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 Numerous specialists from different fields and perspectives have 

investigated determinants affecting the choice of future career path by 

school-leavers. The present study aims to analyze the factors influencing the 

decision of applicants to choose an academic major at a higher educational 

institution in the context of the digitalization of education. The authors 

developed the questionnaire for interviewing respondents. The survey 

involved a total of 160 students from Russia and Kazakhstan. The study took 

place from September to November 2022. The researchers collected a large 

amount of data, including the average scores of students and first-year 

students’ responses to the survey. The analysis of these data revealed many 

factors that influence a school graduate’s decision on a future academic 

major. The results describe three groups of factors that influenced the 

students’ decisions, namely family, social, and academic ones. The findings 

suggest that students choose an academic major more independently when 

they have an online learning experience. In the context of digitalized 

education, respondents are more likely to discuss their profession with peers 

or friends in social networks than with parents (0.49 vs. 0.31). 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The digitalization of education has become a driver of reorganization in several processes and 

mechanisms of educational space functioning [1]. Students and learners have begun to search for new ways 

to find and improve schemes for acquiring new information, communicating with peers, or performing 

academic tasks. As a result, digital online tools have become an influential factor in the applicant’s decision 

on the future profession. Modern learners can analyze the labor market in their region without outside help, 

identify the advantages and disadvantages of selected universities, or determine their career orientation [2]. 

The senior high school year is typically the high time for students to think of their future career prospects. 

However, while some have carefully considered career plans, others decide on a place to study based on 

financial resources, location, knowledge, competition, and other reasons. The choice of university and major 

depends on many factors: occupational prestige, expected salary, opinions of peers and teachers, and personal 

preferences [3]. 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/
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At the same time, family has the weightiest influence on a graduate student’s decision on higher 

education. Parents tend to express a rigid active position by putting forward the major or higher education 

institution that they like. Meanwhile, the needs and desires of the child are ignored or taken into account 

minimally [4], [5]. Some parents prefer a passive position, excluding themselves from participation in the 

choice of their child’s future career. In this case, the child must independently choose the university and 

department they want to enter or whether they want to apply to university at all [6]. At the same time, the 

student learning environment, such as distance or traditional education, has a decisive influence on student 

career guidance. Today, school students can learn the peculiarities of their behavior and brain or find the 

facts about any interesting profession without any assistance [7]. Even without giving direct advice and 

guidance, the family transmits its values and attitudes to the younger generation, which in turn follows the 

established model of behavior [8]. 

For this particular reason, parents should understand that, in most cases, their children will adopt the 

norms and opinions prevailing in their family. Indeed, the degree of involvement in a child’s future career 

choices varies from one family to another and presupposes both positive and negative influences [9]. These 

influences determine the motivation of students to choose a particular profession. It is crucial to consider this 

aspect, as well as identify key factors and causal relationships of a student’s career choice in the context of 

digitalized education. 

Scholars highlighted several theories of career aspirations, such the theory of Eli Ginzberg, the 

theory of Robert Havighurst, the theory of Ann Roe, and the theory of Linda Gottfredson. Ginzberg 

suggested that career choice is a continuous process that occurs in a succession of three periods: fantasy 

choices (before age 11), tentative choices (between ages 11 and 17), and realistic choices (between ages 17 

and young adulthood) [8]. Havighurst outlined six stages of choosing a professional future but claimed that 

parents influence only the first of them. This stage, defined as “identification with a worker,” includes ages 5 

to 10. At this stage, children identify themselves with a worker who is close to them as their father, mother, 

or another significant person [8].  

Roe’s theory refers to Maslow’s hierarchy of needs [8]. She believed that any needs that were not 

satisfied in childhood would either be eliminated from the child’s consciousness or become unconscious 

motivators. Roe argued that parenting styles represent a key child’s career choice influencer. She included 

the following six parenting styles in her model: overprotection, overdemanding, emotional rejection, neglect 

of the child, casual acceptance, and loving acceptance. In line with this, Roe hypothesized that children who 

experienced the first three parenting styles are likely to be oriented toward working with people in the future, 

while the others would be oriented toward careers related to science and engineering [10]. The last of the four 

theories is the one coined by Gottfredson. The author stated that children’s career choices are dependent on 

seven primary factors: gender, social class, background, intelligence, interests, competencies, and values. 

Gottfredson proposed four different stages of cognitive development, each of which implies rethinking 

previously chosen careers. Although the researcher did not indicate a direct parental influence on children’s 

career choices, she did mention that a college student is more likely to have the knowledge needed for one 

parent’s job rather than for any other profession [11]. 

Researchers have used questionnaires to qualitatively assess family influence on career decisions. 

The results indicate that the career information provided by parents is most often consistent with established 

family traditions. In addition, children from families who own private businesses are often under 

considerable pressure in terms of future occupation choice. In this case, family members believe that it is 

economically beneficial for the younger generation to continue the family practice. Concurrently, scholars 

note that it is common for a high school student to be pressured by the success of older siblings in a particular 

industry. This pressure can be both overt or unconscious [11], [12]. 

