University of Northern Iowa

UNI ScholarWorks

Electronic Theses and Dissertations Graduate College

2009

The effect of self-ethcacy and psychosocial
development on the factors that influence major
changing behavior

Karen Cunningham
University of Northern Iowa

Copyright ©2009 Karen Cunningham
Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.uni.edu/etd

b Part of the Higher Education Commons

Let us know how access to this document benefits you

Recommended Citation

Cunningham, Karen, "The effect of self-efficacy and psychosocial development on the factors that influence major changing behavior”
(2009). Electronic Theses and Dissertations. 674.
https://scholarworks.uni.edu/etd/674

This Open Access Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate College at UNI ScholarWorks. It has been accepted for
inclusion in Electronic Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of UNI ScholarWorks. For more information, please contact

scholarworks@uni.edu.


https://scholarworks.uni.edu?utm_source=scholarworks.uni.edu%2Fetd%2F674&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.uni.edu/etd?utm_source=scholarworks.uni.edu%2Fetd%2F674&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.uni.edu/gc?utm_source=scholarworks.uni.edu%2Fetd%2F674&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.uni.edu/etd?utm_source=scholarworks.uni.edu%2Fetd%2F674&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1245?utm_source=scholarworks.uni.edu%2Fetd%2F674&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.uni.edu/feedback_form.html
https://scholarworks.uni.edu/etd/674?utm_source=scholarworks.uni.edu%2Fetd%2F674&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:scholarworks@uni.edu

THE EFFECT OF SELF-EFFICACY AND PSYCHOSOCIAL DEVEI_;OPMENT ON

THE FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE MAJOR CHANGING BEHAVIOR

A Dissertation
Submitted
in Partial Fulfillment
- of the Requirements for the chrée

Doctor of Education

Approved:

Dr. Michael Waggoner, Committee Chair

Dr. Radhi Al-Mabuk, Committee Member

Dr. Kim MacLin, Committee Member

Dr. Donna Vinton, Committee Member

Dr. Barry Wilson, Committee Member

Karen Cunningham
University of Northern Iowa

May 2009



UMI Number: 3367821

INFORMATION TO USERS

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy
submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality illustrations
and photographs,. print bleed-through, substandard margins, and improper
alignment can adversely affect reproduction. /v |
In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscrir;t
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if unauthorized i
copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion.

UMI
UMI Microform 3367821
Copyright 2009 by ProQuest LLC

All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against
unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code.

ProQuest LLC
789 East Eisenhower Parkway
P.O. Box 1346
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346



Copyright by
KAREN E. CUNNINGHAM
2009
All Rights Reserved



THE EFFECT OF SELF-EFFICACY AND PSYCHOSOCIAL DEVELOPMENT ON

THE FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE MAJOR CHANGING BEHAVIOR

An Abstract of a Dissertation
Submitted
in Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Dégree

Doctor of Education

Approved:

Dr. Michael Waggoner, Committee Chair

Dr. Sue A. J oseph,
Interim Dean of the Graduate College

Karen Cunningham
- University of Northern Towa .

May 2009



ABSTRACT

This quantitative research study sought to determine the factors that distinguish
those students who are elassiﬁed as “major-changers” from those who are classified as
“relatively stable” (never changing their initial major or changing only once or twice).
Participants of this study were full-time undergraduate students attending the University
of Northern Iowa. The fo’llowing variables were measured as possible factors influencing
‘major-changing behavior: (a) level of psychosoeial development, (b) level of self-
efﬁcacy, and (c) level of parental education. The Life-Skills Inventory — College Form
(LSDI-CFi was used to measure students’ level of psychosocial developmen£ and the
General Self-efficacy Scale (G‘SES) was used to meesure students’ level of self-efficacy.
Four main research questions framed this study: (a) which factors distinguish those ..
students who change their major multiple times from those who remain relatively stable?
(b) how does perceived level of self-efﬁcacy influence a person’s ability to'make
decisions? (c) how does a person’s psychosocial development affect their ability to make
decisions? and, (d) is there a relationship between parental educatioe and major-changing
behavior?

Several statistically si gniﬁcant‘ differences between major-changers and relatively
stable students were found. Major-changers reported a lower level of self-ﬂefﬁcacy than
relatively stable students, and those students classified es “relatively etable” were found
to have a hi gherrle\.fel of self-perception on the Problem-Solving/Decision-Making Sub-

scale on the Life-Skills Development Inventory than those students classified as rhajor-



changers. There were no significant differences found between majdr-changers and

relatively stable students on level of parental education.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Many 4students enter college committed to a particular academic major but change
their minds during their college years. Major-changers account for 50 to 75% of the
college population, however very little has been §vn'tten about who they are or how to
advise or counsel them ‘during this important period of transition (Gordon, 1984). This
p‘en'od of indecisiveness is often considered a normal stage of development (Baird, 1969),
yetitcanbea m‘ain source of frustration for students, causing them to feel isolated and
insecure. As a result, many major-changers are somewhat less satisfied with college than
decided students, suffering from greater levels of anxiety and pressure (Gordon, 1984).
While an abundance of anecdotal evidence explains why some students drift from one
major to another, few institutioris actually conduct Fesearch on this topic (Bertrarri, 1996;
Steele & McDonald, 2000; Titley & Titley, 1980).

| This chaptef outlines the major components of this study including the statement
of the problem, the research questions, methodology, definitions of terms, aﬁd
limitations. It provides a ﬁseful theoretical framework for understanding the purpose,
- significance, and intended outcomes of this study as well as provides a justification fér _
the chosen methodology.

This study sought to fill a gap in the researéh by invesfigating the factors that
distinguish those students who vacillate between majors (major-changers) from those
Who remain relatively stable (never changing their initial major or changing only once or

twice). Consequently, this research answered the question, “what are the factors that



distinguiéh thoée students who fluctuate between majors from those who remain
relatively constant?” Among the variables cohsidered 1n this study are: (a) level of ‘
psychosocial development, (b) level of self-efficacy and (c) level of parental education.
To date, only a paucity of empirical research has been coﬁducted on major-changers.
Most studies spotlight the challenges faced by stu(‘ients‘ in transition but almost ;‘o studies
examine th¢ factors tﬁat distinguish those students who wﬁver from thbse who rremain
- relatively focused. Most studies that have compared undecided ahd decided students
| have examined their characteristics prior to entering the institution (e.g., demographics
and high school achievement). Once these students have enfered the institution; variables
typically examined include number of credifs earned and grade poiht éverége (Lewallen,
1995). | |
This study examined issues regafding major-bhangers in an attempt to provide a

more coiﬁprehensive understanding and appreciation of the éhallénges facéd by ﬁéjor- |
changers on a Midwestern éollege campus. Althoﬁgh much of the exisﬁng research has
describéd major-changeré as “students at-risk” (Gordoﬁ_& Polson, 1985; Pascarella &
Terenzini, 1991; Pierson, 1962; Titley & Titley, 1980), who are unable, un§vi11ing or
unprepared to make_acadcmic and career decisions, several researchers suggest that
changing decisions a‘b‘out a major is not necessarily a negative phenomenon, but may
‘ represent student discovery of other academic fields that stimulate greater personal
interest or that are more compatible with fheir personal aptitudes and abilities (Astin,
1993; Lewallen, ‘1 995; Tinto, 1993). Also, major changing may reflect an underlying

process of cognitive maturation among college students, and their natural progression to



more advanced developmental stages of decision-making. As Tinto notes, “Movements
'from varying degrees of certainty to uncertainty and back again may in fact be quite
characteristic of the longitudinal process of goal clarification which occurs during the
college .years. Not only should we not be surprised By such movements, we should
expect, indeed hope, that they occur” (1993, p. 41). This study attempted to determine
whether level of self-efficacy, level of psychosocial development and level of ‘parental
education are factors associated with a stude.nt’s' ability to select amajor that will lead to
a vocational and/or professional path.

By using Chickering’s_psychosocial theory of student development (1969) in this
study, a foundation was laid on which to understand the maturation and development of
the major-changer population. ‘Chickering‘(19.-69) proposed seven vectors of
vdevel‘opment that contribute to the formation of identity. Chicke_ring theorized that
Astudents move through these vectors at different rates as part of their quest to gain
individualism. Influenced by Erikson’s Theory of Human Development ‘(1963),-

‘ Chickering’s developmental vectors provide a blueprint for student development
programming and evaluation (Picklesimer, _1991).' Chickering’bs theory can be used to
evaluate and explain major-changer behavior and the challenges faced by those students
who struggle with decisions about their majors. For instance, academic advlsors and
administrators alike can use Chlckering’s vectors as a basis for developing strategies and
| student programmmg to help maj or-changers in their search for an appropriate major.
Chickering’s theory offers college practitioners a template for evaluating who our

students are and how college environments may inhibit or enhance their development



(Picklesimer, 1991). Additionally, Chlckenng s theory can provide examples of ways to
help students address specific developmental issues related to changing majors and career
choices.

1t has been noted that Chickering’s ot'iginal' theory was limited in that it was based
on students at small liberal arts colleges who were'of traditional age (Reisser, 1995). Te
correct thts limitation and‘ incorporate more than two decades of research and theot'y, |

“Chickering and Reisser (1993) redefined and reordeted some of the vectors to brovide a
more representative depiction of college student development.

Furthermore, this study focused on the development of one type of motivational .
processt perceived self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is grounded ina larger theoretical
framework of Social Cognitive Theory (SCT), which postulates that human achievement
depends on interactions between one’s behaviors, personal factors (e, thoughts, beliefs)
andenvironmental conditions (Bandura, 1986). In his theory, Bandura defines self-v

| efﬁcacy as “the belief in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action
requited to manage prospective situations” (1986, p. 2). Bandufa postulates that those
with high self-efficacy expectancies - the belief that one can achieve what one sets out to
do - are healthier, more effective, and generally more successful than those with low self-
_ efficacy expectahcies. Results of various studies haye demonstrated the arbitrational role
of self-efficacy beliefs in the selectien of a career choice (Betz & Hackett, 1981; Betz &
Hackett, 1997; Taylor & Betz; 1983). Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory helps explain

why students select some activities, and avoid others or why some students have clearly

defined career goals and others do not.



Although the research of Bandura and his colleagues has mostly supported the '
usefulness of a focus on self-efﬁcacy expectations in the treatment of several clinical
problems, such as phobias,. smoking behavior, e.nd assertiveness (Bandura, Adams, &’
Beyer, 1977), the potential applicability of self-efficacy eXpectationsto vocational
behavior and career eoﬁnseling has also been empirically investigated (Betz & Hackett,
-1981). As aresult ef this research, it is commonl}i accepted that Bandura’s self-efﬁcacy
theory cen be used to understand and explaih career indecision (Betz & Hackett, 1981;

} Taylor & Betz, 1983).

Self-efficacy expectations, when i/ieWed ih vrelationbto ce.reer_s, refer to a perseh's
beliefs regarding "career-i:elated behaviors, educational and occupational choice, and
performance and persistence in the implementation of those choices" (Betz & Hackett,
1997, p. 383). They are reflected in an individuai;s perception about his/her ability to
perform a given career-related task or behavior (efficacy expectetion) and his/her belief
about the consequences of behavior or pefforinance (otltcome expectation; Betz &
Hackett, 1981).

A study on self-efﬁcacy expectations and career indecision, cenducted by Taylor
and Betz (1983), showed a moderately strong relationship among career decision-making
and self-efficacy and career indecision. Students who are less confident (low 1eve1 of
self-efficacy) in their ability to complete the tasks and behaviors requireti for effective
decision-making are likelier to report being vocationally undecided (Taylor & Betz,
1983). On the other hand, students who ere more voeationally decided exhibit more

confidence (high level of self-efficacy) in their ability to complete the necessary tasks



related to career decision-making. According to Taylor and Betz (1983), the measure of
career decision-making self-efficacy, while in need of further evaluative research, has
considerable potential fol_{ the assessment and treatment of career indecision. Thus, the
concept of self-efficacy as it relates to the selection of a major and céreer decision-
making, plays a significant role in the intervention and evaluation of vocétional
indecision. |
| The roots of career indecision can be traced, in part, to ya person’s concept of self
and career motivatiqn which falls under the domain of self-efficacy. | Marku§ and Nurius
(1986) examine the concept of poSsible selves. Possible selves,represent individuals’
ideas of what they might become, what they would like to become, and what they are
afraid of becoming, and thlis prbvide a link between cognition and motikvation for goal-
oriented behavio.rs. Acéording to Markus and Nurius (1986), possibie selves are the
cognitive components of hopes, fears, goals, and thrgats an(i are important becaﬁsc they
function as incentives for future behavior (i.e., they are selves to be approached or
avoided) and they provide an evaluative and interpretive context for the current view of
self. |
"For eXample, the student majoring in political science who fears he or she will not
get into Harvard Law Schdol carries with him or her rﬁore than an ﬁndifferentiai_ted fear of
~ not getting accepted. Instead, the fear is personalized, and the studept is likely to have a
well-elaborated possible self that represents this fear — the self as having failed turns to

other majors. The student thinks, “I want to be a lawyer, but I could be an accountant or



a psychologist.”’- Self-doubtb creates indecisive behavior and suppresses the motivation
needed to achieve desired goals, thus, potentially creating major-changer behavior.

Likewise, a student’s 11eve1 of career motivetion carl strongly influence his or her
ability to make vocational decisions. London (1983) proposed that students who -
frequently chmge, their majors exhibit lower-levels of career motivation, making it
difficult for them to sellectda career path. Career motivatiorl is viewed as a multi-
dimensional construct. Components consist of individual characteristics (career identity,
career insight, and eareer resilience) and eorresponding career decisions andbehaviors ‘
(London, 1983). Recognizirlg the proposed connection betWeen career motivation and
major-changersdcan assist advisors in helping students develop motir/ational strategies
aimed at reducing career indecision. |

The connection between career mobtivation and major-changers can be found in
the abundance of research that has been conducted on the reliati.onships between
socioeconomically disadvantaged students and college entry; persistence and attainment. .
For example, students from low-income families are less likely to attend 4-year .
institutions, attend full-time, enroll direetly after high school and graduate from eollege
(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). However, far less is knowr1 aboﬁt the cognitive
development of first-generation students, whose parehts did not attend college (Hahs-
Vaughn, 2004).

Studies have indicated that students whose parents have earned no more than a
high school diploma are least likely to earn a bachelor’s degree (Horn & Bobbitt, 2000).

Level of parental education has also been shown to directly influence the type of



1nst1tution students attend, 1rrespect1ve of high school achievement and ab111ty (Pascarella
& Terenzini, 2005). F1rst-generation students have been shown to be more certain of

- academic major, but no difference was found in students’ commitments to their goals
when compared to'non-ﬁrst-generation students (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). There;is
evidence to suggest that ﬁrst-generation college students are less engaged in the
educat10na1 process because they have little or no tacit knowledge about college :
campuses or college-related act1v1t1es and lack the role models (e.g., parents) necessary to
help them connect with the college commumty Parents of first-generation college
students are often ill- equ1pped to help their students because they a1so lack the
knowledge about the college experience In contrast, second—generation college students
' | whose parent(s) eamed a baccalaureate degree are often more engaged in the educational
process as their parents have modeled this behavior and have demonstrated the
importance of becorning actively engaged in the college com_munity (Kenny & Stryker,
1996; London, 19.92)7'- Is there a relationship between parental education and selection of
an academic major? If so, recognizing this relationship can help uncover the factors that
influence major-changing behavior by providing educational researchers with a

multifaceted and comprehensive picture of the major-changerpopulation.

S_igniﬁcance of the Study
Although several 'Studies..have discussed the realities of the major-changer ‘
population and the factors involved in selecting a major (Bertram,v 1996; Gordon, Newton
& Kramer, 1985; Pascarella & Terenzini, 199l; Steele & McDonald, 2000; Titley &

Titley, 1980), very few have examined the factors that distinguish students who vacillate



between majors from those who remain relatively stable. Many studiéé have recognized
tiie benefits of identifying the factors that influence the choice of major; however, few
have examined the factors that differentiaite these students. Why do some students Select
a maj or with little or no difficulty, wiiile others struggle? This study attempted to shed
light on this query by doing the following: (a) examining which central and peripheral
. factors are involved in making major changing decisions and (b) addressing some of the
issues experienced by the major-changer population.
~ Not only did this study provide valuable institutiqnal data, but it also }ias
implications for the academic a(ivising profession iri higiier education. AA working
knowledge of the major-changer population will provide academic advisors and career
counselors i;vith a foundation i1poi1 which to understand the challenges students‘ face in
making academic and career decisions and wiil offer a model for evaluating who our
studeints are and how college environments may inhibit or lenhance their development
(Picklesimer, 1991).. |
Acgording to Steele and McDonald (2000), academic advisors have an
opportunity to influence deciding students’ reactions and feelings as they journey through
this transitional process. By studying the motivators that guide or influence students
tow‘arda certain academic or vocational goal, ,advisoré can more efféctively address the
issues faced by the major-changer population. For instance, if we know students are
more likely io change their major dilring their sophomore year (“siiphomore slump”),
then we can develop more effective ways (e.g., programming) to assist students during

their second year. Working effectively with this population requires not only
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understanding the transition/developmental process, but also how this population differs
from other student populations. Epistemological assumptions are a part of almost every
decision an individual makes.v Therefore, by considering a person’s “ways of knowing”
advisors can better understahd how decisions are made (Bertram, 1996).

Any academic advisor or career counselor who works. with the major-cﬁanger
population knows that it is often a daunting tésk to guide students down a particular
academic or vocatiorial path. If we are to take the time to engage students in the
exploratory process, then we need to understand the factoré involved in getting to that
point (Gordon, 1984). Understanding what influences students to change their major is
crucial information that can be used when planning for future cu'rriéular and staffing
needs. Knowing why students éhange their majors and what the 'implications of these
changes are fo the institution is likely to Beneﬁt both fhe institution and its students.

