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Abstract.
The purpose of the present study is to examine the career decision-making profile of the adolescent
students of the public high schools of Cyprus by applying the Career Decision-Making Profiles
(CDMP) questionnaire of Gati, Landman, Davidovitch, Peretz-Asulin, & Gadassi (2010). The
development of the CDMP suggests that an individual’s career decision making process can be
better described by a multidimensional profile instead of a single decision-making style or a
dominant characteristic. Using the data of 421 students, who were about to make a career choice,
the results of the survey revealed eight dimensions for the Greek-Cypriot version of CDMP scale.
The findings construct a multidimensional profile characterization of individuals’ career decision
making processes: (1) “Information gathering and processing-Effort invested in the process”, (2)
“Desire to please others-Dependence on others”, (3) “Speed of making the final decision”, (4)
“Consulting with others”, (5) “Aspiration for an ideal occupation”, (6) “Locus of control”, (7)
“Willingness to compromise”, (8) “Procrastination”. Using the T-test, we will discuss significant
gender differences in the eight dimensions of the CDMP.
Keywords: Career Assessment, Career Counseling, Career Decision-making process, Secondary
Education.
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1.

Introduction

In our days, due to significant changes in societies such as the rapid development of technology,
the changes in communication, the unstable labour market, even the changes in family structure,
career guidance has an important role to play in the career decision-making process of an individual.
Career guidance needs to operate both at a preventive-developmental level, through the provision
of information and guidance, and at a therapeutic level as well (Amundson et al., 2009). Within this
context, and given that deciding on a career path is included among the most important decisions
that one has to make, (Gati & Tal, 2007), the effectiveness of career counsellors in the counselling
procedure and the individual’s career decision making profile awareness must be reinforced. The
educational and career path choice can influence one's lifestyle (Super 1980), as well as their
economic and social level (Gati & Tal, 2007) while it may even affect their psychological wellbeing (Hackett, 1995). Taking into account the above, the present study aims to validate the GreekCypriot version of the Career Decision-Making Profiles (CDMP) questionnaire of Gati, Landman,
Davidovitch, Peretz-Asulin, & Gadassi (2010), in order to examine the career decision-making
approach of adolescent students attending the public junior high schools of Cyprus.

1.1

The CDMP and its importance in the career-building procedure

Significant theories and models have been developed in recent decades in an attempt to interpret
the behaviour, the difficulties, the stages and the particular characteristics of an individual's
educational and career decision-making process. Through this plethora of researches, a common
conclusion has been confirmed, that the educational and career decision making process is related
to the influence of various "internal" and "external" factors (Betz & Voyten, 1997; Creed & Patton,
2003a; Gati, Krausz & Osipow, 1996; Taylor & Betz, 1983; Taylor & Popma, 1990; Lent, Brown
& Hackett 1994, 2000, Amir & Gati, 2006; Gati et al., 2010). In this concept, it has also been
revealed that the individual’s career decision-making process may be better characterised by a
combination of styles instead of a “dominant type” approach (Gati et al., 2010, 2012, 2014). Thus,
in this context, Gati and his associates (2010) developed the Career Decision Making Profile scale,
proposing that this model will allow a more accurate and comprehensive appraisal of the
individual’s approach to career decision-making. This tool will help the individuals who are about
to make a career decision, to become aware of their career decision making profile, while counselors
can better facilitate the career counseling procedure and increase its effectiveness (Gati et al., 2010,
2014).
This multidimensional model was developed to tackle the limitations of previous concepts, which
were criticized for not being able to fully capture the complicated approach to the individual’s
career decision-making process (Gati et al., 2010) such as for example the concept of career
decision-making styles of Harren, (1979), Walsh (1987), Arroba (1978), which categorized
individuals into different types based on their most dominant decision-making style. However, this
concept and its inability to adopt to all the different career decision-making approaches across the
different situations that an individual may face, led the researchers to move onto analyzing the
individual’s
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unique way of making career decisions through the career decision-making “profile” (Gati et al.,
2010) since the previous concepts did not reflect the dynamic nature of the career decision-making
process, even those that argued that individuals have a secondary style (Driver, Brousseau, &
Hunsaker, 1990; Payne, Bettman,& Johnson, 1993). The proposed career decision-making
“profiles” instead of career decisionmaking “styles”, highlights the several factors which are
required to adequately characterize the way in which individuals make decisions and reveals that
both personality and situational influences reflect on the decision-making behaviour (Gati et al.,
2010, 2012).
1.1.1