In general, academic papers on the topic confirm the importance of parental influence on students’ 

career choices [8]. In this regard, there is an interesting study that looked at factors affecting the career path 

preferences of adolescents from Pennsylvania, United States. Using 12 focus groups, its author established 

that parents demonstrated their expectations by showing increased support for certain professions. Hence, the 

older generation encouraged enthusiasm for certain occupations and unconsciously shaped students’ opinions 

about them [13]. 

As practice shows, senior students tend to adopt the norms and values of their parents and then 

regard them as their own. Available survey results evidence that 46% of adolescents have the same ideas 

about career paths as their parents, while 36% state that their views are very similar. Researchers suggest that 

parents show nonverbal reactions to their child’s interest in a particular career. It is said that adults often 

underestimate children’s intuitive abilities and overestimate their self-control and self-knowledge. Even 

though many parents try to take a neutral stance on their children’s future career choices, certain opinions are 

sometimes difficult to control [14]. 
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The strength of parental influence on graduates’ decisions about their future career choices 

frequently depends on the relationship between family members. The matter here stands for the mutual 

parent-child affection as well as the quality of the day-to-day relationship. Adolescents who feel very 

attached to their parents are likely to be more anxious if adults disagree with their choice of profession. On 

the other hand, if students feel emotionally distant from their parents, they are more likely to make more 

independent decisions about their future occupations [15]. 

Some studies on children’s gender socialization have come to similar conclusions. They have found 

that a child’s gender largely correlates with parental expectations. For example, fathers and mothers expect 

different career choices from male and female children. In addition, research uncovered that female 

adolescents are inclined to seek advice on career paths from their mothers, while fathers influence children of 

both genders. Thus, the perceptions of gender roles, despite current trends, can significantly affect a child’s 

major choice [8], [14], [16]. 

Modern society makes more and more demands for education and realizes the need for highly 

qualified personnel at all levels. However, in the context of the Russian education system, which also extends 

to the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) countries, students choose their future profession at an 

early age (17-18 years) [17]. Specialized training mainly covers senior grades (9th-11th grades) and less 

often begins with 8th and 7th grades. Pre-professional training takes place 1-2 years before the specialized 

training. Therefore, in the studied countries, students are more likely to ask for advice before making this 

decision. The students receive advice from their social circle: family, friends, or classmates [18]. 

Another interesting study in the field links the concepts of family influence, academic satisfaction, 

self-efficacy, and happiness. In this fashion, researchers suggest that career choices will determine students’ 

quality of life, and for people who spend most of their time at work, career choice is a factor directly 

affecting happiness. The study of this issue rests on an ecological concept. The concept consists of four 

systems: micro (individual passions and goals), meso (peer influence), eco (influence of relatives), and macro 

(influence of various ideologies) [19]. 

The question about the principles of the upcoming decisive choice constantly interested educational 

sphere representatives. In fact, the decision to enroll in a higher education institution can depend on many 

factors, from personal and subconscious goals and intentions to direct influence, such as the media, friends, 

and family. The extensiveness of the topic is the reason for incomplete research. Nevertheless, the advent of 

digitalized education has significantly changed the approach to choosing a profession. At the same time, 

students’ career orientation varies by their native regions. Thus, European and American students have more 

time and opportunities to analyze the labor market and implement professional solutions, while Russian and 

Kazakh students tend to enter universities promptly. This study is relevant for those interested in how family 

values and other factors influence the decision of high school graduates to obtain higher education in a digital 

environment. The study’s novelty is the determined dependence of Russian and Kazakh university students’ 

career choices on various influence factors in the context of digitalized modern education. 

As a result, the current study aims to analyze the factors influencing applicants’ decision to choose 

an academic major at a higher educational institution in the context of digitalized education. Accordingly, the 

research tasks are the following: i) determine the main factors influencing students’ decisions on academic 

majors at universities; ii) interview first-year university students to identify their motivation in choosing an 

academic major; and iii) identify the key factors and causal relationships of students’ choice to learn online 

and offline. 

 

 

2. RESEARCH METHOD 

2.1. Research design 

The study employed a survey of first-year students who had just decided on an academic major. The 

students voluntarily participated in the survey. The respondents were searched in corporate student chats at 

the studied universities. The survey took place in September-October 2022. The students were interviewed 

with the author's questionnaire based on relevant literature, such as [20]. The questionnaire was uploaded in 

Google Forms format. It was translated into two languages: Russian and Kazakh. The questionnaire consisted 

of 10 questions developed by the authors as shown in Table 1. It also contained open-ended questions. The 

results were processed in November 2022. 

