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Abstract

This study examines the similarities and differences between the constructs of hope and general
self-efficacy by analyzing the measurement scales of Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s General
Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale (1995), and Snyder's Adult Hope Trait Scale (1991). The study
was designed to determine if the measurement scales were distinct and whether hope scores
explain variance beyond generalized self-efficacy scores when correlated with Diener's
Flourishing Scale (2010) in measuring well-being. The study was administered to employees
(n=267) of human service, non-profit organizations in an urban city of the Southern U.S. plains.
The results of an exploratory factor analysis established that factors related to hope and general
self-efficacy are separate and distinct measures, with some correlations and shared variance.
After confirming these distinct constructs, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis established
that hope explained variance beyond general self-efficacy when correlated with Diener's
Flourishing Scale. There is evidence suggesting that hope may also have a mediating effect on
the relationship between general self-efficacy and well-being. Lastly, as separate concepts have
been established, the utility of hope may be a more useful variable for researchers in studies
related to well-being.

Keywords: Hope, General Self-Efficacy, Self-Efficacy, Exploratory Factor Analysis, Common
Factor Analysis, Hierarchical Multiple Regression, Flourishing, Well-Being



Preface

Arriving at the Research Question

The onset of COVID-19 went beyond a brief disruption of daily processes and
procedures and quickly ramped into a time of prolonged discontinuity for all people. The
reimaging of the simplest workplace tasks and procedures took on significant rework requiring
creativity from leaders in determining how individual and organizational performance would be
measured and goals obtained.

As the pandemic advanced, leaders and employees of local non-profit human services
organizations became personally depleted both physically and mentally and, in some cases,
emotionally. After a year many leaders and key employees were feeling the signs of burnout
(Maslach et al., 1996) on the job. I began to review research on the psychological aspects of
burnout and the subsequent ways to diminish or offset its effects (Maslach et al., 2001).

My research led to the Jobs, Demands and Resources model, or JDR for short. The JDR
model (Demerouti et al., 2001) was designed to help explain the negative aspects of burnout,
especially as it relates to performance. The model also helps explain the associated resources that
organizations and leaders can produce to elevate positive performance and potentially reduce
burnout. In 2007 the concept of personal resources was introduced as an enhancement to the JDR
model (Xanapoloau, 2007). Personal resources are abilities and energies that individuals possess
that can lead to amplified performance traits (Bakker, 2021).

My original research inquiry was to determine if the positive psychology construct of
hope, as defined, researched, and measured by Snyder (Snyder et al., 1991; Snyder, 2002) had
been considered as a variable and ‘fit’ within the personal resource literature and the JDR model.

In reviewing the personal resources research of Xanapoloau (2007), hope was discussed as a

xi



potential item for inclusion in the model as was psychological capital, a collection of constructs
that included partial measures of hope (Luthans et al., 2006). Yet, the construct that was
operationalized in the study was not hope or psychological capital but a measure of general self-
efficacy using the Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s General Self-Efficacy Scale (1995). I began
researching general self-efficacy to better understand the concept and measurement scales
established to explain the concept (Sherer et al., 1982; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995; Chen et al.,
2001). In reviewing the items of the Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s General Self-Efficacy Scale, it
appeared that the questions designed for measuring Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s General Self
Efficacy Scale (1995) were very close to the items that measure hope within Snyder’s Adult
Dispositional Hope Scale (1991).

My research interest shifted from introducing and discussing hope as a personal resource
within the JDR model to understanding the concept of general self-efficacy and determining if
others had observed similarities related to these scales. My inquiry led to an article from
researchers at the University of Macau. Zhou and Chun Seng Kam (2016) had arrived at a
similar observation regarding measurement items related to each of these scales. In response,
they conducted a study entitled, “Hope and General Self-efficacy: Two Measures of the Same
Construct (Zhou & Chun Seng Kam, 2016). It is from this study that I formalized my research
questions regarding general self-efficacy and hope to determine if results from an additional
study would produce the same or different results while possibly providing new insights and

explanation to these similar concepts.
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INTRODUCTION

Some researchers have called to question the close similarities that exist between the
positive psychology constructs of hope and self-efficacy (Aspinwall, 2002), and specifically
general self-efficacy (Zhou & Chun Seng Kam, 2016). The concepts of hope and general self-
efficacy share similarities in their development specifically in relation to the concept of self-
efficacy and the agentic self as introduced by Albert Bandura (Bandura, 1977, 2001, 2018) yet
little research exists between the concepts. Hope and general self-efficacy are future oriented,
both consider behavior in goal-directed activity (Gallagher, 2020) and grounded in expectancy-
based research.

Hope is a cognitive process, anchored in goal setting, which is based on pathway and
agency thinking. Pathway thinking is the perception of an individual’s ability to identify routes
to successful goal achievement and agency thinking is the perception of an individual’s ability to
motivate themselves through the identified pathway(s) toward a desired goal (Snyder et al.,
1991; Snyder, 2000, 2002). Hope theory requires that agency and pathway thinking work in
tandem providing the requisite motivation toward a valued goal and overcoming obstacles that
may occur in route to goal achievement.

General self-efficacy is an extension of the concept of self-efficacy developed within
Social Cognitive Theory. Bandura described self-efficacy, or perceived self-efficacy, as an
individual’s belief or judgement in their ability to organize and execute courses of action to attain
specific outcomes (Bandura, 1977). Self-efficacy is based on efficacy expectations and
influenced by outcome expectations and anchored in domain, situation, and task specific
conditions (Bandura, 1977). General self-efficacy researchers expanded the concept of self-

efficacy to establish a generalized, personality level measure of self-efficacy. These researchers



(Smith et al., 1995; Sherer et al., 1982; Schwarzer & Jerusalem 1995; Judge et al., 1998)
determined that a broader dispositional scale could predict patterns of behavior or outcomes
beyond the situation, domain and task specific conditions consistently advocated and defined by
Bandura (Bandura, 1977, 2012).