Statement of the Problem

This study sought to determine whicﬁ factors distinguish those students who
ﬂuctﬁate“petween majors from those who remain relatively constant. Variables
considered in this study include: (a) level of self-efﬁcécy , (b) level of psychosocial
de‘velopmentvand (c) level of parental education.

| Research Questions

Four main research questions framed thiS study: (a) which factors distinguish
those students who change their major multiple times from those who remain relative‘ly
stable? (b) Vhow‘ does perc;eived level of self-efficacy influence a person’s ability to make.

decisions? (c) how does a person’s psychosocial development affect their ability to make
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decisions? and (d) is there a relationship between level of parental education and major-
changing behavior? It was hypothesized that thosé'who change their major multiple
times are more likely to report the relationship between major and career as linear (e.g.,
all accouriting students become accountants) than those who change only once or twice
(Gordon, 1984). Among those who remained relatively stable, a less dualistic viev&; of the
linear relationship between major and career is hypothesized when majors afe selected
based on interest and curiosity and not necessarily on eéming potential or direct paths to
specific careers. Furthermore, it was hypothesized that those who chavnge-their major
multiple times,vpl"i.or to graduation, would report a lower level of self;efﬁca‘c:y and
* psychosocial development than those who changebonly once or twice. Level of parental
education was also predicted to be lower for those students classified as major-chan‘ge‘rs.'
Methodology | |

A survey was createdvto' assess the factors that distinguish those students who
'cha‘nge their major multiple times from those who remain relatively stab1e>(see Appendix
A). It also gauged participants’ levél of self-efficacy and level of ps.ychosocial
development (see Appendix B and Appendix C). Participants in this study were ﬁll-time
H undergraduate students at the University of Northern lowa (UNI), who were identified by
the UNI Registrar’s Office as “major-changers™ as well as those identified as “relatively
stable.” For the purpose of this study, va major-changer was defined :a's a student who
changes his or her major three or more times. A student who is “relatively stable” was
defined as a student who never changes his or her initiél major or changes only once or

twice. A list of e-mail addresses for the major—chahger population was generated by
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Information Technology Services (ITS). These participants were sent an e-mail
informing them about the study and directing them to a weblink where the sur\}éy was
administered. The survey was administered via SurveyMonkey, survey software that

enables researchers to create and administer surveys that can be completed online.

All potential participants were sent an e-mail giving them information about the
puprse of the Study and directions regarding how to access and complete the onlihe
- survey. All participants were then sent two reminder e-mails approximately seven days |
-and fourteen days after the original email, respectively, reminding them to complete the
survey if they had not already done so. Various analyses 'were,cond'ucted, including, but
nbt limited to, descriptive statistics, cross—tébulgtidns, t-tests, chi-square analysis,‘and |

Pearson’s correlation coefficient.

Definition of Terms
The following terms are operationally defined for this study:
Major-changer — an undergraduate student who enters college decided about a
major but changes to another major three or more times before he or she graduates.
Students who enter college undecided are NOT considered major-changers until they

change after declaring an initial major.

Relatively Stable — an undergraduate student who never changes their initial

major or changes only once or twice.

Early Changers — students who change their major in the freshman but not

sophomore year (Theophilides, Terenzini, & Lorang, 1984).
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Late Changers — students who change their major the sophomore but not freshman

year (Theophilides, ‘et al., 1984).

Constant Changers — students who report changmg majors in both their freshman

and sophomore years (Theoph111des et al., 1984).

Students in Transition — students who are unsure of their vocational/career path.

' Developmental Advising — advising that is concerned not only with a specific

- personal or ,vocationél decision but also with facilitating the student's rational processes,’
environmental and interpersonal interactions, and behavioral awareness, and problem-
" solving, decision-making, and evaluation skills (Crookston, 1972).

Prescriptive Advising — model of advising where the academic advisor tells the ‘_

s'tudent.what to dov, and the student does it. PfeseﬁptiVe ‘advising is linear
cqtnmunieation from the advisor to the advtsee and places most of bthe responsit)ility not -
on the student, ‘blutthe advisot. The advisor is required to have the answers. There is no
discoveryinvqlved on the part of the student, nor is there eny mean/ingful exchange of
ideas or feelings (Crookston, 1972). |

Self-efficacy — the belief in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the eedrses '
of action required to manage prospecti_ve situations (Bandura, ,19‘86).'

Psychosocial Development — views individual development as the

accomplishment of a series of “developmental stages™ or “vectors” (Chickering, 1969).

Possible Selves — an indiﬁduals’ idea of what s/he might become, what s/he
* would like to become, and what s/he is afraid of becoming. It provides a link between

cognition and motivation (Markus & Nurius, 1986).
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Sophomore Slump — a "period of developmental confusion" that results from

student's struggles with achieving competence, desiring autonomy, establishing identity,
and developing purpose. In short, sophomores face a particuiarly difficult period in their
academic, social and personal development (Steele & McDonald, 2000).

Ways of Knowing - based on the influential research of William G. Perry (1970),

it refers to the cognitive and intellectuél development of college-age students.
Limitations
Asin ény research, there are limitations that should be acknowledged and taken into
consideration when réviewing this study. The following limitations of this study are
noted: . |
1. The use of volunteer subjects and a convenient, random sample wﬁich resi:ricté
the generalizabilify of the research findings.
2. The use of a single methodology. The use of other'metﬁodologiéal
- approaches to gather data would have provided a different perspective to this
study.
' By restricting not only the questibns asked but also the availability of responsé
alternatives (e.g., by using numerical rating scales), it is less likely to gain new insights
from the research participants (Creswell, 2008). In the case of this particula_r study, the
researcher has narrowed the scope of inquiry by asking a sét of closed-ended questions.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to investigate the factors that distinguish those

students who vacillate between majors (major-changers) from those who remain
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relatively stable (never changing their initial major or changing only once or twice) so
that thefe is a basic understanding of how, why and when students make these decisions. -
Additionally, this study not only provided valuable institutional data, but also h'ad-‘
implications for the academic/career advising profes\sion. A working knowledge of the
major-changér population provides academic advisors and careér counselors with a
foundation upon which to understand the challlenge‘s‘students face in making major
“decisions. "Ihe more éolleges and universities understand about the major-changer

population, the better academic advisors and career counselors can serve students who
afe uhsure 'about major decisio'I;S and career choices.

| The literature review, presented in Chapfer 2, examines the issues sufrounding the
major-changer population and provides an overview of the multiple literatures that
support this sﬁidy. Additionally., Chapter 2 investigates .the role of the academic advisor
in identifying, counseling; understanding, and retainj'ng the major-changer population. It
looks at the theoretical foundations that framed this study, such as Chickering’s
Psychosocial Theory of Student Development (i 969) and Bandura’s Sdcial Cognitive
Theory (1986), in particular his theory of self-éfﬁcacy. Chapter 2 also explores the
question of wﬁether 1¢ve1 of parental ‘education is linked to expressed attitudes toward

one’s real or perceived level of ability.
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CHAPTE‘RAZ |
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter provides an dverview of the multiple literatures that sﬁpport this. |
study. It includes a réview of literature related to the majolr-changer'population a;ld the
importance of advising those students who are among the major-changer su‘bset.v |
" Moreover, it examines the r01¢ of the academic advisor in identifying, counseling,
understandipg, and retaining the major-changer population. Finally, this chapter provides
a summary of Chickering’s Psychosocial Theory of Student Development (1969) and
Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory (1986), in particulax his theory of self-efficacy, and
also explores the quéstion of whether level of parental educatio‘nvis lihked to expressed
attitudes toward one’s real or percéived level of ability. Both theories were used to
evaluate and explain major-changer behavior and provided useful coﬁceptual fraﬁeworkS

for understanding,thé major-changer population.

~
=

The Deciding College Student

In this study, the term deciding will be uSed, as opposed to‘undecided, to identify
students who are unwilling, unable or unprepared to make educational and vocational
decisions (Gordon, 1984). Other terms that have been used to describe this population
include the following: undecided, open-major, undeclared, exploratory, undetermined,
general studies major, individual studies major, liberal studies major and special major.
However, the term deciding will be used for four important reasons: (a) the term deciding
isa ihore positive term, thus shedding some of the negativity associated'with one’s status

of changing majors, (b) the term deciding indicates action, movement, and engagement
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on the part of the student, (c) the use of the term deciding is increasingly becoming the
preferred term among the ocodemic advising community, despite its infrequeney 1n the.
iiterature and ‘(d) the terrn dec'iding is more accurate as it emphasizes the process involved |
~ before a.decision is made.
While the term deciding is generally accepted and understood, there is no mutual
i operationaldeﬁnition’ fordescribing this population of students among researchers. The

: manner in u/hich_ students are determined to be deciding varies considerably among

| :institutions. Some colleges and universities label students based‘on the expressed choice:

' on an admissions form or suri/ey that students use to select from a list of potential majors
) (Titl'ey & Titley, 1 986). Some' label students deciding based on rnee.sures ﬁ'oni e career
decision scale/instr'urnent while'others label students through ‘personéll interuiews (Lucas
& Epperson 1988) Others 1dent1fy deciding students as students who are not pursuing a-
degree program (Twining & Tw1n1ng, 1987) G1ven the enormous dlserepanc1es in-
' operationaldeﬁnitions it is not surprising that research studies have often been
contradlctory, conﬂ1ct1ng, and confus1ng (Lewallen 1993). |

| Although the terms used to descr1be de01d1ng students have been used
1nterchangeab1y, it should be noted that there is a considerable difference in the nieamng
and value ascribed to these terms (Lewallen 1993). For example some students cannot
gain access to oversubscribed maJors,‘ such as bus1ness and»englneerlng and, therefore,
| ent'ler'colle‘ge as an “undeclared” or “prospective” student with the intention of
transferring to their intended major when the opportunity arises (Gordon, 1i984). These

students often get labeled as “deciding” when in fact they have made a decision.
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Difficulties with operational deﬁnitioné create ambiguity and cenfusion among
researehers interested in investigating deciding students.

Students deciding on an educational and/or vocational path have been the focus
of concern among college administrators, faculty, counselors, acader'nic‘advisers, and
parents for many years. Much of this attention is influenced by the fact that deciding
students represent a significant proportion of the entering student body at most colleges
and universities. It is estimated that 20-50% of all sfudents entei' college undecided about
a major (Astin, 1977). |

Deciding students who are unable to make a sound decision often lack
information in the following ar_eas: (a) personal characteristics - the student has yet to
assess his/her own goals, interests, and abilities; (b) available academic areas - the
student is unaware of accessible programs or needs assistance eveluating these programs;
(c) occupational areas - the‘ student has yet to explore the job market (Gordon, 1984).
The student who lacks the vocational motivation necessary to select a major may lack
skills in decision making (Gordon, 1984). However, no matter the cause of their
uncertainty, deciding students need assistance to overcome these obstacles.

Because a significant number of college students fall within the deciding
category, an enormous amount of time and energy goes into identifying, counseling, and
retaining them. Therefore, it is important to recognize and understand the commonalities
and differences that exist among deciding students. The literature dealing with deciding

students has a long-standing history, dating back to the 1920’s. These students continue
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to be examined today, as evidenced by the literature (Gordon, 1984), consequently
creating a need to understand who they are, | |
Research conducted on deciding students has examined a variety of personal
variables and characteristics (e.g., interests, aptitudes, abilities, farnily backgrounds, risk-
| taking tendencies, »level of anxiety, and self-identity i~ssues) of deciding students
7'(Lewallen, 1995) Much of the focus regarding deciding students centers on indecision
~and often includes comparisons to students who are decided. 'Some studies have found
differences between deciding and decided students, while others have not. Most of these
inconsistencies have centered on the 1ssue of retention or pers1stence toward graduation
* Many researchers believe that 1ndec1s1on regarding a ma]or or career is one factor
rthat may lead to student attrition (Gordon 1984; Noel: & Lev1tz 1995). Gordon (1984)
 indicates that the 1dent1ﬁed charactenstics for be1ng undecided range from being
, generally 1ndec1s1ve (lacking dec1s1on-mak1ng skills in general), to hav1ng too many
interests and not being able to select one path, to lacking the desire to attend college, thus -
leading to attrition. Being indecisive may result in a lack of clarity of personal goals, ora’
lack of goals altogether, due to a deficiency in decision-making skills. In contrast,
Lewallen '(1993) found no difference between declared and undeclared students in their
level of persistence or likelihood to .persist in college. In other words, Lewallen (1993)
“found no difference in student attrition rates between declared and undeclared students.
| Retention research suggests that student commitment to educational and career ;
goals is nerhaps the strongest factor associated with persistence to degree completion “

- (Noel & Levitz, 1995; Tinto, 1993; Wyckoff, 1999). There is an increasing trend among
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new students to report that their ultimate goal for attending college 1s to “prepare them
for an occupation”‘ (Astin, Parrot, Korn, & Sax, 1997), so it is understandéble that any
difficulty in finding or committing to long-term goals will increase their risk for attritioﬁ.
Furthermore, if students develop a feasible plan for identifying a college major and
related career that is compatible with their abilities, interests and valﬁes, then their overall
.‘ level of satisfactibn with college should increase. In turn, student retention at théir
chosen college should be increased, because there is a well-establishedlempirical
relationship between sfudents’ level of satisfaction with the poétsecondary institution
they are attending and their rate of retention at that instituti(;n (Noel; Levitz & Saluri,
1985, as cited in Cuseo, 2005).
“ Another concefn connected to the issue Qf retention is the iﬁcreasing reliance on
work tb fund students’ college education. Recent trends continue to put additional
financial pressure on students aﬁd their families (Upcraft & Stephens, 2000). Asa résulf, :
more and more students must work to contribute to their college education. It is
estimated that eight out of ‘ten students work while studying for their un&ergraduate
degrees. Two-thirds of ‘vlvorking undergraduates must be employed ip order to ﬁnancé
their education. The problem, of course, is that when students work too much, they are
" more likely to drop out of school, and much less likely to earn good grades (Pascarella &
Terenzini, 1991). Not gétting godd grades may affect entrance into certain majors (€. g.;
majors that have grade-point requirements) which may lead to major-changing beﬂavior. |
However, little is known about the differences between deciding aﬁd decided students

regarding work status and major-changing behavior.
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Most researchers have concluded that deciding students are a diverse group and
that making generalizations about them is difficult, if not dangerous (Gordon, 1984).
However, despite the abSence of strong empirical evidence regarding the difference
between deciding and decided students, many institutions still put energy and resources
into counseling and advising deciding students. For example, most colleges and
. universities have some sort of program or service devoted to assisting and retaining
-deciding students (Lewallen, 1995). Most studies that have compared undecided and
| decided students have examined their characteristics prior to entering the institution (i.e.,
“ demographics and high scliool achievement). Once these students have entered the
institution, variables typically examined measure college achievement (e.g., credits
eamed, grade point average;r Lewallen, 1995).

Differences and similarities between deciding and decided students have been the
focus of much research. Many studies have compared these twb groups by examining
college test scores, results of personality tests, career inventories and other types of

“assessments and questionnaires’i Evidence suggests :that there is a significant difference
in risk-taking behavior as it relates to vocational choice between deciding and decided
students (Astin, 1993; Baird, 1969). In 1957, R.C. Ziller administered the Utility for Risk |
instrument to 182 sophomores in an ROTC program. The results indicated a statistically
significant difference in risk-taking behavior between groups classiﬁed by vocational
choice. Ziller (1957) postulated that indecision and utility for risk are negatively

correlated; however, grouping students according to deciding and decided status, rather
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~ than by vocational interests, might have provided s'trongér evidence of a difference
between gx';)ups. |

A deciding student has been described as any student who is not committed to an
educational or career direction (Gordon, 1984); however, the conflicting research on
deciding studehts presents a pefplexing picture. Some investigators have found no
differences in personality traits and ability measures between déciding and decided
students, while others have found significant difference in personality traits and other
variables. Reasons for this discrepancy may lie in the ways writers define, describe, and
" understand indecision (Gordoﬁ, 1982). Some view tlus indecision as an unhealthy,
worrisome condition, while others see it as a perfectly natural, temporary state that most
studénts experiencq (Hartman & Fuqua, 1 983). Itisnot unusual to find that students
themselves have mixed feelings about béing a deciding student. Some students are very
positive, open,‘and flexible about not knowing which academic path to take. They
exhibit a general curiosity about being undecided, whereas othér students are more
anxious, apologetic, and negative about their stafus (Gordon, 1984). Being aware of
these discrepancies can help advisors gain a better understanding of how best to advise
the deciding college student.

Advising the Deciding College Student

Sooner or later we all have to ask the question, what do I want to be when I grow
up?” Some students find it easier to answer this question than others who struggle
because they are unwilling, unable or unready to make educational and vocational

decisions. Because advisors spend most of their time teaching students how to select a
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major, it is imperative that academic advisors have a better and more complex understand
of this population (Gordon, 1984).
\ The question of why some students are decided while others vacillate regarding
academic and vocational choice while in college has been the subject of research for -
many decades; hoWever most of this research offers limited suggestions and then quickly
shifts to defining subtypes of deciding students, rather than focusing on reasons for the
differenceé (Gordon, 1982). Despite this shift, much can be said about the importance of
identifying clusters of students who share the same educational concerns. An advantage
to the deciding subtype perspective is that it can help focﬁs on the development of
interventions and tréining as well as the evaluation of program services. It can also help
advisors recognize that the needs of each student will invariably differ.

éordon (1998) reviewedvﬁrﬁeeh studies that investigated subtypes of decided and"
deciding students. Based on her research, Gordon (1998) proposed seven subtypes (three
decided and four deciding) whose characteristics are discuséed here, along with possible
advising considerations.

o Very decided — These studenfs feel good about themselves, believe that they have
control over their lives, and see themselves as making good decisions regarding
their future. Although they a£e capable of implementing choices or making plans,
it may still be necessary for advisors to review the exploratioh process With them.

e Somewhat decided — These students bhave some doubts about their decisions and
have higher levels of state and trait anxiety and lower levels of self-clarity,

decisiveness and self-esteem. They may have made premature choices because of
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external pressures. By taking some time to encourage these Studehts to explore '

their concerns, advisors can in the long run help them confirm their on'ginél |

choices or identify a well-grounded alternative.

Unstable decided — These students exhibit high goal instability, a high level of

anxiety, and a lack of confidence in their ability to perform adequately. They may

also experiénce ambivalence about their choices and believe that when a decision

has been made thefe is 110 reason to seek help to confirm or change their direction.

Advising strategies would include diécussing student’s career developmenf

history along with the goal of improving their deci'sion-makihg skills.

Tentatively undecided — These students feel comfortable with themselves, have a

strong sense of personal esteem, and are more vocationally mature. They may

~ exhibit a vocational direction and are often intuitive decision makers. They do

not perceive barriers to achieving their goals and are cbnﬁdeﬁt that a decision will

- be made when it feels right. Advisors can help these studénts establish a plan to
explore and discuss the relationship qf values to work and nonwork tasks, and
cohcems about commitment.

| De;)elopmentally undecided — These students are dealing with the normal
developmental tasks involved in the major and career decision-making process.
They need to gather pertinent information about themselves and the world of
work aﬁd deveiop decision-making skills. They may have mpltiple potential, that

is, they may be interested in and competent to succeed in many areas. Advising
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strategies would include traditional psy'choeducatiorial and career plannin/g
interventions. |

o Seriously undecided — These students hav¢ low levels of vocational identity, self-
clarity, and self-esteem. They have limited knowlledge of educational and |
occupational alternatives and may be looking for the “perfept” choice. They may
be seeking oécupatioﬁal information to support that choice. In addition to
utilizing traditional péychoedubational and career planning intervention, advisors'
may need to refer these students to personal counseling due to the scope of their
problems. - |

. Chroﬁically indecisive — These students have excessive anf;iety that permeates
many facefs of their lives. They are often distressed, unclear ébout their career
options, and depehdént on others’ assistance and approval wﬁen making
decisions. Advisors need to refer these students to long-term counseli;l’g rather
than begin academic and career advising with them.