The questionnaire revealed the influence factors on the choice of the profession to study at a 

university. The respondents had to assess each generated factor using the Likert scale: 0=no impact; 1=very 

low impact; 2=low impact; 3=high impact, 4=very high impact. The obtained data were used to form a 

DEMATEL correlation matrix of the factors with the sample characteristics. 
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Table 1. Online questionnaires addressed students and parents to identify the influence factors on major 

choice decisions 
Student questionnaire Answer 

1. What is your major?  
2. How many members of your family have the same major?  

3. Where did you first hear about this major?  

4. Who (what) influenced your decision to pursue this major?  
5. Do you enjoy studying this major?  

6. What is most important to you about this major?  

7. Do your interests match the major you chose?  
8. Would you like to work within the chosen major in the future?   

9. What was your family’s reaction to your major choice?   

10. Which major would you choose if you had unlimited resources?  

 

 

2.2. Participants 

The study of the influence on graduates’ decision to obtain higher education included interviewing 

applicants from two countries: Russia and Kazakhstan. In total, the study involved 80 students from Russia, 

including first-year students from I.M. Sechenov First Moscow State Medical University (Sechenov 

University) and Pacific State University with different majors and education. At the same time, 80 students 

from Kazakhstan also took part in the survey. They were students from the Eurasian National University and 

S.D. Asfendiyarov Kazakh National Medical University (KazNMU). 

The total number of male Russian students was 42.5% (34 people), and females were 57.5% (46 

people). Their academic majors were natural sciences (12.5%, 10 people), technical sciences (36.25%, 29 

people), social sciences (31.25%, 25 people), and humanities (20%, 16 people). At the same time, 57.5% of 

students were from rural areas (46 people), and 42.5% were city residents (34 people). 

The gender distribution of students from Kazakhstan was 52.5% male (42 people) and 47.5% female 

(38 people). Kazakh respondents also specialized in natural sciences (16.25%, 13 people), technical sciences 

(20%, 16 people), social sciences (33.75%, 27 people), and humanities (30%, 24 people). The share of city 

residents was 48.75% (39 people); the remaining 51.24% (41 people) were from small towns as presented in 

Table 2. 

The selection of students was random through a questionnaire sent via e-mail. The participants were 

the first 80 applicants from each educational institution of the country. The study used the usual random 

sample. Based on the total number of medical students studying at these universities, the acceptable sampling 

error does not exceed p=3.81. Thus, the sample is sufficiently representative for the study. There was the 

analogical number of respondents in the studies [21], [22]. 

 

 

Table 2. Research sample characteristics 
 Russia Kazakhstan 

% Number of people % Number of people 

Males 42.5 34 52.5 42 
Females 57.5 46 47.5 38 

Natural sciences 12.5 10 16.25 13 
Technical sciences 36.25 29 20 16 

Social sciences 31.25 25 33.75 27 

Humanities 20 16 30 24 

City dwellers 57.5 46 48.75 39 

Small-town dwellers 42.5 34 51.24 41 

Online learning 44.75 36 57.5 46 
Offline learning 55.25 44 42.5 34 

 

 

2.3. Data analysis 

The academic performance of students participating in the study was analyzed by finding the 

arithmetic mean of all scores received during the academic semester. The survey used a multi-stage quota 

selection. The sampling error was calculated with (1). 

 

𝑆𝑎𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐸𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟 𝐹𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑢𝑙𝑎 = 𝑍 ×
𝜎

√𝑛
 (1) 

 

Z=the indicator of the required confidence interval (95%); 

n=sample size; 

σ=the standard deviation of the sample. 
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Thus, the sampling error was 0.677 or about 1%. Therefore, the quality of the received data is 

reliable, since there are no unaccounted errors, and the accounted errors do not exceed the specified level. 

The questionnaire for the survey of students and learners was tested for reliability with Cronbach’s alpha. 

The interpretation of Cronbach’s alpha values is as: >0.9 excellent; 0.8 good; 0.7 acceptable; 0.6 doubtful; 

and >0.5 unsatisfactory [23]. The cumulative Cronbach’s alpha value for the questionnaire was 0.936. Thus, 

the questionnaire is reliable and applicable to the survey.  

The study used the Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test to determine the impact of the confounding 

variables. The average influence of the confounding variables was 0.0076. Consequently, the confounding 

variables did not significantly impact the results of the study. IBM SPSS Statistics and Microsoft Excel 2007 

served as tools to process data in this study. 

 

2.4. Ethical issues 

All participants of the study received information about the study’s goals and objectives. The 

students agreed to the processing and analysis of the data collected during the survey. The study collected 

personal (students’ gender and origin) and professional (students’ academic majors) information to ensure 

completeness. However, the information was not disclosed in any way. The survey was conducted and 

coordinated with the representatives of the ethics committees of the studied educational institutions. 

 

2.5. Research limitations 

The sample of students was random. It included representatives of different genders, majors, and 

origins. The questionnaire items compiled purposefully for the study were as simple as possible. However, 

the study had some limitations. They were mainly related to students’ psychological characteristics that 

cannot be considered in this study, for example, latent motives of the educational activity or the 

consciousness of respondents. In addition, students may not perceive some behaviors or actions as 

influencing their choices. 

