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MEASURING SOCIAL SELF-EFFICACY IN A CULTURALLY
DIVERSE STUDENT POPULATION

CYNTHIA FAN AND ANITA S. MAK
Victoria University of Technology at St. Albans and University of Canberra

In this paper we report the construction and validation of a measure of social self-
efficacy in a range of social interaction situations commonly experienced by tertiary
students, including situations posing special concern to recent arrivals to the Australian
educational setting. Participants in the first study were 228 undergraduate students.
Among these, 91 were Australia-born with English-speaking-background parents,
90 were also Australia-born but had parents from a non-English-speaking back-
ground, and 47 were overseas-born with NESB parents. Item and factor analyses
yielded a 20-item, 4-factor Social Self-Efficacy Scale for Students. The 4 factors
were absence of social difficulties, social confidence, sharing interests, and friendship
initiatives. Evidence of the scale’s satisfactory internal consistency reliability, and its
concurrent and construct validity is presented. Indication of satisfactory test-retest
reliability was obtained from a second sample of 16 university students. Applications
and directions for further research are discussed.
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Australian researchers (e.g., Barker, Child, Gallois, Jones, & Callan, 1991;
Edmond, 1996; Pe-Pua, 1994) have recently shown that immigrant students
from minority cultural groups and international students are more likely to
report difficulties in social situations both within academic contexts and in
everyday encounters. This is a cause for concern, as Bandura, Barbaranelli,
Caprara, and Pastorelli (1996) point out that being accepted socially is one of
the important determinants of adjustment in an educational setting. Successful
interactions with peers, academic faculty members, and general staff
members are also thought to be related to mastery of academic work (Bandura
etal., 1996).
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In the case of recent immigrant students and international students, being
socially confident and competent is also vital for meeting the human needs for
belonging, love, and esteem as they seek acceptance in a culturally different
educational and social environment (Mak, Westwood, Ishiyama, & Barker, in
press). Newcomers who are unfamiliar with the host cultural code may
experience interpersonal anxiety (Gudykunst & Hammer, 1988) and self-reports
of social anxiety have been found to increase in novel and unstructured situations
and in encounters with people about whom the individual knows relatively
little (Schlenker & Leary, 1982). Some of these newcomer students may
attempt to cope with their anxiety by opting for minimizing contact with hosts,
and this may lead to social avoidance. Innes and Thomas (1989) found that the
tendency towards social avoidance or inhibition was related to lower degrees of
self-efficacy for social interactions.

Self-efficacy can be defined as the belief that one can successfully carry out the
behavior required to produce a particular outcome (Bandura, 1977). According
to Bandura, self-efficacy expectancy, the expectancy that one can produce the
desired outcome through one’s own actions, is a powerful determinant of
behavioral change because this expectancy determines the initial decision to
perform a behavior, the effort spent, and persistence in the face of difficulties.
Extending this definition of self-efficacy to students’ self-appraisals in social
interactions, social self-efficacy can be regarded as the student’s expectancy that
they can successfully perform or complete a target behavior in an academic or
everyday situation involving social interaction.

Self-efficacy, including social self-efficacy, has been found to be related to
adjustment among college students (Solberg, O’Brien, Villareal, Kennel, & Davis,
1993; Ward & Kennedy, 1994), high school students (Bandura et al., 1996), and
adult immigrants (Schwarzer, Hahh, & Schréder, 1994). In a meta-analysis of the
self-efficacy research, Multon, Brown, and Lent (1991) found a moderate
relationship between college performance and self-efficacy, and between self-
efficacy and persistence on a given task. Bandura et al. (1996) also found that
social efficacy was related to the emotional well-being of high school students.

Bandura (1977) further pointed out that self-efficacy expectations could be
enhanced by personal mastery experiences, but only if the individual attributed
these successes to skill (an internal orientation or locus of control) and not to luck
or chance (an external orientation). Sherer et al. (1982) indeed found a low but
significant relationship between the internal locus of control orientation and
their measures of general self-efficacy (» = -.29) and social self-efficacy (» = -
7).