The CDMP dimensions

The model of Gati et al. (2010) suggests the use of 11 profiles for 11 different decision dimensions
based on the assumption that individuals may be described more accurately as using a combination
of approaches to career decision-making. The 11 dimensions are the following:
1. Information gathering (comprehensive vs. minimal) – the degree to which individuals are
meticulous and thorough in collecting and organizing information.
2. Information processing (analytic vs. holistic) – the degree to which the individual analyzes
information into its components, and processes the information according to these components.
3. Locus of control (internal vs. external) – the degree to which individuals believe they control
their occupational future and feel that their decisions affect their career opportunities, or that these
are mainly determined by external forces such as fate or luck.
4. Effort invested in the process (much vs. little) – the amount of time and mental effort
individuals invest in the decision-making process.
5. Procrastination (high vs. low) – the degree to which the individual avoids or delays
beginning or advancing through the career decision-making process.
6. Speed of making the final decision (fast vs. slow) – the length of time individuals need to
make their final decision once the information has been collected and compiled.
7. Consulting with others (frequent vs. rare) – the extent to which individuals consult with
others during the different stages of the decision process.
8. Dependence on others (high vs. low) – the degree to which individuals accept full
responsibility for making their decision (even if they consult with others), as opposed to expecting
others to make the decision for them.
9. Desire to please others (high vs. low) – the degree to which the individual attempts to satisfy
the expectations of significant others (e.g., parents, partner, friends).
10. Aspiration for an ideal occupation (high vs. low) – the extent to which individuals strive for
an occupation that is perfect for them.
11. Willingness to compromise – the extent to which individuals are willing to be flexible about
their preferred alternative when they encounter difficulties in actualizing it.
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2.

The Study

The goal of the present study is to test the multidimensional structure of the CDMP in the Cypriot
society using the exploratory factor analysis on the responses of 421 students who filled out the
Greek version of the questionnaire as adjusted and translated in the Greek language by Sidiropoulou
et al. (2011) for the needs of the Greek society. The data was collected from 421 adolescent students,
169 boys and 252 girls, mean age of 14 – 15 years old. All participants, were attending the final
class of junior high school, and they were about to take their first mandatory educational decision
before entering the high school or the vocational school education. The sample presented in this
study was collected from the public schools of the four main cities in Cyprus and the rural areas.
The percentage of the students attending the last class of the junior high schools in Cyprus was
7.649, as per the statistical service of Cyprus for the academic year in which the research was carried
out (Ystat., 2017). The specific sample was chosen because, as mentioned above, during this period
the students are obligated to make their first career educational decision which may also greatly
affect their future career decision making process. Moreover, during this period, the individuals are
in the early stages of forming their interests, abilities (Ginzberg, 1972) and career goals (Super,
1963), while at the same time each showing different levels of readiness in making the appropriate
educational and career choices (Super et al., 1996).
The research was conducted during the academic year 2018-2019. The provision of the
questionnaire was carried out by the researcher with appropriate permission from the Cyprus
Ministry of Education and Culture, from each headmaster/tress of the schools that participated in
the study, as well as from the participating students’ parents through their written consent. The
researcher explained to the students that the participation was optional and that all the
questionnaires were anonymous. In the cases where students faced a problem completing the
questionnaire, all the appropriate clarifications were given. The completion duration of the
questionnaire was about 30 minutes.
The Career Decision Making Profile Questionnaire (CDMP) by Gati et al. (2010) was applied in
the present study in order to investigate the multidimensional profile of the individual’s career
decision-making process. The CDMP includes 36 statements. For each statement, the participants
were asked to rate on a 7-point Likert-type scale the degree to which they agreed with each
statement (1- do not agree at all, 7- agree very much). The tool includes one warm-up item: ‘‘I am
currently concerned about my future field of study or occupation’’ and two validity statements “I
try to choose the option that is best for me”, “It makes no difference to me what career I will have
in the future”. These statements, as Gati et al. (2010) suggest, were included to ensure that the
participants’ answers came after reading the items carefully and gave their responses adequate
consideration. The remaining 33 statements represented one of the two poles of each of the 11
dimensions of the CDMP. The study of Gati et al. (2010) showed that the CDMP had acceptable
internal consistency reliability, the median Cronbach a of the 11 dimensions was .81 and the 2week test–retest median reliability was .82 (range: .76 to .86).
2.1

