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Abstract 

We investigated the paths between gender, social support, barriers, coping efficacy, and 

vocational indecision, in the light of social cognitive career theory. A path model was tested 

with a sample of 203 undergraduates. We expected coping efficacy to partially mediate the 

paths between career barriers, educational barriers, social support and indecision. However, 

this prediction was only confirmed for educational barriers. Results are discussed with 

reference to the literature and in terms of their practical implications. 

Keywords: social support, barriers, self-efficacy for coping with barriers, gender, vocational 

indecision 

 

Résumé 

Cette étude porte sur les relations entre sexe, soutien social, obstacles, auto-efficacité à faire 

face aux obstacles et indécision vocationnelle, à la lumière de la théorie socio-cognitive de 

l’orientation. Un modèle en pistes a été mis à l’épreuve à partir d’un échantillon de 203 

étudiants. Un effet médiateur partiel de l’auto-efficacité à faire face aux obstacles dans la 

relation entre obstacles liés à la carrière, obstacles liés aux études, soutien social et indécision 

était attendu. Cependant, cet effet a été observé seulement pour les obstacles liés aux études. 

Les résultats observés sont discutés en référence à la littérature et en termes d’implications 

pratiques. 

Mots clés: soutien social, obstacles, auto-efficacité à faire face aux obstacles, sexe, indécision 

vocationnelle 
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The Paths Between Gender, Barriers, Social Support, Coping Efficacy and Vocational 

Indecision 

Vocational indecision is defined as “the inability to make a decision about the 

vocation one wishes to pursue” (Guay, Senécal, Gauthier, & Fernet, 2003, p. 165). Yet the 

ability to make a decision is important in vocational development since behaviors related to 

decision-making skills are part of adaptive career behaviors mentioned by Lent and Brown 

(2013) in their model of career self-management across the lifespan. Moreover, negative 

consequences of indecision were empirically proven. A high level of vocational indecision 

can entail a lack of person-occupation fit, a decrease in career motivation and in well-being 

(Feldman, 2003). These results highlight the need to identify antecedents of vocational 

indecision. 

Social Cognitive Career Theory 

One model, originating from Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT, Lent, Brown, & 

Hackett, 1994), was elaborated to describe antecedents of indecision. It is the career self-

management model, as applied to career exploration and decision-making behavior (Lent & 

Brown, 2013). In this model, career decision self-efficacy determines outcomes (level of 

decidedness, indecision or decisional anxiety) directly and indirectly through outcome 

expectations, goals and actions. Indeed, Lent and Brown (2013) supposed that career decision 

self-efficacy is positively related to outcomes in so far as individuals with more confidence at 

engaging in decisional behaviors are more likely to make a decision. Moreover, outcomes 

(level of decidedness, indecision or decisional anxiety) are also influenced by contextual 

variables (social support and barriers). Individuals who perceive more barriers have more 

difficulties to make a decision and individuals who perceive more social support are more 

able to make a decision.  
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This model was partially investigated by Lent et al (2016). In this study, authors 

examined relationships between self-efficacy, social support, decisional anxiety and 

decidedness, using structural analyses. Their results highlight significant paths between self-

efficacy and outcomes (decisional anxiety and decidedness). Significant negative paths 

between career decision self-efficacy, career search self-efficacy and another measure of 

outcomes, indecision, were also observed by Betz and Voyten (1997), Creed et al. (2006) and 

Nota et al (2007).  

Other authors investigated relationships between contextual variables (barriers and 

social support) and indecision. According to the career self-management model, as applied to 

career exploration and decision-making behavior, individuals who perceive more barriers 

have more difficulties to make a decision. However, results on these paths were less 

consistent. Constantine et al. (2005) observed a significant positive path between barriers and 

indecision, but Lopez and Ann-Yi (2006) reported varying results according to group (White, 

African American, or Hispanic) and type of barrier (educational or career-related). Only 

educational barriers were significantly related to indecision in White participants whereas in 

African American participants and in Hispanic participants, this path was significant for 

educational and career barriers. Their results highlight the relevance of distinguishing 

between educational and career barriers.  

