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1. INTRODUCTION:  

 Self-efficacy is another term for self- belief, which is a person’s belief/confidence that they may succeed in a 

particular task/experience. In daily lives people continuously make decisions about whether or not to attempt certain 

courses of action or how long to continue those that they have undertaken. These decisions are partly determined by the 

judgements of personal efficacy. Self-efficacy impacts which activities one would choose or avoid, how much effort 

they put into their tasks, their resilience and how likely they are to persist when undertaking a challenging activity.  

People with higher self efficacy tend to enjoy challenges and have better tolerance for failure than others with lower self 

efficacy who are more likely to avoid difficult tasks or give up more quickly.  Misjudgements of personal efficacy in 

either direction would have negative consequences for the individual. People who grossly overestimate their capabilities 

undertake activities that are clearly beyond their reach. The study of these percepts of self efficacy initiated by Bandura 

(1977) has shown diverse consequences of self efficacy judgements for a variety of behaviours. The present study 

attempts to examine the possibility of changing self efficacy judgements through attributional feedback. 

 Self percepts of self efficacy influence one’s thought patterns, actions and emotional arousal. It has been 

observed that the higher the level of induced self efficacy, the higher the performance accomplishments and the lower 

the emotional arousal (Perlmuter & Monty, 1979; Garber & Seligman, 1980). Perceived self efficacy helps to account 

for a variety of phenomena such as changes in coping behaviour, level of psychological stress, self regulation of 

refractory behaviour, resignation and despondency to failure experiences, achievements strivings, growth of intensive 

interest and career pursuits. According to Bandura (1982) “efficacy in dealing with one’s environment is not a fixed act 

or simply a matter of knowing what to do, rather it involves  a generative capability in which component cognitive, 

social and behavioural skills must be organized into integrated courses of action to serve innumerable purposes. Self 

efficacy is concerned with judgements of how well one can execute courses of action required to deal with prospective 

situations.” 

 There are considerable personal costs, however, when self-judged inefficacy leads to routinized thoughtless 

avoidance of activities and situations that can enrich one’s life. Langer and her associates (Langer, 1979) document the 

self debilitating effects that result when people erroneously judge themselves as incompetent without giving much 

further thought to their capacities. 

 

Sources of efficacy information –   Self knowledge is gained through information conveyed by either person or socially 

mediated experiences. Judgements of one’s own efficacy, whether accurate or faulty, are based on 4 principle sources 

of information, namely; performance accomplishments; vicarious experiences of observing the performances of others; 

verbal persuasion and allied types of social influences and states of physiological arousal.  

 

Vicarious experience – People do not rely on enactive experience as the primary and only source of information about 

their capabilities. Efficacy appraisals are partly influenced by vicarious experiences also. Seeing other persons perform 

successfully can raise efficacy expectations in observers that they too possess the capabilities to master comparable 
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activities (Bandura et al, 1977). They persuade themselves that if others can do it they should also be able to achieve at 

least some improvements in performance. By the same token, observing others perceived to be of similar competence 

fail despite high effort lowers observers’ judgement of their own capabilities (Brown & Inouye, 1978). 

This is despite the fact that vicarious effects are generally weaker than the direct personal experience. However, they 

can produce enduring changes through their external aid that verify personal capabilities (Bandura, 1977). 

 

Vicarious information – The processing of vicariously derived information largely depends on efficacy indicators 

conveyed by modelled events. It has been observed that people judge their capabilities partly through social comparison 

with the performance of others. In this context, similarly to the model increases the personal relevance of modelled 

performance information for observers’ perceptions of their own efficacy. Persons who are similar or slightly higher in 

ability provide the most informative comparative information for gauging one’s own capabilities ( Festinger, 1954; Suls 

& Miller, 1977). Neither out performing those of lesser ability nor being surpassed by the vastly superior conveys much 

information about one’s level of competence. In general modelled successes by similar others increase and modelled 

failures decrease self appraisals.  

 While inferring personal efficacy with the help of social comparison, observers may rely on similarity to the 

model either in past performances or in attributes presumably predictive of the ability under consideration. The 

influential role of prior performance similarity on vicarious efficacy appraisals was reported by Brown & Inouye (1978).  

 Efficacy appraisals are often based, not on comparative performance experiences, but on similarity to models 

on personal characteristics assumed to be predictive of competence. This type of attribute similarity generally increases 

the effect of modelling influence even though the personal characteristics may be spurious indicators of performance 

capabilities (Rosenthal & Bandura, 1978). It has also been observed that when model attributes irrelevant to the new 

task are salient and overweighed in predictive value, irrelevant model characteristics (example – age) exert greater effect 

than relevant cues (Kazdin, 1974). Modelled transaction may suggest and indicate the difficult level of the task and 

potential threats more or less manageable than observers originally believe. The altered perceptions of task difficulty 

will change perceived efficacy (Bandura, Adams & Reese, 1980).  