Results of the Research

An exploratory factor analysis was carried out for the CDMP scale, for the needs of the Cypriot
society. The analysis revealed eight profiles for eight different decision dimensions with an eigenvalue above 1. Thirty-one statements/items loaded on the eight dimensions. The percentage of
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variance explained by the eight dimensions was 60.31%. The means of the eight dimensions
indicate appropriate within-dimension variance. The reliabilities of the scale varied from .66 to .80.
Only the reliability of the dimension “Procrastination” was .60 showing that the counsellor must be
careful during its exploitation in the career counselling process.
The items have been reversed as per Gati’s instructions so all items of the scale represent the same
pole of the dimensions and then the mean ratings of the items representing each dimension were
computed. Two statements/items were dropped (items 2 and 15 of the questionnaire) as they did
not load with the expected dynamic to the dimensions. It is possible that the complex content of
these two statements, based on the given translation, may not be fully understood by this particular
group because of their young age, although this problem was not apparent in the pilot study.
2.2

The eight extracted dimensions

1. Desire to please others-Dependence: the degree to which the individual’s attempts to satisfy
the expectations of significant others (e.g., parents, friends) and the degree to which one wants to
avoid the responsibility for making their own decision and expects others to make the decision for
them.
2. Information gathering and processing-Effort invested in the process: the degree to which
the individual collects, organizes and analyzes information into its components and the amount of
time and mental effort they invest in the decision-making process.
3. Speed of making the final decision: the length of time the individual needs to make their
final decision once the information has been collected and compiled.
4. Consulting with others: the extent to which the individual consults with others during the
different stages of the decision process.
5. Aspiration for an ideal occupation: the extent to which the individual strives for an
occupation that is perfect for them.
6. Locus of control: the degree to which the individual believes they control their occupational
future and feels that the taken decision affects their career opportunities, or that these are mainly
determined by external factors such as fate or luck.
7. Willingness to compromise: the extent to which the individual is willing to be flexible about
their preferred alternative when they encounter difficulties in actualizing it.
8. Procrastination: the degree to which the individual avoids or delays their involvement in the
career decision-making process.

Table 1 presents all thirty-one query loads and the eight extracted dimensions.
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Table 1:Dimensions loadings (principal component method) via the use of explanatory factor analysis.

14. I usually make my decisions after comparing
several characteristics of the alternatives.
26. I usually compare the alternatives by considering
their advantages and disadvantages.
17. I immerse myself entirely in the decision- making
process.
29. When I need to make a decision, I invest a lot of
time and effort in it.
5. I invest a lot of effort in the decision-making
process.
27. I usually do not try to collect all available
information about the occupations I am considering.
18. Even after I have collected the relevant
information, it takes me a lot of time to make my final
decision.
6. Even after I have all of the necessary information, I
need a long time to make a decision.
30. When I get to the final stage of making a decision,
I hesitate quite a bit.
19. I tend to put off my career decision-making.