 

 

3. RESULTS 

The survey showed that most students were satisfied with the choice of their academic majors (both 

in Russian and Kazakh universities). The family influence on students’ choice was almost the same: (0.525) 

and (0.538), respectively. At the same time, only a third of the respondents (0.349) and (0.249) confirmed the 

presence of their own motivation. Additionally, some respondents justified their choice by the prestige of the 

university or other academic factors as depicted in Table 3. 

 

 

Table 3. Student survey outcomes 
  Russia (%) p Kazakhstan (%) p 

1. My academic major matches the academic major 
of one of my family members 

11.25 12.9 (13.1) [0.518] 23.75 22.9 253.1) [0.418] 

2. I first heard about my academic major from my 
family 

78.75 78.0 (77.9) [0.249] 85 88.0 (87.9) [0.349] 

3. My family influenced my academic major choice 41.25 48.9 (43.1) [0.525] 46. 25 48.9 (48.1) [0.538] 

4. I like my future academic major 55 55.3 (54.5) [0.347] 63.75 64.3 (64.5) [0.347] 
5. The most important thing in my academic major 

choice was personal motives 

31.25 36.4 (36.8) [0.349] 27.5 26.4 (26.8) [0.249] 

6. My interests match the chosen academic major 62.5 66.4 (66.3) [0.375] 55 36.4 (36.8) [0.349] 
7. I do not want to work within the chosen academic 

major in the future 

48.75 43.4 (46.9) [0.537] 52.5 55.9 (54.8) [0.349] 

8. My family supported my academic major choice 67 66 (66.8) [0.597] 54.5 55.5 (55.8) [0.349] 
9. I would choose the same academic major even if I 

had unlimited resources 

11.25 11.4 (11.8) [0.349] 15 15.4 (15.3) [0.349] 

 

 

Thus, the survey results revealed three groups of factors that influenced students’ decisions: family 

(includes the influence of family members on decisions; the presence of one or more family members with a 

similar academic major); social (opinions of other people, peers, and friends; information in social networks, 

on the internet); academic (the characteristics of an academic major/university; personal academic 

performance; learning format (offline/online). Each parameter has an indirect influence on the decision of an 

individual, depending on gender, chosen academic major, and place of residence. Table 4 shows the 

generated correlation of results according to the students’ characteristics and factors influencing their 

professional decision. 
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Table 4. The influence of factors (F) on the choice of each group of respondents (C) 

Respondents (C) 
Factors (F) 

Family Social Academic 

Males 2.71 3.18 3.33* 

Females 3.11 3.28* 3.21 

Natural sciences 4.01* 2.16 3.42 
Technical sciences 2.97 3.04* 2.26 

Social sciences 2.88 3.78* 2.44 

Humanities 2.65 4.19* 2.85 
City dwellers 3.14 3.55 4.27* 

Small-town dwellers 4.56* 4.13 2.63 

*Highest score 

 

 

The highest scores are highlighted for each column. The applicants from small towns gave the 

influence of their parents on the academic major choice the highest score (4.56). Social factors had the least 

influence on the choice of natural science major (2.16). 

The obtained data were used to model a DEMATEL matrix based on the initial matrices for each 

respondent from the survey results. The impact level between Fs was determined by asking participants to 

indicate the direct influence of each F on other factors. The average matrix was subtracted and its values of 

column (i) and row (j) values were estimated based on the impact level between these Fs. This calculation 

used the correlation effect between all respondents as shown in Table 5. The values with asterisk represent 

the highest value for each column and row, meaning the largest correlations of results between all groups. 

 

 

Table 5. Correlation of the influence of factors on the choice of each group of respondents 

Respondents 
Factors 

Family Social Academic 

Males 0.58 0.61* 0.47 
Females 0.67* 0.66 0.51 

Natural sciences 0.13 0.24 0.47* 

Technical sciences 0.21 0.39 0.63* 

Social sciences 0.33 0.46* 0.44 

Humanities 0.37 0.41* 0.38 

City dwellers 0.32 0.47 0.48* 
Small-town dwellers 0.79* 0.55 0.27 

*Highest score 
 

 

Therefore, the intra-group correlation for each criterion indicated that the most obvious factors 

influencing the career choice of the studied sample were social and academic. Nevertheless, the highest 

correlations were among students from small villages who listened to the opinion of the family (0.79). The 

same applies to female learners who generally consult with their parents about their future profession more 

than males (0.67 vs. 0.58). The highest correlation among social professions relates to the opinions of other 

people. Thus, the opinion of other people was more important to applicants who entered a social or 

humanitarian major (0.46 and 0.41, respectively). The responses of those students who had chosen technical 

and natural majors demonstrated the lowest differences between correlations. However, most respondents’ 

motivation was due to academic factors - 0.47 and 0.63. At the same time, students noted the high influence 

of the education format on their motivation for the chosen academic major as seen in Table 6. 