A developmental approach to understanding deciding students is growing in
écceptance and support. If entering college students are thought of as developing,
maturing adults with specific psychosociél and cognitive tasks to accomplish, the
programs and services provided to deciding students take on specific content, seqqence
and timing (Gordon, 1984). From. this perspective this so called “worrisome condition”
emerges as a noﬁnal developmental stage that will resolve at varying times and vrates
among students during the college years. A developmental approach to academic and

career advising of deciding students (to be discussed in more detail later in this chapter) -
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recogniies the differing chafacteristics, needs, and rate of maturation unique to each
student (Gordon, 1984). According to Gordon (1984), advisors who practice a
- developmental approach view deciding students notbas individuals searching for an
:academic or career niche but as persons continually eng'égedi in a series of developmental
tasks that ultimately enable them to adapt and change in a pluralistic world.

Many advising strategies and resoﬁrces that combine academic and career choice
procésses can'be‘ used with different types of deciding students. Although
: administrativ"el'y academics and career may be considered separate concerns, many
students do not maké such fine distinctions, seeing the choice of major and career as one.
A unified academic and caréer approach to advising may be more important to this group
of students, therefore necessitating a need to integrate both. Based on her research,
Gordon (1998) proposed four strategies that illustrate the neéd to integrate the academic
aﬁd vocational choice processes:

o Self-knowledge: Addresses the need for assessmént of personal interests,
abilities, and values, as well as goal setting.

e Educational Knowledge: Includes an understanding of tile value of
different levels of educational progfams, academic majors, curricuia,
academic skill development, and credentialing and licensure.

. o QOccupational knowledge: Addresses career development and job-seeking
skills such as writing resumes /é.nd cover letters and interview techniques;
job exploration and preparation activities, such as co-ops and internships;

assessing occupational information, such as entry-level expertise,
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occupational task identification, job marketability, salary ranges, and the |
physical demands of the job.

e Decision-making knoWledge.' Addresses the integration of self-knowledge

| with educational and occupational inforrnation, the inﬂ'uenceof decision-
making styles, tﬁe acquisition of decision-making strategies, and approaches
tor goal implementation.

One important group of students beginning to receive long overdue attention is
the major-changer. Major-changers are considered a special type of 'deciding stildent
because they often lack the skills necessary to make decisions, ciarify values, and set
goels. Adpvisors need to be sensitive to the major-changers’ existence. If allowed to
fluctuate too long, they will become frustrated and remain without goals, and since they
- generally have little oi no sense of direction, they are more apt to drop out of col_lege

(Gordon, 1984).
Major-Changers: A Special Type of Deciding Student

vMajor‘-changers constitute a kirge segment of the un_dergraduete student
| population on college campuses today. Previous research on this group of students has

estimated that between 50 to 75 percent of students change their major at least once prior
to graduation (Gordon, 1984). Research indicates that students who change their major
after entering co‘llege do so for a variety of reasons (Gordon & Polson, 1985; Pascarella |
& Terennini, 1991; Titley & Titley, 1}980). Many students make impractical and often
hasty choices based on lack of knowledge of academic requirements or perceived notions |

of vocational opportunities (Pierson, 1962). Other obstacles to making prudent major
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“choices include societal/peer expectations (e.g., “all my friends are Business majors”) or
the underutilization of institutional resources (e.g., academic advising and career '
services; Gordon & Polson, 1985). Hclning students move through the major-changing
transition rcquires patience, advanced-level lielping skills,r and knowledge of college .
student development and career' develonment theories (Steele & McDona.lld‘, 2000).
Regrettabiy, many students deViate from ,thcir edocational plans due to poor
academic peri'orm'ance,rather than an intentional change of interests '(Osipow, 1983).
However, acCOrding to‘,Gordonet al., (1985)? some students change their majors even
| though 'rhey are_' academically capable of pursuing them Theophilides et al.? (1984) have
'_ classified major-'changers into three Categories: (a) earlychangers (frhose who change in -
their ‘ﬁ.'eshman but not sophOmore }éar), (b) late changers (thosc who change sophomore
| Aburt not freshmm year), and .(c) constant cliangers (those who report change in both their
fres}nnan and sophomore ycarS). According to Theophilides et al., 1984, early changers ‘
reported a hlgh likclihood of changing majors,j performed well academically, and
continued to develOp intellectually as weli as acadernically. Conversely, late changers
indicated no dcsire to change majors upon entering college but perfo@ed poorly during
the sophomore year. The constant changers seemed to drift aimless1y, showing weak
.academic ability and low levels of institut_ionai and educational _commitrne'ntr "There is an
abimdancc of anecdotal evidence to.explain the reasons whyr some students drift from one’
major to the next; however, few institutions actualiy condnct any rcsearch on this topic,
which is peculiar since it is estimated that between 50 to 75 percent of students change

~ their major at least once before graduation (Titley & Titley, 1980).
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Studies like the one conducted by Theophilides, et al. (1984) suggest that while
students move through their course work, éxblore their options, ‘and assess their talénts,
they are adjusting, édapti_ng, and achieving various levels of success within bthve
institution’s cunicullim. “While most advising programs are designed to meet the needs
3 of first-year déciding students, few are equipped to‘meet the 'speciﬁ‘c néeds of tﬁe fnajof- '
- changer (Steele, 1994). | Changing decisions abbut a major is not ﬁecéssarily a negative

phenomenon; rather it may repreéent student discovery of other acad'emic ﬁelds that |
stimulate greater perSonal interest and curiosity ’or.‘ that ’are' more"cofnpat‘ible §vith their
personal goals and ngeds‘ (Anderson, Creamer & Crosé, 1989).

a Naturally, "there isa downsid¢ to changing majorS. If the change takeé placeata
late juncture in the éollege experience, this can result in delaying graduation because of :
“the neéd to comr.l)llete additioﬁal courses required‘ by the newly c}ioséﬁ ﬁajbf, especially if 1
the change occurs after a siza}bl'e_number of credit hours have been accumulafcd ih a
. previdus m‘a'jor,.ﬁ So, how can académic advisors assist students in sglecting an
appropﬁate major? |

The first step in helping major-chahgers is to identify the reasbns why they
change majors. Lack of information,‘outs’ivde influence, developmental issﬁes, and ‘

- academic difficulties are some of the main Ca'tego'riés"that provide an ekpianation for this
frgduently oécum'ﬁg phenomenon (Steele & McDonald, 2000). According to Steele aﬁd |
McDoﬁald (2000), léék of information is perhaps the most commoh reason for changing
majors. At the high séhool level, students are ‘exposed toa limited nufhberi of subject

areas and are often overwhelmed by the variety of majors that colleges and universities
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“offer. Coupled with this is the fact that most students come td éollege with vei'y'little
| knowledge about the major and céreef deéision-making pfocess. They may’ pick majors
‘based on inaccurate infofmation or just to choose something, without kndwing the stepé

for deciding oﬁ é major. Aécording to Lewallen (1 993), most of these students come
- from high schoo‘ls thét did not provide careér planning or decision-making assisténqe.

Another reason for major-changing b¢havior is outside inﬂueﬁce. Some 'student;.s )
‘change their majors because their original choice was not their own. Parént, family
merhbers, and friends can influence studehts to follow particular vacademic paths. Itis not
uncdmrrion“to hear students say, “my mom was an glementary eduéation major, so she
wants me to have the same major,” or “my dad told‘me.l won’t find a job unless I major
| in business.” Doing what a ba‘rent or friend recommends\is sometimes"viewed as‘eésier
 than taking the time to enéage in the.explorafion process (Steele & McDonald, 2000).
Once students realiic that the major éomeone else has chosen for the;ﬁ is nbf interesting
or t0o difﬁcult-, they will, inevitably, change majors.‘ | |
| Developmental issu¢s are another reason for major-changing behélvior. Not every

student is ready to enter into a major and begin the career-decision-méking process
duringv the freshman year. According to Chickerihg and Reisser (‘1“9_93),'there are seven |
-‘ developmental étages that traditional-age students (ages 17-23)'progress'thr01v1gh during
their college y¢ar's’. Upon entering college students begin working 6n the first three
d.e’v.elopmental stages (developing cbmpetence, managing emotions, and developing
‘autonomy) simulténeously. According to the ‘theory, it‘ is not possible for students to pass

through all three stages at the same time. Many students spend a great deal of time
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adjusting to the social demands of collegé and questioning whether or not tﬁey belong.
These developmental issues can delay fhe selection of a major and/or the career

exploration process until they are resolved, potentially creating major-changing behavior o
(Steelé & McDonald, 2000). |

Advising Major-changers

Advisors who work with major-changers need to have a general knowledge of the
programs and majors offered at their institution, as well és information about the career
exploration process. Any advisor who has worked with major-changers knows it is often
- a daunting task to try fo guide students down a particular academic or vocational path. If
we are to také the time to engage students in the exploratory process, then we need to
understand the factors involved in getting to that point. In many situations, major-
| changers have been denjed entrance into a certain program and, as a result, experience a
variety of emotions, including anger, disappointment, confusion, and anxiety. These
students experiegce an incredible loss iﬁ realizing that they will not be able to achieve
their goals (Steele & McDonald, 2000). Schlossberg and Ro‘binson (1996) describe any
even:t that does not happen, in this case the denial of admission to an academic program,
as a nonevent. Schlossberg and Robinson (1996) déveloped a process, called the Dream-
Reshaping Process, to help advisors deal with major-changers who have been denied
édmiSsion to a selective program. The phases are described here‘and applied to the
advising procéss. , |

e Acknowledging that the dream has not been fulﬁlled is the first step in the

dream-reshaping process. The goal of advising in this initial stage is to
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‘establish rapport and assess sfudenté’ issues, concerns and coping
strategies.

e Easing Nonevent Stress that comesi from the loss of a dream can bring
relief, especially if the emotional reactions were uncomfortable. The goal
of advising at this stage is to proceés feelings resulting from rejection and
to discuss support services.

e Refocusing involves letting go of old expectations and reframing the -

~nonevent. At this stage, the advising goal is to ‘assist studenis in
reassessing their initial choice of rnajor and in establishing a link between
their previous and future choices.

Reshaping the future is done by identifying new dreams or frésh visions. |
Advising strategies at this stage consist of reviewing students’ academic
records and having them discuss their academic strengths and limitations;
re-examining self-information in relation to major and career information;

| referring to resources, such as specific Websites, advisors in academic
units of interest; career services nfﬁces, employers, and so on.- Advisors at
this stage can help students integrate sélf, major and caréer information
and implement their ne\iv choice.
Chickering’s Psychosocial Theory of Student Development
Chickering’s theory was first outlined in his landmark Book, Education and

Identity (1969). The theory is based in part on the work of Erik Erickson (1963) and on



33

the research Chickering conducted befween 1959 and 1965 while he was employed at
Goddard College.

Chickering ( 1969) proposed seven vectors of development that contributé to the
formation of identity. Chickering used the term vectors of development “because each
,, seems to have direction and magnitude — even though the direction may be expressed
. more 'appropn'ately by a spiral or by steps that by a straight line” (p. 8). Chickering
theorized that students mbve Vthrough these vectors at different rates as part of their quest
to gain individualism. These vectors can interact with each other and students often find
themselves reexamininé issﬁes associated with vectors they had previously worked
‘through. Chickering (1969) argued that, élthough not neé’essarily sequential, véctors do
build on each other, leading to greater complexity, stabilit& and integration as the issues
related to each vector are addressed. To-date, Chickering’s theory of psych.osocialn
development is one of the mést widely employed student development theory, especially
among student affairé professionals.

Chickering and Reisser (1993) revised and reordered some of the original vectors
to be more inclusive of various student populations, including the trials and tribulations
of returning adult students. They also put greater' emphasis on interdependence, the
recognition that we can achieve emotional and instrumental autonomy and still rely on

one another for support. Although some of the terminology has changed, the seven

remain remarkably the same.
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The Seven Vectors

1. Developing competence - Although intellectual competence is of primary
importance in college, this vector includes physical and interpersonal competence
as well. The student who attends college eeeking only credentials for entry into
the work world ie sometimes surprised to find that his or her intellectual interests
and valued fﬁendships change as a result of his or her personal development
‘through the college years.

2. Managl’ng emotions - Moving from adolescence to adulthood means learning
how to manage emotions like anger and sexual desire. The younglper'son who
attempts to control these emotions by “stufﬁng” them ﬁnde they can emerge with
more force at a later tixrle. ,

3. Moving through autonomy toward interdependence - Being able to take care of
oneself, both emotionally.and practically, is critically importaﬁt’to growing up '
and becoming independent from one’s family of origin. Elnotional
interdependence means freedom from continual and pressing needs for
reassurance, a‘ffectiovn, or approval. It begins with the separation‘fr'om parents and
proceeds with a reliance on peers, nonparental adults, and occupational or
institution.al reference groups.. Developing autonomy culminates in the
recognition that one cannot operate in a vacuum and that greater autonomy
enables healthier forms of interdependence.

4. Developing mature interpersonal relationships - Developing mature

interpersonal relationships involves: (1) tolerance and appreciation for
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differences and (2) capacity for intimacy. Tole;ance can bé seen in both an
intaculﬁrd and interpersonal context. At its heart is thé ability to respond to
people in their .own right rather than as stereotypes or as transference objects
calling fbr particular conventions. In addition to greater tolerance, the capacity
for healthy intimacy increases. Developing mature relationships means choosing
healthy' relationships and making lasting commitments based on honesty,
fesponsiveness, ﬁnd ‘unconditional regard. ‘

5. Establishing identity - 1dentity formatipn depends in part on the other vectors

~ already mentioned: c’ompeténce, emotional maturity, autonomy, and positive
relationships. Developing identity is the process of discovering with what kinds
of experience, at what levels of intensity and frequency, we resonate in éatisfying,
in safe, or in self-destructive fashion.

6. Deﬁelopz'ng purpose - Developing purpose entails an increasing ability to be
‘intent.ional, to assess interests and options, to clarify goals, to make plans, and to
persist despite obstacles. It requires formulating plans for action and a set of |
priorities that integrate thfee major elements: (1) vocational pldns and aspirations,‘
(2) personal interests, and (3) interpersonal and family commitments. It also
involves the growing ability to unii’y one’s many different goals within the scope
of a larger, more meaningful purpose, and to exercise intentionality on a daily

~ basis.

7. Developing integrity - Developing integrity is closely related to establishing

identity and clarifying purposes. Developing integrity involves three sequential



36

but overlapping stages: (1) humanizing values-shifting away from automatic

‘application of uncompromising beliefs and using principled thinking in balancing

one’s.own self-vinteres‘ts with the interests of one’s fellow human beings, (2)

_ pérsonalizing values-conséiously affirming core values and beliefs while
respecting other points of view, and (3) developing congruence-maiching personal
values with socially responsible behavior.

These, then are the seven major developmental vectors for college students. Eaéh vector
has additional andr more detailed components; however, this overview suggests the major
configurations.

For the purpose of this study, Chickering’s Psychosocial Theory of Student
Development (1969) will provide the foundation upon which to understand the
maturaition and development of the major-changer population. Thc potential impact that
this research may have on the field of advising is not only the introduction of new
institutional information on the major-changer population, but the importance of gaining
infonnation that will more adequately contribute to student success. ‘Chicke'ring’s theory
can be used to evaluatevand explain major-changer behavior and the challenges faced by
those students who struggle with major decisions. For instance, academic adviéors and
administrators alike can use Chickering’s vectors as a basis for developing strategies and
programming to help major-changers in their search for an apnropriate major.
Chickering’s theory offers college practitioners_a template for measuring who our
students are and how college environments may inhibit or enhance their; development

(Picklesimer, 1991). Additionally, Chickering’s theory can proi/ide éxamples of ways to
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help students addfess specific developmental issues related to changing majors and career

decisions.

