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Abstract 

Since its proposal in 1977, self-efficacy (SE) has been applied to almost every behavioral 

undertaking imaginable. Over 30,000 studies have been conducted on SE since its 

introduction in 1977, and even meta-analyses exist in abundance. Unfortunately, the self-

efficacy literature tends to suffer from several common oversights:  1) neglecting 

measurement properties of self-efficacy scales; 2) inappropriate compartmentalization of 

self-efficacy by domain; and 3) inappropriate categorization of criteria/outcomes of 

interest. Accordingly, the goal of the present research was to address the criticisms raised 

above through meta-analyses of five distinct areas:  1) the reliability of scores from SE 

scales; 2) the convergence of SE scales within and across behavioral domains; 3) the 

potentially differential relationships between SE scales and personality traits; 4) the 

potentially differential correlations between SE scales and cognitive ability; and 5) the 

potentially differential correlations between SE scales and outcomes. General and 

specific SE scales were examined for potentially differing relationships with variables of 

interest. Scales of self-efficacy exceeded basic standards of internal consistency 

reliability (though these scales were most consistent when at least 5 – 8 items in length) 

and displayed strong relationships with one another, even at differing levels of specificity 

and across behavioral domains. Additionally, self-efficacy scales demonstrated similar 

patterns of relationships with personality across domains. While measures of self-efficacy 

displayed more variable patterns of relationships with specific criteria, most scales – even 

those not tailored for the specific criterion – still functioned as acceptable predictors of 

academic and organizational performance. 
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The Nomological Network of Self-Efficacy and Psychometric Properties of Its General 

and Specific Measures  

 Children’s literature found an unexpected treasure in 1930. Written and published 

by Arnold Munk, The Little Engine that Could told the tale of a dedicated steam engine 

whose working mantra has since become synonymous with motivation and a positive 

outlook:  “I think I can. I think I can. I think I can.” While The Little Engine was set to a 

highly specific task, the possibilities for such an adaptive mindset apply to more than 

steam engines and boxcars. Regardless of the job, the ‘I think I can’ attitude can pay 

striking dividends. The lesson for children was well received, and the book was a 

commercial success. 

 The Little Engine’s tale was not based on any specific psychological principles 

that were scientifically validated at the time and thus the illustration featured did not stem 

from scientific rigor. It was not until several decades later (and two new editions of The 

Little Engine that Could) that psychologists began paying meaningful attention to this 

phenomenon. In 1977, Albert Bandura published an article detailing a method to treat 

ophidiophobia – the fear of snakes – in clinical populations. The study was auspiciously 

titled Self-efficacy:  Toward a Unifying Theory of Behavioral Change. Like The Little 

Engine, self-efficacy was set to a highly specific task, but was quickly cast in far broader 

terms than clinical treatments. In the years following its proposal, self-efficacy has been 

applied to almost every behavioral undertaking imaginable. Whether the goal is scoring 

well on a mathematics test, interacting positively with others, or performing one’s job 
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with distinction, self-efficacy – an individual’s confidence regarding his or her capability 

to perform a given task – is an essential prerequisite for success. 

Defining Self-Efficacy 

Fortunately for researchers, self-efficacy (SE) has enjoyed a relatively consistent 

definition over its nearly thirty-five year lifespan (see Table 1). As with all constructs, 

however, there has been a certain degree of evolution over time. Beginning as a 

“conviction that one can successfully execute the behavior[s] required to produce the 

outcomes [of interest]” (Bandura, 1977, p. 193), self-efficacy has shifted to a judgment 

about an individual’s capabilities (Bandura, 1980, 1982, 1984) to a judgment regarding 

individuals’ abilities to control their lives by producing given attainments (Bandura, 

1997). Following these amendments, which have moved SE towards increasing 

generality, other researchers have adopted definitions very similar (if not identical) to 

those proposed by Bandura. Accordingly, the construct of self-efficacy is fairly 

consistently defined at the construct level as well as the operational level. 

 Much of the consistency in SE definitions is admittedly due to Bandura’s role as 

the primary (and often sole) researcher of the construct for over a decade. The shift from 

more specific to more general definitions also reflects the course of Bandura’s career. 

Beginning with his clinical work in 1977, Bandura focused almost exclusively on the 

practical applications of self-efficacy. Examining the fearful behaviors of ophidiophobes, 

Bandura found that strengthening individuals’ SE expectations (through a variety of 

sources) led to marked reductions in avoidant behavior (Bandura, 1977). In effect, self-

efficacy became a means to a very specific end. As his research progressed, however, 
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Bandura began examining self-efficacy as a construct in its own right; ultimately leading 

to the grander Social Cognitive Theory of which self-efficacy is a part. By the 1990s, he 

(and others) recognized the motivational possibilities of SE, leading to its widespread use 

in industrial-organizational (I/O) psychology (e.g., Kanfer, 2005). Since then, self-

efficacy has been successfully applied to various theories of motivation and self-

regulation (Philips & Gully, 1997), and has been linked to individual differences in 

personality (Judge & Bono, 2001). 

Relevance of Self-Efficacy 

Given its definition and applications, it is hardly difficult to acknowledge the 

wide-ranging relevance of self-efficacy for both theory and practice across psychological 

sub-disciplines. In clinical psychology, few dispute the value of SE as both a predictor 

and mediator of success in the context of desensitization therapies (e.g., Bandura, 1977; 

Dollard & Miller, 1950) and other psychological treatments (e.g., Ghaderi & Rangiaah, 

2011; Ramo, Myers, & Brown, 2010). In cognitive psychology, social learning 

researchers (e.g., Perry & Bussey, 1979; Perry, Perry, & Rasmussen, 1986) have 

demonstrated that individuals can learn from a number of sources, ranging from direct 

(i.e., personal) experiences to indirect or vicarious observation of these experiences (i.e., 

social modeling). Building upon these findings, Bandura shows that self-efficacy 

functions as an accurate predictor of later performance, no matter how such efficacy was 

engendered. This principle constitutes an essential element of Social Cognitive Theory, 

and further broadens the applications of social learning beyond purely behavioral 

mimicry (Bandura, 1989b).  
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In a related vein, industrial-organizational (I/O) psychology uses self-efficacy in 

both theory and practice, most notably within the context of goal-setting and other 

motivational theories (e.g., Kanfer, 2005). Specifically, self-efficacy is often viewed as a 

moderator of the goal discrepancy-goal pursuit relationship – such that low SE 

individuals get discouraged while high SE individuals persevere in the face of obstacles 

and adversity. Interestingly, these behavioral tendencies have also been used as stable 

individual differences, often within the context of Judge and colleagues’ Core Self-

Evaluations (e.g., Judge & Bono, 2001). Here, self-efficacy has been linked meaningfully 

to essential I/O constructs such as job satisfaction and job performance; elsewhere, SE 

has been used to predict training goals (e.g., Sitzmann & Ely, 2011).  

The State of the SE Literature 

As a consequence of its popularity and applicability, self-efficacy is one of the 

most broadly researched topics in modern psychology. Over 30,000 studies have been 

conducted on SE since its introduction in 1977, and even meta-analyses exist in 

abundance. As Tables 2 – 10 show, these meta-analyses range across a variety of topics. 

While medical, fitness, and nutritionally-oriented topics constitute a nontrivial proportion 

of the literature, there are still dozens of more psychologically-focused analyses as well. 

The following review is based largely on the meta-analytic relationships summarized in 

Tables 2-10.  

A number of researchers have, unsurprisingly, examined self-efficacy in the 

context of psychological health, ranging from emotional exhaustion and 

depersonalization (Alarcon, Eschleman, & Bowling, 2009) to social acceptance (Bauer et 
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al., 2007) and general distress/post-traumatic stress disorder (Luszczynska, Benight, & 

Cieslak, 2009). Effect sizes vary widely among these analyses; from a mere .08 between 

unspecified SE and ego depletion to -.77 between trauma-specific SE and PTSD.  

Turning to more I/O focused topics, SE (most often in its general form) relates 

modestly to work performance among previous meta-analyses. Uncorrected coefficients 

range from .16 to .38, with the two most recent analyses – Stajkovic and Luthans (1998) 

and Judge et al. (2007),  respectively – displaying markedly different findings (r=.34 

versus r=.16). [The difference is likely attributable to Stajkovic and Luthans focusing 

primarily on task performance, and Judge et al. combining measures of task performance 

with overall job performance, and other performance indicators and outcomes]. Several 

meta-analyses on non-performance work behaviors exist as well. Bauer et al. (2007) 

found a modest, negative relationship between job task/role SE and early turnover (r=-

.16); Rauch and Frese (2007) discovered more robust relationships between generalized 

SE and both business creation (r=.33) and entrepreneurial success (r=.20). 

Attitudinal variables such as work-family conflict, job satisfaction, and 

organizational commitment are also well represented in the meta-analytic literature on 

SE. Here self-efficacy displays – with few exceptions – its characteristically strong 

relationships, ranging from modest correlations with organizational commitment in new 

employees (r=.20; Bauer et al., 2007) and work-family conflict (r=-.24; Allen et al., 

2012) to stronger relationships with job satisfaction in new employees (r=.28; Bauer et 

al., 2007) and employees in general (r=.38; Judge & Bono, 2001). Interestingly, non-

work attitudes have also garnered sufficient attention for meta-analyses. Most notably, 
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exercise intentions and attitudes (Rodgers, Connor, & Murray, 2008), which demonstrate 

remarkably robust relationships with self-efficacy (r=.63 and r=.46, respectively). 

In terms of motivational criteria, self-efficacy functions as a modest to 

exceptional predictor. Ranging from single digit correlations between SE and variables 

such as approach goal orientation (Payne, Youngcourt, & Beaubien, 2007), goal intention 

(Webb & Sheeran, 2008), and protection motivation (Floyd et al., 2000) to more 

substantial relationships between SE and learning goal orientation (r=.56; Payne, 

Youngcourt, & Beaubien, 2007), persistence (Sitzmann & Ely, 2011), and motivation 

(Sitzmann & Ely, 2011), self-efficacy demonstrates it affinity for goal-related behaviors. 

Self-efficacy has also been investigated quite thoroughly in academic domains. 

While GPA and retention are common criteria of interest (e.g., Robbins et al, 2004), other 

researchers have examined both academic performance in its own right (Multon, Brown, 

& Lent, 1991) as well as reactions to training and instruction (Sitzmann et al., 2008). 

Correlations range from .05 to .59 in this domain, apparently depending upon the type of 

self-efficacy used in the analyses. Robbins et al. (2004) provide a telling comparison 

between academic SE and general self-concept (an evaluative construct somewhat related 

to SE):  as expected, academic SE significantly outperforms general self-concept as a 

predictor of both GPA and academic retention. 

 Finally, self-efficacy has also been linked to various individual difference 

variables, ranging from the Five Factor Model of personality (Judge & Ilies, 2002) to 

vocational interests (Rottinghaus, Larson, & Borgen, 2003). As expected, correlations 

between SE and personality range between .09 (between SE motivation and 
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agreeableness; Judge & Ilies, 2002) and .73 (between math SE and mathematics interests; 

Rottinghaus, Larson, & Borgen, 2003). Overall, however, relationships between self-

efficacy and stable individual differences are notably stronger than other variables, 

pointing to its trait sources. 

In addition to sampling from a variety of criterion domains, previous meta-

analyses have varied widely in the specificity or generality of their self-efficacy 

measures. Although many analyses favor using highly-specific scales that match a given 

criterion domain as closely as possible (e.g., Bauer et al., 2007; Beaudoin & Descrichard, 

2011; Rottinghaus, Larson, & Borgen, 2003), several use more generalized measures of 

SE to predict outcomes of interest (e.g., Alarcon, Eschleman, & Bowling, 2009; Judge & 

Bono, 2001). Further complicating the issue, one major concern is that many of these 

meta-analyses may be mixing domain specific and general self-efficacy scales 

inappropriately in their analyses.  

Is Synthesis Possible? 

 Across all its applications, one unambiguous theme emerges:  self-efficacy as a 

seemingly universal precursor to specific behaviors. However, the sheer volume and 

variety of self-efficacy measures seem to make few other generalizations feasible. 

Ultimately, these meta-analyses raise several important questions:  Is this literature 

summarized appropriately through meta-analysis? Is such a summary even possible?  

Fortunately, the confusion engendered by previous meta-analyses appears to be 

quite correctable. While these analyses offer a great deal of specific information 

regarding self-efficacy and its outcomes, they tend to suffer from several common 
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oversights. Most notably, these meta-analyses tend to neglect the following areas:  1) 

measurement properties of self-efficacy scales; 2) inappropriate compartmentalization of 

self-efficacy by domain; and 3) inappropriate categorization of criteria/outcomes of 

interest. In short, while current meta-analyses do an admirable job of examining and 

quantifying specific SE-criterion relationships, they often fail to link self-efficacy to other 

variables in the larger nomological network. Accordingly, the goal of the present research 

was to address the criticisms raised above through meta-analyses of five distinct areas:  1) 

the reliability of scores from SE scales; 2) the convergence of SE scales within and across 

behavioral domains; 3) the potentially differential relationships between SE scales and 

personality traits; 4) the potentially differential correlations between SE scales and 

cognitive ability; and 5) the potentially differential correlations between SE scales and 

outcomes. 

The Present Research 

Reliability of SE Scale Scores 

 In many ways, test score reliability constitutes the foundation for all our 

measurable scientific progress in psychology. Defined most generally as the ratio of true 

score variance to observed score variance (Cronbach, 1947), test score reliability fulfills a 

variety of functions. It serves as a prerequisite for construct validity (Cronbach, 1951) 

and as a measure of the proportion of error variance in test scores (Nunnally, 1967). 

Reliability, whether as an index of scores’ internal or temporal consistency, should be 

assessed for virtually all psychological measures. 
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While researchers (e.g., Cortina, 1993; Schmitt, 1996) have treated the various 

uses, importance, and limitations of reliability in no small detail, many of the most 

important lessons may have gone unrecognized among designers of SE scales. 

Accordingly, the self-efficacy literature currently consists of a relatively limited selection 

of sophisticated, well developed measures dwarfed by a significantly larger number of 

measures whose psychometric properties remain uninvestigated. In the absence of 

concrete data, it is possible that many, if not most, of the SE scales currently in use fail to 

meet minimum psychometric standards that allow us to evaluate their scores in a 

meaningful fashion – leading to considerable difficulties regarding interpretation at the 

construct level. Often, even studies that do address the reliability of a scale simply report 

an alpha coefficient and proceed without any greater attention to its implications.  

Coefficient alpha is hardly the only reliability type of interest, however. Although 

estimates of internal consistency are necessary to determine the influence of random 

response and specific factor errors on scale scores – as well as the potential 

unidimensionality of the scores – they do little to address transient errors of measurement 

(i.e., errors that vary across measurement occasions but not within them; Schmidt & 

Hunter, 1999). Unfortunately, the theoretical definition of self-efficacy suggests that, by 

its very nature, the construct is not necessarily stable over long periods of time, due to its 

mutability by personal experience and vicarious learning (Bandura, 1997). Accordingly, 

very few studies attempt to capture data regarding potential transient errors. As a result, 

the current meta-analyses will examine only internal consistency (alpha) reliabilities 

across various broad domains of self-efficacy to answer the following questions:   
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1.1) How reliably is SE measured? What are the typical magnitudes of SE scale 

score internal consistency reliabilities?  

1.2) Are there differences in measurement error associated with SE scores in 

various behavioral domains? 

1.3) What are the consequences of these potential reliability differences at the item- 

and scale-level? 

Convergence of SE across Domains 

In addition to purely psychometric concerns, there is a lingering philosophical 

debate that informs much of the research on self-efficacy. In brief, this debate concerns 

the specificity and contextualization of self-efficacy and its consequent role in both scale 

development and SE research. According to Bandura (2006), “the efficacy belief system 

is not a global trait but a differentiated set of self-beliefs linked to distinct realms of 

functioning [emphasis added]… [t]here is no all-purpose measure of perceived self-

efficacy. The ‘one measure fits all’ [italics in original] approach usually has limited 

explanatory and predictive value because most of the items in an all-purpose test may 

have little or no relevance to the domain of functioning [emphasis added].” (p. 307).  

Based on Bandura’s conceptualization of the efficacy construct, this position 

makes a great deal of sense. Efficacy deals with individuals’ beliefs regarding a concrete 

set of behaviors; as measures move away from these particular behaviors, prediction 

should become increasingly difficult. A similar argument has been made for measures of 

personality (Bandura, 1997):  as researchers decontextualize a measure, the greater 

possibility for erroneous (or at least inconsistent) interpretation and – as a result – 
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reduced predictive validity. Taken to its logical extreme, a generalized self-efficacy 

measure should have virtually no predictive power: containing no specific behavioral 

information, such a measure would maximize the chances for individuals to interpret it 

incorrectly. 

No matter how well justified on theoretical grounds, this position is often 

perceived as an article of faith rather than investigated as an empirically tested 

proposition. Although scales of generalized self-efficacy (GSE) have been in circulation 

since the early 1980s (e.g., Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995; Sherer et al., 1982), most 

researchers have simply sidestepped the issue and created their own contextualized, 

domain-specific measures as per Bandura’s (2006) instructions. More recently, however, 

other researchers have begun exploring this issue empirically – and have found 

provocative results. Most notably, Judge and his colleagues (Judge & Bono, 2001) have 

used a general form of self-efficacy in their investigation of Core Self-Evaluations, a 

higher-order compound trait associated with a variety of organizationally relevant 

criteria.  

Judge and Bono’s (2001) meta-analysis demonstrates the predictive capabilities of 

generalized self-efficacy in its own right, but it too sidesteps the issue of domain-

specificity and contextualization. Given GSE’s correlations with other personality traits 

such as emotional stability and locus of control, it is possible that the general form of 

self-efficacy is an entirely different construct from its more specific counterparts. The 

current meta-analysis examines the degree to which scales of SE converge across distinct 
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behavioral domains, contrasting against the degree to which scales of SE converge within 

behavioral domains, answering the following questions:   

2.1) Are there comparable levels of convergence of SE measures both within and 

across behavioral domains? 

2.2) What are the magnitudes of the convergent validities for SE? 

2.3) When corrected for unreliability of measurement is there evidence for 

isomorphism? 

2.4) If so, does this occur within certain domains, or across all domains? 

2.5) In contrast, are there particular domains that seem especially distinct?  

SE-Personality Relationships 

The concerns raised by the debate discussed above have construct-level 

implications beyond self-efficacy itself. In addition to understanding the structure and 

convergence of SE, researchers must understand the boundaries of the construct with 

respect to other individual difference variables. Historically, self-efficacy has been 

viewed as a collection of highly domain-specific, contextualized beliefs (Bandura, 1997) 

rather than as a single, relatively stable trait. As such, relationships between SE in a given 

domain and external constructs such as emotional stability could vary widely across 

behavioral contexts. 

In fact, previous meta-analytic research gives reason to suspect that domain-

specific SE scales may not be ideal or uniform indicators of personality, especially when 

compared to more general measures. Consider, for example, Judge et al.’s (2007) meta-

analysis examining the construct-level relationships between the Five Factor Model of 
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personality and self-efficacy. Employing task- and job-specific SE measures, researchers 

found relatively modest overlap between efficacy and personality (ρ’s from .11 to .35). 

However, more recent research suggests that potentially stronger relationships exist 

between these constructs at a more general level. Stewart et al. (2008) obtained construct-

level estimates of nearly twice the magnitude of Judge et al. (2007) for conscientiousness, 

openness, and emotional stability (ρ’s from .49 to .73) when using generalized self-

efficacy; Strobel, Tumasjan, & Spörrle (2011) found relationships of similar magnitude.  

Thus, if self-efficacy is better conceptualized as a more general and unitary 

construct (at least in part) then there is reason to believe that its relationships with other 

constructs are more stable across domains. In this case, we would expect similar patterns 

of relationships with personality, regardless of the domain. Using the Big Five model of 

personality as an organizing framework, the current meta-analyses examine the degree to 

which specific personality traits correlate with various domains of self-efficacy to answer 

the following questions:   

3.1) Are there personality traits that relate consistently to self-efficacy across 

domains, or are there extreme differences within each domain? 

3.2) What are the magnitudes of these SE-personality relationships? 

3.3) Is there a relationship between SE and personality particularly strong for a 

single trait (or set of traits)? 

3.4) Is there relationship between SE and personality particularly weak for a single 

trait (or set of traits)? 
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3.5) How do SE –personality relationships vary for different Big Five facets and 

compound traits examined?  

SE-Cognitive Ability Relationships 

 Like personality, cognitive ability is viewed as a relatively stable individual 

difference variable that conforms to a well-known hierarchical structure (Ones, 

Viswesvaran, & Dilchert, 2005). As a result, much is known about its relationships with a 

variety of variables (e.g., g and job performance – Kuncel, Ones, & Sackett, 2010; 

Schmidt, 2002; g and life outcomes – Gottfredson, 1997). Despite this wealth of 

knowledge, few researchers have directly examined its relationship with self-efficacy. 

Part of this dearth of research comes from the proposed nature of self-efficacy – as a 

highly contextualized variable that does not function as a stable difference among 

individuals, there is little theoretical point in trying to identify correlations with cognitive 

ability. In essence, self-efficacy is too changeable both within individuals and across 

particular behavioral domains to maintain consistent relationships with g. Once again, 

this proposition has not been tested empirically. 

 In addition, there are compelling reasons to suspect meaningful and stable 

relationships between SE and cognitive ability no matter the underlying structure of self-

efficacy. If SE can be viewed as a more general construct, then a similarly general 

cognitive ability construct (i.e., g) should be a relatively strong, stable predictor from the 

perspective of comparable levels-of-analysis (Cronbach & Gleser, 1965). On the other 

hand, if SE can only be discussed within the context of specific behavioral domains, then 

perhaps more specific cognitive abilities (i.e., mathematical ability; verbal ability) would 
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best serve. Furthermore, there should be notable differences in the degree to which 

specific cognitive abilities relate to specific self-efficacy domains. 

While the discussion above presupposes significant and stable relationships 

between self-efficacy and cognitive ability, it is equally important to discover the 

magnitude of this relationship even if it is trivial. Given the definition of SE as a self-

referential, cognitive phenomenon (e.g., Bandura, 1989b), this seems rather unlikely. If 

self-efficacy is largely unrelated to cognitive ability, however, we still gain valuable 

knowledge of the construct’s boundaries. The current meta-analysis examines the degree 

to which general cognitive ability (and its traditional and nonverbal measures) correlates 

with various domains of self-efficacy, answering the following questions:   

4.1) Does general cognitive ability relate consistently to self-efficacy across domains, 

or are there extreme differences within each domain? 

4.2) What are the magnitudes of these SE-general cognitive ability relationships? 

4.3) Is the relationship between SE and general cognitive ability particularly strong 

for a single behavioral domain? 

SE-Outcome Relationships 

Finally, research is surprisingly limited regarding the relationships between self-

efficacy and criteria of interest. To be sure, there are hundreds – perhaps thousands – of 

studies examining SE and specific outcomes; most of the literature involves these 

individually-tailored links between a single form of self-efficacy and its complementary 

behavior. However, there have been relatively few attempts to synthesize this literature 

within behavioral domains – and almost no attempts to do so across SE domains.  
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Stajkovic and Luthans (1998) have conducted a meta-analysis examining specific 

SE’s relationship with work-relevant outcomes. While the study boasts an impressive 

sample size (21,616 individuals across 114 studies) the analysis itself is somewhat 

lacking in a few critical respects of reporting. First, the distinctions among different 

performance criteria (e.g., task performance vs. contextual performance) are 

conspicuously absent. Stajkovic’s dissertation on which the published article is based 

suggests that much, if not all performance criteria, may be described as task performance. 

Similarly, it is unclear which domains of SE (e.g., academic, social, and/or work) are 

represented within the analysis.  

In addition to the combinatorial confusions described above, Stajkovic and 

Luthans explicitly avoided coding any studies employing a more general form of SE. 

While this strategy was perfectly congruent with theoretical perspectives of the time, 

there is reason to believe that significant, valid relationships exist between organizational 

outcomes of various types and more general measures of self-efficacy. More recently, 

Judge, Jackson, Shaw, Scott, and Rich (2007) updated Stajkovic and Luthans’ (1998) 

analysis, almost doubling the number of studies under investigation and adding a host of 

new potential moderators. While this analysis increments Stajkovic and Luthans’ study 

significantly in terms of data, it still neglects to examine potential differences across 

different behavioral domains. In addition, Judge et al. appeared to combine even more 

studies utilizing a more diverse set of organizational criteria. There was little attempt at 

sorting out potentially differential relationships with the variety of criteria included in the 

analyses. Overall, meta-analyses examining SE-work performance relationships appear to 
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be a victim of an oft-cited but rarely justifiable concern of modern meta-analysts:  the 

inappropriate combination of disparate studies within a single meta-analysis (i.e., 

‘combining apples and oranges’/‘great bouillabaisse’ arguments; Ones, Viswesvaran, 

Schmidt, & Lykken, 1996). 

Accordingly, the current study updates the Judge et al. (2007) analysis to examine 

the degree to which self-efficacy predicts various criteria, ranging from overall 

performance to more specific criteria of interest in greater detail.  In particular, SE 

relations are examined for overall job performance (e.g., Judge, Thoresen, Pucik, & 

Welbourne, 1999), objective job performance indicators (e.g., Erez & Judge, 2001), 

organizational citizenship behaviors (e.g., Harrison, Chadwick, & Scales, 1996), and 

extrinsic career success (e.g., Foti & Hauenstein, 2007).  

The following questions are investigated:   

5.1) Does SE relate consistently to all organizational criteria of interest, or are there 

extreme differences across criteria? 

5.2) Do all types of SE relate consistently to organizational criteria of interest, or are 

there extreme differences across SE domains? 

5.3) Are there particular matches of SE domains and criteria that yield 

exceptionally strong relationships? If so, are these matches explainable through 

either Bandura’s or Judge’s philosophy of SE measurement? 

Potential Moderators 

 Across all the proposed meta-analyses, I am most interested in the potential 

moderating effects of self-efficacy domain on the strength of SE-criterion relationships. 
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In particular, I wish to determine whether or not (or to what degree) SE domains must 

conform to criteria of interest in order to display meaningful relationships. In addition, I 

aimed to determine if the specificity of self-efficacy within a given behavioral domain 

makes an appreciable difference in the strength of relationships. One of the most 

pervasive difficulties associated with the collected self-efficacy literature is reconciling 

self-efficacy measures of different levels of specificity. Due to the often overwhelming 

influence of Bandura’s opinion on the subject, most researchers have been reluctant to 

address the issue of varying levels of specificity directly. Those who agree with Bandura 

tend to create self-efficacy scales that are highly task-specific; those who disagree tend to 

create more generalized measures (e.g., Jerusalem & Schwarzer, 1986a; Sherer et al., 

1982). However, there are also numerous studies whose measures fall somewhere in 

between. These scales – when they are not simply ignored entirely – are often placed in 

one category or another without much meaningful discussion regarding why they are of 

intermediate specificity. Given the potential consequences of using a general SE scale in 

place of a more specific one, a more systematic delineation of self-efficacy is needed. 

Table 11 displays a new, three-level classification system that differentiates among SE 

scales across both behavioral domains and levels of specificity. 

 At the broadest level of specificity, measures of self-efficacy assess either a given 

behavioral domain in its entirety or cover a number of theoretically distinct sub-domains. 

For example, a broad (i.e., general) scale of work-related self-efficacy could measure an 

undifferentiated form of ‘job performance self-efficacy’ (e.g., Saks, 1995; Schwoerer & 

May, 1996), a ‘job-in-general’ form of SE (e.g., Ford et al., 1993), or measure multiple 
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aspects of job performance SE (e.g., SE for customer service and SE for time 

management). At the meso level of specificity, measures of self-efficacy assess a portion 

of a behavioral domain that subsumes several more specific behaviors. In academic 

domains, a meso-specific self-efficacy scale would measure Quantitative/Mathematics 

SE, which would contain Algebraic SE, Geometric SE, and a host of other more specific 

behavioral domains. This meso level of specificity can be found in work-related domains 

as well, often appearing as some form of ‘job task SE’ (e.g., Leadership SE; Semadar et 

al., 2006). The most constrained level of specificity corresponds to Bandura’s ideal scope 

for self-efficacy scales:  measures limited to a single behavior (or set of linked behaviors) 

that can be differentiated easily from other, conceptually similar ones (e.g., Adaptive 

Performance SE; Pulakos et al., 2002; Telemarketing SE; Wolfe et al., 1998). 

 In practice, these levels of specificity are not distributed evenly across behavioral 

domains. For example, the general behavioral domain of self-efficacy, by its very 

definition, only contains self-efficacy measures of general specificity within its confines 

(to date no researcher has attempted to create a self-efficacy scale that is highly specific 

while simultaneously general in scope). In a somewhat similar vein, the number of meso-

level social SE scales seems quite limited at present. While the social behavioral domain 

is not constrained by any theoretical limitations, it appears that most researchers take 

either a highly specific (e.g., Rehg et al., 2012) or a wholly general (e.g., Harrison, 

Chadwick, & Scales, 1996) approach. 

In contrast to general and social measures, academic and work-related SE scales 

appear to run the gamut of specificity, ranging from ultra-specific measures of self-
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efficacy to care for elderly patients in assisted living environments (e.g., Evers et al., 

2001) to generalized, overall job performance SE (e.g., Ford et al., 1993). Ultimately, 

parsing these scales apart will allow researchers to examine the potential differences in 

predictive power that arise from differing levels of measurement specificity within given 

behavioral domains. The conceptual clarity offered by Table 11 is intended as a 

contribution to the literature that will guide future theoretical and empirical work as well 

as guide the present research.  
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Method 

Meta-Analytic Methods 

The studies included in each of the meta-analyses for this dissertation were read 

and coded (see below for specific information regarding each meta-analytic database). In 

addition to the correlations, the specific SE scales used, the reliabilities reported, and the 

sample characteristics (e.g., age, profession, gender) were coded where available. 

Psychometric meta-analysis (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990) was used to cumulate the results 

across studies and to establish the correlations of interest. In general, psychometric meta-

analysis relies upon effect sizes from individual, statistically independent studies and 

aggregates them to estimate population-level relationships. Tables displaying meta-

analytic information follow a set pattern of reporting conventions, where N corresponds 

to the total number of participants (across studies) in the analysis, k corresponds to the 

total number of independent studies/samples in the analysis, and r and SDr correspond to 

the observed sample size-weighted average correlation across studies and its standard 

deviation, respectively. Similarly, ρ and SDρ correspond to the population-level estimate 

of the effect size and its standard deviation, respectively. These two are estimated 

unreliability corrected correlations and the associated true score standard deviations (i.e., 

stardard deviations corrected for variability due to statistical artifacts, including 

unreliability). To estimate the variability across individual studies (and the potential for 

generalization and the presence of moderator variables; Whitener, 199), credibility 

intervals are calculated using the corrected standard deviation, SDρ. These credibility 

intervals are notated CV, with appropriate upper and lower boundaries.  
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Since one of the primary strengths of psychometric meta-analysis is its ability to 

account and statistically correct for sampling error and research artifacts (see below), 

confidence intervals – based upon uncorrected, sample size-weighted mean effect sizes – 

were deemed inappropriate and unnecessary. Instead, evidence of nontrivial differences 

among effect sizes (e.g., effect sizes across different behavioral domains of SE) were 

evaluated using the credibility intervals, such that effect sizes with overlapping intervals 

were not considered distinguishable from one another. As far as interpreting single 

effects was concerned, the present analysis uses Cohen’s (1992) general rules of thumb 

for interpreting the relative importance of effect sizes/correlations: 0.10 for small effects; 

0.30 for medium effects; and 0.50 for large effects.   

In addition to sampling error, corrections were made for unreliability in the 

measures. The robust, large-scale artifact distribution based upon the reliability 

generalization (see Table 12 below) was used to correct for unreliability in the self-

efficacy measures, as the information was not available to correct each study 

individually. Overall, self-efficacy scale (internal consistency) reliabilities ranged from 

0.84 to 0.91 across all behavioral domains. Moving beyond self-efficacy, artifact 

distributions were also employed to correct for unreliability in measures of personality, 

cognitive ability, academic performance, overall job performance, self-rated job 

performance, organizational citizenship behaviors, and both objective and adaptive 

performance measures. The distribution of personality scale reliabilities was drawn from 

Viswesvaran and Ones (2000), and ranged from 0.53 to 0.97 across all factors of 

personality. The distribution of cognitive ability scale reliabilities was drawn from 
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Kuncel, Hezlett, and Ones (2001), and was based upon a point estimate of 0.91 (from a 

composite of verbal, quantitative, and analytical intelligence measures). The distribution 

for overall job performance was drawn from Viswesvaran, Ones, & Schmidt (1996), and 

ranged from 0.36 to 0.67 for overall performance; artifact distributions for self-rated 

performance reliabilities were drawn from contributing studies, and ranged from 0.51 to 

.93. Due to the relatively small number of studies, distributions of reliability for academic 

performance, organizational citizenship behaviors, objective performance, and adaptive 

performance were drawn from studies included in the present analyses. Reliabilities 

ranged from 0.84 to 0.91 for academic performance; from 0.72 to 0.93 for organizational 

citizenship behaviors; and from 0.90 to 0.94 for objective performance. Adaptive 

performance, based on a single study, used a point estimate of 0.98 for its reliability. All 

reliabilities were estimates of internal consistency, although it is acknowledged that for 

some of these criteria inter-rater reliabilities would have been the appropriate indices to 

use in corrections. No corrections were made for range restriction, as these data were not 

available from the gathered studies.  
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Reliability Generalization Methods 

Although modern meta-analysis is capable of cumulating many types of effect 

sizes across studies, it is somewhat ill-suited to estimating coefficient alpha/internal 

consistency and test-retest reliabilities on its own (Rodriguez & Maeda, 2006). Despite 

the proliferation of reliability generalization meta-analyses since the 1980s, these studies 

usually employ meta-analytic techniques which fail to account for the unique sampling 

distribution of reliabilities and neglect to weight individual studies by the precision of 

their estimate (Rodriguez & Maeda, 2006). Fortunately, recent work by Rodriguez and 

Maeda has offered a solution to this problem. By estimating a study’s precision as a 

function of the number of items in the study’s scale, the number of subjects, and the 

observed reliability of its scores, it is possible to transform reliabilities into a normalized 

distribution more amenable to standard meta-analytic techniques, leading to a more 

appropriate meta-analytic estimate of coefficient alpha – labeled ρα. 

Reliability Database 

Since some form of reliability should be reported for all scales of self-efficacy, 

studies were drawn from research examining SE in any form, regardless of the main 

focus of the study or the authors’ criteria of interest. As a result, the search terms for the 

reliability generalization database were similarly broad:  any studies containing the 

keywords efficacy, self-efficacy, self efficacy, and SE were considered. Due to the breadth 

of possible results (>90,000) using these search terms, however, several exclusionary 

criteria were used to narrow the results to a more manageable size (and a more focused 

set of behavioral domains). Specifically, the following content areas were excluded in 
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their entirety:  a) computers, internet, and technology use; b) smoking, dieting, nutrition, 

and other health-related behaviors; c) exercise, sport, and recreational physical activities; 

and d) sexuality and parenting. More specifically, restricted keywords were computer, 

smoking, exercise, physical activity, pregnancy, pregnant, maternal, sex, alcohol, HIV, 

AIDS, sport, internet, and nutrition. Following these exclusions, the remaining domains 

of interest were compressed into four broad categories:  1) academic self-efficacy; 2) 

work-related self-efficacy; 3) social self-efficacy; and 4) general self-efficacy. Although 

scales within each domain share characteristics at the broadest level of content, they can 

differ enormously in their specifics. For example, SE scales treating graduate students’ 

efficacy to perform scholarly research (Forester, Kahn, & Hesson-McInnis, 2004) and 

scales assessing undergraduates’ beliefs in their ability to balance multiple aspects of 

their roles as college students (Quimby & O’Brien, 2004) are both classified as academic 

self-efficacy. Similarly, SE scales involving applicants’ confidence in their job 

interviewing skills (Latham & Budworth, 2006) and scales measuring prospective 

teachers’ confidence in their teaching abilities (de la Torre Cruz & Casanova Arias, 2007) 

are both considered within the domain of career self-efficacy. Only the social and general 

self-efficacy domains seem more homogenous with respect to their apparent specific 

content – likely due to their relative scarcity in the literature as compared to subject-

specific SE scales. 