.005

.754 .033

-.066 .080

.009

-.041

.749 .086

-.048 ,030

-.117 .012

-.071

.061

.688 .031

-.048 .220

-.023 .041

-.120

.001

.685 .225

-.006 .043

-.098 .010

.167

-.076

.519 .293

.087

.144

.031

.163

-.151

.364

-.445 .097

.411

.009

.038

.072

.053

-.015 -.097

.158

.290

.776 -.042 .027

.062

.104

.061

.063

.127

.723 -.014 .006

.119

.020

.186

.105

.379

.709 -.004 .034

-.046 .016

.241

.071

.115

.294 .236
.677

.019

20. I do not need to consult with others to make the
-.147
right decision.
32. I usually do not consult with other people when
.032
making my decision.
8. I usually consider my choices and make my decisions
.052
without consulting others.
23. I believe that I can find the occupation that will
-.017
satisfy all my preferences.
11. I believe that I can find a perfect occupation that
-.064
will satisfy all my wishes.
35. I believe that I can find an occupation that will
-.193
satisfy all my aspirations.
16. Factors outside of my control (like fate) greatly .123
influence my career choice and its outcomes. 4. I am
not solely responsible for the results of my
.213
decisions; fate and luck greatly affect my future
career.
28. It really doesn’t matter what I choose; fate will
.212
ultimately influence my future career anyway.
12. If I am not accepted for my first-choice major or
training program, I will compromise and opt for my .071

-.070 .071

-.100

.763 .110

-.025 .035

.076

.006 -.100

.756 .052

.004

.056

-.050

-.058

-.039

.021

.741 -.062 .112 .057 .080

.130 -.073

.074

.826 -.027 -.025 -.043

.130 -.030

.113

.791 .072 -.020 -.014

.117 .017

-.079

.734 -.075 .027 .034

-.032 .051

.039 -.051 .825

-.034 -.039

-.072

-.147 .131

.179 -.008 .684

-.018

.034
.015

.037 .785

.078

.104

.039

.211

.076 -.053

.019

.825
.161
Dimensions
Statements second-choice.
36. If I am not able to enter a degree program in my
D1
D3 D4 D5 D6 D7
D2
chosen filed, I will compromise and look for another .010 .090 .080 .000 .096 .083 .037 -.161 .804
.026
21. I do not want to make the decision alone; I one that .733 -.046 -.165 .099

.003

D8
.088
.106

51

is right for me. want to share the responsibility with
others.
2224that will please the people closest to me.to compromise.. If I can’t . I will eventually choose one of the options
.
realize my first
-choice, I will be willing
.722164 -..022175
.025.107
.169.119 --.097.176 ..182087 ..607088 ..017044
734.. I tend to postpone my career decision.The
.763
.188
expectations of those closest to me are
the most
important factor in my decision.31. I tend to postpone .158
.757
-.061 .143 .079 -.033 .116 -.017 -.059
the decision-making process
.717 .110 .052 .049 .055 .018 .037
10as much as I can.. Consider it important to choose .099
.427
-.120 .137 .062 -.021 .059 .099
the option
that will satisfy 3. Generally, I am .713 -.061 .067 .146 -.003 .082 .173 .263
.228 -.073 .038 .295 .049
thorough in gathering y family and clos friends.
.109 .081
33information.. I prefer that other people share the
.685 .041 -.119 -.196 -.161 .180 -.005
responsibility for my decision.
9. In an important decision like choosing an
occupation, I want someone else to decide for me.
.494 -.191 .278 -.097 -.050 .181 -.087 .097

As Table 2 presents, the analysis of the means of the eight dimensions of CDMP revealed the
highest scores for the dimensions “Information gathering and processingEffort invested in the
process” (Μ=5.06), “Aspiration for an ideal occupation” (Μ=5.57), “Locus of control” (Μ=5.10)
and “Consulting with others” (Μ=4.66). More moderate scores were for “Procrastination” (Μ=
4.40), “Willingness to compromise” (Μ=3.86) and “Speed of making the final decision” (Μ=3.34).
The lowest score was for “Desire to please others-Dependence” (Μ=2.81).
Table 2: Descriptive statistics for the eight dimensions of the Career Decision-Making Profile scale.
Dimension
N Μean Median S.D. Min. Max.
Desire to please others-Dependence
Information gathering and processing- Effort invested in the
process

421 2.81

2.67

1.22 1.00 6.33

421 5.06

5.17

1.02 1.67 7.00

421 3.34

3.25

1.42 1.00 7.00

421 4.66

4.67

1.48 1.00 7.00

421 5.57

5.67

1.21 1.00 7.00

421 5.10

5.33

1.39 1.00 7.00

421 3.86

4.00

1.48 1.00 7.00

421 4.40

4.33

1.37 1.00 7.00

Speed of making the final decision
Consulting with others
Aspiration for an ideal occupation
Locus of control
Willingness to compromise
Procrastination
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2.3