Bandura’s Social Coghitive "I'heorv (SCT)
Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) posits that poﬂioﬁs of an individuaI’s knowledge
acquis‘vition.can be di'reétly »related tb observing chers within the context of social
interactions, e‘xp'eriences,‘ and outside media inﬂuénccs (Betz\ & Hackett, 1981). SCT
stems frém the Social Leaming Theoi'yv,» kwhich was origiﬁally prdposed 1n 1941 by Millér
and Dollard. VT_he_ir‘proposition hypothesizes that if humans >wefe motivated to learﬁ a ”
particular behavior thatv barticulaf brehavi,or would be llear_ned‘throﬁgh clear loybseryations.v |
) "Byrir’nvi-tating thésc observed v’actidn‘s the‘individual observer would solidify that learned
~action and would be rewérded with positive reinforcémenf (Millé_r,&_ Dolilla‘rd,, 1941‘)."The .
. ‘1 proposition of sociai leaming was ‘éxpé.nclled uan and théorized 1'by‘Ba‘ndurabl é’nd -Walters
(1963). | | |
| Bandura’s Social Cognitive Thedry broadens thé scope bf the Social Leérriing o
- Theory by including ‘a’ key element — bself-bbelliefs, bthetwisc kn_ow‘n: as self-efficacy.
“Banvdura (1977) identiﬁes self—efﬁcacy as the missing element in most of the prevalent
learning tﬁeories. Accordiﬁé to Bandura :-(1986), SCT revblves around the process of
knowledge a¢quisition or learning directly correiated to.the observation of models. The‘
models can be those of an intefpersonél imitatidn or medié sources. Effective modeling
teaches general rules and strategies for dealing with different situations.
Social Cognitivve'Thevory is rdoted in a view of human agency in which

individuals are agents proactively engaged in their own development and can make things
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happen by their actions. Key to this sense of agency is the fact that, mﬁong other
personal factors, individuais possess self-beliefs that enable them to exercise a measure
of control over their thoughts, feelings, and actions and that “what péople think, beligve, _
and feel affects how they behave” (Bandura, 1986, p. 25). Bandura (1986) provided a
view of human behavior in which the beliefs that people have about themselves are
critical elements in the exercise of control and personal agency. Thus, individuals are
viewed both as products and producers of their own enviro/rlments aﬁd of their social :
systems. Because human li\(es are not lived in isolation, Bandura (1986) expanded the
ponception of human agency toin_cludé collective agency. According to Bandura (1986),
people work together on shared beliefs about their capabilities and common aspirations to
better their lives. | |
Standing at the very core of social cognitive theofy are self-efficacy beliefs. In
his theory, Bandura defines self-efficacy as “the belief in one’s capabilities to organize
and exeéute the courses of action required to manage prospective sitga'tions”‘ (1986, p. 2).
ABandura postulates that those with high self-efficacy expectancies - the belief that one
can achieve -what one sets out to do - are healthier, more effective, and generally mofe k
. successful than those with low self-efficacy expectancies. Self-efﬁéacy beliefs provide
' the foundationv for human motivation, well-being, and personal accomplishment. Unless
people belieVg, for exainplhe, that their actions can produce the oufcomes they desire they-
have little incentive to act or persevere in the- face of adversities. There is an abundance

of empirical evidence to support Bandura’s contention that self-efﬁcaéy beliefs touch

virtually every aspect of peoi)le’s lives — whether they think optimistically, productively,
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pessimistically or self-debilitating; how well they motivate themselves or persist in the
face of difficulties; their vulnerabilities to stress and depression; and tile life choices they
make.(Betz & Hackett, 1981). Self-efficacy is also a critical determinant of self-
regulation. |

Bandura (199’}) identifies four ways in which self-efficacy is learned and self-

efficacy expectations are acqﬁired: performance accomplishments, vicarious learning,
verbal persuasion, and physical/affective status. | |

e Performance Accqmplishments - fhe,manner in which accomplishments are
received has an influence on an individual's self-efficacy VexApevctations and
agtioné. In the classrbom, for example, poor grades and other negative
assessments of ability can lower self-efficacy beliefs.

e Vicarious Learning - beliefs are often aéquired through observation and
iﬁterpretation. In observing the modeling behavior of othérs, the learner is
able to reflect on past experiences with such behavior and make meaning of
its relevahce in a new situation.

e Verbal Persuasion - beliefs_ about self are influenced by the messages
conveyed by others. Encouragement supports career-relafed self-efficacy,
criticism hampers it. Families, friends, and teachers who have their own
agendas, may inadvertently (of even overtl).') limit the educational and
vocational progression by discouraging certain occupational interests, choices,

and engagement.
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e Physical/Affective Status - stress and anxiety have a negative effect on self-
efficacy as well as learning. Therefore, conditions that cause conflict may
portend iow levels of self-efﬁcacy‘ and result in low partiéipation and outcome
expectations.

Bandura’s (1997) key arguments regarding the role of self-efficacy in human

functioning are that “people’s level of motivation, affective states, and actions are based
more on what they believe than what is vobvjecti\‘/ely true” (p. 2). For vthis reason, how
people behave can often be better predicted by the beliefs they hold aboﬁt their
capabilitieé than what they are actually capable of accomplishing. Students who lack
confidence in their academic skills envision a low grade before they begiri an exam or
enroll in a course. Conversely, students who are confident in théir ai:ademic skills expect
high marks on exams and expect the quality of their work to reap personal and
: professional benefits. A student highly self-efficacious in her academic capabilities may
select a more challenging or difficult majér or career than the student who has little
confidence in his academic abilities (Bandura, 1997). | |
N Results of various studiesv have demonstrated the arbitrational role of self-efficacy
beliefs in the selection of a career choice. Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory helps
explain why students select some activities and avoid others, or why some students have
clearly defined career goals and Qtliers do not. Although the research of Bandura and his
colleagues has supported the usefulness of a focus on self-efficacy expectations in the
treatment of several clinical problems, éuch asiphobias, smoking behavior, and

assertiveness (Bandura, Adams, & Beyer, 1977), the potential applicability of self-
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efficacy expectations to vocational behavior and career counseling has yet to be

' signiﬁcantly pursued (Betz & Hackett, 1981). Nevertheless, several studies have |
demonsfrated that there is a reasonably strong relationship between career decision-
making and self-efficacy and career indecision (Betz & Hackett, 1981; Betz & Hackett,
1997; Lent, Brown & Hackett, 1994). Based on this evidence, it is commonly accepted
that Bandura’s self-efficacy theory can be uséd to understand and treat career indecision
(Betz & Hackett, 1981).

Career Self-efficacy

Self-efficacy expectations, when viewed in relation to careers, refer to a person's
beliefs regarding "career;related behaviors, educational and occﬁpational choice, and
performance and persistence in the implementation of those choices" (Betz & Hackett,

11997, p. 383). They are reflected in an individual's perception about his/her ability to
perform a given task or behavior (efficacy expectation) and his/her belief about the
consequences of behavior or performance (outcome expectation; Betz & Hackett, 1981).

A study on self-efficacy expectations an(i career indecision, conducted by Taylor
and Betz (1983), reveals that there is a moderately strong relationship among career
decision-making and self-efficacy and career indecision. Students who are less confident
(low level of self-efficacy) in their ability to complete the tasks and behaviors required
for effective decision-making are likelier to report being vocationally undecided (Taylor
& Betz, 1983). When students have low ;elf-efﬁcacy expectations fegarding their
behavior, they limit the extent to which they can participate in an activity and are more

likely to give up when things become difficult. Low self-efficacy beliefs can hinder
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career development, making careier decisions challenging (Betz b& Hackett, 1981). On
the other hand, students who are more vocationally decided exhibit more confidence
(high level of self-efficacy) in their ability to complete the hécessary tasks rclated to
career décision—maidng. According to Taylor and Betz (1983), the measure of career
decision-making s.elf-efﬁ‘cacy, while in need of further evaluative research, has
considerable potential for the assessment and treatment of career indecision. Thus, thé
concept of self-efficacy as it relates to the selection of a major and career decision-
making, plays a significant role in the intervention and evaluation of vocational
indecision.

The roots of career indecision canv be traced, in part, to a person’s concept of self
and career motivation which falls under‘ the domain of self-efﬁcaéy. Markus and Nurius
(1986) examine the concept of possible selves. Possible selves represent individuals’
ideaé of what they might become, what they would like to become, and what they are
afraid of becoming, and thus provide a an between cognition and motivation.
According to Markus and Nurius (1986), possible selves are the cogﬁitive components of
hopes, fears, goals, and threats and are important because they function as incentives fér
future behavior (i.e., they are selves fo be approached or avoided) and they provide an .
evaluative and interpretive context for the current view of self. |

The way in which possible selves influence behavior is thought to depend on the
way in which they are evaluated. Negatively-evaluated selves engage in an avoidance

motivational system to try to prevent the realization of the “feared possible selves,”

whereas positively-evaluated selves engage in an approach motivational system to
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promote the realization of the “hoped-for possibAle selves” (Markus & Nurius, 1986). For
example, the student who fears she won’t score high enough on the Medical College
Admission Test (MCAT) to get into medical school avoids taking the te‘st and, as a result,
avbids the‘ “feared possible self.” The belief she may not pass the test becomes more than,
an irrational fear, it becomes internalized, and coping with that pos:sible failure creates
avoidance-like behavior. This behavior forces her to reconsider career options, which
causés a change in major (e.g., major-changing behavior). According to Markus and
Nurius (1986), this pattern of behavior may continue until the student realizés the
possibility of a positive future self.
| Markus and Nurius (1986) identify th\ree types of possible Sel.ves: (1) the ideal
self, (2) tﬁe éxpected self, and (3) the feared self. The ideal self consists of positive
attributes, which lead to hope-related activities; the ékpected self combines both positive |
and negative attributes; and the feared self consists of negativq attﬁbutes, which caﬁses
the individual to withdrawal from hope-related activities, thus creating é.voidance-like
behavior. Having an image of what is possible in the future allows one to mentally
simulate future scenarios that facilitate decisions in favor of or against specific actions
and provide clues about when to persist and when to withdfaw. | Representations of
hoped—for possiblevselves involve _goalé as well as scenarios about the means and
strategiés to achieve them and thereby organize and energize the adoption of behaviors
(Markus & Nurius, 1986).

An examination of self-efficacy as it relates to the selection of major and career

decisions suggests that efficacy-based interventions are needed in order to promote the
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personal and contextual factors that lead to high levels of self-efficacy. Because self- )
efﬁcacy expectations and outcomes are connected to the selection of academic major and
occupational interests, strategies and interventions for enhancing the self-efficacy and
- career development of students are imperative.- |
| » Level of Parental Education
An abundance of research ‘has been conducted on the relationships between
socioeconomically disadvantage students and college entry, persistence and attainrnent '
| j(Brown’.& Burkhardt, 1999; Hom & Bobbitt, 2000; Pascarella &_“Terenzini,' 2005). For‘
'exarnple, students from low-income families are less likelyto attend 4-year institutions, “
attend full-time, enroll directly aﬂer high school and graduate fromcollege (Pascarella &'
’l“erenzini, 2005). However, far less in known about the 'cogliitive" deVeloprnent of :
| ﬁrst-generation students; whoseparents did not attendv col.lege (vHahs-Vaughn‘, 2004).
Studies have indicated that students whose parents have earned no more than a

high school diploma are least lil<elyvto eamn a bachelor’s degree (Hom & Bobbitt, 2000).
Level of parental education has also been shown to directly influence the type of |
institution students attend, irrespective of high school achieyement and ability (Pascarella
& Terenzini, 2005). First-generation students have been shown to be more ce‘rtain of
- academic major, but no difference was found in students’ commitments to their goals .
- when compared to non-first-generation students (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).

| The notion that first-generation college students perform worse academically than
students whose parents attended college is widely accepted by professionals in higher

education (Brown & Burkhardt, 1999). Undoubtedly, research has shown that first-
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generation college students are- more likely to exhibit risk factors wﬁich may be
associated with poor academié perfonnance (Brown & Burkhardt, 1999); however,
relatively little is known about the ways in which key risk factors (e.g., first-generation
status) overlap, or interact, in affecting major-phangihg behavior. Is there a relationship
between parental education and selection of an academic major? If so,v recognizing this |
relationship can help uncover the factors that influence Major-changing behavior by
providing educational researchers with a mulfif;clceted and coinprehensive picture of the
Major-changcr population.
| " Conclusion

This chabter érovided an overview of the multipIes literaturés that support this
study, including a reviéw of tﬁe literature related to the major-changer population. It
reviewed the role of the academic advisor in identifying, couhseling,_ understanding, and
retaining the major-changer populatibn. Finally, this chapter identified the relationship
between Chickering’s Psychosocial Theory of Student Development (196‘9'), Bandura’s
Social Cognitive Theory (1986), in particular his theory of self—efﬁéacy, level of parental
education and major-changing behavior as areas where further study is needed. The next

chapter, will describe the empirical eValqation of these phenomena.
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CHAPTER’ 3
METHODS
This study sought to investi gate the factors that distiriguish those students who
vacillate between majors (major-changers) from those who remaiﬁ félatively stable
" (never changing their initial major or-'changing only once or twice). Variables considered '
in this study include: (a) level of psychosocial development, (b) level of self-efficacy and
(c) level of parental education. Past and ;;resent research iilustrates how little
academicians know about the major-changer population. To date, ohly a modest amount -
of empirical research has been conducted on major-changers, with most stﬁdies'
spotlighting the challénges faced by students in transition and very few studies examining
the factors that distinguish those students who waver from those who remain relatively
focused. Most studies that havevcom‘pared undecided and decided stﬁdents hé,vef
examined their characteristics prior to entering the institution (e.g., demb graphics and(
high school achievement). Onse these students havé entered the insﬁtution, variables
typically examined measure college achievement (e.g., credits earned, grade point
average; Lewallen, 1995). |
This study eXamined issues regarding major-changers in an attempt to provide a
| more comprehensive pnderstanding and appreciation of the challenges faced by major-
changers on our college campuses. Although a great deal of research has described
major-changers as “students at-risk” (Gordon & Polsoﬁ, 1985; Pascafella & Terenzini,
1991; Pierson, 1962; Titley & Titley, 1980), who are unable, unv;'illing or unprepared to B

make academic and career decisions, several findings suggest that changing decisions



47

about a major is not necessarily a negative phenomenon, but may represent student
discovery of other academic fields that stimulate greater personal intérest ér that are more
compatible with their personal aptitudes and abilities (Astiﬁ; 1993; L'ewailen, 1995;
Tinto, 1993). Also, niajor changing may reflect an underlying process of cognitive
matliration among college students, and théir natural progression to more advanced
developmental stages of decisionv-making». As Tinto notes, ‘fmovéments from‘varying

-degrees of certainty to ﬁncertainty and back again may in fact be quite characteristic of |
the longitudinal process of géal clariﬁcationv which occurs dﬁring the college years.v Not‘v
only should we not be surprised by Such movemehts, we should expect, int‘ieed'horpe, that
they occur” (1993, p. 41). Moreover, this study attempts to determine whether level of
self—efﬁcacy and psrychosocial development are factors associated with a student’s ability
to sglect a major that will lead to a vocational and/or pfofessional path.

Undergraduate students who attended the University of Northern Iowa (UNI) full-
time and who were identified by the UNI Registrar’s Office as “majOr—changeré” as well
‘as those idéntiﬁed as “relatively stable,” éccofding to the opérationél definitions, were
contacted via UNI email and asked to complete an electronic survey felating to their
major-changing behavior and the motivators that guided or influenced their academicb and
vocational decisions. These participants were sent an e-mail informing them about the |
study and directing them to a weblink where the survey was administered.. The survey
was conducted ’using SurveyMonkey, a survey website that enables researchers to create
and administer .surveys that can be sent to participants for online completion. By

analyzing the differences in participants’ responses, comparisons were made regarding
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the factors that contribute to and impact the changing of a maJor(s) Varlables in this
study included: (a) level of psychosocial development, (b) level of self-efﬁcacy and (c)
level of parental educatlon

Research Design

The purpose of this study wés to determine the factors that conuibltte to selecting
and changing a major among students identiﬁed as “major-changers” and those who are
“relatively stable.” An electronic survey was developed to uncover the factoré that
channel'students toward a éertain major and/or vocational goal. The’ survey, created by
the investigator, consisted of 41 closed-ended questions. The survey was created té
aésess the factors that contribute to the selecting and changing of an academic major(s).
The type of survey questions ranged from Likert-scale to nufnericél in nature and took
approximately 10-15 minutes, for this portion of the survey, to complete (seé Appertdix
A). The survey was completed on a volunteer-basis only. Several attempts were made
by the investigator to locate a pre-existing survey for major-changersj ho§vever no such
survey could be found (at least not one that fit the criteria of the study). As aresult, a
survey was developed that supported the researchvobj ectives. | |

In addition to the Major-Changers Survey, parﬁcipants were aiso given the
General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES; Jerusalem & Schwarzer, 1992; see Appendix B) to
determine their level of perceived self-efficacy and the L1fe-Sk111s Development |
Inventory — College Form (LSDI-CF; see Appendix C) to assess the students'
psychosocial development (Picklesimer, 1991). The LSDI-CF is influenced by and

incorporates the works of Chickering (1969), Erikson (1963), Havighurst (1953), Kolberg
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(1973), and Perry (1970), all of whom formulated theories of Student development. The
survey combined the Majof-chaﬁgers Survey, the GSES and LSDI-CF into one survey,
which was divided into three parts. Those students who participated in the study were
given explicit instructions that directed them to a weblink where the entife survey was
administered.

Quantitative Research Design

~ Four main research questions framed this study: (a) which factors distinguish 7
those students who change their major multiple times from those who remain relatively
stable?.(b) how does perceived level of self-efficacy ihﬂuence a person’s ability to make
decisions? (c) how does a _person’s psychosocial development affect their ability to make
decisions? and (d) is there a relationship between »parental education and selection"of an
academic major? It was hypothesized that fhose who change their major multiple times
would report a lower level of self-efficacy and psychosocial development than those who
changed only once or twice.

‘A quantitative methodology was used in this study. Quantitative research aims to
classify variables, count them, and construct statistical models to explain what is
observed. The researcher knows in advance what he or she is looking for and uses téols,
such as surveys or equipment to collect numerical data. In contrast, qualitative research
seeks to describe and explain in detail the social phenomenon that is observed. The
design emerges as the study evolves, so the researcher does not always know in advance
what he or she is looking for (Creswell, 2008). Given the type of questions to be

answered, a quantitative method was the most appropﬁate approach for this study.
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This study sought to generalize results from the sampble to the poﬁulation of
interest and ‘_'to explain Amajor-changing behavior by showing ﬁow it is derived from‘
theoretig:al aésumptions and conﬁnnaﬁie theoriesi.b F1.1rth_er1novre,vthis study sought to - |
de\}elop and utilizé theories and hypothéses pertaining to bmajorb-cl.langevrs in an attempt to
’ providé a fundainehtél distincﬁon between those sfuaénté who vacillate between ‘rrifajorsﬁ

from those who réniéin felati?ely stable. Thesé obj ectives are aligned with the ij ectives -
that define quaptitétivg tesearch. This methodology; which focused oﬁ a formal,

’ obj}ective,sysvfemati‘c‘: prbcess of dafa colvlection'; seemed appropﬁate given tﬁe nature of
‘thxe fescarch. Paét researchf:fs have used fhis method for investigating ;riaj or-changers |

(Lewallen, 1993, 1995; Titley & Titley, 1980) as well.

7 - Participant Seléction |
ApproXimately 1'2,908 st;ldents attended the University of Northen’iIO\{}va‘ in Fall
v 2008. Fiﬁy-eight percent (58.3%) of students éttending UNI were femaie, 5.97percen‘f '
‘v'were minority students and 3.7 percent wefe iﬁtematiohal students. ‘Ofall students
enrolled, 83.4 percent afe full-time. The average compérati\?g agé of undergraduate
students attending UNI is 21. | It was anticipated that there wéuld bea disproporti‘onateb |
number of females, minorities and international students included in this study given the
demographic nature of the campus. | | |
The sample was deﬁned By ideﬁtifying students whd Wefe “major-cvhan‘gers” and
those who were “relatively stable.” According the definition sét forth by The National
Academic Advising Association (NACADA), a major-changer is defined as an

undergraduaté student who enters college decided about a major but changes to another
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before he or she graduates. Students who enter college undecided are not considered
major-changers until they change after declaring an initial major (NACADA CUES
Major-changer Survey, n.d.). A major-changer in this émdy is defined as van |
undergraduate student who chaﬁges his or her major three or more times. A student who
is defined as “relatively stable,” for the plirpose of this study, nevér changes his or her
initial major or »changes only once or t\&ice. It was also deteﬁnined that only full-time
stﬁdents would be included in the sample because they make up a greater portion of the '.
study body popl_llatioriand would, therefore, be more representative. -

Certain criteria were established to determine the éample population. Participants
who were included in thé study met the following cﬁteﬁa: (a) studenfs who changed
- majors three or more times prior to graduation (3+); (b) stﬁdents who never changed théir, :

initial majdf or éhanged only once or twice prior to graduation (0-2); (c) full-time
. undergraduate stﬁdents, including transfer students; (d) studénts between the ages of 18- :
24; and (é) sfudents with all majbrs codes, including pre-business, which functions asa
declared major.

