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Summary

Student respenses to items from the 1969 Universfty Student

Census on educational and vocational decisions were analyzed. The

-results-

1.

4
»

indigated the following.

More freshmen and sophomores were.undecided and unbertaih

about their vocational goal »nd major field of study than
Py - . " e ) [d
juniors and seniors. : ‘ .

However, a substantial number of upperclassmen were as

. yet undecided and uncertain of their vocational goel}

Males and females did not seem to differ in their inde-
cision about a major fiehd of study or vocationa! goal.
T_he&ne‘of selection of vocational goal and major field of
‘study did not appear to be related. ' |
However students undecided about either>major field or voca-
tlonal goal tended to be -undecided about the other.

Students undecided on their major field of study were less

it

" want to

favorabre—tb“the—Tdea—of'a—specTa+—co++ege—for—new—students

undecided as to their major; students who had decided on a

maJor f:eld of study vuewed the |dea more favorably.
was suggested that perhaps the undecuded students dld not

be labeled or singled out; the connotat;on being that they

were. different and/or inferipr.

ico




. The.freshman en:eri;g college has been faced with weighing several: °

'}mpdsing considerations related to college attendance. Undoubtedly,

for some tiﬁe. he‘h;s been asked his plans for am occupation, and more
vrecently. fn what college and major he wfshes to earoll. While voca-
tional preference, vocational seleétioﬁ,'and voqatiohaJ attainment are .
quite different conditions (Vroom, 1964), the ﬁajor‘field of study and
speéific academic cotlege enrolled in while an un&ergraduate appears to
be positjvely relgted to job attajnmsnt. Two studies of gfaduates
‘several years out of éollege found that three-fourths of them would

take the same academic major if they were to start school all over

again, knowing what they presently know about their occuga;jon (McKenzie
and HaQOOn,‘1967; McKenzle, Magoon, and Lanow, 1966). ‘. |

Wwhile it is not universally true in Americéﬁ higher education, -

undoubtedIQ'the‘mosg common si;uation is the declaration by the student

of a speciffc college and major as a freshmen; occasionally the student

-
]

may elect to wait to declare a majgf, but by his laStﬁfw6'years. most .

Q

‘will of necessity have done s0. Subscribing to ¢evelopmental theories

of occupational choice (e.g. Super (1964) or Holland (1966)) would

enable one to posit that some vocational indecistvehess is to:be expec=

ted. infa-vst':udent.'ﬂs.f.i.rSt two_years of college. University coursework .~ =
can §uggest fiélds préviously uncons idered.

On the other hand, many éeel that vocational decisiveness
refiectsqmatﬁrity and commitment oﬁ'tne part of the individual, whife
ingecisivengss %ndicatesifmmaturity; Much of the available evidence
supports_Baird'sv(|969) Counter that vocatibnally'unde;ided students

are little d{?(?rent'from-decided students on academic variables

-
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1966) , interests (Ashby, Wall, and Osipow, 1966), and attitudes
(Nelson and Nelson, 19&0), However, Walsh and Russell (1966) point

to hore personal adjustment problems among freshmen whose major field

-

is not congruent with measured vocational unterests than those whose
maJor is congruent.

' The present study examines the timing of vocational and academic
major selection by Universfty of Maryland students, the degree to
which stuoents are certain or uncer;ain about.their selectfons; and
their'opioions aoout a special college for new, academically undecided
students, as stated in responee to questions on the.1969 Uniyersity
Student Census (usc) . Specifically, the hypotheses examined are that:

« . Nore freshmen and sophomores are undecnded about academuc
major and vocational goals than Junuors and seniors.

Most juniors and seniors wnll have decided on a major and
vocational goal.

.Selectlon of academlc major occurs. concurrently with voca-
tional selection, and those undecided about a major are also
undecided about a vocation.

Males and females differ in their decision-indeciston.

More of the “'undecided students'' would favor the idea of
a special college for undecided stuacnts.