The model also postulates that those who perceive more social support are more able 

to make a decision. Nota et al. (2007) found that the path between social support and 

indecision was significant and negative for family support, whereas Lopez and Ann-Yi (2006) 

found that it was nonsignificant. In a similar vein, Lent et al (2016) observed nonsignificant 

paths between social support and decisional anxiety and between social support and 

decidedness (whereas correlations are significant). These divergences can partially be 

explained by statistical reasons. In their study, Lopez and Ann-Yi (2006) performed 
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regressions with social support, barriers and barrier coping efficacy as predictors. 

Multicollinearity can explain the nonsignificant path between social support and indecision. 

Lent et al (2016) observed significant correlations between social support, decidedness and 

decisional anxiety, but in structural analyses including other variables, this path was no more 

significant. These divergent results highlight the need to integrate the paths in more 

comprehensive models. 

Hypothesis 1: we expect to find significant positive paths between barriers and 

indecision.  

Hypothesis 2: we expect to find significant negative paths between social support and 

indecision.  

Role of Coping Efficacy 

The career self-management model, as applied to career exploration and decision-

making behavior, is focused on career decision self-efficacy, but Lent and Brown (2013, p. 

562) specified that “process efficacy and coping efficacy are central forms of self-efficacy in 

our self-management model”. The importance of coping efficacy has been stressed by several 

authors (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 2000; Raque‐Bogdan, Klingaman, Martin, & Lucas, 2013). 

According to Byars-Winston and Fouad (Byars-Winston & Fouad, 2008, p. 427), “coping 

efficacy affects emotional reactions as well as behavior, especially related to anxiety and 

stress reactions to unfamiliar or potentially aversive situations”, and we can certainly regard 

decisional behaviors as potentially aversive situations. Thus, we can suppose that anxiety and 

stress make difficult the process of decision making and so, that coping efficacy is related to 

indecision. To our knowledge, the paths between different dimensions of coping efficacy and 

career indecision have only previously been investigated in a study of women from three 

ethnic groups (Lopez & Ann-Yi, 2006). These paths were significant and negative in some 

instances, but not in others. Lopez and Ann-Yi (2006) concluded that some barriers are more 
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salient in some groups than in others, and subsume much of the variance associated with self-

efficacy.  

Moreover, several authors have suggested that contextual variables promote coping 

efficacy. More precisely, individuals with a high level of social support are supposed to have 

strong beliefs in their ability to overcome barriers and individuals who expect more barriers 

are supposed to have weaker beliefs in their ability to overcome barriers. Results relative to 

the path between social support and coping efficacy corroborated this hypothesis. Significant 

positive paths between social support and coping efficacy were observed in empirical studies 

(Lopez & Ann-Yi, 2006; Raque‐Bogdan et al., 2013). The paths between barriers and coping 

efficacy have also been investigated. Lopez and Ann-Yi (2006) observed significant negative 

paths between educational barriers and self-efficacy for coping with these barriers. Results for 

the path between career barriers and career barriers coping efficacy were, however, less 

consistent. This path was found to be significant and negative in some previous studies 

(Byars-Winston & Fouad, 2008; Perrone, Civiletto, Webb, & Fitch, 2004; Tate et al., 2015), 

but nonsignificant in one (Lopez and Ann-Yi, 2006) that looked at different ethnic groups 

(white and African American). The divergence observed by Lopez and Ann-Yi (2006) can be 

explained by differences in sample sizes. This correlation is not significant in smaller 

samples. It also underscores the relevance of investigating these paths for both educational 

barriers and career barriers. Thus, as in the validation studies of the career choice model, it 

might well be worth investigating the role of coping efficacy in the career self-management 

model applied to career exploration and decision-making behavior.  

Hypothesis 3: we expect to observe significant negative paths between educational 

barriers and educational barriers coping efficacy, and between career barriers and career 

barriers coping efficacy. 



7 
 

 
 

Hypothesis 4: we expect to observe significant positive paths between social support 

and coping efficacy. 

Hypothesis 5: we expect to observe significant negative paths between coping efficacy 

and indecision.  