The literature search was also restricted to published sources in the form of 

English-language journals. Additionally, studies whose samples included children (age 

12 or less) or patients from clinical populations were excluded, as the population of 



   26 

 

interest was composed of individuals most likely to constitute the normal, adult 

workforce. After removing these areas from consideration, there were approximately 

9,000 potential articles of interest within the American Psychological Association’s 

PsycINFO database addressing self-efficacy (using the keywords above) for the years 

1977 to the present. The final database contained a total of 580 reliability coefficients 

from 566 studies, including 193,234 individuals.   

Convergence Database 

To identify potential articles which might include appropriate coefficients, a 

keyword search of the PsycINFO database was conducted for articles published between 

1977 and the present (keywords were self efficacy, self-efficacy, SE, and efficacy). Due to 

the sheer number of results yielded by this search (> 13,000) several exclusionary criteria 

were imposed to better refine the search. Subsequent searches were limited to the 

domains of general-, social-, academic-, and work-related self-efficacy (see above). In 

order to maximize the search results within these domains, however, the search was 

restricted by culling domains rather than limiting the search at its outset (restricted 

keywords are computer, smoking, exercise, physical activity, pregnancy, pregnant, 

maternal, sex, alcohol, HIV, AIDS, sport, internet, and nutrition). While these restrictions 

appeared sufficient to remove articles treating vastly different self-efficacy domains from 

the ones under examination, the literature remained prohibitively large (> 9,000). Further 

limiting the search to English language articles studying human, non-disordered 

populations of legal working age (> 12 years) led to a more manageable 2,547 potential 

articles. Studies which contained sufficient information to identify two or more distinct 
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self-efficacy scales (rather than sub-scales) and to extract a correlation between them 

were initially included. The final database contained a total of 137 correlations from 78 

studies, including 26,925 individuals.   

Personality Database 

 Unlike the previous two analyses which were drawn from nearly identical 

databases, the SE-personality database required a rather different series of inclusionary 

and exclusionary criteria. To identify potential articles which might include appropriate 

coefficients treating the relationship between self-efficacy and personality, a keyword 

search of the PsycINFO database was conducted for articles published between 1977 and 

the present (keywords were efficacy, self-efficacy, self efficacy, SE, and personality, 

NEO, NEO-PI-R, NEO-FFI, Big Five, Five Factor Model, personality traits). Here, the 

interest was in correlations of self-efficacy (restrictions below) with established scales of 

personality (i.e., those conforming to the Big Five model of personality). For purposes of 

this analysis, studies containing single traits or full models of personality were both 

acceptable. Using the search terms above – as expected – the number of potential results 

(> 8,000) required the use of further exclusionary criteria. Subsequent searches were 

limited to the domains of general-, social-, academic-, and career-related self-efficacy 

(restricted keywords were computer, smoking, exercise, physical activity, pregnancy, 

pregnant, maternal, sex, alcohol, HIV, AIDS, sport, internet, and nutrition). Further 

limiting the search to English language articles studying human, non-disordered 

populations of legal working age (> 12 years) led to 1,295 potential articles. Where 

possible, references from existing meta-analyses were also searched to supplement the 
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fuller literature search. Studies which contained sufficient information to identify two or 

more distinct self-efficacy scales (rather than sub-scales) and to extract a correlation 

between them were initially included. The final database contained a total of 174 

correlations from 52 studies, including 19,994 individuals. 

Cognitive Ability Database 

To identify potential articles which might include appropriate coefficients treating 

the relationship between self-efficacy and cognitive ability, a keyword search of the 

PsycINFO database was conducted for articles published between 1977 and the present 

(keywords were efficacy, self-efficacy, self efficacy, SE, and intelligence, general 

intelligence, mental ability, general mental ability, cognitive ability, general cognitive 

ability, and g). Here, the interest was in correlations of self-efficacy (restrictions below) 

with established measures of cognitive ability. For purposes of this analysis, studies using 

measures of either general or nonverbal cognitive abilities were both acceptable. Using 

the search terms above the number of potential results (> 4,500) required the use of 

further exclusionary criteria. Subsequent searches are limited to the domains of general-, 

social-, academic-, and career-related self-efficacy (restricted keywords were computer, 

smoking, exercise, physical activity, pregnancy, pregnant, maternal, sex, alcohol, HIV, 

AIDS, sport, internet, and nutrition). Further limiting the search to English language 

articles studying human, non-disordered populations of legal working age (> 12 years) 

led to 463 potential articles. Where possible, references from existing meta-analyses were 

also searched to supplement the fuller literature search. The final database contained a 

total of 41 correlations from 35 studies, including 9,929 individuals. 
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Criteria Database 

To identify potential articles which might include appropriate coefficients treating 

the relationship between self-efficacy and various criteria of interest, a keyword search of 

the PsycINFO database was conducted for articles published between 1977 and the 

present (keywords were efficacy, self-efficacy, self efficacy, SE, and job performance, 

academic performance, citizenship, organizational citizenship behavior, and OCB). As 

the focus of the present dissertation was on overall measures of performance from field 

settings, studies examining task performance (and studies conducted in laboratory 

settings) were excluded from the database. Additionally, searches were limited to the 

domains of general-, social-, academic-, and career-related self-efficacy (restricted 

keywords are computer, smoking, exercise, physical activity, pregnancy, pregnant, 

maternal, sex, alcohol, HIV, AIDS, sport, internet, and nutrition). The search was further 

limited to English language articles studying human, non-disordered populations of legal 

working age (> 12 years). Where possible, references from existing meta-analyses were 

also searched to supplement the fuller literature search. The final database contained a 

total of 67 correlations from 55 studies, including 12,657 individuals. 



   30 

 

Results 

Self-Efficacy Reliability Generalization 

 Table 12 displays the meta-analytic results after applying Rodriguez and Maeda’s 

(2006) transformations. Encouragingly, these precision-weighted averages (ρα) yielded 

surprisingly high and stable point estimates for the SE scores’ reliability – well in excess 

of the generally accepted .80 standard – both within and across all domains. In addition, 

the low variances associated with the reliabilities allow for differentiation among scores 

across different content domains. Specifically, scores within the social and career 

domains demonstrated the greatest internal consistency, with scores of scales within the 

academic and general self-efficacy domains displaying lower (though still acceptable) 

reliabilities. As these results are derived from full scales, however, they are potentially 

misleading. Since scores from scales of differing lengths cannot be compared equitably 

without a common denominator, a more fundamental indicator is needed:  estimated 

single-item reliability (i.e., mean inter-item correlation).  

Table 12 also displays descriptive statistics of SE scales and number of items 

included. The number of items within each domain varied enormously. Most career and 

social SE scales contained 25 items; most general SE scales contained 10 items; and most 

academic SE scales contained only 5 items. Although the mean number of items may 

suggest that self-efficacy scales, regardless of content domain, generally maintain 

sufficient length for minimum reliability standards, this conclusion neglects the often 

impressive variability displayed among the SE scales. Academic SE scales ranged from 2 

to 75 items (SD=13), work-related SE scales ranged from 2 to 190 items (SD=23), social 
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SE scales ranged from 2 to 40 (SD=11), and general SE scales ranged from 3 to 57 items 

(SD=7). With the exception of the general and social domains, the standard deviation of 

the number of scale items met or exceeded the average number of items, and the modal 

number of items was often much lower than the mean. While these means were 

surprisingly robust to outlier scales with large numbers of items, the fact that the current 

analysis failed to include single-item measures of self-efficacy suggests that these 

estimates may be overly optimistic.  

Despite its psychometric importance, the length of a given scale serves only as a 

rough approximation of its scores’ reliability. Fortunately, the Spearman-Brown 

prophecy formula can be used to more accurately assess and compare different domains 

using single-item reliability estimates. Findings are represented in Table 12. It appears 

that single-item reliabilities fell within a relatively narrow range. However, even among 

only four content domains there were distinguishable differences. Unsurprisingly, the 

general self-efficacy domain was least internally consistent, featuring items which were, 

on average, only modestly correlated with one another (r=.340).  In contrast, the 

academic self-efficacy domain appeared to be somewhat more consistent (r=.437). The 

confidence intervals, however, showed that while the domains’ point estimates display 

some differences, there was a fair amount of overlap. Single item indicators of SE 

correlate in the .34 – .44 range with other items. Focusing items on a single domain of 

behavior appears to somewhat improve the magnitude of this relationship. 

While single-item reliabilities allow for easy comparisons among domains, they 

give little information about the predicted reliability of scores from a full scale composed 
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of similar items. As such, the Spearman-Brown prophecy formula is again needed to 

estimate the properties of scores from longer scales. Using the single-item reliabilities 

derived from the meta-analytic data, Table 13 displays the estimated full-scale 

reliabilities of scores from scales of comparable length. Based on these estimates, scales 

of academic self-efficacy required only five items to reach an internal consistency 

reliability of .80. However, scales sampling from the other content domains needed seven 

or eight items to reach the same standard. Thus, there are practical implications of the 

present set of findings for SE scale construction and use.  

Self-Efficacy Convergent Validity Meta-Analyses 

Table 14 displays the observed and corrected correlations among scales of 

academic self-efficacy. Among all of the comparisons, levels of convergence remained 

strongly positive, with observed correlations ranging from .44 to .50 and corrected 

correlations ranging from .52 to .59. The convergence among academic self-efficacy 

scales (r=.50; ρ=.59), perhaps surprisingly, was quite similar in magnitude to the 

convergence found between academic self-efficacy scales and measures from other 

behavioral domains. While second order sampling error may be a concern for the cross-

domain convergence estimates, these results demonstrate the robustly positive 

relationships among both similar and disparate self-efficacy scales. 

Table 15 displays the observed and corrected correlations among scales of work-

related self-efficacy. Levels of convergence among all of the comparisons were once 

again strongly positive; rs ranged from .40 to .50, while ρs ranged from .48 to .59. The 

convergence was strongest among work-related self-efficacy scales (r=.50; ρ=.59), 
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though cross-domain comparisons yielded comparable levels of convergence. As with 

academic convergence, second order sampling error may account for differences among 

point estimates. However, the smallest analyses, examining the relationships between 

work-related SE and academic SE and social SE, respectively, yielded results congruent 

with their more robust counterparts. 

Table 16 displays the observed and corrected correlations among scales of 

general self-efficacy. Unlike the previous analyses, there appeared to be larger 

differences between within- and cross-domain convergence estimates. In particular, the 

degree of convergence among general self-efficacy scales (r=.59; ρ=.71) was noticeably 

larger than those associated with cross-domain convergence (rs ranged from .40 to .48; ρs 

from .48 to .57). Despite these potential differences in magnitude, however, all 

correlations demonstrated the continuing trend of strong, positive relationships. 

Table 17 displays the observed and corrected correlations among scales of social 

self-efficacy. Similar to the results of general self-efficacy described above, convergence 

among scales of social SE was slightly larger (r=.51; ρ=.59) than convergence across 

behavioral domains (rs ranged from .40 to .48; ρs ranged from .48 to .57). However, 

these potential differences in point estimates were less extreme than those associated with 

general self-efficacy. Additionally, scales of social self-efficacy were the least numerous 

in the literature, making second order sampling error a greater potential concern.  

One important consideration is whether these results and conclusions need to be 

qualified based on the level of specificity of the measures. Using the conceptualization 

offered in Table 11, moderator analyses were conducted to examine the levels of 
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convergence among SE scales of each domain as a function of their specificity. These 

moderator analyses could only be conducted for academic and work domains due to the 

limited availability of data.  

Table 18 displays the levels of convergence among scales of academic self-

efficacy as a function of their specificity. Using the definitions from Table 11, there were 

a total of ten studies whose scales of academic SE fell within the same level of 

specificity; the other ten studies featured academic SE scales that differed in terms of 

their specificity level. While there were small differences in the magnitude of 

convergence between matched (r=.47; ρ=.55) and mismatched (r=.54; ρ=.63) scales, 

these differences were not only minor, but manifested in the opposite expected direction 

(i.e., the data favored greater convergence among mismatched scales). 

Table 19 displays the levels of convergence among scales of work-related self-

efficacy as a function of their specificity. Using the definitions from Table 11, there were 

a total of fifteen studies whose scales of work-related SE fell within the same level of 

specificity; the other sixteen studies featured work-related SE scales that differed in terms 

of their specificity level. Unlike the differences for academic self-efficacy, scales of 

work-related self-efficacy converged more noticeably for matched levels of specificity 

(r=.61; ρ=.72) than for mismatched levels (r=.40; ρ=.47). While second order sampling 

error is less of a concern for this analysis, SDr and SDρ for matched and mismatched 

scales were sufficiently large to suggest a high degree of overlap. 

Tables 20 and 21 provide an overview of all convergent validities examined in 

this dissertation. Integrating findings across these results, it is quite clear that SE scales 
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aiming to tap into different domains are highly correlated. In many cases, cross-domain 

relationships are almost as high as convergent validities within-domains. The large 

magnitudes of cross-domain convergent validities do not diminish markedly when SE 

scale is taken into account, as was done in the moderator analyses presented in Tables 18 

and 19.  

SE-Personality Meta-Analyses 

 In examining the relationships of SE with personality variables, I relied on the Big 

Five taxonomy of personality. Thus, for each domain’s SE measures, relationships with 

neuroticism, extraversion, openness to experience, agreeableness, and conscientiousness 

were examined. As far as specific measures of personality were concerned, the most 

common scales encountered in the present analyses were Costa and McCrae’s (1985) 

NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI) and Costa and McCrae’s (1992) NEO Five Factor 

Inventory (NEO-FFI). While other personality inventories were found in the literature, 

(e.g., Saucier’s [1994) Mini-Markers), all of the studies featured in the present analysis 

contained personality factors analogous to those found in a five factor model. 

Table 22 displays the correlations between neuroticism and self-efficacy by 

behavioral domain. As expected, neuroticism was strongly and negatively related to self-

efficacy, regardless of domain. Despite this consistency, however, there were sizable 

mean differences in the magnitude of the negative relationship depending upon the 

specific domain. General SE and social SE displayed the most robust negative 

relationships (ρs of -.59 and -.52, respectively), whereas work-related SE and academic 

SE displayed more moderate relationships (ρs of -.40 and -.29, respectively). For 
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purposes of comparison, Table 22 also shows Judge and Ilies’ (2002) estimate of the 

relationship between neuroticism and self-efficacy motivation. In contrast to the current 

analyses, Judge and Ilies’ results are markedly smaller in magnitude (r=-.29; ρ=-.35). 

 Table 23 displays the correlations between extraversion and self-efficacy by 

behavioral domain. Across domains, extraversion was moderately and positively related 

to self-efficacy (rs ranged from .20 to .45; ρs ranged from .25 to .56). Similar to the 

results for neuroticism, the general and social domains demonstrated the strongest 

relationships with extraversion (ρs of .56 and .46, respectively). In contrast, the academic 

domain yielded a somewhat weaker relationship (ρ=.25). The difference between 

academic SE and the other behavioral domains should be interpreted with caution, 

however, as this analysis was based upon only two individual studies. Again, for 

purposes of comparison, Table 23 shows the appropriate coefficients from the Judge and 

Ilies (2002) analysis. As with neuroticism, Judge and Ilies’ estimate is noticeably smaller 

and offers an underestimate of SE variables’ relationship with extraversion.  

 Table 24 displays the correlations between openness to experience and self-

efficacy by behavioral domain. Unlike the previous factors, openness to experience 

tended to yield more modestly positive correlations with less differentiation by 

behavioral domain. Although work-related self-efficacy appeared to display the weakest 

relationship with openness to experience, these differences should all be viewed with 

caution due to the size of SDρ across domains, as well as the small number of studies that 

contributed to several of the analyses. Interestingly, however, the Judge and Ilies (2002) 
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estimate of the relationship between openness to experience and self-efficacy motivation 

is still noticeably weaker (ρ=.20). 

 Table 25 displays the correlations between agreeableness and self-efficacy by 

behavioral domain. Here there were much more noticeable differences in both the 

strength and direction of relationships depending upon the given domain:  academic and 

work-related self-efficacy each appeared to be modestly and positively related to 

agreeableness (ρs of .31 and .17, respectively), while general and social self-efficacy both 

seemed to be essentially unrelated to agreeableness (ρs of -.01 and .03, respectively). 

With the exception of work-related self-efficacy, however, there were relatively few 

studies available to examine these relationships. Accordingly, second order sampling 

error may be responsible for the more extreme differences found in the current data. Note 

that Judge and Ilies’ (2002) point estimate of the SE-Openness relationship appears to be 

an underestimate for the academic and work-related domains.  

 Table 26 displays the correlations between conscientiousness and self-efficacy by 

behavioral domain. Similar to the results of the neuroticism and extraversion analyses, 

conscientiousness seemed to be more consistent in its pattern of relationships across 

various behavioral domains. Thus, general and academic self-efficacy displayed the 

strongest positive relationships with conscientiousness (ρs of .53 and .55, respectively), 

and work-related and social self-efficacy did not fall far behind (ρs of .43 and .41, 

respectively). For purposes of comparison, both the Judge and Ilies (2002) meta-analysis 

and a more recent study by Richardson et al. (2012) – focused on the academic domain – 

reported markedly weaker relationships between conscientiousness and self-efficacy. The 
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findings from this meta-analysis suggest that SE-conscientiousness relationships are in 

the .41-.53 range, depending on the domain and are not as moderate as those suggested 

by previous meta-analyses.  

 Unfortunately, relatively few studies examined specific personality facets in the 

context of self-efficacy. As a result, the current analyses only investigated the limited 

evidence treating the relationships between self-efficacy and both negative and positive 

affectivity in Tables 27 and 28, respectively. When measured as traits, negative 

affectivity is a facet of neuroticism and positive affect is a facet of extraversion. 

Information relating to negative affectivity and self-efficacy was only available from six 

studies; four investigating general SE and two investigating social SE. While the small 

number of studies raised the issue of second order sampling error, the specific results for 

general and social SE (ρs of -.48 and -.36, respectively) seemed congruent with the 

previous results for neuroticism (see above). Positive affectivity, in contrast, featured a 

few additional studies which allowed for comparisons to be made across all behavioral 

domains of interest (although second order sampling error remained a concern). Here, 

general self-efficacy displayed the strongest relationships with positive affectivity 

(ρ=65); the coefficients for the other domains, while still modestly positive, were 

noticeably weaker (ρs ranged from .21 to .53). 

 As was the case in analyses devoted to convergent validity, the level of specificity 

of SE measures could have a potential moderating influence on the findings. Fortunately, 

there were sufficient studies in this literature to examine potential level of specificity 

moderators for specific personality factor-SE domain relationships. Table 29 shows the 
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breakdown for differing levels of SE scale specificity for relationships between 

neuroticism and academic self-efficacy. Based on a limited number of studies, it appears 

that there may be a stronger relationship between neuroticism and academic self-efficacy 

when efficacy is measured with highly specific scales than with general ones (ρ=-.32 

versus ρ=-.23). Due to the very limited number of more general scales to compare with, 

however, this finding is only preliminary. Table 30 displays the relationships between 

neuroticism and work-related self-efficacy for differing levels of specificity. In contrast 

to the results of neuroticism and academic self-efficacy, here it appears that more general 

measures of work-related SE yielded stronger relationships with neuroticism than highly 

specific measures (ρ=-.46 versus ρ=-.26). Table 31 displays the relationships between 

neuroticism and social self-efficacy for differing levels of specificity. While the overall 

number of studies available was quite limited (k=5), it appeared that general scales of 

social self-efficacy demonstrated stronger relationships with neuroticism than more 

specific scales (ρ=-.64 versus ρ=-.30). 

 Table 32 displays the relationships between extraversion and work-related self-

efficacy for differing levels of specificity. While there were an adequate number of 

studies to examine these relationships at all levels of specificity, there were no significant 

differences. Table 33 shows the relationships between extraversion and social self-

efficacy for differing levels of specificity. Similar the analysis for work-related self-

efficacy, there were few noticeable differences that could be explained independent of 

second order sampling error. 
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 Table 34 displays the relationships between openness to experience and academic 

self-efficacy for differing levels of specificity. While there were potential differences 

between highly-specific and general measures of academic self-efficacy, the large 

variances associated with these estimates suggest that these apparent differences may not 

be particularly large. Table 35 displays the relationships between openness to experience 

and work-related self-efficacy for differing levels of specificity. Similar to previous 

analyses, there did not seem to be much of a difference in the relationship between 

openness and work-related SE for highly-specific and general measures. However, work-

related SE scales at the meso level of specificity appeared to have a stronger relationship 

with openness to experience. Unfortunately, there was only a single study in the meso-

specific category, suggesting that second order sampling error may be responsible. 

 Table 36 shows the relationships between agreeableness and work-related self-

efficacy at differing levels of specificity. Despite having only a single study at the meso 

level of specificity, a clear contrast emerged between highly-specific and general 

measures of work-related self-efficacy. Interestingly, it appeared that highly-specific 

measures (ρ=.31) demonstrated a much stronger relationship with agreeableness than 

general measures (ρ=.14).  

Table 37 displays the relationships between conscientiousness and academic self-

efficacy at differing levels of specificity. Similar to the analysis of agreeableness and 

work-related self-efficacy, there were few differences between levels of specificity that 

could not be accounted for due to the limited number of studies available for the 

moderator analysis. While there were potential differences between highly-specific and 
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meso-specific scales, the variance associated with the highly-specific estimate, coupled 

with the single study at the meso level of specificity, urge caution in interpretation. Table 

38 displays the relationships between conscientiousness and work-related self-efficacy at 

differing levels of specificity. With larger sample sizes (and smaller variance estimates), 

it appeared that general measures of work-related self-efficacy were more strongly 

related to conscientiousness (ρ=.47) than their highly-specific counterparts (ρ=.38).  
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SE-Cognitive Ability Meta-Analyses 

In examining the relationships of SE with cognitive ability, I relied on general 

indices of intelligence (versus more specific intelligence tests). As far as the identities of 

these intelligence measures were concerned, the most common scales encountered in the 

present analyses were the Wonderlic Personnel Inventory (Wonderlic & Associates, 

1999),  the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-Revised (WAIS-R; Wechsler, 1981), and a 

composite of the quantitative and verbal scores of the SAT (formerly the Scholastic 

Aptitude Test; Donlon, 1984). Other measures such as Raven’s Progressive Matrices 

(Arthur & Day, 1994) and the Multidimensional Aptitude Battery (Jackson, 1984a) were 

also included in the analyses, as well as several unnamed measures assessing general 

mental ability. 

Table 39 displays the correlations between general self-efficacy and general 

mental ability. Contrary to expectations, the relationships found in the current analysis 

were much smaller than anticipated (ρs < .10). However, it is worth noting that these 

relationships, while small, remained consistent for both general mental ability measures 

(ρ=.08) and their nonverbal counterparts (ρ=.07), and displayed little to no variation 

across studies. Turning to academic self-efficacy, Table 40 displays the relationships 

between the SE construct and general mental ability. Perhaps unsurprisingly, there was a 

much more robust relationship between constructs (ρ=.22). However, it appeared that 

highly-specific measures of academic self-efficacy were not as strongly related to general 

mental ability (ρ=.18) than either meso-specific (ρ=.27) or general (ρ=.26) alternatives. 

Interestingly, the relationship found in Table 41 between academic self-efficacy and 
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nonverbal general mental ability was markedly stronger (ρ=.35). However, the limited 

number of studies available for analysis necessitates cautious interpretation. 

Finally, Table 42 displays the correlations between work-related self-efficacy and 

general mental ability. While these relationships were not as strongly positive (ρs ranging 

from .10 to .21) as those for academic self-efficacy and general mental ability, they were 

noticeably stronger than those for general self-efficacy. There seemed to be little 

difference in the effectiveness of highly-specific (ρ=.21) and general (ρ=.19) scales of 

work-related SE, yet meso-specific SE scales (ρ=.10) related significantly worse to 

measures of general mental ability. Again, however, there were relatively few studies 

available for analysis. 

Overall, these trends suggest weak to moderate relationships between SE 

measures and general cognitive ability. Relationships appear to be weakest for general 

SE, and stronger in examined domains of self efficacy (academic, social, work related). 

Within each domain of SE, patterns of relationships were not generally stronger for 

highly specific SE measures of the domain versus more general measures of the same.  

SE-Academic Performance Meta-Analysis 

 Table 43 displays the relationship between self-efficacy across various behavioral 

domains and academic performance. While previous meta-analyses of this relationship 

(e.g., Richardson et al., 2012) have found substantial relationships between academic SE 

and academic performance (ρ=.31) as well as performance SE and academic performance 

(ρ=.67), the current analysis focused on general SE and showed a much more modest 

relationship with academic performance (ρ=.20). While this correlation is certainly 
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weaker, it is by no means trivial, especially given the relatively small number of studies 

addressing the relationship. It appears that matching academic, but especially “academic 

performance” SE measures provide a better prediction of academic performance. Given 

that, earlier analyses reported in this dissertation indicated substantial overlap between 

general and academic SE measures, it is reasonable to expect that some, but not all, of the 

prediction of academic performance can be attributed to general SE (incremental validity 

analyses were not undertaken, due to the lack of data about the overlap between 

“academic performance” SE and both general and academic performance).  

SE-Job Performance Meta-Analyses 

 Table 44 displays the relationship between academic self-efficacy and job and 

training performance measures. Unfortunately, studies examining this relationship were 

extremely limited; accordingly, unreliability corrected single studies are used in the 

comparisons. In the case of overall job performance (ρ=.33), Ackerman and Kanfer 

(1993) examined the potential of efficacy-based selection measures on air traffic 

controllers’ performance in a field setting. For organizational citizenship behaviors 

(ρ=.35), Paglis, Green, and Bauer (2006) investigated the career commitment of doctoral 

students as a function of their self-efficacy as researchers. With respect to training 

performance (ρ=.40), Cannon-Bowers, Salas, Tannenbaum, and Mathieu (1995) 

determined the ability of Naval recruits’ self-efficacy for accomplishing academic tasks 

to predict their ultimate performance during training. Table 45 shows the relationships 

between social self-efficacy and performance indicators. As with academic self-efficacy, 

there were very few studies addressing these relationships. In these individual studies, the 
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pattern of social SE-criterion relationships was less consistent. There was little to no 

relationship between social self-efficacy and organizational citizenship behaviors (ρ=.03) 

in Harrison, Chadwick, and Scales’ (1996) investigation of American expatriates in 

Europe. However, based on Rehg, Gundlach, and Grigorian’s (2012) study of cultural 

issues among government contracting trainees, social SE enjoyed a much stronger 

relationship with organizational tenure (ρ=.26). 

 Table 46 displays the relationships between general self-efficacy and various 

work criteria, including job performance. Like social self-efficacy, general SE 

demonstrated varied relationships with criteria. Strong relationships were found for 

citizenship behaviors (cf. Harrison, Chadwick, & Scales, 1996; ρ=.42) and objective 

outcomes of performance (e.g., length of unemployment among active job seekers; Eden 

& Aviram, 1993 ; ρ=.43).  Measures of extrinsic career success (e.g., promotions among 

military cadets; Foti & Hauenstein, 2007) enjoyed a far weaker relationship (ρ=.11) with 

general SE. 

 Table 47 displays the relationships between work-related self-efficacy and overall 

job performance at different levels of specificity. Fortunately, a very clear picture 

emerged from differences at the highly-specific, meso-specific, and general levels:  

unambiguously, highly specific measures were more strongly linked to work-related self-

efficacy (ρ=.44) than either meso-specific (ρ=.22) or general (ρ=.25) scales. Curiously, 

the current analysis of work-related self-efficacy’s relationship with overall job 

performance yielded not only a lower estimate (ρ=.26) than the recent Judge et al. (2007) 

analysis (ρ=.37), but garnered only a fraction of the useable studies (ks of 24 and 217, 
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respectively). The results from this meta-analysis indicate that although highly specific 

measures of work-related SE can be strongly related to overall job performance, more 

general work-related SE measures have weaker relationships with the same criterion.  

Table 48 displays the relationships work-related self-efficacy and self-rated job 

performance at different levels of specificity. Unlike overall job performance, there did 

not appear to be much differentiation between highly-specific (ρ=.33), meso-specific 

(ρ=.27) and general (ρ=.32) measures of work-related self-efficacy. Additionally, there 

seemed to be a great deal of variation within each level of specificity.  

Table 49 displays the relationships between work-related self-efficacy and 

objective performance measures (e.g., quantity of sales) at varying levels of specificity. 

Here, it appeared that general measures of work-related self-efficacy were most strongly 

related to objective performance measures (ρ=.36); both highly-specific (ρ=.18) and 

meso-specific (ρ=.11) scales demonstrate considerably weaker relationships. The small 

numbers of studies contributing to each meta-analysis estimate leads to caution about 

these conclusions.  

Finally, Table 50 displays the relationships between work-related self-efficacy 

and miscellaneous work criteria: absenteeism, adaptive performance, and extrinsic career 

success. While only modestly related to absenteeism (Schwoerer & May, 1996; ρ=-.12), 

work-related self-efficacy exhibited moderately strong relationships with both adaptive 

performance (ρ=.22) and measures of extrinsic career success such as salary and 

promotions (ρ=.20). Again, the availability of few studies on which these estimates are 

based make these point estimates tentative.  
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Discussion 

This dissertation examined the psychometric properties and nomological network 

of self-efficacy measures. Distinctions were made regarding four types of SE measures 

by behavioral domain: SE measures assessing the construct in the academic domain, in 

the social domain, in the workplace, and general, decontextualized SE. A series of 

investigations were undertaken to examine each SE domain’s measures’ 1) internal 

consistency reliability (there were too few coefficients reported to examine temporal 

stability); 2) convergent validity (within and between domains); 3) relationships with the 

Big Five dimensions of personality as well as negative and positive affectivity; and 4) 

relationships with general cognitive ability (assessed using nonverbal and traditional 

measures). Relationships with academic and work criteria were undertaken to address 

shortcomings and gaps in their respective literatures. To that end, the relationship 

between general self efficacy and academic performance was examined and compared to 

previous meta-analytic estimates. Relationships with academic SE were also examined 

for work criteria, specifically overall job performance, OCB, and training performance. 

Relationships with general SE were cumulated for multiple work criteria as well (overall 

job performance, OCB, extrinsic career success, and objective performance outcomes). 

Work-related SE’s relationships were examined for: 1) overall job performance; 2) self 

rated job performance; 3) objective performance indicators; 4) absenteeism; 5) adaptive 

performance; and 6) extrinsic career success.  In addition to domain specificity, the 

potential moderating influences of scale specificity on results were investigated wherever 

possible.   



   48 

 

Reliability Generalization 

The present study was conducted to address the psychometric suitability of scales 

of self-efficacy across several broad content domains. Based on those studies included in 

this analysis, most published, multiple item SE scales yielded scores which can be 

considered at least adequately reliable. The fact that most of these scores display 

reliabilities in excess of .80, regardless of domain, suggests that their scales: a) are 

sufficiently stable and repeatable (e.g. individuals are performing consistently across 

items on the scale); and b) are assessing a common construct core (though not necessarily 

the same unidimensional construct).  

Similarly, the Spearman-Brown derived single-item reliabilities allowed for the 

comparison of the overall cohesion of the different self-efficacy domains. Thus, academic 

self-efficacy appears to be the most tightly focused of the domains whereas general self-

efficacy remains the least consistent of the efficacy constructs. The fact that general self-

efficacy has lower internal consistency reliability than other types of self-efficacy is not 

surprising, since by some definitions general self-efficacy is simply an amalgam of 

several domains rather than its own, independent construct (Bandura, 2006). However, 

this argument is somewhat specious given that the general SE domain still displays an 

acceptable level of internal consistency; merely a bit less so than the other domains – a 

finding at odds with Bandura’s (2006) position.  

Unlike the overall meta-analytic results and the single-item reliabilities, the 

predicted reliability estimates from Table 13 allow for a variety of comparisons, 

including between scales of different domains as well as among scales within the same 
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behavioral domain. Most importantly, these predictions illustrate the potentially 

substantial differences in reliability for scores from shorter scales. As an example, 

consider the difference between a five-item general SE scale and a five-item academic SE 

scale. Based on the meta-analytic results above, the difference in reliability between 

scores from these two scales could be as much as .08. Furthermore, these differences do 

not disappear entirely until scales reach lengths unreasonable for research purposes (i.e., 

> 50 items). Accordingly, it is distressing to note that scales of general self-efficacy tend 

to be the shortest among the domains. These findings suggest that, in light of their lower 

internal consistency, such scales should be the longest in order to achieve acceptable 

levels of internal consistency. The progression of these estimated reliabilities also has a 

practical implication: given that SE scales do not reach acceptable levels until they 

possess at least five items, single-item measures rarely capture sufficient information to 

describe the self-efficacy construct reliably. As a result, researchers must acknowledge 

the dilemma posed by time and space constraints in a measure. From a psychometric 

standpoint it may be more prudent to refrain entirely from measuring self-efficacy if a 

scale of adequate length cannot be employed rather than to rely on a single item indicator. 

Convergent Validity Meta-Analyses 

The current study was conducted to determine the degree of convergence among 

scales of self-efficacy, both within and across behavioral domains. Tables 20 and 21 

briefly summarize the results of the convergent validity meta-analyses. Looking at these 

results as a whole, the positive manifold among all scales of self-efficacy – regardless of 

domain – is extremely apparent. Observed estimates of convergence all lie above .40, and 
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once corrected for unreliability of measurement and sampling error, certain population 

level estimates rise as a high as .71. While specific point estimates may vary as a function 

of second order sampling error and large estimates of SDρ, it is abundantly clear that the 

levels of convergence among seemingly disparate behavioral domains are not trivial in 

magnitude. In many cases, the degree of convergence across behavioral domains rivals 

the degree of convergence within behavioral domains. 

Interestingly, the magnitudes of these convergence estimates appear remarkably 

similar across various domain comparisons. While variances range from negligible (e.g., 

General-Social SE comparisons) to large (e.g., General-Academic SE comparisons), the 

majority of point estimates associated with cross-domain convergence fall within .10 of 

one another. Similarly, the range of within-domain convergence estimates runs from 

ρ=.58 (Academic-Academic SE comparisons) to ρ=.71 (General-General SE 

comparisons). Furthermore, if general self-efficacy is set aside, the within-domain 

convergence estimates are nearly identical (ρ≈.59). 

Whether or not these results indicate isomorphism remains an open question. 

While the coefficients are high when examined on an individual level, few are of such 

magnitude to suggest that all (or even most) of the variance for a given SE domain is 

explainable vis-à-vis a different SE domain. Taken collectively, however, these results 

provide evidence that Bandura’s (2006) claim of extensive domain independence is at 

least somewhat exaggerated. Even specific domains such as work-related self-efficacy 

display remarkably robust relationships both with other specific domains (e.g., academic 
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SE) and general self-efficacy. Based on the current meta-analysis, no domain under 

investigation appears particularly independent or distinct. 

In fact, the levels of convergence displayed by general self-efficacy warrant 

special mention. In particular, the degree of overlap between specific behavioral SE 

domains and general self-efficacy cannot be explained fully from Bandura’s 

philosophical position of domain specificity and independence. If this were the case, 

GSE’s lack of specificity should leave only tenuous relationships with specific behavioral 

domains. Instead, general self-efficacy is strongly and consistently related to all other 

domains – and by extension, specific behaviors – examined in the present study. 

Additionally, if self-efficacy were constituted of largely independent and highly 

specific behavioral domains, other convergence estimates should be uniformly lower than 

those found in the present analysis. In the case of cross-domain comparisons, the 

differences in specific behaviors comprising different domains ought to preclude such a 

high degree of convergence. In the case of within-domain comparisons, differences in 

specific scales (e.g., mathematics SE and English SE) might also serve to lower the 

overall levels of convergence. At the very least, there should be much larger differences 

in levels of convergence between within-domain and cross-domain comparisons. In 

contrast to these theoretical justifications and predictions, there remains a considerable 

degree of overlap among scales whose specific domains seem to bear little theoretical 

resemblance to one another. Empirically speaking, however, there appears to be a 

remarkable degree of convergence among specific behavioral domains such as social and 

academic self-efficacy. 