Procedure ,
L A random sample of 100 ;tudents from each class responding to the-
%\ ; 1969 USC was selected. These stodents were compared, by'c[ass and_sex,
on their.responses to four items from the USC (see Aopendix):

#17. When did ‘you decide on your'oajoc.fieid'of study? . . -.i; :
‘#18. How certain are you of your vocatnonal goal? . -
.#22. When did yoU‘dec-de on your present vocatnonal goal?
_#37.__There shouid be a special college for new students

~ undecided about their major.

{response options3requested extent of agreement) .




‘A chi=-square analysis was compnted between items 17 and 22 to re-
flect the relationship'between vocational decision=indecision and najor ’«'
field.of study decision-f;deeision. A Pearson product;mnment-oorrela-
‘tion was computed between those sane items (excluding response options
“have not decide&'.and‘“otneﬁ‘) to ascertain to what degree vocation
and major field of study are telated-in terms of the time they were
decided upon. A pni coefficient.(snilford. 1965) was calculated.be-
tweenfitems 18 and 22.to‘detetmine the consistency of responding to
thoseltwo items, b?th of thch determinevwhether the respbn&ent has
deciqed on a vocational goel Funally, responses to item 37 were com-

pared by t-test. These comparisons and analyses were done for students

N @

grouped by class and by sex.

~

Results

A suprisingly large percentage of students at the University are

—»vwww”““UﬂCETtaTﬁwaﬁbut*fheif vocat10nai goals; Table 1 (responses to USC item

18) reflects the differential nature of this uncertainty by sex and o
class. More" freshmen and sophomores are uncertain than juniors and L

__———sea-to-rs—(—p—( - ; ; . —these upperciassmen—did

reflect a great deal of uncertainty. Though males indicated more

uncertannty than females on the |tem, the d:fference was, not stattstl-w .

mcally sngn:flcant.
When students were asked when they nad'decided on their present.
vocational goal (item 22). a much_smailer propottiqn of each class
and sex selected response H, '‘have not decided" (Teble 1). Again,
more freshmen end.sbphnhnres were ''undecided'' about their vpcatinnal

LN

-goal than juniors and seniors (pg .05 using chi=square), while males

and females did not differ. A significant relationship existed be-

'theen.those who were uncertain’' on item 18 and "‘undecided" on item’

£ .05 using chi-square) .

«™>
.




T s s Pepcient tMuncertaln® < Percent "undecided'

TIBLE_!

Vocational-Educational Un"certaln.ty on Two USC Items

~

* of vocational goal on vocational goal: Phi .
' (item 18) (item 22) ' coefficient
A1l students - 53% 2% .u8
Males : 56% 21% L2
Females T W% 23% .55
_.Seniors . L6% 12% - A
Juniors L8%. N 7% o 48
SophomoreS"""""' e e e 5% e e e e e & 23%_. . - .%
Freshmen 453% __32% . 253

r

Table 2 shéws that students were fairly evenly distributed as to
the ti';:te of their decision on a major field of study (item 17). Hales
appear to have decided more recently than females, Semors most fre-
quently decide “in thetr Jumm' and sophomore—years. junlors, sophomores,
and freshmen most frequently indicate tl_'te previous year as their deci-

sion-making time. As would be éxpected, many freshmg\ (24%)'and sopho-

‘mores. (15%) had lzot decided on a rnaJor field of study.