A Student Inforﬁlation System Degree Audit Trail (SIS audit trail) for the sample
population was created by the-University’s Registrar’s Office and Ihfonhation |
Technology Services (ITS) based on the above criteria. Demographic information was
obtained by ubsiung‘a pre-existing ID system maintained by ITS, so that students were not
asked to report on available infoﬁﬁation. The contents of the SIS audit trail included é
record of the following information for each major change for the stilde_nts selected: (a)

student name and number; (c) admission semester; (d) classification as of the admission
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. semester; (€) classification as of current semester; and (f) date and semester of major
.change. |
Once the samp1¢ was selected, a list of email addresses for this sample was

generated by ITS. Participants were sent an e-mail informing them about the study and
directing them t6 a weblink where the survey was administered. The survey was run
through SurveyMonkey, a survey website that enables researchers to create and
administer surveys that can be sent to participants online fbr completion. All participants
were then sent two reminder emails approximately seven days and fourteen days after the
original email, respectively, reminding them to complete the survey if they had not dénc
so already. Students who agreed to participate were assufed that their responses would

| be anonymous vand that no names would be attached to the Survey. In addition, students
were informed that their responses would be képt confidential and only 'statistical
analyses of their responées would occur, allowing for no'.connection to be made between
the individual and his/her responses. All participating students were given the |

appropriate consent form (see Appendix D) before the survey was administered.

Research Apparatus
Because it was expected that the factors that contribute to selecting and changing‘
a major would be different for those identified as “major-changers” and those identified
as “relatively stable,” a Major-Changefs Survey was administered to all participants. A
Major-Changer’s Survey was developed by the investigator to assess the factors that
contribute to selecting and changing a major. The survey was based on concepts and

principles of major—chariging behavior, specifically that of developmental task
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achievement that typically occurs within the college“setting. The survey was sectioned
~into three parts. Part One consisted of 41 closed-ended questions and related to the
factors involved in selecting and changing a major. The type of survey questions ranged
from Likért-scale to numerical in nature. This part of the survey took approximately
10-15 minufes to complete (se‘e Appendix A). |

Morréover;it was anticipated that the factors that contribute to selecting and
changing a majof would be positively or negatively influenced by one’s level of self- |
efficacy and psychosocial development. Pai't Two of the survey included the Life-Skills
‘Deve‘lopment Inventory — College Form (LSDI-CF; Picklesimer, 1991). The LSDI-CF
was used to measure students’ psychosocial development (see Appendix C). This portion
) of the survey took épproximately 10-15 minutes to compieté. The LSDI-CF is an 88-
item self-reported, developmental assessment tool designed to assess life-skills mastéry
for students aged 17 to 24 years. The LSDI-CF is based on the assumption that
identification of life-skill deficits can provide student development educatofs with
essential information for establishing structured life-skills training for college students
(Picklesimer, 1991). Alpha coefficients for the séale and subscales on the LSDI-CF
indicate satisfactory levels of internal consistency (alpha =.77).

A series of révisidns by Picklesimer (1991) héve reSulfed in the present version of*
the LSDI-CF, which now consists of 88 questions designed to measure skill achievement
in four areas: interpersonal communication/human relations skills; prbblem-solving
/decision-making skills; physical fitness/health maintenance skills; and identity

devélopment/purpose in life skills. Each of these categories is applicable to four settings:
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home and family, school, work and the community. The LSDI-CF incorporates seven
theoretical constructs of human development: ka) psychosocial, (b) physical-sexual, (c)
vocational, (d) cognitive, (€) ego, (f) moral, and (g) affective.

The Interpersonal Communication/Human Relations V(IC/HR) subscale of thé
LSDI-CF is composed of 25 items, which repreoents skills neccsoary for effective verbal
and nonverbal communications. Thesevskillls enhance»(a) establishing relationships, (b)
participating in community activities, (c) managing interpersonal intimacy, and (d)
articulating clear expression of thoughts and options (Picklesimer, 1991).

The 23 -item Problem-Solving/ Decision-Making (PS/DM) subscale includes
skills needed for (a) asSessing and analyzing information, (b) identifying and solving
problerns; (c) setting goals, (d) manéging time? and (e) resolving ‘con’ﬂicts.

The Physical Fitness/Health Maintenance (PF/HM) subscale con’si’sts of 20 items
including (a) nutritional maintoriance, (b) weight control, (c) physical ﬁtness, @
selection of leisure activities, and (e) physiological aspects of sexuality.

The Identity De?elo’pment/PurpOse in Life (ID/PL) subscale iias 20 items,
including skills in (a) developing awareness of personal and emotional identity, (b)

v mainteiining orie's self-esteem, (c) clarifying values, (d) establishing moral dimensions of |
sexuality, and (e€) developing moaning of life (Picklesimer, ‘1991).
Part three of the survey consisted of the General self-Efﬁcacy Scale (GSES ; see
Appendix B). The General Self-Efficacy Scale (Jerusalem & Schwarzer, 1992) is a 10-
| item psychometric scale that is designed to assess optimistic self-beliefs to cope with a

variety of different demands in life. The GSES takes approximatelyl4bminutes to
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complete. Alpha coefﬁéients for the scale indicate satisfactory levels of internal
consistency (alpha = 70 to .90). |

The scale was originally developed in 1981 by Jerusalem and Schwarzer and has
beeil used in many studies with hundreds of thousands of participants. In contrast to
,‘ other scales that were designed to assess-optimism, this one explicitly refers to personal
agency (ihe belief that oneis actions are responsible for successful outcomes). The ten
items are designed to reflect an optimistic self-belief - the Belief that ohe can perform a
novel or difficult tasks, or cope with adversity within the various domains oi‘ human
functioning (J erusalem & Séhwarzer, 1992). Each item refers to successful coping and
implies an intemal-stable attributién of success. Perceived self-efﬁcacy is an operative
construct (e. g, it is related to subsequent behavior vand,'therefovrle, is relevaxit for clinical
practiée and behavior change; see Appendix A).

Proc‘eduresr

Prior to the distribution of the silrvey, a pilot study was administered to declared
General Studies Iriajors at UNI through an e-mail listserve. These participants were sent
an e-mziil informing them about the pilot study and dire‘cting‘ them to a weblink whér; the
survey was adminisiered online via SurveyMonkéy. Students who agreed to participate
in the pilot were not eligible to take part in the final study. They were also informed that |
their names would be deleted from the final listserve and they would not be chtacted'
again for the final study. Seventeen students voluntarily participated in the pilot. This
small scale version of the study gave the investigator information on the feasibility of the

study and identified areas for improvement. It also identified areas where research
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protocols may not have been followed, or whether proposed instrumentation was
apbropriate or too complicated. The pilot study provided valuable information on the
procedures and design of the study. Follow-up interviewé were conducted with the 17
participants to 6btain feedback on the functionality of the survey. Participants reported
‘no difficulties in understanding the survey and stated thé.t the online survey functioned
properly. Suggestions were made aBout adding certain choige options to some of the
questions, which were later added to the survey to improve its overall quality.
Data Analysis

The data were analyzed to determine (a) the extent to which one’s level of
psychosocial development effects major-changing behavior, (b) the extent to which one’s ,
level of self-efficacy effects major changing-behavior and (c) the extent to which level of
parenfal education affects major-changing behavior. Participants indicated on the Major-
changers Survey how many times they changed their major and the factors that
influenced those decisions. To examine differences and associations among variables,
four statistical methods were employed. For variables that were measured with nominal
data, Chi-square (x2) tests of significance and cross tabulation were used to determine
associations among variables. For variables that were measured with interval or ratio
data, a ¢-test of significance was used to determiﬁe differences. For variébles that were
used to measure positive and negative linear relationships, Pearson’s correlation
coefficients were used to establish significant relationships. Because of the large sample
population, statistical tests were performéd at the .05 level of significance, which was

used to either accept or reject the null hypothesis.
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Participants indicated on the Life-skills Developme;lt Inventory — College Form .
(LSDI-CF) the degree to which they agreed with each question, baséd on a four-point
scale of (1) Completely Agree, (2) Mostly Agree, (3) Mostly Disagree, and (4) |
Completely Disagree. Some of the items on the LSDI-CF were reverse scored, so
individual logic statements and algebraic linear transforms (shift values) were established
to reverse the item weights. For example, if a plus (+) sign was given to an 1tern it was |
weighgd accordingly: (1) Completely Agree = 4, (2) Mostly Agree = 3, (3) Mostly
Disagree = 2, and (4) Completely Dis‘agrec = 1. Ifthe item was given a negative (-) sign,
it was weighed accordingly:, (1) Completely Agree(= 1, (2) Mostly Agree = 2, (3) Mostly
Disagree = 3, and (4) Completely Disagree = 4. Scores were reported both by individual
subscale and as a totai scale score. Higher scores indicated a higher psycho-social
development br life-skill development. |

Particip'anfs indicated on the General Self;efﬁcacy Scale (GSES) the degree to
whic;h they agreed with each question, based on a four-point scale of (1) Not at all true,
) Hardly true, (3) Moderately true and (4) Exactly true. )Sdoring involved the sum of
responses to‘ all 10 items to yield the final composite score with a range from 10 to 40. A
high score indicated a higher level of self-efﬁcacy and an indicator of one’s quality of -
life. | |

Summary

This chapter has described the design of this quantitative methodology research

and has provided a rationale for employing such methods. It has explained the setting of

this study so that others may judge the generalizability of results of this inquiry. The
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instruments used, methods for selecting participants, and methods of analysis have been

detailed. The next chapter will report the results of these procedures.



CHAPTER 4 -
RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to investigate the factors that distinguish those
students who vacillate between majors (major-changers) from those who remain
relatively stable (never changing their initial major or changing bnly once or twice).
Among the variables considefed in ‘this ‘s.tudy were: (a) level of psychosocial
develbpment, (b) level of self-efficacy and (c) level of parental education. The survey
was designed to determine hbw major-changers and relatively stable college students at
the University of Northern lowa differ with regard to the factors that influence major-

changing behavior and to assess students’ level of psychosocial devélopment, level of
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self-efficacy and level of parental education. The factors that distinguish major-changers

from'relétiyély stable students and how these factors relate to level of psychosocial
development, self-efficacy and parental education are presented in this chapterb. This
chapter reports ﬁe results of the study intended to answer the researéh questions
formulated iﬁ Chapter 1.
 Usable Data

Of the 9,854 students oontacted to participate, 1,765 students completed the
survey, resulting in a 17.5% response rate. Of the 1,765 participants(, 1,542 (8;7.4%)
participants completed all required questions. |

Demographic Description

The age range of the participants was 17 to 24 (M =20.30, SD=1 .578). Four

hundred and seventeen (24.1%) participants were male and 1,316 (75.9%) were female.
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Fifty-eight percent (58%) of undergraduate students attending UNI for Fall 2008 were
female, so it was not surprising thét the majority of participants in this study were female.
Three hundred and forty-two (19.7%) listed themselves as freshman, 367 (21.2%) as
sophomores, 466 (26.9%) as juniors, and 558 (32.2%) aé seniors (see Table 1 for
corhplete demographic data). When asked what fheir major was upon entering UNI, mdst
(14‘.5%).participants repbrted that they were “deciding,” dr listed themselves as
Elementary Education majors (13.2%).

A vast majority of the participants (90.3%) revealed that interest in subject 'matter
was the most important'factor in selecting an academic major. Other factors indicated by
respondents were as follows:r future career (79.9%), gut feeling (46.2%), persq‘nal vélues
(40%), eérning potential (36.9%), coﬁsideratibn of future family and financial plans
(30.4%), reputation of major (21.7%), marketability (16.5%), and family
pressure/expectations (9.4%). When asked how many times they changed their major,
almost half (47.7%) of participants indicated that they never changed their initial major.
A little over a third (34.1%) chanéed only once, with fewer changing twice (11.3%),

three times (5%) or four or more times (1.8%).
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Selected Demographic Characteristics
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Characteristic

Frequency
Gender
Male 417
Female 1,316
Marital Status
Never Married 1,683
Married 48
Divorced 2
Widowed 1
Work Status
Employed full-time 57
Employed part-time 1,184
Unemployed 441
Classification
Freshman 342
Sophomore 367
Junior 466
Senior : 558
Hours Upon Entering UNI
0-29 1,279
30-59 187
60-89 233
90 or more 30
Major Upon Entering UNI :
Deciding 237
Elementary Education 217
Accounting 119
Biology 95
Psychology 79
Management . 68
Communication Studies 63
Music 63
Marketing 53
Finance 40
34

Early Childhood Education
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Three hundred and ten (18.6%) participants reported that they are the first
fnerhber of their immediate family to attend college. First-generation bcollege students are |
defined by the US Departrhent of Educatien as “students whose pareﬁts don’t have ‘more
than a high school education” (Hom & 'Bobbitt, 2000,v‘p. 2). However, the majority of t}.1e. .
literature defines ﬁrst-generatien eollege students as “students whose parents have no
postseCondary educatieri”' or “as students whose pérents have never earned a bachelor’s |
degree but may have some postsecondary educatlon” (Choy, 2001, p. 3). For the purpose -

of thls study, the lat‘ter deﬁmtlon was used.

Differences between Maj or-changers and Relatively Stable Students
A chi-square test of independence and cross tabulations were performed to
measure the rel_lationship between majorjchanger_s and relatively stable studenfs and the

factors associated with choosing a major (see Table 2).

' Table 2

What are the Most Important Factors in Choosing a Major? |

Factors . Major-changers e Relatively Stable

Frequency Percent Frequency - Percent

Interest in subject 109 92.4 1,446 : 90.1

‘Future career 91 77.1 1,285 80.1

Earning potential - 51 432 585 364 -

Reputation of major 18 "15.3* 356 22.2% -

Consideration of : 33 - 28.0 492 30.7

* family/financial plans S

Personal values 54 45.8 636 39.6

Marketability . 19 16.1 264 164

Gut feeling 50 42.4 746 46.5

Family pressure 16 - 13.6 145 9.0

* ¥ =3.103,df=1,p < .05
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Of those respondents who indicated that reputation of major was the most impqrtant
factor in choosing a major, the overwhelming majority were relatively stable students
(95%) as compared to major-changers (5%). Relatively stable students were more likely
than major-changers to choose reputation of major as the most important factor in
selecting a major, ¥ = 3.103, df = 1, p < .05. |

Table 3 indicates mean scores for the major-changer population and for relatively
stable students on the General Self-efficacy Scaie (GSES). For the GSES, thé mean
scores for the méjor—chang_erlpopulation was sigxﬁﬁcantly lower (M =30.25; SD ='5.3 50)
than thé mean scores for relatively stable students (M =31.43; SD =5.102), #(1487) =
2.230, p < .05, indicating thaf those participants who changed their major three or more

times were more likely to have a lower self-efficacy.

- Table 3

Self-efficacy Scores for Major-changers and Relatively Stable Students

N Mean ‘ ~ Std. Deviation
Major-changers 102 , 13025 5.350
Relatively Stable 1387 31.43 . 5.102 .

1(1487) =2.230, p <.05

Table 4 indicates the mean scores for major-changers and relatively stable
students on the Life-Skills Development Inventory — College Form (LSDI-CF). For the

LSDI-CF, the mean scoréé for the major-changer population on the Problem-
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Solving/Decision—Making Subscale (PS Subséale) was significantly lower (M = 70.13;
SD = 8.213) than the mean scores for relatively stable students (M = 72.79; SD = 7.721),
1(1496) =v3.329, p <.001. This indicates that those students classified as reiatively stable
were found to have greater problem-solving and decision-mraking skills than those
classified as major-changers. No statistically significance differences were found for the

other three subscales.

Table 4

sze-Skzlls Development Inventory — College Form Subscale Mean Scores for Major-
changers and Relat‘tvely Stable Students

Major-changers " - Relatively Stable

Subscale M SO M SD
Interpersonal Comm./ , ‘

Human Relations 80.00 7.755 81.32 7.165
Problem Solving/Decision-

Making ' 70.13* 8.213 : 72.79% 7.721
Physical Fitness/Health 39.25 6.832 39.23 7.209
Identity Development 35.29 6.969 34.16 6.652
Sum of Subscales 21284 32.142 21460 35.394

* 1(1496) = 3.329, p <.001

then asked if tﬁey were the first member of their immediate familly to attend
college, 15.3% of major-changers reported “yes,” with 19.0% of relatively stable students
reporting that they were the first member of their immédiate family to attend college. No
statistically significant differences were found between level of parental education and

major-changing behavior; however, frequency of responses indicated that parents of
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major-changers (66.7%) were less likely to have earned a bachelor’s degree than parents
of relatively stable students (72.8%).

.Similarities between Major-changers and Relativély Stable Students -

Examination of the factors that influence a student’s decision to change majors
showed that for the vast majority of participants (88.4%) a changevin interests/curiosity, a
change in career focus, and/or dislike of fhé course curriculum and length of the major
were the most important faétors. No differences were reported between major-changers
and relatively stable students With regard fo the reasons for changing majors, besides
reputation of major, reported previously. In féct, maj'or-cha:ngers and relatively stable
studeﬁts were more likely than not to‘report the same factors that influenced their
decision to change majors.

When asked ho‘w connected they felt to the University commuhity (e.g., not at all
connected, somewhat connected, pretty well connected, extremely well connected),
the majority of participants (50.4%) felt somewhat connectéd to the University.

Most students (51%) reporting notu meeting with an academic advisor each time they.
changed maj ors. Of those participants who indicated meeting with an advisor each time
they changed majors, 37.7% reported that they met with a faculty advisor.

In addition, a vast majority of participar;ts (65.1%) indicated that they had not
utilized the services provided by UNI Career Services. Of those participants who did use ’
career services, 60.9% feported using CareerLink, a web-based dafabase management
system. When asked -whether they had utilized the services providedu by UNI Academic

Advising Services, 55.6% of participants indicated, “yes.” Of those using these services,
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only 36.5% reported employing these services to explore majors and/or careers.
Additionally, the maj‘ority of participants (70.4%) indicated that they were cmpioyed
pa;'t-time. Of those participants working part-time, 40.8% reported that they worked off-
_campus. |
Summary of Findings
This study consisted of four major research questions: (a) which factors

| distinguish those studenfs who change their major multiple times from those who remain
relatively stable? (b) how does perceivéd level of self-efficacy iﬁﬂuence a person’s
ability to make decisions? (c) how does dperson’s psychosocial development affect their
“ability to make decisions? and (d) is there a relationship between level of parental

education and major-changing behavior?

