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THE ROLE OF THINKING STYLES AS
MEDIATORS BETWEEN PERMISSIVE
PARENTING STYLES AND CAREER
DECISION SELF-EFFICACY OF
INDONESIAN GEN Z YOUTHS

!Dominikus David Biondi Situmorang, 2Rose Mini Agoes Salim

Abstract: Career decision self-efficacy (CDSE), which alludes to an individual’s capacity to effectively
make imperative career-related choices, is emphatically affected by two components: parenting styles and thinking
styles. Hence, this non-experimental quantitative consider analyzes the effects of parenting styles and thinking
styles on the CDSE of gen Z youths. The members comprised of 617 gen Z students (11th and 12th grades) from
three driving schools in Jakarta, Indonesia, whereas the measuring disobedient included the Career Decision Self-
Efficacy Scale — Short Form, the Parental Authority Questionnaire, and the Thinking and Styles Inventory - Revised
I1. Based on the discoveries, CDSE was altogether affected by the permissive parenting styles as well as the Type
I, Type Il, and Type Il Thinking Styles. Besides, the intervention investigation found that the thinking style
intervened the relationship between the permissive parenting styles and CDSE.
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.  INTRODUCTION

In common, graduating high school seniors are gone up against with individual choices that have a
noteworthy affect on their future. Such choices are more often than not between entering the workforce and
proceeding on to higher education. Past ponders have appeared that numerous understudies encounter disarray and
hesitation with respect to their career improvement (Albion & Fogarty, 2002; Julien, 1999). In Indonesia, career
uncertainty is predominant among tall school understudies (Sawitri, 2009; Sawitri, Creed, & Zimmer-Gembeck,
2015; Situmorang, 2019), which has not as it were caused stretch, but moreover superfluous delays and, in a few

cases, evasion. Alternately, victory in deciding a career can lead to expanded self-esteem, progressed well-being,
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and more prominent career fulfillment (Kunnen, Sappa, van Geert, & Bonica, 2008).

Various factors related to career hesitation have been found, and these incorporate compulsiveness, self-
consciousness, fear of commitment, uneasiness, judicious decision-making, and career decision self-efficacy
(Guay, Senecal, Gauthier, & Fernet, 2003). Of these predecessors, career uncertainty among high school students
as gen Z is fundamentally based on their level of career decision self-efficacy (CDSE), which is an individual’s
conviction that he/she can effectively make career-related choices (Betz, Klein, & Taylor, 1996). Agreeing to Lewis
(1981, in Gati & Saka, 2001), in case the level of CDSE is moo, at that point, one’s career uncertainty will be high.
Generally, CDSE incorporates the taking after categories: self-appraisal, occupational information, goal selection,
planning, and problem solving (Betz, Klein, & Taylor, 1996; Taylor & Betz, 1983).

Based on past thinks about on the social cognitive career hypothesis, CDSE plays a key part in career
arranging and advancement (Gushue & Whitson, 2006; Loaned et al., 2001, 2003, 2005). Additionally, in both
Western and Eastern societies, it was found that CDSE is unequivocally impacted by parenting styles styles. Fouad
et al. (2010, in Sovet & Metz, 2014) certified that the family influences one’s career-related choices through the
arrangement of data as well as enthusiastic and monetary back. Hence, the primary speculation is as takes after:

H1: CDSE is unequivocally affected by permissive parenting styles.

Baumrind (1991) portrayed three sorts of child rearing styles: 1) authoritarian (high control and low
warmth); 2) authoritative (high control and high warmth); and 3) permissive (low control and high warmth). In
spite of the fact that parenting styles have been appeared to impact CDSE, the discoveries have been conflicting
(Rent & Dahlbeck, 2009; Trusty, 1998, in Soviet & Metz, 2014; Vignoli et al., 2005). For case, gender contrasts
were found between the three sorts of parenting styles and the CDSE of a test of Greek youngsters
(Koumoundourou, Tsaousis, & Kounenou, 2011). In specific, for the male students, permissive and authoritarian
parenting styles essentially connected with troubles in making career-related choices, while for the female students,
as it were the authoritarian parenting style was altogether related to such troubles. So also, Sovet and Metz (2014)
found that there was no noteworthy sexual orientation impact of parenting styles on the CDSE of male and female

Korean students, though there was a directing impact among a test of French male and female students.

