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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to examine the career development of underprepared college 

students through a framework of Relational Career Theory.  Demographic information was 

reported for the population to help better understand these students.  Specifically, the constructs 

of family influence, locus of control, and career decision-making self-efficacy were explored as 

they relate to perceived success in college.  Finally, gender differences for each construct were 

also examined.  The demographic information collected supports reported statistical information 

about this group in that students of a minority status and first-generation college students were 

overrepresented in the population.  No significant relationship between the RCT constructs and 

perceived success in college were found.  However, significant correlations between external 

locus of control and family expectations, financial support, and values and beliefs were found 

indicating that a greater family influence is related to external control.  Additionally, higher 

levels of career decision-making self-efficacy were related to internal locus of control and 

informational support from family.  These findings support previous research as well as 

theorized RCT connections.  Finally, no significant differences between men and women were 

found.  This study provides further information about underprepared college students to help 

practitioners better understand this population.  This study also provides significant correlations 

between the RCT constructs of family influence, locus of control, and career decision-making 

self-efficacy.
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

Underprepared college students are a growing population of students that have specific 

and unique career needs (National Center for Education Statistics, 2010).  Career success is 

directly related to academic achievement as demonstrated by higher earnings and lower 

unemployment rates of individuals with a college degree (United States Bureau of Labor 

Statistics, 2013).  Many of their career issues relate to their ability to succeed academically.  For 

example, underprepared college students face challenges such as increased time to graduate, 

financial pressures due to increased time in school, and limited choices of college major because 

of having to take additional remedial courses.  In addition to challenges related to taking 

remedial coursework, underprepared students are also likely to fall into other categories of 

students already identified as at-risk, such as first-generation college goers (Pascarella, Pierson, 

Wolniak, & Terenzini, 2004), students from low socioeconomic status (Walpole, 2003), and 

being of a racial/ethnic minority (Aud, et al., 2011).  Combined, these characteristics make 

underprepared college students a population with more career needs than the typical college 

student. Unfortunately, minimal research exists on this group of students.  Because of the many 

contextual factors related to their development, Relational Career Theory (RCT) serves as a 

useful lens through which to examine this group. 

 Relational Career Theory, which falls under the umbrella of social constructionist career 

theories, considers the relationships, historical, and cultural factors that help construct career 

development (Blustein, 2011).  According to RCT, individuals make meaning through 

interactions with others (Blustein, Schultheiss, & Flum, 2004).  While individual characteristics 

are important for student success in college, underprepared students also cite social and cultural 
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factors outside of college as influences on their ability to do well (Barbatis, 2010).  These social 

and cultural factors include family influence (Fouad et al., 2010) and locus of control (Lachman 

& Weaver, 1998).  These factors are especially important in underserved populations (Blustein, 

Medvide, & Kozan, 2011; Duffy & Dik, 2009), such as underprepared students.  Additionally, 

relationships and discourse with others are important in making career decisions (Phillips, 

Christopher-Sisk, & Gravino, 2001).  By further exploring these factors with underprepared 

college students, we can better inform the practice of those working with this population.      

Underprepared College Students 

 Each year, more students are entering college not yet ready for college-level coursework 

(Provasknik & Planty, 2008).  These students are identified by a variety of labels, including 

underprepared, developmental, and remedial, but are defined in similar ways.  Underprepared 

college students are students who place into at least one remedial course at the college level.    

Typically, remedial courses are offered in core subjects, such as math, English, and writing 

(Provasknik & Planty, 2008).  Most institutions require incoming students to take a placement 

exam upon admission to determine their need for remedial courses in different subjects (National 

Center for Education Statistics, 2003).   Students then are placed into remedial courses to help 

them become college-ready. 

Institutions vary on policies and services surrounding remedial education.  For example, 

some institutions offer credit for the courses and others do not (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 2003).  Additionally, fewer four-year public institutions are offering remedial courses 

and are depending on community colleges to serve this population (Provasknik & Planty, 2008; 

U.S. Department of Education, 2011).  However, despite the push for remedial education to be 

offered by community colleges, about 70% of four-year institutions offered these courses in the 
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2010-2011 academic year (U.S. Department of Education, 2011).  In all, the number of students 

taking remedial courses in college is increasing (National Center for Education Statistics, 2010), 

with 36% of college students reporting taking at least one remedial course in 2007-2008 (Aud et 

al., 2011).   

 Underprepared college students face specific challenges that may affect their success in 

college.  Because of the required extra courses, students may spend a longer time in college than 

other students (Attewell, Lavin, Domina, & Levey, 2006; Kolajo, 2004).  This increased time in 

college may result in added financial pressures for students taking remedial courses (Goldstein, 

1997; Palmer, Davis & Hilton, 2009).  Adams et al. (2012) surveyed 31 states in a study looking 

at remediation and graduation rates.  Researchers found that 9.5% of community college students 

in remediation graduated, while 13.9% of students not in remediation graduated; in 4-year 

universities, 35.1% of students in remediation graduated, but 55.7% of students not in 

remediation graduated (Adams et al., 2012).  These students are in great need of support 

services.  However, underprepared college students may be less likely to seek out support 

services due to the belief that they need to do things on their own (Palmer, Davis & Hilton, 

2009). Finally, underprepared college students may be unaware they are taking remedial courses, 

or of the financial and academic ramifications of taking remedial coursework (Deil-Amen & 

Rosenbaum, 2002).  All of these factors may influence the academic success of underprepared 

college students.    

 Degree attainment appears directly related to an individual’s career success as 

demonstrated by employer expectations, employment rates, and earnings.  Employers today 

expect future employees to enter the workforce with more skills than were expected in the past 

(Lerman &Schmidt, 1999).  Thus, to better prepare for the workforce, individuals need to aquire 
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post-graduate training.  Additionally, employment rates and earnings (United States Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, 2013).  According to the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics (2013), 

individuals with a Bachelor’s degree earn on average $1,066 per week while individuals with a 

high school diploma earn $652 per week.  The unemployment rate for individuals with a 

Bachelor’s degree is 4.5% while the unemployment rate for individuals with a high school 

diploma is at 8.3%.  Current trends in the workforce indicate that individuals will benefit from 

obtaining higher education.  This link between an individual’s skills and training and 

employment rates and earnings demonstrates a link between education and career. 

Underprepared college students also have specific career needs related to career decision-

making self-efficacy and locus of control.  When looked at through a relational lens, these needs 

indicate that relationships play a part in career development.  In terms of locus of control, 

underprepared students are more likely to have an external locus of control than prepared 

students (Grimes, 1997).  Students with an external locus of control are less likely to demonstrate 

strong decision-making skills (Baiocco, Laghi, and D’Alessio, 2009).  While an external locus of 

control is not conducive to career decision-making, relationships on campus can help students 

overcome this deficit.  Peterson (1993) found a positive relationship between perceived career 

decision-making self-efficacy and academic integration for underprepared college students.  

Researchers also found that providing underprepared students with the opportunity to participate 

in learning communities, or groups of students taking courses together, was related to student 

success (Barbatis, 2010; Bueschel, 2009).  These findings indicate that when college students 

feel more a part of the college community, they are more confident in their abilities to make 

career decisions.  Additionally, underprepared students have stated that social support from off-

campus sources such as family and former teachers are important to their success in college 
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(Barbatis, 2010).  Thus, individual factors related to career, such as career decision-making, may 

be related to contextual factors such as family influence and locus of control. 

Social Constructionist Theory 

 Traditionally, career theories have focused on the individual (Richardson, 1993).  The 

field of career counseling arose in the early 1900s with the need to place individuals in jobs 

(Pope, 2000), and in 1909, Parsons (Sharf, 2002) initiated the career counseling movement by 

using assessments to fit individuals with careers.  Career theorists such as Holland (1997) further 

developed the concept of fitting individuals with careers based on individual interests and 

personality types.  Super (1990) incorporated the influence of family, school, community, and 

other contextual factors through his archway of career determinants.  Gottfredson (1981) further 

described career development by including consideration of race, gender, and socioeconomic 

status.  While these approaches are still in use today, career theories have expanded to include 

the social and contextual influences on career (Blustein, 2011; Lent, Brown & Hackett, 1994; 

Savickas, 2011).   

While multiple theoretical orientations consider the influence that environment, culture, 

and context (e.g., Blustein, 2011; Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994; Savickas, 2011) have on the 

individual, social constructionist theorists consider the context essential to the creation of 

knowledge.  Alternatively, traditional career theories take an objective approach to career 

(Bassot, 2012).  According to these approaches, one truth is known and the individual must fit 

into pre-determined categories.  The newer approaches to career have moved away from this 

objective approach and suggest that career and knowledge are created or constructed by the 

individual (Savickas, 2011).  Thus, it is the job of counselors to understand the unique 

perspective of each client.  Social constructivist theories provide a major shift from traditional 
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career theory and the focus on the individual.  Theories falling under the social constructionist 

umbrella propose that knowledge is socially constructed through interactions with others using 

discourse (Young & Collin, 2004).    The social constructionist movement and the focus on 

relationships led to the development of RCT (Blustein, 2011). 

Relational Career Theory 

The introduction of social constructivism into career counseling launched the 

development of relational theories that included consideration of culture and relationships into 

ideas about work (Blustein, Medvide, & Kozan, 2011).  Relational theories differ from other 

constructivist theories because the focus is on the we rather than the individual (Blustein, 

Schultheiss, & Flum, 2004).  Relational theory takes knowledge creation out of the individual 

and places it into the social interaction.  Thus, the focus is on the process of creating knowledge 

rather than the knowledge that is created (Young & Collin, 2004).  So while traditional career 

theories use assessments and other tools to draw information out of the client, relational career 

theories acknowledge the role of the career counselor in using language to create career 

discourse (Bassot, 2012).  Knowledge is not created inside the person, but outside through 

interacting with the surrounding environment (Bassot, 2012).  In understanding the individual 

through a relational lens, practitioners seek to understand how the individual and family 

members work together to negotiate career development.   

By integrating relationships into career theory, theorists acknowledge the role 

relationships play in people’s lives (Schultheiss, 2003).  The role that relationships play in work 

is complex and twofold.  First, the workplace is a social context that involves interactions with 

others.  At the same time, personal relationships influence the way individuals make choices 

about work (Blustein, 2011).  Basic assumptions of relational theory are that knowledge is 
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created through relationships, understanding is historically and culturally grounded, and 

individuals can have different views of the world (Blustein, Schultheiss, & Flum, 2004).  These 

concepts lead to the belief that career and personal counseling are one and the same (Blustein, 

Medvide, & Kozan, 2011).  Relational theorists believe that work is embedded in family and 

personal lives (Richardson, 1993).  Therefore, constructs that were traditionally thought of as 

personal issues, such as family relationships, are now considered in terms of career counseling 

and development.  By moving away from this traditional separation of work and personal, we 

can better understand individuals who fall outside of what has long been thought of as typical 

career development.   

The integration of career and personal allows us to also consider work experiences that 

may not traditionally be considered as a career.  Blustein (2011) expanded relational theory to 

include all work, not just work that has personal meaning or fulfillment.  According to Blustein 

(2011), the field needs a theory that explains what happens when people do not have as many 

choices in their career development.  Relational theory provides a useful inclusion of these 

individuals because relationships are profoundly important for individuals whose work does not 

have meaning.  This theory also provides a basis for understanding the career development of 

individuals who have limited choice in their career.  For underprepared students, choice may be 

limited by financial need or lack of academic preparedness.  When career choice is moderated or 

limited, locus of control may be more affected by external factors than internal ones (Duffy & 

Dik, 2009).   

Relational Career Theory continues to evolve as new research and theorists seek to 

further develop the theory.  For this study, the constructs of family influence, locus of control, 

and career decision-making self-efficacy are being explored through a framework of Relational 
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Career Theory.  The concept of family influence on career grew out of the development of RCT.  

Thus, research on family influence on career continues to build knowledge on Relational Career 

Theory.  Career researchers link internal locus of control to positive career development (Luzzo 

& Ward, 1995).  However, theorists (Duffy & Dik, 2009) proposed the research on locus of 

control previously focused on populations who have the ability to have an internal locus of 

control.  This indicates that research on varied populations might provide a different view of the 

impact of external control on career.  Finally, career decision-making self-efficacy has a 

multitude of research in career literature to link it positively to career development (Betz & 

Voyten, 1997).  While RCT research has begun to explore aspects of career decision-making, no 

research specifically links the construct with this theory.  This study seeks to add to the literature 

on RCT through the described constructs.   

 Relational theory influences. Relational theories of career indicate that families 

influence career and work in a variety of ways.  Family relationships form the context through 

which individuals make meaning (Blustein, 2011).  Researchers found varying effects of the 

influence of family on such aspects of career development as career commitment and 

decidedness, career decision-making self-efficacy, and career indecision (Felsman & Blustein, 

1999; Scott & Church, 2001; Whitson & Keller, 2004).  For example, Whiston and Keller (2004) 

noted that family influences career commitment and decidedness.  One qualitative look at family 

influence on career found that decision-making includes others as active participants in the 

process rather than passive or intrusive participants (Phillips, Christopher-Sisk, & Gravino, 

2001).  The research on relationships and career development indicates that relationships with 

family members do play a part in career development.   
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 Research suggested that locus of control is related to aspects of career decision-making 

(Baiocco, Laghi, and D’Alessio, 2009; Gati et al., 2011; Lease, 2004). Locus of control is the 

expectation that life outcomes are either the result of one’s own actions or of external factors 

(Spector, 1988).  While locus of control is partly based on individual or internal factors, there are 

external factors that contribute to a sense of control (Duffy & Dik, 2009).  Additionally, 

Lachman and Weaver (1998) proposed that sense of control over one’s life is based on external 

factors such as life circumstances (Lachman & Weaver, 1998).  These contextual or external 

factors that contribute to locus of control may be more relevant for populations that typically 

have less control over their lives.  Duffy and Dik (2009) suggested that most career research has 

focused on populations who have the ability to have more internal control over choices.  

However, for underrepresented groups, external factors may be more salient.   

 According to Bandura (1977), self-efficacy is the belief that one can successfully perform 

the behavior to produce the desired outcome.  These beliefs can influence choice of activities and 

events.  Lent and Brown (1996) described the concept of self-efficacy as it applies to career 

development.  They stated that goals and choice making are the result of a three-way interaction 

between outcome beliefs, self-efficacy and interests.  Previous research explored the connection 

between relational theory and career decision-making self-efficacy (Blustein, Walbridge, 

Friedlander, & Palladino, 1991; Hargrove, Creagh, & Burgess, 2002).  Findings are mixed, with 

some qualitative research indicating that others are actively involved in career decision-making 

(Phillips, Christopher-Sisk, & Gravino, 2001) while other research found less of a family 

influence on this factor (Whiston, & Keller, 2004).  These conflicting findings signify the need 

for further research in this area. 
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Statement of the Problem 

 Underprepared college students are a growing population.  These students face specific 

challenges such as increased time in college, financial pressures, and limited career options.  

Underprepared college students also may fit into other categories considered at-risk such as first-

generation college students (Pascarella, Pierson, Wolniak, & Terenzini, 2004), students of 

racial/ethnic minority (Aud et al., 2011), and low socioeconomic status backgrounds (Walpole, 

2003).  For example, Adams et al. (20120 found that of students in remediation at two-year 

colleges, 67.7% were African-American and 58.3% were Hispanic, while 46.8% were White.  At 

four-year colleges, 39.1% of students in remediation were African-American, 20.6% were 

Hispanic, and 13.6% were White. Additionally, 64.7% of remediated students at two-year 

colleges and 31.9% of students at four-year universities were from low-income backgrounds 

(Adams et al., 2012).  In another study, Chen (2005) found 55% of remediated students were 

first-generation college students compared to 27% whose parents held a bachelor’s degree or 

higher.  These combined factors make the underprepared student population one that faces 

unique challenges in their career development.  However, there is a significant lack of research 

on this population.  Additionally, underprepared college students are a growing population 

(National Center for Education Statistics, 2010) with low graduation rates (Adams et al., 2012) 

and specific career needs.   

The career needs of underprepared students are best looked at through the lens of RCT.  

Relational theory considers knowledge to be socially constructed (Young & Collin, 2004).  Thus, 

individuals do not live in a vacuum and create knowledge internally, but create knowledge 

through interactions and discussion with others (Richardson, 1993).  Relational theorists 

(Blustein, 2011; Richardson, 1993) believe that social factors are especially important for 
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populations that may have limited choices in their career (Blustein, 2011) or are underserved by 

traditional career theories geared toward only a segment of the population (Richardson, 1993).   

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to examine how career decision-making, locus of control, 

and family influence related to the perceived success of underprepared students from a social 

constructionist perspective.  Relational theory is a new career theory that could benefit from 

further research with different populations.  Additionally, there is very little career research on 

underprepared college students despite the fact that this population is growing in both two- and 

four-year universities (National Center for Education Statistics, 2010).  No research has looked 

at career development of underprepared college students from a relational view.  This research 

could impact how practitioners work with underprepared students in terms of academic advising, 

career counseling, and program development and design.  Relational Career Theory is a theory 

that is still evolving.  This study adds support to the theory.  Specifically, I looked at factors of 

family influence (Fouad et al., 2010), locus of control (Lachman & Weaver, 1998), and career 

decision-making self-efficacy (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994) from a relational perspective.  

This study adds support to ideas that family and culture influence locus of control and career 

decision-making self-efficacy.  This study also begins to describe how these constructs relate to 

one another.  Ultimately, this research expands knowledge of this population and this theoretical 

orientation.   

Research Questions 

1) What are the typical levels of family influence, locus of control, career decision-making self-

efficacy, and perceived success in underprepared college students? 
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2) How does family influence, locus of control, and career decision-making self-efficacy relate 

to perceived success in school among underprepared college students? 

3) What are the differences by gender on family influence, locus of control, and career decision-

making self-efficacy of underprepared college students? 

Definition of Terms 

 Underprepared: College students who have taken at least one remedial course at the 

college level.  Remedial courses are classes offered to students who are not ready to take 

college-level courses (Provasknik & Planty, 2008).   

 First-generation college student: College students who are the first members of their 

families to attend college (Chen, 2005).  

 Low socioeconomic status: Students are and classified as being of low, middle, and high 

SES based on their parents’ education level, mother’s and father’s occupation, and family 

income (National Center for Education Statistics, 2010.). 

 Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy: One’s belief that one can successfully complete 

tasks to make a career decision (Betz & Luzzo, 1996). 

 Family: This definition of family includes parents and siblings but also broader family 

such as grandparents, aunts, and uncles (Fouad et al., 2010).  

 Locus of control: The expectations that life outcomes are controlled by one’s own actions 

or by external forces (Spector, 1988).  

Delimitations 

 The boundaries of the study are based on the population.  The population is students 

enrolled in developmental courses at a single Midwestern university with a large underprepared 

student population, and so does not represent the college student population as a whole or 
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developmental college students as a whole.  Also, students were surveyed during the spring 

semester.  So the population is limited to students enrolled in developmental courses during the 

spring semester.   