   52 

 

The picture becomes a bit less clear once levels of specificity are considered, 

however. For the two domains that contained SE scales at differing levels of specificity – 

academic SE and work-related SE, respectively – small to moderate differences in 

convergence were discovered. For academic self-efficacy, however, this difference 

appears to favor higher convergence among scales at differing levels of specificity. In 

contrast, work-related self-efficacy seems to follow a more intuitive pattern with respect 

to levels of specificity. In support of Bandura’s arguments towards specificity, work-

related self-efficacy scales display higher convergence at comparable levels of 

specificity. Given the breadth of scales that composed this behavioral domain, this 

finding is not particularly surprising. Since work-related SE scales in the present analysis 

ranged from nursing and career decision-making self-efficacy to job search and 

decontextualized job performance self-efficacy, similar levels of specificity among scales 

likely heralded similar behaviors as well. 

In addition to the ambiguous results from the moderator analysis above, the 

present study is not without more substantive limitations. Cross-domain convergence 

estimates may be affected by second-order sampling error. Accordingly, both the point 

estimates and credibility values might shift with the addition of more data. However, the 

consistency among convergence estimates suggests that such changes would be relatively 

minor, leaving the pattern of results largely unchanged. Furthermore, the present study 

only examined the potential relationships between scales of self-efficacy at the aggregate 

level. Due to the often limited number of studies, convergence estimates for specific self-

efficacy scales were not available. Finally, the current analyses were restricted to the 
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convergence among scales of self-efficacy without reference to a criterion. As such, these 

findings do not constitute conclusive evidence for the potential interchangeability of 

various self-efficacy scales for purposes of prediction. However, the present study does 

raise the potential that similar SE-criterion relationships may be found across different 

behavioral domains. 

SE-Personality Meta-Analyses 

The current study was conducted to determine the relationships between the Big 

Five model of personality and self-efficacy across a variety of behavioral domains. At the 

factor level, these results paint an impressively consistent picture (see Figure 1). For 

neuroticism, extraversion, openness to experience, and conscientiousness, all SE-

personality relationships were remarkably similar in both strength and direction across 

behavioral domains. While there was some variability in the magnitude of these 

relationships (seeming to favor stronger relationships with more general behavioral 

domains), the overall pattern was neither inconsistent nor unexpected. Additionally, the 

current estimates for all five factors’ relationships with self-efficacy appear to improve 

upon Judge and Ilies’ (2002) estimates considerably. With one exception (see below), 

Judge and Ilies seemed to underestimate the magnitude of self-efficacy’s relationship 

with personality by a noticeable margin. 

In contrast, agreeableness appears to be the odd factor out in the present analysis. 

Unlike the other four factors, there were marked differences in both the strength and 

direction of the SE-agreeableness relationship by behavioral domain. It seems that 

general SE and social SE offered the smallest relationships, while academic and work-
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related self-efficacy displayed more meaningful correlations. For academic self-efficacy 

these results might have been the result of second-order sampling error. Work-related 

self-efficacy, on the other hand, appears to be quite similar in magnitude to Judge and 

Ilies’ (2002) estimate. Thus, it seems that agreeableness is the factor least related to self-

efficacy, regardless of behavioral domain, and that even when examined in the context of 

a specific domain such as work-related SE, the relationship remains quite modest. 

At the factor level of analysis, then, there is a notably consistent profile that seems 

to define self-efficacy across behavioral domains. The prototypical highly efficacious 

individual is low in neuroticism (or high in emotional stability), high in extraversion, 

high in openness to experience, and high in conscientiousness. Of these factors, 

neuroticism, extraversion, and conscientiousness seem to be most important – a finding in 

keeping with previous meta-analyses on personality and self-efficacy (e.g., Judge & Ilies, 

2002). As far as theoretical justifications for this pattern of results are concerned, it would 

seem that neuroticism and conscientiousness, long known to be powerful predictors of 

work-related performance (Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; 

Salgado, 1997) may also generalize to performance in other domains of functioning. 

Turning to extraversion, it is possible that the positive emotionality aspect of the 

construct affects individuals’ confidence in their abilities to perform in a variety of 

behavioral contexts (Judge & Ilies, 2002). Certainly the present results regarding positive 

affectivity support this position. Openness to experience, while not quite as strongly 

related to self-efficacy across domains as neuroticism, extraversion, or conscientiousness, 

may operate upon self-efficacy through individuals’ curiosity – either by overcoming 
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initial efficacy-related doubts regarding new experiences, or simply by providing open 

individuals with a greater repertoire of potentially related experiences which can be used 

as a basis for more positive self-efficacy evaluations.  

Moving to a broader level of analysis, these findings indicate that self-efficacy 

may have an affinity for Digman’s (1997) higher-order factors α (socialization; a 

compound of neuroticism/emotional stability, agreeableness, and conscientiousness) and 

β (personal growth; a compound of extraversion and openness to experience). With the 

potential exception of agreeableness, all of the Big Five are represented in congruence 

with Digman’s (1997) model. Perhaps more provocatively, the present factor level results 

suggest a variety of subordinate compound traits to pursue to better define the self-

efficacy construct, including optimism (a compound trait combining extraversion and 

emotional stability), self-control (a compound trait combining emotional stability and 

conscientiousness), and ambition (e a compound trait combining extraversion and 

conscientiousness) and intraception (a compound trait combining emotional stability and 

openness to experience; Hough & Ones, 2001). Furthermore, the subordinate facets of the 

Big Five themselves remain open as sources of interpretation and further analysis. Facets 

such as self-esteem and lack of anxiety (neuroticism/emotional stability), dominance and 

energy/activity level (extraversion), preference for change and curiosity (openness to 

experience), and achievement, order, and persistence (conscientiousness) remain open 

avenues of inquiry (Hough & Ones, 2001). Recent large scale meta-analyses, examining 

the lower level factor structure of extraversion (Davies, 2012) and emotional stability 

(Birkland, Connelly, Ones, & Davies, under review) are valuable in this connection.  
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Unfortunately, no clear winner emerges as the ideal level of specificity to assess 

personality across multiple behavioral domains of self-efficacy. In a few cases, highly-

specific scales appear to be the best indicators; in many more, general scales seem to be 

most effective. In others, there were no clear or significant differences. In short, the 

current literature is insufficient upon which to draw substantive conclusions. However, 

given the pattern of results (albeit based on relatively few studies), it would appear that in 

many cases the level of specificity is either irrelevant or of only minor concern when 

examining self efficacy’s relationships with personality variables.   

Ultimately, the present study provides an unparalleled look into the basis of 

personality in self-efficacy across multiple domains. Whereas Judge and Ilies (2002) 

examined a single, relatively narrow domain of self-efficacy – self-efficacy motivation as 

assessed by confidence to perform on the job – the present analysis not only updates 

Judge and Ilies’ findings by adding new articles, but also allows for cross-domain 

comparisons. Encouragingly, there were few major differences between the pattern of 

Judge and Ilies’ (2002) results and the present work-related SE findings. While the 

present coefficients are uniformly greater in magnitude, this is likely a function of an 

expanded search within the domain of work-related self-efficacy.  

As far as Bandura’s position regarding self-efficacy and personality is concerned, 

consider the following perspective from Bandura (1999) himself, “it is unrealistic to 

expect personality measures cast in nonconditional generalities to shed much light on the 

contribution of personal factors to psychosocial functioning in different task domains 

under diverse circumstances across all situations” (p. 160). In startling contrast to the 
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sentiment described above, the present study offers substantial counterevidence that 

decontextualized personality measures do, in fact, contribute significantly to self-efficacy 

in different task domains. While the current evidence does not preclude certain efficacy 

domains from displaying wildly different patterns of association with personality, the 

four domains under investigation – and perhaps others – demonstrate remarkable 

consistency. 

SE-Cognitive Ability Meta-Analyses 

The current study aimed to determine the relationships between general cognitive 

ability and self-efficacy across a variety of behavioral domains. Contrary to expectations 

born of bandwidth-fidelity concerns (e.g., Cronbach & Gleser, 1965), generalized self-

efficacy was only minimally related to the cognitive ability measures under investigation 

(both general measures and their nonverbal counterparts). Given that more specific types 

of self-efficacy (both academic and work-related) demonstrated far stronger relationships 

with general cognitive ability, it seems that the SE-cognitive ability relationship 

diminishes beyond a certain level of decontextualization. On purely theoretical grounds it 

is certainly not surprising that academic self-efficacy displayed the largest relationship to 

general cognitive ability in all its forms; likewise, previous meta-analyses of work-related 

self-efficacy and cognitive ability have yielded very similar estimates of the 

relationship’s magnitude (e.g., Chen, Casper, & Cortina, 2001). However, it is important 

to stress that a small relationship, if consistent, is not necessarily trivial or unimportant. 

While the overall relationship between GSE and general cognitive ability, even when 

corrected for unreliability of measurement, remained quite small, variance estimates were 
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likewise minimal. Accordingly, there appears to be at least some cognitive component to 

the generalized (i.e., decontextualized) self-efficacy construct that cannot be accounted 

for solely by content overlap (as may be the case for academic self-efficacy and cognitive 

ability measures). 

Moving beyond the unexpected finding with general self-efficacy, however, it is 

worth noting that there were relatively few significant differences among SE scales 

within a contextualized domain based on the scales’ level of specificity. In other words, if 

a measure of self-efficacy were properly anchored in a given behavioral domain, the 

relative specificity or generality seemed not to matter. Unfortunately, the number of 

studies available to examine these relationships was far more limited than expected, 

especially given previous meta-analytic investigations of this topic. Consequently, there 

is presently no firm boundary that seems to delineate when a self-efficacy measure’s 

relationship with general cognitive ability begins to diminish due to issues of over-

generality. Given the small number of studies available, it is also inappropriate to 

generalize these results to other behavioral domains. Until this relationship can be 

investigated further, relationships between general cognitive ability and self-efficacy 

must be evaluated on a domain-by-domain basis.  

Finally, the present analyses shed little light on the relationships between self-

efficacy and more specific cognitive abilities. Given the weak relationship between GSE 

and g, there is little reason to suspect a stronger relationship between general self-efficacy 

and specific cognitive abilities. However, this relationship should be examined 

empirically rather than simply taken on faith. In a similar vein, future analyses should 
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determine to what degree, if any, the SE-cognitive ability is strengthened by complete 

congruence between cognitive ability and self-efficacy (e.g., verbal self-efficacy with 

verbal ability). As most studies employing more ad hoc measures of self-efficacy 

intentionally tailor their scales to specific criteria of interest, finding appropriate literature 

should not be difficult. More importantly, future research should determine the 

boundaries of this congruence (e.g., is the relationship between verbal SE and verbal 

ability comparable to the relationship between English SE – a more specific domain – 

and verbal ability?).  

SE-Academic Performance Meta-Analysis 

The current study also examined the relationship between general self-efficacy 

and academic performance. Given the recent and very comprehensive meta-analysis by 

Richardson et al. (2012) on the relationships between academic self-efficacy and 

academic performance, the present analysis was conducted to fill one of the remaining 

gaps in the literature. Perhaps unsurprisingly, there were very few studies examining 

academic performance and general self-efficacy – certainly as compared to the dozens of 

studies examining academic SE and academic performance. However, comparisons 

among the coefficients from Richardson et al. (2012) and the present study reveal an 

interesting – albeit indirect – trend regarding the relative predictive power of highly 

specific scales of self-efficacy.  

While general self-efficacy from the current analysis displayed the weakest 

relationship to academic performance (ρ=.21), Richardson et al. found progressively 

stronger relationships for academic (ρ=.31) and performance (ρ=.67) self-efficacy, 
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respectively. At first, the dramatic difference in coefficients may seem to be attributable 

to second order sampling error. However, the relatively small variances associated with 

Richardson et al.’s estimates belie this theory (at least for academic SE). Instead, it 

appears that the relationship between self-efficacy and academic performance strengthens 

as self-efficacy scales become more specific. General self-efficacy – a fully 

decontextualized measure – is only modestly related to academic performance; academic 

self-efficacy – a contextualized but still general measure (i.e., a meso-level scale) – is 

more strongly related to academic performance; and performance self-efficacy – a highly 

specific measure of academic performance self-efficacy – is very strongly related to 

academic performance. While the number of highly specific scales in the Richardson et 

al. (2012) meta-analysis is quite limited, the direction of the trend is clear. 

In keeping with Bandura’s (2006) philosophy of SE measure design, it appears 

that self-efficacy is most predictive of academic criteria when its scales are highly 

specific and closely tailored to the criterion of interest. As such, it seems that bandwidth-

fidelity issues (cf. Cronbach & Gleser, 1965) are of significant importance for predicting 

academic outcomes. Furthermore, these findings are borne out in meta-analyses beyond 

Richardson et al. (2012) and the present study. Robbins et al. (2004), in their examination 

of the effects of various study skills – including academic self-efficacy – on academic 

performance and retention found a similar pattern of results for academic self-efficacy 

and general self-concept (a related but more general self-evaluative construct). 

Relationships with both academic criteria were an order of magnitude greater for the 
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specific form of self-efficacy (ρs of .36 and .50 for academic retention and GPA, 

respectively).  

While this trend towards better prediction with greater SE specificity is clear 

across multiple meta-analyses, it is important to note that the current estimates for the 

GSE-academic performance relationship are far from trivial. Although not the ideal 

measures of performance in this context, general self-efficacy still maintains a robust 

relationship with academic criteria. To better delineate these relationships, future research 

should investigate the effectiveness of highly specific SE scales in other, non-academic 

contexts. Determining the boundary conditions of highly specific scales’ prediction and 

adding more viable primary studies to the literature will aid both researchers and 

practitioners alike. 

SE-Job Performance Meta-Analyses 

The current study was conducted to determine the relationship between self-

efficacy and job performance not only across a variety of behavioral domains but also 

across a selection of organizationally relevant criteria. Before examining the relationships 

between work-related SE and these criteria, it is interesting to note that the other domains 

of self-efficacy, including both unrelated specific domains (e.g., academic and social self-

efficacy) and general self-efficacy, all demonstrated nontrivial relationships with various 

work-related criteria (including overall job performance). Although these non-work-

related domains rarely yielded relationships of similar strength to their work-related 

counterparts, these correlations are hardly inconsequential. Given the small sample sizes 

for these analyses, caution is needed in interpretation. However, if additional studies can 
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demonstrate comparable patterns of association, then there may be some merit in using 

scales of self-efficacy from other domains to predict organizational outcomes. From both 

a research and practice standpoint, this is a very convenient circumstance; in the best case 

scenario, it frees both researchers and practitioners from creating additional, custom-

tailored self-efficacy scales simply to match multiple criteria. While scales from other 

domains may not function optimally, they may open survey space for researchers and 

conserve time for test-taking employees – both valuable commodities.  

 Relationships between general self-efficacy and organizational criteria are of 

particular interest, especially in light of the recent meta-analyses by both Stajkovic and 

Luthans (1998) and Judge et al. (2007). Whereas these previous meta-analyses examined 

self-efficacy and job performance using only specific, work-related measures of self-

efficacy, the present research not only adds new data on the predictive power of general 

self-efficacy but also allows for a breakdown of various organizational criteria. As 

compared to work-related scales of self-efficacy, there are relatively few relevant studies 

examining organizationally relevant criteria with general self-efficacy. Additionally, the 

relationships between general self-efficacy and various types of job performance were 

noticeably weaker. Similar to findings with academic performance, this seems to be a 

function of the bandwidth-fidelity problem (Cronbach & Gleser, 1965). Overall job 

performance, while seemingly more general than other performance measures such as 

quantity of sales or promotions, may nevertheless represent a fairly specific constellation 

of work-related behaviors. Accordingly, decontextualized self-efficacy might not be 

ideally suited to capturing it (as compared to more focused work-related self-efficacy 
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scales). Alternatively (and perhaps more likely), these results may simply be due to 

second-order sampling error. 

More specific measures of performance such as organizational citizenship 

behaviors display stronger relationships with general self-efficacy. However, these results 

should be interpreted with extreme caution. While variances remain remarkably small for 

GSE’s relationship with OCBs and objective performance criteria, these estimates are 

still based on a limited number of studies with fewer than 650 individuals (in the case of 

objective performance measures, fewer than 200). Thus, while the present results are both 

provocative and counterintuitive, it is quite likely that they emerge from second order 

sampling error. 

Although the relationships between organizational criteria and general self-

efficacy are interesting from a philosophical standpoint and appear surprisingly robust, it 

is not surprising that the strongest, most stable relationships are found between work-

related self-efficacy and work-related criteria. Overall job performance, for example, is 

demonstrably stronger when assessed with work-related SE (ρ=.26) than with general 

self-efficacy (ρ=.16). Furthermore, there is a fairly clear trend favoring increased 

specificity as a predictor of overall job performance. As predicted by Bandura (and 

consistent with previous results for academic performance), highly specific SE scales 

displayed the most powerful relationships with job performance. In addition, the 

relationship found between highly specific work-related SE scales and overall job 

performance exceeded the most recent estimate from Judge et al. (2007). While Judge et 

al. used many more studies in their analyses, they also collapsed across varying levels of 
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specificity as well as variety of performance criteria. Consequently, a similar breakdown 

of the Judge et al. data might yield similar results. 

The level of specificity information was only available for self-rated performance 

and objective performance and investigated as potential moderator of relationships with 

these criteria. Due to the similarity of rating one’s capability to perform followed by 

rating one’s actual performance, it is unsurprising that self-rated performance was 

generally more strongly correlated with work-related self-efficacy than overall job 

performance. Despite high point estimates, however, the variances associated with SE 

and self-rated performance were high enough to suggest that other moderators are at 

work. Additionally, there were few, if any, significant differences in the performance-SE 

relationship at varying levels of specificity. One possibility for these findings is that 

individuals rating both their capabilities to perform and their subsequent performance are 

simply filling in specific performance capability details that are absent from the more 

general SE measures. In essence, individuals are assuming more specificity on work-

related SE scales than actually exists in the measures themselves. Unfortunately, given 

both the limited number of studies available for these analyses and the lack of item level 

information from all of the appropriate studies, such explanations remain speculative. 

In summary, self-efficacy tends to display positive, meaningful relationships with 

a variety of organizational criteria beyond overall job performance across a number of 

behavioral domains and levels of specificity. Despite the magnitude of many of these 

relationships there are a few noteworthy exceptions:  social self-efficacy and 

organizational citizenship behaviors; general self-efficacy and overall job performance; 
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and work-related self-efficacy and absenteeism. Most of these exceptions, however, may 

be due more to a limited pool of appropriate studies than real, construct level differences. 

At the moment it appears that work-related self-efficacy remains the most powerful 

predictor of work-related behaviors, and that greater specificity in the SE measure yields 

stronger relationships.  

General Discussion 

The Nomological Net of Self-Efficacy 

The present series of meta-analyses have examined the nomological net of self-

efficacy through a number of essential features of the construct:  1) the psychometric 

properties of self-efficacy scales; 2) relationships between and among self-efficacy 

scales; 3) relationships between self-efficacy and personality; 4) relationships between 

self-efficacy and general cognitive ability; 5) relationships between self-efficacy and 

academic performance; and 6) relationships between self-efficacy and job performance. 

Looking at these analyses as a whole, there is a wealth of information about the self-

efficacy construct. In brief, its scales conform to basic psychometric standards (though 

there are some differences depending on the behavioral domain in question); the scales 

themselves are highly correlated with one another (regardless of the behavioral domain); 

it exhibits strong, consistent relationships with four of the five factors of personality 

(regardless of the behavioral domain); it displays strong relationships with academic 

performance (though highly specific, tailored SE scales do better than more general, 

decontextualized ones); and it displays generally strong (though more variable) 



   66 

 

relationships with a variety of organizational criteria (but specific, work-related SE scales 

perform better than more general domains).  

While Bandura’s (1996) basic definition of self-efficacy remains accurate, the 

weight of over three decades of supplementary theorizing based upon primary studies is 

now augmented by an array of meta-analytic data that links self-efficacy to several well-

researched and popular psychological constructs. More specifically, there are several 

areas where Bandura’s (2006) conceptualization of self-efficacy as a constellation of 

largely independent, highly specific behavioral domains appears to be questionable. Most 

notably, the convergent validity meta-analysis found exceptionally large correlations 

among scales from all domains of self-efficacy under investigation. Even for analyses 

with relatively few studies this pattern of strongly positive correlations was maintained. 

In short, at least three behavioral domains of self-efficacy are highly intercorrelated; 

likely further research will reveal similar relationships among other efficacy domains. 

More importantly, general self-efficacy – considered superfluous and often inferior to 

specific self-efficacies by Bandura – demonstrates significant relationships with other 

behavioral domains as well.  

In addition to providing solid evidence against Bandura’s (2006) position of 

domain independence, this research adds further weight to previous analyses’ treatment 

of self-efficacy as a stable, trait-like construct, rather than being wholly a function of 

more dynamic process such as vicarious experiences (Bandura, 1997). It bears repeating 

that self-efficacy displays significant, consistent relationships for four of the five factors 

of personality. The fact that these relationships are so stable across domains lends further 
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credence to the trait-like characteristics of the construct. Coupled with Judge and Bono’s 

(2001) meta-analysis of Core Self-Evaluations, it appears that not only is self-efficacy 

highly related to these distal constructs (as compared to the more proximal phenomena 

such as motivation that characterize self-efficacy’s dynamic nature), but it may form an 

essential part of a higher order personality structure.  

Turning to other individual differences, self-efficacy appears to be only slightly 

related to general cognitive ability. While this relative lack of relationship does not 

preclude stronger correlations with specific cognitive abilities, it may provide support for 

Bandura’s notion of more separate domains. As Chen et al. (2001) hypothesize in their 

own meta-analysis, this relationship may manifest as individuals’ accurate evaluations of 

a task’s difficulty (i.e., being better able to assess their own abilities, and thus efficacy). 

However, these evaluations are either rather minor or much more grounded in specific 

behaviors (i.e., specific domains), rather than in general self-efficacy. 

Finally, the present research offers a bit of confirmatory evidence for Bandura’s 

advocacy of domain-specific SE measures in the realm of criterion relationships. Across 

both academic and organizational criteria, the strongest predictors were usually those 

most related to the criterion of interest. An important caveat, however:  while domain-

specific measures (and highly specific measures within a behavioral domain) often 

functioned best, more general (and fully generalized) measures still offered some 

predictive power. Thus, Bandura’s argument against decontextualized measures for 

predicting behaviors echoes another psychological debate:  the concerns regarding the 

use of personality and integrity measures in selection settings due to faking. Similar to 
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Ones et al.’s (1995) argument in support of the use of personality scales, while there is 

some nontrivial relationship between constructs of interest, it remains a subjective 

judgment regarding whether or not to use a measure for prediction purposes. 

Overall, it seems that the relationship between self-efficacy and other constructs is 

less cut and dried than either Bandura’s (2006) domain-specific perspective or others’ 

fully generalized SE philosophy can claim. While there are certainly robust relationships 

among behavioral domains, there is also no small merit to matching self-efficacy scales 

to specific criteria. Time and further research will tell to what degree either approach is 

warranted. 

Moderators and Second Order Sampling Error 

 The current research has attempted to examine various SE-construct relationships 

across four major behavioral domains:  academic self-efficacy, work-related self-

efficacy, social self-efficacy, and general self-efficacy. Unlike previous meta-analyses 

which tend to investigate self-efficacy within a single behavioral domain (e.g., Judge & 

Ilies, 2002; Judge et al., 2007), this moderator analysis has allowed for direct comparison 

among quite different scales of self-efficacy. The downside to this type of moderator is 

that second order sampling error becomes a proportionally greater concern. In virtually 

every analysis conducted above, results were cast in terms of trends and patterns rather 

than highly stable point estimates with low variances. Accordingly, more advanced 

analyses such as regressions or structural equations modeling, were not deemed prudent 

given the variability of the estimates. While the ultimate goal is to gather more relevant 

studies to minimize the potential impact of sampling error at the meta-analytic level, the 
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fact that so many of the discovered trends were interpretable and unambiguous should 

lend some support to the findings. With the possible exception of analyses of behavioral 

domains populated by only a single study, these findings should serve as a valuable 

starting point. 

 In addition to examining relationships across various behavioral domains, the 

present research tried to examine potential differences due to SE scale specificity 

whenever possible. Similar to the difficulties raised by the previous moderator analysis, 

the specter of second order sampling error looms large throughout the research. Many 

supplemental analyses – particularly within the personality and job performance meta-

analyses – were limited by sample sizes of fewer than five studies; breaking these results 

down by level of analysis often resulted in single studies populating a given category. 

When sample size issues were not a concern, however, these moderator analyses were 

quite illuminating. The foremost example, found in Table 47, illustrates the drop-off in 

predictive power for work-related SE scales predicting overall job performance at lower 

levels of specificity. This type of finding demonstrates both the incredible potential of 

self-efficacy measures as predictive tools (i.e., large correlations between highly-specific 

work-related SE and overall performance) and the sometimes strict limits on their optimal 

functioning (i.e., the significantly smaller correlations between less specific work-related 

SE and overall performance). 

Another difficulty that arises from investigating SE scales at varying levels of 

specificity is the lack of item level information. While the current taxonomy of scale 

specificity attempts to be as consistent as possible, some scales remain difficult to 
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classify in the absence of the scale items themselves. Overall, what is needed is a finer-

grained analysis of the specific contents of self-efficacy scales. By understanding which 

aspects of design render a scale more or less specific should allow future research to 

target criteria with greater ease and less error. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

While the current studies serve as an initial foray into the reliability and structure 

of self-efficacy, the domains under consideration constitute only a small proportion of the 

total potential areas where self-efficacy applies. As such, future research should examine 

other domains of self-efficacy, ranging from those of comparable breadth (e.g., computer 

and technology self-efficacy) to more specific, esoteric domains (e.g., snake-handling 

self-efficacy). In addition, more attention needs to be paid to potential differences within 

domains. For example, while the scales of career self-efficacy included here all assess a 

roughly similar construct, differences in terms of both item content and occupation may 

yield markedly different reliabilities when parsed apart. A more fine-grained and 

selective approach to domain demarcation in future research might grant us a better 

understanding of the boundaries between individual self-efficacy domains. 

Similarly, one of the most common issues found in previous meta-analyses was 

the inappropriate mixing of different self-efficacy scales in a given analysis. Due to the 

breadth of the construct (and consequently, the sheer number of self-efficacy measures) 

researchers may be tempted to include every potentially relevant scale of self-efficacy 

they can find, regardless of its actual relationship to the other constructs under 

investigation. Accordingly, several meta-analyses – even some recent ones (e.g., Judge et 
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al., 2007; Richardson et al., 2012) – boost their overall ks at the expense of meaningful 

and interpretable effect sizes. In the case of Judge et al. (2007), the researchers 

intentionally excluded all generalized measures of self-efficacy, but collapsed across 

different job performance criteria. While some of these performance criteria are later 

separated in moderator analyses, the overall SE-performance coefficient used in their 

meta-analytic path model is a bit difficult to interpret in terms of specific SE-

relationships.  

In contrast, the present analyses may suffer from the opposite issue. Whereas 

previous meta-analyses have mixed different SE scales to bolster sample sizes, the 

present analyses have used a very stringent set of exclusionary criteria which, while 

admirable for yielding interpretable categories of SE measures, have drastically reduced 

the size of the relevant literature, sometimes by a full order of magnitude. Given the goal 

of the present research – to estimate population level relationships to better situate the 

construct of self-efficacy in the larger nomological network – this tradeoff was viewed as 

an acceptable sacrifice. However, the next logical step will be to await additional primary 

studies for enfolding into the appropriate meta-analyses to better estimate the magnitude 

of these relationships. Ultimately, these updated results, if in the same direction and 

general magnitude as present analyses, will need to be reconciled with the sometimes 

differing findings of other meta-analyses. 

How can this be accomplished? The first step will be to further refine the 

taxonomy regarding levels of specificity within behavioral domains put forth in Table 11. 

The volume and diversity of self-efficacy measures is simultaneously the construct’s 
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greatest asset and largest liability. Without a detailed structure to guide both the creation 

of future scales and the classification and organization of existing ones, researchers may 

be doomed to reinvent the wheel each time they use self-efficacy in their work. In 

addition, while Table 11 begins the process of delineating these different specificity 

levels, further exploration is needed to address other behavioral domains not covered in 

the present analysis and to better parse scales in the somewhat ambiguous meso-specific 

category. Although the number of studies contained within each category limited 

interpretation in the present research, the issue of specificity is likely the most important 

question that informs the core of Bandura’s (2006) reluctance to use more general forms 

of self-efficacy. The present meta-analyses do much to highlight the advantages (and lack 

of advantages) inherent in the use of general self-efficacy scales. The small sample sizes 

that relate to individual analyses, however, fail to provide full resolution to this issue. 

While much work remains to be done to incorporate more detail and distinction 

across all behavioral domains, the domain perhaps most affected in the current analyses is 

work-related self-efficacy. Given the breadth of organizationally relevant criteria, the 

essential question for self-efficacy becomes:  self-efficacy for what? Accordingly, 

determining the precise convergence among SE scales of different criteria (e.g., how 

strongly do scales of task performance SE correlate with scales of contextual 

performance SE?) becomes a necessary priority if the goal is an improved understanding 

of the SE construct. In addition, more criterion-focused studies are needed to establish 

how well SE scales predict various criteria when predictor and criterion are not matched 

to one another (e.g., how well does task performance SE predict contextual 
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performance?). The present meta-analysis begins this process, but the existing data from 

primary studies are woefully sparse. 

Taken as whole, these analyses represent a substantial addition to the research 

literature. For example, while previous studies have examined the relationships between 

general self-efficacy and personality (Judge & Ilies, 2002) or work-related self-efficacy 

and work related  performance (Judge et al., 2007; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998), none 

have investigated these relationships among multiple domains of self-efficacy 

simultaneously. Furthermore, no researcher has examined the potential convergence 

among scales of self-efficacy. Just as important as the new data, however, is the 

identification of a number of important gaps in the existing literature at both the primary 

and meta-analytic level. Similar to Wanous, Reichers, and Hudy’s (1997) investigation of 

single-item scales of job satisfaction, a comparable study is needed to determine how 

well single-item scales of self-efficacy compare to their longer counterparts with respect 

to coefficient alpha. Given differences in internal consistency across behavioral domains 

at the full scale level, it is probable that there are similar differences in single-item 

measures. Turning to issues of convergence, it is clear that some domains of self-efficacy 

receive far less attention than others in terms of primary study quantity in the published 

literature. Most notably, scales of general and social self-efficacy are lacking proportional 

representation as compared to academic and social self-efficacy scales. Studies 

examining their relationships not only with other constructs of interest but also among 

themselves will do much to further understanding of their place in the larger nomological 

network. 
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While there is no immediate shortage of studies treating the relationship between 

self-efficacy and personality factors, less attention has been given to relationships at other 

levels of the personality hierarchy. Judge and Bono (2001) have made inroads at the 

higher-order factor level with their discussion of Core Self-Evaluations, but almost no 

information is available to analyze facet level relationships. Given the current results 

demonstrating self-efficacy’s consistent relationships with the Big Five, researchers may 

be tempted to restrict their focus to this level of analysis. However, the differences seen 

in factor agreeableness by behavioral domain may have analogues with the other four 

factors at the subordinate facet level. In addition to uncovering more fine-grained 

potential differences in predictive power across behavioral domains, such research might 

also yield incremental validity by adding more highly specific (i.e., facet level) 

information. Furthermore, specific facet level relationships could further inform how self-

efficacy manifests in certain different situations. 

As far as the relationships between self-efficacy and performance (both academic 

and organizational) are concerned, there are few limitations of the present analyses that 

would go unsolved through the addition of more relevant data. Thanks to research and 

interest in the realm of job performance (e.g., Campbell et al., 1993) there is a generally 

accepted theory that organizes the components of performance and their respective 

antecedents. Unfortunately, a comparable organizing scheme is lacking from the self-

efficacy literature. There is little understanding of the boundaries necessary to tailor self-

efficacy measures either precisely to predict a single criterion or more broadly to predict 

an array of criteria. In a related vein, future research should examine the potential 
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incremental validity of various self-efficacy scales to predict criteria in combination. For 

example, do we gain substantial predictive power by using general self-efficacy to predict 

job performance above and beyond work-related self-efficacy? If so, there may be 

justification for using multiple SE scales from contrasting behavioral domains to augment 

prediction. Echoing a concern raised above, the general ignorance of these issues likely 

stems from a lack of interest in item-level analyses of self-efficacy scales. While the 

present research supports using highly specific scales to predict criteria of interest, it does 

not advocate hastily tailored measures designed on a purely rational basis. To address this 

concern, future research must examine self-efficacy scales not just in the aggregate, but 

individually.  