Existing measures of social self-efficacy for college students include a 6-item
measure developed by Sherer et al. (1982) using introductory psychology
students at university and an 8-item measure developed by Solberg et al. (1993)
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using Hispanic American college students. Sherer et al.’s (1982) dispositional
measure of expectancies consists of five items on initiative, ability, and persist-
ence in meeting people and making friends, and one item on generally handling
oneself well in social gatherings. Solberg et al.’s (1993) measure assesses self-
efficacy in terms of confidence in eight specific situations commonly
encountered in a college setting, which are: participating in class discussions,
asking questions in class and of professors, talking to professors and
university staff, getting a date, making new friends, and joining a student
organization. Both were developed from factor analyses for general social
purposes but neither of them took into consideration the special needs of
students new to the culture and their particular social concerns.

In this paper we aimed to develop and validate a more refined measure of
social self-efficacy for a culturally diverse student population, building on items
adapted from the two aforementioned existing scales and adding to them
items developed from a focus group interview with immigrant students. The
use of focus group interviews with informants from particular cultural
groups represents an emic approach in test development, which is
commonly used in cross-cultural research and development of scales to be used
cross-culturally (Triandis, 1972). This new instrument should (a) yield scores
that are correlated with a tendency towards social avoidance, and a disposition
towards an internal locus of control, and (b) differentiate between non-
immigrant, native-born immigrant, and overseas-born immigrant students,
because of their different socialization and varying levels of acculturation with
the host culture. The measure should be useful for assessing the social self-
efficacy for all students, while at the same time sensitive to the special concern
of recent arrivals from a different linguistic or cultural background. It will be
particularly useful in (a) predicting potential for social avoidance, social
inhibition, adjustment to an academic environment, and stress and coping,
and (b) providing a tool for evaluating the effectiveness of therapy or training
programs designed to enhance individual’s social self-efficacy in particular
types of interpersonal interactions.

There were four research objectives. The first objective was to subject the
combined set of items on social self-efficacy to item analysis, factor analysis,
and reliability analysis. Item analysis would be used to exclude items on the new
scale to be developed with low item-total correlation (e.g., less than .30). The
remaining items would be subject to factor analysis. The solution of the factor
analysis would then be examined for extraction of empirically distinct and
conceptually meaningful factors for the formation of subscales. Internal
consistency of the scale and subscales would be examined. The second objective
was to examine the new scale’s concurrent validity and construct validity (the
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convergent-discriminant method), through intercorrelation with instruments
assessing the closely related construct of social avoidance and a moderately
related construct of locus of control. The third objective was to scrutinize further
evidence of construct validity using the contrasted groups method, that is,
whether the new scale differentiates between Anglo-Australian participants,
Australia-born participants with parents from non-English-speaking background
(NESB), and NEBS immigrant participants. Scores from the new scale and the
subscales formed would be subject to a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) according to the participants’ immigrant status and language
background. The fourth objective was to examine the scale’s test-retest
reliability using a second sample of participants, by investigating the correlation
of participants’ scores on the scale administration twice over a period of five
weeks.

METHOD

PARTICIPANTS

The participants included 228 undergraduate students from a university in a
working class suburb of Melbourne, Australia. Of these 228 students, 116 spoke
English at home and 111 spoke a language other than English at home. One
student did not specify the language spoken at home. Among the 228 students,
91 were born in Australia or other English-speaking countries with parents born
in Australia or other English-speaking countries (Anglo-Australians); 90 were
born in Australia with parents born in non-English speaking countries (NESB
Auwstralia-born), including Macedonia/Yugoslavia/Croatia/Bosnia (16), Italy (22),
Greece (12), Malta (9), European countries such as Poland, Holland, and Ger-
many (9), Middle Eastern countries such as Turkey, Egypt, and Lebanon (11) and
others (11). Another 47 were born outside Australia with parents born in non-
English speaking countries (NESB immigrants), including Vietnam (13),
Philippines (4), China (3), European countries such as Poland, Hungary, and
Bulgaria (10), and South American countries such as Chile, El Salvador, and
Peru (9). The mean length of residence of the overseas-born immigrants was 10.9
years (SD = 5.3, range = 2 to 30 years). There were 40 males and 188 females.
The courses undertaken by these students included arts, business, science and
health science.