Gender differences among the dimensions

Table 3 presents the t-test for the eight CDMP dimensions between gender categories. The analysis
revealed differences in the mean scores among the eight dimensions. In five dimensions the gender
differences were statistically significant at a 5% of lower level of significance. Specifically, the
mean vale of males was statistical significant and higher (Μ=2.96, S.D.=1.22) than females
(Μ=2.71, S.D.=1.22), (t(419.00)=2.03, p=.043) for “Desire to please others-Dependence”. Males
also reported significantly higher levels (Μ=3.52, S.D.=1.30) in “Speed of making the final
decision” than females (Μ=3.22, S.D.=1.49), (t(419.00)=2.10, p=.036). In the same approach, the
analysis revealed males’ s score higher (Μ=5.72, S.D.=1.04) for “Aspiration for an ideal
occupation” than females (Μ=5.46, S.D.=1.31), (t(407.53)=2.26, p=.025). Females’ scores were
higher (Μ=4.83, S.D.=1.51) than males’ scores (Μ=4.40, S.D.=1.40), (t(419,00)=-2.99, p=.003) for
“Consulting with others”. Females also reported significantly higher levels (Μ=4.54, S.D.=1.39)
than males (Μ=4.18, S.D.=1.30), (t(419.00)=-2.69, p=.007) for “Procrastination”. These
differences suggest that males attempt to satisfy more the expectations of significant others (e.g.,
parents, friends) while they tend to avoid the responsibility for making their own decision and
expect others to make the decision for them. They tend to strive more for an occupation that is
perfect for them and come to a final decision faster than females. On the other hand, the differences
suggest that the females consult more with others and they tend to delay the beginning of the career
decision-making process more than males.

Table 3: Independent sample t-test for the eight dimensions of the Career Decision-Making Profile scale between
gender categories.
Male

Desire to please othersDependence.
Information
gathering
&proc.-Effort invested.
Speed of making the final
decision.

Female

t

d.f.

P

1.22

2.03

419.00

0.043

5.08

1.09

-0.31

402.60

0.758

252

3.22

1.49

2.10

419.00

0.036

1.40

252

4.83

1.51

-2.99

419.00

0.003

5.72

1.04

252

5.46

1.31

2.26

407.53

0.025

169

5.07

1.39

252

5.12

1.39

-0.30

419.00

0.765

169

3.96

1.39

252

3.79

1.53

1.12

419.00

0.264

169

4.18

1.30

252

4.54

1.39

-2.69

419.00

0.007

n

Μean

S.D.

n

Μean

S.D.

169

2.96

1.22

252

2.71

169

5.05

0.89

252

169

3.52

1.30

169

4.40

169

Consulting with others.
Aspiration for an ideal
Occupation.
Locus of control.
Willingness to
compromise
Procrastination