Contextual variables were supposed to be related to coping efficacy and coping 

efficacy was supposed to be related to indecision. So, we can consider that coping efficacy 

mediates the path between contextual variables and indecision. When Lent et al. (2016) 

investigated the paths between social support, self-efficacy, decisional anxiety and 

decidedness in a structural model, they found that self-efficacy (including career decision self-

efficacy and coping efficacy) mediated the paths between social support, decisional anxiety 

and decidedness. The results reported by Lopez and Ann-Yi (2006) provided clues to the role 

that coping efficacy may play in the mediation between barriers and indecision. As regards 

educational barriers, when these authors introduced educational barriers coping efficacy into 

the regression, the effect of educational barriers ceased to be significant for their African 

American participants and for their Hispanic participants. By contrast, it remained significant 

for white participants. Although mediation tests were not performed, results appeared to 

corroborate the mediation hypothesis for educational barriers, depending on the group. 

Concerning career barriers, their results corroborated the partial mediation hypothesis only for 

Hispanic participants, but the introduction of career barriers coping efficacy failed to change 

the path between career barriers and indecision for white and African American participants.  

Hypothesis 6: The path between social support and indecision is mediated by coping 

efficacy.  

Hypothesis 7: The path between barriers and indecision is mediated by coping 

efficacy.  

Personal Factors 
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In previous models of SCCT, Lent, Brown, and Hackett (Lent et al., 1994) highlighted 

the need to consider personal factors such as gender and ethnicity. These are important 

variables in career development, because they can elicit reactions from the social 

environment. They are present in another model from the SCCT, the career choice model 

(Lent, 2005) and are assumed to be related to contextual influences (social support and 

perceived barriers). Some of these paths have been empirically confirmed (Cardoso & 

Marques, 2008; Lindley, 2005; Luzzo & McWhirter, 2001; Raque‐Bogdan et al., 2013; Watts, 

Frame, Moffett, Van Hein, & Hein, 2015). Women apparently expected to encounter more 

career-related barriers than men, but receive more emotional support than them. However, 

scores for educational barriers did not vary according to gender. As gender was related to 

social support and barriers, which are both assigned an important role in the model of career 

self-management applied to career exploration and decision-making behavior, we felt it would 

be relevant to include this variable in the model we tested in the current study.  

Hypothesis 8: we expected gender to be related to social support, as it is in the career 

choice model. 

Hypothesis 9: we expected gender to be related to perceived barriers, as it is in the 

career choice model. 

Purpose of the Study  

To summarize, the aim of the present study was to investigate the paths between 

gender, social support, perceived barriers, coping efficacy and vocational indecision. The 

predicted paths are displayed in Figure 1. The results would enable us to highlight the role of 

gender, as well as the specific role of coping efficacy in an adaptation of the model of career 

self-management applied to career exploration and decision-making behavior. They would 

also allow us to examine whether paths differ according to type of barrier. As such, they 

would inform the design of interventions based on the variables in our model (coping efficacy 
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in particular), and indicate whether this type of intervention would be most relevant for men 

or for women.  

Insert Figure 1 about here 

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

Participants were 154 undergraduates (37 men, 117 women) in their third year of law, 

management, art history, literature, the arts or psychology at a university in Provence (South 

of France). Their ages ranged from 19 to 23 years (M = 21.6, SD = 0.84). We chose third-year 

students because this meant they were nearing the end of their degree course and were having 

to decide whether to continue studying either the same or a different discipline, or look for a 

job. Researchers recruited them before classes. Participants were invited to take part in a 

study concerning vocational activities on a voluntary basis. They were advised that their 

responses would be anonymous and would be used for research purposes only. Those who 

agreed were given questionnaires to complete and completed them in the classroom. 

Measures 

We developed French adaptations of all the scales used in this study. Selected scales 

were translated by two English-speaking experts in vocational issues, after which translators 

determined which translation best represented the meaning of the original item. In the event of 

a disagreement, we found a translation that satisfied both translators. The translated scales 

were then administered to a small sample of participants to make sure that the items were 

clearly understood. Items were then modified following suggestions of participants. 

Perception of barriers. 