MATERIALS

The questionnaire used in the study consisted of three scales and a section on
demographic information. The three scales included the Social Self-Efficacy Scale
for Students (SSESS — the new scale being validated), the Social Avoidance and
Distress Scale (Watson & Friend, 1969), and the Internal, Powerful Others and
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Chance Scale (Levenson, 1981). The latter two scales were included for the
investigation of concurrent and construct validity of the Social Efficacy Scale for
Students (SSESS).

The SSESS scale consisted of 24 items and was developed by combining
the Social Subscale (8 items) of the College Self-Efficacy Instrument (Solberg
et al., 1993) and the Social Subscale (6 items) of the Self-Efficacy Scale (Sherer
et al., 1982)'. The former included items related to confidence in inter-
action with professors, classmates and participation in classroom activities. In
the original scale, students were asked to rate their level of confidence in
dealing with various situations on a 11-point scale. In the present scale, four of
the items were randomly selected and the wording changed to reflect lack of
confidence (e.g., | have difficulty talking to university staff) and the other four
items were positively worded (e.g., | feel confident in asking questions in
class). These changes in format were necessary to achieve uniformity in style
for the whole scale. The wording of some of the items was also changed to
reflect the Australian situation (e.g., changing professor to lecturer and
college to university). The latter (Sherer et al., 1982) included items related
to expectancies in areas such as handling oneself in social situations and
making friends. In the original scale, the participants rated their level of
confidence with the tasks and situations on a 7-point scale. The other 10 items
were developed out of a focus group interview with a group of four Asian
immigrant tertiary students (length of residence in Australia = 7-10 years)
studying either business or engineering degrees in Melbourne. They included
issues such as having common interests with Australian people and confidence
in language skills (e.g., | have common interests with local people; I am
confident of my language skills). In the combined 24-item scale, participants
were asked to indicate their degree of agreement with each item on a 7-point
Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Twelve items
required reverse scoring. Total SSESS scores were obtained by summing scores
for all the items after the appropriate reverse scoring, with a high score indi-
cating high social self-efficacy.

The Social Avoidance and Distress Scale (Watson & Freind, 1969) is used to
measure subjective distress and behavioral avoidance in social interactions
(Leary, 1991) and consisted of 28 true-false items. Half (14) of the items
measured social avoidance and the other half (14) measured social anxiety.
Negatively worded items were reverse scored and the scores were summed up.

! Sherer et al. (1982) had an item on making new friends in a general sense and Solberg et al. (1993) had an
item on making new friends in university. These two were both retained in the present scale because
students could have different social circles within and outside university. Furthermore, it is useful to have
a general dispositional question and a situation-specific question, as efficacy expectations can differ in
generality (Bandura, 1977).
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A low score indicated low social avoidance and distress and a high score
indicated high social avoidance and distress. Internal consistency, as measured
by mean biserial item-total correlation was .77 and KR-20 was .94. Test-retest
reliability was reported to be .68 over four weeks (Watson & Friend, 1969). The
scores on this scale correlated highly with other measure of social anxiety,
shyness, and general anxiety (Leary, 1991).

The Internal, Powerful Others and Chance Scale (Levenson, 1981) consists
of 24 statements and participants were asked to indicate their degree of agree-
ment with each statement on a 7-point Likert scale from -3 (strongly disagree) to
+3 (strongly agree). The scale could be subdivided into three locus of control
(LOC) subscales each consisting of eight items. The Internal Subscale (Internal
LOC) measured “the extent to which people believe that they have control over
their own lives” (Levenson, 1981, p. 17). The Powerful Others Subscale (Powerful
Others LOC) measured the belief in the influence and control of powerful
others. The Chance Subscale (Chance LOC) measured the belief in chance
control. The scores of each subscale were summed up and a constant of 24 was
added to each of the subscale totals to eliminate negative scores. A high score for
each subscale indicated strong belief in the locus of control as measured on the
respective subscale. In terms of internal consistency, the Kuder-Richardson
reliabilities were .64, .77, and .78 for the Internal, Powerful Others and Chance
LOCs (Levenson, 1981). Test-retest reliability over a 7-week interval ranged
from .62 to .73 (Levenson, 1981). In terms of validity, the Powerful Others LOC
and Chance LOC correlated positively and the Internal LOC correlated
negatively with another measure of locus of control, the Rotter’s I-E Scale
(Levenson, 1981).