After over thirty years since its initial proposition, self-efficacy research has never 

been more popular, widespread, or useful. Perhaps more importantly, psychologists are 

continuing to delve into not only the dynamic mechanisms of self-efficacy’s operation 

and the criteria it predicts, but also its more stable predictors. The fact that self-efficacy is 

a function of individuals’ experiences and observations – direct or vicarious – is not in 

dispute. Now, however, more and more researchers have begun to examine the individual 

difference aspects of self-efficacy. Just as personality research has benefited enormously 

from a known taxonomy and structure (Barrick & Mount, 1991), so should self-efficacy 

research. With further research and attention given to self-efficacy’s place in the larger 

nomological net, we may hope to see a similar renaissance. 
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Table 1 

Previous Definitions of Self-Efficacy 

Author Year Self-Efficacy Definition 

Bandura 1977 “An efficacy expectation is the conviction that one can successfully execute 

the behavior required to produce the outcomes.” (p. 193) 

Bandura 1980/

1982 

“Self-efficacy is concerned with judgments of the likelihood that one can 

organize and execute given courses of action required to deal with 

prospective situations.” (p. 263) 

Bandura 1984 “Perceived self-efficacy is concerned with people's judgments of their 

capabilities to execute given levels of performance.” (p. 232) 

Bandura 1989/

1991 

“[P]eople's beliefs about their capabilities to exercise control over events 

that affect their lives.” (p. 1175) 

Bandura et al. 1996 “[P]eople's beliefs in their capabilities to exercise control over their level of 

functioning and environmental demands.” (p. 1206) 

Bandura 1997 “Perceived self-efficacy is concerned with people’s beliefs in their 

capabilities to produce given attainments.” 
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Table 2  

Self-Efficacy and Demographic/Background Variables 

Authors Predictor Criterion N k r 

Holden et al. (1990) SE - Unspecified Child Behavior 1,692 26 0.33 

Judge et al. (2007) Generalized SE Experience 2,827 7 0.05 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between variables. 
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Table 3 

Self-Efficacy and Psychological Health/Functioning Variables 

Authors Predictor Criterion N k r 

Alarcon, Eschleman, & 
Bowling (2009) Generalized SE 

Emotional 
Exhaustion 6,687 16 -0.21 

Alarcon, Eschleman, & 
Bowling (2009) Generalized SE Depersonalization 6,687 16 -0.21 

Alarcon, Eschleman, & 
Bowling (2009) Generalized SE 

Personal 
accomplishment 4,742 12 0.38 

Bauer et al. (2007) 
SE - role and 
job task mastery 

Social Acceptance 
of Newcomers at 
work 872 4 0.28 

Beaudoin & Descrichard 
(2011) 

Memory SE - 
Global 

Memory 
performance 16,234 71 0.15 

Beaudoin & Descrichard 
(2011) 

Memory SE - 
Domain Specific 

Memory 
performance 409 3 0.18 

Beaudoin & Descrichard 
(2011) 

Memory SE - 
Concurrent 

Memory 
performance 5,743 64 0.20 

Hagger et al. (2010) 
SE - 
Unspecified Ego Depletion 210 5 0.08 

Luszczynska, Benight, & 
Cieslak (2009) 

SE - General & 
Trauma-Specific General Distress 748 7 -0.50 

Luszczynska, Benight, & 
Cieslak (2009) 

SE - General & 
Trauma-Specific 

PTSD Symptoms - 
Frequency 61 2 -0.77 

Luszczynska, Benight, & 
Cieslak (2009) 

SE - General & 
Trauma-Specific 

PTSD Symptoms - 
Severity 525 4 -0.36 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between variables. 
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Table 4  

Self-Efficacy and Job Performance Variables 

Authors Predictor Criterion N k r 

Bauer et al. (2007) 
SE - role and job 
task mastery 

Job Performance of 
Newcomers at work 724 6 0.35 

Judge & Bono (2001) Generalized SE Job Performance 1,122 10 0.19 

Judge et al. (2007) Generalized SE Job Performance 10,786 72 0.16 

Lent, Brown, & Hackett (1994) Generalized SE Job Performance N/A 9 0.38 

Stajkovic & Luthans (1998) SE - Specific Job Performance 21,616 157 0.34 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between variables. 
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Table 5 

Self-Efficacy and Work Behavior Variables (Besides Job Performance) 

 

Authors Predictor Criterion N k r 

Bauer et al. (2007) 
SE - role and job task 
mastery 

Turnover among 
Newcomers at work 272 2 -0.16 

Rauch & Frese (2007) Generalized SE Business creation 2,250 8 0.33 

Rauch & Frese (2007) Generalized SE Entrepreneurial 
Success 

1,331 11 0.20 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between variables. 
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Table 6 

Self-Efficacy and Training-Related/Academic Variables 

 

Authors Predictor Criterion N k r 

Multon, Brown, & Lent (1991) SE - Unspecified 
Academic 
Performance 4,998 38 0.38 

Richardson, Abraham, & Bond 
(2012) Academic SE GPA 46,570 67 0.31 

Richardson, Abraham, & Bond 
(2012) Performance SE GPA 1,348 4 0.59 

Robbins et al. (2004) Academic SE Academic Retention 6,930 6 0.25 

Robbins et al. (2004) General Self-Concept Academic Retention 4,240 6 0.05 

Robbins et al. (2004) Academic SE GPA 9,598 18 0.37 

Robbins et al. (2004) General Self-Concept GPA 9,621 21 0.03 

Sitzmann et al. (2008) SE - Pretraining Training Reaction 3,944 30 0.12 

Sitzmann et al. (2008) SE - Posttraining Training Reaction 3,543 22 0.25 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between variables. 
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Table 7 

Self-Efficacy and Attitudinal Variables 

 

Authors Predictor Criterion N k r 

Allen et al. (2012) SE – Unspecified 
Work interfering with 
family 1,947 7 -0.24 

Allen et al. (2012) SE – Unspecified 
Family interfering 
with work 1,314 7 -0.31 

Bauer et al. (2007) 
SE - role and job task 
mastery 

Job Satisfaction of 
Newcomers at work 1,162 8 0.28 

Bauer et al. (2007) 
SE - role and job task 
mastery 

Org Commitment of 
Newcomers at work 1,620 8 0.20 

Bauer et al. (2007) 
SE - role and job task 
mastery 

Intention to Remain 
for Newcomers at 
work 841 7 0.15 

Judge & Bono (2001) Generalized SE Job Satisfaction 12,903 12 0.38 

Rodgers, Conner, & Murray 
(2008) 

SE - Unspecified Exercise intention 1,204 9 0.63 

Rodgers, Conner, & Murray 
(2008) 

SE - Unspecified Exercise attitude 1,204 9 0.46 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between variables. 
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Table 8 

Self-Efficacy and Motivational Variables 

 

Authors Predictor Criterion N k r 

Cellar et al. (2011) Academic SE 
Mastery Approach 
Goal Orientation 10,217 49 0.33 

Cellar et al. (2011) Academic SE 

Performance 
Approach Goal 
Orientation 4,572 21 0.10 

Cellar et al. (2011) Academic SE 
Performance Avoid 
Goal Orientation 4,572 21 -0.13 

Floyd et al. (2000) SE - response Protection Motivation 7,666 41 0.04 

Payne, Youngcourt, & Beaubien 
(2007) 

Generalized SE Learning Goal 
Orientation 

2,366 9 0.56 

Payne, Youngcourt, & Beaubien 
(2007) 

Generalized SE Prove Performance 
Goal Orientation 

2,366 9 -0.06 

Payne, Youngcourt, & Beaubien 
(2007) 

Generalized SE Avoid Performance 
Goal Orientation 

944 3 -0.47 

Payne, Youngcourt, & Beaubien 
(2007) 

Specific SE Learning Goal 
Orientation 

10,649 49 0.31 

Payne, Youngcourt, & Beaubien 
(2007) 

Specific SE Prove Performance 
Goal Orientation 

9,266 44 0.03 

Payne, Youngcourt, & Beaubien 
(2007) 

Specific SE Avoid Performance 
Goal Orientation 

1,882 8 -0.21 

Sitzmann & Ely (2011) SE - Unspecified Persistence 6,353 21 0.49 

Sitzmann & Ely (2011) SE - Unspecified Motivation 11,765 45 0.48 

Sitzmann & Ely (2011) SE - Unspecified Effort 3,428 18 0.1 

Steel (2007) SE - Unspecified Procrastination 6,994 39 -0.38 

van Erde (2003) SE - Unspecified Procrastination 2,882 11 -0.44 

Webb & Sheeran (2008) SE - Unspecified Goal Intention 1,067 9 0.05 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between variables. 
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Table 9 

Self-Efficacy and Personal Life Variables (Non-Work, Non-Academic) 

 

Authors Predictor Criterion N k r 

Casey et al. (2009) Response SE Condom Use 11,568 34 0.09 

Dunst, Trivette, & Hamby 
(2007) SE - Unspecified 

Help-Giving 
Practices - Relational 1,765 32 0.61 

Dunst, Trivette, & Hamby 
(2007) SE - Unspecified 

Help-Giving 
Practices - 
Participatory 2,015 43 0.59 

Noar, Pierce, & Black (2010) Refusal SE Condom Use 1,345 4 0.02 

Noar, Pierce, & Black (2010) Condom Use SE Condom Use 3,308 10 0.09 

Rodgers, Conner, & Murray 
(2008) 

SE - Unspecified Exercise behavior 1,204 9 0.46 

Yarcheski et al. (2004) SE - Unspecified Positive Health 
Practices 

517 3 0.31 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between variables. 
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Table 10 

Self-Efficacy and Individual Difference Correlates 

Authors Predictor Criterion N k r 

Fuller & Marler (2009) Role Breadth SE 
Proactive 
Personality 1,698 5 0.42 

Judge & Ilies (2002) SE Motivation Neuroticism 6,730 32 -0.29 

Judge & Ilies (2002) SE Motivation Extraversion 2,067 7 0.24 

Judge & Ilies (2002) SE Motivation 
Openness to 
Experience 755 3 0.15 

Judge & Ilies (2002) SE Motivation Agreeableness 1,099 6 0.09 

Judge & Ilies (2002) SE Motivation Conscientiousness 3,483 14 0.17 

Rottinghaus, et al. (2003) SE - Realistic Interests Realistic Interests 30,590 18 0.67 

Rottinghaus, et al. (2003) SE - Investigative Interests Investigative 
Interests 

30,590 18 0.68 

Rottinghaus, et al. (2003) SE - Artistic Interests Artistic Interests 30,410 17 0.64 

Rottinghaus, et al. (2003) SE - Social Interests Social Interests 30,410 17 0.54 

Rottinghaus, et al. (2003) SE - Enterprising Interests Enterprising 
Interests 

30,590 18 0.50 

Rottinghaus, et al. (2003) SE - Conventional Interests Conventional 
Interests 

30,410 17 0.53 

Rottinghaus, et al. (2003) SE - Art Art Interests 6,343 2 0.62 

Rottinghaus, et al. (2003) SE - Math Math Interests 6,166 7 0.73 

Rottinghaus, et al. (2003) SE - Science Science Interests 5,672 3 0.69 

Rottinghaus, et al. (2003) SE - Math/Science Math/Science 
Interests 

2,217 4 0.51 

Rottinghaus, et al. (2003) SE - Traditional Female 
Occupations 

Traditional 
Female 
Occupations 

1,540 7 0.40 

Rottinghaus, et al. (2003) SE - Traditional Male 
Occupations 

Traditional Male 
Occupations 

1,904 8 0.47 

 
Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between variables.
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Table 11 
Self-Efficacy Specificity X Self-Efficacy Domain Definitions 

 General 
Domain 

Academic Domain Work-Related Domain Social Domain 

General General SE Measures that either cross several 
larger academic domains (e.g., 
combining both Quantitative SE and 
Verbal SE) or do not specify a single 
domain beyond ‘general academic 
behavior 

Measures that either cross several 
larger work-related domains (e.g., 
combining both Task SE and 
Contextual SE) or do not specify a 
single domain beyond ‘general work-
related’ behavior 

Measures that either cross several 
larger social domains (e.g., 
combining both interpersonal SE 
and emotional SE) or do not 
specify a single domain beyond 
‘general social behavior’ 

 

Meso-Specific N/A Measures that cross several 
conceptually linked academic domains 
(e.g., Quantitative SE subsumes 
various types of mathematical SE) 

Measures that cross several 
conceptually linked work-related 
domains (e.g., Job Task SE subsumes 
various types task-specific of SE) 

Measures that cross several 
conceptually linked social 
domains (e.g., interpersonal SE 
subsumes various types of 
impression-management SE) 

 

Highly-Specific N/A Measures restricted to a single domain 
of academic behavior (e.g., Algebra 
SE; English SE) 

Measures restricted to a single domain 
of work-related behavior (e.g., Sales 
SE; Telemarketing SE) 

Measures restricted to a single 
domain of social behavior (e.g., 
Contingency Contracting SE) 
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Table 12 
Reliability of Self-efficacy Scale Score Reliabilities: Meta-Analytic Results and Scale Descriptive Statistics 

 N k Mean 

# of 

Items 

SD # 

of 

Items 

Modal 

# of 

Items 

Min # 

of 

Items 

Max 

# of 

Items 

ρα SDρ 90% CI for 

ρα 

Mean 

Inter-

item r 

SD of 

Inter-

item r 

90% CI for ρα 

Full Sample 193,234 566 16 18 10 2 190 .891 3.843E-4 (.890, .892) .385 .161 (.225, .546) 

Academic 55,904 177 13 13 5 2 75 .898 6.751E-4 (.897, .899) .437 .164 (.273, .600) 

Work-

Related 

85,782 264 19 23 25 2 190 .904 5.118E-4 (.903, .905) .374 .163 (.211, .538) 

Social 7,920 26 16 11 25 2 40 .910 1.531E-3 (.907, .912) .372 .153 (.218, .525) 

General 48,327 113 12 7 10 3 57 .841 1.091E-3 (.840, .842) .340 .126 (.214, .465) 
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Table 13 
Predicted Reliability of Self-efficacy Scale Scores in Different Domains  

# of Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 15 20 25 30 40 50 75 90 100 

Total .39 .56 .65 .71 .76 .79 .81 .83 .85 .86 .90 .93 .94 .95 .96 .97 .98 .98 .98 

Academic .44 .61 .70 .76 .80 .82 .84 .86 .87 .89 .92 .94 .95 .96 .97 .97 .98 .99 .99 

Work-Related .37 .54 .64 .70 .75 .78 .81 .83 .84 .86 .90 .92 .94 .95 .96 .97 .98 .98 .98 

Social .37 .54 .64 .70 .75 .78 .81 .83 .84 .86 .90 .92 .94 .95 .96 .97 .98 .98 .98 

General .34 .51 .61 .67 .72 .76 .78 .80 .82 .84 .89 .91 .93 .94 .95 .96 .97 .98 .98 
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Table 14 

Academic Self-Efficacy Convergence 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Acad. SE – Acad. SE  6,014 20 0.50 0.12 0.58 0.12 0.38 0.78 

Acad. SE – Work SE 2,421 7 0.45 0.14 0.52 0.14 0.29 0.75 

Acad. SE – Gen. SE 1,746 8 0.44 0.21 0.52 0.23 0.14 0.90 

Acad. SE – Soc. SE 1,928 6 0.50 0.09 0.59 0.08 0.46 0.72 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 15 

Work-Related Self-Efficacy Convergence 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Work SE – Work SE  7,919 31 0.50 0.21 0.59 0.23 0.21 0.97 

Work SE – Acad. SE 2,421 7 0.45 0.14 0.52 0.14 0.29 0.75 

Work SE – Gen. SE 4,277 16 0.40 0.16 0.48 0.18 0.18 0.78 

Work SE – Soc. SE 2,466 4 0.45 0.06 0.53 0.05 0.45 0.61 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 16 

General Self-Efficacy Convergence 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Gen. SE – Gen. SE  1,706 5 0.59 0.09 0.71 0.08 0.58 0.84 

Gen. SE – Acad. SE 1,746 8 0.44 0.21 0.52 0.23 0.14 0.90 

Gen. SE – Work SE 4,277 16 0.40 0.16 0.48 0.18 0.18 0.78 

Gen. SE – Soc. SE 563 4 0.48 0.04 0.57 0.00 0.57 0.57 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 17 

Social Self-Efficacy Convergence 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% 

CV 

Upper 

Soc. SE – Soc. SE  1,063 4 0.51 0.08 0.59 0.06 0.49 0.69 

Soc. SE – Acad. SE 1,746 8 0.44 0.21 0.52 0.23 0.14 0.90 

Soc. SE – Work SE 4,277 16 0.40 0.16 0.48 0.18 0.18 0.78 

Soc. SE – Gen. SE 563 4 0.48 0.04 0.57 0.00 0.57 0.57 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 18 

Levels of Specificity within Academic SE Domains 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Full Sample 6,014 20 0.50 0.12 0.58 0.12 0.38 0.78 

Specificity Match 3,218 10 0.47 0.10 0.55 0.10 0.39 0.71 

Specificity Mismatch 2,796 10 0.54 0.12 0.63 0.13 0.42 0.84 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 19 

Levels of Specificity within Work-Related SE Domains 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Full Sample 7,919 31 0.50 0.21 0.59 0.23 0.21 0.97 

Specificity Match 3,751 15 0.61 0.19 0.72 0.21 0.37 1.00 

Specificity Mismatch 4,168 16 0.40 0.16 0.47 0.17 0.19 0.75 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 20 

Convergence Within and Across Behavioral Domains 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Academic/Academic 6,014 20 0.50 0.12 0.58 0.12 0.38 0.78 

Academic/Work-Related 2,421 7 0.45 0.14 0.52 0.14 0.29 0.75 

Academic/General 1,746 8 0.44 0.21 0.52 0.23 0.14 0.90 

Academic/Social 1,928 6 0.50 0.09 0.59 0.08 0.46 0.72 

Work-Related/Work-Related 7,919 31 0.50 0.21 0.59 0.23 0.21 0.97 

Work-Related/General 4,277 16 0.40 0.16 0.48 0.18 0.18 0.78 

Work-Related/Social 2,466 4 0.45 0.06 0.53 0.05 0.45 0.61 

General/General 1,706 5 0.59 0.09 0.71 0.08 0.58 0.84 

General/Social 563 4 0.48 0.04 0.57 0.00 0.57 0.57 

Social/Social 1,063 4 0.51 0.08 0.59 0.06 0.49 0.69 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 21 

Convergence Matrix 

 Academic SE Career SE General SE Social SE 

Academic SE .50 (.58) 0.52 0.52 0.59 

Career SE 0.45 .50 (.59) 0.48 0.53 

General SE 0.44 0.40 .59 (.71) 0.57 

Social SE 0.50 0.45 0.48 .51 (.50) 

Note. Corrected values (corrected for unreliability in both variables) appear in parentheses and above  
the diagonal. 
 

  



   97 

 

Table 22 

Neuroticism/SE Correlations by Behavioral Domain 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

General 7,258 15 -0.48 0.12 -0.59 0.13 -0.80 -0.38 

Academic 2,874 6 -0.24 0.12 -0.29 0.14 -0.52 -0.06 

Work-Related 5,515 19 -0.33 0.15 -0.40 0.16 -0.66 -0.14 

Social 2,357 5 -0.42 0.14 -0.52 0.16 -0.78 -0.26 

Judge & Ilies (2002) 6,730 32 -0.29 - -0.35 0.18 -0.64 -0.05 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 23 

Extraversion/SE Correlations by Behavioral Domain 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

General 6,572 12 0.45 0.09 0.56 0.10 0.40 0.72 

Academic 513 2 0.20 0.14 0.25 0.15 0.00 0.50 

Work-Related 5,197 20 0.33 0.12 0.40 0.12 0.20 0.60 

Social 1,618 4 0.37 0.06 0.46 0.05 0.38 0.54 

Judge & Ilies (2002) 2,067 7 0.24 - 0.33 0.16 0.07 0.59 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 24 

Openness to Experience/SE Correlations by Behavioral Domain 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

General 6,844 13 0.28 0.13 0.36 0.15 0.11 0.61 

Academic 2,300 6 0.28 0.28 0.35 0.34 -0.21 0.91 

Work-Related 5,334 16 0.20 0.10 0.26 0.11 0.08 0.44 

Social 863 2 0.28 0.02 0.36 0.00 0.36 0.36 

Judge & Ilies (2002) 755 3 0.15 - 0.20 0.04 0.13 0.27 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 25 

Agreeableness/SE Correlations by Behavioral Domain 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

General 5,579 8 -0.01 0.15 -0.01 0.19 -0.32 0.30 

Academic 843 2 0.25 0.12 0.31 0.13 0.10 0.52 

Work-Related 3,789 13 0.13 0.08 0.17 0.06 0.07 0.27 

Social 124 1 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.03 

Judge & Ilies (2002) 1,099 6 0.09 - 0.11 0.17 -0.17 0.40 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 26 

Conscientiousness/SE Correlations by Behavioral Domain 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% 

CV 

Upper 

General 6,505 12 0.43 0.11 0.53 0.13 0.32 0.74 

Academic 1,287 6 0.45 0.16 0.55 0.18 0.25 0.85 

Work-Related 4,681 17 0.35 0.10 0.43 0.10 0.27 0.59 

Social 124 1 0.33 0.00 0.41 0.00 0.41 0.41 

Judge & Ilies (2002) 3,483 14 0.17 - 0.22 0.15 -0.03 0.47 

Richardson et al. (2012) 1,267 5 0.23 - - - - - 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 27 

Negative Affectivity/SE Correlations by Behavioral Domain 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

General 629 4 -0.38 0.08 -0.48 0.05 -0.56 -0.40 

Social 769 2 -0.30 0.06 -0.36 0.03 -0.41 -0.31 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 28 

Positive Affectivity/SE Correlations by Behavioral Domain 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

General 607 2 0.52 0.06 0.65 0.05 0.57 0.73 

Academic 946 2 0.30 0.09 0.37 0.09 0.22 0.52 

Work-Related 366 1 0.42 0.00 0.53 0.00 0.53 0.53 

Social 946 3 0.17 0.11 0.21 0.12 0.01 0.41 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 29 

Levels of Specificity within Neuroticism/Academic SE Correlations 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Overall Analysis 2,874 6 -0.24 0.12 -0.29 0.14 -0.52 -0.06 

Highly-Specific 1,755 4 -0.27 0.15 -0.32 0.17 -0.60 -0.04 

Meso-Specific 228 1 -0.25 0.00 -0.32 0.00 -0.32 -0.32 

General 891 1 -0.19 0.00 -0.23 0.00 -0.23 -0.23 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 30 

Levels of Specificity within Neuroticism/Work-Related SE Correlations 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Overall Analysis 5,515 19 -0.33 0.15 -0.40 0.16 -0.66 -0.14 

Highly-Specific 1,345 4 -0.22 0.09 -0.26 0.09 -0.41 -0.11 

Meso-Specific 494 2 -0.25 0.01 -0.31 0.00 -0.31 -0.31 

General 3,676 13 -0.37 0.15 -0.46 0.17 -0.74 -0.18 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 31 

Levels of Specificity within Neuroticism/Social SE Correlations 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Overall Analysis 2,357 5 -0.42 0.14 -0.52 0.16 -0.78 -0.26 

Highly-Specific 863 2 -0.25 0.04 -0.30 0.00 -0.30 -0.30 

General 1,494 3 -0.53 0.03 -0.64 0.00 -0.64 -0.64 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 32 

Levels of Specificity within Extraversion/Work-Related SE Correlations 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Overall Analysis 5,197 20 0.33 0.12 0.40 0.12 0.20 0.60 

Highly-Specific 1,027 5 0.36 0.17 0.45 0.19 0.14 0.76 

Meso-Specific 494 2 0.36 0.02 0.44 0.00 0.44 0.44 

General 3,676 13 0.31 0.10 0.38 0.10 0.22 0.54 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 33 

Levels of Specificity within Extraversion/Social SE Correlations 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Overall Analysis 1,618 4 0.37 0.06 0.46 0.05 0.38 0.54 

Highly-Specific 124 1 0.29 0.00 0.36 0.00 0.36 0.36 

General 1,494 3 0.38 0.06 0.46 0.05 0.38 0.54 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 34 

Levels of Specificity within Openness to Experience/Academic SE Correlations 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Overall Analysis 2,300 6 0.28 0.28 0.35 0.34 -0.21 0.91 

Highly-Specific 1,582 3 0.25 0.32 0.32 0.41 -0.35 0.99 

General 718 3 0.34 0.07 0.43 0.04 0.36 0.50 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 35 

Levels of Specificity within Openness to Experience/Work-Related SE 

Correlations 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Overall Analysis 5,334 16 0.20 0.10 0.26 0.11 0.08 0.44 

Highly-Specific 2,078 6 0.18 0.14 0.23 0.16 -0.03 0.49 

Meso-Specific 100 1 0.27 0.00 0.37 0.00 0.37 0.37 

General 3,156 9 0.22 0.07 0.27 0.06 0.17 0.37 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 36 

Levels of Specificity within Agreeableness/Work-Related SE Correlations 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Overall Analysis 3,789 13 0.13 0.08 0.17 0.06 0.07 0.27 

Highly-Specific 533 3 0.25 0.10 0.31 0.08 0.18 0.44 

Meso-Specific 100 1 0.21 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.27 0.27 

General 3,156 9 0.11 0.05 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.14 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 37 

Levels of Specificity within Conscientiousness/Academic SE Correlations 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Overall Analysis 1,287 6 0.45 0.16 0.55 0.18 0.25 0.85 

Highly-Specific 647 3 0.41 0.21 0.50 0.25 0.09 0.91 

Meso-Specific 228 1 0.51 0.00 0.64 0.00 0.64 0.64 

General 412 2 0.49 0.01 0.59 0.00 0.59 0.59 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 38 

Levels of Specificity within Conscientiousness/Work-Related SE Correlations 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Overall Analysis 4,681 17 0.35 0.10 0.43 0.10 0.27 0.59 

Highly-Specific 826 5 0.31 0.08 0.38 0.04 0.31 0.45 

Meso-Specific 699 3 0.27 0.03 0.33 0.00 0.33 0.33 

General 3,156 9 0.38 0.10 0.47 0.10 0.31 0.63 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 39 

General SE/Cognitive Ability Correlations 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

General Mental Ability 2,079 7 0.07 0.03 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.08 

General Mental Ability 

(Nonverbal) 
482 3 0.05 0.03 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.07 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 40 

Academic SE/General Mental Ability Correlations 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Overall Analysis 4,863 19 0.20 0.11 0.22 0.11 0.04 0.40 

Highly-Specific 2,135 10 0.16 0.11 0.18 0.10 0.02 0.34 

Meso-Specific 924 6 0.23 0.11 0.27 0.09 0.12 0.42 

General 1,804 3 0.22 0.11 0.26 0.11 0.08 0.44 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 41 

Academic SE/General Mental Ability (Nonverbal) Correlations 

N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

1,083 2 0.28 0.06 0.35 0.06 0.25 0.45 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 42 

Work-Related SE/General Mental Ability Correlations 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Overall Analysis 1,422 10 0.15 0.14 0.17 0.12 -0.03 0.37 

Highly-Specific 483 4 0.18 0.13 0.21 0.10 0.05 0.37 

Meso-Specific 632 3 0.09 0.14 0.10 0.14 -0.13 0.33 

General 487 4 0.17 0.10 0.19 0.05 0.11 0.27 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 43 

Self-Efficacy/Academic Performance Correlations 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% 

Upper 

General SE 1,560 8 0.17 0.10 0.20 0.08 0.07 0.33 

Academic SEa 46,570 67 0.28 - 0.31 0.01 0.29 0.33 

Performance SEa 1,348 4 0.59 - 0.67 0.00 0.67 0.67 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval.a Richardson et al. (2012) 
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Table 44 

Academic SE/Job Performance (All Types) Correlations 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 
Lower 

90% CV 
Upper 

Overall Job Perf. 199 1 0.26 0.00 0.33 0.00 0.33 0.33 

OCB 233 1 0.29 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.35 0.35 

Training Perf. 666 1 0.36 0.00 0.40 0.00 0.40 0.40 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 45 

Social SE/Job Performance (All Types) Correlations 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

OCB 99 1 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.03 

Tenure 110 1 0.24 0.00 0.26 0.00 0.26 0.26 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 46 

General SE/ Job Performance (All Types) Correlations 

 N k r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Overall Job Perf. 1,075 5 0.12 0.06 0.16 0.00 0.16 0.16 

OCB 613 2 0.36 0.03 0.42 0.00 0.42 0.42 

Extrinsic career 

success measuresa 
595 2 0.10 0.07 0.11 0.03 0.06 0.16 

Objective performance 

measuresb 
190 2 0.37 0.27 0.43 0.28 -0.03 0.89 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval.a(e.g., promotions, salary increases) 
b(e.g., quantity of sales) 
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Table 47 

Work-Related SE/Overall Job Performance Correlations 

 N K r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV  

Lower 

90% CV 

 Upper 

Overall Analysis 3,984 24 0.19 0.12 0.26 0.12 0.06 0.46 

Highly-Specific 476 6 0.32 0.15 0.44 0.13 0.23 0.65 

Meso-Specific 1,603 8 0.16 0.13 0.22 0.14 -0.01 0.45 

General 1,905 10 0.18 0.08 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.25 

Judge et al. (2007) 32,123 217 0.24 - 0.37 - 0.37 0.37 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 48 

Work-Related SE/Self-Rated Job Performance Correlations 

 N K r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Overall Analysis 1,453 6 0.25 0.18 0.32 0.21 -0.03 0.67 

Highly-Specific 1,211 5 0.26 0.20 0.33 0.23 -0.05 0.71 

Meso-Specific 242 1 0.21 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.27 0.27 

General 1,453 6 0.25 0.18 0.32 0.21 -0.03 0.67 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 49 

Work-Related SE/Objective Performance Measure Correlations 

 N K r SDr ρ SDρ 90% CV 

Lower 

90% CV 

Upper 

Overall Analysis 1,415 11 0.21 0.16 0.24 0.15 -0.01 0.49 

Highly-Specific 933 6 0.16 0.17 0.18 0.17 -0.10 0.46 

Meso-Specific 342 2 0.10 0.04 0.11 0.00 0.11 0.11 

General 443 4 0.32 0.01 0.36 0.00 0.36 0.36 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval. 
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Table 50 

Work-Related SE/Other Performance Measure Correlations 

 N K r SDr ρ SDρ 
90% CV  
Lower 

90% CV  
Upper 

Absenteeism 311 1 -0.09 0.00 -0.12 0.00 -0.12 -0.12 

Adaptive Perf. 655 3 0.20 0.07 0.22 0.00 0.20 0.22 

Extrinsic career 

success measures 
465 2 0.19 0.05 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.20 

Note. N = total number of participants; k = total number of samples; r = observed correlation between 
variables; SDr = standard deviation of observed correlations; ρ = estimated population-level correlation (i.e., 
corrected for unreliability of measurement); SDρ = standard deviation of population-level correlations; 90% 
CV Lower = lower limit to 90% Credibility Interval; 90% CV Upper = upper limit to 90% Credibility 
Interval.a(e.g., promotions, salary increases) 
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Figure 1 
Correlations between Self-Efficacy and the Five Factor Model of Personality 
 

 
-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

N E O A C

Academic

Career

General

Social

Judge & Ilies (2002)



   127 

 

References 

Ackerman, P. L., & Kanfer, R. (1993). Integrating laboratory and field study for 

improving selection:  Development of a battery for predicting air traffic controller 

success. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 413-432. 

Alarcon, G., Eschleman, K. J., & Bowling, N. A. (2009). Relationships between 

personality variables and burnout:  A meta-analysis. Work & Stress, 23, 244-263.  

Allen, T. D., Johnson, R. C., Saboe, K. N., Cho, E., Dumani, S., & Evans, S. (2012). 

Dispositional variables and work-family conflict:  A meta-analysis. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 80, 17-26.  

Arthur, W., & Day, V. D. (1994). Development of a short form for the Raven Advanced 

Progressive Matrices test. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 54, 394–

403. 

Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy:  Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. 

Psychological Review, 84, 191-215.  

Bandura, A. (1980). Gauging the relationship between self-efficacy judgment and action. 

Cognitive Therapy and Research, 4, 263-268.  

Bandura, A. (1982). Self-efficacy mechanism in human agency. American Psychologist, 

37, 122-147.  

Bandura, A. (1984). Recycling misconceptions of perceived self-efficacy. Cognitive 

Therapy and Research, 8, 231-255.  

Bandura, A. (1989b). A social cognitive theory of action. In J. P. Forgas, & M. J. Innes 

(Ed.), Recent Advances in Social Psychology:  An International Perspective. 

North Holland: Elsevier. 



   128 

 

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-Efficacy:  The Exercise of Control. New York: W. H. Freeman 

and Company  

Bandura, A. (2006). Guide for constructing self-efficacy scales. In F. Pajares, & T. Urdan 

(Ed.), Self-Efficacy Beliefs of Adolescents (pp. 307-337): Information Age 

Publishing. 

Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1991). The big five personality dimensions and job 

performance:  A meta-analysis. Personnel Psychology, 44, 1-26.  

Bauer, T. N., Bodner, T., Erdogan, B., Truxillo, D. M., & Tucker, J. S. (2007). 

Newcomer adjustment during organizational socialization: A meta-analytic 

review of antecedents, outcomes, and methods. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

92, 707-721.  

Beaudoin, M., & Desrichard, O. (2011). Are memory self-efficacy and memory 

performance related? A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 137, 211-241.  

Birkland, A., Connelly, B., Ones, D. S., & Davies, S. E. (under review). A meta-analytic 

investigation of emotional stability facets and their structure.  

 Cady, S. H., Boyd, D. G., & Neubert, M. J. (2001). Multilevel performance probability:  

A meta-analytic integration of expectancy and self-efficacy. Psychological 

Reports, 88, 1077-1090.  

Campbell, J. P., McCloy, R. A., Oppler, S. H., & Sager, C. E. (1993). A theory of 

performance. In N. Schmitt, & Borman, W. C. (Ed.), Personnel selection. San 

Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 



   129 

 

Cannon-Bowers, J. A., Salas, E., Tannenbaum, S. I., & Mathieu, J. E. (1995). Toward 

theoretically based principles of training effectiveness:  A model and initial 

empirical investigation. Military Psychology, 7, 141-164.  

Casey, M. K., Timmermann, L., Allen, M., Krahn, S., & Turkiewicz, K. L. (2009). 

Response and self-efficacy of condom use: A meta-analysis of this important 

element of AIDS education and prevention. Southern Communication Journal, 

74, 57-78.  

Cellar, D. F., Stuhlmacher, A. F., Young, S. K., Fisher, D. M., Adair, C. K., Haynes, S., 

Twichell, E., Arnold, K. A., Royer, K., Denning, B. L., & Riester, D. (2011). 

Trait goal orientation, self-regulation, and performance:  A meta-analysis. Journal 

of Business and Psychology, 26, 467-483.  

Chen,G., Casper, W. J., & Cortina, J. M. (2001). The roles of self-efficacy and task 

complexity in the relationships among cognitive ability, conscientiousness, and 

work-related performance:  A meta-analytic examination. Human Performance, 

14, 209-230. 

Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Psychological Bulletin, 112, 155-159. 

Cortina, J. M. (1993). What is coefficient alpha? An examination of theory and 

applications. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 98-104.  

Costa, P. T., Jr., & McCrae, R. R. (1985). The NEO Personality Inventory Manual. 

Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources. 

Costa, P. T., Jr., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Revised NEO personality inventory (NEO-PI-

R) and NEO five-factor (NEO-FFI) inventory professional manual. Odessa, FL: 

Psychological Assessment Resources. 



   130 

 

Cronbach, L. J. (1947). Test "reliability":  Its meaning and determination. Psychometrika, 

12, 1-16.  

Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests. 

Psychometrika, 16, 297-334.  

Cronbach, L. J., & Gleser, G. C. (1965). Psychological Tests and Personnel Decisions, 

University of Illinois, Urbana, IL. 

Davies, S. E. (2012). Title forthcoming (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from Digital 

Dissertations.  

De la Torre Cruz, M. J., & Arias, P. F. C. (2007). Comparative analysis of expectancies 

of efficacy in in-service and prospective teachers. Teaching and Teacher 

Education, 23, 641-652.  

Digman, J. M. (1997). Higher-order factors of the big five. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 73, 1246-1256.  

Dollard, J., & Miller, N. E. (1950). Personality and Psychotherapy. New York: McGraw-

Hill. 

Donlon, T. F. (Ed.). (1984). The College Board technical manual for the Scholastic 

Aptitude Test and Achievement Tests. New York: College Entrance Examination 

Board. 

Dunst, C. J., Trivette, C. M., & Hamby, D. W. (2007). Meta-analysis of family-centered 

helpgiving practices research. Mental Retardation and Developmental Disabilities 

Research Reviews, 13, 370-378.  

Eden, D., & Aviram, A. (1993). Self-efficacy training to speed reemployment:  Helping 

people to help themselves. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 352-360. 



   131 

 

Erez, A., & Judge, T. A. (2001). Relationship of Core Self-Evaluations to goal setting, 

motivation, and performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 1270-1279. 

Floyd, D. L., Prentice-Dunn, S., & Rogers, R. W. (2000). A meta-analysis of research on 

Protection Motivation Theory. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 30, 407-

429.  

Forester, M., Kahn, J. H., & Hesson-McInnis, M. S. (2004). Factor structures of three 

measures of research self-efficacy. Journal of Career Assessment, 12, 3-16.  

Foti, R. J., & Hauenstein, N. M. A. (2007). Pattern and variable approaches in leadership 

emergence and effectiveness. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 347-355. 

Fuller Jr., B., & Marler, L. E. (2009). Change driven by nature: A meta-analytic review 

of the proactive personality literature. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 75, 329-

345.  

Ghaderi, A. R., & Rangaiah, B. (2011). Influence of self-efficacy on depression, anxiety, 

and stress among Indian and Iranian students. Journal of Psychosocial Research, 

6, 231-240.  

Gottfredson, L. S. (1997). Why g matters:  The complexity of everyday life. Intelligence, 

24, 79-132.  

Hagger, M. S., Wood, C., Stiff, C., & Chatzisarantis, N. L. D. (2010). Ego depletion and 

the strength model of self-control:  A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 136, 

495-525.  

Harrison, J. K., Chadwick, M., & Scales, M. (1996). The relationship between cross-

cultural adjustment and the personality variables of self-efficacy and self-

monitoring. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 20, 167-188. 



   132 

 

Henson, R. K., Kogan, L. R., & Vacha-Haase, T. (2001). A reliability generalization 

study of the Teacher Efficacy Scale and related instruments. Educational and 

Psychological Measurement, 61, 404-420.  

Holden, G., Moncher, M. S., Schinke, S. P., & Barker, K. M. (1990). Self-efficacy of 

children and adolescents:  A meta-analysis. Psychological Reports, 66, 1044-

1046.  

Hough, L. M., & Ones, D. S. (2001). The structure, measurement, validity, and use of 

personality variables in industrial, work, and organizational psychology. In N. 

Anderson, Ones, D. S., Sinangil, H. K., & Viswesvaran, C. (Ed.), Handbook of 

industrial, work and organizational psychology (Vol. 1): Sage Publications. 

Hunter, J. E., & Schmidt, F. L. (1990). Methods of Meta-Analysis: Correcting Error and 

Bias in Research Findings. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Hurtz, G. M., & Donovan, J. J. (2000). Personality and job performance:  The Big Five 

revisited. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 869–879. 

Jackson, D. N. (1984a). Multidimensional Aptitude Battery manual. London: Research 

Psychologists Press. 

Judge, T. A., & Bono, J. E. (2001). Relationship of Core Self-Evaluations traits - self-

esteem, generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and emotional stability - with 

job satisfaction and job performance:  A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 86, 80-92.  

Judge, T. A., & Ilies, R. (2002). Relationship of personality to performance motivation:  

A meta-analytic review. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 797-807.  



   133 

 

Judge, T. A., Jackson, C. L., Shaw, J. C., Scott, B. A., & Rich, B. L. (2007). Self-efficacy 

and work-related performance:  The integral role of individual differences. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 107-127.  

Judge, T. A., Thoresen, C. J., Pucik, V., & Welbourne, T. M. (1999). Managerial coping 

with organizational change:  A dispositional perspective. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 84, 107-122. 