Research Question 1

Which féctors distinguish thosé students who change their major multiple times
from those who remain relatively stable? The most important factors for _selecting a
major for both major-changers and relatively stable students were: (1) interest in subject
matter, (2) future career, (3) earning potential and (4) repﬁtation of major. Frequency of
responses indicated very few (iifferences in factors reported for changing majors, with the
exception of “reputation of major.” A statistically significant difference was found, with
relatively stable students reporting “reputation of Iﬁajor”,as the most important factor
compared to major changes. (¢ =3.103,df=1, p <.05). Data analysis of the factors
that influenced students’ decisions to select and change their major resulted in two basic

observations: extrinsic and intrinsic factors. Factors such as interest in subject matter,
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gut feeling it was the right major for fne, and change in interests/curiosity involved
intrinsic influences. Factors such as change in career focus, length of major, future
career, earning pdtential and consideration of future family and financial plans involved
~ extrinsic motives. |

Research Question 2

How does perceivcd level of self-efficacy influence a person’s ability to make
decisions? Major-changers (M = 30.25; SD = 5.350) reported a lower level of perceived
self-efficacy than reiatively stable students (M = 31.43; SD = 5.102) on the General Self-
efficacy Scale, #(1487) = 2.230, p < .05;

Research Question 3

How does éperson’s psychosocial development affect their ability to make
decisions? Major-changers (M = 70.13; SD = 8.213) reported a lower level of problem-
solving and decision-making skills than relatively stable students (M = 72.79; SD =
7.721), (1496) = 3.329, p < .001.

Research Question 4

Is there a relationship between level of parental education and major-changing
behavior? No statistically significant differences were found between level of parental
education and major-changing behavior; howevér, frequency of respbnse‘s indicated that
parents of major-changers (66.7%) were less likely to have earned a bachélor’s degree

than parents of relatively stable students (72.8%).
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- Summm

‘This study produced findings in four areas: (1) factors that distinguish major- |
changers from relatively stable students, (2) level of self-efficacy, (3.)>yleve1 of
psychosocial ‘dévelopment anci (4) level of parental educati_nn.

Data regarding the factors that distingnish maj or-t:hangers frorn relatively stable
students confirm ﬁndings ﬁom othéi stndies (Firmin & MacKillop, 2008; Lewallen,
19»93; 1995), conducted on this population‘ nf students, t}iat indicate(i that major-éhangers

.‘ nnd non major-shangeis are more alike than they are different regarding the factors in -
seiécting amajor. Unlike findings in earlier studies (Gordon, 1984; Holland & Holland,
1977, Léwallen, 1995) this study measuic(i lmultiple variables beliévéd toinﬂnencé
major-t:}iangin‘g b'eiiavior and found significant differences l;etiaveén rn'ajor-changeis and

, 'rélatively ilstable students concerning level of self-efﬁsacy, level of psychosocial
development, and level of parental édncation.

W Statistically significant ﬁndings were found for levél nf sélf-sfﬁsasy and major-
qhanging behavior, which suggiasts that major-changers have a ln\ii'er lévsl of self-_ |

~efficacy thain relatively stablevstubdents. In gddition? leVel of problem-solving and

| decision-rnaking skills was fnund to differ such that major-ciiangeis possé_ss a lower level

of these skills than relatively stable students. The relationship between level of parental
e‘ducation andmajor-changing behavior was not found to be statistically signiﬁcant, with

‘major-changers and relatively stable students reporting no differences.
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The next chapter will discuss and interpret the results of this study regarding the
differences and similarities between major-changers and felatively stable students. It will

also provide recommendations for student services providers and for researchers.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND RECCMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this study was to expiore the fdctors that distinguish those students
who fluctuate between fnajors from those who remain relatively stable. This sthdy
sought to investigate whether major-changers (students who changed fheir major three or

more times) differ regarding the factors that inﬂuenee fheir decision to select and change
a major(s) from those students who remain‘relatively’stable (never changing their initial
major or changing only once or twice). Variables considered in this study included: (@
level of self-efﬁcacy, (b) level of psychosocial development and (cj level of parental
education. Specifically, this study was designed to determine: (a) how major-changers
and relatively stable students would rank the factqrs that influenced their decision to
change their major; (b) how major-changers and relatively stable students would score onv
the Life-Skills Development Inventory — College Form (LSDI,—CF), (C) how major-
-changers‘ and relatively stable students would score on the General Self-efficacy Scale
(GSES) and (d) how level of parental education would effect major-changing behavior.

It was hypothesized that major-changers aﬁd relatively stable students would
differ somewhat in regards to the factors that influenced their decision to change majors.
Furthermore, it was presumed that major-changers would have a lower level of
psjtchosocial development and lower self-perception of life-skill development than
relatively stable students. It was also predicted that major-changers would report ai lower
level of perceived self-efficacy than relatively stable students. Level of parental

education was also expected to differ for major-changers and relatively stable students.
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In other words, a student whose parents did not earn a béchelorr?s degree (first-generation
college student) would be more likely to vacillate between majors thén those students
whose parents did earn a bachelor’s degree.
‘The sample was defined by identifying sfudénts who were “major-changers” anci
those who were “relatively stable.” For the purpose of this study, a major-changer is
B defined as a student who changes his or her major three or more timés. A‘student who is
“relatively stable” was defined as a student who never changes hJS or her initial fnajor or
changes only énce or twice. It was also determined that only full-time students would
be included in.’the sample because they make up é greétef portion of the study body
population and would, therefore, be rmore representative. |
| Discussion

The first question sought to examine the extent to which major-changers and |
relativeiy stable students differ with regards to the factors that influence their decisioh ‘to
select and changevtheir major(s). I found that there was very little difference in the
factors that contribute to the selecting and changing of majors between major-changers
and relatively stable students. In fact, each of the nine factors were ranked in identical
Qrder with interest in subject matter,vf_uture career, gut feeling it was Athe right major for
‘me, consideration of future family and financial plans, and earﬁing potential all selected
as the top five factors for both gfoups. The only difference that was found between
major-changers and relatively stable students was reputation of major, with relatively
stable students reporting reputation of major as the most important factor. This finding

suggests that relatively stable students are more likely to choose a major and stick with it
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- based on reputation of major. This finding contradicts the notion that relatively stable
students would be less likely to select a major based on dualistic views (the idea that a
person is more likely to find a career based on reputation of t}ie major). |

| Additionally, there was 1o significant difference between groups regarding the
factor(s) that contribute to clianging an academic major(s). Fer both major-chaiigers and
relatively stable students, -change in interest/curiosity, change in career focus, dislike of
course curriculum and iength of major were among the most common factors reported by
both groups. |

Data arialysis of the factois that influenced students’ decisions to select and
change their major resulted in two basic observations: extrinsic arid intrinsic factors.
The extrixisic factors involved a change in career focus, length of major, consideration of
future family‘anc‘i ﬁnanciai plans, future career and earning i)otential, which dealt with
outside, external influences that played a significant role in the decisiori to change
majors. Intrinsic factors included choosing a maj er based on gut feeling, interest in
subject matter, end change in interests/curiosity.

There was also little difference in responses to the questions relating to the use of
resources on campus, such as the UNI Academic Advising Office, vx;ith the exception of
the services utilized from the UNI Career Services office. More than half (65.1%) of the
overall sample populatioii stated that they did not utilize any services provided by UNI
Career Services; however, interestingly, major-changers reported using the services
prov_ided by UNI Career Services more often than relatively stable sfudents. Prior to

gathering the results of this study, it was presumed by the investigator that relatively
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stéble students would havé reported using the services-pro'vided by {JNI Career Services
far more often than those of £heir, coUnterpafts, thus éonfributing signiﬁcanﬂy to changing
their;major(s) less often. Furthermore, tﬁere were ovnI)L' modest differenc_és bctwéen
ﬁlajoffChangérs and relatively stable sfudents regarding the source and location of their
academic and' career advising. Both groups reported receiving most of their‘ainsing
froma faculty advisor. | | “

A closer investigatio'n of Who students sought academic advice ﬁ'OIh indicated
that major-changers were more lii(ely to seek out the ad\}ice ofa faxnily member (e.g.,
parents) for academic and vocational advice than were rrelatively stable students. While -
relatively stable émdents did occésionally report receiving academic and vocatiohal '
andvicerfr:om Afamily members, they were ﬁlore likely to report rebceivin‘g' advjée froma
'prdfessioﬁal advisor, faculty advisor or from some other source on campus. However,
this was not a sfafistiéally si.gniﬁcaﬁt‘difference. Doing what a parent or friend
recomm_ends is sometimes viewed as easier than taking thc time to eﬁgage in the
explc;ration process (Steele & Mci)oﬁald, 2000). Itis nof surprising that today’s college -
students would turn to their parents for advice on academic and career decisions. Studies -
conducted on millennial college students, have indicatéd that this generatién of students.
“1is excéedingly close to their parents, who assume participaf_tory rbles‘ in their children’s
educational pursuits (Coomes & DeBard, 2004; Howe ‘& Strauss, 2000). In this capacity,
parénts may serve as advisors, thus playing an inﬂlientié_l role in‘thei‘r children’s decision-

makihg process. Altho'ugh few would argue that being a parental advocate for one’s

children is a negative occurrence, this kind of parental involvement can often be
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damaging to students. For instance, once students realize that the mé.jor someone else has
chosen for them is not interesting or too difficult, th”ey will, inevitably, chahge majors,
thus having the potential to create a pattern of major-changing behavior (Howe &

Strauss, 2000).

Perhaps one of the most interesting ﬁhdings was that major-changers were found
to’have a lower levelr of perceived self-efficacy thén relafively stable students, suggesting
- that maj of-changers may struggle more than relatively stable students with regards to
making academic and career decisions. This finding indicates that. major-changers may
be more prone to self-doubt when it comes to academic and. vocational decisi‘ohs and, as a
result, change majors more often. A lower level of self efficacy may create more fear
regarding making long-term career decisions, especially if these decisions are perceived '
as irreversible (Bertraxn, 1996).

Studies on self-efficacy expectations and career indecision reveal that there is a
moderatc;,ly strong relationship/ between career decision-making and self-efficacy and
career indecision. Students who are less confident (low level of self—efﬁcacy) in their
ability to complete the tasks and behaviors required for effective decision-making are
lik(elier to report being vocationally undecided (Betz & Hackett, 198 1; Taylor & Betz,
1983). On the other hand, students who are more vocationally decided exhibit more
confidence (high level of self-efficacy) in their ability to completé Ythe‘ necessary tasks

related to career decision-making. Thevﬁndings of this study have reinforced the

contention that low self-efficacy expectations have a significant impact on major-
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: chénging behavior. In other words, there appears to be a strong correlation between
major-changing behavior and levell.of self-efﬁcacy.

Concerning students’ level of psychosocial developmerllt,b oniy one of the four
Life-skills Development Inventory — College Form Subscales produced significant
differences or associations, and so the hypothesis that m;jor-chang'er‘svwould have a
lower level of psychosocial development was. genefally not supported. Differences in the
mean scores for the Problem-Solving/Decision-Making Subscale (PS Subscale) for
major-changers and rélaﬁvely stable students were found, indicating that major-chaﬁgers
may 'hav’e more difficulty making realistic academic and vocational choices than '
relatively stable students.

It was a predicted outcome of this study that students who cﬁénged their mayj ofs
le'ssr often (relatively stable) would be more 'highly developed on the Problem-
Solving/Decision-Making Subscale. Deciding on a major requires students to,engage
themselves in the decision-making process, which caﬁ be a significant challengc; since
research has shown t'hat mo\st college students lack the decision—making skills necesséry
to make those decisions on their own. Many college students have not yet reached the
- developmental stage required to make a decision about a major and/or career; Amaking ‘
them more prone to major-changing behavior (Bertram, 1996).

‘With regard to le'vel,of parental eduéation, no statistically sigﬁiﬁcant differences
were found between maj or-chmggrs and relatively stable students. In other wordé, no

statistically significant relationships were found for level of parentai education and

major-changing behavior. However, frequency of respbnses indicated that parents of
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major—changers were less likely to haQe éarned a bachelor’s degree than parents of
rela;[ively stable students.

There is évidence to suggest that first-generation college students are lesé engaged
in the educational process because they have little or no tacit knowledge about college
6ampuses or college.relatéd aCtiviﬁes and lack the roles models (i.e., parents) necessary
to help them connect with the‘college community. | Parents of ﬁrst-ge'nerafion college
students are often ill-equipped to help their students because they alsb lack the |

' knowledge about the college expeﬁence. In contrast, second-generation coilege students,
whose parent(s) earned a baccalaureate degree, are often more engaged in the educational
process, as théir parents have modeled this behavior and have demonstrated the
importancé of becoming activeiy engaged in the coilege coimhunity (Kenny & Stryker,
1996; London, 1992). | | |

‘The results of fhis study yielded no significant difference in hoW connected
sfudents felt to the University community. The majority of both major-changers and
relatively stable students reported feeling somewhat connectved to the Uni\;ersity, with
few reporting that they did not feel connected. It was anticipated that maj or-chaﬁgers
would ‘feel less connected to the Universify as a result of their inability to persist in one
area of study. Studies ha\(e shown that if students develop a feasible plan for identifying
a college major and reiated career that is compatible With their ;biiities, interests and
values, then their overall levél of satisfaction/connection wifh collegé should increase

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 1993).
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It was also presumed that work status might play a role in major-chinging
behavior. Due to an increasing trend in the numbers of uﬁdergradﬁate students who must
Work to contribute to their collége education, it was thought that a reliance on work to
fund students’ college education would result in major-changing behavior. As aresult of
working too much, students would be less likely té earn good grades. Not getting goOd
grades may affect entrance into certéin majors (€. g;, majors that have grade-point
requireménts) whichv may lead to major-changing behavior. The results of this study
found no conne“ction between the need to work and major-changing behavior.

Overall, the notioh_ that major-changers are more likely to Seé the relationship
bétween major and careér as linear (e.g., all accounting students become accountants) and
viewing this relationship as more dualistic than those students classi'ﬁéd as “relatively
stable” was not supported by &e résults of this study, with the exception of relatively
staiale students’ tendency to select a major based on reputation. Botﬁ major-changers and
relatively stable studenfs reported chobSing a major Based on interest and curiosity not
necessarily on earning potential, thus substantiating findings from other studieé that
suggested changing majors is not always an indication of procrastixiation or an inability to
make decisions, but rather a deliberate choice to explore various areé of study (Lewallen,
1993; 1995; Tino, 1993).

\ | Conclusions

This study demonstrated to a large extent that major-changers and relatively

stable students, despite certain difference‘:s,\ are more alike than diffefent when it E:omes to

the factors that contribute to selecting and changing a major(s). Although some
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significant differences were found, this study appears to support what many others have (
concluded: As cited by Lewallen (1995), Holland and Holland (1977) states:
Attempts to comprehend the vocational decisiveness of some students and the
indecisiveness of others are characterized by conflicting findings, negative
findings, or negligible findings. Although vocationally undecided students have
been assessed in many ways and with vast range of variables, few clear and”
compelling differences emerge. Instead the most striking outcomes of these
studies are that decided and undecided high school and college students are much
more alike that different and that the relatively few differences are conflicting and
confusing (p. 404) ‘
Although further research is required to gain a more complex and comprehensivé

‘understanding of factors that distinguish major-changers from relatively stable students,
an attempt was made to provide a more widespread understanding and appreciation for

~ what it means to be classified as a major-changer. Téking another b“‘glimpse,”_into the.
minds of students only serves to strengthen the methods we employ to assist them. For | |
example, academic advisors and career counselors can try to focus more on the process of
choosing a major and less on the oufcomes (Bertram, 1996); GiVing students the skills to
make informed decisions will allow them to engage in the process of decision-making.

: Accdrding to Gordon (1995), advisors and students ténd to see the role of an'acédemic
advisor as a problem-solver or trouble-shooter. Gordon (1995) argues that advisors often
dispense information to students as if this were the main goal of the advisor-student
relationship. More than thirty-years ago, Crookston (1972) advanced the idea that
advising is a form of teaching. Just as professors teach their students skill and content,
advisors also teach students skills such as decision-making and critical thinking, as well

as content like curriculum and academic regulatidns (Koring, Killian, 'Ov‘vens, & Todd,

2004).
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According to Bertram ‘(1 996) the saying, “seeing is believing” rings true for most
college students; they learn by watching. - Therefore, it is imperative that advisors try to
- view the academic world from a major-changers’ perspective. This study has attempted‘ ' | '
- to learn what factors inﬂuence major-changing behavior in hopes of gaining new insights
concerning how to better serve this popnlation of students. By recognizing what
motivates students to change majors, advisors can begin to devel,op" decision-making :
strategies to help students during this important transitional period.

Future Research

An important area for future research lies in ansWering the question, “what dces it
mean‘ to be a major-changer?” With few sttldies conducted on this popnlation of students,
the answer remains unclear. As Gordon (1984) so aptly pointed out, “there are as many
reasons for being undecided as there are students” (p.75). All evidence thns far points to
major-changers being fairly typical students on the surface (e.g., meﬁsures of background,
academic ability and experience; Lewallen, 1993). Perhaps if we are to continue studying
this population of students, we need to find out if there truly is “something unique” about
being a major-changer (Lewallen, 1993). This study, unlike other studies conducted on the
major-changer population, examined differences and similarities between major-changers
and relatively stable students from a multi-variable perspective. Unlike other studies
conducted on major-changers, this study sought to answer how students decide on a major
and the factors that contribute to that decision. To date, no other study has examined level
of self-efficacy, level of psychosocial development and level of parental education to

ascertain if these factors impact major-changing behavior.
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Future research that contributes to the findings of this study regarding the factors that
distinguishes major-changers from relatively sta}ble students would enhance oﬁ
understanding of who these students are and how college environments can enhance their
development. For example, identifying how colleges and universities handle and advise
major-changers would be a worthy research endeavor, since most institutional policies and
procedures, as well as edvising'practices, have the potential to i;npact how student make
academic decisions. |

Due to the nature of this study, a quantitative'inStrument was utilized to assess the
factors that distinguish those students who vacillate between majors (major-changers)
from those who remain relatively stable (never changing their initial major or changing:
only once or twice) and to examine level of self-efficacy, level of psychosocial |
development and level of parental education among these two groups of students.