 

 

Table 6. Correlation (C) of the learning format’s influence on student motivation factors (F) when choosing a 

career 

C 
F 

Family Social Academic 

Online 0.31 0.49 0.77 
Offline 0.51 0.58 0.44 

 

 

The obtained results suggest that students choose an academic major more independently if they 

have an online learning experience. In the context of digitalized education, respondents were more likely to 

discuss their profession with peers or friends on social networks than with their parents (0.49 vs. 0.31). At the 

same time, students pay more attention to the prestige of a university and information about the profession 

when they have access to internet resources -0.77. 
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4. DISCUSSION 

The study collected a large amount of data for analysis. Surveys conducted among Russian and 

Kazakh students and their parents allow deducing the level of influence of family traditions on school 

leavers’ decisions regarding higher education. In more precise terms, the study showed that the decision of 

more than half of the respondents from both countries (66.25% of Russian and 56.25% of Kazakh students) 

was affected by their parents. This outcome can be tracked in numerous studies on the topic. Many 

researchers have obtained the same conclusions based on the survey of school students or analysis of their 

choice of educational institution and department [8], [19], [24]–[27]. 

It is worth noting that, for the most part, students’ parents did not realize that they had anyhow 

affected their children’s decision to enroll in a particular field. The presence of direct or indirect influence 

was admitted by 32.5% of families from Russia and 38.75% of families from Kazakhstan. This point is fully 

in line with the outcomes obtained by other specialists [14]. Having conducted relevant surveys, they 

confirmed that parents often underestimate the quality and quantity of their influence on schoolchildren. 

Besides, many scholars [28]–[31] stated that the transmission of norms, values, and attitudes begins when the 

child is still in the early childhood stage. The imposition of one’s opinion may be implicit and hidden in 

nonverbal means of communication or one-second reactions. Therefore, even the most unbiased parents may 

unintentionally affect their child’s career choice. On the other hand, the studies by Aldowah et al. [32] 

indicate that AI or virtual and augmented reality tools improve students’ career guidance process in the early 

stage of their studies. At the same time, it is important to integrate these technologies into the educational 

process as well as to consider the survey results in the present study. 

Decision-making is a complex process. There are many different factors to consider when making a 

career decision. The choice of a particular model depends on several factors that are decisive for each 

individual [33]. In general, the variations of career decision-making models include: i) rational decision-

making model: this model involves analyzing all possible options and choosing the option with the highest 

probability of success; ii) a value-based decision-making model: this model implies choosing which option 

best suits one’s values and goals; iii) intuitive decision-making model: it involves using intuition to choose 

the best option; and iv) group opinion-based decision-making model: this model relies on feedback from 

other people that influences a decision. 

At the same time, some authors argue cultural characteristics of a person primarily determine their 

future professional orientation. For example, some cultures value the traditional roles of men and women, 

influencing the career choices of young people. Similarly, there are certain career opportunities available 

only to certain groups of people in some cultures [34]. Besides cultural peculiarities, the individual 

perception of a person plays an essential role. After all, a student's choice of career depends on their 

individual experience and personality. Thus, students with a positive experience or strong abilities in a 

particular field of activity are more likely to choose a career in this field [35]. As indicated in previous 

studies, another factor influencing career guidance is the experience of a person with a particular career 

direction, that is, the so-called career swimming. Career swimming is a common experience that can be 

positive for students. Students previously engaged in career swimming were more likely to be satisfied with 

their lives and careers than those who were not. Career swimming can help people find their calling and 

become happier with their lives [36]. 

A study conducted at a university in North Carolina (United States) suggests that a variety of 

aspects, such as family, school, society, and social and economic factors can manipulate one’s career 

decision. But, still, researchers admit that family is the most powerful of them. Although parents of students 

believe that they have a neutral position regarding the choice of their children’s profession, additional 

research confirms the opposite. The older generation is highly authoritative when acting as an example. The 

available findings demonstrate that children begin to identify themselves with their parents’ occupations at an 

early age–as soon as they can pronounce the job title of their mother or father [8]. Researchers pay special 

attention to the connections between parents and the career decisions of their children. The study of some 

scientists has shown that parental ties, dysfunctional career thoughts, and career research positively correlate 

with the effectiveness of career decision-making. Consequently, students with stronger parental ties are less 

likely to have dysfunctional career thoughts and tend to engage in career research. They also more frequently 

demonstrate high self-efficacy in making career decisions. That is, the influence of the family on the career 

development of the child in the future is sufficiently significant [37]. 

The conclusions of this research also align well with judgments reported in a study examining the 

relationship between high school graduates’ reasons for choosing a profession and their level of happiness 

[19]. Students’ answers to the question, “Which major would you choose if you had unlimited resources?” 

evidence that the vast majority of the surveyed would not opt for the field they study if they had boundless 

opportunities at their disposal. In addition, only half (44% of students in Russia and 51% of students in 

Kazakhstan) of all the first-years enrolled liked studying the subjects of their major. It is interesting to note 
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that among those whose choice was influenced by parents or other relatives, the percentage of satisfaction 

with the learning process constituted 51% and 60%, respectively. 