Based on the previously mentioned writing audit, it can be concluded that parenting styles (as outside
variables) decide the degree to which people make career-related choices. Be that as it may, Fan (2016) shown that
thinking styles (as inner variables) significantly influence such choices. Subsequently, the moment theory is as
takes after: H2: Thinking styles intervene the relationship between permissive parenting styles and CDSE. In
addition, the impact of diverse parenting styles on young ladies and boys by implication influence their person
thinking styles (Fan & Zhang, 2014; Fan, 2016). Hence, the third speculations are as takes after: H3: Permissive

parenting styles anticipate person thinking styles.

Moreover, Fan and Zhang (2014) uncovered that child parenting styles have a solid impact on thinking
styles, whereas Fan found that thinking styles have a critical impact on CDSE. For occurrence, the Type | thinking
styles (e.g., authoritative, legal, worldwide, and magnanimous styles, etc.) have a positive and critical impact on
CDSE, while the Type Il thinking styles are not essentially related to CDSE. In the interim, the Type 11 thinking
styles have a fractional and positive impact on CDSE. Hence, the fourth speculation is as takes after: H4: Thinking

styles are indicators of CDSE.

At last, Fan (2016) appeared that the Type | thinking styles have a positive relationship with CDSE.
Moment, the Type Il thinking styles are not essentially related to CDSE, which proposes that their impacts are not
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as solid as those of the Type | thinking styles. It is critical to note that the Type I11 thinking styles are not examined
in this think about, due to the setting in which it centers on sexual orientation and its impact on thinking styles and
CDSE.

II. METHODS

Research Design
This research about utilized a non-experimental quantitative approach to look at the relationship between

CDSE, permissive parenting styles, and thinking styles.

Research Participants
The subjects comprised of 617 gen Z students (11th and 12 grades) from three driving schools in Jakarta
(211 males, 406 females; age range 15-17 years (M = 16.40, SD = 0.650). The purposive inspecting method was

utilized to choose the participants.

Research Instruments
Three instruments were utilized for the information collection: 1) the Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale
— Short Form; 2) the Parental Authority Questionnaire; and 3) the Thinking Style Inventory — Revised II.

Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale — Short Form

This instrument, adjusted by Betz, Klein, and Taylor (1996) from the first Career Decision-Making Self-
Efficacy Scale (Taylor & Betz, 1983), incorporates 25 items, with five items apportioned to each of the five
subscales. The scoring is based on a five-point Likert scale, extending from 1 (no certainty) to 5 (exceptionally
certain). The five subsets incorporate: self-appraisal, occupational information, goal selection, planning, and
problem solving. In this consider, a measuring instrument that was adjusted by past analysts (Sawitri, 2009) was
utilized. For the purposes of the display consider, four items were prohibited, after which the instrument illustrated
amazing inner consistency unwavering quality (Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.901 for the 21 substantial
items). Additionally, to avoid the members from choosing the mid-point, this consider adjusted a six-point Likert

scale, extending from 1 (no certainty) to 6 (exceptionally certain).

Parental Authority Questionnaire

This instrument, created by Buri (1991) and based on Baumrind’s (1978, 1991) three sorts of parenting
styles, incorporates 30 items (10 items for each parenting fashion). The scoring is based on a five-point Likert
scale, extending from 1 (emphatically oppose this idea) to 5 (emphatically concur). In any case, in this consider, to
avoid the members from choosing the mid-point the instrument was adjusted for cross-cultural purposes and was
adjusted into a six-point Likert scale, extending from 1 (emphatically oppose this idea) to 5 (emphatically concur).