More students had dec:ded on a major field of study than ha?’ deci=-
ded on a vocational goal (Table 2). Males appear to have decided on a ¥
vocational.wgoalﬂsl_i.ghtly more recently than females. HOSt__,__frequently,_

seniors and juniors decided the previous year, while sophomores and

. freshmen decided most frequenth} in their senior year of high school .
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TABLE 2 - |
When did you decide on your major field of study? -
(in percentages)
Jre Sophe. Fr..' Sr. Jre Soph, pre- . o
in in in o in in i soph. have not - i
| ~ goll. coll. coil, h.s.  h.s. bhes. in h,s. decided  Other - Total '
ATl students 10 20 15 16 10 L, 10 n 4 i
2 22 16 15 7 u 7 1 6
7 17 13 18 14 5 14 9 3
21 24 ' 15 12 3 2 1 2 ~ 10
15 35 N . 16 8- b b 1, 6
2 16 - 26 15 13 3 9 . IS 1
1 3 - 8 22 16 8 17 - 24 1

When did you decide on your vocational goal?
: (in percentages)
Jr.  Soph, Fr. Sr. Jr. Soph. pre- .
in in - ia in in- in Soph have not . e
coll. coll, ‘coll. h.s. "h.s. h.s. inh.s. decided Other— Total——

'students 8 14 10 15 10 E N 22 6
3le 9. 15 10 15 10 5 8 21 - 7
6 12 n  is 9 L L1 23 6
21 17 13 - S 3 3 9 12 13
9 23 12 10 8 3 8 17 -5

: 12 n 20 10 6 n - 23— - 6
.o 5 15 32 b

3 5 20 16

———

There was little relationship between time of decision on ma}or
and time of decision on vocational goal (items 17 and 22 -'r = L11).

However, most students who are undecided on a major are also undecided

on a vocational gbal {(see Table 3).
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-~ Ll Wgny 6
. .. “ Témg 5 !
;oo TR % of those undecided on major alsé .
| r v undecided on ‘vocation® -
e | N and Percent
- Al students ‘ 33 ~:~‘.~.-s.7.§_ e
Y Males, . 20 = 80 ‘
Females 13 = .76
Seniors e 1l = 5Q .
" L _ Juniors - H 1l = 100
o * Sophomores 13 = 87
A Freshme.: 18 = 75 |
s ° . o _ - o/

when asked whéther there‘should be a special college for new,
undecided students, freshmen disagreed wsth the statement more than
the other classes (Table 4). Sophomores, juniors, and seniors tend-

ed to agree mth the statewent, and were not sugn*f:cantly different .

)

from each other in the extent of ‘their agreement. While males agreed

more with the statement than females, there were no significant dif-
' - ‘ \

-

. ferences petween”them.

TABLE &

‘N and Mean and Standard Deviation
by sex and ciass on.'USC'" item 37
(special college for undecided students)

Comparing . freshmen with
other classes (t's sig=

Hales
Females
_Sennor'
Juniors

- Sophomores

Freshmen.

ns¥. S.D.

- _N Mea nificant at .05)
2C9 1.76 1.14
176 1.93 1.14 .
97 1.68 o l.is | t=3.62
.97 1.58 C 112 t=4.30
- 98 1.85 1.13 t=2.59
2.26 1.06

93

Ohstrongly agree, l=strongly disagree

~'*response options on a five-point agree/disagree scale,




Students who ind!cated they had decided on a vocational goal ’
(item 22) agreed more.with. the '‘special ‘college! item than-those
who Qgio-they had not decided yet (t=2.08, pg.05). Dtv!d!ng students

on the cortaidiy-uhcertafnty of their vocational goal yielded no sig-

————— .

"-h?‘l?"““n‘r‘cﬂffer‘oncesoo.n the "speclal college" item.

e . e,
-

Responses, by class, 'to item 37 ("spec!al col Tege™) for-the

[ 4

o sample were compared to those of all students by t-test to deter-
mine the representativeness of the sample. No significant dnfferences

were found, permitting goneraliza;lon‘of the results to the student

body.

