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ABSTRACT

This study aimed to determine the validity and re-
liability of the Polish version of the New General 
Self-Efficacy Scale (NGSE). In four different samples 
(N = 1,837), adult respondents completed the Polish 
version of NGSE (NGSEpl) in combination with 
questionnaires assessing personality, motivation, and 
behavioral tendencies. Confirmatory factor analysis 
demonstrated a good fit for the one-factor struc-
ture. Cronbach’s alpha was above .87 in all samples, 
and the stability of the scale was .68. Measurement 
invariance of NGSEpl calculated for different age 
groups confirmed that the scale measures the same 
construct in both samples. NGSEpl scores were pos-
itively related to the frequency of active coping strat-
egies, mastery-goal orientation, and Big Five model 
traits and negatively to passive coping strategies. Re-
sults supported the reliability, stability, and validity 
of the NGSEpl.
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INTRODUCTION

With regard to the factors shaping human action, Bandura (1977, 1992) described be-
liefs in one’s capabilities to exercise control over events and successfully execute 
the behavior. Such beliefs form perceived self-efficacy, influencing people’s thoughts, 

behaviors, and emotional experiences (Bandura, 1997). Self-efficacy has been studied in 
organizational research (e.g., Chen et al., 2001; Yao et al., 2018), health (e.g., Blank et al., 
2016; Bonsaksen et al., 2018), and education (e.g., Ahmad & Safaria, 2013; Dehyadegary et 
al., 2014; Sharma & Nasa, 2016), however, the need to conduct research in this area using 
the valid and reliable methods still exists.

Perceived self-efficacy can be analyzed as a trait-like or a state-like construct. The former 
reflects beliefs about the ability to act effectively across a wide range of different situations 
(general self-efficacy; GSE), while the latter indicates beliefs about the individual ability 
to perform in specific tasks or contexts (specific self-efficacy or task self-efficacy; SSE). GSE 
and SSE are based on the same four sources of information: past performance, vicarious ex-
perience, verbal information from others, and physiological arousal (Chen et al., 2001; Eden, 
2012; Scholz et al., 2002).

General self-efficacy comprises individual experiences of success and failure (Sherer et al., 
1982). Shelton (1990) argues that people with high GSE develop a mastery-oriented attitude 
toward challenges, which means they rather take credit for successes than blame themselves 
for the failures in their lives. In contrast, people with low GSE more often blame themselves 
for failures and rarely take credit for the successes, which leads to a helpless attitude toward 
challenges. GSE explains the variance of the behavior, especially in ambiguous or new sit-
uations (Tipton & Worthington, 1984), and is more useful in the analysis of simultaneous-
ly performed actions (Luszczynska et al., 2004). Previous studies show that GSE predicts, 
among others: adjustment to social changes in life ( Jerusalem & Mittag, 1995) and levels 
of anxiety and depression (Bonetti et al., 2001).

Specific self-efficacy contains experiences of success and failure in particular domains 
(Sherer et al., 1982) and accounts for the variance of behavior in well-known, unambiguous 
contexts (Tipton & Worthington, 1984). Meta-analyses of SSE studies indicate the use-
fulness of this construct as a predictor of work-related performance (Stajkovic & Luthans, 
1998), academic performance, and persistence (Multon et al., 1991), and also as a predictor 
of changes in intention towards health behavior and health behavior itself (Sheeran et al., 
2016).

Regarding relations between GSE and SSE, global beliefs about the ability to perform 
effectively can influence expected success in a specific domain (Chen et al., 2001). Research 
shows that people with high GSE feel they can execute their behaviors successfully across 
various tasks and situations (Sherer et al., 1982). Additionally, in the model proposed by 
Shelton (1990), SSE affected by global self-efficacy determines the initiation of the particu-
lar behavior, the amount of effort dedicated to performing it, and persistence in acting when 
confronted with obstacles. Observable positive or negative outcomes of that behavior con-
tribute to self-attribution of success or failures in the particular task (SSE) and all self-at-
tributed successes and failures (GSE). Thus, the results of task-specific experience influence 
both SSE and GSE. It is also possible for GSE to moderate the relation between external 
influences and SSE – people with high GSE tend to have SSE more resistant to challenging 
situations and negative feedback, while for people with low GSE, adverse circumstances can 
pose a threat to their SSE (Eden, 2012; Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008). 

Referring to GSE as a relatively stable trait has been, however, criticized. Bandura (1997, 
p. 42) suggests that GSE constitutes “a decontextualized conglomerate” and cannot pre-
dict individual performance in a given task. In response, Chen et al. (2001) state that GSE 
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should be treated as an addition to models of SES and that the utility of GSE in predicting 
behaviors is limited to general performance, proven in research (Eden & Aviram, 1993; Eden 
& Granat-Flomin, 2000). Further critique involved questioning whether GSE constitutes 
a construct different from self-esteem (Stanley & Murphy, 1997), which is also connect-
ed to the evaluation of failures and successes important to the self. Studies addressing this 
matter confirm the distinctive character of self-esteem and global self-efficacy – the former 
relates highly to affective variables and the latter to motivational variables (Chen et al., 2001; 
Chen et al., 2004). Actions taken by individuals depend on what they want to achieve (e.g., 
goal) and how confident they are that the goal is achievable (self-efficacy; Latham & Locke, 
1991). Bandura (1997) suggested that people need more than just high self-esteem to act 
to achieve their goals. Self-esteem undoubtedly promotes perseverance but is not related 
to individual abilities or potential, thus not necessarily affects the pursuit of achievements. 
Therefore, self-efficacy allows initiating action, while self-esteem helps to maintain the ac-
tion already taken. Some doubts were also raised about the reliability of GSE questionnaires; 
however, these reservations do not seem justified when juxtaposed with previous empirical 
analyses (e.g., Scherbaum et al., 2006).

MEASURES OF GLOBAL SELF-EFFICACY 

The first scale measuring GSE was the General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES), developed by 
Sherer et al. (1982) to provide a valuable tool for researchers and therapists. It consists of 17 
items measuring self-efficacy without reference to a particular behavior domain. Exemplary 
statements include “I give up easily” and “Failure just makes me try harder”. In the valida-
tion study, the scale obtained an internal consistency of .86 and the best fit of the one-factor 
solution explaining 26.5% of the variance. Research showed that scores obtained in GSES 
predicted residualized depression levels (Mehler et al., 2018), pulmonary rehabilitation re-
sponse (Blackstock et al., 2018), and well-being (Soysa & Wilcomb, 2015). The reliability 
of the scale remains consistently high in analysis (Calogero et al., 2017; Chen et al., 2001); 
however, its factor structure differs between studies which report a good fit of the unidimen-
sional solution ( Juárez & Contreras, 2008), two-factor solution (Zhou, 2016), and three-fac-
tor solution (Bosscher & Smit, 1998). 

Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s General Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale (1995) contains ten items 
such as: “Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen situations” and 

“It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals”. Reliability analysis results 
from 25 countries showed high internal consistency of the scale (the lowest .75 and the high-
est .91) and its unidimensional structure (Scholz et al., 2002). General self-efficacy meas-
ured with this scale was related to affective psychological reactance (De las Cuevas & Peñate, 
2015), mental work capacity (Löve et al., 2012), and lower risk of self-diagnosed depression 
(Bonsaksen et al., 2018). In Poland, GSE is most often measured (see: Rode & Rode, 2018; 
Ślebarska, 2014; Zawadzka et al., 2018) with an adaptation of Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s 
General Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale ( Juczyński, 1997) which requires a fee for usage.

In 2001 Chen et al. developed New General Self-Efficacy Scale (NGSE) to address Sher-
er et al. (1982) General Self-Efficacy Scale limitations and to capture the conceptualization 
of the GSE, defined as “one’s belief in one’s overall competence to effect requisite perfor-
mance across a wide variety of achievement situations” (Eden, 2012). The scale consists 
of eight items which examples are: “Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well” 
and “In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me”. In a valida-
tion study, the scale’s internal consistency ranged from .86 to .90, and factor analysis revealed 
the best fit of the unidimensional structure, as it explained 52 and 59 percent of the vari-
ance. Further research confirmed factor structure and high internal consistency of the scale 
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(Chen et al., 2004) and showed that its overall score predicted work engagement (Bosch et 
al., 2018), differentiated entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs (Markman et al., 2002), and 
correlated with self-judgment, self-responding, and over-identification (Neff et al., 2018).

THE AIM OF THE STUDY

The objectives of this research were to prepare and validate the Polish version of Chen et al. 
(2001) New General Self-Efficacy Scale resulting from a desire to provide Polish researchers 
with a new, freely available, reliable, and valid tool enabling GSE measurement. Measur-
ing general self-efficacy also allows exploring the connections between global beliefs about 
the ability to perform behaviors effectively and personality traits, achievement goals, or cop-
ing. Choosing the New General Self-Efficacy Scale was motivated by its slight psychometric 
advantage over the other described methods in terms of item discrimination, item informa-
tion, and relative efficiency of the test information function (Scherbaum et al., 2006) and 
consistent factor structure (Aamir et al., 2017).

METHOD

DEVELOPMENT OF THE ORIGINAL SCALE

The New General Self-Efficacy Scale consists of eight items to which participants answer on 
a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). A high score on the scale indicates 
a high level of general self-efficacy. The scale’s reliability in validation studies (Chen et al., 
2001) was satisfactory: internal consistency above .80 and test-retest coefficients above .60. 
Factor analysis in all three samples showed a unidimensional structure of the scale. Content 
validity assessed by eight graduate psychology students resulted in sorting 98% of the scale 
items to the category general self-efficacy, defined as: “one’s estimate of one’s overall abili-
ty to perform successfully in a wide variety of achievement situations, or to how confident 
one is that she or he can perform effectively across different tasks and situations” (Chen et 
al., 2001, p. 79). Overall results correlated positively with scores obtained from the Gener-
al Self-Efficacy Scale (.78 and .74) and predicted specific exam self-efficacy (β = .44, p < .01).

DEVELOPMENT OF THE POLISH VERSION

Six psychologists working as university faculty members translated the original items (Chen 
et al., 2001) into Polish. The first author compared the translations and chose the final ver-
sion based on their compatibility with the original meaning and consistency in phrasing be-
tween all translators. The next step involved back-translation of the Polish items to English 
carried out by a certified translator and a comparison of the original and back-translated 
versions performed by an English native speaker with a psychology degree. All back-trans-
lated items were evaluated as consistent in meaning with their original versions. The final 
items are available in the Appendix. Below we describe the results of scale analyses conducted 
on data obtained from four samples. 
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PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE

Sample 1
Data (N = 716; 344 women, 233 men, 139 missing data; Mage = 23.32, SDage = 8.13) were col-
lected from the general Polish population recruited by undergraduate psychology students 
as a part of the course assignment. Respondents received a set of tests from students and 
filled them out alone or accompanied by the students conducting research.

Sample 2
Three hundred and ninety Polish students (290 women; Mage = 23, SDage = 3.39) of social 
sciences (66 persons), humanities (48 persons), business and law (84 persons), medical sci-
ence (90 persons) and natural and formal science (95 persons; 7 missing data) participated 
in the study. Participants were evenly distributed in terms of year of study, with a slightly 
higher number of third-year students. Data were collected for three months through Lime-
Survey online platform to maximize the anonymity of the participants. A link to the survey 
with a short project description was sent to 28 Polish universities. 

Sample 3
Data were collected from 201 people from the general Polish population (176 women; Mage 
= 25, SDage = 4.18). Concerning years of education, one participant studied for less than ten 
years, 88 participants for more than ten but less than 13 years, and 112 participants for more 
than 13 years. The measurement was conducted online via the LimeSurvey platform. Invita-
tion to participate in the study was published on student social platforms and social media 
(e.g., Facebook).

Sample 4
The study design included two measurements of GSE among Polish women conducted 
shortly after their return to work (up to one month) after the maternity leave and after 
the re-adaptation period (13 to 15 weeks later). The first survey was completed by 530 wom-
en, and the second one by 166 women. The average age was 31 (SD = 3.8), and most partici-
pants had a university degree (90%). The NGSEpl was completed both times online, using 
Google Forms®, available through a link sent by email.

MEASURES

General self-efficacy was measured with the NGSEpl. 
The Brief COPE scale (Carver, 1997; Polish version Juczyński & Ogińska-Bulik, 2009) 

was used to assess a broad range of coping reactions during difficult situations. It consists 
of 28 items (e.g., “I’ve been criticizing myself ”) describing 14 coping strategies. Every item 
is rated on a four-point scale (0 = I do this almost never, 3 = I do this almost always). Higher 
summed scores indicate higher levels of particular coping strategies. 

We used the Polish translation (Baran, 2020) of the Achievement Goal Question-
naire-Revised (AGQR; Elliot & Murayama, 2008) to evaluate goal orientation. AGQR con-
sists of 12 items measuring mastery (six items, e.g., “My aim is to completely master the ma-
terial presented in this class”) and performance (six items, e.g., “My aim is to perform well 
relative to other students”) goals on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree). Higher summed scores on the scale indicate higher mastery and performance goals. 

The declared frequency of committing acts of academic dishonesty was measured with 
the Academic Dishonesty Scale (Sanecka & Baran, 2015), including 16 types of dishonest be-
haviors. Participants evaluated on a 5-point scale (0 = not once, 4 = many times) how often 
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they have committed each form of academic dishonesty (e.g., using crib notes on a test or 
helping someone else cheat on a test) during their studies. A high summed score on the scale 
indicates a high declared frequency of academic dishonesty. 