Limitations 

 The limitations of this study included limited generalizability.  Because of the 

delimitations of the population, the results are limited in the populations to which they can be 

generalized.  This study is not experimental and thus the results may have been influenced by 

confounding variables.  The population serves as another limitation.  The data collected was 

collected in spring semester which eliminates students who dropped out after the fall semester.  

Finally, the data collected was based on self-report by the participants.  

Organization of the Study 

In Chapter One, the purpose of this study as well as its relevance to career theory and 

career counseling practice has been described.  The population of underprepared college students 

has been described as well as the theoretical foundation for this study, Relational Career Theory.  

Major terms have been defined, and the statement of the problem has been introduced.  In 

Chapter Two, the relevant literature is reviewed, including social constructionist theories and 

Relational Career Theory, underprepared college students, locus of control, family influence, and 

career decision-making self-efficacy.  Chapter Three describes the research methodology and 

design, as well as the data analysis plan.  In Chapter Four, results from the analysis of the data 

are presented.  Finally, Chapter Five presents a discussion of the results and findings and 

implications for future research and practice.   
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Chapter Two 

Review of the Literature 

 This chapter reviews the literature relevant to the current study.  The first section reviews 

the literature on underprepared college students.  A second section explores the literature on 

Relational Career Theory.  This section includes both a history of career counseling and an 

explanation of social constructionist theories which serve as a theoretical foundation for 

Relational Career Theory.  Additionally, the literature on Relational Career Theory and the 

specific constructs of family influence, locus of control, and career decision-making self-efficacy 

are reviewed.   

Background on Developmental Education 

 High numbers of students are entering college unprepared to take college-level 

coursework (Aud et al., 2011).  Thus, colleges and universities are left with providing remedial 

or developmental courses for these underprepared students.  This growing need has led college 

administrators and state legislators to debate the role and place of developmental education in 

higher education (Ignash, 1997).  While the debate on developmental education continues, many 

colleges shifted developmental offerings to community colleges over the past 20 years (United 

States Department of Education, 2011).  Institutional practices may be affecting student success 

in that students are often unaware of their remedial placement (Deil-Amen & Rosenbaum, 2002).  

There is no clear answer to the issue of developmental education, but the decisions made by 

administrators do directly impact underprepared students.     

Bueschel (2009) provided an overview and explanation of developmental education in a 

discussion of community colleges.  She explained that courses preceding college credit courses 

are called developmental, basic skills, remedial, and pre-collegiate.  While community colleges 
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offer college courses eligible for transfer to four-year institutions, they also offer developmental 

courses for students unprepared for college-level courses.  According to Bueschel (2009), 

students entering college typically take a placement test and are then recommended for certain 

levels of coursework in math and English.  Some institutions restrict registration to other levels 

of courses in the case of remedial course needs, but others do not.  Bueschel (2009) claimed that 

placement exams are not standardized among institutions, and some exams are more accurate 

than others.  So while the process of placing students in developmental courses seems to be the 

same among institutions, the requirements for placing students into these courses is not 

standardized.    

College administrators and state legislators continue to debate who should provide 

developmental education to underprepared college students.  Ignash (1997) reviewed the current 

situation of developmental education.  Because of the cost of providing these courses in colleges, 

she described different tactics used by states to address the issue of developmental education.  

Ignash (1997) noted that some colleges banned or limited remedial offerings while others pushed 

developmental education to community colleges.  Still other states proposed to charge high 

schools with funding some of the cost of developmental education.  However, many four-year 

colleges still continue to offer remedial courses on their campuses.  While the debate on 

developmental education is still ongoing, it seems clear that no one knows best practices for this 

population.    

According to the United States Department of Education (2011), the total number of 

public two- and four-year institutions offering developmental coursework has gone down from 

92.4% in the 1989-1990 school year to 89.6% in 2010-2011.  Upon closer inspection, fewer four-

year institutions offered developmental coursework with 82.9% in 1989-1990 down to 75.5% in 
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2010-2011.  This differed from two-year institutions that increased the offerings of 

developmental coursework from 98.2% in 1989-1990 to 99.4% in 2010-2011.  These statistics 

indicated that more underprepared students are found at community colleges than four-year 

institutions, but most postsecondary institutions, in general, still provide some remedial courses. 

In a longitudinal study of 6,879 students,  Attewell et al. (2006) found that two-year colleges 

were more likely to place students in remedial courses than four-year universities even for 

students who had similar academic ability.  This indicated differences in placement procedures 

between two- and four-year institutions rather than differences in student abilities.  Because 

community colleges are more likely to offer developmental coursework and to place students in 

these classes, much of the literature comes from community colleges.  Overall, the numbers 

suggest that currently, both two- and four-year universities regularly provide remedial 

coursework to their underprepared students. 

Goldrick-Rab (2010) reviewed 25 years of academic policy and research on community 

college student success and identified 750 studies that utilized rigorous quantitative and 

qualitative methodology.  She identified characteristics of the institutions or policies that affected 

student success.  One of these factors included the opportunity structure, or outside factors, that 

affected community colleges and ultimately the success of their students.  According to 

Goldrick-Rab (2010), community colleges are public institutions considered to be a middle 

ground between high school and higher education.  This may explain why legislators and four-

year college administrators appear to be pushing community colleges to house developmental 

education.  Additionally, because of institutional practices in remedial education, Goldrick-Rab 

(2010) found many students did not know they were taking remedial courses due to the 
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information practices of the institution.  Institutional practices and policies seem to impact 

developmental students both directly and indirectly.     

Other research identified additional issues in the information practices of community 

colleges.  Deil-Amen and Rosenbaum (2002) conducted a qualitative study examining the ways 

community colleges handle information management related to remedial coursework.  They 

collected data from multiple sources, including interviews with 130 students and 54 faculty and 

staff, focus groups, and observations, at two community colleges over two years.  The 

researchers (Deil-Amen & Rosenbaum, 2002) identified a stigma-free approach to remediation, 

meaning that community college staff worked to develop ways to avoid stigmatizing remedial 

students.  However, this led to students being unaware of their situation, which in turn delayed 

recognition of their placement in remedial or developmental courses.  Ultimately, students failed 

to consider more realistic career options because they did not understand the impact of 

remediation on their academics.  Deil-Amen and Rosenbaum (2002) also found that two-year 

colleges placed more emphasis on transferring to four-year institutions than on occupational 

training.  Because the social mission of the colleges was to provide education to disadvantaged 

students, they chose to offer college credit for remedial coursework for financial aid reasons.  

Thus, remedial courses were listed in course catalogs alongside other college-level courses with 

no indication that students would not receive college credit for these classes (Deil-Amen & 

Rosenbaum, 2002).  While institutional practices of community colleges are designed to benefit 

students, the approach of stigma-free remediation may be hindering student success.   

The growing need for developmental education has led to debates in higher education as 

to who should be responsible for providing the resources.  While some lay the blame on high 

schools for not educating students (Ignash, 1997), students are still graduating from high school 
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underprepared for college coursework.  Thus, colleges must decide what to do with these 

students.  While developmental education seems to be moving to community colleges (United 

States Department of Education, 2011), community college practices may hinder the success of 

these students.  By avoiding stigma in developmental education, students are unaware they are 

underprepared and, as a result, are unrealistic with their academic and career goals (Deil-Amen 

& Rosenbaum, 2002).  Additionally, while community colleges offer more remedial coursework 

than four-year institutions (United States Department of Education, 2011), underprepared 

students are attending four-year institutions either as transfer students or as incoming freshmen.  

The number of college students enrolled in remedial coursework at four-year institutions is a 

significant portion at nearly 20% (Adams et al., 2012).   

Underprepared College Students 

Underprepared college students represent a notable portion of students in both two- and 

four-year institutions.  While much of the research on this population has been done at the 

community college level, about one-fifth of four-year college students are also taking remedial 

coursework (Adams et al., 2012). Research examining both the demographics of this population 

and the overall success of remedial coursework continues to be conducted.  Because of this, the 

National Center for Education Statistics requested special reports to analyze this population.  

Provasnik and Planty (2008) conducted an analysis of community colleges using data collected 

for the National Center for Education Statistics.  They examined characteristics of community 

college students and compared them to students at four-year institutions.  Provasnik and Planty 

(2008) found that, based on a survey of beginning postsecondary students in 2003-2004, 29% of 

community college students took a remedial class compared to 19% of students at a four-year 

institution.  A total of 21% of all beginning postsecondary students reported taking a remedial 
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course.  Aud et al. (2011) also analyzed data for the National Center for Education Statistics.  

The researchers considered remedial education for their analysis.  They reported that in 2007-

2008, 36% of college students reported having taken a remedial course.  They also found that 

more students who reported being of a racial/ethnic minority (African American – 45% and 

Hispanic – 43%) took remedial courses than White students (31%).  While there are more 

underprepared college students attending community colleges, there are still a significant number 

of underprepared students at four-year institutions. 

Adams et al. (2012) used data from 31 participating states and created a report on 

remedial education.  States reported data using a standardized method, and findings were based 

on the calculated medians of the state data.  The researchers found that 51.7% of freshmen 

entering a two-year college needed remediation and 19.9% of freshmen entering four-year 

universities needed remediation.  They reported differences in remediation based on race and 

ethnicity.  African American (39.1% at four-year institutions, 67.7% at two-year institutions) and 

Hispanic (20.6% at four-year institutions, 58.3% at two-year institutions) students were more 

likely than White (13.6% at four-year institutions, 46.8% at two-year institutions) students to 

need remedial courses.  Adams et al. (2012) also reported high percentages of low-income 

students needing remediation, with 31.9% at four-year institutions and 64.7% at two-year 

institutions.  In terms of the effects of remediation, they found most students did not complete 

remediation coursework.  At two-year colleges, while 62% of students completed remediation, 

only 22% completed remediation and then continued onto credit-bearing college courses within 

two years.  At four-year colleges, while 74.4% of students completed remediation, only 36.8% of 

those completed remediation and other courses within two years.  While there were no large 

differences by race in the completion of the first two years of college coursework, higher 
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percentages of low-income students did not complete the courses, with 79.9% at two-year 

institutions and 69.6% at four-year institutions not completing remedial coursework (Adams et 

al., 2012).  This research indicates that remediation alone may not be effective in helping 

students graduate.  It also supports findings that more students of ethnic minority statuses and 

more students from low SES backgrounds take remedial coursework. 

One extensive study considered multiple aspects of remedial students including the 

characteristics of the students as well as the effects of remediation.  Attewell et al. (2006) used 

data from a longitudinal study that followed students starting in the eighth grade to determine if 

students who completed remediation had a better chance of graduating.  They followed up on 

this study by gathering college information about the 6,879 students that participated.  Of the 

students surveyed, 40% took at least one remedial course.  The researchers (Attewell et al., 2006) 

found that more students from a lower socioeconomic status (SES) took a remedial course than 

did students from the highest SES category (52% vs. 24%).  Additionally, African American 

students were more likely to take remedial coursework than White students with similar 

academic skills, preparation, and social background.  Clear demographic differences existed in 

students needing remedial course work. 

Attewell et al. (2006) also found significant negative effects for students enrolled in 

remediation related to academic progress.  They considered academic progress at multiple levels 

– completing 10 or fewer credit hours, taking time off before returning to school, and completing 

a two- or four-year degree.  They found students who enrolled in a remedial course were more 

likely to complete 10 or fewer credit hours and take time off before returning to school.  Students 

who enrolled in a remedial course were also less likely to graduate from two-year institutions 

than students who did not take a remedial course.  At first this indicated that students who took 
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remedial courses were negatively affected by the classes.  However, when the researchers 

controlled for variables such as academic and family background, the differences disappeared.  

This implies that remediation alone does not impact academic progress negatively.  Ultimately, 

when combined with other factors that put students at-risk, remediation may compound the 

problem.  When Attewell et al. (2006) examined graduation rates from four-year institutions 

however, they found that remediation significantly impacted students’ graduation rates even 

when they controlled for family and academic background.  So in four-year institutions, 

remediation alone may negatively impact academic progress.  Remediation also increased time 

to graduate for students at four-year institutions.  However, over half (52%) of students who took 

remedial courses at four-year institutions graduated within 8 years, compared to 78% of students 

who did not take remedial coursework.  So while remediation did not improve graduation rates 

for any students, it did not significantly hinder student graduation rates (Attewell et al., 2006). 

Other research considered the effects of taking remedial coursework on graduation and 

found varied results.  Goldrick-Rab (2010) conducted a literature analysis of 750 studies on 

community colleges.  In her findings, she noted the effects of taking remedial classes.  She 

reported that some studies indicated short-term positive effects from remediation.  However, 

other studies found no impact on degree completion or a negative impact on degree completion.  

This indicates that in the short-term remediation may be successful, but remediation alone may 

not ultimately help students graduate. 

Some findings suggest that remediation may have effects on graduation and major 

choices.  Bettinger and Long (2009) considered the impact of remediation on college 

performance and persistence.  They tracked 28,000 students over six years, comparing students 

who had been remediated with similar students who had not been remediated.  They found that 
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students in remediation were more likely to graduate in six years and less likely to drop out.  

Additionally, the researchers (Bettinger & Long, 2009) determined that remediation may impact 

major choice.  Taking remedial English classes appeared to discourage English as a major while 

taking remedial math courses encouraged math as a major choice.  Based on this study, remedial 

coursework appeared to have some affect on graduation and on major choice.  

One study found clear results that remediation is not successful.  Horn, McCoy, 

Campbell, and Brock (2009) examined the effects of student placement into remedial courses on 

completion of coursework.  They specifically looked at placement into remedial English courses 

and subsequent completion of an introductory college-level English course.  The researchers 

considered scores on English placement tests, remedial scores, and grades in college-level course 

of 1,022 community college students.  They found that 473 students were placed into remedial 

English.  Of those, 387 students completed the remedial class successfully but only 88 completed 

the college-level English course.  Based on the results, they determined that taking remedial 

coursework was not adequately preparing students for college-level courses in English.  

Additionally, many students did not take the college-level English course at all.  Based on the 

findings from this study, some remedial coursework appears unsuccessful at preparing students 

for college-level courses. 

While many studies reported demographics, including race and ethnicity, for 

underprepared students, two studies focused more specifically on students of minority status. 

Bahr (2010) examined the racial gap in math remediation of freshmen college students at 

community colleges.  Using data collected by the state, Bahr analyzed data from one cohort of 

students and followed them for six years, reaching a total of about 70,000 students.  Bahr (2010) 

identified gaps in the likelihood of successful math remediation for students of a minority status.  
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Specifically, he found that Black and Hispanic students faced disadvantages and did worse in 

remedial math than White students.  However, much of the racial differences in successful 

remediation in math appeared to be due to differences in math skill at the start of college.  While 

race appeared to play a small role in successfully completing remedial courses, Bahr (2010) 

determined that overall, students of the four major racial groups gained similar benefits from 

remediation.   

In another study, Hoyt (1999) tracked three years of entering freshmen cohorts at a 

community college to determine who had graduated, transferred, was still enrolled or had 

dropped out.  The researcher found a relationship between remediation and retention, 

specifically, that more remediation related to higher dropout rates.  In the cohorts studied, 64-

72% of each year’s students who required remediation dropped out.  Additionally, students of a 

minority ethnicity had higher remediation rates, with 62% placing into remedial coursework, 

twice as many as White students.  Finally, Hoyt (1999) determined that for remedial students, 

financial support was a major factor in staying in school.  Students that worked full-time and 

were from a lower SES were more likely to drop out.  Other factors, including being of a 

minority status and being a first-generation college student, increased chances of a student 

dropping out.  Based on this research, remediation appears to have a negative effect on 

graduation rates.  Being of a minority status may not directly impact remediation success, but 

does appear to be another risk factor. 

Underprepared college students are also likely to be first-generation college students.  

Terenzini, Springer, Yaeger, Pascarella, and Nora (1996) explored characteristics specifically of 

first-generation college students.  They surveyed 2,685 first-generation and traditional college 

students to determine if the two differ on various characteristics.  They found first-generation 
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college students were more likely to come from low-income homes and be Hispanic.  They also 

were more likely to score lower on assessments of critical thinking, math, and reading skills.  

These findings indicate that first-generation college students scored lower on basic skills upon 

entering college than do traditional college students.  In another study of first-generation college 

students, Bui (2002) surveyed 64 first-generation college students and 68 traditional college 

students.  He found that first-generation college students were more likely to be of an ethnic 

minority, come from a low-income family, and speak a language other than English at home.  

First-generation students also worried more about financial aid than traditional students.  

Students who are first-generation college students also are likely to fall into other categories that 

place them at-risk, such as being from low-income homes, of an ethnic minority, and entering 

college with lesser academic skills than traditional students.   

According to the literature, the effects of remediation are unclear.  Some research has 

shown positive effects, while other research has demonstrated negative or no effects.  It appears 

remediation courses alone may not sufficiently help underprepared students stay in college. One 

clear finding from the literature is that underprepared students are more likely to be Black or 

Hispanic, from a low SES, or a first-generation college student.  While these factors do not 

appear to inhibit student success in remediation, they do add another dimension to a student’s 

ability to succeed in college. 

Career-Related Research on Underprepared Students 

Underprepared college students face various challenges in their career development.  As 

demonstrated above, underprepared college students are more likely to be of an ethnic or racial 

minority, come from a low SES family, and be a first-generation college student.  These factors 

alone place students at-risk for dropping out of college (Radford, Berkner, Wheeless, Shepherd, 
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& Hunt-White, 2010).  While little research has been conducted specifically with underprepared 

college students and their career development, some studies produced career-related findings.  

This section outlines career research with both high school and college students considered at-

risk for dropping out of school.  Additionally, the limited research on the career development of 

underprepared college students is reviewed.  

High school students.  Research conducted with at-risk high school students can provide 

insight into the career development of underprepared college students.  Many at-risk high school 

students plan to attend college (Gibbons, Borders, Wiles, Stephan, & Davis, 2006; Kern, 2000) 

and have some realistic and positive beliefs about college (Kern, 2000).  However, clear 

differences in educational and career plans for at-risk students compared to students not 

considered at-risk indicate that underprepared college students may have special career needs.   

Gibbons et al. (2006) looked at the educational and career plans for 222 ninth-graders, 

testing for differences by ethnicity, gender, and parent education level.  They found most 

students listed a career of interest that required a four-year degree, with quality of programs, 

cost, and financial aid opportunities considered most important factors in making a decision 

about college.  When considering differences in ethnicity, the researchers (Gibbons et al., 2006) 

found significantly more Caucasian students reported that enjoying their career was the most 

important factor to consider in career choice, while African American students reported that 

doing the career well or money/salary were the most important factors.  The researchers also 

considered differences between prospective first-generation college students (PFG) and students 

who had at least one parent with some post-secondary education (NFG).  They found that fewer 

PFG students were enrolled in college preparatory classes (52.7%) compared to NFG students 

(75.9%).  PFG students also rated themselves lower in their classes academically than NFG 
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students.  PFG students also differed from NFG students in plans after graduation.  Fewer PFG 

students reported plans to attend a 4-year university (65%) versus 87.3% of NFG students who 

planned to attend a four-year university.  Research indicates clear differences in career plans and 

factors influencing their career choices between at-risk groups and groups not considered at-risk. 