Analyzing these arguments, one can infer that making an independent decision on the choice of a 

future major directly affects academic performance. That is, students will be more successful in their studies 

if they choose a university and a department independently. By pursuing their interests and going after their 

dreams, learners have a better chance of graduating from a higher education institution with splendid 

knowledge and becoming professionals in their field [38]. On the other hand, researchers noted the 

importance of implementing certain measures to improve the career guidance process for students. Previous 

study [39] noted that adaptability to a career and self-assessment of personal career decisions are important 

factors of career success. They recommend developing programs that help people acquire these skills to 

succeed in today’s changing labor market. In addition, these programs form a future balance between work 

and family. The authors argue that the initially constructed professional orientation contributes to a balance 

between work and family [40]. 

 

 

5. CONCLUSION 

The study analyzed a large amount of data, including students’ average academic scores and first-

year students’ responses to the survey. The analysis showed that many factors can influence a school 

graduate’s decision on a future academic major. The survey results revealed three groups of factors that 

influenced students’ decisions: family, social, and academic. 

The scientific value of this study lies in the possibility of using the survey data and the conclusions. 

This study is relevant for those interested in the influence of family values and other factors on high school 

graduates’ decision to obtain higher education in a digital environment. The practical significance of the 

study is due to the possibility of reviewing and improving the factors influencing an applicant's decision on 

the future profession in the context of education in a digital environment. In addition, the study provides data 

that are useful in expanding self-improvement opportunities for adolescents. Future researchers should focus 

on developing programs to improve the understanding of applicants’ professional orientation. Those 

programs would increase students’ independence in choosing a higher education major. Additional studies 

can pay attention to the possibility of developing teacher training programs that could purposefully and 

effectively improve the professional orientation of applicants choosing their higher education. 

 

 

REFERENCES 
[1] C. Gupta, V. Gupta, and A. Stachowiak, “Adoption of ICT-based teaching in engineering: an extended technology acceptance 

model perspective,” IEEE Access, vol. 9, pp. 58652–58666, 2021, doi: 10.1109/ACCESS.2021.3072580. 

[2] S. Y. Sun and L. H. Peng, “Study of the virtual reality education and digitalization in China,” Journal of Physics: Conference 
Series, vol. 1456, no. 1, p. 012042, Jan. 2020, doi: 10.1088/1742-6596/1456/1/012042. 

[3] A. A. Humayon, S. Raza, R. A. Khan, and N. ul ain Ansari, “Effect of family influence, personal interest and economic 

considerations on career choice amongst undergraduate students in higher educational Institutions of Vehari, Pakistan,” 
International Journal of Organizational Leadership, vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 129–142, Apr. 2018, doi: 10.33844/ijol.2018.60333. 

[4] J. Roksa and P. Kinsley, “The role of family support in facilitating academic success of low-income students,” Research in 
Higher Education, vol. 60, no. 4, pp. 415–436, Jun. 2019, doi: 10.1007/s11162-018-9517-z. 

[5] I. V. Terentyeva et al., “Arrangement of cooperation between labour market and regional vocational education system,” 

International Journal of Educational Management, vol. 32, no. 6, pp. 1041–1055, Aug. 2018, doi: 10.1108/IJEM-10-2017-0296. 
[6] H. Xu and P. Adams, “Ambiguity aversion in career decision-making: its longitudinal prediction for college career outcomes,” 

Journal of Counseling Psychology, vol. 67, no. 2, pp. 232–240, Mar. 2020, doi: 10.1037/cou0000379. 

[7] M. D. B. Castro and G. M. Tumibay, “A literature review: efficacy of online learning courses for higher education institution 
using meta-analysis,” Education and Information Technologies, vol. 26, no. 2, pp. 1367–1385, Mar. 2021, doi: 10.1007/s10639-

019-10027-z. 

[8] K. A. Jungen, Parental Influence and Career Choice: How Parents Affect the Career Aspirations of Their Children. Madison, 
WI: University of Wisconsin, 2008. 

[9] B. A. Lankard, “Family role in career development,” ERIC Digest, no. 164, pp. 1–7, 1995. 

[10] X. Xing and J. W. Rojewski, “Family influences on career decision-making self-efficacy of Chinese secondary vocational 
students,” New Waves-Educational Research and Development Journal, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 48–67, 2018. 

[11] A. Aziz, M. Padil, Mujtahid, and K. D. Prihadi, “Developing self-efficacy, mattering, and general well-being through community-

based education in the rural area,” International Journal of Evaluation and Research in Education (IJERE), vol. 11, no. 1,  
pp. 272–279, Mar. 2022, doi: 10.11591/ijere.v11i1.21948. 