The Polish version (Sorokowska et al., 2014) of the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (Gos-
ling et al., 2003) was used to assess personality traits. The 10-item scale measures the Big 
Five personality dimensions (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional sta-
bility, openness to experience) on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (disagree strongly) to 7 (agree 
strongly). High averaged scores indicate a high level of the particular personality trait. 

RESULTS

RELIABILITY AND FACTOR STRUCTURE

Reliability analyses were conducted in IBM SPPP Statistics 28.0.1.0. All calculations were 
run first on the pooled data (N = 1837; 1340 women; Mage = 25.6, SDage = 6.84) and then sepa-
rately on data from particular samples. Descriptive statistics, sex differences, and Cronbach’s 
αs for NGSEpl are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics, sex differences, and Cronbach’s α for NGSEpl scores in pooled data and four samples
M SD t d α [95%CI]

Pooled data 30.24 5.66 -1.39 -.08 .89 [.88; .90]
Sample 1 29.78 5.38 -5.49* -.47 .87 [.85; .88]
Sample 2 30.45 5.85 1.80 .21 .89 [.97; .92]
Sample 3 28.71 6.50 -0.93 -.20 .91 [.89; .93]
Sample 4 T1 31.29 5.35 - - .90 [.89; .92]
Sample 4 T2 30.98 5.57 - - .92 [.90, .94]

Note. T1 – first measurement, T2 – second measurement
* p < .05

Results show high internal consistency of the Polish version on NGSE for the pooled 
data and in all samples. To assess the scale’s structure, we conducted a series of confirmatory 
factor analyses in JASP 0.17.1.0. We chose maximum likelihood (ML) as an estimator for 
pooled data and sample 1. For samples 2, 3, and 4, we used diagonally weighted least squares 
(DWLS) because it is recommended for calculating model fit in cases when the sample is 
small and variables have skewed distribution of scores (Li, 2016; Mîndrilă, 2010; Rhemtulla 
et al., 2012). Bootstrap was set at 10,000 samples. The results in Table 2 indicate a good fit 
of the one-factor solution for pooled data and all samples (Nye & Drasgow, 2011).

Table 2. Results of confirmatory factor analysis in pooled data and four samples
χ2 χ2/df NFI CFI GFI RMR RMSEA [90% CI]

Pooled data 318.07* 15.90 .95 .96 1 .03 .09 [.08;.10]
Sample 1 84.19* 4.21 .96 .97 1 .03 .07 [.05,.08]
Sample 2 16.17 0.80 .99 1 1 .04 .00 [.00,.03]
Sample 3 11.65 0.60 .99 1 1 .05 .00 [.00,.02]
Sample 4 29.55 1.48 .99 1 .99 .04 .03 [.00,.05]

* p < .05
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MEASUREMENT INVARIANCE

Because the data from the presented studies were obtained from participants aged 15 to 65, 
we could calculate the measurement invariance (MI) of NGSEpl across different age groups. 
The purpose of testing MI is to establish whether, under different conditions, the measure-
ment provides results of the same attributes (Horn & McArdle, 1992). Conducting tests 
for MI includes several stages, each characterized by specific restrictions of the factor mod-
els. The initial model tests configural invariance, and model parameters from all groups are 
treated as potentially independent. The next model tests metric invariance in which factor 
loadings for items are invariant across groups. In the scalar invariance model, we hypothesize 
that factor loadings and intercepts of items’ regressions on the latent variable are invariant 
across groups. Finally, in the strict invariance model, restrictions are placed on the items’ 
unique variances, which are expected to be invariant across groups (Grygiel, 2016; Vanden-
berg & Lance, 2000). 

For the purpose of the analysis, NGSEpl polled data have been divided into two age 
groups with a split point at age 24. The decision to compare groups created in this way 
was caused by the fact that GSE comprises all individual experiences of success and fail-
ure (Sherer et al., 1982) and thus should vary between younger and older participants due 
to a different amount of previously experienced successes and failures. If NGSEpl data 
proved to be invariant for those groups, any differences in GSE obtained for them would 
result from actual differences in GSE and not from different properties of the scale itself. 
Additionally, a data distribution analysis showed that a selected split point allows the crea-
tion of groups of even sizes, which is important in calculating measurement invariance. Be-
cause of the missing information about age 30, participants have to be excluded from this 
analysis. Descriptive statistics for both groups are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for global self-efficacy in two age samples

Group
N Age GSE

t-test Cohen’s d [95% CI]
Women Men M SD M SD

1 642 289 20.66 1.64 29.64 5.74 -4.914* -.234 [-.324;-.139]

2 763 113 30.98 6.22 30.94 5.53

*p < .001

Measurement invariance was calculated in the R Studio program with the lavaan pack-
age. Results are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Tests of measurement invariance for NGSEpl results in two age samples

Model χ2

(df)
Δχ2

(Δdf)
RMSEA RMSEA 

90% CI
ΔRMSEA CFI ΔCFI TLI SRMR

Configural 
invariance

65.172** (40) .026 .014-.038 .997 .995 .036

Metric invariance 71.526* (47) 6.354 (7) .026 .014-.038 .000 .997 .000 .996 .038

Scalar invariance 105.752*** (54) 34.226*** (7) .033 .023-.042 .007 .993 -.004 .993 .043

Stricte invariance 123.443*** (62) 17.691* (8) .033 .025-.042 .007 .992 -.005 .993 .050

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

According to the criteria of evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes for measurement invar-
iance in large samples (over 300 participants), CFI should not decrease by more than .01 
and RMSEA by more than .007 (Byrne & Van de Vijver, 2010; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; 
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Meade et al., 2008). The results presented in Table 4 did not exceed those limits at any lev-
el, which indicates metric, scalar, and strict NGSEpl measurement invariance for both age 
groups. Confirming equivalence enables us to interpret intergroup differences in NGSESpl 
scores as caused by actual differences in GSE between age groups and not by differences in 
the scale statistical properties in those groups. At the computational level, it means we are 
allowed to test relations between GSE and other variables and to test differences in latent 
group means (Lubiewska & Głogowska, 2018). 

STABILITY

The stability of NGSEpl results was examined in a specific group (Sample 4) of women 
who returned to work after giving birth to a child. The purpose of assessing scale stability 
in this sample was to evaluate them in work-related contexts in which most self-efficacy 
studies took place in the past. The stability of the scale measured with Pearson’s r coefficient 
(calculated in IBM SPPP Statistics 28.0.1.0) was .68 (p < .001). Results of the t-test for 
dependent samples reveal a significant difference between the first (M = 31.74, SD = 5.18) 
and the second (M = 30.98, SD = 5.57) measurement (t = 2.26, p = .01), with effect size d = 
.18. The obtained results showed that stability of the scale was satisfactory, especially consid-
ering that participants were going through a transitional period in a work context during 
which overall GSE level had decreased, probably due to difficulties in adapting to the new 
situation. These results suggest that NGSEpl is sensitive to changes in GSE and helpful in 
measuring differences in their levels through time.