In other research with at-risk high school students, Kern (2000) considered the college 

choices of minority high school students and reported descriptive results from the survey.  The 

researcher surveyed 1,179 high school students: 49% were African American, 21% were 

Hispanic, and 19% were White.  Kern (2000) found about half of the students surveyed reported 

no career direction at the time of the survey.  The majority of students reported hoping to make 

many friends in college (81%), deciding to go to college on their own (80%), planning to stay in 

college until graduation (84.8%), and being encouraged by family to attend college (77.5%).  

Additionally, about half of the students reported they were not interested in campus life, and 

many claimed wanting to attend college near home (66%) or family (72.8%).  Minority high 

school students have some positive beliefs about college, but also have beliefs that could 

negatively impact their success. 

Finally, Ladany, Melincoff, Constantine, and Love (1997) considered commitment to the 

career choices process of at-risk high school students.  The researchers surveyed 189 students: 

44% of the students were African American, 36% were White, 9% Asian American, and 4% 

Latino or Latina.  They found vocational exploration and commitment to career choices were 

related to their vocational identity, need for occupational information, perceived barriers to 

goals, and the number of occupations they considered.  Therefore, students who were less open 

to career exploration and commitment were less stable in their vocational identity, reported a 

greater need for career information, and perceived more barriers.  Additionally, students who 
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were uncommitted to career choices also had problems in other career areas.  At-risk students 

face additional barriers to their career and a lack of career information which may lead to 

problems with their career choices and commitment. 

College students.  Research with first-generation college students signifies these students 

are entering college lacking academic skills.  Reid and Moore (2008) used a qualitative analysis 

to better understand the college readiness of first-generation college students.  They interviewed 

13 undergraduate students enrolled in a four-year university.  The researchers identified two 

themes from the data analysis: preparation which helped with student success and skills lacking 

for student success.  All participants discussed certain classes, organizations or teachers who 

helped them prepare.  While two participants reported feeling better prepared than their peers, 

seven reported that they felt less prepared.  Many students reported feeling academically 

prepared for English classes, but many also felt unprepared for college math and science courses.  

Ten students reported feeling that their study habits in high school did not prepare them for 

college-level work.  First-generation college students seem to be dissatisfied with their college 

preparation.   

Other research indicates differences in college success with minority students and first-

generation college students.  Stage (1999) considered college student success among different 

ethnic and family background groups of college students, looking specifically at academic 

achievement and motivation.  Stage found that White and Hispanic students were more socially 

confident, felt they were seen as more of a leader, felt they had better rapport with instructors, 

and had a more internal locus of control than Asian-American students.  Stage found no 

differences in social and academic integration between first-generation college students and non-

first-generation college students.  White students had significantly higher overall grade point 
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averages and higher major grade point averages than any other participants.  Clear differences in 

academic performance between White students and minority students can impact career success. 

Research looking at students from differing socioeconomic backgrounds also gives more 

information about underprepared college students.  Walpole (2003) conducted a longitudinal 

study of students who entered college in 1985.  Using data from the Cooperative Institutional 

Research Program, the researcher surveyed 2,417 individuals from low SES and 2,475 from high 

SES families, focusing on those attending four-year institutions.  The researcher looked at 

activities while in college, including contact with faculty, time spent studying, co-curricular 

activities and working.  Walpole (2003) also looked at income, educational attainment, and 

educational aspirations of individuals nine years after college entry.  Students from low SES 

backgrounds reported spending less time in student clubs and groups and more time working.  

The researcher also found that low SES students indicated spending less time studying and had 

lower grade point averages.  Nine years after entering college, low SES students had lower levels 

of income, graduate school attendance, and educational attainment than high SES students.  

Overall, it seems that students from lower SES backgrounds engage in different activities during 

college, specifically working more, than students from higher SES backgrounds.  After 

graduating, students from low SES backgrounds enter the workforce at higher rates, but earn 

less. 

Some qualitative findings focused on the success of underprepared college students.  

Barbatis (2010) conducted a qualitative study to look at the impact of living-learning 

communities on student success.  The research included 22 participants in a living-learning 

community who were underprepared students.  In living-learning communities, college students 

live near one another, such as on the same dormitory floor, and take one or more classes 
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together.  The researcher (Barbatis, 2010) identified four themes from the interviews: precollege 

characteristics, external college support/community influences, social involvement, and 

academic integration.  According to Barbatis (2010), students said the factors that contributed to 

their success were individual characteristics which included racial and cultural identification.  

Students also identified supportive families as contributing to their success.  Additionally, they 

mentioned individuals in the larger community such as teachers as those who helped them 

succeed.  Barbatis (2010) claimed that disengagement from family and friends may not be 

related to student success, but rather, maintaining supportive relationships may be more helpful.  

Students also talked about how culture, race, or ethnicity contributed to their overall success.  

Finally, students identified the most important influences in their success as being outside of the 

college setting, such as family and high school teachers.  Parents were identified as being 

instrumental in the lives of underprepared, ethnically diverse students (Barbatis, 2010).  Personal 

characteristics, family support, and campus engagement appear to contribute to the academic 

success of underprepared college students.    

 Other qualitative studies looked at underprepared college student readiness.  Byrd and 

MacDonald (2005) examined the college readiness of underprepared first-generation college 

students.  Utilizing qualitative analysis, they interviewed eight underprepared first-generation 

college students who had successfully graduated from a community college.  The researchers 

identified three categories of themes from the interviews: skills perceived as important for 

college readiness, background factors and life experiences that contribute to college readiness, 

and nontraditional student self-concept.  Within the first category, researchers identified themes 

such as time management, having goals, and academic skills as important for college readiness.  

The researchers named themes of family factors, career influences, and financial concerns as 
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important for college success.  Finally, researchers noted themes of positive self-concept and an 

understanding of institutional policies that contributed to their success.  Academic skills, family 

support, and understanding of institutional policies appear to contribute to college success. 

In a quantitative study, Grimes and David (1999) surveyed 500 students entering a 

community college.  Fifty-one percent of the students were identified as being college-ready, 

while 49% of students were considered underprepared.  The researchers were interested in 

identifying differences between underprepared students and college-ready students.  They found 

the two populations differed on their educational aspirations.  The underprepared college 

students planned for fewer years in college and had more aspirations for vocational and associate 

degrees than for four-year degrees.  Underprepared students also reported partying more and 

watching more television in the past year versus college-ready students, who reported spending 

more time attending a religious service, talking about politics, and socializing with different 

ethnic groups (Grimes & David, 1999).  Differences between underprepared college students and 

college-ready students indicate that underprepared college students exhibit characteristics that 

may negatively affect their success. 

One researcher used quantitative methods to examine the career decision-making self-

efficacy of underprepared college students.  Peterson (1993) considered the relationship of career 

decision-making self-efficacy and academic, social, and overall integration of underprepared 

college students.  Utilizing surveys from 1,549 underprepared college students, Peterson found a 

significant relationship between career decision-making self-efficacy and academic and social 

integration.  For men and women, the results showed significant relationships between the 

constructs; however, women scored slightly higher than men in the relationship between career 

decision-making self-efficacy and integration.  Therefore, the more confident underprepared 
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students were in their career decision-making abilities, the more they felt they were a part of the 

university (Peterson, 1993).  When students are more integrated socially and academically, they 

are more likely to remain at the university. 

The limited research on the career development of underprepared college students 

indicates this population faces compound challenges to their academic and career development.  

Underprepared college students are more likely to be of a racial or ethnic minority, low SES, and 

first-generation student; all factors that already place college students more at-risk for dropping 

out of college (Radford et al., 2010).  Underprepared college students face some additional 

academic challenges.  For example, underprepared college students may have lower academic 

goals in that they are less likely to plan to attend a four-year university (Gibbons et al., 2006; 

Grimes & David, 1999).  Underprepared college students also may be less likely to engage in 

campus social activities (Grimes & David, 1999; Kern, 2000).  This social support, however, 

may contribute to student success (Barbatis, 2010).  This population also has specific career-

related issues.  First, underprepared students may face more barriers to their career and receive 

less information about occupations, which is related to lower levels of vocational exploration and 

career commitment (Ladany et al., 1997).  Underprepared college students also may have lower 

career decision-making self-efficacy (Peterson, 1993).  Ultimately, the career research on 

underprepared college students is limited.  However, this population seems to have specific 

career needs that warrant further research.   

Underprepared college students place significant importance on their families as 

demonstrated by choosing colleges close to home and by considering families as a support 

system (Kern, 2000).  Additionally, this group of students may place more value on work rather 

than career; they need to work while in college, are more likely to choose two-year degrees, and 
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focus on finding jobs right out of college.  Because of this, underprepared college students may 

be less socially integrated into college which impacts their likelihood to remain in school and 

their career decision-making self-efficacy.  These students also seem to face barriers to their 

careers, and have a lack of information about careers that impacts career choice and 

commitment.  This is a group of students that typically would not attend a four-year university.  

However, a significant number of students are attending four-year colleges, bringing with them 

specific needs in terms of their education and career. 

Development of Relational Career Theory 

History of Career Counseling 

 The literature in the field of career counseling is extensive.  Pope (2000) provided a brief 

history of the field in which he identified six stages of development.  In the first stage, career 

counseling came about in the early 1900s from a need to place individuals in jobs (Pope, 2000).  

The second stage of development focused on counseling in the schools.  In the third stage, the 

focus of career counseling shifted to colleges and universities.  The fourth stage brought about 

the idea that work should have meaning in people’s lives.  The fifth stage saw a transition to the 

information age.   Currently, the field is in the sixth stage which emphasizes technology and 

multicultural counseling (Pope, 2000).  Current career theories developed out of those 

established during the fourth stage of development when career theorists and practitioners began 

to integrate the concept of choice into career (Pope, 2000).    

 The idea that individuals can choose careers rather than be placed into jobs led to the 

development of a variety of career theories.  This review highlights two early theories that 

considered the roles of social context and relationships in career development.  Donald Super 

(1990) maintained that individuals go through stages of career development.  He put forth an 
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idea of career development as occurring throughout the life span and affecting all life roles.  As 

part of his theory, Super described individual development and also included contextual pieces 

that influenced the individual’s career development.  He considered the impact that family, the 

community, and the environment had on career development through his archway of career 

determinants (Super, 1990).  Additionally, in describing life roles, he explained that these roles 

are negotiated through our own expectations and others’ expectations of us (Super, 1990).   

Linda Gottfredson (1981) added to the field of career by proposing that career 

development is influenced by gender and power.  According to this theory, children become 

aware of gender stereotypes for careers at an early age.  Their awareness of these stereotypes 

impacts their choice of careers.  As children develop further, they begin to orient to careers that 

have more power and social status (Gottfredson, 1981).  Theories such as these that include the 

social aspects in our career development set the stage for later career theories to consider 

contextual issues. 

Social Constructionism  

Relational Career Theory has its roots in the social constructionist movement.  According 

to Guba and Lincoln (1998), research in the social sciences stems from one of four competing 

paradigms.  These paradigms, or basic belief systems, help individuals organize beliefs such as 

the nature of knowledge and how knowledge is obtained.  The four paradigms identified by Guba 

and Lincoln (1998) include positivism, postpositivism, critical theory, and constructivism.  

Positivism is the belief that knowledge exists and is independent from those trying to discover it.  

According to postpositivism, reality or knowledge exits, but because humans are flawed, we will 

never know the truth.  Critical theory assumes there is a truth that has been influenced over time 

by society, race, cultural, and other such factors.  Finally, constructivism holds that there are 
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multiple realities that are socially and experientially based.  In constructivism, there is no known 

truth, but multiple truths that are constructed by the individual based on their personal and 

societal experiences (Guba & Lincoln, 1998).  Social constructionism stems from the 

constructivist paradigm.   

 According to the constructivist paradigm, knowledge is created within the context of the 

social interactions (Guba & Lincoln, 1998).  Several career theories fall within the constructivist 

paradigm, but still have essential differences.  Young and Collin (2004) discussed the differences 

between the two categories of career theories that fall within this paradigm.  They refer to the 

first as constructivist, while the second is social constructionism.  According to Young and 

Collin (2004), within social constructionism, knowledge is socially constructed and grounded in 

the historical and cultural context of conversations.  This differs from the constructivist career 

theories that consider knowledge as an individual, cognitive process influenced by context 

(Young & Collin, 2004).  In social constructionist theories, the emphasis is on the process of 

knowledge creation rather than the results (Young & Collin, 2004).  Therefore, context does not 

simply influence the individual’s creation of knowledge, context helps create what the individual 

knows.  Since the language we use is a result of our historical and cultural grounding, what we 

know is the result of our constructed language (Young & Collin, 2004).   

Language is a major component of the social constructionist approach to career.  

According to Young and Collin (2004), knowledge is created through social interactions.  

Because language is so important in conducting these interactions, researchers cannot ignore the 

impact it has on career development (Young & Collin, 2004).  Additionally, one must also 

consider the cultural and historical influences on the language people use.  The language people 

use is the result of social context (Young & Collin, 2004).  Mercer (2000) focused specifically on 
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the role of language and words in the construction of knowledge.  He stated that the experience 

of talking shapes what individuals say which impacts what they think (Mercer, 2000).  

Individuals use language to work with one another to negotiate meaning and create common 

knowledge.  Language creates what is known through discourse with others.  Therefore, it is 

conversation that shapes what people think. Social constructionist theories fall within the 

constructivist paradigm which asserts knowledge is created rather than discovered (Guba & 

Lincoln, 1998).  Social constructionist theories differ from other constructivist theories in how 

knowledge creation takes place.  While most constructivist theories consider knowledge to be 

created inside the individual, social constructionist theories put knowledge creation outside the 

individual (Bassot, 2012).  By putting knowledge into the social realm, language becomes an 

important component (Mercer, 2002).  Therefore, individuals interact with others and their social 

and cultural context to create knowledge. 

Relational Career Theory 

 Relational career theories developed because of a need to fully acknowledge the role of 

the social world in the development of career.  Richardson (1993) was one of the first theorists to 

begin discussing the importance of establishing a new career theory that addressed the 

importance of describing work in people’s lives.  Other researchers continued to develop the 

theory (e.g., Blustein, 2001; Blustein, Schultheiss, & Flum, 2004; Schultheiss, 2003) with 

Blustein’s (2011) article outlining the major concepts of the theory.  This section describes the 

major contributions to RCT.  

 New trends in career theories sought to address two major issues, according to 

Richardson (1993).  Richardson (1993) described these two problems with current career 

theories and addressed them by describing the beginnings of Relational Career Theory.  The first 
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problem was a gap between new advances in the fields of psychology and counseling and their 

integration into career counseling.  The second problem was that traditional theories were 

oriented toward the White middle class (Richardson, 1993).  To address these two issues, 

Richardson (1993) proposed a theory of working, consisting of three parts.  First, the theory 

focused on work in people’s lives rather than careers.  Secondly, it considered career from the 

social construction perspective, and third, the theory viewed work from the individual’s 

perspective.  Richardson (1993) claimed that by focusing on traditional careers, or work done 

outside the home, theories ignored work done outside this structure which limits the view of 

career.  Her approach also allowed for consideration of work embedded in family and personal 

lives (Richardson, 1993).  While Richardson was one of the first to write about the inclusion of 

relational theories into the career field, other theorists contributed to the development of the 

theory (Blustein, 2011; Schultheiss, 2003). 

 The evolution of RCT continued as Blustein (2001) further redefined the psychology of 

working.  He highlighted the parallels between personal counseling and career counseling.  

Blustein (2001) suggested that the separation between work and personal is an unnecessary split 

that relational career theories seek to repair.  He also identified three major themes from three 

early articles (Blustein et al., 2001; Phillips, Christopher-Sisk, & Gravino, 2001; Schultheiss, 

Kress, Manzi, & Glasscock, 2001) considered major contributions to the development of 

Relational Career Theory.  The first theme involved the complexity of the shared space of 

relationships and work.  All three articles suggested that when asked about life experiences, 

people describe this shared space.  The second theme held that social support is a complex 

concept.  Finally, the third theme described the influence that social and cultural context has on 

work.    
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To further define relational career theories, Blustein, Schultheiss, and Flum (2004) 

explained the theory’s place within social constructionism.  Because social constructionism is 

unique in that it takes knowledge outside of the individual and places it into the social realm. 

Blustein et al (2004) identified several assumptions that must hold true for Relational Career 

Theory to work.  The first assumption is that knowledge is created.  This assumption stems from 

social constructionism, as mentioned above, and reasons that truth is created by individuals 

interacting with one another.  The second assumption is that understanding is historically and 

culturally grounded (Blustein et al., 2004).  The third assumption is that knowledge is 

constructed through relationships.  Finally, socially constructed views of the world can take a 

variety of paths (Blustein et al., 2004).  Relational Career Theory falls within a social 

constructionist framework, and therefore, these assumptions must be true.   

Based on all the assumptions described above, all relational career theorists hold certain 

beliefs.  First, RCT is a social constructionist theory (Blustein, Schultheiss, & Flum, 2004; 

Richardson, 1993) which means that knowledge is created through varied and complex social 

interactions.  Relational career theorists also believe that career and relationships exist in the 

same space and interact in complex ways (Blustein, 2001; Richardson, 1993).  This blurs the line 

between career and personal development and indicates that the two should not be considered 

separately.  Another common assumption is that family and culture play a large part in career 

development (Blustein, 2001; Blustein, Schultheiss, & Flum, 2004; Richardson, 1993).  Finally, 

relational career theorists consider the theory a way to define career for individuals who do not 

hold jobs outside the home or do not have a choice in their careers (Blustein, 2001; Richardson, 

1993).  Relational career theories provide a new and different way of considering the impact that 

family and culture has on career development.   
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Relational theory has continued to evolve and become better defined.  Blustein (2011) 

recently identified the major objectives characterizing RCT.  The first objective is that the space 

in which working and relationships occur is interrelated.  Each domain is interrelated rather than 

separate from one another.  Relational theory expands the idea of career to include domains that 

were traditionally not considered work or work that is not thought of as a career (Blustein, 2011).  

This allows for a career theory that applies to all individuals, even those who may not have the 

ability to choose their career.  By including all kinds of work in the definition of career, 

relational career theories serve as a basis for helping all individuals, not just those who have the 

privilege of choice in career.  The second objective is that knowledge is constructed through 

social interactions (Blustein, 2011).  Relationships are integral in facilitating self-awareness, 

exploration, and career decision-making.  This differs from other career theories that may 

recognize the impact of relationships on the individual.  Relational Career Theory considers 

relationships to be part of career development rather than simply context that influences the 

development.   

 Relational Career Theory provides a new way to conceptualize career by considering the 

impact that relationships and culture has on career development.  Because the theory is still new, 

it is evolving in its conceptualization and through research.  Research on the constructs involved 

in RCT is limited.  However, some research focuses on exploring the impact that family 

influence has on various aspects of career and on locus of control.  Relational Career Theory 

emphasizes the importance of contextual factors in career development.  Thus, understanding 

how context interacts with the individual to establish locus of control can better explain the 

theory.  Finally, the specific construct of career decision-making self-efficacy is well researched, 
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but rarely through a relational lens.  The sections below represent the current empirical literature 

of these concepts. 