53

3. Discussion and Conclusion
The proposed multidimensional model, suggests that individuals may adapt more than one
behaviour at the same time to describe their career decision-making. Based on that, and the findings
of the research, using the CDMP scale for the needs of the Cypriot society, the statistical analysis
revealed eight dimensions and thirty-one items to be loaded on them. The dimensions are:
“Information gathering and processing- Effort invested in the process”, “Aspiration for an ideal
occupation”, “Locus of control”, “Consulting with others”, “Procrastination”, “Willingness to
compromise”, “Speed of making the final decision”, “Desire to please others-Dependence”. The
differences between the dimensions of the present study and the original one are observed in the
following dimensions: The dimension of the present study “Information gathering and processingEffort invested in the process” represents three separate dimensions (“Information gathering”,
“Information processing”, “Effort invested in the process”) in the original scale, and the dimension
of the present study, “Desire to please othersDependence”, in the original scale represents two
separate dimensions (“Desire to please others”, “Dependence on others”). This merging does not
diminish the value of the tool as the eight extracted factors simply describe the manufacturer's
factors in a more economical structure and format. This emergence of dimensions is also observed
in the Greek version of CDMP whereas the exploratory factor analysis revealed seven factors
(Sidiropoulou et al., 2011) compared to the eight of the present research.
The statistical analysis of our data also revealed that the highest scores were observed in the means
of the dimensions “Information gathering and processing- Effort invested in the process”,
“Aspiration for an ideal occupation”, “Locus of control” and “Consulting with others”. More
moderate scores were observed in “Procrastination”, “Willingness to compromise” and “Speed of
making the final decision”. The lowest score was for “Desire to please others-Dependence”. The
high importance that students attach to the “Aspiration for an ideal occupation” may be related to
the young age of the students (14 to 15 years) and can be interpreted through the theoretical
framework of evolutionary theories (Super, 1963; Ginzberg & et al., 1951, 1972) that argue that the
young person at this age starts to crystallize their interests, skills and abilities, thus the exploration
of the ideal occupation is consequential. Also, another possible explanation for this, may be the
great concern of individuals about finding an “ideal” occupation that will help them cope
successfully with the difficulties of the economical crisis by remaining flexible and adaptable in the
competitive labour market (Savickas, 2012). High scores have also been observed in the means of
the dimensions “Information gathering and processing-Effort invested in the process”, and
“Consulting with others”. The students, despite of their young age, face the challenge of making a
decision with a high sense of severity by gathering and processing information, showing great effort
in their educational and career choices while they accept guidance and advice. These findings are
positive elements of the specific target group as they show the high degree of engagement in career
issues. In addition, the high score in the mean of the dimension “Locus of control” reveals that
students attending the junior high school believe that they have control over their career future and
believe that the decisions they make affect their future career opportunities. These findings correlate
with low rating in the mean of the dimension “Desire to please others-Dependence”. The low rating
in the mean of this dimension, shows that the students do not seek to please significant others but
instead, try to make decisions on their own. This reveals their potential for seeking advice, and
exploring their educational and career choices. Finally, the average performance of the scoring for
the means of the dimensions “Procrastination” and “Speed of making the final decision” show that
junior high school students are moderately delaying their decision-making process. For students in
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this age group, there is no urgent need to make a final decision at this time, as the educational
selection framework can lead to several career choices. The procrastination of an individual can
also be related to several other factors such as lack of decisionmaking efficacy (Steel, 2007).
The results of the present study also revealed significant differences between the genders regarding
the means of the dimensions of the CDMP scale. More specifically, scores were higher among
males than females for the dimension “Desire to please others-Dependence” with the males seeking
to satisfy the expectations of significant others and letting others make the decision for them at a
higher degree than females. This finding is in line with the results found in surveys in Greece by
Sidiropoulou et al. (2011) but also by Argyropoulou et al. (2018) and may be related to the level of
the maturity of the sexes (Sidiropoulou et al., 2011). According to Drossos (2011), males seem to
be more disadvantaged than females in terms of career maturity, such as in career decision making.
Scores of our male participants were also higher for the dimension “Speed of making the final
decision”, indicating that they are faster in making decisions than females while they strive more
to choose the perfect occupation. In the studies of Gati et al. (2010), Gadassi et al. (2012) it has also
been observed that young males are moving faster in making a final decision than females. On the
other hand, scores were higher among females than males in the dimensions “Procrastination” and
“Consulting with others”. Females seem to delay the beginning of their career decision-making
process while they seek to consult with others more frequent than males. This finding is common
with the research of Sidiropoulou et al. (2011), Gati et al. (2010), Gadassi et al. (2012) as well as
with the findings that report that females have a more positive approach towards help-seeking than
males (Di Fabio & Bernaud, 2008). As has been reported in Gati et al. (2010), Gadassi et al. (2012)
and Rassin & Muris (2005) the young females delay taking the final decision since they invest more
time in seeking advice.
The present findings can be generalized and could provide important information about the career
decision-making approach of adolescent students of the Cypriot society, contributing to the
effectiveness of the career guidance programme in secondary education. Factors that affect this
decision-making, such as school performance, origin, socio-economic level of the family, could be
taken into account in future research, providing a more accurate profile for the career decisionmaking of adolescent students.
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