Kanfer, R. (2005). Self-regulation research in work and I/O psychology. Applied 

Psychology:  An International Review, 54, 186-191.  

Kuncel, N. R., Hezlett, S. A., & Ones, D. S. (2001). A comprehensive meta-analysis of 

the predictive validity of the Graduate Record Examinations:  Implications for 

graduate student selection and performance. Psychological Bulletin, 127, 162-

181. 

Kuncel, N. R., Ones, D. S., & Sackett, P. R. (2010). Individual differences as predictors 

of work, educational, and broad life outcomes. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 49, 331-336. 

Latham, G. P., & Budworth, M. (2006). The effect of training in verbal self-guidance on 

the self-efficacy and performance of Native North Americans in the selection 

interview. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 68, 516-523.  

Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., & Hackett, G. (1994). Toward a unifying Social Cognitive 

Theory of career and academic interest, choice, and performance. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 45, 79-122.  



   134 

 

Luszczynska, A., Benight, C. C., & Cieslak, R. (2009). Self-efficacy and health-related 

outcomes of collective trauma:  A systematic review. European Psychologist, 14, 

51-62.  

Multon, K. D., Brown, S. D., & Lent, R. W. (1991). Relation of self-efficacy beliefs to 

academic outcomes:  A meta-analytic investigation. Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 38, 30-38.  

Noar, S. M., Pierce, L. B., & Black, H. G. (2010). Can computer-mediated interventions 

change theoretical mediators of safer sex? A meta-analysis. Human 

Communication Research, 36, 261-297.  

Nunnally, J. C. (1967). Psychometric Theory (1st ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Ones, D. S., Schmidt, F. L., Viswesvaran, C., & Lykken, D. T. . (1996). Controversies 

over integrity testing:  Two viewpoints. Journal of Business and Psychology, 10, 

487-501.  

Ones, D. S., Viswesvaran, C., & Dilchert, S. (2005). Cognitive ability in personnel 

selection decisions. In A. Evers, Anderson, N., & Voskuijl, O. (Ed.), The 

Blackwell Handbook of Personnel Selection (pp. 143-173). Malden, MA: 

Blackwell Publishing. 

Ones, D. S., Viswesvaran, C., & Korbin, W. (1995, May). Meta-analyses of fakability 

estimates: Between-subjects versus within-subjects designs. In F. L. Schmidt 

(Chair), Response distortion and social desirability in personality testing and 

personnel selection. Paper presented at a symposium conducted at the Annual 

Meeting of the Society of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Orlando, FL. 



   135 

 

Paglis, L. L., Green, S. G., & Bauer, T. N. (2006). Does advisor mentoring add value? A 

longitudinal study of mentoring and doctoral student outcomes. Research in 

Higher Education, 47, 451-476. 

Payne, S. C., Youngcourt, S. S., & Beaubien, J. M. (2007). A meta-analytic examination 

of the goal orientation nomological net. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 128-

150.  

Perry, D. G., & Bussey, K. (1979). The social learning theory of sex differences:  

Imitation is alive and well. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37, 

1699-1712.  

Perry, D. G., Perry, L. C., & Rasmussen, P. (1986). Cognitive social learning mediators 

of aggression. Child Development, 57, 700-711.  

Phillips, J. M., & Gully, S. M. (1997). Role of goal orientation, ability, need for 

achievement, and locus of control in the self-efficacy and goal-setting process. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 82, 792-802.  

Quimby, J. L., & O'Brien, K. M. (2004). Predictors of student and career decision-

making self-efficacy among nontraditional college women. The Career 

Development Quarterly, 52, 323-339.  

Ramo, D. E., Myers, M. G., & Brown, S. A. (2010). Self-efficacy mediates the 

relationship between depression and length of abstinence after treatment among 

youth but not among adults. Substance Use & Misuse, 45, 2301-2322.  

  



   136 

 

Rauch, A., & Frese, M. (2007). Let’s put the person back into entrepreneurship research: 

A meta-analysis on the relationship between business owners’ personality traits, 

business creation, and success. European Journal of Work and Organizational 

Psychology, 16, 353-385.  

Rehg, M. T., Gundlach, M. J., & Grigorian, R. A. (2012). Examining the influence of 

cross-cultural training on cultural intelligence and specific self-efficacy. Cross 

Cultural Management, 19, 215-232.  

Richardson, M., Abraham, C., & Bond, R. (2012). Psychological correlates of university 

students' academic performance:  A systematic review and meta-analysis. 

Psychological Bulletin, 138, 353-387.  

Robbins, S. B., Lauver, K., Le, H., Davis, D., Langley, R., & Carlstrom, A. (2004). Do 

psychosocial and study skill factors predict college outcomes? A meta-analysis. 

Psychological Bulletin, 130, 261-288.  

Rodgers, W. M., Conner, M., & Murray, T. C. (2008). Distinguishing among perceived 

control, perceived difficulty, and self-efficacy as determinants of intentions and 

behaviours. British Journal of Social Psychology, 47, 607-630.  

Rodriguez, M. C., & Maeda, Y. (2006). Meta-analysis of coefficient alpha. Psychological 

Methods, 11, 306-322.  

Rottinghaus, P. J., Larson, L. M., & Borgen, F. H. (2003). The relation of self-efficacy 

and interests: A meta-analysis of 60 samples. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 62, 

221-236.  

Salgado, J. F. (1997). The five factor model of personality and job performance in the 

European Community. Journal of Applied Psychology, 82, 30–43. 



   137 

 

Saucier, G. (1994). Mini-markers: A brief version of Goldberg’s unipolar big-five 

markers. Journal of Personality Assessment, 63, 506–516. 
Schmidt, F. L. (2002). The role of general cognitive ability and job performance:  Why 

there cannot be a debate. Human Performance, 15, 187-210.  

Schmidt, F. L., & Hunter, J. E. (1999). Theory testing and measurement error. 

Intelligence, 27, 183-198.  

Schmitt, N. (1996). Uses and abuses of coefficient alpha. Psychological Assessment, 8, 

350-353.  

Schwarzer, R., & Jerusalem, M. (1995). Generalized self-efficacy scale. In J. Weinman, 

S. Wright, & M. Johnston (Ed.), Measures in health psychology: A user's 

portfolio (pp. 35-37). Windsor, England: NFER-NELSON. 

Schwoerer, C. E., & May, D. R. (1996). Age and work outcomes: The moderating effects 

of self-efficacy and tool design effectiveness. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 17, 469-487. 

Sherer, M., Maddux. J. H., Mercandante. B., Prentice-Dunn, S., Jacobs. B., &. Rogers, R. 

W. (1982). The Self-Efficacy Scale:  Construction and validation. Psychological 

Reports, 51, 663-671.  

Sitzmann, T., Brown, K. G., Casper, W. J., Ely, K., & Zimmerman, R. D. (2008). A 

review and meta-analysis of the nomological network of trainee reactions. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 280-295.  

Stajkovic, A. D., & Luthans, F. (1998). Self-efficacy and work-related performance:  A 

meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 124, 240-261.  



   138 

 

Steel, P. (2007). The nature of procrastination:  A meta-analytic and theoretical review of 

quintessential self-regulatory failure. Psychological Bulletin, 133, 65-94.  

Stewart, L. J., Palmer, S., Wilkin, H., & Kerrin, M. (2008). The influence of character:  

Does personality impact coaching success? International Journal of Evidence 

Based Coaching and Mentoring, 6, 32-42.  

Strobel, M., Tumasjan, A., & Spörrle, M. (2011). Be yourself, believe in yourself, and be 

happy: Self-efficacy as a mediator between personality factors and subjective 

well-being. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 52, 43-48.  

van Eerde, W. (2003). A meta-analytically derived nomological network of 

procrastination. Personality and Individual Differences, 35, 1401-1418.  

Viswesvaran, C., & Ones, D. S. (2000). Measurement error in “Big Five Factors” 

personality assessment:  Reliability generalization across studies and measures. 

Educational and Psychological Measurement, 60, 224-235. 

Viswesvaran, C., Ones, D. S., & Schmidt, F. L. (1996). Comparative analysis of the 

reliability of job performance ratings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 5, 557-574. 

Wanous, J. P., Reichers, A. E., & Hudy, M. J. (1997). Overall job satisfaction:  How 

good are single-item measures? Journal of Applied Psychology, 82, 247-252. 

Webb, T. L., & Sheeran, P. (2008). Mechanisms of implementation intention effects:  

The role of goal intentions, self-efficacy, and accessibility of plan components. 

British Journal of Social Psychology, 47, 373-395.  

Wechsler, D. (1981). Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-Revised. San Antonio, TX: The 

Psychological Corporation. 



   139 

 

Whitener, E. M. (1990). Confusion of confidence intervals and credibility intervals in 

meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 75, 315-321. 

Wonderlic & Associates. (1999). Wonderlic Personnel Test manual. Northfield, IL: 

Author. 

Yarcheski, A., Mahon, N. E., Yarcheski, T. J., & Cannella, B. L. (2004). A meta-analysis 

of predictors of positive health practices. Journal of Nursing Scholarship, 36, 

102-108.  

  



   140 

 

Appendix A 

Studies Included in Reliability Generalization 

Abdalla, I. A. (1994). Relationships of career self-efficacy and personality variables with 

status of academic and career choice among Arab students. Psychological 

Reports, 75, 1571-1582. 

Ackerman, P. L., & Wolman, S. D. (2007). Determinants and validity of self-estimates of 

abilities and self-concept measures. Journal of Experimental Psychology:  

Applied, 13, 57-78.  

Adams, K. (2004). Modeling success:  Enhancing international postgraduate research 

students’ self-efficacy for research seminar presentations.  Higher Education 

Research and Development, 23, 115-130. 

Ahearne, M., Mathieu, J., & Rapp, A. (2005). To empower or not to empower your sales 

force? An empirical examination of the influence of leadership empowerment 

behavior on customer satisfaction and performance. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 90, 945-955. 

Ahrens, J. A., & O’Brian, K. M. (1996). Predicting gender-role attitudes in adolescent 

females: Ability, agency, and parental factors. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 

20, 409-417. 

Akama, K. (2006). Relationships among self-efficacy, goal setting, and meta-cognitive 

experiences in problem solving. Psychological Reports, 98, 895-907. 

Albion, M. J., Fernie, K. M., & Burton, L. J. (2005). Individual differences in age and 

self-efficacy in the unemployed. Australian Journal of Psychology, 57, 11-19. 



   141 

 

Ali, S. R., McWhirter, E. H., & Chronister, K. M. (2005). Self-efficacy and vocational 

outcome expectations for adolescents of lower socioeconomic status: A pilot 

study. Journal of Career Assessment, 13, 40-58. 

Ancis, J. R., & Phillips, S. D. (1996).  Academic gender bias and women’s behavioral 

agency self-efficacy. Journal of Counseling and Development, 75, 131-137. 

Arce-Ferrer, A. J., & Ketterer, J. J. (2003). The effect of scale tailoring for cross-cultural 

application on scale reliability and construct validity. Educational and 

Psychological Measurement, 63, 484-501. 

Anderson, S. L., & Betz, N. E. (2001). Sources of social self-efficacy expectations:  Their 

measurement and relation to career development. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 

58, 98-117.  

Argyropoulu, E. P., Sidiropoulou-Dimakakou, D., & Besevegis, E. G. (2007). 

Generalized self-efficacy, coping, career indecision, and vocational choices of 

senior high school students in Greece:  Implications for career guidance 

practitioners. Journal of Career Development, 33, 316-337.  

Ashby, J. S., & Kottman, T. (2000). The relationships between personality priorities and 

affect, depression, self-efficacy, and fear of intimacy. The Journal of Individual 

Psychology, 56, 172-183.  

Avery, D. R. (2003). Personality as a predictor of the value of voice. The Journal of 

Psychology, 137, 435-446.  

Aviram, A. (2006). A study of factors that influence unemployed persons. Journal of 

Employment Counseling, 43, 154-167. 



   142 

 

Awang-Hashim, R., O'Neil, H. F., & Hocevar, D. (2002). Ethnicity, effort, self-efficacy, 

worry, and statistics achievement in Malaysia: A construct validation of the state-

trait motivation model. Educational Assessment, 8, 341-364. 

Ayres, J., & Malouff, J. M. (2007). Problem-solving training to help workers increase 

positive affect, job satisfaction, and life satisfaction. European Journal of Work 

and Organizational Psychology, 16, 279-294. 

Bachman, L., & Bachman, C. (2006). Student perceptions of academic workload in 

architectural education. Journal of Architectural and Planning Research, 23, 271-

304. 

Bailey, C., & Austin, M. (2006). 360 degree feedback and developmental outcomes: The 

role of feedback characteristics, self-efficacy and importance of feedback 

dimensions to focal managers’ current role. International Journal of Selection and 

Assessment, 14, 51-66. 

Baldwin, K. M., Baldwin, J. R., & Ewald, T. (2006). The relationship among shame, 

guilt, and self-efficacy. American Journal of Psychotherapy, 60, 1-21.  

Bandalos, D. L., Finney, S. J., & Geske, J.A. (2003). A model of statistics performance 

based on achievement goal theory. Journal of Educational Psychology, 95, 604-

616. 

Bandalos, D. L., Yate, K., & Thorndike-Christ, T. (1995). Effects of math self-concept, 

perceived self-efficacy, and attributions for failure and success on test anxiety. 

Journal of Educational Psychology, 87, 611-623. 



   143 

 

Bandura, A., Caprara, G. V., Barbaranelli, C., Gerbino, M., & Pastorelli, C. (2003). Role 

of affective self-regulatory efficacy in diverse spheres of psychosocial 

functioning. Child Development, 74, 769-782. 

Barbosa, S. D., Gerhardt, M. W., & Kickul, J. R. (2007). The role of cognitive style and 

risk preference on entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial intentions. 

Journal of Leadership and Organizational Studies, 13, 86-104. 

Bartels, J. M. (2007). Dispositional positive and negative affect and approach-avoidance 

achievement motivation. Individual Differences Research, 5, 246-259. 

Bauer, T. N., Maertz, C. P., Jr., Dolen, M. R., & Campion, M. A. (1998). Longitudinal 

assessment of applicant reactions to employment testing and test outcome 

feedback. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 892-903. 

Beauregard, T. A. (2006). Predicting interference between work and home:  A 

comparison of dispositional and situational antecedents. Journal of Managerial 

Psychology, 21, 244-264.  

Beghetto, R. A. (2006). Creative self-efficacy: Correlates in middle and secondary 

students. Creativity Research Journal, 18, 447-457. 

Begue, L. (2005). Self-esteem regulation in threatening social comparison:  The roles of 

belief in a just world and self-efficacy. Social Behavior and Personality, 33, 69-

76.  

Bernerth, J. B., Feild, H. S., Guiles, W. G., & Cole, M. S. (2006). Perceived fairness in 

employee selection: The role of applicant personality. Journal of Business and 

Psychology, 20, 545-563. 



   144 

 

Berry, J. M., West, R. L., & Dennehey, D. M. (1989). Reliability and validity of the 

Memory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire. Developmental Psychology, 25, 701-713. 

Betoret, F. D. (2006). Stressors, self-efficacy, coping resources, and burnout among 

secondary school teachers in Spain. Educational Psychology, 26, 519-539. 

Betz, N. E., Borgen, F. H., Rottinghaus, P., Paulsen, A., Halper, C. R., & Harmon, L. W. 

(2003).  The Expanded Skills Confidence Inventory: Measuring basic dimensions 

of vocational activity. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 62, 76-100. 

Betz, N. E., & Gwilliam, L. R. (2002). The utility of measures of self-efficacy for 

Holland themes in African American and European American college students. 

Journal of Career Assessment, 10, 283-300. 

Betz, N. E., & Hackett, G. (1983). The relationship of mathematics self-efficacy 

expectations to the selection of science-based college majors. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 23, 329-345. 

Betz, N. E., Hammond, M. S., & Multon, K. D. (2005). Reliability and validity of five-

level response continua for the Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale. Journal of 

Career Assessment, 13, 131-149. 

Betz, N. E., & Wolfe, J. B. (2005). Measuring confidence for basic domains of vocation 

activity in high school students. Journal of Career Assessment, 13, 251-270. 

Bhanthumnavin, D. (2003). Perceived social support from supervisor and group 

members’ psychological and situational characteristics as predictors of 

subordinate performance in Thai work units. Human Resources Development 

Quarterly, 14, 79-97. 



   145 

 

Blair, D. V., O'Neil, Jr., H. F., & Price, D. J. (1999). Effects of expertise on state self-

efficacy and state worry during a computer-based certification test. Computers in 

Human Behavior, 15, 511-530.  

Blash, R. R., & Unger, D. G. (1995). Self-concept of African-American male youth:  

Self-esteem and ethnic identity. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 4, 359-373.  

Bligh, M. C., Kohles, J. C., Pearce, C. L., Justin, J. E., & Stovall, J. F. (2007). When the 

romance is over: Follower perspectives of aversive leadership. Applied 

Psychology: An International Review, 56, 528-557. 

Bodenhorn, N., & Skaggs, G. (2005). Development of the School Counselor Self-

Efficacy Scale. Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling Development, 38, 14-

28. 

Bodey, K., & Grace, D. (2007). Contrasting "complainers" with "non-complainers" on 

attitude toward complaining, propensity to complain, and key personality 

characteristics:  A nomological look. Psychology and Marketing, 24, 579-594.  

Bonett, R. M., & Stickel, S. A. (1992). A psychometric analysis of the Career Attitude 

Scale. Measurement & Evaluation in Counseling & Development, 25, 14-26. 

Bong, M. (2001). Between- and within-domain relations of academic motivation among 

middle and high school students: Self-efficacy, task value, and achievement goals. 

Journal of Educational Psychology, 93, 23-34. 

Bong, M., & Hocevar, D. (2002). Measuring self-efficacy: Multitrait-multimethod 

comparison of scaling procedures. Applied Measurement in Education, 15, 143-

171. 



   146 

 

Bores-Rangel, E., Church, A. T., Szendre, D., & Reeves, C. (1990). Self-efficacy in 

relation to occupational consideration and academic performance in high school 

equivalency students. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 37, 407-418. 

Borgen, F. H., & Betz, N. E. (2008). Career self-efficacy and personality: Linking career 

confidence and healthy personality. Journal of Career Assessment, 16, 22-43. 

Bosscher, R. J., & Smit, J. H. (1998). Confirmatory factor analysis of the General Self-

Efficacy Scale. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 36, 339-343.  

Bozeman, D. P., Perrewé, P. L., Hochwarter, W. A., & Brymer, R. A. (2001). 

Organizational politics, perceived control, and work outcomes: Boundary 

conditions on the effects of politics. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 31, 

486-503. 

Braten, I., & Olaussen, B.S. (2005). Profiling individual differences in student 

motivation: A longitudinal cluster analytic study in different academic contexts. 

Contemporary Educational Psychology, 30, 359-396. 

Briones, E., Tabernero, C., & Arenas, A. (2007). Effects of disposition and self-

regulation on self-defeating behavior. The Journal of Social Psychology, 147, 

657-679.  

Broadhead-Fearn, D., & White, K. M. (2006). The role of self-efficacy in predicting rule-

following behaviors in shelters for homeless youth:  A test of the theory of 

planned behavior. The Journal of Social Psychology, 146, 307-325.  

Brouwers, A., Evers, W. J. G., & Tomic, W. (2001). Self-efficacy in eliciting social 

support and burnout among secondary-school teachers. Journal of Applied Social 

Psychology, 31, 1474-1491. 



   147 

 

Brouwers, A., & Tomic, W. (2000). A longitudinal study of teacher burnout and 

perceived self-efficacy in classroom management. Teaching and Teacher 

Education, 16, 239-253. 

Brouwers, A., & Tomic, W. (2001). The factorial validity of scores on the Teacher 

Interpersonal Self-Efficacy Scale. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 

61, 433-445. 

Brown, C., & Lavish, L. A. (2006). Career assessment with Native Americans: Role 

saliency and career decision making self-efficacy. Journal of Career Assessment, 

14, 116-129. 

Brown, D. J., Cober, R. T., Kane, K., Levy, P. E., & Shalhoop, J. (2006). Proactive 

personality and the successful job search: A field investigation with college 

graduates. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 717-726. 

Brown, K. G. (2001). Using computers to deliver training: Which employees learn and 

why? Personnel Psychology, 54, 271-296. 

Butler, A., Gasser, M., & Smart, L. (2004). A social cognitive perspective on using 

family-friendly benefits. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 65, 57-70. 

Byars-Winston, A. M. (2006). Racial ideology in predicting social cognitive career 

variables for Black undergraduates. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 69, 134-148. 

Byrd, K. R., Hageman, A., & Belle Isle, D. (2007). Intrinsic motivation and subjective 

well-being:  The unique contribution of intrinsic religious motivation. The 

International Journal for the Psychology of Religion, 17, 141-156.  



   148 

 

Caligiuri, P. M., & Phillips, J. M. (2003). An application of self-assessment realistic job 

previews to expatriate assignments. International Journal of Human Resource 

Management, 14, 1102-1116. 

Cannon-Bowers, J. A, Salas, E., Tannenbaum, S. I., & Mathieu, J. E. (1995). Toward 

theoretically based principles of training effectiveness: A model and initial 

empirical investigation. Military Psychology, 7, 141-164. 

Caprara, G. V., Steca, P., Cervone, D., & Artistico, D. (2003). The contribution of self-

efficacy beliefs to dispositional shyness:  On social-cognitive systems and the 

development of personality dispositions. Journal of Personality, 71, 943-970.  

Carifio, J., & Rhodes, L. (2002). Construct validities and the empirical relationships 

between optimism, hope, self-efficacy, and locus of control. Work, 19, 125-136. 

Carless, S. A & Prodan, O. (2003). The impact of practicum training on career and job 

search attitudes of postgraduate psychology students. Australian Journal of 

Psychology, 55, 89-94. 

Carmeli, A., & Schaubroeck, J. (2007). The influence of leaders' and other referents' 

normative expectations on individual involvement in creative work. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 18, 35-48.  

Carlson, D.S., Bozeman, D., Kacmar, M., Wright, P., & McMahan, G. (2000). Training 

motivation in organizations: An analysis of individual-level antecedents. Journal 

of Management Issues, 12, 271-287. 

Carr, J. C., & Sequeira, J. M. (2007). Prior family business exposure as intergenerational 

influence and entrepreneurial intent: A Theory of Planned Behavior approach. 

Journal of Business Research, 60, 1090-1098. 



   149 

 

Cashwell, T. H. & Dooley, K. (2001). The impact of supervision on counselor self-

efficacy. The Clinical Supervisor, 20, 39-47. 

Cellar, D. F., Yorke, C. M., Nelson, Z. C., & Carroll, K. A. (2004). Relationships 

between five-factor personality variables, workplace accidents, and self-efficacy. 

Psychological Reports, 94, 1437-1441. 

Cervone, D., Jiwani, N., & Wood, R. (1991). Goal setting and the differential influence 

of self-regulatory processes on complex decision-making performance. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 61, 257-266. 

Chan, D. W. (2002). Stress, self-efficacy, social support, and psychological distress 

among prospective Chinese teachers in Hong Kong. Educational Psychology, 22, 

557-569.  

Chan, D. W. (2006). Adjustment problems, self-efficacy, and psychological distress 

among  Chinese gifted students in Hong Kong. Roeper Review, 28, 203-209.  

Chaney, D., Hammond, M. S., Betz, N. E., & Multon, Karen D. (2007). The reliability 

and factor structure of the Career Decision Self-Efficacy Scale-SF with African 

Americans. Journal of Career Assessment, 15, 194-205. 

Chemers, M. M., Hu, L., & Garcia, B.F. (2001). Academic self-efficacy and first-year 

college student performance and adjustment. Journal of Educational Psychology, 

93, 55-64. 

Chen, G., & Bliese, P. D. (2002). The role of different levels of leadership in predicting 

self- and collective efficacy: Evidence for discontinuity. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 87, 549-556. 



   150 

 

Chen, G., Gully, S. M., & Eden, D. (2004). General self-efficacy and self-esteem:  

Toward theoretical and empirical distinction between correlated self-evaluations. 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25, 375-395.  

Chen, G., Gully, S. M., Whiteman, J., Kilcullen, R. N. (2000). Examination of 

relationships among trait-like individual differences, state-like individual 

differences, and learning performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 835-

847. 

Chen, G., & Klimoski, R. J. (2003). The impact of expectations on newcomer 

performance in teams as mediated by work characteristics, social exchanges, and 

empowerment. Academy of Management Journal, 46, 591-607.  

Chen, P., & Zimmerman, B. (2007). A cross-national comparison study on the accuracy 

of self-efficacy beliefs of middle school mathematics students. The Journal of 

Experimental Education, 75, 221-244. 

Chen, P. P. (2006). Relationship between students’ self-assessment of their capabilities 

and their teachers’ judgments of students’ capabilities in mathematics problem-

solving. Psychological Reports, 98, 765-778. 

Chester, M. D., & Beaudin, B. Q. (1996). Efficacy beliefs of newly hired teachers in 

urban schools. American Educational Research Journal, 33, 233-257. 

Chiaburu, D. S., & Marinova, S. V. (2005). What predicts skill transfer? An exploratory 

study of goal orientation, training self-efficacy and organizational supports. 

International Journal of Training and Development, 9, 110-123. 

Choi, N. (2003). Further examination of the Self-Efficacy Scale. Psychological Reports, 

92, 473-480.  



   151 

 

Choi, J. N. (2004). Individual and contextual predictors of creative performance: The 

mediating role of psychological processes. Creativity Research Journal, 16, 187-

199. 

Choi, N. (2004). Sex role group differences in specific, academic, and general self-

efficacy. The Journal of Psychology, 138, 149-159. 

Choi, N. (2005). Self-efficacy and self-concept as predictors of college students' 

academic performance. Psychology in the Schools, 42, 197-205.  

Choi, N., Fuqua, D. R., & Griffin, B. W. (2001). Exploratory analysis of the structure of 

scores from the Multidimensional Scales of Percieved Self-Efficacy. Educational 

and Psychological Measurement, 61, 475-489.  

Chowdhury, S., Endres, M., & Lanis, T. W. (2002). Preparing students for success in 

team work environments: The importance of building confidence. Journal of 

Management Issues, XIV, 346-359. 

Chronister, K. M., & McWhirter, E. H. (2004). Ethnic differences in career supports and 

barriers for battered women: A pilot study. Journal of Career Assessment, 12, 

169-187. 

Chu, A. H. C., & Choi, J. N. (2005). Rethinking procrastination:  Positive effects of 

"active" procrastination behavior on attitudes and performance. The Journal of 

Social Psychology, 145, 245-264 

Chularut, P., & DeBacker, T. K. (2004). The influence of concept mapping on 

achievement, self-regulation, and self-efficacy in students of English as a second 

language. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 29, 248-263. 



   152 

 

Chung, Y. B. (2002). Career decision-making self-efficacy and career commitment: 

Gender and ethnic differences among college students. Journal of Career 

Development, 28, 277-284. 

Church, A. T., Teresa, J. S., Rosebrook, R., & Szendre, D. (1992). Self-efficacy for 

careers and occupational consideration in minority high school equivalency 

students. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 39, 498-508. 

Cianni, M., & Romberger, B. (1995). Interactions with senior managers: Perceived 

differences by race/ethnicity and gender. Sex Roles, 32, 353-373. 

Clark, S. C., & Benassi, V.A. (1997). Judgment of contingency: Contrast and 

assimilation, displacement of judgments, and self-efficacy. Social Behavior and 

Personality, 25, 183-200. 

Cohrs, J. C., Abele, A. E., & Dette, D. E. (2006). Integrating situational and dispositional 

determinants of job satisfaction: Findings from three samples of professionals. 

Journal of Psychology, 140, 363-395. 

Cole, N. D., & Latham, G. P. (1997). Effects of training in procedural justice on 

perceptions of disciplinary fairness by unionized employees and disciplinary 

subject matter experts. Journal of Applied Psychology, 82, 699-705. 

Constantine, M. G. (2001).  The relationship between general counseling self-efficacy 

and self-perceived multicultural counseling competence in supervisees. The 

Clinical Supervisor, 20, 81-90. 

Constantine, M. G., Okazaki, S., & Utsey, S. O. (2004). Self-concealment, social self-

efficacy, acculturative stress, and depression in African, Asian, and Latin 



   153 

 

American international college students American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 74, 

230-241.  

Cooper, S. E., & Robinson, D. A. (1991). The relationship of mathematics self-efficacy 

beliefs to mathematics anxiety and performance. Measurement & Evaluation in 

Counseling & Development, 24, 4-11. 

Corcoran, K. O., & Mallinckrodt, B. (2000). Adult attachment, self-efficacy, perspective 

taking, and conflict resolution. Journal of Counseling and Development, 78, 473-

483.  

Cote, S., Saks, A. M., & Zikic, J. (2006). Trait affect and job search outcomes. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 68, 233-252. 

Creed, P. A., & Patton, W. (2003). Predicting two components of career maturity in 

school based adolescents. Journal of Career Development, 29, 277-290. 

Creed, P. A., Bloxsome, T. D., & Johnston, K. (2001). Self-esteem and self-efficacy 

outcomes for unemployed individuals attending occupational skills training 

programs. Community, Work and Family, 4, 285-303. 

Creed, P. A., Muller, J. & Patton, W. (2003). Leaving high school: The influences and 

consequences for psychological well-being and career-related confidence. Journal 

of Adolescence, 26, 295-311. 

Creed, P. A., Patton, W., & Bartrum, D. (2004). Internal and external barriers, cognitive 

style, and the career development variables of focus and indecision. Journal of 

Career Development, 30, 277-294. 



   154 

 

Creed, P. A., Patton, W., & Prideaux, L. (2006). Causal relationship between career 

indecision and career decision-making self-efficacy: A longitudinal cross-lagged 

analysis. Journal of Career Development, 33, 47-65. 

Creed, P. A., Patton, W., & Prideaux, L. (2007). Predicting change over time in career 

planning and career exploration for high school students. Journal of Adolescence, 

30, 377-392. 

Creed, P. A., Patton, W., & Watson, M. B. (2002). Cross-cultural equivalence of the 

Career Decision-Making Self-Efficacy Scale-Short form: An Australian and 

South African Comparison. Journal of Career Assessment, 10, 327-342. 

Crossley, C. D., & Stanton, J. M. (2005). Negative affect and job search: Further 

examination of the reverse causation hypothesis. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 

66, 549-560. 

Cunningham, C. E., Woodward, C. A., Shannon, H. S., McIntosh, J., Lendrum, B, 

Rosenbloom, D., & Brown, J. (2002). Readiness for organizational change: A 

longitudinal study of workplace, psychological, and behavioral correlates. Journal 

of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 75, 377-392. 

D'Amico, A., & Cardaci, M. (2003). Relations among perceived self-efficacy, self-

esteem, and school achievement. Psychological Reports, 92, 745-754. 

Daniels, J., D'Andrea, M., & Gaughen, K. J. S. (1998). Testing the validity and reliability 

of the Perceived Employability Scale (PES) among a culturally diverse 

population. Journal of Employment Counseling, 35, 114-123. 



   155 

 

Davis, M. A., Curtis, M. B., Tschetter, J. D. (2003). Evaluating cognitive training 

outcomes: Validity and utility of structural knowledge assessment. Journal of 

Business and Psychology, 18, 191-206. 

Davis, W. D., Fedor, D. B., Parsons, C. K., & Herold, D. M. (2000). The development of 

self-efficacy during aviation training. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 21, 

857-871.  

Dawes, M. E., Horan, J. J., & Hackett, G. (2000). Experimental evaluation of self-

efficacy treatment on technical scientific career outcomes. British Journal of 

Guidance and Counseling, 28, 87-99. 

De la Torre Cruz, M. J., & Arias, P. F. C. (2007). Comparative analysis of expectancies 

of efficacy in in-service and prospective teachers. Teaching and Teacher 

Education, 23, 641-652. 

Deemer, S. A., & Minke, K. M. (1999). An investigation of the factor structure of the 

Teacher Efficacy Scale. The Journal of Educational Research, 93, 3-10. 

DeForest, P. A., & Hughes, J. N. (1992). Effect of teacher involvement and teacher self-

efficacy on ratings of consultant effectiveness and intervention acceptability. 

Journal of Educational and Psychological Consultation, 3, 301-316. 

DeWitz, S. J., & Walsh, W. B. (2002). Self-efficacy and college student satisfaction. 

Journal of Career Assessment, 10, 315-326. 

Diaz, R.J., Glass, C. R., Arnkoff, D. B., Tanofsky-Kraff, M. (2001). Cognition, anxiety, 

and prediction of performance in 1st year law students. Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 93, 420-429. 



   156 

 

Diefendorff, J. M. (2004). Examination of the roles of action-state orientation and goal 

orientation in the goal-setting and performance process. Human Performance, 17, 

375-395. 

Diegelman, N. M., & Mezydlo Subich, L. (2001). Academic and vocational interests as a 

function of outcome expectancies in social cognitive career theory. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 59, 394-405. 

Dillon, F., & Worthington, R. L. (2003). The Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Affirmative 

Counseling Self-Efficacy Inventory (LGB-CSI): Development, validation, and 

training implications. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 50, 235-251. 

Dixon, A. L., & Schertzer, S. M. B. (2005). Bouncing back:  How salesperson optimism 

and self-efficacy influence attributions and behaviors following failure. Journal of 

Personal Selling and Sales Management, 25, 361-369.  

Donovan, J. J., & Hafsteinsson, L. G. (2006). The impact of goal-performance 

discrepancies, self-efficacy, and goal orientation on upward goal revision. Journal 

of Applied Social Psychology, 36, 1046-1069. 

Dormann, C., Fay, D., Zapf, D., & Frese, M. (2006). A state-trait analysis of job 

satisfaction:  On the effect of core self-evaluations. Applied Psychology:  An 

International Review, 55, 27-51.  

Downey, G., & Moen, P. (1987). Personal efficacy, income, and family transitions:  A 

longitudinal study of women heading households. Journal of Health and Social 

Behavior, 28, 320-333.  



   157 

 

Duffy, R. D., & Blustein, B. L. (2005). The relationship between spirituality, 

religiousness, and career adaptability. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 67, 429-

440. 

Dussault, M. (2006). Teacher’s self-efficacy and organizational citizenship behaviors. 

Psychological Reports, 98, 427-432. 

Dussault, M., & Deaudelin, C. (2001). Loneliness and self-efficacy in education majors. 

Psychological Reports, 89, 285-289. 

Early, P. C. (1994). Self or group? Cultural effects of training on self-efficacy and 

performance. Administrative Science Quarterly, 39, 89-117. 

Earley, P. C., & Lituchy, T. R. . (1991). Delineating goal and efficacy effects:  A test of 

three models. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76, 81-98.  

Eby, L. T., & Dobbins, G. H. (1997). Collectivistic orientation in teams: An individual 

and group-level analysis. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 18, 275-295. 

Eden, D., & Aviram, A. (1993). Self-efficacy training to speed reemployment:  Helping 

people to help themselves. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 352-360.  

Eden, D., & Kinnar, J. (1991). Modeling Galatea: Boosting self-efficacy to increase 

volunteering. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76, 770-780. 

Eden, D. Z. Y. (1995). Seasickness as a self-fulfilling prophecy:  Raising self-efficacy to 

boost performance at sea. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80, 628-635.  

Edwards, H. E., Nash, R. E., Yates, P. M., Walsh, A. M., Fentiman, B. J., McDowell, J. 

K., Skerman, H. M., & Najman, J. M. (2001). Improving pain management by 

nurses: A pilot Peer Intervention Program. Nursing and Health Sciences, 3, 35-45. 



   158 

 

Ellett, C. D., Loup, K. S., Culross, R. R., McMullen, J. H., & Rugutt, J. K. (1997). 

Assessing enhancement of learning, personal learning environment, and student 

efficacy: Alternatives to traditional faculty evaluation in higher education. 

Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education, 11, 167-192. 

Ellis, A. P. J., & Ryan, A. M. (2003). Race and cognitive-ability test performance: The 

mediating effects of test preparation, test-taking strategy use and self-efficacy. 

Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 33, 2607-2629. 

Endler, N. S., Speer, R. L., Johnson, J. M., & Flett, G. L. (2001). General self-efficacy 

and control in relation to anxiety and cognitive performance. Current Psychology, 

20, 36-52.  