Family Influence 

 Family influence on career is the most researched topic related to Relational Career 

Theory.  Relational researchers discovered varying results of the impact that family has on 

career.  While many studies produced findings to support the idea that family influences career 

(Hartung, Lewis, May & Niles, 2002; Kenny & Bledsoe, 2005; Motulsky, 2010; Whitson & 

Keller, 2004) other studies showed no significant results (Hartung, Lewis, May & Niles, 2002; 

Whitson & Keller, 2004).  Additionally, other research demonstrated differences in gender in 

terms of the influence of family on career (Kenny & Donaldson, 1991; Lopez, Campbell, & 

Watkins, 1988; Whitson & Keller, 2004).  While the findings are conflicted, it is clear that 

family does influence career development, but exactly how this happens is in question. 

  Whiston and Keller (2004) reviewed the literature from 77studies relevant to RCT.  They 

looked at the influence of the family-of-origin on career development.  They then summarized 

and organized the literature, breaking it down first by age group and then by construct.  In the 32 

studies related to college students, the researchers found family does influence career 

commitment and decidedness.  Specifically, open and supportive families positively facilitate 

career development while unrealistic expectations from family have a negative influence.  

However, families seem to have less influence on career decision-making self-efficacy and on 

career indecision.  This extensive review of the literature considered both quantitative and 

qualitative studies in the findings.  The qualitative research in this area overwhelmingly 

supported the idea that family influences career, while the quantitative research produced 

variable results.   
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 In another qualitative study, Blustein et al. (2001) qualitatively analyzed 19 case 

examples from the ―Getting Down to Cases‖ section of The Career Development Quarterly.  By 

analyzing these cases, the researchers attempted to magnify the intersection of work and personal 

issues in counseling.  The researchers found that the counselors or discussants requested more 

information about the client’s family and relationships in more than half of the cases, even 

though the focus was career counseling.  In addition, the researchers noted four categories of 

themes from the analysis.  The first theme was that of relational support from family.  A second 

theme described the motivational and conflictual overlap of work and relationships.  Thirdly, 

researchers noted a theme of re-enacting family roles in career decision-making processes.  The 

final theme was the social and economic frames that limit the work and relationships spaces 

(Blustein et al., 2001).  The findings from this study indicate that career and personal counseling 

inhabit an overlapping space. 

Other qualitative findings indicate that relationships, including those with family, have a 

role in career development.  Lindstrom, Doren, Metheny, Johnson, and Zane (2007) used a case 

study method to explore the importance of family in the career development and post-school 

outcomes of young adults with learning disabilities.  Participants were 13 young adults with a 

learning disability.  The researchers primarily utilized interview data with key informants such as 

parents and high school teachers.  Lindstrom et al. (2007) found that while socioeconomic status 

influenced early career decision-making, family interactions played a large part in career 

outcomes for the participants.   They established that family wishes for the future, family 

guidance and planning activities, and family status all impacted the career development of these 

young adults.  Additionally, Fouad et al. (2008) interviewed 12 Asian Americans using a semi-

structured interview.  The researchers found four domains related to family and social influences 
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from their analyses: family influence, cultural influence, social structural influences, and role 

models.  They found family influences on career choices were pervasive and continued through 

to adulthood.  Specifically, they noted family obligations, family expectations, family support, 

and family values all influenced the career choices of the participants.  Finally, researchers 

(Noonan, Hall, & Blustein, 2007) explored the influence of relationships at work on the school-

to-work transition of 27 urban high school juniors and seniors.  From the interviews, the 

researchers determined four themes: receipt of mobility encouragement; perceptions of 

similarity, difference, and being understood; awareness of stratification; and navigation of 

identity.  Two of these themes related specifically to the participants’ relationships with their 

supervisors: encouragement for mobility from adults in their workplace and perceptions of 

similarities and differences and of being understood.  Qualitative findings support the influence 

that family and relationships have on career. 

 While the qualitative research in this area supports the influence of relationships on 

career, quantitative results are mixed.  Quantitative studies have found that different aspects of 

the family may have an influence on career development.  However, research is not clear on the 

exact relationship between the two.  Tang, Fouad, and Smith (1999) examined the effect that 

family background and expectations have on Asian-American career choices.  Through surveys 

of 191 college students, they found no family involvement effect on career self-efficacy and 

interests.  However, the researchers established a significant effect of family involvement on 

career choice.  Other researchers (Hartung, Lewis, May, & Niles, 2002) surveyed undergraduate 

students to look at family interaction patterns relative to levels of work and family role salience 

and to levels of vocational identity.  These researchers determined that individuals who 

perceived their family to be more functionally adaptive and cohesive participated more in home 
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and family roles later in life.  On the other hand, family cohesion and adaptability did not 

significantly relate to vocational identity and work-role salience.  Therefore, while family 

seemed to have an influence on the individual’s work at home, there were no clear relationships 

to career development.  Finally, Kenny and Bledsoe (2005) explored the contributions of 

relational factors to career adaptability in 322 ninth-graders from large public high schools.  

They considered family, but also support from friends and teachers.  These researchers 

established that students who perceived more support from teachers, friends, and family scored 

higher on dimensions of career adaptability.  These studies showed that family does have an 

influence on certain aspects of career development, although the influence is not as clear as in 

qualitative studies. 

Other quantitative research also found conflicting results.  Scott and Church (2001) 

explored the influence of attachment on the career development of children of divorced parents.  

They surveyed about 300 undergraduate students, half whose parents had divorced.  The 

researchers specifically considered the concept of conflictual independence, which is separation 

free from guilt and resentment.  Their results indicated that greater independence from parents 

and greater attachment to parents was modestly associated with career commitment.  They also 

determined that students of divorced families showed less career decidedness than students of 

intact families.  However, they found no differences in progress toward career commitment or 

tendency to foreclose.  While this research shows that family has some influence on career 

commitment, family did not appear to influence career commitment.   

Blustein, Walbridge, Friedlander, and Palladino (1991) published the results of two 

studies in one article.  In the first study, they assessed undergraduate students with two living 

parents to determine the relationship between psychological separation and career decision-
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making self-efficacy.  The researchers found no significant relationships between the two 

variables.  In a second study of undergraduate students from intact families, they looked at the 

effects of psychological separation and parental attachment on committing to career choice and 

the approach used in the commitment process.  The researchers found that parental attachment 

combined with conflictual independence, freedom guilt or resentment towards one’s parents, had 

the most effect on the commitment to career choices processes of adolescents.  This research 

indicates that positive separation from parents influences career commitment, but does not 

influence career decision-making.  While the results of quantitative research on the influence of 

family on career are varied, gender seems to consistently play a role.   

Family Influence and Gender Differences 

 Some researchers used quantitative research to consider family influence in terms of 

parental attachment and psychological separation related to gender differences.  This research 

demonstrated that family influence, specifically attachment, may impact men and women 

differently.  Kenny and Donaldson (1991) looked at family structure and attachment variables 

and their effects on social competence and psychological well-being during transition to college.  

They surveyed 226 first-year college students and found gender differences in how participants 

responded to these constructs.  First, they found that college women were more attached to their 

parents than college men.  The researchers also found that women viewed attachment as more 

positive than men.  Women who were more attached were also more socially competent and 

scored higher on psychological well-being.  The researchers found no significant results for men.  

Other researchers (Lopez, Campbell, & Watkins, 1988) explored interrelations between family 

structure and psychological separation and psychological separation and college adjustment 

measures of 815 college students.  Again, differences existed between men and women.  The 



44 
 

researchers found that men and women respond differently to inappropriate family structure.  

Men were able to remain detached from family conflict while women remained emotionally 

attached to the family.  They also found structurally sound families were related to low levels of 

conflict regarding separation.  Finally, they found a relationship between conflicted 

psychological separation and college adjustment.  Studies have shown gender differences in how 

family impacts an individual’s ability to adjust and transition to college.  Because college 

success is related to career development, this research indicates gender differences may occur in 

career development. 

Women have been participants for multiple qualitative studies on Relational Career 

Theory.  Motulsky (2010) explored the career transitions of 13 midlife women, ages 42-57, who 

completed a career change.  In her analysis, she explored themes of connection and 

disconnection the women talked about in their various relationships.  She concluded that 

connections in a variety of relationships, including spouse or partner, parents, friends, and work 

colleagues, empowered and encouraged progress and growth.  She also determined that 

disconnections in relationships indicated psychological distress.  Ultimately, she noted healthy 

relationships centered around the career change are necessary for empowerment and positive 

growth.   

Pearson and Bieschke, (2001) looked at family influences on the career development of 

fourteen African American women well established in their careers.  From their analysis of the 

interviews, they identified seven domains focused on family and social influences.  These 

domains included the extended family network, family values regarding work, gender roles, 

nuclear family relationships, racism, social movements, and social resources.  Pearson and 

Bieschke (2001) concluded from these findings that for participants, family influenced career 
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development.  The researchers also identified a common theme of family as a source of both 

information and influence on their career paths.   

Finally, Richie et al. (1997) investigated the career development of 18 high achieving 

African American-Black and White women.  Using qualitative analysis, they discovered that 

women had a strong relational orientation in both personal and professional lives.  Additionally, 

participants talked about belonging to a community and expressed both positive and negative 

contributions from their families.  Regardless of the effects of the relationships, participants were 

very aware of the impact of relationships on their lives.  Qualitative research on career 

development indicates, particularly for women, that family does play a role in career. 

Despite the varying findings of the influence that family has on career, the majority of 

research demonstrated that family impacts career development.  Differences in research 

methodologies may explain some of the conflicting findings.  The differences lie first in how 

family influence is measured.  For example, some researchers looked at relational factors (Kenny 

& Bledsoe, 2005) to measure family influence while others considered parental attachment 

(Kenny & Donaldson, 1991; Lopez, Campbell, & Watkins, 1988).  A second difference is the 

construct used to measure career.  Some researchers considered vocational identity (Hartung, 

Lewis, May, & Niles, 2002) and others career adaptability (Kenny & Bledsoe, 2005), which may 

explain some of the varied findings.  Finally, the use of quantitative versus qualitative 

methodology may explain some differences.  All of the qualitative research found themes related 

to family influence (Fouad et al., 2008; Lindstrom et al., 2007; Motulsky, 2010; Noonan, Hall, & 

Blustein, 2007; Pearson & Bieschke, 2001; Richie et al., 1997), while the quantitative research 

indicated varied results (Blustein, Walbridge, Friedlander, & Palladino, 1991; Scott & Church, 

2001; Tang, Fouad, & Smith, 1999).  All of these differences in research methodology play a 
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part in the findings.  Ultimately, these opposing findings speak to the need for further research in 

the area of family influence on career.    

Locus of Control 

The concept of locus of control has its place in career research, but only recently  

has been introduced to relational career research.  Spector (1988) defined locus of control as an 

individual’s belief that outcomes are caused either by the self (internal locus) or external factors 

(external locus).  An individual holds these beliefs of control based on family, culture, and other 

relational constructs.  Levenson (1981) also described locus of control as being both internal and 

external.  However, Levenson (1981) expanded the concept of an external locus of control to be 

multidimensional, including a belief that powerful others or chance influences occurrences.  By 

using a multidimensional approach to external control, Levenson addressed the fact that an 

external locus of control might not always be negative.  Levenson’s expanded definition of locus 

of control fits with relational theory by considering the positive impact that relationships might 

have on control.   

Researchers (Bacanli, 2005; Lease, 2004; Powell & Luzzo, 1998) linked locus of control 

to various aspects of career development including career decision-making self-efficacy.  An 

internal locus of control appears to have a more positive influence on career decision-making 

self-efficacy than an external locus of control.  In addition to the links between locus of control 

and career, researchers found racial (Lease, 2004) and social class (Lachman & Weaver, 1998) 

differences in locus of control.  Locus of control has begun to be linked to Relational Career 

Theory as well.  According to Blustein (2011), relational theory accounts for times when 

individuals have little or no control over their career choices.  In terms of relational theory, locus 

of control becomes a characteristic of the individual influenced, or rather, created by 
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relationships and social interactions (Bullers, 1999).  Therefore, locus of control needs to be 

further explored in terms of RCT. 

 Locus of control seems to have an impact on the career development of college students.  

Researchers (Gifford, Briceno-Perriott, & Mianzo, 2006) explored the influence that locus of 

control has on academic achievement.  They looked at locus of control and ACT scores as 

predictors of college success in 3,066 college freshmen.  Gifford et al.  (2006) found locus of 

control predicted academic success as measured by grade point average.  Those scoring as 

having an internal locus of control had higher grade point averages than those with an external 

locus of control.  In addition to predicting academic success, locus of control has also been 

linked to job choices of undergraduates.  Luzzo and Ward (1995) looked at locus of control and 

vocational congruence of 61 undergraduate college students.  They considered vocational 

congruence to be choosing a part-time job related to their career interests.  The researchers found 

that locus of control predicted career aspirations or current occupation choices of college 

students.  Students with an internal locus of control were more likely to choose part-time jobs in 

college that related to their career interests (Luzzo & Ward, 1995).  Internal locus of control in 

college students seems to have a positive effect on career development. 

 Researchers also considered locus of control in terms of specific career concepts such as 

career maturity and career decision-making.  They found that a more internal locus of control 

was related to more positive career development.  Powell and Luzzo (1998) looked at the career 

maturity and career decision-making attributional style of 253 high school students. In this study, 

attributional style included a measure of locus of causality, or locus of control.  The researchers 

determined that more internal control related to more knowledgeable and more positive attitudes 

about career decision-making (Powell & Luzzo, 1998).  Finally, Bacanli (2005) explored the 
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relationship between personal indecisiveness and personal characteristics that included locus of 

control.  The researcher collected data from 399 Turkish freshmen college students.  Bacanli 

(2005) found that personal indecisiveness was related to locus of control.  Specifically, the 

researcher determined that an external locus of control related to indecisiveness.  Ultimately, the 

research further demonstrates that an internal locus of control is more positive than an external 

locus of control. 

Few studies have considered locus of control in terms of Relational Career Theory.  

However, researchers explored locus of control in terms of concepts that are related to RCT.  

One such concept is that of family and work interaction.  One study, (Bullers, 1999) explored the 

impact of family and work on perceived control.  Bullers considered the effect that work and 

family influence had on women’s perceived control.  She surveyed 3,508 women between the 

ages of 34 and 44 and found that different levels of working versus staying at home influenced 

women’s perceived control.  Employed women without children had higher levels of perceived 

control, while the single, unemployed, and nonparent combinations all had negative effects on 

control.  Working moms had lower levels of perceived control.  The researcher determined that 

parenthood had more of a negative effect on control rather than employment status (Bullers, 

1999).  This research indicates that current family status does influence feelings of control in 

women.  Women who work and have a family seem to have less of an internal locus of control. 

Other control concepts considered in terms of relational theory are those related to 

culture, such as race and social class.  Lease (2004) considered differences in locus of control 

based on race.  She surveyed 433 students and found that African American students were more 

likely to have a more external locus of control.  Additionally, an external locus of control 

predicted struggles with decision-making in these students.  In another study, Lachman and 
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Weaver (1998) looked at social class differences in sense of control for 3,032 participants.  They 

found significant social class differences in sense of control.  Individuals from lower social 

classes had stronger beliefs in external factors of control.  Thus, individuals from lower social 

classes may feel they have little ability to control their careers.  Social class impacts the 

conversations and social interactions an individual has, and thus, influences the individual’s 

career knowledge (Lachman & Weaver, 1998).  Individuals from lower classes appear to receive 

messages that their career choice is determined by external factors while individuals from higher 

classes receive messages that career choice is determined by internal, personal factors.  Because 

social class impacts career development and decisions, understanding how locus of control 

differs based on social class is important. 

While the research is limited, some studies have directly considered locus of control in 

terms of RCT.  Lease and Dahlbeck (2009) looked at attachment, parenting styles, and locus of 

control related to career decision-making self-efficacy.  The researchers also considered the 

influence of gender on the constructs.  Researchers collected data from 257 undergraduate 

college students.  They found attachment to the mother predicted career decision-making self-

efficacy for females.  Additionally, the researchers found that internal locus of control predicted 

career decision-making self-efficacy for males only (Lease & Dahlbeck, 2009).  In another study, 

Duffy (2010) examined sense of control and career adaptability in about 2,000 first-year college 

students.  He found a strong relationship between sense of control and career adaptability.  

Therefore, students who feel a sense of control may be more inclined to be adaptable in their 

careers.  Duffy (2010) also looked at control as a mediator for social support, optimism, and self-

esteem and found sense of control mediated social support, optimism, and self-esteem.  This 
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research indicates that locus of control impacts career development and that relational constructs 

such as parental attachment and social support may be related to locus of control. 

 Finally, Duffy and Dik (2009) discussed the relationship between internal and external 

factors that influence career decision-making.  They stated internal factors come from within, 

and external factors include such things as family, life circumstances, religion and spirituality, 

and social service motivation.  The authors proposed that external factors constrain or motivate 

an individual’s choices.  External factors also interact with internal factors.  Duffy and Dik 

(2009) claimed that most career research focused on populations who have the ability to have 

more internal control over choices.  However, the authors proposed that for underrepresented 

groups, external factors may be more salient.  According to Duffy and Dik (2009), external 

factors moderate career development rather than just serving as barriers or supports to career 

development.   

 Locus of control appears to be related to career development.  Research indicates that a 

more internal locus of control is related to more positive career development.  The literature 

directly linking locus of control to Relational Career Theory is limited.  However, research has 

found in an interaction between control and family (Bullers, 1998) and differences in locus of 

control based on social class (Lachman & Weaver, 1998) and race (Lease, 2004).  Because these 

concepts are directly related to RCT, the research indicates that locus of control has a place in the 

theory and deserves further research.  The few studies that have considered locus of control in 

terms of relational concepts such as social support (Duffy, 2010) and parental attachment (Lease 

& Dahlbeck, 2009) found these concepts to be related to locus of control.  Additionally, theorists 

recently began to incorporate locus of control into discussions of Relational Career Theory 
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(Duffy & Dik, 2009).  Thus, locus of control warrants more research to determine its place in 

Relational Career Theory.   

Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy 

Career decision-making is a smaller part of overall career development focused 

specifically on the task of choosing or deciding a career.  Career decision-making self-efficacy is 

defined as an individual’s belief that he or she is capable of making career decisions (Taylor & 

Betz, 1983).  Researchers have linked high levels of career decision-making self-efficacy to 

lower career indecision (Betz, Klein, & Taylor, 1996; Betz and Voyten, 1997), more positive 

career decision-making attitudes (Luzzo, 1993), and more positive career beliefs (Luzzo & Day, 

1999).  Career decision-making self-efficacy also is related to more academic and social 

integration of underprepared college students (Peterson, 1993).  Overall, career decision-making 

is an important component of career development.   