Participants were also asked to respond to questionnaire items on demo-
graphic information, including sex, country of birth, language spoken at home,
course studied, length of stay in Australia, and residential status.

PROCEDURE

Participants were invited to respond to a questionnaire containing the
preceding measures in lectures or laboratory/tutorial classes in the last week
of the second semester. Participation was voluntary and the participants
were not required to supply their names. The completion of the questionnaire
took approximately 20 minutes.

RESULTS

RESULTS OF ITEM AND FACTOR ANALYSES

Item-total correlation was calculated for the 24-items of the SSESS. Four items
(3, 6, 20, and 24) had item-total correlation of less than .30 and they were deleted
from further analysis. These included two items (If | meet someone interesting
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who is hard to make friends with, I’1l soon stop trying to make friends with
that person; I have acquired my friends through my personal abilities at making
friends) from Sherer et al. (1982) and two items from focus group interviews (I
do not have a good understanding of local slang and jokes; It is difficult for me
to refuse a request). Subsequent analyses and discussion of SSESS results refer
to this 20-item scale. Its internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s alpha)
was .85. The scores ranged from 50 to 139.

A factor analysis (principal components with varimax rotation’) was
performed on the 20 items of the Social Efficacy Scale for Students. A four-
factor solution (each with eigenvalue greater than 1.0) accounting for
51.6% of variance resulted. Factor 1 contained nine items (2 from Self-
Efficacy Scale, four from College Self-Efficacy Instrument, and three from the
focus group interview) and accounted for 26.7% of the total variance. ltems
loading on this factor measured the lack of confidence in social situations and
interactions. The internal consistency reliability coefficient for Factor 1 was
.82. Factor 2 contained 5 items (3 from College Self-Efficacy Instrument and 2
from the focus group interview) and accounted for 10.2% of the total variance.
Items loading on this factor measured confidence level in social situations and
interactions. The reliability coefficient was .73. Factor 3 contained 3 items
derived from the focus group interview and accounted for 8.5% of the total
variance. Items loading on this factor measured degree of shared interest with
people in the host society. The reliability coefficient was .74. Factor 4 contained
3 items (2 from Self-Efficacy Scale and 1 from College Self-Efficacy Instru-
ment) and accounted for 6.2% of the total variance. Items loading on this factor
measured initiative in making new friends. The reliability coefficient was
.52. The scores of the relevant items making up each of the four factors were
summed up to form four SSESS subscales, namely, absence of social
difficulties®, social confidence, sharing interests, and friendship initiative. A high
score on each of the subscales indicated high self efficacy in the area. The factor
loadings are shown in Table 1.

2 Varimax rotation was used because according to Tabachnick and Fidell (1996), oblimin rotation should
be used if the correlations in the factor correlation matrix from the factor analysis output are about .32, and
in the present case, none of the correlations were about .32. Furthermore, if factor or factor-like scores are
to be used as dependent variables in further analysis, varimax solution if the preferred one (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 1996).

® Since all negatively worded items were reverse-scored, a high score on this subscale indicated absence of
social difficulties.
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TABLE1
FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE 20-ITEM SOCIAL EFFICACY SCALE FOR STUDENTS

Item Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4
1 do not handle myself well in social gatherings.? 71 -.06 18 .01
It is difficult for me to make new friends. 67 .04 25 15
1 have difficulties making new friends in University.” .65 .05 .10 14
| find it difficult to hold a conversation with most people. .65 15 17 .07
| have difficulties participating in class discussions.” .58 35 .04 .30
| am usually quiet and passive in social situations. 57 .04 -.07 .30
| have difficulties getting a date when | want one. .56 24 -01 .04
1 have difficulties talking to university staff.” 54 42 .09 -.08
It is difficult for me to express a different opinion. A7 .38 17 -.07
| feel confident asking a lecturer a question.” .04 81 .01 .10
1 feel confident talking to my lecturers.” .02 .79 -15 A1
| feel confident in asking questions in class.” .10 .59 .07 .16
| am confident of my language skills. .16 55 34 -.23
| feel comfortable requesting information. 19 54 17 A1
| have common interests with local people. 16 .02 .88 -.01
I have common topics for conversation with local people. 15 12 77 .02
| enjoy activities that most local people enjoy. .10 .07 .69 17
When I’'m trying to become friends with someone who seems

uninterested at first, I don’t give up easily.?* .03 12 .07 .85
If | see someone | would like to meet, | go to that person

instead of waiting for him or her to come to me.? 33 .08 .05 61
1 feel confident in joining a student organization.” .20 35 .16 35

Note. Factor 1: absence of social difficulties; Factor 2: social confidence; Factor 3: sharing interests; Factor
4: friendship initiatives.