Erdem, E., & Demirel, O. (2007). Teacher self-efficacy belief. Social Behavior and 

Personality, 35, 573-586. 

Erdwins, C. J., Buffardi, L. C., Casper, W. J., & O’Brian, A. S. (2001). The relationship 

of women’s role strain to social support, role satisfaction, and self-efficacy. 

Family Relations, 50, 230-238. 

Erez, A., & Judge, T. A. (2001). Relationship of Core Self-Evaluations to goal setting, 

motivation, and performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 1270-1279.  

Erford, B. T. (1995). Parent autonomy-enhancement and development of self-efficacy. 

Psychological Reports, 77, 1347-1353.  

Eun, B., & Heining-Boynton, A. L. (2007). Impact of an English-as-a-second-language 

professional development program. The Journal of Educational Research, 101, 

36-48. 



   159 

 

Evans, E. D., & Tribble, M. (1986). Perceived teaching problems, self-efficacy, and 

commitment to teaching among preservice teachers. The Journal of Educational 

Research, 80, 81-85. 

Fan, C., & Mak, A. S. (1998). Measuring social self-efficacy in a culturally diverse 

student population. Social Behavior and Personality, 26, 131-144. 

Feehan, P. F., & Johnston, J. A. (1999). The Self-Directed Search and career self-

efficacy. Journal of Career Assessment, 7, 145-159. 

Felfe, J., & Schyns, B. (2002). The relationship between employees’ occupational self-

efficacy and perceived transformational leadership: Replication and extension of 

recent results. Current Research in Social Psychology, 7. Retrieved June 22, 

2009, from http://www.uiowa.edu/~grpproc  

Felfe, J., & Schyns, B. (2006). Personality and the perception of transformational 

leadership: The impact of extraversion, neuroticism, personal need for structure, 

and occupational self-efficacy. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 36, 708-

739. 

Ferry, T. R., Fouad, N. A., & Smith, P. L. (2000). The role of family context in a social 

cognitive model for career-related choice behavior: A math and science 

perspective. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 57, 348-364. 

Finney, S. J., & Schraw, G. (2003). Self-efficacy beliefs in college statistics courses. 

Contemporary Educational Psychology, 28, 161-186. 

Fischer, P., Greitemeyer, T., & Frey, D. (2007). Ego depletion and positive illusions:  

Does the construction of positivity require regulatory resources? Personality and 

Social Psychology Bulletin, 33, 1306-1321.  



   160 

 

Fisher, T. A., & Stafford, M. E. (1999). Reliability and validity of the Career Influence 

Inventory: A pilot study. Journal of Career Assessment, 7, 187-202. 

Fisk, J. E., & Warr, P. (1996). Age-related impairment in associative learning: The role 

of anxiety, arousal and learning self-efficacy. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 21, 675-686. 

Fives, H., Hamman, D., & Olivarez, A. (2007). Does burnout begin with student 

teaching? Analyzing efficacy, burnout, and support during the student-teaching 

semester. Teaching and Teacher Education, 23, 916-934. 

Flores, L. Y., Navarro, R. L., Smith, J. L., & Ploszaj, A. M. (2006). Testing of a model of 

nontraditional career choice goals with Mexican American adolescent men. 

Journal of Career Assessment, 14, 214-234. 

Flores, L. Y., & O'Brien, K. M. (2002). The career development of Mexican American 

adolescent women: A test of social cognitive career theory. Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 39, 14-27. 

Ford, J. K., Smith, E. M., Sego, D. J., & Quinones, M. A. (1993). Impact of task 

experience and individual factors on training-emphasis ratings. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 78, 583-590. 

Forester, M., Kahn, J. H., & Hesson-McInnis, M. S. (2004). Factor structures of three 

measures of research self-efficacy. Journal of Career Assessment, 12, 3-16. 

Fouad, N. A., Smith, P. L., & Zao, K. E. (2002). Across academic domains: Extensions 

of the social-cognitive career model. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 49, 164-

171. 



   161 

 

Frayne, C. A., & Gerrigner, J. M. (2000). Self-management training for improving job 

performance: A field experiment involving salespeople. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 85, 361-372. 

Freeman, T.M., Anderman, L. H., & Jensen, J. M. (2007). Sense of belonging in college 

freshmen at the classroom and campus levels. The Journal of Experimental 

Education, 75, 203-220. 

Frese, M., Garst, H., & Fay, D. (2007). Making things happen:  Reciprocal relationships 

between work characteristics and personal initiative in a four-wave longitudinal 

structural equation model. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 1084-1102.  

Friedman, I. A., & Kass, E. (2002). Teacher self-efficacy: A classroom-organization 

conceptualization. Teaching and Teacher Education, 18, 675-686. 

Ganske, K. H., & Ashby, J. S. (2007). Perfectionism and career decision-making self-

efficacy. Journal of Employment Counseling, 44, 17-28. 

Garcia, D. C. (2004). Exploring connections between the construct of teacher efficacy 

and family involvement practices: Implications for urban teacher preparation. 

Urban Education, 39, 290-315. 

Garcia, T., & Pintrich, P. R. (1996). The effects of autonomy on motivation and 

performance in the college classroom. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 

21, 477-486. 

Gardunio, E. L. H. (2001). The influence of cooperative problem solving on gender 

differences in achievement, self-efficacy, and attitudes towards mathematics in 

gifted students. Gifted Child Quarterly, 45, 268-282. 



   162 

 

Gentry, M., & Owen, S. V. (2004). Secondary student perceptions of classroom quality: 

Instrumentation and differences between advanced/honors and nonhonors classes. 

Journal of Secondary Gifted Education, XVI, 20-29. 

Gerhardt, M. W., & Brown K. G. (2006). Individual differences in self-efficacy 

development: The effects of goal orientation and affectivity. Learning and 

Individual Differences, 16, 43-59. 

Gerhardt, M. W., Rode, J. C., & Peterson, S. J. (2007). Exploring mechanisms in the 

personality-performance relationship: Mediating roles of self-management and 

situational constraints. Personality and Individual Differences, 43, 1344-1355. 

Gerrity, M. S., Williams, J. W., Dietrich, A. J., & Olson, A. L. (2001). Identifying 

physicians likely to benefit from depression education: A challenge for health 

care organizations. Medical Care, 39, 856-866. 

Gibbons, D. E., & Weingart, L. R. (2001). Can I do it? Will I try? Personal efficacy, 

assigned goals, and performance norms as motivators of individual performance. 

Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 31, 624-648. 

Gibson, S., & Dembo, M. H. (1984). Teacher efficacy: A construct validation. Journal of 

Educational Psychology, 76, 569-582. 

Giles, M., & Larmour, S. (2000). The theory of planned behavior: A conceptual 

framework to view the career development of women. Journal of Applied Social 

Psychology, 30, 2137-2157. 

Gillespie, B. M., Chaboyer, W., Wallis, M. & Grimbeck, P. (2007). Resilience in the 

operating room:  Developing and testing of a resilience model. Journal of 

Advanced Nursing, 59, 427-438.  



   163 

 

Gilliland, S. W. (1994). Effects of procedural and distributive justice on reactions to a 

selection system. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79, 691-701. 

Gist, M. E. (1989). The influence of training method on self-efficacy and idea generation 

among managers. Personnel Psychology, 42, 787-805. 

Gloria, A. M., & Robinson Kurpius, S. E. (2001). Influences of self-beliefs, social 

support, and comfort in the university environment on the academic 

nonpersistence decisions of American Indian undergraduates. Cultural Diversity 

and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 7, 88-102. 

Goddard, R. D., Hoy, W. K., & Hoy, A. W. (2000). Collective teacher efficacy: Its 

meaning, measure, and impact on student achievement. American Educational 

Research Journal, 37, 479-507. 

Gong, Y., & Fan, J. (2006). Longitudinal examination of the role of goal orientation in 

cross-cultural adjustment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 176-184. 

Gore, P. A., Jr. & Leuwerke, W. C. (2000). Predicting occupational considerations: A 

comparison of self-efficacy beliefs, outcome expectations, and person-

environment congruence. Journal of Career Assessment, 8, 237-250. 

Gowan, M. A., Solesbee Craft, S. L., & Zimmerman, R. A. (2000). Response to work 

transitions by United States army personnel: Effects of self-esteem, self-efficacy, 

and career resilience. Psychological Reports, 86, 911-921. 

Grace, M., Kivlighan, D. M., & Kunce, J. (1995). The effects of nonverbal skills training 

on counselor trainee nonverbal sensitivity and responsiveness and on session 

impact and working alliance ratings. Journal of Counseling & Development, 73, 

547-552. 



   164 

 

Grau, R., Salanova, M., & Peiró, J. M. (2001). Moderator effects of self-efficacy on 

occupational stress. Psychology in Spain, 5, 63-74. 

Gredler, M. E., & Garavalia, L. S. (2000). Students’ perceptions of their self-regulatory 

and other-directed study strategies: A factor analysis. Psychological Reports, 86, 

102-108. 

Gredler, M. E., & Schwartz, L. S. (1997). Factorial structure of the Self-Efficacy for Self-

Regulated Learning Scale. Psychological Reports, 81, 51-57. 

Greene, B. A., Miller, R. B., Crowson, H. M., Duke, B. L., & Akey, K. L. (2004). 

Predicting high school students’ cognitive engagement and achievement: 

Contributions of classroom perceptions and motivation. Contemporary 

Educational Psychology, 29, 462-482. 

Greenglass, E. R., & Burke, R. J. (2000). Hospital downsizing, individual resources, and 

occupational stressors in nurses. Anxiety, Stress, and Coping, 13, 371-390.  

Griffin, B., & Hesketh, B. (2003). Adaptable behaviors for successful work and career 

adjustment. Australian Journal of Psychology, 55, 65-73. 

Gruman, J. A., Saks, A. M., Zweig, D. I. (2006). Organizational socialization tactics and 

newcomer proactive behaviors: An integrative study. Journal of Vocational 

Behavior, 69, 90-104. 

Guarnaccia, V., & Henderson, J. J. (1993). Self-efficacy, interpersonal competence, and 

social desirability in homeless people. Journal of Community Psychology, 21, 

335-338.  



   165 

 

Guay, F., Ratelle, C. F., Senécal, C., Larose, S., & Deschênes, A. (2006). Distinguishing 

developmental from chronic career indecision: Self-efficacy, autonomy, and 

social support. Journal of Career Assessment, 14, 235-251. 

Guay, F., Senécal, C., Gauthier, L., & Fernet, C. (2003). Predicting career indecision: A 

self-determination theory perspective. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 50, 

165-177. 

Guerrero, S., & Sire, B. (2001). Motivation to train from the workers’ perspective: 

Example of French companies. International Journal of Human Resource 

Management, 12, 988-104. 

Gully, S. M., Payne, S. C., Kiechel Koles, K. L., & Whiteman, J. K. (2002). The impact 

of error training and individual differences on training outcomes: An attribute-

treatment interaction perspective. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 143-155. 

Gungor, A., Eryilmaz, A., & Fakioglu, T. (2007). The relationship of freshmen’s physical 

achievement and their related affective characteristics. Journal of Research in 

Science Training, 44, 1036-1056. 

Gushue, G. V. (2006). The relationship of ethnic identity, career decision-making self-

efficacy and outcome expectations among Latino/a high school students. Journal 

of Vocational Behavior, 68, 85-95. 

Gushue, G. V., Clarke, C. P., Pantzer, K. M., & Scanlan, K. R. L. (2006). Self-efficacy, 

perceptions of barriers, vocational identity, and the career exploration behavior of 

Latino/a high school students. The Career Development Quarterly, 54, 307-317. 

Gushue, G. V., Scanlan, K. R. L., Pantzer, K. M., & Clarke, C. P. (2006). The 

relationship of career decision-making self-efficacy, vocational identity, and 



   166 

 

career exploration behavior in African American high school students. Journal of 

Career Development, 33, 19-28. 

Guthrie, J. P., & Schwoerer, C. E. (1994). Individual and contextual influences on self-

assessed training needs. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 15, 405-422. 

Gwilliam, L. R., & Betz, N. E. (2001). Validity of measures of math- and science-related 

self-efficacy for African Americans and European Americans. Journal of Career 

Assessment, 9, 261-281. 

Hackett, G., Betz, N. E., Casas, J. M., & Rocha-Singh, I. A. (1992). Gender, ethnicity, 

and social cognitive factors predicting the academic achievement of students in 

engineering. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 39, 527-538. 

Hardre, P. L., Huang, S., Chen, C., Chiang, C., Jen, F., & Warden, L. (2006). High school 

teachers’ motivational perceptions and strategies in an East Asian nation. Asian-

Pacific Journal of Teacher Education, 34, 199-221. 

Hargrove, B. K., Creagh, M. G., & Burgess, B. L. (2002). Family interaction patterns as 

predictors of vocational identity and career decision-making self-efficacy. Journal 

of Vocational Behavior, 61, 185-201. 

Harrison, J. K., Chadwick, M., & Scales, M. (1996). The relationship between cross-

cultural adjustment and the personality variables of self-efficacy and self-

monitoring. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 20, 167-188.  

Hechanova-Alampay, R., Beehr, T. A., Christiansen, N. D., & Van Horn, R. K. (2002). 

Adjustment and strain among domestic and international student sojourners:  A 

longitudinal study. School Psychology International, 23, 458-474.  



   167 

 

Hecht, T. D.  & Allen, N. J. (2005). Exploring links between polychronicity and well-

being from the perspective of person-job fit: Does it matter if you prefer to do 

only one thing at a time? Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 

Processes, 98, 155-178. 

Heggestad, E. D., & Kanfer, R. (2005). The predictive validity of self-efficacy in training 

performance: Little more than past performance. Journal of Experimental 

Psychology, 11, 84-97. 

Hendricks, J. W., & Payne, S. C. (2007). Beyond the Big Five: Leader goal orientation as 

a predictor of leadership effectiveness. Human Performance, 20, 317-343. 

Hermann, K. S., & Betz, N. E. (2004). Path models of the relationships of instrumentality 

and expressiveness to social self-efficacy, shyness, and depressive symptoms. Sex 

Roles, 51, 55-66.  

Hermann, K. S., & Betz, N. E. (2006). Path models of the relationships of instrumentality 

and expressiveness, social self-efficacy, and self-esteem to depressive symptoms 

in college students. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 25, 1086-1106.  

Hertenstein, E. J. (2001). Goal orientation and practice condition as predictors of training 

results. Human Resources Development Quarterly, 12, 403-419. 

Herold, D. M., Fedor, D. B., & Caldwell, S. D. (2007). Beyond change management:  A 

multilevel investigation of contextual and personal influences on employees' 

commitment to change. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 942-951.  

Hinsz, V. B. (2005). The influences of social aspects of competition in goal-setting 

situations. Current Psychology, 24, 258-273. 



   168 

 

Holden, G., Barker, K., Rosenberg, G., & Onghena, P. (2007). Assessing progress 

towards accreditation related objectives: Evidence regarding the use of self-

efficacy as an outcome in the advanced concentration research curriculum. 

Research on Social Work Practice, 17, 456-465. 

Hollingsworth, M. A., & Fassinger, R. E. (2002). The role of faculty mentors in the 

research training of counseling psychology doctoral students. Journal of 

Counseling Psychology, 49, 324-330. 

Holman, D. J., & Wall, T. D. (2002). Work characteristics, learning-related outcomes, 

and strain: A test of competing direct effect, mediated, and moderated models. 

Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 7, 283-301. 

Hong, E., & Aqui, Y. (2004). Cognitive and motivational characteristics of adolescents 

gifted in mathematics:  Comparisons among students with different types of 

giftedness. Gifted Child Quarterly, 48, 191-201.  

Horn, C., Bruning, R., Schraw, G., Curry, E., & Katkanant, C. (1993). Paths to success in 

the college classroom. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 181, 464-478. 

Horvath, M., Ryan, A. M., & Stierwalt, S. L. (2000). The influence of explanations for 

selection test use, outcome favorability, and self-efficacy on test-taker 

perceptions. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 83, 310-

330. 

Hoy, A. W., & Spero, R. B. (2005). Changes in teacher efficacy during the early years of 

teaching: A comparison of four measures. Teaching and Teacher Education, 21, 

343-356. 



   169 

 

Hoy, W. K., & Woolfolk, A. E. (1993). Teachers’ sense of self-efficacy and the 

organizational health of schools. The Elementary School Journal, 93, 355-372. 

Hsieh, P., Sullivan, J. R., & Guerra, N. S. (2007). A closer look at college students: Self-

efficacy and goal orientation. Journal of Advanced Academics, 18, 454-476. 

Hughes, M., & Demo, D. H. (1989). Self-perceptions of Black Americans:  Self-esteem 

and personal efficacy. The American Journal of Sociology, 95, 132-159.  

Hull-Blanks, E., Robinson Kurpius, S. E., Befort, C., Sollenberger, S., Nicpon, M. F., & 

Huser, L. (2005). Career goals and retention-related factors among college 

freshmen. Journal of Career Development, 32, 16-30. 

Jackson, J. W. (2002). Enhancing self-efficacy and learning performance. The Journal of 

Experimental Education, 70, 243-254. 

Jaussi, K. S., Randel, A. E., & Dionne, S. D. (2007). I am, I think I can, and I do: The 

role of personal identity, self-efficacy, and cross-application of experiences in 

creativity at work. Creativity Research Journal, 19, 247-258. 

Jex, S. M., Bliese, P. D., Buzzell, S., & Primeau, J. (2001). The impact of self-efficacy on 

stressor-strain relations:  Coping style as an explanatory mechanism. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 86, 401-409.  

Jimmieson, N. L. (2000). Employee reactions to behavioural control under conditions of 

stress: The moderating role of self-efficacy. Work & Stress, 14, 262-280. 

Jones, G. R. (1986). Socialization tactics, self-efficacy, and newcomers’ adjustments to 

organizations. Academy of Management Journal, 29, 262-279. 

Jones, M. E., Cason, C. L., & Bond, M.  L. (2004). Cultural attitudes, knowledge, and 

skills of a health workforce. Journal of Transcultural Nursing, 15, 283-290. 



   170 

 

Jonson-Reid, M., Davis, L., Saunders, J., Williams, T., & Williams, J. H. (2005). 

Academic self-efficacy among African American youths: Implications for school 

social work practice. Children & Schools, 27, 5-14. 

Judge, T. A., Bono, J. E., & Locke, E. A. (2000). Personality and job satisfaction:  The 

mediating role of job characteristics. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 237-249.  

Kahn, J. H. (2001). Predicting the scholarly activity of counseling psychology students: A 

refinement and extension. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 48, 344-354. 

Kahn , J. H., & Miller, S. A. (2000). Measuring global perceptions of the research 

training environment using a short form of the RTES-R. Measurement and 

Evaluation in Counseling and Development, 33, 103-119. 

Kaplan, A., Gheen, M., & Midgley, C. (2002). Classroom goal structure and student 

disruptive behavior. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 72, 191-211. 

Karademas, E. C., Kafetsios, K., & Sideridis, G. D. (2007). Optimism, self-efficacy, and 

information processing of threat- and well-being-related stimuli. Stress and 

Health, 23, 285-294.  

Karakowsky, L., & McBey, K. (2001). Do my contributions matter?  The influence of 

imputed expertise on member involvement and self-evaluations in the work 

group. Group and Organization Management, 26, 70-92.  

Karl, K. A., O'Leary-Kelly, A. M., & Martocchio, J. J. (1993). The impact of feedback 

and self-efficacy on performance in training. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 

14, 379-394. 

Keane, M. C., & Morgan, B. S. (1991). Perceived self-efficacy and language differences. 

Psychological Reports, 69, 291-298.  



   171 

 

Kerpelman, J. L., & Mosher, L. S. (2004). Rural African American adolescents' future 

orientation:  The importance of self-efficacy, control and responsibility, and 

identity development. Identity:  An International Journal of Theory and Research, 

4, 187-208.  

Kim, Y.-H. (2003). Correlation of mental health problems with psychological constructs 

in adolescence: final results from a 2-year study. International Journal of Nursing 

Studies, 40, 115-124.  

Kirkpatrick, S. A., & Locke, E. A. (1996). Direct and indirect effects of three core 

charismatic leadership components. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81, 36-51. 

Kitsantas, A. (2002). Test preparation and performance: A self-regulatory analysis. The 

Journal of Experimental Education, 70, 101-113. 

Kitsantas, A., Reiser, R. A., & Doster, J. (2004). Developing self-regulated learners: Goal 

setting, self-evaluation, and organizational signals during acquisition of 

procedural skills. The Journal of Experimental Education, 72, 269-287. 

Kiviet, A., & Mji, A. M. (2003). Sex differences in self-efficacy beliefs of elementary 

science teachers. Psychological Reports, 92, 333-338. 

Koob, J. J. (2001). The effects of solution-focused supervision on the perceived self-

efficacy of therapists in training. The Clinical Superior, 21, 161-183. 

Kruger, L. J. (1997). Social support and self-efficacy in problem solving among teacher 

assistance teams and school staff. The Journal of Educational Research, 90, 164-

168. 



   172 

 

Kuhn, K. M., & Yockey, M. D. (2003). Variable pay as a risky choice: Determinants of 

the relative attractiveness of incentive plans. Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes, 90, 323-341.  

Ladebo, O. J., & Awotunde, J. M. (2007). Emotional and behavioral reactions to work 

overload:  Self-efficacy as a moderator. Current Research in Social Psychology, 

13, 86-100.  

LaHuis, D. M. (2005). Individual differences in applicant reactions: A job-search 

perspective. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 13, 150-159. 

Lam., S. S. K., Chen, X-P., & Schaubroeck, J. (2002). Participative decision making and 

employee performance in different cultures:  The moderating effects of 

allocentrism/idiocentrism and efficacy. Academy of Management Journal, 45, 

905-914. 

Landino, R. A., & Owen, S. (1988). Self-efficacy in university faculty. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 33, 1-14. 

Lane, J., & Lane, A. M. (2002). Predictive validity of variables used to select students for 

postgraduate management courses. Psychological Reports, 90, 1239-1247. 

Lang, J. C., & Lee, C. H. (2005). Identity accumulation, others’ acceptance, job-search 

self-efficacy, and stress. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 26, 293-312. 

Lansford, J. E., Antonucci, T. C., Akiyama, H., & Takahashi, K. (2005). A quantitative 

and qualitative approach to social relationships and well-being in the United 

States and Japan. Journal of Comparative Family Studies, 36, 1-23.  

Larose, S., Ratelle, C. F., Guay, F., Senécal, C., & Harvey, M. (2006). Trajectories of 

science self-efficacy beliefs during the college transition and academic and 



   173 

 

vocational adjustment in science and technology programs. Educational Research 

and Evaluation, 12, 373-393. 

Latham, G. P., & Brown, T. C. (2006). The effect of learning vs. outcome goals on self-

efficacy, satisfaction and performance in an MBA program. Applied Psychology: 

An International Review, 55, 606-623. 

Latham, G. P., & Budworth, M. (2006). The effect of training in verbal self-guidance on 

the self-efficacy and performance of Native North Americans in the selection 

interview. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 68, 516-523. 

Lawson, A. E., Banks, D. L., & Logvin, M. (2007). Self-efficacy, reasoning ability, and 

achievement in college biology. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 44, 

706-724. 

Leach, C. W., Queirolo, S. S., DeVoe, S., & Chemers, M. (2003). Choosing letter grade 

evaluations: The interaction of students’ achievement goals and self-efficacy. 

Contemporary Educational Psychology, 28, 495-509. 

Lee, J. S. Y., & Akhtar, S. (2007). Job burnout among nurses in Hong Kong:  

Implications for human resource practices and interventions. Asia Pacific Journal 

of Human Resources, 45, 63-84.  

Lennings, C. J. (1994). An investigation of the effects of agency and time perspective 

variables on career maturity. The Journal of Psychology, 128, 243-253.  

Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., Brenner, B., Chopra, S. B., Davis, T., Talleyrand, R., & 

Suthakaran, V. (2001). The role of contextual supports and barriers in the choice 

of math/science educational options: A test of social cognitive hypotheses. 

Journal of Counseling Psychology, 48, 474-483. 



   174 

 

 Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., & Gore, P. A., Jr.. (1997). Discriminant and predictive 

validity of academic self-concept, academic self-efficacy, and mathematics-

specific self-efficacy. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 44, 307-315. 

Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., & Larkin, K. C. (1984). Relation of self-efficacy expectations 

to academic achievement and persistence. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 31, 

356-362. 

Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., & Larkin, K. C. (1986). Self-efficacy in the prediction of 

academic performance and perceived career options. Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 33, 265-269. 

Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., Schmidt, J., Brenner, B., Lyons, H., & Treistman, D. (2003). 

Relation of contextual supports and barriers to choice behavior in engineering 

majors: Test of alternative social cognitive models. Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 50, 458-465. 

Lent, R. W., Hill, C. E., & Hoffman, M. A. (2003). Development and validation of the 

Counselor Activity Self-Efficacy Scales. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 50, 

97-108. 

Lent, R. W., Lopez, F. G., & Bieschke, K. J. (1993). Predicting mathematics-related 

choice and success behaviors: Test of an expanded social cognitive model. 

Journal of Vocational Behavior, 42, 223-236. 

Lent, R. W., Nota, L., Soresi, S., & Ferrari, L. (2007). Realistic major previews in the 

school-to-college transition of Italian high school students. The Career 

Development Quarterly, 56, 183-191. 



   175 

 

Lent, R. W., Singley, D., Sheu, H., Schmidt, J. A., & Schmidt, L. C. (2007). Relation of 

social-cognitive factors to academic satisfaction in engineering students. Journal 

of Career Assessment, 15, 87-97. 

Leung, C. (2001). The psychological adaptation of overseas and migrant students in 

Australia. International Journal of Psychology, 36, 251-259.  

Liao, H., & Chuang, A. (2007). Transforming service employees and climate: A 

multilevel, multisource examination of transformational leadership in building 

long-term service relationships. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 1006-1019. 

Lightsey Jr., O. R., & Barnes, P. W. (2007). Discrimination, attributional tendencies, 

generalized self-efficacy, and assertiveness as predictors of psychological distress 

among African Americans. Journal of Black Psychology, 33, 27-50.  

Lin, H., & Gorrell, J. (2001). Exploratory analysis of pre-service teacher efficacy in 

Taiwan. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17, 623-635. 

Lin, H., Gorrell, J., & Taylor, J. (2002). Influence of culture and education on U. S. and 

Taiwan preservice teachers’ efficacy beliefs. The Journal of Educational 

Research, 96, 37-46. 

Long, B. C. (1989). Sex-role orientation, coping strategies, and self-efficacy of women in 

traditional and nontraditional occupations. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 13, 

307-324.  

Lohman, M. C. (2005). A survey of factors influencing the engagement of two 

professional groups in informal workplace learning activities. Human Resource 

Development Quarterly, 16, 501-527. 



   176 

 

Lopez, F. G., & Ann-Yi, S. (2006). Predictors of career indecision in three racial/ethnic 

groups of college women. Journal of Career Development, 33, 29-46. 

Lopez, F. G., Watkins Jr., C. E., Manus, M., & Hunton-Shoup, J. (1992). Conflictual 

independence, mood regulation, and generalized self-efficacy:  Test of a model of 

late-adolescent identity. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 39, 375-381.  

Lopez, F. G., Morua, W., & Rice, K. G. (2007). Factor structure, stability, and predictive 

validity of college students' relationship self-efficacy beliefs. Measurement and 

Evaluation in Counseling and Development, 40, 80-96.  

Love, K. M., Bahner, A. D., Jones, L. N., & Nilsson, J. E. (2007). An investigation of 

early research experience and research self-efficacy. Professional Psychology: 

Research and Practice, 38, 314-320. 

Lu, C., Siu, O., & Cooper, C. L. (2005). Managers’ occupational stress in China: The role 

of self-efficacy. Personality and Individual Differences, 38, 569-578. 

Lucas, J. L., Wanberg, C. R., & Zytowski, D. G. (1997). Development of a career task 

self-efficacy scale: The Kuder Task Self-Efficacy Scale. Journal of Vocational 

Behavior, 50, 432-459. 

Luthans, F., Avolio, B. J., Avey, J. B., & Norman, S. M. (2007). Positive psychological 

capital: Measurement and relationship with performance and satisfaction. 

Personnel Psychology, 60, 541-572. 

Luthans, F., & Peterson, S. J. (2002). Employee engagement and manager self-efficacy: 

Implications for managerial effectiveness and development. Journal of 

Management Development, 21, 376-387. 



   177 

 

MacGeorge, E. L., Clark, R. A., & Gillihan, S. J. (2002). Sex differences in the provision 

of skillfull emotional support:  The mediating role of self-efficacy. 

Communication Reports, 15, 17-28.  

Machin, M. A., & Creed, P. A. (2003). Understanding the differential benefits of training 

for the unemployed. Australian Journal of Psychology, 55, 104-113.  

Machin, M. A., & Fogarty, G. J. (2004). Assessing the antecedents of transfer intensions 

in a training context. International Journal of Training and Development, 8, 222-

236. 

Mak, A. S., & Tran, C. (2001). Big Five personality and cultural relocation factors in 

Vietnamese Australian students' intercultural social self-efficacy. International 

Journal of Intercultural Relations, 25, 181-201.  

Mak, A. S., & Nesdale, D. (2001). Migrant distress:  The role of perceived racial 

discrimination and coping resources. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 31, 

2632-2647.  

Mak, A. S., & Buckingham, K. (2007). Beyond communication courses: Are there 

benefits in adding skills-based EXCELL sociocultural training? International 

Journal of Intercultural Relations, 31, 277-291.  

Malete, L., & Feltz, D. L. (2000). The effect of a coaching education program on 

coaching efficacy. The Sport Psychologist, 14, 410-417. 

Mallin, M. L., & Mayo, M. (2006). Why did I lose? A conservation of resources view of 

salesperson failure attributions. Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management, 

XXVI, 345-357. 



   178 

 

Mallinckrodt, B. (1992). Childhood emotional bonds with parents, development of adult 

social competencies, and availability of social support. Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 39, 453-461.  

Markman, G. D., Baron, R. A., & Balkin, D. B. (2005). Are perseverence and self-

efficacy costless?  Assessing entrepeneurs' regretful thinking. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 26, 1-19.  

Marsden, H., Carroll, M., & Neill, J. T. (2005). Who cheats at university? A self-report of 

dishonest academic behaviors in a sample of Australian university students. 

Australian Journal of Psychology, 57, 1-10. 

Martin, J. J., Hodges Kulinna, P., Eklund, R. C., & Reed, B. (2001). Determinants of 

teachers’ intensions to teach physically active physical education classes. Journal 

of Teaching in Physical Education, 20, 129-143. 

Matsui, T., Ikeda, H., & Ohnishi, R. (1989). Relations of sex-typed socializations to 

career self-efficacy expectations of college students. Journal of Vocational 

Behavior, 35, 1-16. 

Matsui, T., Matsui, K., & Ohnishi, R. (1990). Mechanisms underlying math self-efficacy 

learning of college students. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 37, 225-238. 

Matsui, T., & Tsukamoto, S. (1991). Relation between career self-efficacy measures 

based on occupational titles and Holland codes and model environments: A 

methodological contribution. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 38, 78-91. 

Matsushima, R., & Shiomi, K. (2003). Social self-efficacy and interpersonal stress in 

adolesence. Social Behavior and Personality, 31, 323-332.  



   179 

 

Mau, W. (2000). Cultural differences in career decision-making styles and self-efficacy. 

Journal of Vocational Behavior, 57, 365-378. 

Maurer, T. J., Weiss, E. M., & Barbeite, F. G. (2003). A model of involvement in work-

related learning and development activity:  The effects of individual, situational, 

motivational, and age variables. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 707-724.  

McCormick, N., Tooke, W., Winston, S., & Kjellander, C. (1991). RET in the college 

classroom. Journal of Rational-Emotive and Cognitive-Behavior Therapy, 9, 95-

111.  

McNatt, D. B., & Judge, T. A. (2004). Boundary conditions of the Galatea effect: A field 

experiment and constructive replication. Academy of Management Journal, 47, 

550-565. 

McWhirter, E. H., Rasheed, S., & Crothers, M. (2000). The effects of high school career 

education on social-cognitive variables. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 47, 

330-341. 

Meier, S. T., McCarthy, P. R., & Schmeck, R. R. (1984). Validity of self-efficacy as a 

predictor of writing performance. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 8, 107-120. 

Meijer, C. J. W., & Foster, S. F. (1988). The effect of teacher self-efficacy on referral 

change. The Journal of Special Education, 22, 378-385. 

Meinhold, J. L., & Malkus, A. J. (2005). Adolescent environmental behaviors:  Can 

knowledge, attitudes, and self-efficacy make a difference? Environment and 

Behavior, 37, 511-532.  



   180 

 

Melchert, T. P., Hays, V. L., Wiljanen, L. M., & Kolocek, A. K. (1996). Testing models 

of counselor development with a measure of counseling self-efficacy. Journal of 

Counseling & Development, 74, 640-644. 

Mikkelsen, E. G., & Einarsen, S. (2002). Relationships between exposure to bullying at 

work and psychological and psychosomatic health complaints:  The role of state 

negative affectivity and generalized self-efficacy. Scandanavian Journal of 

Psychology, 43, 397-405.  

Miller, J. W. (2000). Exploring the source of self-regulated learning: The influence of 

internal and external comparisons. Journal of Instructional Psychology, 27, 47-

52. 

Mills, N., Pajares, F., & Herron, C. (2007). Self-efficacy of college intermediate French 

students: Relation to achievement and motivation. Language Learning, 57, 417-

442. 

Minke, K. M., Bear, G. G., Deemer, S. A., & Griffin, S. M. (1996). Teachers’ 

experiences with inconclusive classrooms: Implications for special education 

reform. The Journal of Special Education, 30, 152-186. 

Mone, M. A. (1994). Comparative validity of two measures of self-efficacy in predicting 

academic goals and performance. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 

54, 516-529. 

Mone, M. A., & Baker, D. D. (1992). A social-cognitive, attributional model of personal 

goals: An empirical evaluation. Motivation and Emotion, 16, 297-321. 



   181 

 

Moneta, G. B., Spada, M. M., & Rost, F. M. (2007). Approaches to studying when 

preparing for final exams as a function of coping strategies. Personality and 

Individual Differences, 43, 191-202.  

Mottet, T. P., Beebe, S. A., Raffeld, P. C., & Medlock, A. L. (2004). The effects of 

student verbal and nonverbal responsiveness on teacher self-efficacy and job 

satisfaction. Communication Education, 53, 150-163. 

Moynihan, L. M., Roehling, M. V., LePine, M. A., & Boswell, W. R. (2003). A 

longitudinal study of the relationships among job search self-efficacy, job 

interviews, and employment outcomes. Journal of Business and Psychology, 18, 

207-233. 

Muijs, D., & Reynolds, D. (2002). Teachers’ beliefs and behaviors: What really matters? 

Journal of Classroom Interaction, 37, 3-15. 

Mullikin, E. A., Baken, L. L., & Betz, N. E. (2007). Assessing research self-efficacy in 

physician-scientists: The Clinical Research Appraisal Inventory. Journal of 

Career Assessment, 15, 367-387. 

Murdock, T. M., & Miller, A. (2003). Teachers as sources of middle school students’ 

motivational identity: Variable-centered and person-centered analytic approaches. 

The Elementary School Journal, 103, 383-399. 

Murdock, T. M., Hale, N. M., & Weber, M. J. (2001). Predictors of cheating among early 

adolescents: Academic and social motivations. Contemporary Educational 

Psychology, 26, 96-115. 



   182 

 

Murdock, T. M., Miller, A., & Kohlhardt, J. (2004). Effects of classroom context 

variables on high school students’ judgments of the acceptability and likelihood 

of cheating. Journal of Educational Psychology, 96, 765-777. 

Muris, P. (2002). Relationships between self-efficacy and symptoms of anxiety disorders 

and depression in a normal adolescent sample. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 32, 337-348.  

Narciss, S. (2004). The impact of informative tutoring feedback and self-efficacy on 

motivation and achievement in concept learning. Experimental Psychology, 51, 

214-228. 

Nauta, M. M., & Epperson, D. L. (2003). A longitudinal examination of the social-

cognitive model applied to high school girls’ choices of nontraditional college 

majors and aspirations. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 50, 448-457. 

Nesdale, D. (2002). Acculturation attitudes and the ethnic and host-country identification 

of immigrants. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 32, 1488-1507.  