Career decision-making self-efficacy evolved from Bandura’s (1977) theory on self-

efficacy.  According to Bandura (1977), efficacy is the belief that one can successfully perform a 

behavior.  Bandura (1977) stated that efficacy comes from four places, two of which include 

social aspects – vicarious experience and verbal persuasion.  Verbal persuasion is information 

received from others, while vicarious experience includes observing other people’s experiences.  

Lent, Brown, and Hackett (1994) applied the concept of self-efficacy to career development.  

According to the theorists, goals and career decisions are the result of interaction between self-

efficacy, beliefs, and interests.  While Bandura (1977) and Lent, Brown, and Hackett (1994) 

acknowledged the impact of context on self-efficacy, they still focused on the individual rather 

than the social in the creation of these beliefs.   
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Theorists and researchers have begun to explore career decision-making self-efficacy 

from a social constructionist standpoint.  Lopez and Andrews (1987) were among the first to 

claim that career decision-making is not an individual process, but the outcome of a larger set of 

transactions with the family.  For example, during adolescence, individuals attempt to establish 

an identity separate from parents.  While parents can support this process by allowing it to 

happen, parents often become too involved in the career decision-making of their children.  

Adolescents may turn to parents for help with career decisions, but receive a prescriptive 

response rather than support in the process.  Thus, career decisions become the result of social 

interactions with family members rather than an individual process influenced by family (Lopez 

& Andrews, 1987).  Duffy and Dik (2009) also discussed career decision-making in terms of 

RCT.  They noted that external factors, such as family, are not simply barriers or supports to 

career development, but may serve as moderators.  For many individuals, career choice is 

moderated by life circumstances and family needs.  Thus, career choice behavior may not be 

explained by theories that focus solely on the individual.   

 Researchers found mixed results in studies on cultural and racial differences in career 

decision-making self-efficacy.  Relational Career Theory considers culture to impact career 

development.  Fouad and Byars-Winston (2005) looked at cultural differences in career choice 

through a meta-analysis of four articles.  They found no race differences in career aspirations or 

decision-making but did find race differences in career opportunities and barriers.  Other 

researchers examined differences in career decision-making self-efficacy by race (Gloria & Hird, 

1999).  They surveyed 687 undergraduate students and found that individuals of a racial/ethnic 

minority had lower career decision-making self-efficacy than White individuals (Gloria & Hird, 
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1999).  The findings from these studies indicate that culture and race may impact career 

decision-making.   

 Other researchers considered the impact of family variables on career decision-making 

self-efficacy.  Larson and Wilson (1998) surveyed 1,006 college students.  They considered the 

influence of family concepts of intimidation (rigid expectations and excessive control over 

children), fusion (too emotionally reactive to one another), and triangulation (a third party 

becomes the focus of tension) on anxiety in young adults which they hypothesized would lead to 

career decision problems.  The researchers found a clear connection for anxiety mediating the 

influence of fusion on career decision-making.  They also found that intimidation related to 

problems with career decisions, while triangulation was not related.  These findings indicate that 

negative interactions in the family generalized to anxiety in the individual which led to problems 

with career decision-making.  In another study, Hargrove, Creagh, and Burgess (2002) looked at 

the ability of family interaction patterns or quality of family relationships to predict career 

decision-making self-efficacy and vocational identity scores for 210 undergraduate students.  

They found the more students perceived conflict among family, the less confidence they had in 

career decision-making tasks.  The researchers (Hargrove, Creagh, & Burgess, 2002) also found 

that the more open and encouraging family members were, the more confidence they had in 

career decisions.   

Research considered the impact of attachment to parents on career decision-making self-

efficacy and career decision-making.  Germeijs and Verschueren (2009) looked at the 

relationship of parental attachment to the career decision-making process of adolescents and the 

role of career decision-making self-efficacy.  In a longitudinal study of 748 adolescents, they 

found higher levels of security with parent relationships predicted better coping in future career 
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decision-making tasks.    In terms of career decision-making self-efficacy, the authors found 

higher levels of security with parental attachment were related to higher levels of career 

decision-making self-efficacy.  This also appeared to lead to higher levels of decision-making 

tasks.  Thus, a secure attachment with parents seems to impact career decision-making self-

efficacy and, in turn, career decision-making behavior.  Additionally, Wolfe and Betz (2004) 

considered insecure attachment to parents and its relationship with career decision-making self-

efficacy and career indecisiveness.  They surveyed 304 undergraduate students and found both 

career decision-making self-efficacy and career indecisiveness were related to the quality of 

attachment bonds.  For example, career decision-making self-efficacy negatively related to a 

dismissive attachment style.  They also found some evidence linking higher career decision-

making self-efficacy to secure attachment.  Therefore, more positive attachments to parents led 

to higher career decision-making self-efficacy (Wolfe & Betz, 2004).  The findings from these 

studies indicate that attachment does influence career decision-making self-efficacy with higher 

or more positive attachments related to higher scores of career decision-making self-efficacy. 

Qualitative research indicated that relationships with others play a part in the career 

decision-making process.  Phillips, Christopher-Sisk, and Gravino (2001) considered career 

decision-making from a relational standpoint using qualitative methods.  They interviewed 58 

unemployed and employed young adults ranging in age from 18 to 29.  They looked specifically 

at mention of others and found three themes: Actions of Others, Recruitment of Others, and 

Pushing Others Away.  In terms of decision-making, the researchers (Phillips, Christopher-Sisk, 

& Gravino, 2001) concluded that career decision-making is much more complex of a concept 

than considered in the past.  Thus, decision-making included others as active participants in the 

process rather than passive or intrusive.   
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In another qualitative study, researchers attempted to better understand how relationships 

impact career decisions.  Schultheiss, Kress, Manzi, and Glasscock (2001) explored how 

relationships are used in the career decision-making process.  The researchers interviewed 14 

undergraduate students and identified multiple themes within the responses.  The first theme was 

the influence of emotional support provided by family during career decision-making.  A second 

theme was social integration, in which individuals had a relationship with someone who they 

could talk to about personal issues.  The researchers also found themes of support of success by 

family members and receipt of career information from family members.  The finals themes 

reported were tangible career and academic assistance from family and receiving help from 

others in making difficult career decisions.  Overall, career decision-making was framed by 

relational connections.  

Some research linked family and career decision-making self-efficacy.  Whitson (1996) 

looked at career indecision related to the family environment.  She surveyed 214 undergraduates 

and found some dimensions of the family environment were related to career indecision and 

career decision-making self-efficacy.  She also considered the impact of gender on these 

constructs.  Findings from this study (Whitson, 1996) indicated the dimension of system 

maintenance, or the amount of organization in the family, related to career indecision for women.  

She also found that the more the family encouraged independence, the higher the levels of career 

decision-making for both men and women (Whitson, 1996).  In another study, Nawaz and Gilani 

(2011) looked at the relationship between parental bonds and career decision-making self-

efficacy in 550 undergraduate students.  They also considered differences between males and 

females on scores of career decision-making self-efficacy.  Findings indicated a positive 

relationship between parental attachment and career decision-making self-efficacy.  However, no 
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differences in gender were found in career decision-making self-efficacy.  While research 

indicates a relationship between attachment and career decision-making self-efficacy, it also 

seems to indicate few gender differences in career decision-making. 

Career decision-making self-efficacy refers to the belief that an individual can 

successfully make career decisions.  While this construct has its roots in cognitive career 

development theories, it clearly has a place in Relational Career Theory.  Research demonstrates 

that attachment to parents and family influences career decision-making self-efficacy with more 

positive relationships indicating higher levels of self-efficacy (Germeijs & Verschueren, 2009; 

Hargrove, Creagh, & Burgess, 2002; Wolfe & Betz, 2004).  Relational theorists (Duffy & Dik, 

2009) propose that these social constructs serve as moderators to career decision-making rather 

than barriers or supports as cognitive theorists (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994) believe.  Further 

research investigating the relationship between family and career decision-making self-efficacy 

can better define Relational Career Theory.  

Underprepared College Students and Relational Career Theory 

Many students enter college unprepared to take college-level coursework (Aud et al., 

2011).  Underprepared college students must take remedial courses in math, reading, and 

English, to prepare them to take college-level courses.  While remedial coursework is intended to 

better prepare students for college, the courses have some negative consequences.  Remediation 

appears to be successful in preparing students in some instances (Attewell et al., 2006; Bahr, 

2010; Bettinger & Long, 2009; Goldrick-Rab, 2010).  However, other studies indicate that 

remediated students may not complete remediation (Horn, McCoy, Campbell, & Brock, 2009), 

may be less likely to graduate (Hoyt, 1999) or take significantly longer to graduate (Attewell et 

al., 2006; Bettinger & Long, 2009).  Additionally, underprepared college students are also more 
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likely to be a minority race or ethnicity, from a low SES, and be a first-generation college 

student (Adams et al., 2012; Radford et al., 2010).  Students who are underprepared but also a 

minority, from a low SES, or a first-generation college student are more likely to drop out than 

underprepared college student who do not possess these other characteristics.  Underprepared 

college students are a population at risk for not graduating or taking additional time to graduate 

from college. 

Underprepared college students indicate that family and culture play a significant role in 

their academic and career development.  Underprepared college students may make decisions 

about college based on proximity to home and family (Kern, 2000).  Additionally, students may 

consider family to be a support system (Barbatis, 2010; Byrd & MacDonald, 2005; Kern, 2000) 

that contributes to their success, while disengagement from family may be related to a lack of 

success (Barbatis, 2010).  Identification with race and culture as well as support from a larger 

community also seems to be related to student success (Barbatis, 2010; Reid & Moore, 2008).  

While the research on this population is limited, it appears that family, community, and culture 

are factors in the academic and career development of underprepared college students.   

Relational Career Theory seeks to address the social aspects that influence career 

development.  While other career theories include family and culture in their descriptions of 

career development, most consider these factors to moderate the development of the individual 

(Blustein, 2011).  Relational career theories believe that family and culture are part of an 

individual’s career development in that they help construct the language and knowledge an 

individual possesses about career (Bassot, 2012).  Rather than serve as moderators, social aspects 

are an integral part of the process.  Additionally, this theory seeks to address the career 

development of underserved populations that may have limited choice in their career 
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(Richardson, 1993).  By considering the role of the family in career development, specifically on 

constructs such as locus of control and career decision-making self-efficacy, researchers can 

better understand these populations.  Because underprepared students are an underserved 

population with less choice than traditional college students, Relational Career Theory provides a 

useful lens through which researchers and practitioners can better understand this population.  

This study sought to further the research on Relational Career Theory as well as provide a better 

understanding of the career development of underprepared college students.  
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Chapter Three 

Method 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the research questions, procedure, participants, 

instruments, and data analysis of the study.  Little research has focused on this population of at-

risk college students and their career development.  This research adds to the literature on 

underprepared college students as well as increases understanding of Relational Career Theory.  

This study uses a quantitative design to report relationships and multiple interactions between the 

constructs of family influence, locus of control, career decision-making self-efficacy, and 

perceived success in college.  Additionally, this study reports gender differences on the various 

constructs.   

Research Questions 

1) What are the typical levels of family influence, locus of control, career decision-making self-

efficacy, and perceived success in underprepared college students? 

2) How does family influence, locus of control, and career decision-making self-efficacy relate 

to perceived success in school among underprepared college students? 

3) What are the differences by gender on family influence, locus of control, and career decision-

making self-efficacy of underprepared college students? 

Participants 

 This study was conducted at the University of Southern Indiana (USI) in Evansville, 

Indiana.  USI is a mid-sized, public university, home to about 10,000 undergraduate and graduate 

students in 70 undergraduate majors and 11 graduate programs (USI, 2012).  USI sits just outside 

of Evansville, Indiana.  Evansville is the third largest city in Indiana with a population of about 

120,000 and is located in the southwestern corner of the state bordering Kentucky and Illinois 
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(U.S. Census Bureau, 2010).  The university consists of 62% women and 38% men, with 9% of 

students from a minority ethnic group.  Of the student population, 25% live on campus, while 

75% commute.  USI has an open admission policy in which most in-state students with a high 

school diploma or GED are admitted without regard for high school grades or test scores (USI, 

2011a).  Admission is more selective for out-of-state students.   

 Before registering for classes at the university, students must take a placement exam to 

determine college ability level in math, English, and reading courses (USI, 2012).  Math 

placement at USI is determined by the student’s test score from the ACCUPLACER test 

(College Board, 2012).  Students may be exempt from math placement if they enter the 

university with a math ACT above 29 or SAT score above 640 or if they have a high school 

grade point average of at least 3.0 and a math ACT score above 26 or math SAT score above 

600.  Students may also be exempt if they transfer into the university a college-level Algebra 

course.   

Depending on their placement test scores, students may place into GENS 097 (Algebra 

Review), MATH 100 (Intermediate Algebra), MATH 111(College Algebra), MATH 115 (Pre-

Calculus), or MATH 230 (Calculus I).  GENS 097 and MATH 100 are remedial courses.  

English placement at USI is determined by the student’s high school rank percentile and critical 

reading and writing SAT or equivalent ACT scores.  Students with a high school rank percentile 

of 51 percent or above and have an SAT critical reading score of 450 or above or have an SAT 

writing score of 450 or above will be placed into ENG 101 (Rhetoric and Composition I).  In 

cases where ACT scores are submitted, the equivalent ACT scores will be used.  If students do 

not place into ENG 101, students must take a written placement exam.  English faculty members 

review the written placement exam to determine student placement into remedial courses.  
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Students may be placed into GENS 098 (Strategies for Writers) or ENG 100 (Introduction to 

Rhetoric and Composition).  Reading placement is determined by ACT or SAT reading scores.  

Students are exempt from taking a remedial reading course if they have an ACT reading score 

above 17 or SAT reading score above 420.  Students who transfer in 10 or more credit hours 

from another university or high school Advanced Placement courses are exempt from reading 

placement.  Students who place into remedial reading courses must take one of two remedial 

reading courses: GENS 099 (Skills for College Reading) or GENS 151 (Academic Reading 

Strategies).  All student placement into math, reading, and English courses is mandatory.  

Students must pass one course before taking the next.  Therefore, students who place into GENS 

097, 098, or 099 must pass these courses before moving on to MATH 100, ENG 100, or GENS 

151.  Once students pass these courses, they are considered ready for college-level work.  The 

GENS 097, 098, and 099 courses do not count for college credit, but do count for financial aid 

and housing purposes.  MATH 100, ENG 100, and GENS 151 all count as elective credits for 

students.   

 A total of 705 first-year students placed into at least one of the developmental courses of 

GENS 097, GENS 098, GENS 099, or GENS 151 during the spring of 2013.  This number is a 

total of students who placed into one or more courses and accounts for the fact that many 

students placed into multiple developmental courses.  All students who placed into at least one 

developmental course were considered part of the underprepared student population.  These 

courses were chosen because they are housed within the University Division at the University of 

Southern Indiana, a department that granted me permission to survey students within these 

courses.   
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Procedure 

 All first-year freshmen who placed into the developmental classes of GENS 097, GENS 

098, GENS 099, and GENS 151 were given the opportunity to complete the surveys.  The 

researcher chose to limit the participants to first-year students who placed into remedial courses 

during the spring of 2013 due to ease of tracking and contacting these students.  An a priori 

power analysis was conducted using G*Power 3.1.5 (Institut fur Experimentelle Psychologie, 

2012) using a conservative hypothesized squared multiple correlation of .1, and alpha of .05, and 

a statistical power of .80.  It was found that a total of 90 participants would be needed to detect 

the effect.  However, due to the access of this population, the researcher decided to collect a 

larger sample to make more generalizable inferences. 

   The researcher reproduced all surveys onto an online survey system.  All participants 

took take the surveys in the following order: Family Influence Scale (Fouad et al., 2010), 

Internality, Powerful Others, and Chance Scales (Levenson, 1981), Career Decision-Making 

Self-Efficacy Scale (Betz, Klein, & Taylor, 1996), and demographic questionnaire.  The 

researcher chose to separate the Family Influence Scale and the Career Decision-Making Self-

Efficacy Scale because both scales contain career-related questions.  The demographic 

questionnaire was placed last because students may be fatigued at the end of the survey.  The 

researcher visited GENS 097, GENS 098, GENS 099, and GENS 151 classes to explain the 

survey, invite students to participate, and explain that by participating they will be entered into a 

raffle to win one of two $50 gift cards.  Students in GENS 099 and GENS 151 classes had the 

opportunity to complete the surveys in class.  Students in GENS 097 and GENS 098 classes 

completed the surveys outside of class on their own time.  The survey took approximately 20 

minutes for students to complete.  When instructors allowed students to take the surveys in class, 
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the researcher e-mailed a link to the survey to the students prior to the class visit.  For these 

classes, students had the option of taking the survey or working on other homework if they chose 

not to participate.  For classes where this was not an option,  the researcher sent an e-mail with a 

link to the survey to students after the class visit.  Because students are not required to take the 

remedial courses they place into, the researcher sent an e-mail to all first-year students who 

placed into a remedial course.  A total of three e-mails were sent to all students over a three-

week period inviting students to participate in the survey.  Participation in this study was 

voluntary, and students were made aware of this information.  Students were not penalized or 

rewarded for participation choice.   

Informed consent was obtained online at the start of the survey.  At this time, students 

either agreed to participate and take the survey or did not agree and were directed away from the 

survey.  Upon completion of the survey, participants were invited to enter their e-mail address to 

be entered into a raffle for one of two $50 gift cards.  No identifying information other than the 

e-mail address was collected from the participants.  However, participants may be identified by 

their e-mail address.  Thus, surveys are kept in a secure server through the University of 

Tennessee.  Once data was downloaded by the researcher for analysis, e-mail addresses were 

separated from the survey data.  Two participants were randomly chosen to receive the gift card 

and  contacted via e-mail.  After the winners received the gift cards, all e-mail addresses were 

deleted.   

Instrumentation 

 Participants were asked to complete three surveys: the Family Influence Scale (Fouad et 

al., 2010), the Internality, Powerful Others, and Chance Scales (Levenson, 1981), and the Career 
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Decision-Making Self-Efficacy Scale – Short Form (Betz, Klein, & Taylor, 1996).  Participants 

also completed a brief demographic scale.     

Demographic Scale 

 The researcher created a demographic questionnaire (see Appendix A) to gather student 

information.  Questions included those to determine the age and race/ethnicity of the student.  

The researcher chose to ask students what year (1
st
, 2

nd
, 3

rd
, 4

th
) they were in college rather than 

ask their status (freshmen, sophomore, junior, senior).  Because status is determined by credit 

hours, students may not be aware of their exact status if they are on track to graduate in longer 

than four years.  The researcher also included questions to determine if students were undecided 

or had a major and if they were transfer students.  Additionally, students were asked to identify 

the individuals they primarily lived with during K-12 school and the educational attainment of 

their mother and father.  The researcher also included a question to determine the number of 

developmental courses the students had taken or were taking.  Finally, participants answered 

questions to determine their levels of perceived success in their current remedial course and in 

their ability to graduate with a four-year degree. 