VALIDITY

Concerning scale validity, we hypothesized that GSE measured with the NGSEpl would 
be related to coping strategies (Sample 1), goal orientation, academic dishonesty (Sample 2), 
and personality traits (Sample 3). Previous studies showed that active coping and planning 
correlate positively with goal commitment and goal progress and negatively with self-dis-
traction, denial, and disengagement (Monzani et al., 2015). In light of those results and 
the fact that self-efficacy affects the initiation and persistence of coping behavior (Bandura, 
1977), it may be assumed that it corresponds to the frequency of active coping strategies in 
stressful situations, such as solving problems or planning (Chodkiewicz & Gruszczyńska, 
2013; Piergiovanni & Depaula, 2018), and it is negatively related to counterproductive ones, 
such as problem avoidance or self-blaming (Luque Salas et al., 2017).

The GSE’s specificity also involves its relation to motivational traits and states, such as 
the need for achievement or SSE in a particular domain (Kanfer & Heggestad, 1997). Pre-
vious researches show that individuals with high GSE are oriented more toward the learn-
ing goals based on the need for achievement and less or not at all on the performance goals 
based on the reduction of anxiety (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Chen et al., 2000; Phillips & 
Gully, 1997). Moreover, through SSE, GSE indirectly influences specific performance, such 
as students’ academic performance (Chen et al., 2004; Phillips & Gully, 1997). Some anal-
ysis of the relationship between global self-efficacy and goal orientation also suggests that 
a perceived competence to be effective, as a component of self-efficacy, precedes the motiva-
tion for achievements which in turn influences behavior (Elliot & Church, 1997). Thus, we 
wanted to determine whether general self-efficacy measured with NGSEpl will be related 
to mastery-goal orientation (but not to performance-goal orientation), which in turn will 
be associated with the frequency of particular behavior – committing academic dishonesty. 
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Academic fraud among students is a common phenomenon (McCabe, 2005) caused very 
often by unfavorable situational factors such as pressure or lack of time to study (Beasley, 
2014; Whitley, 1998) but also by a specific set of motivational traits. Students focused on 
mastery goals, who study to acquire knowledge, cheat less frequently than those focused on 
performance goals, who study to prove their competence and ability to others (Bong et al., 
2014; Rettinger & Kramer, 2009; Yang et al., 2013). In line with mentioned above relation 
between goal orientation and self-efficacy, we hypothesize that individuals with a high gen-
eral self-efficacy focused on the mastery-goals will engage in less dishonest academic behav-
iors because of strong beliefs in their ability to succeed and an orientation toward mastery in 
studies resulting from them (Bong et al., 2014; Cerino, 2014; Murdock & Anderman, 2006).

Finally, previous research shows a specific pattern of relations between personality traits 
and GSE involving its positive correlation with extraversion, conscientiousness, emotional 
stability, and openness to experience (Chen et al., 2004; Judge et al., 2002; Noe et al., 2013; 
Yao et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2014). This means that people with high GSE tend to explore 
and learn through new experiences, may appear more dominant, efficient, hardworking, and 
less prone to unstable emotional reactions driven by anxiety. In the case of agreeableness, 
the results are somewhat inconclusive, showing strong positive (Noe et al., 2013), weak nega-
tive (Ebstrup et al., 2013), or no relation (Kaczmarek & Kaczmarek-Kurczak, 2014) to GSE. 
Since agreeableness is associated with the tendency to cooperate or compete with others, 
its association with individual beliefs about effectiveness might be moderated by contextual 
factors such as occupation or professional position. Extensive studies by Judge et al. (2002) 
suggest that although the relationships between GSE, conscientiousness, and extraversion 
are stronger than between GSE, openness to experiences, and agreeableness, all of those 
traits are related to GSE and can be treated as an indicator of its level.

CORRELATION ANALYSIS

Correlation analysis was conducted in IBM SPPP Statistics 28.0.1.0. Because of the missing 
data, analyses concerning coping styles and GSE (Sample 1) were conducted on data from 
573 participants (336 women, 231 men, 6 no data). Descriptive statistics and correlations be-
tween GSE and other variables are presented in Table 5.

Results of NGSEpl correlated positively with active coping planning, positive refram-
ing, acceptance, humor, mastery-goal orientation, all personality traits, and negatively with 
religion, use of instrumental support, denial, venting, substance use, behavioral disengage-
ment, and self-blame. They did not correlate significantly with the use of emotional support, 
self-distraction, performance-goal orientation, or declared academic dishonesty. 

We conducted structural equation modeling using JASP 0.17.1.0 with DWLS as an es-
timator and 10000 bootstrap samples to confirm expected relations between GSE, mas-
tery-goal orientation and declared academic dishonesty. The obtained model showed good fit 
indexes: χ2= .30 (df = 1; p = .58); χ2/df = .30; NFI = .994; GFI = .994; CFI = 1; RMR = .013; 
RMSEA = .000 [.000, .110] (Nye & Drasgow, 2011). GSE was positively related to mas-
tery-goal orientation (β = .21; p < .001), which was negatively related to declared academic 
dishonesty (β = -.38; p < .001).
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics and Pearson’s r coefficients for global self-efficacy and coping strategies,  
goal orientations, declared academic dishonesty, and personality traits

M SD r
Active coping 4.28 1.21 .44**
Planning 4.28 1.25 .34**
Positive reframing 3.42 1.44 .24**
Acceptance 3.61 1.50 .10*
Humor 2.26 1.52 .18**
Religion 1.93 2.03 -.09*
Use of emotional support 3.66 1.66 -.05
Use of instrumental support 3.62 1.60 -.11**
Self-distraction 3.27 1.46 -.05
Denial 1.51 1.46 -.20**
Venting 3.04 1.40 -.15**
Substance use 1.26 1.64 -.10*
Behavioral disengagement 1.48 1.31 -.54**
Self-blame 3.15 1.67 -.32**
Mastery-goal orientation 22.29 4.05 .23**
Performance-goal orientation 19.56 5.23 .04
Declared academic dishonesty 13.12 10.21 -.05
Extraversion 4.88 1.63 .51**
Agreeableness 5.31 1.25 .15*
Conscientiousness 5.05 1.73 .22**
Emotional stability 3.79 1.85 .55**
Openness to experience 4.80 1.25 .40**

* p < .05, ** p < .01 

DISCUSSION

Results of all four presented studies confirm good psychometric properties of the Polish ver-
sion of the New General Self-Efficacy Scale. The obtained data showed high internal consist-
ency and a unidimensional structure of NGSEpl in various populations and measurement 
invariance of the scale. The previously described relations of GSE measured with NGSE 
with behavioral tendencies, personality, and motivational traits were confirmed by validity 
analysis. 