[12] R. C. Chope, “Qualitatively assessing family influence in career decision making,” Journal of Career Assessment, vol. 13, no. 4, 

pp. 395–414, Nov. 2005, doi: 10.1177/1069072705277913. 
[13] K. Kusaeri, S. Lailiyah, Y. Arrifadah, and S. Asmiyah, “Enhancing creative reasoning through mathematical task: the quest for an 

ideal design,” International Journal of Evaluation and Research in Education (IJERE), vol. 11, no. 2, pp. 482–490, Jun. 2022, 

doi: 10.11591/ijere.v11i2.22125. 
[14] R. Wong, “When no one can go to school: does online learning meet students’ basic learning needs?” Interactive Learning 

Environments, vol. 31, no. 1, pp. 434–450, Jan. 2023, doi: 10.1080/10494820.2020.1789672. 

 



Int J Eval & Res Educ  ISSN: 2252-8822  

 

The factors in the decision-making of high school graduates about higher education in … (Nailya Askarova) 

2047 

[15] C. Maiorca et al., “Informal learning environments and impact on interest in STEM careers,” International Journal of Science and 
Mathematics Education, vol. 19, no. 1, pp. 45–64, Jan. 2021, doi: 10.1007/s10763-019-10038-9. 

[16] J. E. Jacobs, C. S. Chhin, and M. M. Bleeker, “Enduring links: parents’ expectations and their young adult children’s gender-

typed occupational choices,” Educational Research and Evaluation, vol. 12, no. 4, pp. 395–407, Aug. 2006, doi: 
10.1080/13803610600765851. 

[17] V. Afanasyev, S. Kunitsyna, and M. Nechaev, “Formation of the environment of professional self-determination in Russian 

schools,” in Proceedings of the International Conference on the Development of Education in Eurasia (ICDEE 2019), 2019,  
pp. 86–91, doi: 10.2991/icdee-19.2019.16. 

[18] I. V. Tsygankova, V. F. Potudanskaya, and Y. Jiwei, “Motivation factors of young people when choosing a profession,” Russian 

Journal of Labor Economics, vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 1545–1554, 2019, doi: 10.18334/et.6.4.41349. 
[19] O. Koçak, N. Ak, S. S. Erdem, M. Sinan, M. Z. Younis, and A. Erdoğan, “The role of family influence and academic satisfaction 

on career decision-making self-efficacy and happiness,” International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health,  

vol. 18, no. 11, p. 5919, May 2021, doi: 10.3390/ijerph18115919. 
[20] S. Choy, A. H. Le, S. Hodge, and S. Billett, “Surveys of students, parents and teachers (phase 2),” in The standing of vocational 

education and the occupations it serves: Current concerns and strategies for enhancing that standing, Cham: Springer 

International Publishing, 2022, pp. 353–372, doi: 10.1007/978-3-030-96237-1_17. 
[21] S. S. Varghese, A. Ramesh, and D. N. Veeraiyan, “Blended module‐based teaching in biostatistics and research methodology: a 

retrospective study with postgraduate dental students,” Journal of Dental Education, vol. 83, no. 4, pp. 445–450, Apr. 2019, doi: 

10.21815/JDE.019.054. 
[22] M. Jdaitawi, “The effect of flipped classroom strategy on students learning outcomes,” International Journal of Instruction,  

vol. 12, no. 3, pp. 665–680, Jul. 2019, doi: 10.29333/iji.2019.12340a. 

[23] J. A. Gliem and R. R. Gliem, Calculating, Interpreting, and Reporting Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficient for Likert-Type 
Scales, DeKalb, IL: Midwest Research-to-Practice Conference in Adult, Continuing, and Community Education, 2003. 

[24] N. Pugacheva, T. Kirillova, O. Kirillova, A. Luchinina, I. Korolyuk, and A. Lunev, “Digital paradigm in educational 

management: the case of construction education based on emerging technologies,” International Journal of Emerging 
Technologies in Learning (iJET), vol. 15, no. 13, pp. 96–115, Jul. 2020, doi: 10.3991/ijet.v15i13.14663. 

[25] K. Sturm, “Factors students consider in the decision making process for graduate education,” Master Thesis, Eastern Illinois 

University. Charleston, IL, 2019. 
[26] T. Agasisti and A. J. Bowers, “Data analytics and decision making in education: towards the educational data scientist as a key 

actor in schools and higher education institutions,” in Handbook of Contemporary Education Economics, Cheltenham, UK: 

Edward Elgar Publishing, 2017, pp. 184–210, doi: 10.4337/9781785369070.00014. 
[27] О. Аimaganbetova, A. Syrgakbaeva, S. Zhantikeyev, Y. Lashkova, Z. Nurbekova, and Z. Zhanazarova, “Study of family system 

characteristics in co-dependent women,” Archives of Psychiatry and Psychotherapy, vol. 22, no. 3, pp. 79–88, Sep. 2020, doi: 

10.12740/APP/119384. 
[28] C. Hou, Y. Wu, and Z. Liu, “Career decision-making self-efficacy mediates the effect of social support on career adaptability: a 

longitudinal study,” Social Behavior and Personality: An International Journal, vol. 47, no. 5, pp. 1–13, May 2019, doi: 

10.2224/sbp.8157. 
[29] A. Jalal and M. Mahmood, “Students’ behavior mining in e-learning environment using cognitive processes with information 

technologies,” Education and Information Technologies, vol. 24, no. 5, pp. 2797–2821, Sep. 2019, doi: 10.1007/s10639-019-

09892-5. 
[30] M. N. Weinshenker, “Adolescents’ expectations about mothers’ employment: life course patterns and parental influence,” Sex 

Roles, vol. 54, no. 11–12, pp. 845–857, Dec. 2006, doi: 10.1007/s11199-006-9052-9. 