Nevill, D. D., Neimeyer, G. J., Probert, B., & Fukuyama, M. (1986). Cognitive structures 

in vocational information processing and decision making. Journal of Vocational 

Behavior, 28, 110-122. 

Nielsen, S. G. (2004). Strategies and self-efficacy beliefs in instrumental and vocal 

individual practice: A study of students in higher music education. Psychology of 

Music, 32, 418-431. 

Nielsen, I. L., & Moore, K. A. (2003). Psychometric data on the Mathematics Self-

Efficacy Scale. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 63, 128-138. 



   183 

 

Nilsson, J. E. (2007). International students in supervision: Course self-efficacy, stress, 

and cultural discussions in supervision. The Clinical Supervisor, 26, 35-47. 

Nilsson, J. E., & Duan, C. (2007). Experiences of prejudice, role difficulties, and 

counseling self-efficacy among U. S. racial and ethnic minority supervisees 

working with white supervisors. Journal of Multicultural Counseling and 

Development, 35, 219-229. 

Noe, R. A., & Wilk, S. L. (1993). Investigation of the factors that influence employees' 

participation in development activities. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 291-

302. 

Nolen, S. B. (1995). Effects of a visible author in statistical texts. Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 87, 47-65. 

O'Brien, K. M. (1996). The influence of psychological separation and parental attachment 

on the career development of adolescent women. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 

48, 257-274. 

Ochs, L. A., & Roessler, R. T. (2004). Predictors of career exploration intensions: A 

social cognitive career theory perspective. Rehabilitation Counseling Bulletin, 47, 

224-233. 

Ohly, S., & Fritz, C. (2007). Challenging the status quo: What motivates proactive 

behaviour? Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 80, 623-

629. 

Ollfors, M., & Andersson, S. I. (2007). Ability of stress, sense of control, and self-

theories to predict Swedish high school students’ final grades. Educational 

Research and Evaluation, 13, 143-169. 



   184 

 

Oyserman, D., Harrison, K., & Bybee, D. (2001). Can racial identity be promotive of 

academic efficacy? International Journal of Behavioral Development, 25, 379-

385. 

Özyürek, R. (2005). Informative sources of math-related self-efficacy expectations and 

their relationship with math-related self-efficacy, interest, and preference. 

International Journal of Psychology, 40, 145-156. 

Pajares, F., Britner, S. L., & Valiante, G. (2000). Relation between achievement goals 

and self-beliefs of middle school students in writing and science. Contemporary 

Educational Psychology, 25, 406-422. 

Pajares, F., & Miller, M. D. (1995). Mathematics self-efficacy and mathematics 

performances: The need for specificity of assessment. Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 42, 190-198. 

Pang, I., & Watkins, D. (2000). Towards a psychological model of teacher-parent 

communication in Hong Kong primary schools. Educational Studies, 26, 141-163. 

Parker, L. (1993). When to fix it and when to leave: Relationships among perceived 

control, self-efficacy, dissent, and exit. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 949-

959. 

Parker, S. K. (2003). Longitudinal effects of lean production on employee outcomes and 

the mediating role of work characteristics. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 

620-634. 

Parker, S. K. (2007). 'That is my job':  How employees' role orientation affects their job 

performance. Human Relations, 60, 403-434. 



   185 

 

Parker, S. K., Williams, H. M., & Turner, N. (2006). Modeling the antecedents of 

proactive behavior at work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 636-652. 

Paterson, M., Green, J. M., Basson, C. J., & Ross, F. (2002). Probability of assertive 

behaviour, interpersonal anxiety and self-efffcacy of South African registered 

dietitians. Journal of Human Nutrition and Dietetics, 15, 9-17.  

Pattni, I., Soutar, G. N., & Klobas, J. E. (2007). The impact of a short self-management 

training invention in a retail banking environment. Human Resource Development 

Quarterly, 18, 159-178. 

Patton, W., & Creed, P. (2007). The relationship between career variables and 

occupational aspirations and expectations for Australian high school adolescents. 

Journal of Career Development, 34, 127-148. 

Patton, W., Creed, P., & Watson, M. (2003). Perceived work related and non-work 

related barriers in the career development of Australian and South African 

adolescents. Australian Journal of Psychology, 55, 74-82. 

Perdue, S. V., Reardon, R. C., & Peterson, G. W. (2007). Person-environment 

congruence, self-efficacy, and environmental identity in relation to job 

satisfaction:  A career decision theory perspective. Journal of Employment 

Counseling, 44, 29-39.  

Perry, J. C., DeWine, D. B., Duffy, R. D., & Vance, K. S. (2007). The academic self-

efficacy of urban youth: A mixed-methods study of a school-to-work program. 

Journal of Career Development, 34, 103-126. 

Peterson, E. R., & Whiteman, M. C. (2007). “I think I can, I think I can…”: 

Interrelationships among self-assessed intelligence, self-concept, self-efficacy, 



   186 

 

and the personality trait intellect in university students in Scotland and New 

Zealand. Personality and Individual Differences, 43, 959-968. 

Pfau, M., Wan, H-H., Szabo, E. A., Anderson, J., Morrill, J., & Zubric, J. (2001). The 

role and impact of affect in the process of resistance to persuasion. Human 

Communication  Research, 27, 216-252.  

Phan, H. P. (2007). An examination of reflective thinking, learning approaches, and self-

efficacy beliefs at the University of the South Pacific: A path analysis approach. 

Educational Psychology, 27, 789-806. 

Phillips, J. M. (2002). Antecedents and consequences of procedural justice perceptions in 

hierarchical decision-making teams. Small Group Research, 33, 32-64. 

Phillips, J. M., & Gully, S. M. (1997). Role of goal orientation, ability, need for 

achievement, and locus of control in the self-efficacy and goal-setting process. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 82, 792-802. 

Phinney, J. S., Dennis, J. M., & Gutierrez, D. M.  (2005). College orientation profiles of 

Latino students from low socioeconomic backgrounds: A cluster analytic 

approach. Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences, 27, 387-408. 

Pietsch, J., Walker, R., & Chapman, E. (2003). The relationship among self-concept, self-

efficacy, and performance during mathematics in secondary school. Journal of 

Educational Psychology, 95, 589-603. 

Pillai, R., & Williams, E. A. (2004). Transformational leadership, sefl-efficacy, group 

cohesiveness, commitment, and performance. Journal of Organizational Change 

Management, 17, 144-159.  



   187 

 

Pinquart, M., Juang, L. P., & Silbereisen, R. K. (2003). Self-efficacy and successful 

school-to-work transition: A longitudinal study. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 

63, 329-346. 

Pinquart, M., Silbereisen, R. K., & Juang, L. P. (2004). Moderating effects of 

adolescents’ self-efficacy beliefs on psychological responses to social change. 

Journal of Adolescent Research, 19, 340-359. 

Plunkett, S. W., Abarca-Mortensen, S., Behnke, A. O., & Sands, T. (2007). 

Neighborhood structural qualities, adolescents' perceptions of neighborhoods, and 

Latino youth development. Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences, 29, 19-34.  

Pond III, S. B., & Hay, M. S. (1989). The impact of task preview information as a 

function of recipient self-efficacy. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 35, 17-29.  

Potosky, D., & Ramakrishna, H. V. (2002). The moderating role of updating climate 

perceptions in the relationship between goal orientation, self-efficacy, and job 

performance. Human Performance, 15, 275-297. 

Quimby, J. L., & O'Brien, K. M. (2004). Predictors of student and career decision-

making self-efficacy among nontraditional college women. The Career 

Development Quarterly, 52, 323-339. 

Quimby, J. L., Wolfson, J. L., & Seyala, N. D. (2007). Social cognitive predictors of 

African American adolescents’ career interests. Journal of Career Development, 

33, 376-394. 

Quinones, M. A. (1995). Pretraining context effects: Training assignment as feedback. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 80, 226-238. 



   188 

 

Radhawa, B. S., & Gupta, A. (2000). Cross-national gender differences in mathematics 

achievement, attitude, and self-efficacy within a common intrinsic structure. 

Canadian Journal of School Psychology, 15, 51-66. 

Raghuram, S., & Weisenfeld, B. (2004). Work-nonwork conflict and job stress among 

virtual workers. Human Resource Management, 43, 259-277. 

Ramos-Sanchez, L., & Nichols, L. (2007). Self-efficacy of first-generation and non-first-

generation college students: The relationship with academic performance and 

college adjustment. Journal of College Counseling, 10, 6-18. 

Rankin, J. L., Bruning, R. H., Timme, V. L., & Katkanant, C. (1993). Is writing affected 

by spelling performance and beliefs about spelling? Applied Cognitive 

Psychology, 7, 155-169. 

Rao, N., Moely, B. E., & Sachs, J. (2000). Motivational beliefs, study strategies, and 

mathematics achievement in high- and low-achieving Chinese secondary school 

students. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25, 287-316. 

Rayle, A. D., Arredondo, P., & Robinson Kurpius, S. E. (2005). Educational self-efficacy 

of college women: Implications for theory, research, and practice. 83, 361-366. 

Reese, R. J., & Miller, C. D. (2006). Effects of a university career development course on 

a career decision-making self-efficacy. Journal of Career Assessment, 14, 252-

266. 

Renn, R. W., & Fedor, D. B. (2001). Development and field test of a feedback seeking, 

self-efficacy, and goal setting model of work performance. Journal of 

Management, 27, 563-583. 



   189 

 

Riggs, M. L., & Knight, P. A. (1994). The impact of perceived group success-failure on 

motivational beliefs and attitudes: A causal model. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 79, 755-766. 

Riggs, M. L., Warka, J., Babasa, B., Betancourt, R., & Hooker, S. (1994). Development 

and validation of self-efficacy and outcome expectancy scales for job-related 

applications. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 54, 793-802. 

Rimm-Kaufman, S. E., & Sawyer, B. E. (2004). Primary-grade teachers’ self-efficacy 

beliefs, attitudes towards teaching, and discipline and teaching practice priorities 

in relation to the “responsive classroom” approach. The Elementary School 

Journal, 104, 321-341. 

Rodebaugh, T. L., & Chambless, D. L. (2002). The effects of video feedback on self-

perception of performance:  A replication and extension. Cognitive Therapy and 

Research, 26, 629-644.  

Rollins, V. B., & Valdez, J. N. (2006). Perceived racism and career self-efficacy in 

African American adolescents. Journal of Black Psychology, 32, 176-198. 

Rosenfeld, L. B., Richfield, J. M., & Bowen, G. L. (2000). Social support networks and 

school outcomes: The centrality of the teacher. Child and Adolescent Social Work 

Journal, 17, 205-226. 

Rottinghaus, P. J., Day, S. X., & Borgen, F. H. (2005). The Career Futures Inventory: A 

measure of career-related adaptability and optimism. Journal of Career 

Assessment, 13, 3-24. 



   190 

 

Ryan, N. E., Solberg, V. S., & Brown, S. D. (1996). Family dysfunction, parental 

attachment, and career search self-efficacy among community college students. 

Journal of Counseling Psychology, 43, 84-89. 

Sachs, J. (2004). Superstition and self-efficacy in Chinese postgraduate students. 

Psychological Reports, 95, 485-486.  

Sager, J. K., Strutton, H. D., & Johnson, D. A. (2006). Core self-evaluations and 

salespeople. Psychology & Marketing, 23, 95-113. 

Saklofske, D. H., Michayluk, J. O., & Randhawa, B. S. (1988). Teachers’ efficacy and 

teaching behaviors. Psychological Reports, 63, 407-414. 

Saks, A. M. (1994). Moderating effects of self-efficacy for the relationship between 

training method and anxiety and stress reactions of newcomers. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 15, 639-654. 

Saks, A. M. (2006). Multiple predictors and criteria of job search success. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 68, 400-415. 

Saks, A. M., & Ashforth, B. E. (2000). The role of dispositions, entry stressors, and 

behavioral plasticity theory in predicting newcomers' adjustment to work. Journal 

of Organizational Behavior, 21, 43-62.  

Saks, A. M., Wiesner, W. H., & Summers, R. J. (1994). Effects of job previews on self-

selection and job choice. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 44, 297-316. 

Salanova, M., Grau, R. M., & Martinez, I. M. (2006). Job demands and coping 

behaviour: The moderating role of professional self-efficacy. Psychology in 

Spain, 10, 1-7. 



   191 

 

Saracoglou, B., Minden, H., & Wilchesky, M. (1989). The adjustment of students with 

learning disabilities to university and its relationship to self-esteem and self-

efficacy. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 22, 590-592.  

Schaefers, K. G., Epperson, D. L., & Nauta, M. M. (1997). Women’s career 

development: Can theoretically derived variables predict persistence in 

engineering majors? Journal of Counseling Psychology, 44, 173-183. 

Schaubroeck, J., & Merritt, D. E. (1997). Divergent effects of job control on coping with 

work stressors:  The key role of self-efficacy. Academy of Management Journal, 

40, 738-754.  

Schaubroeck, J., Lam, S. S. K., & Xie, J. L. (2000). Collective efficacy versus self-

efficacy in coping responses to stress and control: A cross-cultural study. Journal 

of Applied Psychology, 85, 512-525. 

Scheel, M. J., & Gonzalez, J. (2007). An investigation of a model of academic motivation 

for school counseling. Professional School Counseling, 11, 49-56. 

Scherbaum, C. A., Cohen-Charash, Y., & Kern, M. J. (2006). Measuring general self-

efficacy:  A comparison of three measures using item response theory. 

Educational and Psychological Measurement, 66, 1047-1063.  

Schneider, J. F. (2004). Prayer and inner speech:  Is there a connection? Psychological 

Reports, 94, 1382-1384.  

Schoen, L. G., & Winocur, S. (1988). An investigation of the self-efficacy of male and 

female academics. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 32, 307-320. 



   192 

 

Schwoerer, C. E., & May, D. R. (1996). Age and work outcomes: The moderating effects 

of self-efficacy and tool design effectiveness. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 17, 469-487. 

Schwoerer, C. E., May, D. R., Hollensbe, E. C., & Mencl, J. (2005). General and specific 

self-efficacy in the context of a training intervention to enhance performance 

expectancy. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 16, 111-129.  

Schyns, B. (2001). The relationship between employees’ self-monitoring and 

occupational self-efficacy and perceived transformational leadership. Current 

Research in Social Psychology, 7. Retrieved June 22, 2009, from 

http://www.uiowa.edu/~grpproc 

Schyns, B., & von Collani, G. (2002). A new occupational self-efficacy scale and its 

relation to personality constructs and organizational variables. European Journal 

of Work and Organizational Psychology, 11, 219-241. 

Schyns, B., Paul, T., Mohr, G., & Blank, H. (2005). Comparing antecedents and 

consequences of leader-member exchange in a German working context to 

findings in the US. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 

14, 1-22. 

Schyns, B., Torka, N., & Gössling, T. (2007). Turnover intension and preparedness for 

change: Exploring leader-member exchange and occupational self-efficacy as 

antecedents of two employability predictors. Career Development International, 

12, 660-679. 



   193 

 

Segrin, C., & Taylor, M. (2006). A social cognitive analysis of the effects of parental 

divorce on premarital couples' communication skills. Journal of Divorce and 

Remarriage, 46, 57-83.  

Segrin, C., & Taylor, M. (2007). Positive interpersonal relationships mediate the 

association between social skills and psychological well-being. Personality and 

Individual Differences, 43, 637-646.  

Seijts, G. H., & Latham, G. P. (2001). The effect of distal learning, outcome, and 

proximal goals on a moderately complex task. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 22, 291-307. 

Semadar, A., Robbins, G., & Ferris, G. R. (2006). Comparing the validity of multiple 

social effectiveness constructs in the prediction of managerial job performance. 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27, 443-461. 

Shaunessy, E., Suldo, S. M., Hardesty, R. B., & Shaffer, E. J. (2006). School functioning 

and psychological well-being of international baccalaureate and general education 

students. The Journal of Secondary Gifted Education, XVII, 76-89. 

Shell, D. F., Murphy, C. C., & Bruning, R. H. (1989). Self-efficacy and outcome 

expectancy mechanisms in reading and writing achievement. Journal of 

Educational Psychology, 81, 91-100. 

Sheu, H., & Lent, R. W. (2007). Development and initial validation of the Multicultural 

Counseling Self-Efficacy Scale—Racial Diversity Form. Psychotherapy: Theory, 

Research, Practice, Training, 44, 30-45. 



   194 

 

Shim, S., & Ryan, A. (2005). Changes in self-efficacy, challenge avoidance, and intrinsic 

value in response to grades: The role of achievement goals. The Journal of 

Experimental Education, 73, 333-349. 

Siddique, H. I., Lasalle-Ricci, V. H., Glass, C. R., Arnkoff, D. B., & Diaz, R. J. (2006). 

Worry, optimism, and expectations as predictors of anxiety and performance in 

the first year of law school. Cognitive Therapy Research, 30, 667-676. 

Siu, O.-L., Lu, C-Q., & Spector, P. E. (2007). Employees' well-being in greater China:  

The direct and moderating effects of general self-efficacy. Applied Psychology:  

An International Review, 56, 288-301.  

Siu, O.-L., Spector, P. E., Cooper, C. L., & Lu, C-Q. (2005). Work stress, self-efficacy, 

Chinese work values, and work well-being in Hong Kong and Beijing. 

International Journal of Stress Management, 12, 274-288.  

Skaalvik, E. M., & Skaalvik, S. (2004).Self-concept and self-efficacy: A test of the 

internal/external frame of reference model and predictions of subsequent 

motivation and achievement. Psychological Reports, 95, 1187-1202. 

Skaalvik, S., & Skaalvik, E. M. (2004). Frames of reference for self-evaluation of ability 

in mathematics. Psychological Reports, 94, 619-632. 

Smith, H. M., & Betz, N. E. (2000). Development and validation of a scale of perceived 

social self-efficacy. Journal of Career Assessment, 8, 283-301. 

Smith, H. M., & Betz, N. E. (2002). An examination of efficacy and esteem pathways to 

depression in young adulthood. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 49, 438-448.  



   195 

 

Smith, S. A., Kass, S. J., Rotunda, R. J., & Schneider, S. K. (2006). If at first you don't 

succeed:  Effects of failure on general and task-specific self-efficacy and 

performance. North American Journal of Psychology, 8, 171-182.  

Solberg, O. A., Laberg, J. C., Johnsen, B. H., & Eid, J. (2005). Predictors of self-efficacy 

in a Norwegian battalion prior to deployment in an international operation. 

Military Psychology, 17, 299-314.  

Somech, A., & Dach-Zahavy, A. (2000). Understanding extra-role behavior in school: 

The relationships between job satisfaction, sense of efficacy, and teachers’ extra-

role behavior. Teaching and Teacher Education, 16, 649-659. 

Soodak, L. C., & Podell, D. M. (1996). Teacher efficacy: Toward the understanding of a 

multi-faceted construct. Teaching and Teacher Education, 12, 401-411. 

Speier, C., & Frese, M. (1997). Generalized self-efficacy as a mediator and moderator 

between control and complexity at work and personal initiative: A longitudinal 

field study on East Germany. Human Performance, 10, 171-192. 

Spieker, C. J., & Hinsz, V. B. (2004). Repeated success and failure influences on self-

efficacy and personal goals. Social Behavior and Personality, 32, 191-198. 

Stevens, T., Wang, K., & Olivárez, A., Jr. (2007). Use of self-perspectives and their 

sources to predict the mathematics enrollment intentions of girls and boys. Sex 

Roles, 56, 351-363. 

Stetz, T. A., Stetz, M. C., & Bleise, P. D. (2006). The importance of self-efficacy in the 

moderating effects of social support on stressor-strain relationships. Work and 

Stress, 20, 49-59.  



   196 

 

Stumpf, S. A., Brief, A. P., & Hartman, K. (1987). Self-efficacy expectations and coping 

with career-related events. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 31, 91-108. 

Sue-Chan, C., & Ong, M. (2002). Goal assignment and performance: Assessing the 

mediating roles of goal commitment and self-efficacy and the moderating role of 

power distance. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 89, 

1140-1161. 

Sujan, H., Weitz, B. A., & Kumar, N. (1994). Learning orientation, working smart, and 

effective selling. Journal of Marketing, 58, 39-52. 

Suldo, S. M., & Shaffer, E. J. (2007). Evaluation of the Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for 

Children in two samples of American adolescents. Journal of Psycheducational 

Assessment, 25, 341-355. 

Sungur, S. (2007). Modeling the relationships among students’ motivational beliefs, 

metacognitive strategy use, and effort regulation. Scandinavian Journal of 

Educational Research, 51, 315-326. 

Switzer, K. C., Nagy, M. S., & Mullins, M. E. (2005). The influence of training 

reputation, managerial support, and self-efficacy on pre-training motivation and 

perceived training transfer. Applied H. R. M. Research, 10, 21-34. 

Szymanski, D. M., Ozegovic, J. J., Phillips, J. C., & Briggs-Phillips, M. (2007). Fostering 

scholarly productivity through academic and internship research training 

environments. Training and Education in Professional Psychology, 1, 135–146. 

Taggar, S., & Haines, V. Y., III. (2006). I need you, you need me: A model of initiated 

task interdependence. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 21, 211-230. 



   197 

 

Tak, J. (2006). Construct and concurrent validity of the Korean Career Indecision 

Inventory. Psychological Reports, 98, 511-516. 

Tansley, D. P., Jome, L. M., Haase, R. F., & Martens, M. P. (2007). The effects of 

message framing on college students’ career decision making. Journal of Career 

Assessment, 15, 301-316. 

Tay, C., Ang, S., Van Dyne, L. (2006). Personality, biological characteristics, and job 

interview success: A longitudinal study of the mediating effects of interviewing 

self-efficacy and the moderating effects of internal locus of causality. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 91, 446-454. 

Taylor, M. S., Locke, E. A., Lee, C., & Gist, M. E. (1984). Type A behavior and faculty 

research productivity: What are the mechanisms? Organizational Behavior and 

Human Performance, 34, 402-418. 

Tharenou, P. (2003). The initial development of receptivity to working abroad: Self-

initiated international work opportunities in young graduate employees. Journal 

of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 76, 489-515. 

Thomas, K. M., & Mathieu, J. E. (1994). Role of causal attributions in dynamic self-

regulation and goal processes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79, 812-818. 

Thompson, M. N. & Subich, L. M. (2006). The relation of social status to the career 

decision-making process. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 69, 289-301. 

Thompson, M. S., & Keith, V. M. (2001). The blacker the berry:  Gender, skin tone, self-

esteem, and self-efficacy. Gender and Society, 15, 336-357.  



   198 

 

Thoms, P., Moore, K. S., Scott, K. S. (1996). The relationship between self-efficacy for 

participating in self-managed work groups and the Big Five personality 

dimensions. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 17, 349-362. 

Tierney, P., & Farmer, S. M. (2002). Creative self-efficacy: Its potential antecedents and 

relationship to creative performance. Academy of Management Journal, 45, 1137-

1148. 

Tierney, P., & Farmer, S. M. (2004). The Pygmalion process and employee creativity. 

Journal of Management, 30, 413-432. 

Tobin, T. J., Muller, R. O., & Turner, L. M. (2006). Organizational learning and climate 

as predictors of self-efficacy. Social Psychology of Education, 9, 301-319.  

Todd, J. L., & Worrell, J. (2000). Resilience in low-income, employed, African American 

women. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 24, 119-128.  

Tracey, J. B., Hinkin, T. R., Tannenbaum, S., & Mathieu, J. E. (2001). The influence of 

individual characteristics and the work environment on varying levels of training 

outcomes. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 12, 5-23. 

Trougakos, J. P., Bull, R. A., Green, S. G., MacDermid, S. M., & Weiss, H. M. (2007). 

Influences on job search self-efficacy of spouses of enlisted military personnel. 

Human Performance, 20, 391-413. 

Truxillo, D. M., Bauer, T. N., Campion, M. A., & Paronto, M. E. (2002). Selection 

fairness information and applicant reactions: A longitudinal field study. Journal 

of Applied Psychology, 87, 1020-1031. 

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, A. W. (2001). Teacher efficacy: Capturing an elusive 

construct. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17, 783-805. 



   199 

 

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, A. W. (2007). The differential antecedents of self-

efficacy beliefs of novice and experienced teachers. Teaching and Teacher 

Education, 23, 944-956. 

 Tziner, A., Fisher, M., Senior, T., & Weisberg, J. (2007). Effects of trainee 

characteristics on training effectiveness. International Journal of Selection and 

Assessment, 15, 167-174. 

Uffelman, R. A., Subich, L. M., Diegelman, N. M., Wagner, K. S., & Bardash, R. J. 

(2004). Effect of mode of interest assessment on clients’ career decision-making 

self-efficacy. Journal of Career Assessment, 12, 366-380. 

Utsch, A., & Rauch, A. (2000). Innovativeness and initiative as mediators between 

achievement orientation and venture performance. European Journal of Work and 

Organizational Psychology, 9, 45-62. 

van den Berg, P. T., & Feij, J. A. (2003). Complex relationships among personality traits, 

job characteristics, and work behaviors. International Journal of Selection and 

Assessment, 11, 326-339. 

van den Berg, P. T., & van der Velde, M. E. G. (2005). Relationships of functional 

flexibility with individual and work factors. Journal of Business and Psychology, 

20, 111-129.  

van Dick, R., & Wagner, U. (2001). Stress and strain in teaching:  A structural equation 

approach. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 71, 243-259.  

van Hooft, E. A. J., Born, M. P., Taris, T. W., & van der Flier, H. (2004). Job search and 

the theory of planned behavior: Minority-majority group differences in the 

Netherlands. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 65, 366-390. 



   200 

 

Van Ryn, M., & Vinokur, A. D. (1992). How did it work? An examination of the 

mechanisms through which an intervention for the unemployed promoted job-

search behavior. American Journal of Community Psychology, 20, 577-597. 

Vancouver, J. B., Thompson, C. M., & Williams, A. A. (2001). The changing signs in the 

relationships among self-efficacy, personal goals, and performance. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 86, 605-620.  

Vasil, L. (1992). Self-efficacy expectations and causal attributions for achievement 

among male and female university faculty. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 41, 

259-269. 

Velada, R., Caetano, A., Michel, J. W., Lyons, B. D., & Kavanagh, M. J. (2007). The 

effects of training design, individual characteristics and work environment on 

transfer of training. International Journal of Training and Development, 11, 282-

294. 

Vera, E. M., Shin, R. Q., Montgomery, G. P., Mildner, C., & Speight, S. L. (2004). 

Conflict resolution styles, self-efficacy, self-control, and future orientation of 

urban adolescents. Professional School Counseling, 8, 73-80. 

Verbeke, W., Belschak, F., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2004). The adaptive consequences of pride 

in personal selling. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 32, 386-402. 

Vrugt, A., & Koenis, S. (2002). Perceived self-efficacy, personal goals, social 

comparison, and scientific productivity. Applied Psychology: An International 

Review, 51, 593-607. 



   201 

 

Vrugt, A., Oort, F. J., & Zeeberg, C. (2002). Goal orientations, perceived self-efficacy 

and study results amongst beginners and advanced students. British Journal of 

Educational Psychology, 72, 385-397. 

Walker, C. O., Greene, B. A., & Mansell, R. A. (2006). Identification with academics, 

intrinsic/extrinsic motivation, and self-efficacy as predictors of cognitive 

engagement. Learning and Individual Differences, 16, 1-12. 

Walker, H. J., Feild, H. S., Giles, W. F., Bernerth, J. B., & Jones-Farmer, A. (2007). An 

assessment of attraction toward affirmative action organizations:  Investigating 

the role of individual differences. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 28, 485-

507.  

Waller, B. (2006). Math interest and choice intentions of non-traditional African-

American college students. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 68, 538-547. 

Wanberg, C. R., & Banas, J. T. (2000). Predictors as outcomes of openness to changes in 

a reorganizing workplace. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 132-142. 

Wang, G., & Netemeyer, R. G. (2002). The effects of job autonomy, customer 

demandingness, and trait competitiveness on salesperson learning, self-efficacy, 

and performance. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 30, 217-228. 

Wei, M., & Ku, T-Y. (2007). Testing a conceptual model of working through self-

defeating patterns. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 54, 295-305. 

Westaby, J. D., & Braithwaite, K. N. (2003). Specific factors underlying reemployment 

self-efficacy: Comparing control belief and motivational reason methods for the 

recently unemployed. Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 39, 415-437. 



   202 

 

Williams, J. E. (1994). Gender differences in high school students’ efficacy-

expectation/performance discrepancies across four subject matter domains. 

Psychology in Schools, 31, 232-237. 

Wilk, S. L., & Moynihan, L. M. (2005). Display rule “regulators”: The relationship 

between supervisors and worker emotional exhaustion. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 90, 917-927. 

Wolters, C. A. (2003). Understanding procrastination from a self-regulated learning 

perspective. Journal of Educational Psychology, 95, 179-187. 

Woodruff, S. L., & Cashman, J. F. (1993). Task, domain, and general efficacy:  A 

reexamination of the  Self-Efficacy Scale. Psychological Reports, 72, 423-432.  

Woolfolk, A. E., Rosoff, B., & Hoy, W. K. (1990). Prospective teachers’ sense of 

efficacy and beliefs about control. Journal of Education Psychology, 82, 81-91. 

Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2007). The role of 

personal resources in the job demands-resources model. International Journal of 

Stress Management, 14, 121-141.  

Xie, D. (2007). Buffering or strengthening:  The moderating effect of self-efficacy on 

stressor-strain relationship. Journal of Career Assessment, 15, 351-366.  

Xie, J. L., Roy, J-P., & Chen, Z. (2006). Cultural and individual differences in self-rating 

behavior:  An extension and refinement of the cultural relativity hypothesis. 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27, 341-364.  

Yang, E., & Gysbers, N. C. (2007). Career transitions of college students. The Career 

Development Quarterly, 56, 157-170. 



   203 

 

Yoon, J. S. (2002). Teacher characteristics as predictors of teacher-student relationships: 

Stress, negative affect, and self-efficacy. Social Behavior and Personality, 30, 

485-494. 

 Yoon, J. S. (2004). Predicting teacher interventions in bullying situations. Education and 

Treatment of Children, 27, 37-45. 

Zeegers, P. (2004). Student learning in higher education: A path analysis of academic 

achievement in science. Higher Education Research & Development, 23, 35-56. 

 Zellars, K. L., Hochwarter, W. A., Perrewe, P. L., Miles, A. K., & Kiewitz, C. (2001). 

Beyond self-efficacy: Interactive effects of role conflict and perceived collective 

efficacy. Journal of Managerial Issues, XIII, 483-299. 

Zimmerman, B. J., & Kitsantas, A. (2005). Homework practices and academic 

achievement: The mediating role of self-efficacy and perceived responsibility 

beliefs. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 30, 397-417. 

  



   204 

 

Appendix B 

Studies Included in Convergent Validity Meta-Analyses 

Abdalla, I. A. (1994). Relationships of Career Self-Efficacy and Personality-Variables 

with Status of Academic and Career Choice among Arab Students. Psychological 

reports, 75, 1571.  

Ahrens, J. A., & Obrien, K. M. (1996). Predicting gender-role attitudes in adolescent 

females - Ability, agency, and parental factors. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 

20, 409.  

Bacchini, D., & Magliulo, F. (2003). Self-image and perceived self-efficacy during 

adolescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 32, 337.  

Bailey, C., & Austin, M. (2006). 360 degree feedback and developmental outcomes: The 

role of feedback characteristics, self-efficacy and importance of feedback 

dimensions to focal managers' current role. International Journal of Selection and 

Assessment, 14, 51.  

Betz, N., Schifano, R., & Kaplan, A. (1999). Relationships among measures of perceived 

self-efficacy with respect to basic domains of vocational activity. Journal of 

Career Assessment, 7, 213.  

Betz, N. E., & Gwilliam, L. R. (2002). The utility of measures of self-efficacy for the 

Holland themes in African American and European American college students. 

Journal of Career Assessment, 10, 283.  

Bodenhorn, N., & Skaggs, G. (2005). Development of the School Counselor Self-

Efficacy Scale. Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling and Development, 38, 

14.  



   205 

 

Bonett, R. M., & Stickel, S. A. (1992). A Psychometric Analysis of the Career Attitude 

Scale. Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling and Development, 25, 14.  

Bong, M. (2001). Role of self-efficacy and task-value in predicting college students' 

course performance and future enrollment intentions. Contemporary educational 

psychology, 26, 553.  

Bong, M., & Hocevar, D. (2002). Measuring self-efficacy: Multitrait-multimethod 

comparison of scaling procedures. Applied Measurement in Education, 15, 143.  

Brouwers, A., Evers, W. J. G., & Tomic, W. (2001). Self-efficacy in eliciting social 

support and burnout among secondary-school teachers. Journal of Applied Social 

Psychology, 31, 1474.  

Byars-Winston, A. M. (2006). Racial ideology in predicting social cognitive career 

variables for Black undergraduates. Journal of vocational behavior, 69, 134.  

Caprara, G. V., & Steca, P. (2005). Self-efficacy beliefs as determinants of prosocial 

behavior conducive to life satisfaction across ages. Journal of Social and Clinical 

Psychology, 24, 191.  

Chen, G., Gully, S. M., & Eden, D. (2004). General self-efficacy and self-esteem: toward 

theoretical and empirical distinction between correlated self-evaluations. Journal 

of Organizational Behavior, 25, 375.  

Choi, J. N. (2004). Individual and contextual predictors of creative performance: The 

mediating role of psychological processes. Creativity Research Journal, 16, 187.  

Choi, N. (2005). Self-efficacy and self-concept as predictors of college students' 

academic performance. Psychology in the Schools, 42, 197.  



   206 

 

Chronister, K. M., & McWhirter, E. H. (2004). Ethnic differences in career supports and 

barriers for battered women: A pilot study. Journal of Career Assessment, 12, 

169.  

Cianni, M., & Romberger, B. (1995). Interactions with Senior Managers - Perceived 

Differences by Race Ethnicity and by Gender. Sex Roles, 32, 353.  

Cooper, S. E., & Robinson, D. A. G. (1991). The Relationship of Mathematics Self-

Efficacy Beliefs to Mathematics Anxiety and Performance. Measurement and 

Evaluation in Counseling and Development, 24, 4.  

DeWitz, S. J., & Walsh, W. B. (2002). Self-efficacy and college student satisfaction. 

Journal of Career Assessment, 10, 315.  

Diehl, M., Semegon, A. B., & Schwarzer, R. (2006). Assessing attention control in goal 

pursuit: A component of dispositional self-regulation. Journal of personality 

assessment, 86, 306.  

Dillon, F. R., & Worthington, R. L. (2003). The Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Affirmative 

Counseling Self-Efficacy Inventory (LGB-CSI): Development, validation, and 

training implications. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 50, 235.  

Dong, X. (2007). Buffering or Strengthening: The Moderating Effect of Self-Efficacy on 

Stressorâ€”Strain Relationship. Journal of Career Assessment, 15, 351.  

Duffy, R. D., & Lent, R. W. (2009). Test of a social cognitive model of work satisfaction 

in teachers. Journal of vocational behavior, 75, 212.  

Earley, P. C., & Lituchy, T. R. (1991). Delineating Goal and Efficacy Effects - a Test of 

3 Models. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76, 81.  



   207 

 

Elias, S. M., & Loomis, R. J. (2002). Utilizing need for cognition and perceived self-

efficacy to predict academic performance. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 

32, 1687.  

Erford, B. T. (1995). Parent autonomy-enhancement and development of self-efficacy. 

Psychological reports, 77, 1347.  

Finney, S. J., & Schraw, G. (2003). Self-efficacy beliefs in college statistics courses. 

Contemporary educational psychology, 28, 161.  

Garcia, D. C. (2004). Exploring connections between the construct of teacher efficacy 

and family involvement practices - Implications for urban teacher preparation. 

Urban Education, 39, 290.  

Gibbons, D. E., & Weingart, L. R. (2001). Can I do it? Will I try? Personal efficacy, 

assigned goals, and performance norms as motivators of individual performance. 

Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 31, 624.  

Gibson, S., & Dembo, M. H. (1984). Teacher Efficacy - a Construct-Validation. Journal 

of educational psychology, 76, 569.  

Gloria, A. M., & Kurpius, S. E. (2001). Influences of self-beliefs, social support, and 

comfort in the university environment on the academic nonpersistence decisions 

of American Indian undergraduates. Cultural diversity & ethnic minority 

psychology, 7, 88.  