As previously (Chodkiewicz & Gruszczyńska, 2013; Freire et al., 2020; Luque Salas et al., 
2017; Piergiovanni & Depaula, 2018), relations between global self-efficacy and active coping 
strategies were positive, and with passive coping strategies were negative. This means that 
people who believe they can act in a particular way to achieve goals may perceive stressful 
situations as a problem to solve and engage in planning and specific actions to do that, or 
if something is out of their control – accept it, reframe the problem positively or engage in 
humor. On the other hand, people with low self-efficacy who do not believe in their ability 
to face challenges effectively may feel helpless in stressful situations and thus engage in be-
havioral disengagement, denial, or self-blame. As a result, people with high GSE may not 
only cope better with the challenges but also gain experiences in handling problems that 
might reinforce their GSE. The passive strategies used by people with low GSE reduce their 
chances of facing difficult situations and thus strengthen the belief that coping successfully 
with them is beyond their capabilities.

Our findings are also consistent with the thesis formulated by Elliot and Church (1997) 
about the indirect effect of GSE on behavioral tendencies and with previous research re-
porting a significant relationship between GSE and goal orientation (Bell & Kozlowski, 
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2002; Diseth, 2011). For individuals with high GSE, who believe in their global competence 
to deal with a variety of situations effectively, the academic context seems to offer an op-
portunity to master the knowledge and to become as good as possible in the chosen area 
of study. The common property of GSE and mastery-goal orientation, probably responsible 
for their relation, is the focus on personal resources in striving for excellence and acquiring 
new skills or knowledge. By contrast, GSE and performance-goal orientation do not cor-
relate with each other significantly, probably because performance-oriented people are mo-
tivated to achieve a certain level of task performance compared to others (better, the same, 
or not worse as them) which does not allow them to shape global and stable belief about 
their efficiency. Moreover, students who experience a high sense of global self-efficacy tend 
to incorporate mastery-oriented goals in their studies and, thus, less frequently engage in 
academic dishonesty. The small and non-significant correlation between GSE and the fre-
quency of committing academic fraud supports a theoretical model in which GSE, as a gen-
eral tendency, is to a lesser degree or not at all related directly to a specific behavior (Kulik 
& Frańczyk, 2016) and instead influence it through other variables such as SSE or goal ori-
entation in a particular domain (Shelton, 1990). 

Finally, our results confirm the hypothesized and previously reported relations between 
GSE and emotional stability, extraversion, and openness to experience ( Judge et al., 2002; 
Noe et al., 2013; Yao et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2014). Regarding conscientiousness, its rela-
tionship with GSE was significant and positive, as expected, although lower than this ob-
tained in Judge et al. (2002) meta-analysis. The correlation coefficient for agreeableness and 
GSE were similar to the one in the studies reporting its magnitude of up to .20 (Ebstrup et 
al., 2011; Strobel et al., 2011) and its positive direction (Djigić et al., 2014; Noe et al., 2013). 
Similarly to our results, previous research in Poland concerning personality traits and GSE 
did not confirm a significant relationship between GSE and agreeableness. However, they 
revealed heterodox correlations between personality traits and GSE depending on the types 
of participants. For example, among teachers, the relationships between GSE, openness 
to experience, and extraversion were weaker compared to a sample of unemployed persons 
(Zawadzka et al., 2018; Zięba et al., 2018) and a sample from the general population report-
ed by Judge et al. (2002). Thus, it seems that the relationship between GSE and personality 
traits may be influenced by the character of the sample or by specific cultural differences. 

Described project is not free of limitations. First, the research groups consisted main-
ly of young adults, so obtained relations between self-efficacy and other variables could be 
slightly different in other age groups, which should be explored in future studies. Second, 
based on age division of the data used for measurement invariance tests has more empirical 
than theoretical character, and thus further confirmation of MI could be obtained among 
groups distinguished based on clear theoretical criteria. Third, validity analysis may be some-
what limited by measuring the declared behavior frequency, which the participants might 
underestimate or overestimate. Finally, the results of the structural equation modeling need 
to be interpreted cautiously since all variables were measured at the same time. Future re-
search should attempt to replicate those results in experimental design and longitudinal 
analysis. 

Despite those limitations, obtained results have practical implications for psychological 
interventions in health, educational, and occupational domains, which seem to be worth fur-
ther exploration. Described GSE associations with personality traits may be important for 
psychological counseling and coaching in which shaping the client’s self-efficacy is a crucial 
element leading to behavioral change, such as smoking cessation (Mudde et al., 1995) or 
change of eating habits (Schwarzer & Renner, 2000). Dealing with academic dishonesty and 
student motivation to learn require individual and group interventions in which developing 
the described relation between GSE and achievement goals could be considered. Creat-
ing opportunities for students to develop their academic self-efficacy, for example, through 
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adaptive learning and testing, might lead to setting more mastery-oriented goals and also 
to better overall academic performance (see Dehyadegary et al., 2014; Honicke & Broadbent, 
2016; Talsma et al., 2019). It also seems important to address the observed decrease in GSE 
among women who return to work after maternity leave, perhaps through psychoeducation, 
psychological counseling, or self-efficacy training during the return-to-work phase. Inter-
ventions of those types seem particularly important in light of the described relationships 
between self-efficacy and passive coping strategies. Individuals who act counterproductive-
ly in the face of challenges might have difficulties undertaking actions strengthening SSE, 
which affects the level of GSE (Chen et al., 2001; Shelton, 1990).

In sum, based on the obtained data, we established psychometric properties 
of the NGSEpl, confirming the usefulness of that measure in assessing general self-effi-
cacy. We described relationships between global self-efficacy measured with NGSEpl and 
various psychological characteristics in different contexts, and we have indicated research 
areas for further exploration in which self-efficacy is a significant predictor of individual 
psychological functioning.
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4 – raczej się zgadzam
5 – zdecydowanie się zgadzam

Jestem w stanie osiągnąć większość celów, które sobie wyznaczyłem/łam. 1 2 3 4 5
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https://doi.org/10.21697/sp.2020.20.1.01


Studia  Psychologica : Theor ia  et  Praxis , 23(1) 27

Lidia Baran, Maciej Janowski, General Self-Efficacy Associations with Personality and Motivation: 
Psychometric Properties and Measurement Invariance of the Polish New General Self-Efficacy Scale.  
Studia Psychologica: Theoria et Praxis, 23(1), 17–32. 
https://doi.org/10.21697/sp.2023.23.1.02

27

Blackstock, F.C., Webster, K.E., McDonald, C.F., & Hill, C.J. (2018). Self-efficacy predicts success in an exercise training-only model of pulmonary rehabilitation for 
people with COPD. Journal of Cardiopulmonary Rehabilitation and Prevention, 38(5), 333–341. http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/HCR.0000000000000322