[31] O. Aimaganbetova, S. Rysbekova, E. Adilova, B. Jaambayeva, A. Syrgakbaeva, and S. Ungarbaeya, “Religious preferences of 
student youth on the example of the Republic of Kazakhstan,” European Journal of Science and Theology, vol. 16, no. 2, pp. 61–

70, 2020. 

[32] H. Aldowah, H. Al-Samarraie, A. I. Alzahrani, and N. Alalwan, “Factors affecting student dropout in MOOCs: a cause and effect 
decision‐making model,” Journal of Computing in Higher Education, vol. 32, no. 2, pp. 429–454, Aug. 2020, doi: 

10.1007/s12528-019-09241-y. 
[33] I. Gati, N. Levin, and S. Landman-Tal, “Decision-making models and career guidance,” in International Handbook of Career 

Guidance, Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2019, pp. 115–145, doi: 10.1007/978-3-030-25153-6_6. 

[34] P. Akosah-Twumasi, T. I. Emeto, D. Lindsay, K. Tsey, and B. S. Malau-Aduli, “A systematic review of factors that influence 
youths career choices—the role of culture,” Frontiers in Education, vol. 3, p. 58, Jul. 2018, doi: 10.3389/feduc.2018.00058. 

[35] A. S. Kazi and A. Akhlaq, “Factors affecting students’ career choice,” Journal of Research and Reflections in Education, vol. 2, 

no. 2, pp. 187–196, 2017. 

[36] T. B. Borbely-Pecze, “From career decision-making towards career cruising – the case of Hungary: the ‘U’ model,” Journal for 

Perspectives of Economic Political and Social Integration, vol. 25, no. 2, pp. 7–23, Jan. 2020, doi: 10.18290/pepsi-2019-0006. 

[37] K. El-Hassan and N. Ghalayini, “Parental attachment bonds, dysfunctional career thoughts and career exploration as predictors of 
career decision-making self-efficacy of Grade 11 students,” British Journal of Guidance & Counselling, vol. 48, no. 5, pp. 597–

610, Sep. 2020, doi: 10.1080/03069885.2019.1645296. 

[38] V. Ratnawati, H. B. Utomo, R. Ningsih, and N. Y. Setyaputri, “The role of democratic parenting, school climate, and internal 
locus of control as predictors of academic optimism,” International Journal of Evaluation and Research in Education (IJERE), 

vol. 11, no. 3, pp. 1210–1217, Sep. 2022, doi: 10.11591/ijere.v11i3.22499. 

[39] G. B. Stead, L. M. LaVeck, and S. M. H. Rúa, “Career adaptability and career decision self-efficacy: meta-analysis,” Journal of 
Career Development, vol. 49, no. 4, pp. 951–964, Aug. 2022, doi: 10.1177/08948453211012477. 

[40] M. Perry‐Jenkins and N. Gerstel, “Work and family in the second decade of the 21st century,” Journal of Marriage and Family, 

vol. 82, no. 1, pp. 420–453, Feb. 2020, doi: 10.1111/jomf.12636. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                ISSN: 2252-8822 

Int J Eval & Res Educ, Vol. 13, No. 4, August 2024: 2039-2048 

2048 

BIOGRAPHIES OF AUTHORS 

 

 

Nailya Askarova     is Director, of Kazan branch, Russian Academy of National 

Economy and Public Administration under the President of the Russian Federation, Kazan, 

Russia, N. Ershova Street, 63, Kazan, 420061, Russia, 420014. She can be contacted at email: 

askarova-nai@rambler.ru. 

  

 

Olga Shalamova     is Candidate of Pedagogical Sciences, assistant professor of 

Department of Oriental Languages at Pacific State University, Khabarovsk, Russia. She can be 

contacted at email: shalamova.o@rambler.ru. 

  

 

Liia Voronova     is Ph.D. in Sociology, assistant professor of the department, 

Department of Nursing Management and Social Work, FSAEI HE I.M. Sechenov First MSMU 

of the Ministry of Health of the Russian Federation (Sechenov University), Moscow, Russian 

Federation. She can be contacted at email: li-voronova@rambler.ru. 

 

mailto:askarova-nai@rambler.ru
mailto:shalamova.o@rambler.ru
mailto:li-voronova@rambler.ru
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0722-5379
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8570-9243
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7519-2954