* from Sherer et al (1982) ’ from Solberg et al (1993)

RESULTS ON SCALE INTERCORRELATIONS

Table 2 lists the intercorrelations among the various SSESS scores and those
of the social avoidance and distress scale, and the internal, powerful others and
chance scale. The Cronbach’s internal consistency correlations for the measures
are given on the diagonal of Table 2.

TABLE?2
INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG SOCIAL SELF-EFFICACY, SOCIAL AVOIDANCE, AND LOCUS
OF CONTROL MEASURES FOR ALL PARTICIPANTS (V= 228)

Absence Social Sharing Friendship Social Social Internal Powerful  Chance
of social confidence interests initiatives Efficacy Avoidance LOC others LOC LOC
difficulties Scale for and Distress
(1) (2) (3) (4)  Students (5) Scale (6) (7) (8) (9)
(1) .82
2) A1* .73
(3) .35* 22* 74
(4) 45* .33* 21* 52
(5) .89* .70* .35* 62* .85
(6) -.69* -.26% -.33* -44* -.65% .87
(7) .29* .28* .09 31* .35* -.25* .88
(8) -.32* -.26* -.07 -.08 -.31* .25* .03 .78
9) -.33* -.28* -11 -.13 -.34* .32* -.16* .63* .53

Note. Scale internal consistencies appear in the diagonal.
*p <.05
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The intercorrelations among the SSESS subscale scores were low to moderate
(ranging from .21 to .45) and were all statistically significant. Next, the correlations
between the full SSESS and the other instruments were examined. Social self-
efficacy for students scores were found to be negatively correlated with social
avoidance and distress scale scores. Moreover, social self-efficacy for students
scores were found to be negatively correlated with powerful others LOC and chance
LOC, and positively correlated with internal LOC scores. All of these correlations
were in the expected direction, and suggest evidence of concurrent and convergent
validity. This is because conceptually, social self-efficacy is expected to be fairly
similar to the constructs of tendency towards social avoidance, and to be
moderately related to the constructs of generalized expectancies of internal and
external locus of control that are not focused on social situations.

The same patterns are also reflected by the correlations involving the social self-
efficacy subscales in the areas of absence of social difficulties and social
confidence subscales.

Table 3 shows the intercorrelations for the NESB immigrants only. Once again,
validity of the SSESS is suggested by the significant negative correlations
between each of the subscales with social avoidance and distress scale scores. It is
noted that the correlations between SSESS and internal LOC and chance LOC did
not reach statistical significance.

TABLE3
INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG SOCIAL SELF-EFFICACY, SOCIAL AVOIDANCE, AND LOCUS
OF CONTROL MEASURES FOR OVERSEAS-BORN IMMIGRANTS ONLY (/V=47)

Absence Social Sharing Friendship Social Social Internal Powerful Chance
of social confidence interests initiatives Efficacy Avoidance  LOC others LOC LOC
difficulties Scale for  and Distress
(1) (2) (3) (4) Students (5) Scale (6) (7) (8) (9)
(1) 77
2 45* 71
3 32* .04 .63
4) 44 15 22 21
(5) .92* 67* A46* .56* .81
(6) -.69* -.30* -.33* -.32* -.66* 74
7) A1 .18 -.02 -.03 12 -.08 .30
8) -17 -29 -.07 -.01 -.22% .34* A4* .83
()] -.16 -.25 -13 .07 -.20 .18 42 73* .68
Note. Scale internal consistencies appear in the diagonal.
*p <.05

RESULTS ON DIFFERENCES DUE TO IMMIGRANT STATUS

An independent-samples t test indicated that there was no sex difference on
the SSESS scores, #(226) = .7, p > .05. Therefore, male and female participants
were not separated in the following analyses.
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Further evidence of the construct validity of the new scale could be obtained
using the contrasted groups method, if higher levels of SSESS scores were found
in the Australian-born students compared to NESB immigrant students. In order
to explore whether these differences did exist, the participants were divided into
three groups according to their “immigrant status”: 91 Anglo-Australians, 90
NESB Australia-born students, and 47 NESB immigrant students. Table 4 lists
the means and standard deviations of the SSESS total and subscale scores for
each of the three groups of participants. It is noted that the NESB immigrant
students had the lowest mean scores for the various types of social self-efficacy
scores.