Blank, M.L., Connor, J., Gray, A., & Tustin, K. (2016). Alcohol use, mental well-being, self-esteem and general self-efficacy among final-year university students. Social 
Psychiatry and Psychiatric Epidemiology, 51(3), 431–441. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-016-1183-x

Bonetti, D., Johnston, M., Rodriguez-Marin, J., Pastor, M., Martin-Aragon, M., Doherty, E., & Sheehan, K. (2001). Dimensions of perceived control: A factor analysis 
of three measures and an examination of their relation to activity level and mood in a student and cross-cultural patient sample. Psychology and Health, 16(6), 
655–674. https://doi.org/10.1080/08870440108405865

Bong, M., Hwang, A., Noh, A., & Kim, S. (2014). Perfectionism and motivation of adolescents in academic contexts. Journal of Educational Psychology, 10, 1–16. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035836

Bonsaksen, T., Grimholt, T.K., Skogstad, L., Lerdal, A., Ekeberg, Ø., Heir, T., & Schou-Bredal, I. (2018). Self-diagnosed depression in the Norwegian general popu-
lation – associations with neuroticism, extraversion, optimism, and general self-efficacy. BMC Public Health, 18(1), Article 1076. https://doi.org/10.1186/
s12889-018-5990-8

Bosch, C., Sonnentag, S., & Pinck, A.S. (2018). What makes for a good break? A diary study on recovery experiences during lunch break. Journal of Occupational and 
Organizational Psychology, 91(1), 134–157. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12195

Bosscher, R.J., & Smit, J.H. (1998). Confirmatory factor analysis of the General Self-Efficacy Scale. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 36(3), 339–343. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1016/S0005-7967(98)00025-4

Byrne, B.M., & Van de Vijver, F.J. (2010). Testing for measurement and structural equivalence in large-scale cross-cultural studies: Addressing the issue of nonequiv-
alence. International Journal of Testing, 10(2), 107–132. https://doi.org/10.1080/15305051003637306

Calogero, R.M., Tylka, T.L., Donnelly, L.C., McGetrick, A., & Leger, A.M. (2017). Trappings of femininity: A test of the “beauty as currency” hypothesis in shaping college 
women’s gender activism. Body Image, 21, 66–70. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bodyim.2017.02.008

Carver, C.S. (1997). You want to measure coping but your protocol’ too long: Consider the brief cope. International Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 4(1), 92–100. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327558ijbm0401_6

Cerino, E.S. (2014). Relationships between academic motivation, self-efficacy, and academic procrastination. Journal of Psychological Research, 19(4), 156–163. 
https://doi.org/10.24839/2164-8204.JN19.4.156

Chen, G., Gully, S.M., & Eden, D. (2001). Validation of a New General Self-Efficacy Scale. Organizational Research Methods, 4(1), 62–83. https://doi.
org/10.1177/109442810141004

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. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.251

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(6), 835–847. https://doi.org/10.1037//OQ21-9010.85.6.835

Cheung, G.W., & Rensvold, R.B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes for testing measurement invariance. Structural Equation Modeling, 9(2), 233–255. https://
doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5

Chodkiewicz, J., & Gruszczyńska, E. (2013). Changes in well-being, self-efficacy, and coping strategies during residential treatment of alcohol-addicted patients. 
Roczniki Psychologiczne, 16(1), 85–105.

De las Cuevas, C., & Peñate, W. (2015). Validation of the General Self-Efficacy Scale in psychiatric outpatient care. Psicothema, 27(4), 410–415. https://doi.org/10.7334/
psicothema2015.56

Dehyadegary, E., Divsalar, P., Nasehzadeh, A., Ebrahimi, N., Kouros, D., & Sheykh-Aleslami, A. (2014). Self-efficacy; the strongest predictor of academic involvement 
in high school students. Life Science Journal, 11, 19–27.

Diseth, Å. (2011). Self-efficacy, goal orientations and learning strategies as mediators between preceding and subsequent academic achievement. Learning and 
Individual Differences, 21(2), 191–195. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2011.01.003

Djigić, G., Stojiljković, S., & Dosković, M. (2014). Basic personality dimensions and teachers’ self-efficacy. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 112, 593–602. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.01.1206

Ebstrup, J.F., Aadahl, M., Eplov, L.F., Pisinger, C., & Jørgensen, T. (2013). Cross-sectional associations between the five factor personality traits and leisure-time 
sitting-time: The effect of general self-efficacy. Journal of Physical Activity and Health, 10(4), 572–580. https://doi.org/10.1123/jpah.10.4.572

Ebstrup, J.F., Eplov, L.F., Pisinger, C., & Jørgensen, T. (2011). Association between the Five Factor personality traits and perceived stress: is the effect mediated by 
general self-efficacy? Anxiety, Stress & Coping, 24(4), 407–419. https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2010.540012

Eden, D. (2012). Means efficacy: External sources of general and specific subjective efficacy. In M. Erez, U. Kleinbeck, & H. Thierry (Eds.), Work motivation in the context 
of a globalizing economy. Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Eden, D., & Aviram, A. (1993). Self-efficacy training and speed of reemployment: Helping people help themselves. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 352–360. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.3.352

Eden, D., & Granat-Flomin, R. (2000). Augmenting means efficacy to improve service performance among computer users. [Conference presentation]. 15th Annual 
Meeting of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, New Orleans, LA. 

Elliot, A.J. & Church, M. (1997). A hierarchical model of approach and avoidance achievement motivation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 72, 218–232. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.72.1.218

Elliot, A.J., & Murayama, K. (2008). On the measurement of achievement goals: Critique, illustration, and application. Journal of Educational Psychology, 100(3), 
613–628.  https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.100.3.613

Freire, C., Ferradás, M.dM., Regueiro, B., Rodríguez, S., Valle, A., & Núñez, J.C. (2020). Coping strategies and self-efficacy in university students: a person-centered 
approach. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, Article 841. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00841

Gosling, S.D., Rentfrow, P.J., & Swann, W.B. Jr. (2003). A very brief measure of the Big Five personality domains. Journal of Research in Personality, 37, 504–528. https://
doi.org/10.1016/S0092-6566(03)00046-1

Grygiel, P. (2016). Test podłużnej niezmienności modelu podwójnego czynnika na przykładzie kwestionariusza poczucia integracji rówieśniczej. Edukacja, 137(2), 
79–99.

https://doi.org/10.21697/sp.2020.20.1.01


Studia  Psychologica : Theor ia  et  Praxis , 23(1)28

Lidia Baran, Maciej Janowski, General Self-Efficacy Associations with Personality and Motivation: 
Psychometric Properties and Measurement Invariance of the Polish New General Self-Efficacy Scale.  
Studia Psychologica: Theoria et Praxis, 23(1), 17–32. 
https://doi.org/10.21697/sp.2023.23.1.02