 

Persuasory information –It is important to note that people do not always believe what they are told about their 

performance capabilities. Skepticism develops from personal experiences which are contrary to the given feedback. 

Were this always the case, performers would eventually turn a deaf ear to their persuaders. But there are many occasions 

when individuals are persuaded to try things they avoid, or to continue at tasks they were ready to discontinue; only 

discovering, much to their surprise, that they were capable of mastering them.  

 

Arousal information – The information communicated by physiological arousal influences efficacy through judgemental 

processes. A number of factors such as appraisal of the sources of arousals, the level of activation, the specific situations 

under which arousal is felt and past experiences on how arousals affects one’s performances are important mediators of 

cognitive processing of these information.  

 

Integration of efficacy information – So far efficacy implications of a single dimension of information within each of 

the four modalities have been described. In forming their efficacy judgements, however, people integrate efficacy 

information from these diverse sources. There has been little research on how people process multidimensional efficacy. 

Studies of judgemental processes show that people have difficulty weighting and integrating multidimensional 

information (Slovic, Fischhoff & Lichtenstein, 1977; Slovic & Lichtenstein, 1971) and, therefore, tend to rely on simple 

judgemental rules. 

 

2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE : 

 According to the findings of a study conducted to investigate whether self efficacy for exercise decreased 12 

weeks after educational intervention in diabetic patients and whether this had an effect on glycemic control (2017) by 

Nobumasa Matsui et al.(2017), suggest that the factors that are difficult to reproduce during hospital education 

(physical fatigue and lack of time) are the ones that decrease after discharge. Although there was no difference in the 

total self efficacy score between the time of discharge and 12 weeks later, the scores for physical fatigue and lack of 

time decreased significantly. 

 In a study of self efficacy, satisfaction and academic achievement whilst the mediator role of students’ 

expectancy- value beliefs, by Fernando Domenech Betoret (2017), with its core aim to identify some underlying 

motivational processes through which students’ academic self efficacy affects student achievement and satisfaction , 

revealed that students’ expectancy value beliefs (subject value, process expectancy, achievement expectancy, cost 

expectancy) played a mediator role between academic self efficacy and the achievement/ satisfaction relationship. 
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In another study by Maura I. Cascio (2014) on the relationship among self efficacy beliefs, external locus of control 

and work stress in public setting school teachers, it was established that self efficacy belief represents one of the most 

important protective factors in response to psychological stress. 

Prior research has also revealed significant and substantial direct effects of students’ self efficacy on academic 

expectations (Chemers ets al., 2001; Lent et al., 2008). 

 Theoretical analyses of intrinsic interest consider competence as a mediating variable (Deci, 1975; Lepper & 

Greene, 1978). It is important to note that there are several ways in which contingent incentives can contribute to the 

growth of interest and self efficacy. Positive incentives foster performance accomplishments. The resulting acquisition 

of knowledge and skills heightens interest and perceived self efficacy. By mobilizing high effort, incentives help to 

substantiate talents even though no new skills are acquired in the process. 

 Repeated experience of inefficacy in influencing events is found to impair ability to perceive causal agency and 

depresses responsiveness in later situations in which actions do produce results (Seligman & Garber, 1980). 

 The newborns are neither as helpless nor insensitive to environmental events (Papousek & Papousek, 1979) 

but their immobility and limited means of action upon the physical and social environment restrict their range of 

influence. The initial experiences that contribute to development of a sense of personal agency are tied to infants’ ability 

to control sensory stimulation from manipulation objects and the attentive behaviour of those around them. Infants 

experiencing success in controlling environmental events become more attentive to their own behaviour and more 

competent in learning new efficacious responses than are infants for whom the same environmental events occur 

regardless of how they behave (Ramey & Finkelstein, 1978). 

 Attributional theories of behaviour hypothesize that people make casual ascriptions for the outcome of their 

actions (Heider, 1958; Kelly, 1967). In achievement contexts, outcomes often are attributed to ability, effort, task 

difficulty and luck (Frieze, 1980; Weiner, 1979; Frieze, Kukle, Reed, Rest & Rosenbaum, 1971). 

 

3. METHODOLOGY:  

 The present experiment was designed to investigate the effect of varying types of attributional feedback on self 

efficacy judgement with reference to a simple task involving associative demands which requires simple scanning of 

some symbols (letters). The attributional literature provides evidence that attributions influence performance and 

affective reactions significantly. It has been argued that change in expectancy and affective reactions accompanying 

attributions determine the level of future performance, expectations and persistence. This suggests that the use of 

different types of attributions will influence achievement related cognitions and behaviours significantly. 

