved in education, work planning and decision 

making (Taylor and Betz 1983). It is related to the lack of 

ability to choose the right career path when someone is in 

a confusing decision-making situation (Chiesa, Massei, 

and Guglielmi 2016). 

It acts as a mediator between perceptions of selected 

academic majors, career expectations and the main 

affective commitment that are indirectly related to 

positive expectations of results (Conklin, Dahling, and 

Garcia 2013). It has the ability to influence the success of 

a career development process (Conklin et al. 2013). It 

was further explained that it is important not only to 

identify low self-efficacy decision making within clients 

but also to understand how to overcome it in career 

counseling (Conklin et al. 2013). 

Evaluation of academic support services was found to 

be positively related to the level of career decision self-

efficacy (Burns et al. 2013). This shows that it is 

important to be careful and evaluate effectively in 

selecting a career. Therefore, this study was aimed at 

exploring CDMSE profiles and conducting its 

preliminary test using scale adaptation for college 

students. 

2. METHOD 
2.1   Participants 

The participants of this study were 313 students 

consisting of 93 male and 220 female students. The age 

range for the male was 18-28 years old and 17-23 years 
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old for female. Therefore, the mean age for male students 

was 20.5 years old with SD = 1.77. while for the female 

students, it was 19.6 years old with SD = 1.04. They were 

students from Departments of Psychology, 

Communication Science, and English Language 

Education of a private university in Semarang Central 

Java, Indonesia. All of them were Javanese. 
Table 1. Range, Mean and SD of Age 

Gender Age range Mean SD 

Male 18-28 20.5 1.77 

Female 17-23 19.6 1.04 

 

2.2  Instrument 

Career decision making self-efficacy scale used in this 

study was compiled based on the behavioral domain that 

was relevant to the career decision making process. It 

was defined as behavior that shows five Career Award 

Competencies postulated in the career maturity model 

(Crites 1961, 1965). The domain includes (1) accurate 

self-assessment, (2) collecting job information, (3) 

selecting goals, (4) making plans for the future, and (5) 

problem-solving. The concept has become one of the 

constructions extensively researched since the items were 

compiled and introduced in research on developing 

career decision making self-efficacy scale (Taylor and 

Betz 1983). Previous research using the same scale in the 

English version obtained internal values of consistency 

above 0.9 (Bullock-Yowell, Andrews, and Buzzetta 

2011; Burns et al. 2013; Peterson and delMas 1998). The 

Chinese version of the scale found internal consistency 

above 0.9 (Jiang 2015) in addition the Turkish version 

found internal consistency above 0.8 (Buyukgoze-Kavas 

2014; Işık 2014). The one used in this study consisted of 

25 items that were adapted in a double translated and 

expert panel verification to determine the right items 

according to the context of the research participants.  

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The mean scores and standard deviations for the 25 
CDMSE items are as presented in Table 2. The table 
shows that perceived difficulties of task ranged from 
1.7348 (item number CDSE01) to 3.2045 (item number 
CDSE16). The most difficult item was sub-scale 
problem-solving. The 3 least difficult ones were sub-
scale goal selection, occupational information, and self-
appraisal.  

Table 2. Mean and Standard Deviation of CDMSE 

Item 
Number 

Mean Std. Deviation Sub-scale 

CDSE01 1,7348 1,09045 problem solving 

CDSE03 1,7636 1,10724 problem solving 

CDSE02 2,2620 0,96163 problem solving 

CDSE10 2,3482 0,92515 planning 

CDSE09 2,3866 0,96447 planning 

CDSE12 2,5783 0,71237 self-appraisal 

CDSE11 2,7284 0,84337 planning 

CDSE14 2,7444 0,85025 planning 

CDSE19 2,8051 0,67252 self-appraisal 

CDSE20 2,8083 0,76481 goal selection 

CDSE18 2,8211 0,78443 occupational information 

CDSE08 2,8403 0,72504 occupational information 

CDSE21 2,8658 0,67073 goal selection 

CDSE22 2,8978 0,69965 self-appraisal 

CDSE04 2,9393 0,97706 occupational information 

CDSE24 2,9553 0,80737 occupational information 
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CDSE13 2,9808 0,65507 planning 

CDSE17 2,9904 0,65283 goal selection 

CDSE15 3,0096 0,76997 problem solving 

CDSE06 3,0447 0,65382 goal selection 

CDSE25 3,0479 0,63620 self-appraisal 

CDSE05 3,0671 0,58723 problem solving 

CDSE07 3,1565 0,62872 self-appraisal 

CDSE23 3,1885 0,70683 occupational information 

CDSE16 3,2045 0,61736 goal selection 

 

This study found items in the problem-solving 

behavior component group on the CDMSE scale. There 

was only one item that had a good item discrimination 

index. Internal consistency of career decision self-

efficacy scale obtained was α = 0.870 and 20 items 

having item discrimination power index above 0.3 with 

power indexes ranging from 0.391-0.626. From the 25 

items, there were 5 items that had a low item 

discrimination index with four in the problem-solving 

and one in the occupational information subscale. The 

results of the discrimination power item analysis are 

presented in Table 3. 