28

Honicke, T., & Broadbent, J. (2016). The influence of academic self-efficacy on academic performance: A systematic review. Educational Research Review, 17, 63–84. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2015.11.002

Horn, J.L., & McArdle, J.J. (1992). A practical and theoretical guide to measurement invariance in aging research. Experimental Aging Research, 18(3), 117–144. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03610739208253916

Jerusalem, M., & Mittag, W. (1995). Self-efficacy in stressful life transitions. In A. Bandura, (Ed.), Self-efficacy in changing societies (pp. 177-201). Cambridge University 
Press. http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511527692.008

Juárez, F., & Contreras, F. (2008). Psychometric properties of the general self-efficacy scale in a Colombian sample. International Journal of Psychological Research, 
1(2), 6–12. https://doi.org/10.21500/20112084.907

Juczyński, Z. (1997). Psychologiczne wyznaczniki zachowań zdrowotnych na przykładzie badań osób dorosłych. In J. Łazowski, G. Dolińska-Zygmunt (Eds.), Ku lepszemu 
funkcjonowaniu w zdrowiu i chorobie (pp. 285–291). Wydawnictwo AWF.

Juczyński, Z. (2000). Poczucie własnej skuteczności – teoria i pomiar. Acta Universitatis Lodziensis. Folia Psychologica, 4, 11–24.

Juczyński, Z., & Ogińska-Bulik, N. (2009). Narzędzia pomiaru stresu i radzenia sobie ze stresem. Pracownia Testów Psychologicznych PTP. 

Judge, T.A., Erez, A., Bono, J.E., & Thoresen, C.J. (2002). Are measures of self-esteem, neuroticism, locus of control, and generalized self-efficacy indicators of a common 
core construct? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83(3), 693–710. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.83.3.693

Kaczmarek, M., & Kaczmarek-Kurczak, P. (2014). The self-efficacy (generalized as well as context specific), the big five traits and the effectiveness of the entrepre-
neurship education). Psychological Studies, 52(4), 39–46. https://doi.org/10.2478/V10167-010-0107-9

Kanfer, R., & Heggestad, E.D. (1997). Motivational traits and skills: A person-centered approach to work motivation. Research in Organizational Behavior, 19, 1–56.

Kulik, A., & Frańczyk, E. (2016). Uwarunkowania osiągnięć młodych kobiet–związek poczucia własnej skuteczności z osiągnięciami akademickimi. Edukacja Dorosłych, 
2, 105–116.

Latham, G.P., & Locke, E.A. (1991). Self-regulation through goal setting. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 50(2), 212–247. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90021-K

Li, C.H. (2016). The performance of ML, DWLS, and ULS estimation with robust corrections in structural equation models with ordinal variables. Psychological Methods, 
21(3), 369–387. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/met0000093

Löve, J., Moore, C.D., & Hensing, G. (2012). Validation of the Swedish translation of the general self-efficacy scale. Quality of Life Research, 21(7), 1249–1253. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11136-011-0030-5

Lubiewska, K., & Głogowska, K. (2018). Zastosowanie analizy równoważności pomiarowej w badaniach psychologicznych. Polskie Forum Psychologiczne, 23(2), 
330–356. https://doi.org/10.14656/PFP20180207

Luque Salas, B., Yáñez Rodríguez, V., Tabernero Urbieta, C., & Cuadrado, E. (2017). The role of coping strategies and self-efficacy as predictors of life satisfaction in 
a sample of parents of children with autism spectrum disorder. Psicothema, 29(1), 55–60. https://doi.org/10.7334/psicothema2016.96

Luszczynska, A., Gibbons, F.X., Piko, B., & Tckozel, M. (2004). Self-regulatory cognitions, social comparison, perceived peers’ behaviors as predictors of nu-
trition and physical activity: A comparison among adolescents in Hungary. Poland, Turkey, and USA. Psychology and Health, 19, 577–593. https://doi.
org/10.1080/0887044042000205844

Markman, G.D., Balkin, D.B., & Baron, R.A. (2002). Inventors and new venture formation: The effects of general self–efficacy and regretful thinking. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice, 27(2), 149–165. https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-8520.00004

McCabe, D.L. (2005). Cheating among college and university students: a North American perspective. International Journal of Educational Integration 1, 1–11. https://
doi.org/10.21913/IJEI.v1i1.14

Meade, A.W., Johnson, E.C., & Braddy, P.W. (2008). Power and sensitivity of alternative fit indices in tests of measurement invariance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
93(3), 568–592. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.3.568

Mehler, D.M., Sokunbi, M.O., Habes, I., Barawi, K., Subramanian, L., Range, M., Evans, J., Hood, K., Lührs, M., Keedwell, P.M., & Goebel, R. (2018). Targeting the affective 
brain—a randomized controlled trial of real-time fMRI neurofeedback in patients with depression. Neuropsychopharmacology, 43(13), 2578–2585. https://
doi.org/10.1038/s41386-018-0126-5

Mîndrilă, D. (2010). Maximum likelihood (ML) and diagonally weighted least squares (DWLS) estimation procedures: A comparison of estimation bias with ordinal 
and multivariate non-normal data. International Journal of Digital Society, 1(1), 60–66.

Monzani, D., Steca, P., Greco, A., D’Addario, M., Cappelletti, E., & Pancani, L. (2015). The situational version of the brief cope: dimensionality and relationships with 
goal-related variables. Europe’s Journal of Psychology, 11(2), 295–310. https://doi.org/10.5964/ejop.v11i2.935

Mudde, A.N., Kok, G., & Strecher, V.J. (1995). Self-efficacy as a predictor for the cessation of smoking: Methodological issues and implications for smoking cessation 
programs. Psychology & Health, 10(5), 353–367. https://doi.org/10.1080/08870449508401956

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(1), 30–38. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.38.1.30

Murdock, T.B., & Anderman, E.M. (2006). Motivational perspectives on student cheating: toward an integrated model of academic dishonesty. Educational Psychologist, 
41(3), 129–145. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep4103_1

Neff, K.D., Long, P., Knox, M.C., Davidson, O., Kuchar, A., Costigan, A., Williamson, Z., Rohleder, N., Tóth-Király, I., & Breines, J.G. (2018). The forest and the trees: 
Examining the association of self-compassion and its positive and negative components with psychological functioning. Self and Identity,17(6), 627–645. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2018.1436587

Noe, R.A., Tews, M.J., & Marand, A.D. (2013). Individual differences and informal learning in the workplace. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 83(3), 327–335. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2013.06.009

Nye C.D., & Drasgow F. (2011). Assessing goodness of fit: Simple rules of thumb simply do not work. Organizational Research Methods, 14(3), 548–570. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1094428110368562.