The self efficacy judgements are found to be related to influence the reaction of individuals to environmental demands 

in various contexts. It appears that an important step in the direction of enhancing achievement efforts has to take into 

consideration the nature of beliefs about self efficacy. Changing self efficacy judgements can be instrumental in 

enhancing achievement. 

 Against this background the present experiment investigated the effect of type and quality of attribution on self 

efficacy judgement. Specifically the study examined the effects of ability and effort attributions for successful and 

unsuccessful performances. 

Experimental Design- The study involved a 2x2 factorial design with two types of outcomes i.e. success or failure and 

two types of attributions i.e. ability or effort. There were 10 subjects in each cell of the design. 

Forty young adult tribal students (20 males and 20 females) drawn from two tribal hostels in the city of Bhopal 

participated in the study. They belonged to the lower middle class socio-economic background and hailed from the 

Bastar region in Chhattisgarh. All the participants were undergraduate students enrolled in various undergraduate 

courses at different colleges. They were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions of experiment emerging from 

the combination of outcome and type of attribution. 

 The associative task was based on a test developed by Educational Testing Service (1975). It was a test of the 

subjects’ speed in finding the letters ‘a’ in words. The task of the subject was to put a line through any such word which 

contained this letter. The subjects received an example illustrating how to go about the task. Five columns of five words 

were listed. Words including the alphabet ‘a’ were crossed while others were not. The subjects were told that the number 

of words marked correctly would be their score. They were told to work quickly without sacrificing accuracy. A time 

limit of 5 minutes was fixed for the task. 

 After ascertaining the subjects and explaining the task, they were presented with a self efficacy judgement scale 

which was a measure of their percept of self efficacy for completing the given task. The efficacy scale ranged from 0% 

to 100%. The subjects were explained how to make their self-efficacy judgements for the task. They were instructed 

that if they felt they could not perform the task at all they should put a mark on 0% while if they felt they could 

accomplish the task with marginal success then a mark on 10% would be correct. 
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 After completion of the task the subjects were given feedback about their level of performance. Half of the 

subjects were informed that their performance was below the norm for their age group while the other half of the subjects 

were informed that their performance was above their age norms. The experimenter provided the feedback after posing 

that he is examining a table of norms. In addition, the subjects also received the attributive feedback. Their performance 

was attributed to their ability (or lack of ability) or effort (or lack of effort). In this way the four combinations were 

made namely, success-high effort, success-high ability, failure-low effort and failure-low ability. 

Finally, the subjects were again asked to give their judgements of self efficacy in relation to their future performance on 

a similar task. Towards the end of the experiment, the subjects were debriefed about the outcome as well a s attribution 

manipulation. 

 

4. RESULTS: 

 The subjects were asked to make judgements of self efficacy under two conditions namely, before performance 

feedback and attribution (pre test) and after receiving performance feedback and attribution (post test). 

 

Table 1 

Self efficacy judgements made by subjects on Associative Task 

 

Subject 

Success Failure 

Ability Effort Ability Effort 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

1 10 90 50 60 60 10 32 20 

2 70 100 50 90 40 20 50 20 

3 90 100 30 50 10 0 30 30 

4 50 90 50 60 40 10 40 0 

5 100 100 20 30 50 40 20 10 

6 50 40 60 90 100 50 80 10 

7 20 30 50 50 90 40 20 10 

8 40 40 70 60 80 40 10 10 

9 90 50 80 50 20 20 10 10 

10 80 40 40 60 100 40 50 50 

 

Table 2 

Means and standard deviation of self efficacy scores on Associative Task 

 

Attribution 

 Outcome 

Success Failure 

Mean SD Mean SD 

Effort Pre-test 50.00 14.57 34.00 20.9 

Post-test 60.00 19.05 17.00 14.64 

Ability Pre-test 60.00 32.25 59.00 26.05 

Post-test 68.00 6.27 27.00 13.05 

 

 

Table 3 

Means and standard deviation of performance scores on Associative Task 

Attribution  Outcome 

Success Failure 

Ability Mean 19.4 20.2 

SD 7.49 4015 

Effort Mean 26.00 14.9 

SD 10.75 5.9 

 

Table 4 

Summary of 2x2 factorial analysis of variance of performance scores on Associative Task 

Sources of variation Df Ms F 

Outcome 1 265.8 1.5 

Attribution 1 4.25 .024 
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Interaction 1 355 2.02 

Within cell 36 175  

 

Table 5 

Percent frequency of subjects showing gain, loss and no change in              self efficacy judgements 