The Perception of Barriers Scale (POB; Luzzo & McWhirter, 2001) contains two 

subscales: Career-related barriers (11 items) and Educational barriers (21 items). Items ask 

participants if they think they may experience these barriers in their future lives (e.g., lack of 
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support from teachers). Participants answer on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly 

disagree to strongly agree. This scale has proven homogeneity and stability (Luzzo & 

McWhirter, 2001). The homogeneity of the original scale, as measured by Cronbach’s alpha, 

was .86 for Career barriers and .88 for Educational barriers, while test-retest reliability over a 

2-month period was also satisfactory (r = .72 for Career barriers, r = .68 for Educational 

barriers). When Lipshits-Braziler and Tatar (2012) performed a principal component analysis 

on the Career barriers subscale, three factors emerged: ethnic discrimination, gender 

discrimination, and childcare and family issues. When we verified the structure of our French 

version of this scale by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), we obtained a two-factor model, 

with one factor including educational barriers and the other career barriers. Moreover, in this 

second factor, we identified three subfactors: ethnic discrimination, gender discrimination, 

and childcare and family issues. This model provided an adequate fit to the data (χ2 = 330.69 

(df = 240), comparative fit index (CFI) = .90, root mean square error of approximation 

(RMSEA) = .05). All items significantly loaded onto the expected factor. Loadings varied 

between .53 and .95 for career barriers, and between .28 and .66 for educational barriers. We 

then estimated the internal consistency of the French version of this scale, as done for the 

original scale. Internal consistency of the subscales, as measured by Cronbach’s alpha, was 

.71 for Career barriers and .80 for Educational barriers. For each subscale, a high score 

corresponded to the perception of more barriers.  

Coping with barriers. 

The Coping With Barriers Scale (CWB; Luzzo & McWhirter, 2001) was developed to 

mirror the POB, so it contains two subscales (Coping with career barriers and Coping with 

educational barriers). Participants have to indicate their degree of confidence that they can 

overcome each potential barrier on a 5-point scale ranging from not at all confident to highly 

confident (e.g. lack of financial support). It has proven reliability and stability (Luzzo & 



11 
 

 
 

McWhirter, 2001). Cronbach’s alphas for the original scale were .88 for Coping with career-

related barriers and .93 for Coping with educational barriers. Test-retest reliability over a 2-

month period indicated moderate stability (r = .50 for Coping with career related barriers, r = 

.49 for Coping with educational barriers). As with the Career barriers subscale, Lipshits-

Braziler and Tatar (2012) performed a principal component analysis on the Career barriers 

coping subscale, which revealed three factors: ethnic discrimination, gender discrimination, 

and childcare and family issues. We performed a CFA on the French version of the scale. 

Results yielded a bi-factorial model, with one factor including educational barriers coping and 

the other career barriers coping. Moreover, in this second factor, we identified three 

subfactors: ethnic discrimination, gender discrimination, and childcare and family issues. This 

model provided an adequate fit to the data (χ2 = 379.0 (df = 243), CFI = .90, RMSEA = .06). 

All items significantly loaded onto the expected factor. Loadings varied between .51 and .79 

for career barriers and between .42 and .67 for educational barriers. The internal consistency 

of the French version, as measured by Cronbach’s alpha, was .78 for Career barriers coping 

efficacy and .88 for Educational barriers coping efficacy. A high score corresponded to a high 

level of coping efficacy. 

Career indecision. 

We used the indecision items from the Career Decision Scale (CDS; Osipow, 1987). 

This scale consists of two subscales (Certainty of career choice and Indecision). The 

Indecision subscale contains 16 items (e.g., “I don’t know what my interests are”). Responses 

are recorded on a 4-point scale ranging from like me to not like me. The psychometric 

qualities of this scale have been highlighted in several studies. Hartman, Fuqua, and Hartman 

(1983) reported a satisfactory estimate of internal consistency (α = .83). The scale’s 

concurrent validity, construct validity and predictive validity have also been documented 

(Hartman et al., 1983; Hartman & Hartman, 1982). Hartman, Fuqua, and Hartman (1983) 
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observed significant paths between scores on the CDS and variables related to indecision 

(identity, anxiety, and locus of control). Hartman and Hartman (1982), meanwhile, showed 

that the CDS score significantly predicts indecision one year after graduation. However, 

results on the structure of this scale are inconsistent. Stead and Watson (1993) found that all 

the items of the CDS loaded onto the same factor, Hartman, Fuqua, and Hartman (1983) 

obtained two-factor structure, and Hartman and Hartman (1982) obtained a three-factor one 

(these factors could be interpreted as difficulty taking a decision, lack of knowledge about 

oneself, and inability to follow one’s favorite choice because of external barriers). We then 

performed a CFA to see whether our French version of this scale could be hierarchically 

structured. We highlighted the same three factors as Hartman and Hartman (1982), except that 

these were influenced by a more general factor. This model provided an adequate fit to the 

data (χ2 = 168.40 (df = 92), CFI = .92, RMSEA = .07). All items significantly loaded onto the 

expected factor. Loadings varied between .24 and .87. The internal consistency of the French 

version of the global scale, as measured by Cronbach’s alpha, was .88. A high score 

corresponded to a high level of indecision. 