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(5), 792–802. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.5.792

Piergiovanni, L.F., & Depaula, P.D. (2018). Autoeficacia y estilos de afrontamiento al estrés en estudiantes universitarios. Ciencias Psicológicas, 12(1), 17–24. https://
doi.org/10.22235/cp.v12i1.1591

https://doi.org/10.21697/sp.2020.20.1.01


Studia  Psychologica : Theor ia  et  Praxis , 23(1) 2929

Rettinger, D., & Kramer, Y. (2009). Situational and personal causes of student cheating. Research in Higher Education, 50(3), 293–313. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11162-008-9116-5

Rhemtulla, M., Brosseau-Liard, P.É., & Savalei, V. (2012). When can categorical variables be treated as continuous? A comparison of robust continuous and categorical 
SEM estimation methods under suboptimal conditions. Psychological Methods, 17, 354–373. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029315

Rode, D., & Rode, M.M. (2018). The relationship between self-esteem, sense of self-efficacy and level of illness acceptance, and healthful behaviours in patients with 
long-term illnesses (type II diabetes, Hashimoto’s disease). Health Psychology Report, 3(1), 158–170. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/t01038-000

Sanecka, E., & Baran, L. (2015). Explicit and implicit attitudes toward academic cheating and its frequency among university students. Polish Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 13(2), 69–92. https://doi.org/10.1515/pjap-2015-0030

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(6), 1047–1063. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164406288171

Scholz, U., Doña, B.G., Sud, S., & Schwarzer, R. (2002). Is general self-efficacy a universal construct? Psychometric findings from 25 countries. European Journal 
of Psychological Assessment, 18(3), 242–251. https://doi.org/10.1027//1015-5759.18.3.242

Schwarzer, R., & Jerusalem, M. (1995). Generalized Self-Efficacy Scale. In J. Weinman, S. Wright, & M. Johnston (Eds.), Measures in health psychology: A user’s portfolio. 
Causal and control beliefs (pp. 35-37). NFER-Nelson. 

Schwarzer, R., & Hallum, S. (2008). Perceived teacher self-efficacy as a predictor of job stress and burnout: Mediation analyses. Applied Psychology, 57, 152–171. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2008.00359.x

Schwarzer, R., & Renner, B. (2000). Social-cognitive predictors of health behavior: Action self-efficacy and coping self-efficacy. Health Psychology, 19(5), 487–495. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.19.5.487

Sharma, H.L., & Nasa, G. (2016). Association between academic self-efficacy, academic help-seeking behaviour and achievement among secondary school students. 
International Journal of Current Research, 8(11), 44455–44459.

Shelton, S.H. (1990). Developing the construct of general self-efficacy. Psychological Reports, 66, 987–994. https://doi.org/10.1177/003329419006600301

Sheeran, P., Maki, A., Montanaro, E., Avishai-Yitshak, A., Bryan, A., Klein, W.M., Miles, E., & Rothman, A.J. (2016). The impact of changing attitudes, norms, and 
self-efficacy on health-related intentions and behavior: A meta-analysis. Health Psychology, 35(11), 1178–1188. https://doi.org/10.1037/hea0000387

Sherer, M., Maddux, J.E., Mercandante, B., Prentice-Dunn, S., Jacobs, B., & Rogers, R.W. (1982). The self-efficacy scale: construction and validation. Psychological 
Reports, 51, 663–671. http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1982.51.2.663

Sorokowska, A., Słowińska, A., Zbieg, A., & Sorokowski, P. (2014). Polska adaptacja testu Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) – TIPI-PL – wersja standardowa i 
internetowa. WrocLab.

Soysa, C.K., & Wilcomb, C.J. (2015). Mindfulness, self-compassion, self-efficacy, and gender as predictors of depression, anxiety, stress, and well-being. Mindfulness, 
6(2), 217–226. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-013-0247-1

Stajkovic, A.D., & Luthans, F. (1998). Self-efficacy and work-related performance: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 124(2), 240–261. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1037/0033-2909.124.2.240

Stanley, K.D., & Murphy, M.R. (1997). A comparison of general self-efficacy with self-esteem. Genetic, Social, and General Psychology Monographs, 123, 79–100.

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(1), 43–48. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2010.00826.x

Ślebarska, K. (2014). Emotional costs, self-efficacy and coping strategies among unemployed individuals during professional internship. The New Educational Review, 
35(1), 251–264.

Talsma, K., Schüz, B., & Norris, K. (2019). Miscalibration of self-efficacy and academic performance: Self-efficacy ≠ self-fulfilling prophecy. Learning and Individual 
Differences, 69, 182–195. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2018.11.002

Tipton, R.M., & Wortinton, E.L. (1984) The measurement of generalized self-efficacy: a study of construct validity. Journal of Personality Assessment, 48, 545–548. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4805_14

Vandenberg, R.J., & Lance, C.E. (2000). A review and synthesis of the measurement invariance literature: Suggestions, practices, and recommendations for organi-
zational research. Organizational Research Methods, 3(1), 4–70. https://doi.org/10.1177/109442810031002

Wang, Y., Yao, L., Liu, L., Yang, X., Wu, H., Wang, J., & Wang, L. (2014). The mediating role of self-efficacy in the relationship between Big five personality and depres-
sive symptoms among Chinese unemployed population: a cross-sectional study. BMC psychiatry, 14(1), Article 61. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-244X-14-61

Whitley, B.E. (1998). Factors associated with cheating among college students: A review. Research in Higher Education, 39(3), 235–274. https://doi.
org/10.1023/A:1018724900565

Zawadzka, S.A., Kościelniak, M., & Zalewska, A.M. (2018). The big five and burnout among teachers: the moderating and mediating role of self-efficacy. Polish 
Psychological Bulletin, 49(2), 149–157. https://doi.org/10.24425/119482

Zhou, M. (2016). A revisit of General Self-Efficacy Scale: uni- or multi-dimensional? Current Psychology, 35(3), 427–436. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-015-9311-4

Zięba, M., Surawska, M., & Zalewska, A.M. (2018). Relationships between personality traits, general self-efficacy, self-esteem, subjective well-being, and entrepre-
neurial activity. Polish Psychological Bulletin, 49(2), 131–140. https://doi.org/10.24425/119480

Yang, S.C., Huang, C.L., & Chen, A.S. (2013). An investigation of college students’ perceptions of academic dishonesty, reasons for dishonesty, achievement goals, and 
willingness to report dishonest behavior. Ethics & Behavior, 23(6), 501–522. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2013.802651

Yao, Y., Zhao, S., Gao, X., An, Z., Wang, S., Li, H., Ly, Y., Gao, L., Lu, L., & Dong, Z. (2018). General self-efficacy modifies the effect of stress on burnout in nurses with 
different personality types. BMC Health Services Research, 18(1), Article 667. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-018-3478-y