After the adjustment handle, field trials with 188 students were conducted and the comes about were
analyzed by utilizing confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to guarantee that each item’s t-value was over 1.96 and
the stack calculate was over 0.40 (Anderson & Gerbing, 1984; Marsh, Balla, & McDonald, 1988). Thus, 20
substantial items were recognized for the paternal parenting styles, whereas 21 substantial items were recognized

for the maternal parenting styles. All of the substantial items had stack components extending from 0.40 to 0.88.
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This instrument too appeared great inside consistency unwavering quality, with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of
0.885 for the paternal authoritative parenting style, 0.710 for the paternal authoritarian parenting style, 0.648 for
the paternal permissive parenting style, 0.842 for the maternal authoritative parenting style, 0.802 for the maternal
authoritarian parenting style, and 0.749 for the maternal permissive parenting style.

Thinking Style Inventory—Revised Il

This instrument, initially created by Sternberg and Wagner (1992), incorporates 104 items (eight items
for each of the 13 thinking styles). The primary amendment (TSI-R) by Sternberg et al. (2003) was utilized in a
few considers and it appeared great legitimacy. The moment and most later modification (Sternberg, Wagner, &
Zhang, 2007) decreased the stock to 65 items, with five items for each of the 13 thinking styles. Within the display
think about, the instrument was adapted for cross-cultural purposes and was altered by employing a six-point Likert
scale, extending from 1 (emphatically oppose this idea) to 5 (emphatically concur). After the adjustment handle,
field trials with 188 students were conducted and the comes about were analyzed by utilizing CFA to guarantee
that the each item’s t-value was over 1.96 and the stack components were between 0.40 and 0.81. This estimation
appeared changing inside consistency unwavering quality. For occasion, the anarchic thinking style had destitute
inside consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of as it were 0.538, while the magnanimous considering

fashion had the most excellent inner consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.756.

Research Procedure and Data Analysis

The test of gen Z students from the three driving schools in Jakarta were inquired to total all the three
disobedient as well as to supply statistic data. All of the students gotten a report on their test comes about as well
as stationary for their cooperation. The comes about were analyzed by conducting direct relapse and humerous
relapse examinations with Hayes’s Model 4 and SPSS IBM 23 program (Hayes, 2013). Besides, graphic

measurements and relationship examination were performed to uncover the connections between the variables.

I1l.  FINDING AND DISCUSSION

Findings

Preliminary Analyses

Table 1 gives the expressive measurements for all of the factors in this consider as well as the relationship
between them. Based on Pearson’s relationship investigation, there were a few noteworthy affiliations between
CDSE and each thinking style as well as between each parenting styles. More particularly, the CDSE factors were
emphatically connected with the the permissive paternal style, the permissive maternal style, and the taking
thinking styles: legislative, executive, judicial, monarchic, hierarchical, anarchic, global, local, internal, external,

and liberal. Only the gender variables had a negative correlation with the other variables.

Hypothesis Testing
To test the inquire about speculations, Hayes’s Model 4 as well as Hayes’s (2013) macro PROCESS

Handle were utilized. Table 2 gives a outline of the results.
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Parenting Styles and CDSE (path ¢’)

Based on the relapse investigations of the paternal parenting styles, it was found that CDSE was essentially
and emphatically impacted by the permissive maternal style (F (5.611) = 32.80, p < .01, R2 = .21; F (5.611) =
16.16, p<.01, R2 =.11; F(5.611) = 17.23, p<.01, R2 =.12).

Parenting Styles and Thinking Styles (path a)

From the relapse investigations, it was found that the Type Il thinking styles were altogether and
emphatically affected by the permissive paternal style (F (3.613) = 19.35, p < .01, R2 =.08).

Thinking Styles and CDSE (path b)

Based on the different straight relapse examinations, it was found that CDSE was altogether and
emphatically affected by the Sort I considering styles (F (5.607) = 35.32, p < .01, R? =.22), Type Il thinking styles
(F (5.607) = 19.61, p < .01, R? = .13), and the Type Il thinking styles (F (5.607) = 20.64, p < .01, R? = .14).