Social support. 

We opted for the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS, Zimet, 

Dahlem, Zimet, & Farley, 1988). This scale measures social support from different sources, 

including family members, friends and other persons. The original version contains 12 items, 

which respondents rate on a 7-point scale ranging from very strongly disagree to very strongly 

agree (e.g., “I can talk about my problems with my friends”). The psychometric qualities of 

this scale have been described elsewhere (Zimet et al., 1988). Zimet et al. (1988) highlighted 

the scale’s satisfactory internal consistency (α = .88) and high test-retest reliability (r = .85 for 

a 2- to 3-month interval). They also found a three-factor structure comprising significant 

other, family and friends. These factors were correlated (Zimet et al., 1988). Osman et al. 
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(2014) highlighted the scale’s structural model invariance across women and men. A CFA 

performed on the French version yielded a hierarchical model, with the same factors as those 

observed in the original version (significant other, family and friends), plus a more general 

factor. This model provided an adequate fit to the data (χ2 = 46.63 (df = 26), CFI = .98, 

RMSEA = .07). All items significantly loaded onto the expected factor. Loadings varied 

between .71 and .96. The internal consistency of the French version, as measured by 

Cronbach’s alpha, was .92. A high score meant more social support. 

Data analysis 

We first performed a CFA to test a measurement model and then we conducted path 

analyses using AMOS 16.0 to test our hypothetical model. Owing to the small sample size, 

we had to reduce the number of indicators. We therefore focused on the factors or subfactors 

yielded by the CFA we performed on every scale and choose factors or subfactors in line with 

our hypotheses. So, we computed aggregate scores as measures of the following variables:  

career barriers, educational barriers, career barriers coping efficacy, educational barriers 

coping efficacy, indecision, social support, and we performed a further CFA. Path analyses 

were performed on sample covariances, and we used maximum likelihood as our method of 

estimation. We used listwise deletion to deal with missing data, and gender was modeled as 

an ordinal variable. We report several fit indices: χ2/df-ratio, RMSEA and CFI. For the CFI, 

values above .95 represent a good fit and values above .90 an adequate one. For the RMSEA, 

values below .06 represent a good fit and values below .10 an adequate one (Hu & Bentler, 

1999).  

Results 

Descriptive statistics and a correlation matrix are displayed in Table 1. We found 

significant correlations between indecision and both types of barriers, indecision and both 

dimensions of coping efficacy, indecision and social support, both dimensions of barriers and 
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both dimensions of coping efficacy, educational barriers and social support, and educational 

barriers coping efficacy and social support. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

We began by testing a measurement model. The measurement model provided an 

adequate fit with the observed data (χ2 = 118.10 (df = 64), CFI = .94, RMSEA = .07). All 

loadings were significant. They varied between .43 and .87. 

We then tested our hypothetical model. As career barriers, educational barriers, career 

barriers coping efficacy and educational barriers coping efficacy were correlated dimensions 

of the same scales, we allowed error variances of the barriers and coping dimensions to 

correlate. We also allowed errors associated with social support and educational barriers to 

correlate. The first model we tested corresponded to our hypothetical model, and was a good 

fit with the data (χ2 = 6.7 (df = 6), CFI = .99, RMSEA = .03). However, the paths between 

gender and educational barriers, social support and career barriers coping efficacy, 

educational barriers and indecision, career barriers coping efficacy and indecision, career 

barriers and indecision, social support and indecision were all nonsignificant. Hypothesis 1 

was not confirmed. The path between barrier and indecision was not significant whatever the 

type of barrier. Social support was not significantly related to indecision, contrary to was 

expected in hypothesis 2. Hypothesis 3 was confirmed. We observed significant negative 

paths between barriers and barriers coping efficacy, regardless of the type of barrier. Partially 

in accordance with hypothesis 4, significant positive paths between social support and 

educational barriers coping efficacy were observed. Hypothesis 5 was also partially 

confirmed, as the path between coping efficacy and indecision was significant, but only for 

educational barriers coping efficacy. In line with Hypotheses 8 and 9, gender was related to 

contextual variables, career barriers and social support. Women expected to encounter more 
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career barriers but received more social support than men. By contrast, the path between 

gender and educational barriers was not significant.  