N
Conclusions and Discussion

The results obtained permit s—veral general izations:

1. Hore freshmen and sophomores were undecided and uncertain about
their vocational goal and major field of study than juniors and
seniors,

2. However a substantial number of upperclassmen were as yet
undecided and uncerta:n of the:r vocational goal.

3. Males and femates did not seem to differ in their indecision
about a major field of study or vocational goal.

4. The time of select10n of a vocational goal and maJor field of
study did not appear to be related. v
5. However students undecnded about e:ther“hﬂlgr field or vocational
goal tended.zo,hz_undgglded about_the other. ‘

6. Students undecided on their major field of study were less favor-
able to the idea of a special college for new students undecided as .to
their maJor, students who had decided on a major field of study viewed
the idea more favorab!y. :

Hhile indecision among freshmen and sophomores can. be viewed as

being ho cause for alarm, it may, in fact, be perce1ved'as benefac;al

. In their f?rst two years of ‘college students sample a variety of course .

-4




offerings, thus being exposed to many dlffe;’e;nt -occu'pa.ttonal content,"

arezs. A "closed occupational mind' may not be in the student's

best interest.. However, during the last two yeacs of callege, voca-

tlonel decislon-maklng .would be expected to be making infoads in the *
student s thlnklng. ‘Although Baird (1969) assures us that the voca-
tnonally ”undecided student" is no different from the "declded student" ;
some anxiety, expecially for males, may be felt. )
\F“r-instauge results of his study indicate that academcally

e —

undecnded students seem less to !rant of‘a*special college for new,

undecided students than academically decided students. The study of

other possible attitudinal dlfferenges seems justified if this find=-
ing is accurate.‘ it could be, for instance; that undecided students
do not want to be singled out or labeled' the connotat:on bemg that
they are different and/or inferior. - ’ L

The discrepancies in responses to ‘i_tems 18 (certainty/uncertainty
of vocational goal) and 22 (time of decfsiqn on vocational goal, or
"have not decided") reported in Table 1 ate interesting. It was ex-
pected that students '‘uncertain'' on item 18 would indicate on item
22 thay they were "undecided.”" Students may be reading the items ' .

differently, or it may be that many students have selected‘a tenta-

tive Vocétioﬂa.l/ goal, about which they are uncertain. The location ~:
of response options may have some psychometric impl ications--the first

six options, ‘as well as the stem, may iwly a detlsxon bhas been made, :

students may pick a year without observmg response optton H,. "have

- not decided.“ Moving that response option to A may elicit different-'_

‘responses from students.

-




. - 3 L4 . . rrn ] . . 9
i': ' 4 ' ‘< ) LA, ., ’
e Tablu 2 and 3 also" lndlcatc some rca.poou inconsistencies. For
T . -
L instanco in ‘hble 1 :ﬁ’of the Frah-un indlcated they declded on their
- *

Sl Sa ajors. as sophomres. . This could elther be errors in responding or

. ki . ~
c. perhaps an anticipatéd time of declslo’n-.‘ .o
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17. How long ago dnd you decnde upon. your major field of study?

’ - ]8T.

22,

37.

A._ Junior year of"’ college
B. Sophomore year of college
€. Freshman:year of college
D. Senior year of high school ,
.E.. Junior year of high school
F. Sophomore.year of hlgh school
G. - Before sophomore year' of hugh schoo’
H. Have not dz2cided yet : . : ~
1. Other . S , s ’ ’
How certain are you of your vocational goal at this time?
, o - . - ' 3
A. No specific goal at present
B. Quite uncertain .
C. Somewhat uncertain‘ ,
D. Quite certain . _', et
: E. Clearly. { flxed vocat4ona}"goal -
R ”—F“‘ “Other .*
When dud you dec’ide upon your present vocatlonal goal7
A. Junior year of college - N
B. Sophomore year of college
.. C. Freshman year of college :
' D. Senior year of high s:hool i
E. Junior year of high school s
~F. Sophomore year of high school’
G. Before sophomore year of high school\
H. Have not decnded yet
1. Other ) -
There should be a specnal co]lege for new students undecnded
to their major. *
. A, Strongly agree
- B. Agree.
C. Neutral _ ,
D. .Disagree - —
-E. Strongly dlsagree _ . '
F. )

APPENDIX -

USC Items Analyzed

Other. . 7 - ) .
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