Thinking Styles as the Mediators between Parenting Styles and CDSE

From the four primary factors and their individual measurements (i.e., permissive parenting styles, the
thinking styles, and gender), 6 models were utilized to look at the impact of thinking styles, as the go mediators
between the permissive parenting styles and CDSE.

Based on Model 1, it was found that Path a, Path b, and Path ¢’ were critical. Moreover, as Tables 4 and
5 appear, the coefficient of Path ¢’ diminished. This shows that the variable x diminishes when foreseeing the
variable y, which the mediation variable features a more noteworthy impact. Hence, the Type |l thinking styles
mostly intervene the impact of the permissive maternal style on the students’ CDSE in Model 5.

From Model 7, it was found that Path a, Path b, and Path ¢’ were critical. Based on Path ¢’, it was found
that, among the female students, it was critical. This implies that the variable x not predicts the variable y, which
the go between variable includes a more prominent impact. In this way, it can be concluded that the Type | thinking
styles completely intercede the impact of the permissive paternal style on the female students’ CDSE. Comparable

comes about were found in Models 3, 5, and 6.

IVV. Discussion

This think about inspected the relationship between CDSE, parenting styles, and thinking styles. Based
on the primary theory test, it was found that both the paternal and maternal permissive parenting styles essentially
anticipated CDSE. These comes about are in line with those of past considers (White, 2009) in which the permissive
parental style had a more noteworthy impact on CDSE (Baumrind, 1991). In other words, permissive parents by
and large permit equitable discourses inside the family. In the interim, permissive parents tend to be more liberated
in their approach with their children.

With respect to the moment theory test, it was found that the authoritative parenting style essentially
anticipated the Type I thinking styles, which is steady with past discoveries (Fan & Zhang, 2014). From the comes
about of the relationship investigation, it was found that the paternal and maternal authoritative styles were

emphatically related with the legislative, judicial, hierarchical, global, and liberal thinking styles. This shows that
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parents who are strong and majority rule tend to deliver children with Type I thinking styles in which they are
willing to confront unused circumstances.

The Type Il thinking styles were moreover essentially and emphatically anticipated by the definitive
authoritative paternal style and the authoritative/authoritative maternal styles. The comes about of the relationship
examination too appeared that the definitive paternal style and the authoritative/authoritative maternal styles were
emphatically related with the executive, monarchic, local, and conservative styles that characterize the Type Il
thinking styles. This recommends that children raised by authoritative/authoritarian parents tend to take after the
rules and center on one assignment at a time.

Based on the third speculation test, it was found that Type Il thinking styles somewhat intervened the
impact of the permissive maternal style on the students’ CDSE in Model 5. Though, the Type | thinking styles
completely intervened the impact of the permissive paternal style fashion on the CDSE of the female students
(Models 2, 3, 5, and 6). The discoveries of this think about are in line with those of Fan and Zhang (2014) and Fan
(2016), who found that parenting styles have a critical impact on considering styles as well as career arranging and
advancement.

With respect to the fourth theory test, it was found that the Type I thinking styles altogether anticipated
CDSE, which is reliable with past investigate (Fan, 2016). In spite of the fact that the Type Il thinking styles
moreover anticipated CDSE, the impact was not as critical. With respect to the Type Il thinking styles, they
altogether anticipated CDSE, which is in line with Fan (2016), who found that Type 111 thinking styles were more
noteworthy indicators of CDSE than Type Il thinking styles.

V. CONCLUSION

This ponder found that CDSE was altogether impacted by the permissive parenting, and it was essentially
influenced by all the three thinking styles (Types I, Il, and I11). In expansion, the considering fashion factors
essentially intervened the relationship between the permissive parenting styles and CDSE. The discoveries of this
think about might shape the premise for creating future CDSE intercessions for male and female students.

In any case, this consider incorporates two restrictions that ought to be famous. To begin with, in two of
the three schools, the analysts collected information amid the ultimate hour of the school day when the understudies

were tired and needed center. Thus, a few of the answers were incapable to be connected.
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