The indirect effects were tested with 1000 bootstrap samples to test hypotheses 6 and 

7. These effects were significant for the paths between educational barriers and indecision (β 

= .12, SE = .15, 95% CI [.02, .40]), but were nonsignificant for the paths between career 

barriers and indecision (β = .13, SE = .10, 95% CI [-.17, .02]), and between social support and 

indecision (β = -.12, SE = .09, 95% CI [-.12, .01]). Hypothesis 7 was only confirmed for 

educational barriers and hypothesis 6 was not confirmed. Educational barriers coping efficacy 

mediated the path between educational barriers and vocational indecision. No such mediation 

was observed either for career barriers or for social support. This final model is displayed in 

Figure 1.  

Insert Figure 1 about here 

Discussion 

The aim of the present study was to investigate the paths between gender, barriers, 

social support, coping efficacy and vocational indecision. To this end, we administered four 

scales to a sample of students, and used path analyses to test our model.  

Our results confirmed the relevance of distinguishing between career and educational 

barriers, in so far as results varied according to the type of barrier. Career barriers were not 

related to indecision, whereas educational barriers were indirectly related to indecision 

through educational barriers coping efficacy. This result appears to be in line with results 

obtained by Lopez and Ann-Yi (2006). Although mediation tests were not performed, their 

results appeared more consistent with mediation hypothesis for educational barriers than for 

career barriers. This variation in results according to type of barrier can be explained by the 

way in which participants elaborated their future objectives. All types of barriers can be 

related to indecision. The greater the future barriers perceived by individuals, the harder their 



16 
 

 
 

objectives are to define. Given that objectives are defined and updated in the course of 

education according to how well the individual copes with educational barriers, we can 

surmise that educational barriers coping efficacy is related to indecision. Career barriers 

coping efficacy was not related to indecision because this variable can play a role throughout 

people’s professional lives, and not just during their education.  

Results relative to social support seem to be in contradiction with results observed in 

previous studies. In our study, social support was not significantly related to indecision 

whereas Lent et al (2016) observed that the path between social support, decidedness and 

decisional anxiety was mediated by self-efficacy (including career decision self-efficacy and 

coping efficacy). This divergence can be explained by the measurement of different 

dimensions of self-efficacy. Career decision self-efficacy can mediate the path between social 

support and indecision, but it would not be the case for coping efficacy. In other words, social 

support would explain indecision via career decision self-efficacy, but not via barriers coping 

efficacy.  

In a similar vein, we observed that social support was significantly correlated with 

educational barriers coping efficacy, but not with career barriers coping efficacy, contrary to 

results observed by Lopez and Ann-Yi (2006). In their study, the scale used to measure social 

support seem more specific, so the path between social support and coping efficacy may seem 

more obvious. Moreover, our different results according to type of barrier can be due to a 

different perception of career barriers and of educational barriers by our participants. Career 

barriers could be related to demographic variables, so, social support would not be useful to 

feel confident to cope with these barriers. Educational barriers could be related to other 

factors, like work organization, so, social support would be perceived as more useful.  

Our results confirmed the paths between gender, social support and career barriers 

observed in previous studies (Cardoso & Marques, 2008; Lindley, 2005; Luzzo & McWhirter, 
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2001; Raque‐Bogdan et al., 2013). Women expected to encounter more career-related barriers 

and more social support than men.  

Our results highlight the relevance of introducing coping efficacy and gender in a 

model adapted from the career self-management model applied to career exploration and 

decision-making behavior. To our knowledge, the specific role of coping efficacy has rarely 

been investigated, except by Byars-Winston and Fouad (2008). The results of their study 

suggested that the relationships between self-efficacy and other variables vary according to 

the dimension of self-efficacy. Investigations relative to the specificity of these paths need to 

be pursued.  