However, it is recommended that future studies be undertaken:

1. Further investigation and adaptatiod of the instrument is e reasonable next step in
examin_ing the factors that distinguish those students who vacillate between majors (major-
changers) from those who remain relatively stable (neverlchanging their initial major or
changing only once or twice).

2. Replication of the study should be considered using random samples, extended
geographical locations, and other population groups.

3. Investigations should be conducted using qualitative. methods. Although the risk

of the impact of social desirability on responses is higher with qualitative approaehes,
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interviewing participants may yield more responses regarding factors that contribute to
major-changing behavior and would provide a different perspective.

4. Extending the research to include other population | groupé, not just the use of a
single‘ins.titution, would be advantageous. Future researchers will want to ¢xpand the study
across institutions, such liberélrarfs colleges, research instifutions, and specialized and
professional colleges to gain a different perspective.

5. Conducting a longitudinal sfudy on this topic should bé _cénsidered. Tracking
students as they rriake multiple major changes and exploring issues of persistence toWard
graduation would add significantly to the findings of this present study.

| Recommendations

So; how can the ﬁndings of this study be applied to improve existing college policies
and advising practices? When establishing cbllege policies and advising practices. that
impact major-changers, it is necessary for policy-makers and academic and career advisors
to be mindful of the forllowing findings of this study: (a) major-chéqgers reported a lower
level of perceived self;efﬁcacy than relatively stable students, suggesting thét major- |
changers may be more prone to self-doubt when it comes to academic and vocétional v
decisions and, as a result, change majors_more often, (b) major-changers more than
relatively stable students have fewer problem-éolving and decisioﬁ-making skills that may
affect their ability to make realistic academic and vocational decisions and (c) relatively
stéble students are more likely than major-changers to believe that reputation of major is the

most important factor in selecting a major, indicating a stronger propensity to choose a
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major based oh dualistic views (the idea that a persén is more likely to find a career based
on reputatioh of the major).

It is also important for academic and career advisors to understand that, despite
certain differences, major-changers and relatively stable studepté are more alike than they
are different when it comes to selecting and changing a major. The findings of this study
suggest that changing decisions about amajor is not nécessarily a negative phenomenoh, but
may represent student discovery of other académic ﬁélds that stimulate greater personal
interest br that are more compatible with their personal aptitudes and abilities ‘(Cuseo, 2005).
‘Recognizing that major;changers change majors for a variety of reasons can help academic
advisors to improve developmental advising approaches fhat nurture and support student
| discovery and interest/curiosity. When creating educational practices and policies fqr
major-changers, academic and career advisors need to be cognizant of the reasons why
students select and change majors.

These findings also strongly suggest that current advisiﬁg practices and college
policies should be reexamined to account for the differences between major-changers and
relatively stable students. Knowing how major-changers and relatively stable students differ
regarding level of self-efficacy and problem-solving/decision-makiﬁg skills can help |
academic and career advisors to develop problem-solving and decision-making strategies
that promote effective academic dvecision-making' and career planning. Studies on self- -
efficacy have indicated that some training methods designed to enhance self-confidence can
improve one’s level of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986; Gist & Mitcheli, 1992), so developing

campus-wide programming to facilitate self-confidence regarding academic and vocational
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decisions, can potentially help enhance students’_vself-efﬁcacy perceptions. By creating an
academic environment that centers oﬁ developing iritellectual, physical and social
competence, academic and career advisors can help students to view the relationship
between major and career from a multi-dimensional perspective.

Lastly, academic and career advisors need to infegrate the findings of this study
into their current advising practices to ensure that students will pursue an acédemiciahd

career path that is both personally meaningful and self-fulﬁlling.
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MAJOR-CHANGERS SURVEY

The purpose of this survey is to investigate the factors that contribute to the selection and changing
of an academic major(s). The results of this study will be used to provide a more comprehensive and
complex understanding of the challenges students face in making academic and career decisions.

Directions: This portion of the survey takes approximately 10-15 minutes to complete. Please

respond to the following questions as honestly as possible. You may change your responses at any
time prior to the completion of the survey. All responses will be kept confidential. Thank you for

your participation. ?

1. What is your gender?

~a) Male
b) Female

2. What is your age?
‘3. What is your marital status? -

a) Single

b) Married

¢) Divorced
-d) Widowed

e) Separated

4. Which of the following best describes your primary work status at this time?
a) Employed full-time

b) Employed part-time
¢) Unemployed

W

. If employed, do you work on-campus or off-campus?
a) I work on-campus
b) I work off-campus
¢) Does not apply

. How many hours/credits did you have upon being admitted to UNI?

[2))

a) 0-29

b) 30-59 -

c) 60-89

d) 90 or more

e) Other (please specify)

7. What is your current student classification (e.g., freshman, sophomore, junior, sénior)?




8. Upon entering UNI, what was your declared major?

1) Accounting
2) American Studies
3) Anthropology
4) Applied Physics
5) Arn
6) Asian Studies
7) Athletic Training
8) Bioinformatics
9) Biology (B.S.)
10) Biology (B.A.)
11) Biotechnology
12) Business Teaching
13) Chemistry (B.S.)
-14) Chemistry (B.A.)
15) Chemistry-Marketing
16) Communication
17) Communication/Electronic
Media A
18) Communication/Public Relations
19) Communication/Theatre
Teaching '
20) Communicative Disorders
21) Computer Information Systems
22) Computer Science.
23) Construction Management
24) Criminology
25) Early Childhood Education
26) Earth Science
27) Earth Science: Interpretive
Naturalist Emphasis
'28) Economics
29) Electrical and Information
Engineering Technology
30) Elementary Education
31) English
" 32) European Studies
33) Family Services
34) Finance
35) French
36) General Studies
37) Geography
- 38) Geology
- 39) Geology: Environmental Science
Emphasis
40) German
41) Gerontology
42) Graphic Communications
43) Health Education-Teaching
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44) Health Promotion
45) History
46) Humanities

47) Individual Studies

48) Inter-American Studies

49) Interior Design

50) Leisure Youth and Human
Services '

51) Liberal Studies

52) Management

53) Management Information
Systems

54) Manufacturing Technology

55) Marketing

56) Mathematics

57). Mathematics-Applied

58) Mathematics-Statistics and
Actuarial Science

59) Middle Level Education Dual
Major

60) Modemn Languages Dual Major

61) Music '

62) Music Composition Theory

63) Music Education '

64) Music Performance

65) Networking System
Administration

66) Philosophy

67) Physical Education

68) Physical Education Teaching

69) Physics (B.A.)

70) Physics (B.S.)

71) Political Communication

72) Political Science

73) Pre-Professional

74) Psychology '

75) Public Administration

76) Real Estate

77) Religion

78) Russian :

79) Russian and East European
Studies

80) Science Teaching .

81) Social Science Teaching

82) Social Work

'83) Sociology

84) Spanish



85) Teaching English to Speakers of
. Other Languages
86) TESOL/Modemn Language
87) Technology
88) Technology Education and
Training
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89) Technology Management
90) Textile and Apparel

91) Theatre

92) Deciding

93) Other

9. What were the most important factors in choosing a major (check all that apply)?

a) Interest in subject area
b) Future career

c) Eaming potential

d) Reputation of major

e) Consideration of future family and financial plans

f) Personal values
-8) Marketability

-h) Gut feeling it was the right major for me

i) Family pressure/expectations
J) Other (please specify)

10. How many times have you changed your major?

11. What did you change your major to the first time you changed your major?

1) Accounting

2) American Studies

3) Anthropology

4) Applied Physics

5) Art

6) Asian Studies

7) Athletic Training

8) Bioinformatics

9) Biology (B.S.)
"10) Biology (B.A.)

11) Biotechnology

12) Business Teaching

13) Chemistry (B.S.)

14) Chemistry (B.A.)

15) Chemistry-Marketing

16) Communication

17) Communication/Electronic Media
18) Communication/Public Relations
19) Communication/Theatre Teaching
20) Communicative Disorders

21) Computer Information Systems
22) Computer Science

23) Construction Management

24) Criminology

25) Early Childhood Education

26) Earth Science

27) Earth Science: Interpretive
Naturalist Emphasis

28) Economics

29) Electrical and Information
Engineering Technology

30) Elementary Education

31) English :

32) European Studies

33) Family Services

34) Finance

35) French

36) General Studies

37) Geography

38) Geology

39) Geology: Environmental Science
Emphasis

40) German

41) Gerontology :

42) Graphic Communications

43) Health Education-Teaching

44) Health Promotion

45) History

46) Humanities

47) Individual Studies

48) Inter-American Studies

49) Interior Design

50) Leisure Youth and Human Services



51) Liberal Studies

52) Management

53) Management Information Systems

54) Manufacturing Technology

55) Marketing

56) Mathematics ‘

57) Mathematics-Applied

58) Mathematics-Statistics and
Actuarial Science

59) Middle Level Education Dual
Major .

60) Modern Languages Dual Major

61) Music

62) Music Composition Theory

63) Music Education

64) Music Performance

65) Networking System Administration

66) Philosophy

67) Physical Education

68) Physical Education Teaching

69) Physics (B.A.)

70) Physics (B.S.)

71) Political Communication

72) Political Science

73) Pre-Professional

74) Psychology

75) Public Administration

76) Real Estate

77) Religion

78) Russian

79) Russian and East European Studies

80) Science Teaching

81) Social Science Teaching

82) Social Work

83) Sociology

84) Spanish

85) Teaching English to Speakers of
Other Languages

86) TESOL/Moderm Language

87) Technology

88) Technology Education and
Training

89) Technology Management

~ 90) Textile and Apparel

91) Theatre
92) Deciding
93) Other

12. What factor(s) influenced your - decision to change your major the first time (check all that

apply)?

a) Length of major: Major too long/required too many credits

b) Major is academically challenging/too difficult

¢) Information provided on UNI’s website and/or the Internet

d) Professor/Classroom instructor

e) Staff member

f) Academic Advisor

g) Peer Advisor in Residence (PAIR)

h) = Residence hall staff (i.e. hall coordinator)

i) Experience with an organization on campus (volunteer, student activities, co-op/internship, job

shadowing, etc.)
j) Change in career focus

k) Change in interests/curiosity (1 e. did not like previous major)

1) Poor quality of teaching in major
m) Dislike of course curriculum

n) Financial status

o) Lackof information

p) Parental expectations

q) Family and/or friends recommendations

r) Other (please specify)
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13. What did you change your major to the second time you changed your major?

1) Does not apply

2) Accounting

3) American Studies

4) Anthropology

5) Applied Physics

6) Art

7) Asian Studies

8) Athletic Training

9) Bioinformatics

10) Biology (B.S.)

11) Biology (B.A.)

12) Biotechnology

13) Business Teaching

" 14) Chemistry (B.S.)

15) Chemistry (B.A.)

16) Chemistry-Marketing

17) Communication

18) Communication/Electronic Media

19) Communication/Public Relations

20) Communication/Theatre Teaching

21) Communicative Disorders

22) Computer Information Systems

23) Computer Science -

24) Construction Management

25) Criminology -

26) Early Childhood Education

27) Earth Science -

28) Earth Science: Interpretive
Naturalist Emphasis

29) Economics

30) Electrical and Information
Engineering Technology

31) Elementary Education

" 32) English

33) European Studies

34) Family Services

35) Finance

36) French

37) General Studies

38) Geography

39) Geology

40) Geology: Environmental Science
Emphasis

41) German

42) Gerontology

43) Graphic Communications

44) Health Education-Teaching

45) Health Promotion

46) History

47) Humanities

48) Individual Studies

49) Inter-American Studies

50) Interior Design . -

51) Leisure Youth and Human Services

52) Liberal Studies

53) Management

54) Management Information Systems

55) Manufacturing Technology -

56) Marketing

57) Mathematics

58) Mathematics-Applied

59) Mathematics-Statistics and
Actuarial Science

60) Middle Level Education Dual
Major '

61) Modern Languages Dual Major

62) Music

63) Music Composition Theory

64) Music Education

65) Music Performance

66) Networking System Administration

67) Philosophy

- 68) Physical Education

69) Physical Education Teaching
70) Physics (B.A.)

71) Physics (B.S.)

72) Political Communication
73) Political Science

74) Pre-Professional

75) Psychology

76) Public Administration

77) Real Estate

78) Religion

79) Russian

80) Russian and East. European Studies .
81) Science Teaching -

82) Social Science Teaching

83) Social Work

84) Sociology

85) Spanish

- 86) Teaching English to Speakers of

Other Languages
87) TESOL/Modern Language -
88) Technology
89) Technology Education and
Training



90) Technology Management
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93) Deciding

91) Textile and Apparel . 94) Other
92) Theatre
14. What factor(s) influenced your decision to change your major the second time (check all that ,
apply)?
a) Does not apply
b) Length of major: Major too long/required too many credits

c)
d)
€)
H
g)
h)
i)

)

Major is academically challenging/too difficult

Information provided on UNI’s website and/or the Internet

Professor/Classroom instructor

Staff member :

Academic Advisor

Peer Advisor in Residence (PAIR)

Residence hall staff (i.e. hall coordinator) :

Experience with an organization on campus (volunteer, student act1v1t1es co- op/mtemshxp, job

shadowing, etc.)
k) Change in career focus

1) Change in interests/curiosity (i.e. did not like previous major)

m) Poor quality of teaching in major
n) Dislike of course curriculum
o) Financial status
- p) Lack of information
q) Parental expectations

r) Family and/or friends recommendatlons

s) Other (please specify)

15. What did you change your major to the third time you changed your major?

1) Does not apply

2) Accounting

3) American Studies

4) Anthropology

5) Applied Physics

6) Art

7) Asian Studies

8) Athletic Training

9) Bioinformatics

10) Biology (B.S.)

11) Biology (B.A.)

12) Biotechnology

13) Business Teaching

14) Chemistry (B.S.)

15) Chemistry (B.A.)

16) Chemistry-Marketing

17) Communication

18) Communication/Electronic Media
19) Communication/Public Relations
20) Communication/Theatre Teaching
21) Communicative Disorders

22) Computer Information Systems

23) Computer Science

24) Construction Management

25) Criminology ’

26) Early Childhood Education

27) Earth Science ‘

28) Earth Science: Interpretive
Naturalist Emphasis

29) Economics

30) Electrical and Information
Engineering Technology

31) Elementary Education

32) English

33) European Studies

34) Family Services

35) Finance

36) French

37) General Studies

38) Geography

39) Geology



'40) Geology: Environmental Science
Emphasis

41) German

42) Gerontology

43) Graphic Communications

'44) Health Education-Teaching

45) Health Promotion

46) History

47) Humanities

48) Individual Studies

49) Inter-American Studies

50) Interior Design

51) Leisure Youth and Human Services

52) Liberal Studies

53) Management

54) Management Information Systems

55) Manufacturing Technology

56) Marketing

57) Mathematics

58) Mathematics-Applied

59) Mathematics-Statistics and
Actuarial Science

60) Middle Level Education Dual
Major

61) Modern Languages Dual Major

62) Music

63) Music Composition Theory

64) Music Education

65) Music Performance

66) Networking System Administration
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67) Philosophy

68) Physical Education

69) Physical Education Teaching
70) Physics (B.A.)

71) Physics (B.S.)

72) Political Communication
73) Political Science

74) Pre-Professional

75) Psychology

-76) Public Administration

77) Real Estate

78) Religion

79) Russian

80) Russian and East European Studies

81) Science Teaching

82) Social Science Teaching

83) Social Work

84) Sociology

85) Spanish

86) Teaching English to Speakers of
Other Languages

87) TESOL/Modern Language

88) Technology

89) Technology Education and
Training

90) Technology Management

91) Textile and Apparel

92) Theatre '

93) Deciding

94) Other

16. What factor(s) influenced your decision to change your ma_]or the tlnrd time (check all that

apply)?

a) Does not apply

b) Length of major: Major too long/required too many credits

¢) Major is academically challenging/too.difficult

d) Information provided on UNI’s website and/or the Internet

e) Professor/Classroom instructor

f) Staff member

g) Academic Advisor

h) Peer Advisor in Residence (PAIR)

i) Residence hall staff (i.e. hall coordinator)

j) Experience with an organization on campus (volunteer, student activities, co-op/internship, job

shadowing, etc.)
k) Change in career focus

) Change in interests/curiosity (i.e. did not like previous major)

m) Poor quality of teaching in major
n) Dislike of course curriculum

o) Financial status

p) Lack of information



q) Parental expectations

r) Family and/or friends recommendations

s) Other (please specify)
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17. What did you change your major to the fourth time you changed your major? .

1) Does no apply

2). Accounting

3) American Studies

-4) Anthropology

5) Applied Physics

6) Art .

7) Asian Studies

8) Athletic Training

9) Bioinformatics

10) Biology (B.S.)

11) Biology (B.A))

12) Biotechnology

13) Business Teaching

14) Chemistry (B.S.)

15) Chemistry (B.A.)

16) Chemistry-Marketing

17) Communication

18) Communication/Electronic Media
19) Communication/Public Relations

20) Communication/Theatre Teaching

21) Communicative Disorders
22) Computer Information Systems
23) Computer Science _
24) Construction Management
25) Criminology
26) Early Childhood Education
27) Earth Science -
. 28) Earth Science: Interpretive
~ Naturalist Emphasis .
29) Economics
30) Electrical and Information
Engineering Technology
31) Elementary Education
32) English
33) European Studies
34) Family Services
~ 35) Finance
36) French
37) General Studies
38) Geography
39) Geology
40) Geology: Environmental Science
Empbhasis ’
41) German

42) Gerontology

43) Graphic Communications

44) Health Education-Teaching

45) Health Promotion

46) History

47) Humanities

48) Individual Studies

49) Inter-American Studies

50) Interior Design

51) Leisure Youth and Human Services
52) Liberal Studies

53) Management

54) Management Information Systems

" 55) Manufacturing Technology

56) Marketing

57) Mathematics

58) Mathematics-Applied

59) Mathematics-Statistics and
Actuarial Science

60) Middle Level Education Dual
Major ‘

- 61) Modern Languages Dual Major

62) Music

63) Music Composition Theory
64) Music Education

65) Music Performance

66) Networking System Administration
67) Philosophy

68) Physical Education

69) Physical Education Teaching
70) Physics (B.A.)

71) Physics (B.S.)

72) Political Communication
73) Political Science

74) Pre-Professional

75) Psychology

76) Public Administration

77) Real Estate

78) Religion

79) Russian

80) Russian and East European Studies
81) Science Teaching :
82) Social Science Teaching

83) Social Work



84) Sociology 89) Technology Education and
85) Spanish Training

86) Teaching English to Speakers of

90) Technology Management
Other Languages , 91) Textile and Apparel

87) TESOL/Modern Language 92) Theatre
88) Technology 93) Deciding

94) Other

18. What factor(s) influenced your decision to change your major the fourth time (check all that
apply)? '

19.