TABLE4
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF SOCIAL SELF-EFFICACY SCALE FOR STUDENTS AND
SUBSCALES
Absence Social Sharing Friendship Social
of social confidence interests initiatives Efficacy
difficulties Scale for
1) ) (3) (4) Students (5)
Mean Std Mean Std Mean Std Mean Std Mean Std
Dev. Dev. Dev. Dev. Dev.
Anglo-Australian students 445 9.9 246 59 143 36 119 34 952 175

(n=91)

NESB Australia-born students 45.8 99 243 6.1 151 33 120 39 972 169
(n=90)

NESB immigrant students 40.8 98 238 59 130 33 116 32 891 162
(n=47)
All participants 442 100 243 6.0 144 35 119 36 948 172
(n=228)

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) of the total SSESS scores was performed
using the three immigrant status groupings as independent variable. The results
indicated that there was a significant group difference, F(2, 225) = 3.5, p < .05.
Post hoc test (Scheffe) indicated that the NESB immigrant students had a lower
sense of social efficacy than the NESB Australia-born students. There was, how-
ever, no significant correlation between length of residence in Australia and SSESS
scores (r=.24, n =47, p > .05), among NESB immigrant students.

Furthermore, a MANOVA was performed with immigrant status (three groups)
as the independent variable and the four SSESS subscales as the dependent vari-
ables. The results indicated that there was a significant overall group difference
in social efficacy scores, F(8, 446) = 2.02, p < .05. Univariate F tests indicated
that the three groups differed on absence of social difficulties (p < .05) and
sharing interests (p < .005). Post hoc testing using the Scheffe test indicated that
in both cases, the NESB immigrant students’ scores differed significantly from
those of the NESB Awustralia-born students. Also, the NESB Australia-born stu-



MEASURING SOCIAL SELF-EFFICACY 141

dents indicated that they had more shared interests with local people than the
NESB immigrant students (see Table 4 for scores).

RESULTS OF TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY

To examine further the reliability properties of the SSESS, a group of 16
second year psychology students were given the scale twice over a 5-week
period in class. The mean age of the participants was 20.31 years (SD = 4.25,
range = 18 to 36). The test-retest reliability coefficient for the whole scale (20
items) was .85 (p < .001). The test-retest reliability coefficients for absence of
social difficulties, social confidence, sharing interests and initiating friendship
subscales were .72, .77, .59, .81, respectively. These results suggest satis-
factory test-retest reliability of the SSESS and its subscales.

DISCUSSION

The need for a new instrument of social self-efficacy that is sensitive to the
special needs and concerns of recent arrivals from culturally diverse backgrounds,
is demonstrated by the large increases in international and new immigrant
students, especially those from an Asian background, in Australian
campuses (Pe-Pua, 1994; Shu & Hawthorne, 1996). For example, the
number of Asian international students has dramatically increased from
16,000 in 1985 (when a new overseas student policy was initiated) to 60,000 in
1990 (Shu & Hawthorne).

In this paper we aimed to develop and validate a measure of social self-
efficacy in a range of social interaction situations commonly experienced by
students in higher education settings, including situations posing special concern
to newcomers from a culturally different background. The resultant 20-item
Social Self-Efficacy Scale for Students (SSESS) consists of eight items adapted
from Solberg et al.’s (1993) College Self-Efficacy Instrument, four items from
Sherer et al.’s (1982) Social Self-Efficacy Scale, and eight items initially
developed from a qualitative method using a focus group interview with Asian-
born university students new to the country. The SSESS was found to have
satisfactory internal consistency and test-retest (over a five-week period)
reliability, and could be divided into four subscales, labeled absence of social
difficulties, social confidence, sharing interests, and friendship initiative, with
reliability estimates ranging from .52 to .82. The first two subscales were shown
to have consistently adequate internal consistency and test-retest reliabilities
(all above .7).