Family Influence Scale 

 According to Relational Career Theory (Blustein, 2011), family members and 

relationships influence an individual’s career development.  The Family Influence Scale (FIS, 

Fouad et al., 2010) was created to measure this influence.  While other researchers created scales 

to measure family influence (e.g. Parent Support Scale and Sibling Support Scale), the FIS has 

some benefits.  First, the FIS considers the influence of a larger range of family members than 

other scales, such as grandparents and siblings (Fouad et al., 2010).  Additionally, this scale was 

created to be used with a range of age groups, from adolescents to adults.   
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 The FIS (see Appendix B; Fouad et al., 2010) includes 22 items answered using a five-

point Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree). Examples of scale items 

include: ―My family expects me to select a career that has a certain status,‖ ―My family 

discussed career issues with me at an early age.‖  Scoring requires reverse-scoring of two items 

(15 and 17), and includes four subscales: family expectations, emotional support, financial 

support, informational support.  For this scale, family expectations means narrowed career 

choices based on family, culture, religion, or gender.  Emotional support refers to support 

provided by family.  Financial support means times when family provided material or money to 

support the individual’s education or career.  Finally, the information support subscale refers to 

work and career information provided by family members.  The scale also provides a total scale 

for family influence. Higher scores indicate a higher level of family influence on career 

development (Fouad et al., 2010). 

Researchers developed the FIS in multiple stages (Fouad et al., 2010).  First, they created 

an initial set of items based on a review of the literature.  From this review of qualitative studies, 

the researchers developed a list of more than10 themes related to family influence on career.  

Next, the researchers collapsed similar themes together and narrowed these themes down to five.  

The researchers then developed a 57-item questionnaire using a six-point Likert scale.  They also 

included 14 reverse-scored questions within the 57-item total.  The researchers piloted the 

assessment with 205 undergraduate students.  Based on this pilot study, the authors retained 32 

items: 10 informational support items with an internal consistency reliability of .79, eight 

emotional support items with an internal consistency reliability of .90, five financial support 

items with an internal consistency reliability of .79, and nine family expectations items with an 

internal consistency reliability of .85 (Fouad et al., 2010).  Using a factor analysis, the authors 
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(Fouad et al., 2010) retained four of the five themes.  The fifth theme, role models, was not 

presented as a distinctive theme.   

 In a second study to refine the FIS (Fouad at al., 2010), the researchers surveyed 537 

individuals from a university, a technical college, a private university, and community centers 

that provide career services.  The authors utilized the FIS in addition to the following scales to 

establish convergent and divergent validity: a career decision-making self-efficacy scale, a scale 

to assess life satisfaction, a parental attachment scale, and a scale assessing cultural 

individualism or collectivism. This second studied resulted in an elimination of 10 more items, 

reducing the scale to 22 items.  The researchers compared questions from the FIS with the 

appropriate scales and found that the scale correlated in expected ways demonstrating convergent 

validity.  Fouad et al. (2010) found a Cronbach’s alpha ranging from .82 to .89 on the various 

subscales showing appropriate reliability.  For this study, internal reliability for the scale was .87.  

For the Informational Support subscale it was .90, for Family Expectation it was .47, for 

Financial Support it was .88, and Values/ Beliefs was .83.            

Internality, Powerful Others, and Control Scale 

 The Internality, Powerful Others, and Control Scale (IPC) was created to measure 

internal locus of control and two dimensions of external locus of control.  The IPC (Levenson, 

1981) consists of 24 items and three subscales: Internality, Powerful Others, and Chance.  The 

Internality subscale measures the extent to which individuals believe they have control over their 

lives.  The Powerful Others subscale considers the extent to which individuals believe powerful 

others influence their lives.  The Chance subscale measures the extent to which individuals 

believe chance influences their lives.  The items are scored on a six-point Likert-type scale 

(Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree).  Examples of items include ―I feel like what happens in 
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life is mostly determined by powerful people‖ and ―When I get what I want, it’s usually because 

I’m lucky.‖  Scoring for the scale is based on the following system: -3 for Strongly Disagree, -2 

for Disagree, -1 for Slightly Disagree, +1 for Slightly Agree, +2 for Agree, and +3 for Strongly 

Agree.  For each scale, total scores are added to a constant of 24 to eliminate negative sums.  The 

scale results in three scores ranging from 0-48 on each subscale.  High scores indicate a belief in 

the source of control designated by the appropriate subscale.  Individuals may score high or low 

on any of the subscales (Levenson, 1981). 

 The IPC Scale was created to further develop a scale based on the Rotter’s (1966) 

assessment of locus of control.  While the scale created by Rotter (1966) is a one-dimensional 

scale ranging from external to internal locus of control, the scale created by Levenson (1981) 

added a second dimension of external locus of control that does not consider external control to 

be undesirable or maladjusted.  The items were created based on adaptations from Rotter’s scale 

and other items created intentionally to tap beliefs about the operations measured by the three 

subscales.  Levenson (1981) described five factors that distinguish the IPC from Rotter’s scale. 

First, the IPC uses a Likert-type scale rather than a forced-choice format which provides cleaner 

data.  The IPC asks participants about their personal experiences rather than guessing the 

experiences of the general population.  The IPC uses less ambiguous wording than Rotter’s scale.  

The IPC is set up so the items in one subscale are worded similarly to items in another subscale.  

Finally, the IPC has low social desirability bias (Levenson, 1981).   

 Levenson (1973) surveyed 165 individuals admitted to a state mental hospital.  He 

surveyed participants within five days of their arrival at the hospital and then at monthly 

intervals during a seven-month period.  Based on the sample, Levenson (1973) found a 

moderately high reliability for the scale.  The coefficient alpha was .67 for the Internal subscale, 
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.82 for the Powerful Others subscale, and .79 for the Chance subscale.  Other researchers also 

utilized Levenson’s scale. Wilkinson (2007) surveyed 241 undergraduates and found a 

Chronbach’s alpha of .55 (Internal), .75 (Powerful Others), and .72 (Chance).  Finally, Hoffman, 

Novak, and Schlosser (2003) surveyed 2,100 individuals and found a Chronbach’s alpha of .618 

(Internal), .712 (Powerful Others), and .799 (Chance).  In all studies and for all subscales, 

researchers found a Chronbach’s alpha of above .5 indicating that the IPC is reliable.  In this 

study, internal reliability was run for each scale.  The Internality scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of 

.55, Powerful Others a Cronbach’s alpha of .79, and Chance had a Cronbach’s alpha of .75.   

Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy Scale 

 Career decision-making self-efficacy refers to an individual’s feeling of confidence in his 

or her ability to make a career decision.  The CDSE-SF consists of 25 items and five subscales: 

Self-Appraisal, Occupational Information, Goal Selection, Planning, and Problem-Solving (Betz, 

Klein, & Taylor, 1996).  Examples of scale items include ―How much confidence do you have 

that you could use the internet to find information about occupations that interest you‖ and ―How 

much confidence do you have that you could accurately assess your abilities.‖  Responses are 

answered using a 5-level confidence continuum ranging from 1 (no confidence at all) to 5 

(complete confidence).  The score is determined by the sum total of all 25 items.  Higher scores 

indicate higher levels of career decision-making self-efficacy. 

Taylor and Betz (1983) created the original, 50-item Career Decision-Making Self-

Efficacy Scale (CDSE) as an instrument to use for both counseling and research.  From the 

CDSE, Betz, Klein, and Taylor (1996) created the Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy Scale – 

Short Form (CDSE-SF). This short form was found to be as reliable as the longer assessment, but 

more useful for intervention and research purposes.  The authors began the development of the 



69 
 

short form of the CDSE by deciding to eliminate five of the 10 items for each of the five 

subscales.  They used the following criteria to determine if an item should be kept: substantive 

generality, item-own scale correlation above .50, loading on appropriate factor only, and 

recommendation for retention on a previously conducted split-scale analysis. 

To determine reliability and validity for the scale, the researchers surveyed 81 male and 

103 female students using the CDSE-SF, the Career Decision Scale (CDS, Osipow, 1987) and 

the My Vocational Situation Scale (MVS, Holland, Daiger, & Power, 1980).  The coefficient 

alpha for the scale is .94, which indicated the scale has strong internal consistency reliability.   

Concurrent validity correlations with the comparison scales were mostly statistically significant 

with comparisons between the CDSE-SF and the CDSE producing as high or higher scores for 

the CDSE-SF. 

 The CDSE-SF was tested with other at-risk populations of undergraduate students.  

Chaney, Hammond, Betz, and Multon (2007) examined the reliability of the scale with African-

American undergraduates.  Using a sample of 220 students, the researchers found an internal 

consistency reliability for the five subscales of .81 (self-appraisal), .79 (occupational 

information), .85 (goal selection), .83 (planning), and .78 (problem solving).  Gloria and Hird 

(1999) surveyed 687 undergraduate students using the CDSE-SF.  They found a Cronbach’s 

alpha of .95 for White participants and .97 for Racial and Ethnic minority students.  These 

findings indicate that the scale is reliable for use with underprepared college students.  For this 

study, internal reliability for the scale was a Cronbach’s alpha of .95.   
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Data Analysis 

Research Question 1: What are the typical levels of family influence, locus of control, 

career decision-making self-efficacy, and perceived success in underprepared college 

students? 

For the first research question, descriptive statistics and frequencies were reported.  For 

the FIS, both the scores from the subscales and the total scores were analyzed.  For the IPC, the 

scores for the subscales were analyzed.  For the CDSE-SF, the total score from the scale was 

analyzed.   

For perceived success, two variables were reported: perceived success in courses and 

perceived success in college.  Students answered questions about their perceived success in their 

remedial courses.  Scores for this variable were reported per course.  For the second variable, 

perceived success in college, scores for two questions were reported: likelihood to graduate from 

USI and likelihood to graduate from a 4-year college. 

Research Question 2: How does family influence, locus of control, and career decision-

making self-efficacy relate to perceived success in school among underprepared college 

students? 

For the second research question, a stepwise multiple regression was run to see how 

family influence, locus of control, and career decision-making self-efficacy related to perceived 

success in graduating from USI and in graduating with a four-year degree. First-generation status 

was correlated with both questions assessing perceived success in college to determine a 

significant relationship.  First-generation status was determined through two questions: one for 

mother or female adult in the household and one for father or male adult in household.  If 

students answered that the adult did not graduate from high school nor had a high school 
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diploma, they were considered first generation.   No significant relationship was found between 

first-generation status and the dependent variables.  Therefore, first-generation status was not 

included into the regression model as a covariate in a stepwise multiple regression.  Correlations 

were run on all variables. 

Research Question 3: What are the differences by gender on family influence, locus of 

control, and career decision-making self-efficacy of underprepared college students? 

Correlations and t-tests between the subscales were run first.  A multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) was used to answer the third research question to see how males and 

females differ on the three variables.  Three separate MANOVAs were run for each set of 

dependent variables: FIS, IPC, and CDSE-SF.   
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Chapter Four 

Results 

 Chapter Four presents the statistical analysis and results of the study.  First, the 

population is described.  This is followed by the results for each of the three research questions. 

Description of the Population 

 All first-year students who placed into GENS 097, 098, 099, and 151 were invited to 

participate in the survey via e-mail.  Additionally, students who were currently enrolled in these 

courses also were invited to participate.  Not all students enrolled were first-year students, thus 

the total number in the population is estimated to be approximately 705.  One hundred and forty-

nine students began the survey.  Of these, nine were eliminated because they began the survey, 

but did not complete the majority of it, resulting in 140 completed surveys for a response rate of 

19.9%.  Of the students who completed the survey, 45.4% (59) were male and 54.6% (71) were 

female.  Fifteen (11.5%) students were 18 years old, 45 (34.6%) students were 19 years old, 24 

(18.5%) were 20 years old, 11 (8.5%) were 21 years old, 12 (9.2%) were 22 years old, 5 (3.8%) 

were 23 years old, and 18 (13.8%) were 24 years old or older.  One hundred and seventeen 

(90%) students identified as being not of Hispanic origin.  Four (3.1%) students identified as 

Mexican, Mexican American, or Chicano.  One (.8%) student identified as Puerto Rican and two 

(1.5%) students were Cuban.  Six (4.6%) students identified as being of another Hispanic, 

Latino, or Spanish origin.  Of those who specified that origin, one wrote in Brazilian, two Saudi 

Arabia, one Arab, and one Guatemalan.  Eighty-five (65.4%) students were White, 18 (13.8%) 

were African American, three (2.3%) were American Indian/ Alaska Native, five (3.8%) were 

Asian Indian, two (1.5%) were Chinese, eight (6.2%) identified as Other Asian, one (.8%) was 

Korean, and 24 (18.5%) identified as Other Ethnicity.  Of the students who specified their race, 
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13 identified as Saudi Arabian, Arabic, or Middle Eastern, three identified as being of a mixed 

race, one Native American, one Mexican, one Indonesian, and one South American.  Table 1 

presents the gender, age, and race of the participants. 

 

Table 1    

Participant Descriptions  

  N % 

Gender Male 

Female 

59 

71 

45.4 

54.6 

Age 18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24+ 

15 

45 

24 

11 

12 

5 

18 

11.5 

34.6 

18.5 

8.5 

9.2 

3.8 

13.8 

Race White 

Black, African American, or Negro 

American Indian/ Alaska Native 

Asian Indian 

Chinese 

Other Asian  

Korean  

Other   

85 

18  

3 

5 

2 

8 

1 

24 

65.4 

13.8 

2.3 

3.8 

1.5 

6.2 

.8 

18.5 

Hispanic, Latino, or 

Spanish Origin 

Mexican, Mexican American, or Chicano 

Puerto Rican 

Cuban 

Other 

4 

1 

2 

6 

3.1 

.8 

1.5 

4.6 

 

 

Eighty (57.1%) participants were in their first year in college, 28 (21.5%) were in their 

second year, nine (6.4%) were in their third year, 10 (7.7%) were in their fourth year, and three 

(2.3%) identified as being in another year.  One hundred and four (80%) students claimed to 

have a major while 26 (20%) students claimed to not have a major.  Twenty-three (18%) students 

transferred to USI.  Eighty (60%) students reported living with both parents from kindergarten to 
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high school graduation, 10 (7.5%) students lived with a parent and stepparent, 32 (24%) lived 

with one parent, and 12 (9%) lived with a non-parent guardian.    When asked to identify who 

they live with now, 36 (27%) identified living with both parents, 18 (13.4%) identified a single 

parent, 3 (2.2%) identified a parent and stepparent,  31 (23.8%) identified friends, eight (6.2%) 

identified living with a significant other, 23 (17.7%) lived alone, and 14 (10.8%) identified other.  

Fifty-six (43.4%) students indicated living on campus.  Finally, students reported on the 

education attained by both their mother or the female adult in their home and their father or the 

male adult in their home.  Of these, 45 (37%) of students had mothers who did not attend college 

and 54 (44.6%) of students had fathers who did not attend college.  First-generation college 

students, as defined by neither parent attending college, consisted of 25 students (18.2%).  Forty-

eight (35%) students had parents who had some college, but no degree.   Table 2 outlines 

participant descriptions related to education. 
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Table 2    

Educational Descriptive Statistics 

  N % 

Year in College 1
st
 

2
nd

 

3
rd

 

4
th

 

Other 

80 

28 

9 

10 

3 

61.5 

21.5 

6.4 

7.7 

2.3 

Major Yes 

No 

104 

26 

80 

20 

Transfer to USI Yes 

No 

23 

105 

18 

82 

Primarily live with 

while in K-12 school 

Both Parents 

Parent and Stepparent 

Single Parent 

Non-parent Guardian 

80 

10 

32 

12 

60 

7.5 

24 

9 

Primarily live with 

now 

Both Parents 

Single Parent 

Parent and Stepparent 

Friends 

Significant Other/ Partner 

Alone 

Other 

36 

18 

3 

31 

8 

23 

14 

27 

13.4 

2.2 

23.8 

6.2 

17.7 

10.8 

Live on Campus Yes 

No 

56 

73 

43.4 

56.6 

No College Mother 45 37 

 Father 54 44.6 

First Generation Neither parent had any college 25 18.2 

 Either parent had some college but no degree 48 35 

 

 

Research Questions 

Research Question One: What are the typical levels of family influence, locus of control, 

career decision-making self-efficacy, and perceived success in underprepared college 

students? 

 Descriptive statistics for all subscales and the total score of the Family Influence Scale, 

all scales of the Internality, Powerful Others, and Chance Scale, and the Career Decision-Making 

Self-Efficacy Scale – Short Form.  For the Family Influence Scale, the mean score was 70.94 
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(SD= 11.71).  With higher scores indicating higher levels of family influence (110 being the 

highest), a mean of 70 was slightly above a mid-range score of 55.  Scores for the subscales of 

the FIS were a mean of 29.43 (SD= 7.62) for the Informational Support subscale (high score of 

48), 19.85 (SD= 4.06) for the Family Expectation subscale (high score of 36), 13.3 (SD= 2.11) 

for the Financial Support subscale (high score of 30), and 8.33 (SD= 3.5) for the Values/ Beliefs 

subscale (high score of 18).  Based on the results, family appears to have a greater influence on 

providing informational support, moderate influence on family expectations, and lower influence 

through financial support and values and beliefs.  

The IPC responses range from -3 to +3, with -3 being Strongly Disagree and +3 being 

Strongly Agree.  To eliminate negative scores, 24 points were added to each.  This resulted in 

scores ranging from 0 to 48 for each subscale with higher scores indicating a stronger belief in 

the source of power being assessed.  Mean scores for the Internality Scale were 32.92 (SD= 

6.43), 20.45 (SD= 8.81) for the Powerful Others Scale, and 21.54 (SD= 8.7) for the Chance 

Subscale.  Based on the idea that higher scores indicate a stronger belief in type of control, these 

scores indicate that students seem to have higher levels of internal locus of control and moderate 

levels of control attributed to powerful others and chance.   

Mean scores for the Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy Scale – Short Form were 3.74 

(.72).  For the CDSE-SF, higher scores indicate higher levels of career decision-making self-

efficacy with a high score of 5.  Based on the idea that higher scores indicate stronger self-

efficacy beliefs, underprepared college students appear to be fairly confident in their ability to 

make career decisions.     

Perceived success in courses was measured for each developmental course with a score 

of 1 being Very Unlikely, 2 being Unlikely, 3 being Unsure, 4 being Likely, and 5 being Very 
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Likely to succeed.  The mean score for GENS 097 was 4.54 (SD= .85), for MATH 100 was 4.19 

(SD= 1.04), for GENS 098 was 4.41 (SD= .94), for ENG 100 was 4.41 (SD= 1.03), for GENS 

099 was 4.53 (SD= .8), and for GENS 151 was 4.58 (SD= .87).  Overall, students felt they were 

likely to very likely to successfully complete their remedial coursework.  Perceived success in 

college was measured through the likelihood of the student to return to USI with a mean score of 

3.88 (SD= 1.3) out of a possible high score of 5 and the likelihood of the student to graduate 

from a 4-year college with a mean score of 4.2 (SD= 1.14) with a possible high score of 5.  For 

both measures of perceived success in college, descriptive statistics were also run for only first- 

and second-year students.  For first- and second-year students, students scored a mean of 3.81 on 

likelihood of graduating from USI and a mean of 4.16 for likelihood of graduating from a four-

year college.  Thus, scores were not influenced significantly by the presence of older students in 

the sample.  Generally, students felt likely to graduate from college.  However, students scored 

slightly lower in their perceived likelihood to graduate from USI than from a four-year college.  