Conditions Gain Loss No change 

Success ability 20 60 20 

Failure ability 00 90 10 

Success effort 60 30 10 

Failure effort 00 60 40 

 

5. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION: 

  Bandura’s theory of self efficacy states that different treatments change behaviour in part by creating and 

strengthening a sense of self efficacy. According to him, different psychological procedures change behaviour in part 

by creating and strengthening perceived self efficacy which refers to personal judgement of one’s performance 

capabilities in a given area. People acquire information about their self efficacy from their performances by observing 

others, through persuasion and from physiological indices. It has been argued that modelling can help teach skills, 

general rules and problem solving strategies (Bandura et al, 1980; Schunk, 1981, 1984; Brophy, 1983; Kramer &Engle 

1981). 

 Future expectations of success and failure heavily depend on ascriptions for prior outcomes (Weiner, 1979), as 

investigated in the present study too. Schunk (1984) also studied this very topic deeply and stated that although self 

efficacy is influenced by prior accomplishments, it is not merely a reflection of them. 

 Outcome expectations relate to Rotters (1966) conception of locus of control. According to him people differ 

in whether they believe that outcomes occur independently of how one behaves (internal control) or are highly 

contingent on one’s behaviour. These expectations have differential effects on behaviour. Individuals who believe that 

they possess much control over their successes and failures are more inclined to engage in such activities and persist at 

them than individuals who believe that their behaviour has little impact on outcomes (Schunk, 1984). 

 The present study indicates that there are individual differences in judgements about self efficacy and these 

judgements are susceptible to an individual's experience to different outcomes as well as experimentally manipulated 

attribution. The obtained data showed that the effects of the outcome feedback are shared differently by different 

persons. 

 It seems that the effect of outcome feedback is determined by multiple factors such as initial judgement of self 

efficacy, perception of the outcome, feedback by the individual as veridical or non-veridical, as well his motivational 

orientation. The direction of changes introduced in self efficacy judgements, therefore are expected to show considerable 

variation between as well as within treatment conditions. The present results clearly show this trend. 

 The self efficacy judgement to performance shows important trends (ex- gain, loss, no change) owing to 

outcome feedback. The analysis of data at aggregate level did not show significant effects on self efficacy judgements; 

however, the individual level analysis clearly indicates positive effects of success and negative effect of failure. It seems 

that the experience of any outcome interacts with the individual’s expectations.  

The effect of attribution was another issue of interest in the present study. The subjects received effort or ability 

attributions for their outcomes. Effort is unstable, internal and controllable causal factor while ability is internal, 

uncontrollable and stable factor. These two types of attributions were selected in the light of previous studies which 

have established their role in determining expectations, affective reactions and perception of competence. In line with 

past studies it was expected that the effort feedback would be more effective in changing self efficacy judgements than 

ability feedback.  

 A close perusal of the frequencies of subjects showing gain, loss or no change in self efficacy judgements 

revealed that ninety percent of the subjects reported under failure-ability condition while only sixty percent reported 

loss under failure-effect conditions and forty percent subjects showed no change. These results implicate that ability 

attributions are more damaging than effort attributions under failure outcome. 

 The results showed that the patterns of attributional effects were different for the two types of outcomes. In fact 

four treatment conditions had emerged with the combination of outcome and type of attribution, namely, success-effort, 

success-ability, failure (lack of) ability, failure (lack of) effort. It was found that the effect of attributions were greater 

on the associative task.  

 Thus the picture, which emerges from the present study, shows that the ability attributions are more critical for 

simpler tasks where effort attributions are important for complex failure. It seems that ability attribution limits the 
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possibility of change since it is innate. On the other hand, effort attributions have scope for changing the level of one’s 

performance because it is controllable. 

On the whole, the results tend to suggest that self efficacy judgements change as a function of task outcome and 

attribution.  

 

6. LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 The present study was an exploratory attempt and, therefore, utilized a simple task and small sample. Hence the 

generalizability of the results is limited. Further studies in this area would have to explore the effects of attributions and 

task complexity on self efficacy judgements in effective ways. Also, the relationship between self efficacy and outcome 

expectancy needs to be carefully investigated. Human beings form expectations about action possibilities (self efficacy) 

as well as hold beliefs about outcomes. The studies on locus of control indicate the role of outcome expectation. There 

is a need of incorporating both the expectations. 

 

7. CONCLUSION: 

  The results of the study indicate that there are individual differences in judgements about self efficacy and these 

judgements are susceptible individual’s experience of different outcomes as well as experimentally manipulated 

attributions. Analysis of difference scores showed significant effect of attribution for associative task. The overall 

change was greater in case of ability attribution than effort attribution.  
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