20.

21.

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f
g)
h)
i)
i)

s)

Does not apply

Length of major: Major too long/required too many credits
Major is academically challenging/too difficult
Information provided on UNI’s website and/or the Internet
Professor/Classroom instructor '

Staff member

Academic Advisor

Peer Advisor in Residence (PAIR)

Residence hall staff (i.e. hall coordinator)

Experience with an organization on campus (volunteer, student activities, co-op/internship, job

shadowing, etc.)

Change in career focus

Change in interests/curiosity (i.e. did not hke previous major)
Poor quality of teaching in major

Dislike of course curriculum

Financial status

Lack of information

Parental expectations

Family and/or friends recommendations

Other (please specify)

How often do you visit an academic advisor or faculty member for academic or career advice?

a)
b)
©)
d

2 or more times a month
Once a month

Only during registration
Never

Did you meet with an academic advisor or faculty member each time you changed your
major? If yes, please go to question 23. ’

a)
b)

Yes
No

Who did you meet with at UNI about changing your major?

a)
b)
c)
d)
€

A professional advisor

A faculty advisor

A professional advisor in an advising center (i.e., College of Business/College of Education)
Residence Life Coordinator

Other (please specify)
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22,

23

24,

25,

26.

217.

Why did you choose NOT to meet with an advisor or faculty member each time you changed
your major (check all that apply)?

a) Takes too much time

- b) Not sure who my advisor is

¢) Got advice from some other source

. d) Not able to get appointment with my advisor

e) 1did not need the help of an advisor
f) Other (please specify)

‘Have you utilized any services provided by UNI Academic Advising? If no, go to question 25.

a)- Yes
b) No

Which services did you utilize from UNI Academic Advising?

a) Advising .

b) Scheduling

¢) Exploring major/careers

d) Peer Advisors in Residence (PAIR)
e) CareerLink/Career cruising

f) Other (please specify)

How often do you utilize the services provided by UNI Academic Advising?

a) Once a semester

b) Once a month

¢) 2to 3 times a month

d) 3 or more times a month

Have you utilized any services provided by UNI Career Services? If no, go to question 28.

a) Yes
b) No

Which services did you utilize from UNI Career Services (check all that apply)?

a) CareerLink

b) Career Library

¢) Co-op/internship

d) Sigi3/ Career cruising

e) Career Fair

f) . Volunteer Fair

g) Help with resume and/or Cover Letter
h) Help with finding a job

i) On campus recruiting

j) Other (please specify)
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28. How often do you utilize the services provided by UNI Academic Advising?

€)
f)

g)
h)

Once a semester

Once amonth

2 to 3 times a month

3 or more times a month

29. How connected do ybu feel to the University community?

a)
b)
c)
d)

Not connected at all
Somewhat connected
Pretty well connected
Extremely well connected

" 30. How prepared were you academically to attend UNI?

a)
b)
<)
d)

Very prepared
Prepared
Somewhat prepared
Not at all prepared

31. Did you attend New Student / Transfer Orientation at UNI?

a)
b)

Yes
No

32. Are you receiving financial aid (loans, grants, scholarships, work study, etc.)?

a)

b)

©)

d)

€)
-

Yes, Loan(s)

Yes, Grant(s)

Yes, Scholarship(s)

Yes, Work Study

Yes, Other (please specify)
No

33. Are you the first member of your immediate family to attend college? If yes, go to question

a)
b)

c)

Yes
No
I don’t know

34. If no, what is your Mother’s highest level of education?

a)
b)
c)
d
€)
f)

Some College

2-year College Degree (Associates)
4-year College Degree (Bachelor’s) -
Master’s Degree

Doctoral Degree -
Professional Degree (MD, JD, PsyD)
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35. If no, what is your Father’s highest level of education?

a) Some College

b) 2-year College Degree (Assocmtes)
¢) ‘4-year College Degree (Bachelor’s)
d) Master’s Degree ’

e) Doctoral Degree

~ f) Professional Degree (MD, ID, PsyD)

36. If your Mother attended college, what did she major in? |

37.If your Father attended college, what did he major in?
38. Does yeur Mother work oﬁtside of the home?

a) Yes
b) No

39. If yes, what is your Mother’s profession?
40. Does your Father wofk outside of the home?

‘a) . Yes
b) No

41. If yes, what is your Father’s pfofession?-
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CONSENT FORM

You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Karen Cunningham,
Coordinator of the Individual Studies Program at UNI. The goal of this study is to
investigate the factors that contribute to the selection and changing of an academic
major(s). The results of this study will be used for a doctoral dissertation and will
provide a more complex understandlng of the challenges students face in making
academlc and career decisions. :

Background Information:

This study aims to understand the factors that dlstmgulsh those students who vacillate
between majors (Major-changers) from those who remain relatively stable (never
changing their initial major or changing only once or twice. Your responses will provide
the data needed for a statistical analysis of major-changing behavior in the research study.
The results of this study will provide a more comprehensive and complex understanding
of the difficulties students undergo in making academic and career decisions.

Procedures: S
If you agree to be in this study, you will be asked to do the following:

1. Click on the Weblink contained in your e-mail message to access the survey.

Duration of the study:

The survey will take approximately 35-40 minutes. Please answer each question to the
‘best of your ability and be aware that you have the option to stop taking the survey at any
time with no penalty.

Statement of Risks and Benefits of being in the study:

I do not anticipate any risks as a result of participating in this study. Your answers are
confidential, and no individual will ever be identified in any shape or form. In published
reports, the data will be presented only in aggregate form. While there may be no
individual benefits to participating in this study, the knowledge gained as a result of this -
study will help improve the academic environment for all UNI students.

Confidentiality:

1. The records of this study will be kept confidential.

2. Only the researcher will see the completed individual surveys to protect confidentiality
of responses.

3. Research records will be stored securely and only the researcher w111 have access to the
records. '
4. Once all data are collected, the identifiers (i.e. your UNI email address and UNI
student number) will be deleted from data.

5. All results with the exception of open-ended responses will be reported in aggregate.
Participants will be warned that their responses to open ended questions will be reported
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verbatim in the report, without an indication of whose opinion is being reported.

6. Only the researcher will be responsible for sending out reminder surveys or emails to
non-respondents. No one other than the researcher will be informed of who did not
respond to the survey. Your responses to the survey will only be linked through a code to
identifying information (i.e., UNI e-mail address and UNI student number) and will not
be linked to responses directly.

Voluntary Nature of the Study:

Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will
not affect your current or future relations with UNI. If you decide to participate, you are
free to not answer any question or withdraw at anytime without affecting those
relationships. Your completion of the survey serves as your voluntary agreement to
participate in this research project and your certification that you are 18 years of age or
older.

Contact and Questions: :
The researcher conducting this study is: Karen Cunningham. If you have questions, you
are encouraged to contact 319-273-6065 or karen.cunningham@uni.edu

1) If you have any questions or concerns regardingv this study and would like to talk
to someone other than the researcher, you are encouraged to contact the UNI’s
Human Subjects coordinator at 319-273-6148.

I am indicating my consent to partlclpate in the study by responding below and
filling out this survey. :

(Check only oné) ® I have read the information above, and I consent to participate in
this study.

I do not consent to participate.


mailto:karen.cunningham@uni.edu
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GENERAL SELF-EFFICACY SCALE
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GENERAL SELF-EFFICACY SCALE

I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough.
If someone opposes me, I can find the means and ways to get what I want.
It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals.
I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected events.
Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen situations.
I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort.
I can remain calm when facing difficulties because I can rely on my coping abilities.
When I am confronted with a problem, I can usually find several solutions.
" IfI am in trouble, I can usually think of a solution. '
0.  Icanusually handle whatever comes my way.

SV NAN AL -

REPONSE FORMAT: 1 = Not at all true; 2 = Hardly true; 3 = Moderately true; 4 = Exactly true
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APPENDIX C
LIFE-SKILLS DEVELOPMENT INVENTORY — COLLEGE FORM,
" LIFE-SKILLS DEVELOPMENT INVENTORY SCORING FORM AND

" LETTER OF PERMISSION TO USE INVENTORY



Response Code:

[y
.

— = 000NN A WLN

_ o

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

30.
31,
32.
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A. Completely agree
B. Mostly agree
-C. Mostly disagree
D. Completely disagree

L1fe-sk111s Development Inventory — College Form
(1 996 Version)

If I have a different op1n10n from what is belng said, I am afraid to express my
views.

I can accept different values in people my age.

My feelings keep getting in the way when I relate to people.

I have no problem saying “no” to friends and people my age.

Laws are necessary but can be questioned if unjust.

I am able to adapt to get along with different groups of people.

I do not understand why people behave the way they do.

I do not understand my parents.

When I listen to others, I am able to understand their feelmgs

I get very little emotional support from people my own age.

I am able to maintain meaningful relationships with members of the opposite
sex.

When I am with people my own age, 1 feel like an outsider.
I maintain my independence within my friendships.

I choose my friends by the way they look.

I do not get along with most members of my family.

Other people can depend on me.

I have good relationships with my peers.

I am able to communicate my needs and wants with my peers.
I make new friends easily.

J

- I respect people with different backgrounds habits, values, or appearances.

I am involved in community service.

- I am able to manage any conflicts that might arise between home and school.

I am able to give to and receive from people. A .
I frequently discover important things by interacting with peers.

Being in groups is satisfying to me.

I am able to take directions and follow through on tasks.

I have set goals in life for myself.

I do not know what strengths to work on that will help me in the future. _

There is no role model for me to look to in order to find out about the kind of
work I might like to do. :

I know how to find reliable information about _]ObS

When solving problems, I am willing to explore multiple solutions.

I gather as much information as possible when making educational decisions.
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I feel that I have to sacrifice my personal values when I make decisions.
Once I have made a decision, I do not usually change my mind.

I am able to use my experience in part-time work to help me decide my future
occupation.

I know what steps to take to get the kind of job I want.

I do not have any effective way of making decisions.

I have made the right educational decisions so far.

I am able to handle my own money matters.

I have confidence in the decisions I make.

I can envision my future.

My emotions interfere with my ability to deal with the facts.

I know how to think clearly and solve problems in a crisis.

I am able to understand ideas and issues from different points of view.

I understand how emotions influence my decisions and actions.

I am able to use my problem-solving skills when encountering new 31tuat10ns.
I am able to resolve inner conflicts.

I think about the success or failure of my plans and-goals.

I am unsure about what is normal in terms of sexual arousal and expression.
I do not like to participate in individual or team sports.

I have good health habits. 4

I exercise at least 20 minutes a day three times per week.

I do not actively pursue my interests and goals.

I have satisfying leisure-time activities.

I understand the importance of choosing healthy foods.

I do things regularly that help me keep fit and healthy.

I practice preventive health measures such as exercise, stress management,
and maintaining a healthy diet. ‘

I am aware of methods to control stress.

I have the willpower to eat healthy foods in moderation.

I understand the effects of alcohol on the body.

I understand how nicotine affects the body.

I consume caffeine on a daily basis.

I am aware of the foods that are high in fat content.

I limit the daily intake of sugar in my diet.

I am overly concemed with my body weight.

I would like to have the “perfect body.”

I realize the psychological benefits of maintaining an exercise program.
1 understand how to prevent the spread of sexually transmitted diseases.
I have a positive attitude about work.

I get confused about what is appropriate behavior for males and females
When I interact with people, I am able to be myself.

I understand the role of sexual intimacy in a love relationship.

I want to be more independent but cannot do it without hurting others.

I understand there are broad ranges of differences among individuals.
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‘Response Code:  A. Completely agree

75.
76.
71.
78.
79.
80.
81.

82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.

E. Mostly agree
- F. Mostly disagree
G. Completely disagree

My personal values guide me when I do things.

Everything considered, the way I am developing is fine. ‘
Though I consider other people’s ideas, I am not controlled by them.
I have a good sense of humor.

I do not act responsibly in relationships.

I have a specific career goal.

I am bothered by the differences between what I believe and what society
expects.

I am able to deal positively with any frustrations and failures I face.
The way I express my anger either hurts me or somebody else.

Life is boring and I really cannot get excited about it.

The way | handle my emotions often hurts me or somebody else.

I am able to handle ambiguous situations.

I often think and act on my own.

There are certain people besides teachers from whom I learn.

Picklesimer, B. K. (1991). The development and evaluation of the life-skills development inventory — college form. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of Georgia, Athens.
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LIFE-SKILLS DEVELOPMENT INVENTORY COLLEGE FORM

SCORING DIRECTIONS

The LSDI-CF uses a Likert scale ranging from A (completely agree) to D (completely disagree). Higher scores
indicate a higher self-perception of life skill development .

Normative data is still being collected. Therefore, scores obtained from the LSDI-CF are currently utilized in research
projects only. Scores can be reported by individual sub-scales or as a total scale score.

Some items are reversed scored. Refer to the positive/negative coding of individual questions as stated below.
LSDI-CF POSITIVE/NEGATIVE CODING OF INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS

IC SUB-SCALE PS SUB-SCALE PF SUB-SCALE ID SUB-SCALE

1. - 26. + 49, - - 69. +
2. +. 27. + 50. - 70. -
3. - 28. - 51. + 71. +
4, + 29, - 52. + 72. +
5. + 30. + 53. - 73. -
6. + 31, + 54, + 74. +
7. - -32. + 55, + 75. +
8. - 33. - 56. + 76. +
9, + 34, + 57. + 77. = +
10. - 35. + 58. + 78. +
11. + 36. + 59, . + 79. -
12. - 37. - 60. + 80. +
13. + 38. + 61. + 81. -
14. - 39. + 62. - 82. +
15. - 40. + 63. + 83. -
16. . + 41, + 64. + 84. -
17. + 42, - 65. - 85. -
18. + 43. + 66. - 86. +
19. + 44. T+ 67. + 87. +
20. + 45, + 68. + 88. +
21. + 46. + :

22, + - 47. +

23. + 48. +

24. +

25, +

IC = Interpersonal Communication/Human Relations sub-scale (25 items)
PS = Problem-Solving/Decision-Making sub-scale (23 items)
PF = Physical Fitness/Health Maintenance sub-scale (20 items)

= |dentity Development/Purpose in Life sub-scale (20 items)

SCORING DIRECTIONS

If the sign is +, weight the items as follows:
A (completely agree)
B (mostly agree)
C (mostly disagree)
D (completely disagree)

—\N@-h

If the sign is -, reverse the item weights to be:
D (completely disagree) =4
C (mostly disagree) =3
B (mostly agree) =
A (completely agree) =

Permission to use this inventory must be obtained from Dr. Billie K. Picklesimer, Dr George M. Gazda, or Dr.
Michael lllovsky.
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J.L. Mann High School
Guidance Department
160 Fairforest Way
Greenville, SC 29607

September 29, 2008

Ms. Karen Cunningham
Ed.D. Candidate
University of Northern Iowa

Dear Karen,

I am pleased that you are interested in examining the Life-Skills Development Inventory,
College Form (LSDI-CF). This letter provides author permission for its use. We do ask,
however, that you not give the LSDI-CF to anyone else since users must be granted permission
- forits use. If you do decide to use this instrument in any study, upon completion of your study,
we ask that you send us any information that might add to our reliability and validity data. The
contact person for reporting this information is Dr. Earl Ginter. His address is: ‘

Dr. Earl Ginter

The University of Georgia

Division of Academic Enhancement
243 Milledge Hall :
Athens, GA 30602

Phone: 706-542-5436
eginter@uga.ed.

Sincerely,

Billie K.Piclklesivwer


mailto:eginter@uga.ed
http://K-.Pt.cleleslkw.er
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APPENDIX D

HUMAN SUBJECTS
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-

Office of Sponsored Programs ' ' : Nﬂﬂhem Iowa
_Human Participants Review Committee
UNI Institutional Review Board (IRB)
213 East Bartlett Hall

Karen Cunningham
_Individual Studies
0285

;-

Re: IRB 08-0012
Dear Ms. Cunningham:

Youirb study, The Effect of Self-efficacy and Psychosocial Devélopment on the Factors that Influence
‘Major-changing Behavior, has been approved by the UNI [RB effective 10/08/08, following an Fxpedited
review perfonned by IRB member, Helen Harton, Ph D “You may begin enrolling participants in your

- study, '

Modifications: If you need to make changes to your study procedures, samples, or sites, you must request
approval of the change before continuing with the research. Changes requiring approval are those that may
" increase the social, emotional, physical, legal, or prwacy risks to participants..'Your request may be sent by
mall or emall to the IRB Admlmstrator . .

.Problems and Adverse Events: If durmg the study you observe any problems or events pertammg to
participation in your study that are serious and unexpected (e.g., you did not include them in your IRB
materials as a potential r|sk) you must report this to the IRB within 10 days. Examples include unexpected
injury or emotional stress, missteps in the consent documentation, or breaches of conﬁdentlallty You may
send this mfonnatlon by mail or email to the IRB-Administrator.

Expiration Date: Your study pproval wnll expire on 10/07/09. Beyond that, you may not recruit
participants or collect data without continuing approval. We will email you an Annual Renewal/Update form

about-4-6 weeks before your expiration date, or you can download it from our website. You are responsible for
“seeking continuing approval before your expiration date whether you receive a iemmder or not. If your
- approval lapses, you will need to submit a 2 new appllcatlon for review.

C losure If you complete your project before the expiration date, or it ends for other reasons, please download
and submit the IRB Project Closure form. It is especially important to do this if you are a student and plannmg
to leave campus at the end of the academic year. Advisors are encouraged to monitor that thlS occurs..

Forms: Information and all IRB forms are available online at www.uni.cdu/osp/research/lRBforms.htm.

If you have any questions about Human Participants Review policies or procedures, please contact me at
319.273.6148 or at anita kieppe@uni.edu. Best wishes for your project success.

-Sincerely,

" Anita (Amw éﬁf/ﬁ(

IRB Administrator

\/Cc: Michael Waggoner, Advisor
f—t

213 East Bartdent Hall o Cedar Falls. Jowa 50614-0394 ¢ Phone: 3492733217 o Faxn: 319-273-2634 o E-mail: osp@uni.edu « Web: wwwuni edwosp


http://wAvw.uni.edu/osp/research/IRBforms.htm
mailto:anita.kleppe@uni.edu
mailto:osp@uni.edu
http://www.uni.edu/osp

	University of Northern Iowa
	UNI ScholarWorks
	2009

	The effect of self-efficacy and psychosocial development on the factors that influence major changing behavior
	Karen Cunningham
	Recommended Citation


	ProQuest Dissertations