Table 3 contains the means and standard deviations for each of the measures. 
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Table 3    

Descriptive Statistics 

 N M SD 

Family Influence Scale 

   Informational Support 

   Family Expectations 

   Financial Support 

   Values/ Beliefs 

117 

132 

130 

132 

133 

70.94 

29.43 

19.85 

13.3 

8.33 

11.71 

7.62 

4.06 

2.11 

3.5 

Internality 

Powerful Others 

Chance 

119 

117 

125 

32.92  

20.45  

21.54 

6.43 

8.81 

8.7 

Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy 115 3.74 .72 

Perceived Success in Courses 

   GENS 097 

   MATH 100 

   GENS 098 

   ENG 100 

   GENS 099 

   GENS 151 

 

89 

85 

71 

80 

74 

102 

 

4.54 

4.19 

4.41 

4.41 

4.53 

4.58 

 

.85 

1.04 

.94 

1.03 

.8 

.87 

Perceived Success in College 

   Likely to Graduate from USI 

   Likely to Graduate from 4-year College 

 

130 

130 

 

3.88 

4.2 

 

1.3 

1.14 

 

 

Research Question Two: How does family influence, locus of control, and career decision-

making self-efficacy relate to perceived success in school among underprepared college 

students? 

 A stepwise statistical multiple regression was completed to determine how the 

independent variables of family influence, locus of control, and career decision-making self-

efficacy related to the dependent variable of perceived success in school.  Subscales and the total 

score for the FIS, all scales of the IPC, and the total score for the CDSE-SF were included in the 

analysis.  For the first measure of perceived success, likelihood of graduating from USI, no 

significant relationships were found.  For the second measure of perceived success, likelihood of 

graduating from a 4-year college, no significant relationships were found.   
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In the multiple regression, correlations for all variables were run to determine if there 

were any significant relationships.  Several significant relationships were found between the 

different scales of the IPC and the subscales of the FIS.  Powerful Others was related to Family 

Expectations (r = .217), Financial Support (r = .491), and Values/ Beliefs (r = .288).  Chance 

was related to Family Expectations (r = .185), Financial Support (r = .472), and Values/ Beliefs 

(r = .236).  This indicates that higher scores on the scales of Family Expectations, Financial 

Support, and Values/ Beliefs are related to higher levels of external control by Powerful Others 

and Chance.  Significant relationships were also found with the CDSE-SF.  Career decision-

making self-efficacy was related to Informational Support (r = .245) of the FIS and Internality (r 

= .436) of the IPC.  Thus, higher levels of career decision-making self-efficacy are related to 

higher levels of information support from family and higher levels of internal locus of control.  

Table 4 displays the Pearson Correlation and significance levels for each relationship.
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First-generation status was considered as a covariate by first running correlations 

between those students considered first-generation college students and the two questions 

determining perceived success in college.  Based on the results, there were no statistically 

significant differences and so first-generation college student status was not run as a covariate in 

the stepwise/ statistical multiple regression.  

Table 4 

Correlation Matrix 

       

 IS FE FS V/B FIS 

 

Intern Power 

Others 

Chanc CDSE Grad 

USI 

FE .501          

FS .066 .385         

V/B .107 .313 .663        

FIS 

 

.830 .807 .220 .535       

Intern .151 .170 -.008 -.018 .115      

Power 

Others 

.136 .217* .491** .288** .272 .091     

Chanc .035 .185* .472** .236** .176 .148 .637    

CDSE .245** .156 -.183 -.132 .173 .436** -.185 -.178   

Grad 

USI 

.053 .093 .158 -.007 .040 .077 .021 .080 .080  

Grad 

4-year 

.149 .036 .133 -.063 .063 .085 .019 .051 .051 .530** 

Note. ** = Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed), * = Correlation is significant at 

the .05 level (two-tailed) 

IS = Informational Support subscale; FE = Family Expectation subscale; FS = Financial Support 

subscale; V/B = Values/Beliefs subscale; FIS = Family Influence Scale; Intern, Power Others, and 

Chanc = Internality, Powerful Others, and Chance Scales; CDSE = Career Decision-Making Self-

Efficacy Scale; Grad USI = Likelihood to graduate from USI; Grad 4-year = Likelihood to 

graduate in 4 years 
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Research Question Three: What are the differences by gender on family influence, locus of 

control, and career decision-making self-efficacy of underprepared college students? 

 To determine differences by gender on the independent variables of FIS, IPC, and CDSE-

SF, separate MANOVAs were run.  For the FIS, a non-significant main effect between gender 

groups on FIS subscales was found, F(4, 106) = 1.95, p = .11, η
2
 = .07, power = .57.  Table 5 

shows the means and standard deviations for each of the subscales.  The means for Informational 

Support were very similar.  For the remaining subscales and the total score, slight differences in 

the means by gender were found. 

 

Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics by Gender for FIS  

 Informational 

Support 

Family 

Experience 

Financial 

Support 

Values and 

Beliefs 

Total 

Male 29.73(6.7) 20.52(4.4) 13.63(1.6) 8.44(3.5) 71.85(15.05) 

Female 29.97(7.9) 19.19(3.7) 12.83(2.2) 7.75(3.4) 67.44(13.33) 

Note. FIS = Family Influence Scale 

 

For the IPC, a non-significant main effect was found, p = .756.  Slight differences in the means 

were found for the Internality and Powerful Others scales.  However, for the Chance scale, 

means were very similar.  Finally, for the CDSE-SF, a non-significant difference was found, p = 

.064.  The mean scores of men and women for the CDSE-SF were similar.  Table 6 shows the 

means and standard deviations for the IPC scales and the CDSE-SF.  Overall, there were no 

significant differences by gender on the FIS, IPC, and CDSE-SF.   
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Table 6 

Descriptive Statistics by Gender for IPC and CDSE-SF 

 Internality Powerful Others Chance CDSE-SF 

Male 32.1(7.67) 22(8.98) 21.81(9.21) 3.6(.79) 

Female 33.28(4.97) 19.31(8.73) 21.29(8.27) 3.85(.65) 

Note. IPC = Internality, Powerful Others, and Chance Scales; CDSE-SF = Career Decision-

Making Self-Efficacy Scale – Short Form 

 

 

 

Summary of Findings 

 For the first research question, descriptive statistics reported demographic information 

about the population as well as scores for the subscales and total scale of the FIS, subscales of 

the IPC, and total score of the CDSE-SF.  For the second research question, financial support 

from family, a subscale of the FIS, was the only variable with a significant relationship to 

perceived success as measured by likelihood to graduate from USI.  Finally, for the third 

research question, no significant effects were found. 
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Chapter 5 

Discussion 

 This chapter discusses the implications resulting from the data analysis.  First, a summary 

of the research is given.  Next, the demographic information is discussed.  The results of the 

analysis of the three research questions are described.  Finally, implications of the research and 

practice, and limitations, are described. 

Summary of the Research 

 The purpose of this study was to explore the career development of underprepared 

college students using Relational Career Theory as a framework.  Specifically, the variables of 

family influence, locus of control, career decision-making self-efficacy, and perceived success in 

college were explored.  The scales used in the study were the Family Influence Scale (FIS; 

Fouad et al., 2010), the Internality, Powerful Others, and Chance Scale (IPC; Levenson, 1981), 

and the Career Decision-Making Self Efficacy Scale – Short Form (CDSE-SF; Betz, Klein, & 

Taylor, 1996).  Additionally, a demographic questionnaire included questions of age, gender, 

race, who students lived with during kindergarten to high school graduation, who students live 

with now, first-generation status separated by parent, and perceived success in college.    

 Because of the limited research on the population and the theory, the first intent of the 

study was to describe underprepared college students.  Therefore, the first research question 

focused on describing the population through demographic information and reported scores for 

each scale, and subscales of the FIS and IPC.  The second research question sought to add to the 

understanding of the relationship of family influence, locus of control, and career decision-

making self-efficacy to perceived success in college.  First-generation status was explored as a 

covariate, but no relationship was found for perceived success.  Finally, the third research 
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question explored differences by gender on the variables of family influence, locus of control, 

and career decision-making self-efficacy.   

Understanding the Population 

 Demographic information collected in the survey confirms some information already 

known about underprepared college students.  Research suggests that underprepared college 

students are more likely to be of a racial or ethnic minority (Adams et al., 2012).  The findings 

from this study are consistent with these reports.  The student population at USI consists of 9% 

of students from an ethnic minority.  However, the sample of underprepared college students 

who participated in this study consisted of 34.6% of students from an ethnic minority.  This 

indicates that students of an ethnic minority are overrepresented in developmental courses at the 

university.  Another finding of note in the demographic data is that of student age.  While the 

majority of students surveyed were of traditional age, 18-23, 13.8% of students were 24 years or 

older.  While not a statistically significant finding, this number is noteworthy for individuals 

working with underprepared college students.   

Finally, 80% of students surveyed reported having a major.  In terms of career 

counseling, this number is significant.  Many career counselors and career theories focus on 

fitting individuals with careers (Pope, 2000).  If the majority of underprepared college students 

have chosen a major or career, then traditional person-environment fit (e.g., Holland, TWA, 

Super) career theories may not be the best approach to working with decided students in this 

population.  Because underprepared students face others career issues, such as lacking in career 

information (Ladany et al., 1997), RCT provides a different framework for career counseling 

practice.   RCT provides a lens through which counselors can consider the interaction of locus of 

control, family, and career.  For example, rather than focus specifically on interests and the 
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individual, career counselors could ask about family and culture.  Using the FIS (Fouad et al., 

2010) as a guide, counselors could seek out information about financial and information support 

from family and about family expectations and values.  Lower influence of family influence 

could indicate that counselors might need to assist students in finding financial support or 

information.  Higher levels of family influence could lead counselors to determine how 

individuals perceive family influence and how this influence is impacting career.  Traditional 

career theories can be included in work with underprepared students who might be undecided.  

However, including RCT into practice can increase the depth of understanding counselors have 

of students.    

Underprepared college students are likely to also be first-generation college students.  For 

this study, students were asked the education level of each parent.  First-generation status was 

first determined based on no college for each parent.  Eighteen percent of students reported that 

neither parent had attended college.  Next, first-generation status was calculated based on neither 

parent with an earned college degree.  Thirty-five percent of students reported that neither parent 

had a college degree.  These findings suggest that many underprepared college students are also 

first-generation college students.  As the literature suggests, underprepared college students are 

likely to be first-generation college students (Terenzini, Springer, Yaeger, Pascarella, & Nora, 

1996) as well as from a lower socioeconomic status and of a racial or ethnic minority (Adams et 

al., 2012).  Based on these demographic results, the participants in this study are similar to 

underprepared students in general.            

 In this study, perceived success in courses and in college was measured.  Students were 

asked to score how likely they were to pass their developmental courses.  Average student 

responses on all developmental courses were a four or above, with an overall average of 4.44.  A 
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rating of one indicated very unlikely to pass, while a rating of five indicated very likely to pass.  

Thus, these underprepared college students seem to feel confident in their abilities to pass their 

developmental courses.  Students were also asked how likely they are to succeed in college.  This 

was measured through a question asking their likelihood to graduate from USI and a question 

asking their likelihood to graduate from a four-year college.  The average score for student 

responses to the question about their likelihood to graduate from USI was a 3.88 (SD=1.3).  The 

average score in response to the question about student likelihood to graduate from a four-year 

college was a 4.2 (SD=1.14).  Scores were run with only first- and second-year students to 

eliminate the possibility that older students close to graduation might have skewed the results.  

Mean scores remained nearly the same without the older students, indicating that all 

underprepared college students believe they are likely to graduate from college.   

While scores for student’s long-term perceived success were still relatively high, these 

scores were lower than the average score for immediate success in coursework.  In particular, 

students seemed least confident in their likelihood to graduate from USI.  Overall, however, 

students were relatively confident in their ability to pass their classes and graduate.  These beliefs 

differ from the reality.  The four-year graduation rate at USI is 14% and the six-year graduation 

rate is 32% (USI, 2011b).  These graduation rates show that the majority of students will not be 

graduating from USI.  Additionally, graduation rates for underprepared college students in 

general are low with only 35.1% of students graduating in six years (Adams et al., 2012).  Based 

on this information, underprepared college students appear to be unrealistic about their ability to 

succeed in college.  This finding supports qualitative research conducted by Deil-Amen and 

Rosenbaum (2002).  The researchers found that students were unaware of their remedial 

placement and failed to consider more realistic options.  In this study, underprepared students 
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may be unaware of how remedial coursework impacts their academic progression and, thus, their 

career development.  The students who participated in this study may also be more likely to 

succeed than students who did not participate.  For this study, data was collected midway 

through spring semester.  Students who are attending class and checking their school e-mail 

accounts at this point are exhibiting behaviors that might make them successful in classes.  

Additionally, the majority of participants were first-year college students and may be overly 

confident because they are enrolled in remedial coursework and other introductory classes.  

Future research might explore perceived success in second-year students who may have a better 

idea of what college-level coursework entails.  When working with underprepared college 

students with unrealistic beliefs, career counselors could focus on providing accurate information 

about careers, graduate programs, and academic policies at the university.  Counselors might also 

provide students with information about how remedial coursework can impact their career.  

Finally, career counselors can work with students on developing alternative or parallel academic 

and career plans in addition to their potentially unrealistic goals.  Underprepared students have 

high levels of confidence in their ability to succeed, but these beliefs may be unrealistic or 

uninformed.  

Relational Career Theory 

  Relational Career Theory considers the impact that family has on career development.  

This theory is the first to view family as part of career development (Richardson, 1993).  

Theorists view career development as created by language and through social interactions 

(Blustein, 2011).  Thus, family helps to create what individuals know about careers.  This new 

and developing theory has been explored in the literature through various qualitative studies.  

However, relatively few quantitative studies use a framework of RCT to explore career 
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development.  The Family Influence Scale is the only scale that directly measures the influence 

of family on careers.  The other scales in the study, the Internality, Powerful Others, and Chance 

scale, and the Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy Scale – Short Form have a more indirect 

connection to RCT in the literature.  The discussion below seeks to better understand 

underprepared college students as well as RCT.   

Family Influence  

 The Family Influence Scale (Fouad et al., 2010) measures the influence of family on 

career development.  The scale consists of four subscales: Informational Support, Family 

Expectations, Financial Support, and Values/ Beliefs.  With the FIS, higher scores indicate 

higher levels of family influence.  The highest score would be a 110.  In this study, the mean was 

70.94 (SD=11.71).  This score seems to indicate that family plays a slight influence in career 

development, but not a strong one.   

Upon closer look at the four subscales, the influence of family on career gains some 

clarity.  On the subscale of Informational Support, the mean was 20.43(SD=7.62) out of a 

possible high score of 48.  While a score of 24 would be middle-range, students in this study 

scored below 24.  Thus, underprepared college students do not appear to receive high levels of 

information from their parents and families about career development.  This finding supports 

research that at-risk college students receive less information about occupations (Ladany et al., 

1997).  For the Family Expectation subscale, participants averaged a score of 19.85 (SD=4.06) 

out of a possible high score of 36.  This score seems to indicate a moderate level of family 

expectations on career.  Whiston and Keller (2004) found that family influences career 

development.  Their findings indicated that positive family expectations influenced career 

positively and negative expectations influenced career negatively.  Though the current results do 
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not specify positive or negative family expectations, they do indicate that family may have an 

impact on career development.  The third subscale, Financial Support, might indicate a lower 

than average level of financial support for career development with a mean score of 13.3 

(SD=2.11) out of 30 possible.  Based on the literature, more financial support is related to college 

retention (Hoyt, 1999).  Therefore, underprepared college students may be less likely to graduate 

from college because of this lack of financial support.  Finally, for the Values/ Beliefs subscale, 

the average score was 8.33 (SD=3.5) out of 18.  This score was about average, implying that the 

values and beliefs of parents and family have a moderate impact on career development of 

underprepared college students.  This fits with what research has shown about adolescent 

development.  At this age, adolescents begin to develop and differentiate from their parents 

(Steinberg & Morris, 2001), thus explaining lower levels of influence from family related to 

values and beliefs.  Based on the results, underprepared college students appear to receive 

limited support from family for the career development in the areas of information and finances.     

Locus of Control 

 The Internality, Powerful Others, and Chance Scales (Levenson, 1981) measure how an 

individual perceives control over his or her life.  Specifically, the Internality scale measures how 

much control individuals believe they have in their own lives.  In this study, underprepared 

college students had a mean score of 32.92 (SD=6.43) out of a possible 48.  With a median of 24, 

these scores appear to imply that students have higher than average levels of internal locus of 

control.  Research suggests that high levels of an internal locus of control are positively related 

to career development (Bacanli, 2005; Powell & Luzzo, 1998).  These findings differ from the 

literature on locus of control of underserved groups.  Lachman and Weaver (1998) found that 

individuals from lower social classes exhibited lower internal locus of control than individuals 
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from higher social classes.  Because underprepared college students are likely to be of a lower 

SES, practitioners might assume they possess lower internal control.  However, this study 

indicates that underprepared college students may have higher than average levels of internal 

control.       

The Powerful Others and Chance scales measure two different aspects of external 

control.  The Powerful Others scale measures control of outside forces, particularly control from 

outside people, on an individual’s life.  Underprepared college students scored 20.45 (SD=8.81) 

out of 48 on the Powerful Others scale.  The Chance subscale measures how much control an 

individual thinks that luck or chance has on his or her life.  For this study, participants scored 

21.54 (SD=8.7) out of a possible 48.  Therefore, underprepared college students appear to have 

moderate levels of external control.  Previous research demonstrated higher levels of external 

control in individuals from a lower socioeconomic status (Lachman & Weaver, 1998).  

Underprepared college students appear to have moderately high levels of internal control and 

moderate levels of the two types of external control.  As mentioned above, internal control has 

been linked to positive career development in the literature, while external control have been 

considered as moderators to career (Duffy & Dik, 2009).  However, Duffy and Dik (2009) 

propose that external factors, such as family, may be part of career development rather than 

negatively impact it.  The moderate levels of both external control and the moderately high levels 

of internal control suggest that underprepared college students may believe they have control 

over their career, but also seem to be aware of external factors, such as family, that may 

influence career development. 

Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy  

 The Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy Scale – Short Form (Betz, Klein, & Taylor,  
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1996) measures an individual’s level of confidence in making career decisions.  Higher scores 

indicate more confidence with a high score of 5.  In this study, underprepared college students 

had a mean score of 3.74.  These scores indicate that underprepared college students score 

moderately high on career decision-making self-efficacy.  For comparison, Chaney, Hammond, 

Betz, and Multon (2007) reported a mean of 4 for African-American college students and a mean 

of 3.8 for Caucasian college students.  Underprepared college students score similarly to other 

populations on career decision-making self-efficacy.  Based on the results, underprepared college 

students seem to have confidence in their abilities to make career decisions.  Research suggests 

that higher levels of attachment to parents and family influence may result in higher levels of 

career decision-making (Germeijs & Verschueren, 2009; Hargrove, Creagh, & Burgess, 2002; 

Wolfe & Betz, 2004).  Relational theorists suggest that family members may be part of the career 

decision-making process (Duffy & Dik, 2009).  Based on the findings from this study, career 

decision-making self-efficacy related to informational support from family.  Thus, when family 

members provide information to underprepared college students, this may increase their 

confidence in their ability to make career decisions.  When working with underprepared college 

students, counselors should consider parents to be a resource for career information rather than a 

barrier to career development.   

Explaining Perceived Success 

 Academic success is related to career choices and career success (United States Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, 2013).  Therefore, understanding how the RCT constructs of family influence, 

locus of control, and career decision-making self-efficacy interact with perceived success in 

college can help us better understand underprepared college students.  Underprepared college 

students also are more likely to be from a low SES (Adams et al., 2012), of a racial or ethnic 
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minority status (Adams et al., 2012), or a first-generation college student (Hoyt, 1999).  

Therefore, these factors may confound the relationship between the variables and perceived 

success.  Because USI is predominantly white, the research did not consider ethnicity as a 

covariate.  The research did consider first-generation status as a possible covariate in determining 

the relationship between the RCT variables and perceived success.  However, no relationship 

was found between first-generation status and perceived likelihood to graduate from USI and 

from a four-year college.  Additionally, no relationship was found overall between RCT 

constructs and perceived success.  This lack of relationship could be due to the restricted range 

of responses for perceived success in college (Bobko, Roth, & Bobko, 2001).  Because 

participants scored similarly on questions of perceived success, the regression analysis could 

have been affected and, therefore, did not show relationships.  Additionally as mentioned above, 

students who participated in this study might be more likely to succeed than those who did not 

participate.  As data was collected midway through the spring semester, students had 

successfully completed one semester of courses and were halfway through a second semester.  

No research has looked specifically at perceived success and Relational Career Theory.  

However, Whiston and Keller (2004) reported various influences of family on career, including 

both positive and negative relationships and no relationships.  Additionally, this lack of 

relationship may be due to unrealistic beliefs of perceived success of underprepared college 

students.  

 Though RCT was not found to be a predictor of perceived student success, significant 

findings from the multiple regression do help to better explain RCT.  First, external locus of 

control was related to different aspects of family influence.  When students had higher levels of 

family expectations, financial support, and influence from values and beliefs, they indicated 
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higher levels of external control attributed to powerful others and chance.  One of the main tenets 

of RCT is that family does impact career development (Blustein, 2011).  Duffy and Dik (2009) 

theorized that family influence may be related to external locus of control and, thus, serve as a 

moderator for career development.  These findings support this suggestion.  Additionally, career 

decision-making self-efficacy was found to be related to informational support from family and 

internal locus of control.  Again, Duffy and Dik (2009) suggested that family may serve as a 

moderator to career development.  By providing information about careers to underprepared 

college students, family members may be helping their students feel more confident in their 

ability to make career decisions.  Feeling more confident in career decision-making is also 

related to higher levels of internal control which has been related to positive career development 

(Bacanli, 2005; Powell & Luzzo, 1998).  The findings from this study indicate relationships 

between the different RCT constructs of family influence, locus of control, and career decision-

making self-efficacy.         

Influence of Gender 

 Men and women appear to interact and be affected by family in different ways (Whiston 

& Keller, 2004).  Because of these differences, this research sought to explore how gender 

differences could be defined in terms of Relational Career Theory.  No significant differences 

were found between men and women on locus of control, family influence, and career decision-

making self-efficacy.  This differs from research that suggests that in terms of attachment, men 

and women may exhibit differences (Kenny & Donaldson, 1991; Lopez, Campbell, & Watkins, 

1988).  Further research could help to better explore this area. 
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Limitations 

 The first limitation of this research is the population being studied.  Previous research 

indicates that underprepared college students who attend their developmental classes are 

successful in them (Goldrick-Rab, 2010).  However, many students do not complete their 

developmental courses (Adams et al., 2012).  For this study, students were surveyed in the 

middle of spring semester in class and via their campus e-mail accounts.  So the population is 

limited to students who have already successfully completed a semester and who are attending 

their developmental classes or are checking their campus e-mail accounts.  Students not 

attending or enrolled in the developmental classes were not introduced to the study in person and 

may not know how to access their campus e-mail accounts.  Thus, the study is limited to students 

who are already demonstrating success in their courses.  A second limitation of the study is that 

perceived success in college was measured rather than actual success.  Students’ perceptions and 

intentions may be different than what actually happens.  Finally, the small number of participants 

and participants from just one university are limitations.  Because of the limited participants, 

researchers may not be able to generalize the results of this study. 

Implications for Practitioners 

 Career counselors working with underprepared college students can utilize the findings 

from this study in various ways.  First, underprepared college students are likely to be of a racial 

or ethnic minority and may be of a non-traditional age for a college student.  These factors bring 

about specific considerations for career counselors that might be addressed through RCT.  RCT 

was developed to consider the impact that culture and family has on career (Blustein, 2011).  By 

discussing these factors with clients, career counselors can work with clients to understand how 

culture and family affects career.  Second, based on these results, underprepared college students 
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may not be undecided.  Thus, career counselors may not need to only address career choice in 

counseling sessions.  By utilizing more modern career counseling approaches, counselors can 

better understand the client’s needs and levels of support from family and then work with the 

client to develop goals for counseling outside of career and major decision-making.  For 

example, through RCT (Blustein, 2011), counselors can address outside influences on career to 

better understand their clients goals and needs.  Another approach, Narrative Theory (Savickas, 

2011), can help counselors work with their clients to consider family and cultural influences on 

past and present decision-making.   

 Findings from this study indicate that underprepared college students might receive lower 

levels of financial support from family.  Research suggests that students from lower SES 

backgrounds exhibit less positive career activities in college (Walpole, 2003).  Students who 

receive less support financially from parents may have to work outside of school and focus less 

on academics.  Knowing that underprepared college students are likely to need additional 

financial assistance, career counselors can help students find part-time employment related to 

their career interests.  Additionally, career professionals might development partnerships with 

employers more understanding of students’ academic responsibilities.  Finally, career counselors 

can help prepare underprepared college students for professional employment.   

 In this study, underprepared college students perceived themselves as likely to graduate 

from college.  This differs greatly from the retention rates of USI (USI, 2010) and the graduation 

rates of underprepared college students (Adams et al., 2012).  Therefore, career counselors and 

other practitioners may need to help underprepared college students understand the reality of 

their academic situation.  According to Deil-Amen and Rosenbaum (2002), underprepared 

college students may not understand the implications of being remediated.  Therefore, career 
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counselors working with underprepared students should understand remediation and academic 

policies themselves.  They can do this by providing information to students and family members.  

Also, career counselors may need to provide realistic information about graduation rates, 

graduate and professional school admissions, and employment opportunities.  When meeting 

with underprepared college students, career counselors should ensure that students understand 

what remediation means and how this may impact their academic and career development.   

 This study has some specific implications for the impact of family on career.  

Relationships were found between external locus of control and family influence.  Duffy and Dik 

(2009) suggested that this influence may moderate career development.    Rather than 

considering family to be a negative influence on career development, career counselors can 

incorporate this influence into counseling with underprepared college students.  By discussing 

the influence of family on career, counselors can better understand their clients as well as 

encourage better awareness in their clients.  Career counselors and academic advisors could also 

communicate more openly with parents about academic policies and career development.  

Because the findings of this study indicate a relationship between information from family and 

career decision-making self-efficacy, practitioners can strive to ensure that family members 

provide accurate career information to underprepared college students.  Additionally career 

decision-making self-efficacy was linked to internal locus of control and informational support.  

Underprepared college students reported high levels of career decision-making self-efficacy as 

well as internal locus of control.  Because this is linked to high levels of career information 

received from parents, career counselors should be aware of the information received from 

family and the impact that it has on development.  In practice, career counselors can talk about 

the career information underprepared college students receive from family and ensure that this 
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information is accurate.  Family influence, locus of control, and career decision-making self-

efficacy are clearly linked in underprepared college students.  By understanding these 

interactions, practitioners can better work with underprepared college students.    

Future Research 

 This study sought to provide more information about underprepared college students and 

Relational Career Theory.  More research can further support this theory and population.  First, 

underprepared college students indicated high perceptions of success that do not fit with the real 

graduation rates of this population and of the USI student population.  Further research could 

focus on these high perceptions to better understand where they come from and what they mean.  

Underprepared college students also reported higher levels of career decision-making self-

efficacy.  Research exploring the relationship of perceived success and career decision-making 

self-efficacy in underprepared college students could increase understanding of the beliefs and 

attitudes of this population.  Finally, underprepared college students are likely to be from lower 

SES backgrounds, first-generation college students, and of a racial minority.  These 

characteristics impact career development.  Research further could work to determine specific 

impacts of remedial courses that are not caused by these co-occurring characteristics.  Further 

research on underprepared college students is necessary to better serve this population. 

Relational Career Theory is a new theory with little empirical research to support it.  

Further research could add to the theory.  First, the FIS (Fouad et al., 2010) measures support 

rather than influence.  To better understand how family influences career, research utilizing a 

measure of influence could add to the literature.  The findings of this study indicate a 

relationship between locus of control and family influence.  Further research could elaborate on 

this relationship to better understand RCT.  Additionally, underprepared college students appear 
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to have higher than mid-range internal control, but also exhibit slightly higher than mid-range 

levels of external control.  Research exploring the impact of external control on career 

development in terms of its relationship to family influence could increase understanding of 

locus of control..  Additionally, further research exploring gender differences in the different 

constructs of RCT would be beneficial.  In this study, a low number of participants influenced 

the results, but indicated there may be a difference.      

Summary 

 This study explored Relational Career Theory as it explains the career development of 

underprepared college students, the relationship of RCT constructs to perceived success in 

college, and differences in responses by gender.  The reported demographics of the population 

support previous research in that a large percent of students were of a racial minority and were 

first-generation college students.  Though RCT was not found to be a predictor of perceived 

student success, significant relationships between the various RCT constructs were found to 

better support the theory.  Finally, no differences in scores by gender were found, possibly due to 

a low number of participants. 
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Appendix A 

Please answer the following questions about your academic plans. 

Please check all of the classes you have taken or are currently enrolled in: 

GENS 097 

GENS 098 

GENS 099 

MATH 100 

ENG 100 

GENS 151 

 

Please use the following responses to answer the questions below: 

Very likely, Likely, Not sure, Unlikely, Very unlikely, Not enrolled 

 

How likely is it you will get a passing grade (A, B, or C) in: 

GENS 097 

GENS 098 

GENS 099 

MATH 100 

ENG 100 

GENS 151 

 

How likely are you to graduate from USI?  

How likely are you to graduate from a four-year college? 

How likely are you to return to USI next semester? 

If you do not plan to return to USI next semester, why not? 

 

Please select the answer that best represents you for the demographic questions that follow. 

What is your age? 
18 19 20 21 22 23 24+ 

 

What is your sex? Male  Female 

 

Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin? 

 No, not of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin 

 Yes, Mexican, Mexican Am., Chicano 

 Yes, Puerto Rican 

 Yes, Cuban 

 Yes, another Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin 
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What is your race?  Check all that apply. 

 White  

 Black, African American, or Negro 

 American Indian or Alaskan Native 

 Asian Indian  

 Chinese 

 Filipino 

 Other Asian 

 Japanese 

 Korean 

 Vietnamese 

 Native Hawaiian 

 Guamanian or Chamorro 

 Samoan 

 Other Pacific Islander 

 Other (please specify) 

 

What year in college are you?   
1st year 2nd year 3rd year 4th year  Other (please specify) 

 

Do you have a major selected? yes  no 

  

If yes, what is your major? 

 

Did you transfer to USI from another university or college? yes  no 

 

Who did you primarily live with while in K-12 school?  Choose all that apply. 

Mother 

Father 

Stepmother 

Stepfather 

Grandparent(s) 

Siblings 

Other – Please specify 

 

Who do you primarily live with now?  Choose all that apply. 

Mother 

Father 

Stepmother 

Stepfather 

Grandparent(s) 

Siblings 

Friends 

Alone 

Significant Other/ Partner 

Other – Please specify 



119 
 

Do you live on campus in USI housing? yes no 

 

What is the highest level of education completed by your parents? 

 

Mother (or female adult in your family):  

Less than high school  

High school graduate  

Vocational school 

Some college but no degree 

2-year Associate’s degree 

4-year college degree 

Graduate or Advanced degree beyond 4-year college 

Unknown 

 

Father (or male adult in your family):  
Less than high school  

High school graduate  

Vocational school 

Some college but no degree 

2-year Associate’s degree 

4-year college degree 

Graduate or Advanced degree beyond 4-year college 

Unknown 
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Appendix B 

 

Family Influence Scale  

(Fouad et al., 2012) 

 

Rate the following on a scale of 1 to 5 with 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree. 

 

1. My family shared information with me about how to obtain a job. 

2. My family showed me what was important in choosing a career. 

3. My family showed me how to be successful in choosing a career. 

4. My family discussed career issues with me at an early age. 

5. My family provided guidance on which careers would be best for me. 

6. My family has given me information about obtaining education and training. 

7. Watching my family work gave me confidence in my career-decisions. 

8. My family supported me asking career-related questions. 

9. Because my family supports me financially, I can focus on my career development. 

10. My family has not been able to support my career decisions.  

11. My family expects me to contribute financially to my career education and training. 

12. If I wanted to get additional education after high school, my family would provide 

financial support. 

13. If I were to experience a difficult career situation, my family would support me 

financially.  

14. My family expects that my choice of occupation will reflect their wishes. 

15. My family expects me to make career decisions so that I do not shame them. 

16. My family expects people from our culture to choose certain careers. 

17. My family expects me to select a career that has a certain status.  

18. My family is only willing to support me financially if I choose a career of which they 

approve. 

19. My family’s career expectations for me are based on my gender. 

20. My family expects that I consider my religion/spirituality when making career decisions. 

21. My family expects my career to match our family’s values/beliefs.  

22. My family explained how our values and beliefs pertain to my career choices. 
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Appendix C 

 

Internality, Powerful Others, and Chance Scales  

(Levenson, 1981) 

 

Rate the following on a scale of 1 to 6 with 1 = Strongly Disagree and 6 = Strongly Agree. 

 

1. Whether or not I get to be a leader depends mostly on my ability. 

2. To a great extent my life is controlled by accidental happenings. 

3. I feel like what happens in my life is mostly determined by powerful people. 

4. Whether or not I get into a car accident depends mostly on how good a driver I am. 

5. When I make plans, I am almost certain to make them work. 

6. Often there is no chance of protecting my personal interests from bad luck happenings. 

7. When I get what I want, it’s usually because I’m lucky. 

8. Although I might have good ability, I will not be given leadership responsibility without 

appealing to those in positions of power. 

9. How many friends I have depends on how nice a person I am. 

10. I have often found that what is going to happen will happen. 

11. My life is chiefly controlled by powerful others. 

12. Whether or not I get into a car accident is mostly a matter of luck. 

13. People like myself have very little chance of protecting our personal interests when they 

conflict with those of strong pressure groups. 

14. It’s not always wise for me to plan too far ahead because many things turn out to be a 

matter of good or bad fortune. 

15. Getting what I want requires pleasing those people above me. 

16. Whether or not I get to be a leader depends on whether I’m lucky enough to be in the 

right place at the right time. 

17. If important people were to decide they don’t like me, I probably wouldn’t make many 

friends. 

18. I can pretty much determine what will happen in my life. 

19. I am usually able to protect my personal interests. 

20. Whether or not I get into a car accident depends mostly on the other driver. 

21. When I get what I want, it’s usually because I worked hard for it. 

22. In order to have my plans work, I make sure that they fit in with the desires of people 

who have power over me. 

23. My life is determined by my own actions. 

24. It’s chiefly a matter of fate whether or not I have a few friends or many friends. 

  



122 
 

Appendix D 

 

Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale – Short Form  

(Betz, Klein, & Taylor, 1996) 

 

Rate the following on a scale of 1-5 with 1 = No Confidence At All and 5 = Complete 

Confidence. 

 

Sample items: 

 

How Much Confidence Do You Have That You Could: 

1. Use the internet to find information about occupations that interest you. 

5. Accurately assess your abilities. 

10. Find out the employment trends for an occupation in the next decade.  

15. Find out about the average yearly earnings of people in an occupation. 

20. Choose a major or career that will fit your interests. 
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Appendix E 

Understanding the Career Development of Underprepared College Students through 

Relational Theory 

Informed Consent Document 

You are invited to participate in a research study to better understand the career development of 

college students who must take one or more developmental courses.  This study is being 

conducted by Amber Hughes, Doctoral Candidate in Counselor Education at the University of 

Tennessee in Knoxville.  Amber Hughes can be reached by e-mail, ahughe18@utk.edu, or by 

phone, 812-881-9915.  If you have any questions or concerns, you may also contact Mr. Michael 

"Brody" Broshears by e-mail, mbroshears@usi.edu, or phone, 812-465-1606. 

This study will take about 20 minutes of your time. You will be asked to complete an online 

survey about your family, your career decisions, and your beliefs about control in your life. 

Once you complete the survey, you will have the chance to enter your e-mail address to be 

entered into a raffle for one of two $50 gift cards.  If you win the gift card, you will receive an e-

mail before the end of the semester letting you know that you have won.  Once the survey is 

completed, e-mail addresses will be separated from the surveys.  Therefore, your responses will 

not be connected to your identity.  After the gift cards are distributed, all e-mail addresses will be 

permanently deleted.  

Your decision to participate or to not participate in this study is completely up to you, and you 

have the right to stop taking the survey at any time without penalty.  You may skip any questions 

you do not wish to answer.  If you do not want to complete the survey, simply close your 

browser.  The survey is not related to your grade in your classes in any way.  If you choose not to 

participate, your grade will not be affected.   If you take the survey and then decide you do not 

want me to use your responses, e-mail me your request.  If I have not separated your e-mail 

address from your survey, I will then delete your answers right away.  The survey will be stored 

for up to three years on a password-protected computer program at the University of Tennessee, 

Knoxville and on a thumb drive locked in a file cabinet in my office. 

Your participation in this research will be completely confidential.  Your academic advisors or 

instructors will not know if you completed the survey or if you chose not to complete the 

survey.  There are no risks to you for taking the survey. 

Please print a copy of this consent form for your records, if you so desire.  

  

I have read the above information. I agree to participate in this study.  

 

Your participation in the study is voluntary.  Clicking "I agree" and completing the survey 

constitutes your consent to participate. 

I agree and choose to participate. 

I do not wish to take this survey. 
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