Gong, Y. P., & Fan, J. Y. (2006). Longitudinal examination of the role of goal orientation 

in cross-cultural adjustment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 176.  

Gore, P. A. (2006). Academic self-efficacy as a predictor of college outcomes: Two 

incremental validity studies. Journal of Career Assessment, 14, 92.  



   208 

 

Grau, R., Salanova, M., & Peiro, J. M. (2001). Moderator effects of self-efficacy on 

occupational stress. Psychology in Spain, 5, 63-74.  

Gray, M. P., & O'Brien, K. M. (2007). Advancing the assessment of women's career 

choices: The Career Aspiration Scale. Journal of Career Assessment, 15, 317.  

Gwilliam, L. R., & Betz, N. E. (2001). Validity of measures of math- and science-related 

self-efficacy for African Americans and European Americans. Journal of Career 

Assessment, 9, 261.  

Hackett, G., Betz, N. E., Casas, J. M., & Rochasingh, I. A. (1992). Gender, Ethnicity, and 

Social Cognitive-Factors Predicting the Academic-Achievement of Students in 

Engineering. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 39, 527.  

Harrison, J. K., Chadwick, M., & Scales, M. (1996). The relationship between cross-

cultural adjustment and the personality variables of self-efficacy and self-

monitoring. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 20, 167.  

Hoy, A. W., & Spero, R. B. (2005). Changes in teacher efficacy during the early years of 

teaching: A comparison of four measures. Teaching and Teacher Education, 21, 

343.  

Kelly, K. R., & Nelson, R. C. (1999). Task-specific occupational self-efficacy scale: A 

predictive validity study. Journal of Career Assessment, 7, 381.  

Kruger, L. J. (1997). Social support and self-efficacy in problem solving among teacher 

assistance teams and school staff. Journal of Educational Research, 90, 164.  

Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., Brenner, B., Chopra, S. B., Davis, T., Talleyrand, R., et al. 

(2001). The role of contextual supports and barriers in the choice of math/science 



   209 

 

educational options: A test of social cognitive hypotheses. Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 48, 474.  

Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., & Gore, P. A. (1997). Discriminant and predictive validity of 

academic self-concept, academic self-efficacy, and mathematics-specific self-

efficacy. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 44, 307.  

Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., & Larkin, K. C. (1986). Self-Efficacy in the Prediction of 

Academic-Performance and Perceived Career Options. Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 33, 265.  

Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., Schmidt, J., Brenner, B., Lyons, H., & Treistman, D. (2003). 

Relation of contextual supports and barriers to choice behavior in engineering 

majors: Test of alternative social cognitive models. Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 50, 458.  

Lent, R. W., Hill, C. E., & Hoffman, M. A. (2003). Development and validation of the 

counselor activity self-efficacy scales. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 50, 97.  

Leone, C., & Burns, J. (2000). The measurement of locus of control: Assessing more than 

meets the eye? Journal of Psychology, 134, 63.  

Leone, C., & Burns, J. T. (1997). Assessing contingency, power, and efficacy: A 

psychometric investigation of social motivation. Journal of Social Psychology, 

137, 255.  

Lindley, L. D., & Borgen, F. H. (2002). Generalized self-efficacy, Holland theme self-

efficacy, and academic performance. Journal of Career Assessment, 10, 301.  



   210 

 

Lucas, J. L., Wanberg, C. R., & Zytowski, D. G. (1997). Development of a career task 

self-efficacy scale: The Kuder task self-efficacy scale. Journal of vocational 

behavior, 50, 432.  

Maertz, C. P., Bauer, T. N., Mosley, D. C., Posthuma, R. A., & Campion, M. A. (2005). 

Predictors of self-efficacy for cognitive ability employment testing. Journal of 

Business Research, 58, 160.  

Mak, A. S., & Tran, C. (2001). Big five personality and cultural relocation factors in 

Vietnamese Australian students' intercultural social self-efficacy. International 

Journal of Intercultural Relations, 25, 181.  

Maurer, T. J., & Andrews, K. D. (2000). Traditional, Likert, and simplified measures of 

self-efficacy. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 60, 965.  

McNatt, D. B., & Judge, T. A. (2004). Boundary conditions of the Galatea effect: A field 

experiment and constructive replication. Academy of Management Journal, 47, 

550.  

McWhirter, E. H., Rasheed, S., & Crothers, M. (2000). The effects of high school career 

education on social-cognitive variables. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 47, 

330.  

Melchert, T. P., Hays, V. L., Wiljanen, L. M., & Kolocek, A. K. (1996). Testing models 

of counselor development with a measure of counseling self-efficacy. Journal of 

Counseling and Development, 74, 640.  

Mills, N., Pajares, F., & Herron, C. (2007). Self-efficacy of college intermediate french 

students: Relation to achievement and motivation. Language Learning, 57, 417.  



   211 

 

Mone, M. A. (1994). Comparative Validity of Two Measures of Self-Efficacy in 

Predicting Academic Goals and Performance. Educational and Psychological 

Measurement, 54, 516.  

Nauta, M. M., & Epperson, D. L. (2003). A longitudinal examination of the social-

cognitive model applied to high school girls' choices of nontraditional college 

majors and aspirations. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 50, 448.  

Ohly, S., & Fritz, C. (2007). Challenging the status quo: What motivates proactive 

behaviour? Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 80, 623.  

Ozyurek, R. (2005). Informative sources of math-related self-efficacy expectations and 

their relationship with math-related self-efficacy, interest, and preference. 

International Journal of Psychology, 40, 145.  

Paunonen, S. V., & Hong, R. Y. Self-Efficacy and the Prediction of Domain-Specific 

Cognitive Abilities. Journal of personality, 78, 339.  

Quimby, J. L., & O'Brien, K. M. (2004). Predictors of Student and Career Decision-

Making Self-Efficacy Among Nontraditional College Women. The Career 

Development Quarterly, 52, 323.  

Riggs, M. L., & Knight, P. A. (1994). The Impact of Perceived Group Success Failure on 

Motivational Beliefs and Attitudes - a Causal Model. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 79, 755.  

Riggs, M. L., Warka, J., Babasa, B., Betancourt, R., & Hooker, S. (1994). Development 

and Validation of Self-Efficacy and Outcome Expectancy Scales for Job-Related 

Applications. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 54, 793.  



   212 

 

Rooney, R. A., & Osipow, S. H. (1992). Task-Specific Occupational Self-Efficacy Scale 

- the Development and Validation of a Prototype. Journal of vocational behavior, 

40, 14.  

Rottinghaus, P. J., Day, S. X., & Borgen, F. H. (2005). The career futures inventory: A 

measure of career-related adaptability and optimism. Journal of Career 

Assessment, 13, 3.  

Schaefers, K. G., Epperson, D. L., & Nauta, M. M. (1997). Women's career development: 

Can theoretically derived variables predict persistence in engineering majors? 

Journal of Counseling Psychology, 44, 173.  

Scherbaum, C. A., Cohen-Charash, Y., & Kern, M. J. (2006). Measuring general self-

efficacy - A comparison of three measures using item response theory. 

Educational and Psychological Measurement, 66, 1047.  

Schwoerer, C. E., May, D. R., Hollensbe, E. C., & Mencl, J. (2005). General and specific 

self-efficacy in the context of a training intervention to enhance performance 

expectancy. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 16, 111.  

Sexton, T. L., & Tuckman, B. W. (1991). Self-Beliefs and Behavior - the Role of Self-

Efficacy and Outcome Expectation Over Time. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 12, 725.  

Sheu, H.-B., & Lent, R. W. (2007). Development and initial validation of the 

multicultural counseling self-efficacy scale-racial diversity form. Psychotherapy, 

44, 30.  

Skaalvik, S., & Skaalvik, E. M. (2004). Frames of reference for self-evaluation of ability 

in mathematics. Psychological reports, 94, 619.  



   213 

 

Smith, H. M., & Betz, N. E. (2000). Development and validation of a scale of perceived 

social self-efficacy. Journal of Career Assessment, 8, 283.  

Smith, H. M., & Betz, N. E. (2002). An examination of efficacy and esteem pathways to 

depression in young adulthood. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 49, 438.  

Smith, P. L., & Fouad, N. A. (1999). Subject-matter specificity of self-efficacy, outcome 

expectancies, interests, and goals: Implications for the social-cognitive model. 

Journal of Counseling Psychology, 46, 461.  

Solberg, V. S., Brown, S. D., Good, G. E., Fischer, A. R., & Nord, D. (1995). Career 

Decision-Making and Career Search Activities - Relative Effects of Career Search 

Self-Efficacy and Human Agency. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 42, 448.  

Speier, C., & Frese, M. (1997). Generalized self-efficacy as a mediator and moderator 

between control and complexity at work and personal initiative: A longitudinal 

field study in East Germany. Human Performance, 10, 171.  

Srsic, C. S., & Walsh, W. B. (2001). Person-environment congruence and career self-

efficacy. Journal of Career Assessment, 9, 203.  

Tierney, P., & Farmer, S. M. (2002). Creative self-efficacy: Its potential antecedents and 

relationship to creative performance. Academy of Management Journal, 45, 1137.  

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, A. W. (2001). Teacher efficacy: capturing an elusive 

construct. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17, 783.  

Vecchio, G. M., Gerbino, M., Pastorelli, C., Del Bove, G., & Caprara, G. V. (2007). 

Multi-faceted self-efficacy beliefs as predictors of life satisfaction in late 

adolescence. Personality and Individual Differences, 43, 1807.  



   214 

 

Weiser, D. A., & Riggio, H. R. Family background and academic achievement: does self-

efficacy mediate outcomes? Social Psychology of Education, 13, 367.  

Wolfe, S. L., Nordstrom, C. R., & Williams, K. B. (1998). The effect of enhancing self-

efficacy prior to job training. Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 13, 633.  

Woodruff, S. L., & Cashman, J. F. (1993). Task, domain, and general efficacy - A 

reexamination of the Self-Efficacy Scale. Psychological reports, 72, 423.  

 
  



   215 

 

Appendix C 

Studies Included in SE-Personality Meta-Analyses 

Bernard, L. C., Hutchison, S., Lavin, A., & Pennington, P. (1996). Ego-Strength, 

Hardiness, Self-Esteem, Self-Efficacy, Optimism, and Maladjustment: Health-

Related Personality Constructs and the â€œBig Fiveâ€� Model of Personality. 

Assessment, 3, 115.  

Bernerth, J. B., Feild, H. S., Giles, W. F., & Cole, M. S. (2006). Perceived fairness in 

employee selection: The role of applicant personality. Journal of Business and 

Psychology, 20, 545.  

Bontempo, K., & Napier, J. Evaluating emotional stability as a predictor of interpreter 

competence and aptitude for interpreting. Interpreting, 13, 85.  

Briones, E., Tabernero, C., & Arenas, A. (2007). Effects of disposition and self-

regulation on self-defeating behavior. Journal of Social Psychology, 147, 657.  

Brown, S. P., Cron, W. L., & Slocum, J. W. (1998). Effects of trait competitiveness and 

perceived intraorganizational competition on salesperson goal setting and 

performance. Journal of Marketing, 62, 88.  

Burke, R. J., Matthiesen, S. B., & Pallesen, S. (2006). Workaholism, organizational life 

and well-being of Norwegian nursing staff. Career Development International, 

11, 463-477.  

Caprara, G. V., Vecchione, M., Alessandri, G., Gerbino, M., & Barbaranelli, C. The 

contribution of personality traits and self-efficacy beliefs to academic 

achievement: A longitudinal study. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 

81, 78.  



   216 

 

Chang, Y. H., Li, H. H., Wu, C. M., & Wang, P. C. The influence of personality traits on 

nurses' job satisfaction in Taiwan. International nursing review, 57, 478.  

Chi, S.-C. S., Friedman, R. A., & Yang, M.-Y. (2009). Are Supervisors Fair Mediators? 

the Effects of Personality Traits and Age Difference on Expected Mediation 

Fairness. Social Behavior and Personality, 37, 59.  

Duffy, R. D., & Lent, R. W. (2009). Test of a social cognitive model of work satisfaction 

in teachers. Journal of vocational behavior, 75, 212.  

Ebstrup, J. F., Eplov, L. F., Pisinger, C., & Jorgensen, T. Association between the Five 

Factor personality traits and perceived stress: is the effect mediated by general 

self-efficacy? Anxiety Stress and Coping, 24, 407.  

Erez, A., & Judge, T. A. (2001). Relationship of core self-evaluations to goal setting, 

motivation, and performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 1270.  

Felfe, J., & Schyns, B. (2006). Personality and the perception of transformational 

leadership: The impact of extraversion, neuroticism, personal need for structure, 

and occupational self-efficacy. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 36, 708.  

Gerhardt, M. W., Rode, J. C., & Peterson, S. J. (2007). Exploring mechanisms in the 

personality-performance relationship: Mediating roles of self-management and 

situational constraints. Personality and Individual Differences, 43, 1344.  

Griffin, B., & Hesketh, B. (2003). Adaptable behaviours for successful work and career 

adjustment. Australian Journal of Psychology, 55, 65.  

Hartman, R. O., & Betz, N. E. (2007). The five-factor model and career self-efficacy: 

General and domain-specific relationships. Journal of Career Assessment, 15, 

145.  



   217 

 

Hendricks, J. W., & Payne, S. C. (2007). Beyond the big five: Leader goal orientation as 

a predictor of leadership effectiveness. Human Performance, 20, 317.  

Heppner, M. J., Multon, K. D., Gysbers, N. C., Ellis, C. A., & Zook, C. E. (1998). The 

relationship of trainee self-efficacy to the process and outcome of career 

counseling. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 45, 393.  

Hsu, M. L. A., Hou, S.-T., & Fan, H.-L. Creative Self-Efficacy and Innovative Behavior 

in a Service Setting: Optimism as a Moderator. Journal of Creative Behavior, 45, 

258.  

Jin, L., Watkins, D., & Yuen, M. (2009). Personality, career decision self-efficacy and 

commitment to the career choices process among Chinese graduate students. 

Journal of vocational behavior, 74, 47.  

Judge, T. A., Bono, J. E., & Locke, E. A. (2000). Personality and job satisfaction: The 

mediating role of job characteristics. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 237.  

Judge, T. A., Locke, E. A., Durham, C. C., & Kluger, A. N. (1998). Dispositional effects 

on job and life satisfaction: The role of core evaluations. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 83, 17.  

Judge, T. A., Thoresen, C. J., Pucik, V., & Welbourne, T. M. (1999). Managerial coping 

with organizational change: A dispositional perspective. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 84, 107.  

Kaempfe, N., & Mitte, K. Tell Me Who You Are, And I Will Tell You How You Feel? 

European Journal of Personality, 24, 291.  



   218 

 

Kaempfe, N., & Mitte, K. (2009). What you wish is what you get? The meaning of 

individual variability in desired affect and affective discrepancy. Journal of 

Research in Personality, 43, 409.  

Lee, S., & Klein, H. J. (2002). Relationships between conscientiousness, self-efficacy, 

self-deception, and learning over time. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 1175.  

Lent, R. W., Singley, D., Sheu, H. B., Gainor, K. A., Brenner, B. R., Treistman, D., et al. 

(2005). Social cognitive predictors of domain and life satisfaction: Exploring the 

theoretical precursors of subjective well-being. Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 52, 429.  

Mak, A. S., & Tran, C. (2001). Big five personality and cultural relocation factors in 

Vietnamese Australian students' intercultural social self-efficacy. International 

Journal of Intercultural Relations, 25, 181.  

Nauta, M. M. (2004). Self-efficacy as a mediator of the relationships between personality 

factors and career interests. Journal of Career Assessment, 12, 381.  

Nauta, M. M. (2007). Career interests, self-efficacy, and personality as antecedents of 

career exploration. Journal of Career Assessment, 15, 162.  

Ng, K.-Y., Ang, S., & Chan, K.-Y. (2008). Personality and leader effectiveness: A 

moderated mediation model of leadership self-efficacy, job demands, and job 

autonomy. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 733.  

Page, J., Bruch, M. A., & Haase, R. F. (2008). Role of perfectionism and Five-Factor 

model traits in career indecision. Personality and Individual Differences, 45, 811.  

Peterson, E. R., & Whiteman, M. C. (2007). "I think I can, I think I can...": The 

interrelationships among self-assessed intelligence, self-concept, self-efficacy and 



   219 

 

the personality trait intellect in university students in Scotland and New Zealand. 

Personality and Individual Differences, 43, 959.  

Prabhu, V., Sutton, C., & Sauser, W. (2008). Creativity and certain personality traits: 

Understanding the mediating effect of intrinsic motivation. Creativity Research 

Journal, 20, 53.  

Pulakos, E. D., Schmitt, N., Dorsey, D. W., Arad, S., Hedge, J. W., & Borman, W. C. 

(2002). Predicting adaptive performance: Further tests of a model of adaptability. 

Human Performance, 15, 299.  

Reed, M. B., Bruch, M. A., & Haase, R. F. (2004). Five-factor model of personality and 

career exploration. Journal of Career Assessment, 12, 223.  

Rogers, M. E., & Creed, P. A. A longitudinal examination of adolescent career planning 

and exploration using a social cognitive career theory framework. Journal of 

adolescence, 34, 163.  

Schmitt, N. (2008). The interaction of neuroticism and gender and its impact on self-

efficacy and performance. Human Performance, 21, 49.  

Singley, D. B., Lent, R. W., & Sheu, H.-B. Longitudinal Test of a Social Cognitive 

Model of Academic and Life Satisfaction. Journal of Career Assessment, 18, 133.  

Spurk, D., & Abele, A. E. Who Earns More and Why? A Multiple Mediation Model from 

Personality to Salary. Journal of Business and Psychology, 26, 87.  

Stewart, L. J., Palmer, S., Wilkin, H., & Kerrin, M. (2008). The influence of character: 

Does personality impact coaching success? International Journal of Evidence 

Based Coaching and Mentoring, 6, 32-42.  



   220 

 

Strobel, M., Tumasjan, A., & Spoerrle, M. Be yourself, believe in yourself, and be happy: 

Self-efficacy as a mediator between personality factors and subjective well-being. 

Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 52, 43.  

Tabak, F., Nguyen, N., Basuray, T., & Darrow, W. (2009). Exploring the impact of 

personality on performance: How time-on-task moderates the mediation by self-

efficacy. Personality and Individual Differences, 47, 823.  

Tay, C., Ang, S., & Van Dyne, L. (2006). Personality, biographical characteristics, and 

job interview success: A longitudinal study of the mediating effects of 

interviewing self-efficacy and the moderating effects of internal locus of 

causality. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 446.  

Tews, M. J., Michel, J. W., & Noe, R. A. Beyond objectivity: The performance impact of 

the perceived ability to learn and solve problems. Journal of vocational behavior, 

79, 484.  

Thoms, P., Moore, K. S., & Scott, K. S. (1996). The relationship between self-efficacy 

for participating in self-managed work groups and the big five personality 

dimensions. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 17, 349.  

Tsang, E. W. K. (2001). Adjustment of mainland Chinese academics and students to 

Singapore. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 25, 347.  

van den Berg, P. T., & Feij, J. A. (2003). Complex relationships among personality traits, 

job characteristics, and work behaviors. International Journal of Selection and 

Assessment, 11, 326.  

Verbruggen, M., & Sels, L. Social-Cognitive Factors Affecting Clients' Career and Life 

Satisfaction After Counseling. Journal of Career Assessment, 18, 3.  



   221 

 

Wanberg, C. R., Watt, J. D., & Rumsey, D. J. (1996). Individuals without jobs: An 

empirical study of job-seeking behavior and reemployment. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 81, 76.  

Wang, N., Jome, L. M., Haase, R. F., & Bruch, M. A. (2006). The role of personality and 

career decision-making self-efficacy in the career choice commitment of college 

students. Journal of Career Assessment, 14, 312.  

Yamkovenko, B., & Holton, E. Toward a Theoretical Model of Dispositional Influences 

on Transfer of Learning: A Test of a Structural Model. Human Resource 

Development Quarterly, 21, 381.  

 
  



   222 

 

Appendix D 

Studies Included in SE-Cognitive Ability Meta-Analyses 

Baum, J. R., & Bird, B. J. The successful intelligence of high-growth entrepreneurs: 

Links to new venture growth. Organization Science, 21, 397.  

Chen, G., Gully, S. M., Whiteman, J. A., & Kilcullen, R. N. (2000). Examination of 

relationships among trait-like individual differences, state-like individual 

differences, and learning performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 835.  

Davis, M. A., Curtis, M. B., & Tschetter, J. D. (2003). Evaluating cognitive training 

outcomes: Validity and utility of structural knowledge assessment. Journal of 

Business and Psychology, 18, 191.  

Diefendorff, J. M. (2004). Examination of the roles of action-state orientation and goal 

orientation in the goal-setting and performance process. Human Performance, 17, 

375.  

Ellis, A. P. J., & Ryan, A. M. (2003). Race and cognitive-ability test performance: The 

mediating effects of test preparation, test-taking strategy use and self-efficacy. 

Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 33, 2607.  

Fay, D., & Frese, M. (2001). The concept of personal initiative: An overview of validity 

studies. Human Performance, 14, 97.  

Ford, J. K., Quinones, M. A., Sego, D. J., & Sorra, J. S. (1992). Factors Affecting the 

Opportunity to Perform Trained Tasks on the Job. Personnel Psychology, 45, 511.  

Ford, J. K., Smith, E. M., Sego, D. J., & Quinones, M. A. (1993). Impact of Task 

Experience and Individual Factors on Training-Emphasis Ratings. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 78, 583.  



   223 

 

Foti, R. J., & Hauenstein, N. M. A. (2007). Pattern and variable approaches in leadership 

emergence and effectiveness. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 347.  

Gist, M. E. (1989). The Influence of Training Method on Self-Efficacy and Idea 

Generation among Managers. Personnel Psychology, 42, 787.  

Grigorenko, E. L., & Sternberg, R. J. (2001). Analytical, creative, and practical 

intelligence as predictors of self-reported adaptive functioning: a case study in 

Russia. Intelligence, 29, 57.  

Gully, S. M., Payne, S. C., Koles, K. L. K., & Whiteman, J. A. K. (2002). The impact of 

error training and individual differences on training outcomes: An attribute-

treatment interaction perspective. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 143.  

Hertenstein, E. J. (2001). Goal orientation and practice condition as predictors of training 

results. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 12, 403.  

Hoffman, B. Cognitive efficiency: A conceptual and methodological comparison. 

Learning and Instruction, 22, 133.  

Kelly, K. R., & Nelson, R. C. (1999). Task-specific occupational self-efficacy scale: A 

predictive validity study. Journal of Career Assessment, 7, 381.  

Lane, J., & Lane, A. M. (2002). Predictive validity of variables used to select students for 

postgraduate management courses. Psychological reports, 90, 1239.  

Larson, L. M., Suzuki, L. A., Gillespie, K. N., Potenza, M. T., Bechtel, M. A., & 

Toulouse, A. L. (1992). Development and Validation of the Counseling Self-

Estimate Inventory. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 39, 105.  

Lindley, L. D., & Borgen, F. H. (2002). Generalized self-efficacy, Holland theme self-

efficacy, and academic performance. Journal of Career Assessment, 10, 301.  



   224 

 

Maertz, C. P., Bauer, T. N., Mosley, D. C., Posthuma, R. A., & Campion, M. A. (2005). 

Predictors of self-efficacy for cognitive ability employment testing. Journal of 

Business Research, 58, 160.  

Mangos, P. M., & Steele-Johnson, D. (2001). The role of subjective task complexity in 

goal orientation, self-efficacy, and performance relations. Human Performance, 

14, 169.  

Ng, K.-Y., Ang, S., & Chan, K.-Y. (2008). Personality and leader effectiveness: A 

moderated mediation model of leadership self-efficacy, job demands, and job 

autonomy. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 733.  

Paglis, L. L., Green, S. G., & Bauer, T. N. (2006). Does adviser mentoring add value? A 

longitudinal study of mentoring and doctoral student outcomes. Research in 

Higher Education, 47, 451.  

Paunonen, S. V., & Hong, R. Y. Self-Efficacy and the Prediction of Domain-Specific 

Cognitive Abilities. Journal of personality, 78, 339.  

Peterson, S. J., & Byron, K. (2008). Exploring the role of hope in job performance: 

results from four studies. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 29, 785.  

Phillips, J. M., & Gully, S. M. (1997). Role of goal orientation, ability, need for 

achievement, and locus of control in the self-efficacy and goal-setting process. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 82, 792.  

Schick, H., & Phillipson, S. N. (2009). Learning motivation and performance excellence 

in adolescents with high intellectual potential: what really matters? High Ability 

Studies, 20, 15.  



   225 

 

Smith, J. A., & Foti, R. J. (1998). A pattern approach to the study of leader emergence. 

Leadership Quarterly, 9, 147.  

Smith, R. J., Arnkoff, D. B., & Wright, T. L. (1990). Test Anxiety and Academic 

Competence - a Comparison of Alternative Models. Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 37, 313.  

Stevens, T., Olivarez, A., Lan, W. Y., & Tallent-Runnels, M. K. (2004). Role of 

mathematics self-efficacy and motivation in mathematics performance across 

ethnicity. Journal of Educational Research, 97, 208.  

Stevens, T., Olivrez, A., & Hamman, D. (2006). The role of cognition, motivation, and 

emotion in explaining the mathematics achievement gap between Hispanic and 

White students. Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences, 28, 161.  

Tews, M. J., Michel, J. W., & Noe, R. A. Beyond objectivity: The performance impact of 

the perceived ability to learn and solve problems. Journal of vocational behavior, 

79, 484.  

Trouillet, R., Doan-Van-Hay, L.-M., Launay, M., & Martin, S. Impact of Age, and 

Cognitive and Coping Resources on Coping. Canadian Journal on Aging-Revue 

Canadienne Du Vieillissement, 30, 541.  

Truxillo, D. M., Seitz, R., & Bauer, T. N. (2008). The role of cognitive ability in self-

efficacy and self-assessed test performance. Journal of Applied Social 

Psychology, 38, 903.  

Vrugt, A. J., Langereis, M. P., & Hoogstraten, J. (1997). Academic self-efficacy and 

malleability of relevant capabilities as predictors of exam performance. Journal of 

Experimental Education, 66, 61.  



   226 

 

Wood, R. E., & Locke, E. A. (1987). The Relation of Self-Efficacy and Grade Goals to 

Academic-Performance. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 47, 1013.  

  



   227 

 

Appendix E 

Studies Included in SE-Academic Performance Meta-Analysis 

Choi, N. (2005). Self-efficacy and self-concept as predictors of college students' 

academic performance. Psychology in the Schools, 42, 197.  

Chu, A. H. C., & Choi, J. N. (2005). Rethinking procrastination: Positive effects of 

"active" procrastination behavior on attitudes and performance. Journal of Social 

Psychology, 145, 245.  

Ferrari, J. R., & Parker, J. T. (1992). High-School Achievement, Self-Efficacy, and Locus 

of Control as Predictors of Freshman Academic-Performance. Psychological 

reports, 71, 515.  

Lindley, L. D., & Borgen, F. H. (2002). Generalized self-efficacy, Holland theme self-

efficacy, and academic performance. Journal of Career Assessment, 10, 301.  

Peterson, V. M. (2009). Predictors of Academic Success in First Semester Baccalaureate 

Nursing Students. Social Behavior and Personality, 37, 411.  

Tsang, E. W. K. (2001). Adjustment of mainland Chinese academics and students to 

Singapore. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 25, 347.  

Weiser, D. A., & Riggio, H. R. Family background and academic achievement: does self-

efficacy mediate outcomes? Social Psychology of Education, 13, 367.  

 
  



   228 

 

Appendix F 

Studies Included in SE-Criterion Meta-Analyses 

Ackerman, P. L., & Kanfer, R. (1993). Integrating laboratory and field-study for 

improving selection-development of a battery for predicting air-traffic-controller 

success. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 413.  

Ballantine, K., & Nunns, C. G. (1998). The moderating effect of supervisory support on 

the self-efficacy work-performance relationship. South African Journal of 

Psychology, 28, 164.  

Bhanthumnavin, D. (2003). Perceived social support from supervisor and group 

members' psychological and situational characteristics as predictors of 

subordinate performance in Thai work units. Human Resource Development 

Quarterly, 14, 79.  

Bontempo, K., & Napier, J. Evaluating emotional stability as a predictor of interpreter 

competence and aptitude for interpreting. Interpreting, 13, 85.  

Brown, S. P., Cron, W. L., & Slocum, J. W. (1998). Effects of trait competitiveness and 

perceived intraorganizational competition on salesperson goal setting and 

performance. Journal of Marketing, 62, 88.  

Burkolter, D., Kluge, A., Sauer, J., & Ritzmann, S. (2009). The predictive qualities of 

operator characteristics for process control performance: The influence of 

personality and cognitive variables. Ergonomics, 52, 302.  

Cannonbowers, J. A., Salas, E., Tannenbaum, S. I., & Mathieu, J. E. (1995). Toward 

Theoretically Based Principles of Training Effectiveness - a Model and Initial 

Empirical-Investigation. Military Psychology, 7, 141.  



   229 

 

Eden, D., & Aviram, A. (1993). Self-Efficacy Training to Speed Reemployment - 

Helping People to Help Themselves. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 352.  

Erez, A., & Judge, T. A. (2001). Relationship of core self-evaluations to goal setting, 

motivation, and performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 1270.  

Evers, W., Tomic, W., & Brouwers, A. (2001). Effects of aggressive behavior and 

perceived self-efficacy on burnout among staff of homes for the elderly. Issues in 

Mental Health Nursing, 22, 439.  

Ford, J. K., Smith, E. M., Sego, D. J., & Quinones, M. A. (1993). Impact of Task 

Experience and Individual Factors on Training-Emphasis Ratings. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 78, 583.  

Foti, R. J., & Hauenstein, N. M. A. (2007). Pattern and variable approaches in leadership 

emergence and effectiveness. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 347.  

Frayne, C. A., & Geringer, J. M. (2000). Self-management training for improving job 

performance: A field experiment involving salespeople. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 85, 361.  

Ghaith, G., & Shaaban, K. (1999). The relationship between perceptions of teaching 

concerns, teacher efficacy, and selected teacher characteristics. Teaching and 

Teacher Education, 15, 487.  

Gibson, C. B. (2001). Me and us: differential relationships among goal-setting training, 

efficacy and effectiveness at the individual and team level. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 22, 789.  

Gist, M. E. (1989). The Influence of Training Method on Self-Efficacy and Idea 

Generation among Managers. Personnel Psychology, 42, 787.  



   230 

 

Glass, C. R., Arnkoff, D. B., Wood, H., Meyerhoff, J. L., Smith, H. R., Oleshansky, M. 

A., et al. (1995). Cognition, Anxiety, and Performance on a Career-Related Oral 

Examination. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 42, 47.  

Griffin, B., & Hesketh, B. (2003). Adaptable behaviours for successful work and career 

adjustment. Australian Journal of Psychology, 55, 65.  

Harrison, J. K., Chadwick, M., & Scales, M. (1996). The relationship between cross-

cultural adjustment and the personality variables of self-efficacy and self-

monitoring. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 20, 167.  

Judge, T. A., Thoresen, C. J., Pucik, V., & Welbourne, T. M. (1999). Managerial coping 

with organizational change: A dispositional perspective. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 84, 107.  

Kanfer, R., & Hulin, C. L. (1985). Individual-Differences in Successful Job Searches 

Following Lay-Off. Personnel Psychology, 38, 835.  

Krishnan, B. C., Netemeyer, R. G., & Boles, J. S. (2002). Selfâ€“Efficacy, 

Competitiveness, and Effort as Antecedents of Salesperson Performance. The 

Journal of Personal Selling and Sales Management, 22, 285.  

Lam, S. S. K., Chen, X. P., & Schaubroeck, J. (2002). Participative decision making and 

employee performance in different cultures: The moderating effects of 

allocentrism/idiocentrism and efficacy. Academy of Management Journal, 45, 

905.  

Lee, C., & Gillen, D. J. (1989). Relationship of Type-a Behavior Pattern, Self-Efficacy 

Perceptions on Sales Performance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 10, 75.  



   231 

 

Lee, H. J. (2001). Willingness and capacity: the determinants of prosocial organizational 

behaviour among nurses in the UK. International Journal of Human Resource 

Management, 12, 1029.  

Morrison, R. F., & Brantner, T. M. (1992). What Enhances Or Inhibits Learning a New 

Job - a Basic Career Issue. Journal of Applied Psychology, 77, 926.  

Ng, K.-Y., Ang, S., & Chan, K.-Y. (2008). Personality and leader effectiveness: A 

moderated mediation model of leadership self-efficacy, job demands, and job 

autonomy. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 733.  

O'Neill, B. S., & Mone, M. A. (1998). Investigating equity sensitivity as a moderator of 

relations between self-efficacy and workplace attitudes. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 83, 805.  

Orpen, C. (1999). The impact of self-efficacy on the effectiveness of employee training. 

Journal of Workplace Learning, 11, 119-122.  

Paglis, L. L., Green, S. G., & Bauer, T. N. (2006). Does adviser mentoring add value? A 

longitudinal study of mentoring and doctoral student outcomes. Research in 

Higher Education, 47, 451.  

Peterson, S. J., & Byron, K. (2008). Exploring the role of hope in job performance: 

results from four studies. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 29, 785.  

Potosky, D., & Ramakrishna, H. V. (2002). The moderating role of updating climate 

perceptions in the relationship between goal orientation, self-efficacy, and job 

performance. Human Performance, 15, 275.  



   232 

 

Pulakos, E. D., Schmitt, N., Dorsey, D. W., Arad, S., Hedge, J. W., & Borman, W. C. 

(2002). Predicting adaptive performance: Further tests of a model of adaptability. 

Human Performance, 15, 299.  

Rehg, M. T., Gundlach, M. J., & Grigorian, R. A. (2012). Examining the influence of 

cross-cultural training on cultural intelligence and specific self-efficacy. Cross 

Cultural Management, 19, 215-232.  

Renn, R. W., & Fedor, D. B. (2001). Development and field test of a feedback seeking, 

self-efficacy, and goal setting model of work performance. Journal of 

Management, 27, 563.  

Saks, A. M. (1995). Longitudinal-Field Investigation of the Moderating and Mediating 

Effects of Self-Efficacy on the Relationship between Training and Newcomer 

Adjustment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80, 211.  

Schwoerer, C. E., & May, D. R. (1996). Age and work outcomes: The moderating effects 

of self-efficacy and tool design effectiveness. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 17, 469.  

Semadar, A., Robins, G., & Ferris, G. R. (2006). Comparing the validity of multiple 

social effectiveness constructs in the prediction of managerial job performance. 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27, 443.  

Shin, S. J., Kim, T.-Y., Lee, J.-Y., & Bian, L. Cognitive Team Diversity and Individual 

Team Member Creativity: a Cross-Level Interaction. Academy of Management 

Journal, 55, 197.  

Smith, J. A., & Foti, R. J. (1998). A pattern approach to the study of leader emergence. 

Leadership Quarterly, 9, 147.  



   233 

 

Staples, D. S., Hulland, J. S., & Higgins, C. A. (1999). A self-efficacy theory explanation 

for the management of remote workers in virtual organizations. Organization 

Science, 10, 758.  

Sujan, H., Weitz, B. A., & Kumar, N. (1994). Learning Orientation, Working Smart, and 

Effective Selling. Journal of Marketing, 58, 39.  

Taylor, M. S., Locke, E. A., Lee, C., & Gist, M. E. (1984). Type a Behavior and Faculty 

Research Productivity - what are the Mechanisms. Organizational behavior and 

human performance, 34, 402.  

Tews, M. J., Michel, J. W., & Noe, R. A. Beyond objectivity: The performance impact of 

the perceived ability to learn and solve problems. Journal of vocational behavior, 

79, 484.  

Tsang, E. W. K. (2001). Adjustment of mainland Chinese academics and students to 

Singapore. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 25, 347.  

van den Berg, P. T., & Feij, J. A. (2003). Complex relationships among personality traits, 

job characteristics, and work behaviors. International Journal of Selection and 

Assessment, 11, 326.  

Waldersee, R. (1994). Self-Efficacy and Performance as a Function of Feedback Sign and 

Anxiety: A Service Experiment. The Journal of applied behavioral science, 30, 

346.  

Wolfe, S. L., Nordstrom, C. R., & Williams, K. B. (1998). The effect of enhancing self-

efficacy prior to job training. Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 13, 633.  

 
 