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

The present study had several limitations. For a start, we used self-report data. This 

method may artificially increase correlations between variables, particularly when the data are 

cross-sectional, as they were in our study. Second, our model did not include career decision 

self-efficacy. Including this variable in a model would have made it possible to explore the 

paths between the career decision dimension of self-efficacy and the other variables in our 

model. According to Lent and Brown (2013), it can be useful to measure different types of 

self-efficacy according to the context. In our study, career decision self-efficacy might have 

been a more relevant variable than coping efficacy for mediating the path between social 

support and indecision, as shown by Restubog, Florentino and Garcia (2010). In a similar 

vein, Nota et al. (2007) found that the path between family support and indecision was 

mediated by career search efficacy. Third, it would have been more relevant to use a more 

specific measure of social support, as in previous studies (Lopez & Ann-Yi, 2006; Raque‐

Bogdan et al., 2013). Lopez and Ann-Yi (2006) used a measure of social support designed 

specifically for college students, while Raque-Bogdan et al. (2013) used a scale that focused 

on career-related parental support. This would have made it easier to compare our results with 
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those of previous studies. Fourth, it would have been useful to test a model containing other 

variables included in the career self-management model applied to career exploration and 

decision-making behavior, such as decisional goals and decisional actions (Lent et al., 2003; 

Rogers, Creed, & Glendon, 2008). The introduction of these variables would help to 

understand processes underlying the paths between dimensions of self-efficacy and 

indecision.  

Implications for Counseling 

These results highlight the need to develop interventions based on perceived 

educational barriers, social support and coping efficacy, particularly those aimed at women. 

Lent (2005) suggested several activities to cope with barriers and build support (e.g., 

identifying and anticipating possible barriers to choice implementation, analyzing the 

likelihood of encountering these barriers, preparing barrier coping strategies, and cultivating 

support for goals). Some of these support-focused activities have been included in existing 

programs (Fouad, Cotter, & Kantamneni, 2009; Jackson, Kacanski, Rust, & Beck, 2006). 

Jackson et al. (2006, p. 207) elaborated a workshop which aims to “expand (…) learning 

about accessible sources of support (…) for their educational and career goals and 

aspirations”. They observed that participants endorsed a greater number of supports at the end 

of the workshop, and more of these supports were contextual. The course developed by Fouad 

et al. (2009, p. 341) aimed to help students with their career decision making, in particular by 

teaching “knowledge in how to effectively use a variety of resources to research occupations”. 

This intervention had a nonsignificant effect on barrier perception. Some of the activities 

listed by Lent (2005) had previously featured in the Michigan JOBS reemployment program 

(Price & Vinokur, 1995; Vinokur & Schul, 1997). Price and Vinokur (1995) described several 

coping processes or instrumental skills implemented in this program (e.g., support 

mobilization and setback management). These processes included social support and barrier 



19 
 

 
 

anticipation. This program has since been adapted to favor students’ school-to-work transition 

(Koivisto, Vuori, & Vinokur, 2010). One aim of this program was inoculation against 

setbacks through the identification of possible barriers, the generation of solutions, and 

training to overcome these barriers. A second aim was the identification of work-life goals, an 

ability that may be related to indecision. The beneficial effects of this program were shown in 

several studies, but its effect on coping efficacy and on perceived barriers was not 

investigated (Vinokur, Price, & Schul, 1995; Vinokur & Schul, 1997; Vinokur, Schul, Vuori, 

& Price, 2000). New studies are therefore needed to investigate the benefits of such programs. 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Matrix 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Gendera         

2. Social support 5.67 1.14 .31***      

3. Career barriers 2.61 .66 .36*** .07     

4. Educational barriers 2.89 .60 .08 -.24** .53***    

5. Career barriers coping efficacy 3.66 .58 -.30*** .05 -.46*** -.30***   

6. Educational barriers coping efficacy 3.39 .64 -.11 .24** -.30*** -.57*** .64***  

7. Vocational indecision 33.94 10.00 .01 -.20* .22** .36*** -.17* -.37*** 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 

a 1 = male, 2 = female. 
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Figure 1. Standardized path coefficients between gender, barriers, coping efficacy, social 

support and vocational indecision. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

* p < .05. ** p < .01 ***p<.001.  

a 1 = male, 2 = female. 
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