Apart from evidence of factorial validity, findings gained in the present
research also support the new scale’s concurrent and convergent validity. As
expected, the SSESS scores were fairly strongly (but inversely) associated with
measures of social avoidance. In contract, the SSESS scores maintained a
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significant though small relationship with measures of locus of control (as
predicted, positively with internal LOC, and negatively with powerful others
and chance LOC). The results are indicative of the new scale’s convergent and
concurrent validity, which is an aspect of construct validation.

Further evidence of construct validity was obtained from comparing the SSESS
scores of three groups of students with differing immigrant status and home
language background (and hence presumably different levels of exposure to
Awustralian socialization). The results were generally consistent with the
expectation that NESB immigrant students would report a lower level of social
self-efficacy than the NESB Australia-born students. Specifically, post hoc test
performed as a follow-up to an ANOVA of SSESS scores have shown that
NESB immigrant students reported a lower level of social self-efficacy than the
NESB Australia-born students. Moreover, a MANOVA performed on the
social self-efficacy subscales has shown that the NESB immigrant students
reported a higher level of social difficulties and fewer shared interests with the
local people, compared to NESB Australia-born students.

The new Social Self-Efficacy Scale for Students has a number of potential
applications. It can be used either as a 20-item scale or as four subscales, with all
students, or subsections with greater potential in social anxiety and avoidance
because they are newcomers to a relatively novel and seemingly (to some at least)
unstructured educational setting (see Schlenker & Leary, 1982). These may
include first-year university students and members of the so-called cultural
minority groups, such as international students, those who are recent immigrants,
from rural areas, and women returning to school after staying home to bring up
young children. Some of these groups have been found to experience social
difficulties on campus (Barker et al., 1991; Edmond, 1996; Pe-Pua, 1994), and it
may be appropriate to identify to what extent reported social diffidence translates
into genuine social problems, and whether these difficulties are largely due to
the novelty and ambiguity of the new educational setting, or mainly reflect a
disposition in shyness and/or general lack of social competencies.

An assessment of social self-efficacy among students can contribute to the
prediction of potential for academic success and general personal adjustment,
including a personal orientation in coping with stress (Solberg et al., 1993). Apart
from a diagnostic use, the new scale is also useful for identifying individuals with
a low level of social self-efficacy. This can be the basis for referral to social skills
training (Bochner, 1986), as personal mastery experiences attributable to skill
will enhance self-efficacy and increase the likelihood of appropriate goal-setting
and persistent attempts at perfecting target behaviors (Bandura, 1977; Berry &
West, 1993). An instrument of social self-efficacy will be useful for measuring
the effectiveness of such social skills training programs or other procedures
designed to enhance social self-efficacy.
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While the new instrument has been designed to reflect the special needs
of students from a culturally different background, its present form is limited in
not being able to differentiate between (a) characteristically socially diffident
individuals (a personality disposition) and (b) those who are socially con-
fident in their customary cultural environment (that is, in interacting with co-
ethnic fellow immigrants or back in their original country) but are socially
diffident in a foreign culture. In future research, it will be necessary to
adapt the present instrument to assess separately perceived levels of social
efficacy in the two settings.

As well, further research could be conducted with international students
and sufficiently large numbers of immigrant samples from specific countries of
origin (e.g., Malaysia and China). This will be important for further evidence
of the construct validity of the new scale. An expanded database will also make
it possible to identify items that are the best discriminators in
differentiating between the social self-efficacy of native-born and overseas-
born students.

In summary, in this paper we have reported the construction and validation of
a new self-reported measure of social efficacy that is quite brief and can
address the concerns of students in general and including those of immigrant
students from non-English speaking backgrounds. The preliminary evidence
of the scale’s factorial structure, internal consistency, and test-retest reliability is
highly satisfactory. There is also promising evidence of validity based on
concurrent, convergent-discriminate, and contrasted group methods. More
research will be required using larger and alternative samples and also an
expanded format for the purpose of assessing social self-efficacy in familiar
versus novel cultural settings in the case of individuals from culturally different
backgrounds.
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