Table 3. Discrimination Power Index Item and Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted 

Item Number 
Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha 

if Item Deleted 

CDSE01 67.4345 76.964 .183 .847 

CDSE02 66.9073 78.039 .158 .846 

CDSE03 67.4058 76.473 .204 .846 

CDSE05 66.1022 77.034 .414 .836 

CDSE15 66.1597 77.558 .258 .840 

CDSE04 66.2300 76.594 .240 .843 

CDSE08 66.3291 76.382 .374 .836 

CDSE18 66.3482 74.894 .452 .833 

CDSE23 65.9808 74.730 .525 .831 

CDSE24 66.2141 74.021 .502 .831 

CDSE06 66.1246 75.533 .500 .833 

CDSE16 65.9649 76.880 .405 .836 

CDSE17 66.1789 75.724 .484 .833 
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CDSE20 66.3610 76.065 .375 .836 

CDSE21 66.3035 75.661 .475 .833 

CDSE07 66.0128 76.769 .407 .836 

CDSE12 66.5911 75.851 .426 .835 

CDSE19 66.3642 74.566 .571 .830 

CDSE22 66.2716 75.301 .482 .833 

CDSE25 66.1214 75.145 .553 .831 

CDSE09 66.7827 74.933 .346 .838 

CDSE10 66.8211 74.455 .397 .836 

CDSE11 66.4409 74.895 .414 .835 

CDSE13 66.1885 75.102 .539 .831 

CDSE14 66.4249 74.014 .472 .832 

 

Profile analysis was done by composing hypothetical 

norms based on the scale compiled. The norm category 

was arranged according to the hypothetical score of the 

scale (Azwar 2012). The hypothetical norm formulation 

used is low (X ≤μ-σ), medium (μ-σ <X ≤μ + σ), and high 

(X> μ + σ) for three categories (Azwar 2010). The 

maximum score of the scale was 80 gotten by 

multiplying the 20 items by the highest response score of 

4, while the minimum score was 0 which was gotten 

through the multiplication of the number of items by the 

minimum score of response. Hypothetical SD (σ) of 

13.33 was obtained by calculating the highest and lowest 

score divided by 6. The hypothetical mean (μ) of 40 was 

obtained by adding the minimum and maximum score 

then divided by 2. The results of the three categories of 

norms compiled, the frequency of the number of 

participants entering each category and percentage are 

presented in Table 4. 

Table 4. Participant’s categorization of the CDMSE scale 

Norms Categorization Frequency % 

X ≤27 Low 3 1 

27<X≤53 Average 58 18.5 

X<53 High 252 80.5 

 

Based on the norms of the hypothetical category it 

was found that 3 participants (1%) were in a low 

category, 58 participants (18.5%) in the average category, 

and 252 participants (80.5%) in the high category. This 

means that the majority of respondents are in the 

category of having a high self-efficacy career decision 

making. 

The results of the descriptive statistical analysis test 

obtained a mean score of 59.1075 with a standard 

deviation of 9.43106 for career decision-making self-

efficacy variable on male students, 56.7636 with a 

standard deviation of 7.05093 for female students. The 

mean score for male students is above 53 hypothetical 

norms, which means that their CDMSE is high while the 

results for the female students show that they had 

confidence in career decision making. 

The results of the independent sample T-test found 

that there was a difference in career decision self-efficacy 

scores between male and female students at a value of t = 

2.42 with p = 0.016 (p <0.05), with a 2.34 mean 

difference, SE 0.969 difference and effect size using 

Cohen's d of 0.299, which means that there is a 

significant difference between the two sample groups. 

Considering the mean score of CDMSE variable on male 

students that is higher than female’s, it can be interpreted 

that male students have better confidence in career 

decision making than their female counterparts. These 
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findings are different from previous studies that did not 

find gender differences in career decision making self-

efficacy (Betz and Luzzo 1996; Buyukgoze-Kavas 2014; 

Chung 2002; Isik 2013; Taylor and Betz 1983).  

Descriptive statistical analysis results revealed that 

the variable mean score of CDMSE for the first-year 

students was 57.1486 with a standard deviation of 

8.63576, second-year students 57,1091 with a standard 

deviation of 7.65344, third-year students 58.5263 with a 

standard deviation of 5.70318, and fourth-year students 

60.0588 with a standard deviation of 6.58094. The results 

of the analysis of variance obtained F value of 0.995 with 

p=0.395 (p> 0.05) which means there is no significant 

difference among the four study periods, consequently, 

study period does not have any influence on CDMSE. 

Ancova's analysis showed that the study period did 

not have any influence on gender covariables on the 

CDMSE variable. It was found that the F value in the 

corrected model was 1.911 with a p-value of 0.109 which 

indicates no significant difference. This means that the 

assumption of Ancova is not fulfilled, therefore, no 

further analysis interpretation is necessary. 

4. CONCLUSIONS 

The objective of this study was to explore CDMSE 

profiles of college students and test the differences 

between them based on gender and differences in each 

time of the study. The findings show that most of the 

students have high career decision-making self-efficacy 

(both male and female), there are variations based on 

gender and no significant difference based on time of the 

study. This study supports content validity for the 

Indonesian version of the CDMSE scale. Despite the 

needs for some improvements, it shows that this 

instrument is suitable for research on self-efficacy in 

career decision making for students. The findings of this 

study provide opportunities for future research on career 

decision-taking in Indonesia. 
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APPENDIX 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:   CDSE   

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Corrected Model 470.420a 4 117.605 1.911 .109 .024 

Intercept 78539.270 1 78539.270 1275.894 .000 .806 

Gender 284.505 1 284.505 4.622 .032 .015 

Periode of_Studi 111.303 3 37.101 .603 .614 .006 

Error 18959.331 308 61.556    

Total 1052849.000 313     

Corrected Total 19429.751 312     

a. R Squared = .024 (Adjusted R Squared = .012) 
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