There has been discussion and analysis regarding the similarities and differences related
to hope and self-efficacy (Magaletta et al., 1999; Snyder, 2000; Schwarzer, 1994; Schwarzer &
Jerusalem, 1995a; 2002; Munoz et al., 2017; Rand, 2018) with seemingly sufficient explanation.
Snyder (Snyder et al., 1991; Snyder, 2000, 2001) wrote specifically about the similarities and
differences of hope in relation to Bandura’s conceptualization of self-efficacy. Snyder also
referenced a dispositional self-efficacy scale that was different from Bandura’s definition,
although Snyder did not specifically address the term general or generalized self-efficacy
(Snyder, 2002). In turn, general self-efficacy researcher Ralf Schwarzer recognized Snyder’s
work with hope and acknowledged the similar context of their respective approach in explaining
how individuals gain the requisite energies and motivations in considering future based outcomes
(Schwarzer, 1994). Yet, little context and investigation have been conducted around the
similarities and differences of the concepts of general self-efficacy and hope.

In addition to the conceptual similarities of hope and general self-efficacy there are
similarities in how these measurement scales are designed and operationalized. The most
employed hope scale is the Dispositional Adult Hope Scale (Snyder et al., 1991) that consists of
a bidimensional measure related to the concepts of agency and pathway thinking. This measure
was originally designed as a 12-item, bidimensional scale, where four items represented hope-
agency, four items represented hope-pathways, and four items were included as filler (Snyder et

al., 1991). The expansion of Bandura’s original self-efficacy concept to a generalized version has



led to the creation of multiple general self-efficacy measurement scales (Sherer et al., 1982;
Tipton & Worthington, 1984; Schwarzer & Jerusalem 1995; Chen 2001). The Dispositional
Adult Hope Scale (Snyder et al., 1991) and Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s, General Self-Efficacy
Scale are operationalized most often in current research when studies employ these concepts.

As mentioned, there is little research comparing the conceptual and operational aspects of
hope and general self-efficacy. One specific article (Zhou & Chun Seng Kam, 2016) has
analyzed the measurement of the General Self-Efficacy Scale (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995)
and the Dispositional Adult Hope Scale (Snyder et al., 1991). Zhou and Chun Seng Kam (2016)
determined that the two instruments measure the same construct and have called for clarification
or consolidation of these constructs. Magaletta & Oliver (1999) conducted a common factor
analysis with results indicating that hope and general self-efficacy were separate measures.
Munoz (2017) conducted a principal components analysis on hope and general self-efficacy, as
described and measured by Sherer et al. (1982), with results indicating that hope and general
self-efficacy represent distinct factors that measure separate constructs. Due to the similar item
construction of general self-efficacy and hope as well as differing results from previous studies,
there is a need to further distinguish how these concepts may or may not be related.

The aim of this study is to provide a clearer distinction between hope and general self-
efficacy. As mentioned, there have been some explanations and studies that specify the
similarities and differences in Bandura’s self-efficacy, general self-efficacy, and hope (Bandura,
1977, 2006, 2018; Snyder et al., 1991; Snyder, 2000, 2002; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995a:
Magaletta & Oliver, 1999; Rand, 2018; Munoz et al., 2017). There is a need to revisit the models
of hope and general self-efficacy to provide additional understanding and differentiation of these

concepts.



In addition, there is a need to determine if the findings in previous studies (Magaletta &
Oliver, 1999; Zhou & Chun Seng Kam, 2016; Munoz et al., 2017) return a similar or different
result when comparing hope and general self-efficacy. This study employed an exploratory factor
analysis to determine if similar or different results exist in item construction for the Snyder Hope
Scale (1991) and Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s General Self Efficacy Scale (1995). Also, a
hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to provide further evidence of
similarities and differences between the scales in relationship with other concepts important to
applied social research.

This study looked to provide insight and understanding to the following research

questions;

e Do the constructs of general self-efficacy (GSE) and hope theory explain the same
cognitive phenomenon in positive psychology?

e Do the measurement scales of general self-efficacy as described in the Schwarzer and
Jerusalem General Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale (1995) and Snyder’s Adult Hope
Trait Scale (1991) measure the same construct?

e |If the measures are sufficiently distinct, will Hope scores explain variance beyond
generalized self-efficacy scores when correlated with Diener’s Flourishing scale

(2010) in measuring well-being?



LITERATURE REVIEW

Hope

The theory and construct of hope used throughout this study is based on the research and
development of C. R. Snyder. According to Snyder, hope is “a cognitive set that is based on a
reciprocally derived sense of successful agency (goal-directed determination) and pathways
(planning to meet goals)” (Snyder et al. 1991, p. 571). In addition, Snyder offered a similar
definition of hope in the same year stating, “Hope is a positive motivational state that is based on
an interactively derived sense of successful (a) agency (goal-directed energy), and (b) pathways
(planning to meet goals)” (Snyder, Irving, & Anderson, 1991, p.287). Snyder’s research provided
insights into how individuals operationalize the cognitive processes and assessments required to
establish effective routes toward goals and the sustained motivation and energy required to
sustain actions to achieve goals. Snyder’s theory of hope was more than an evaluation of
behavior likely leading to an outcome, hope is an iterative process that includes both agency and
pathways thinking working toward goal attainment (Snyder et al., 1991).

Central to Snyder’s theory is that hope is a goal-focused framework, and that goal setting
is a fundamental cognitive process that directs and guides an individual’s actions (Snyder et al.,
1991; Snyder, 2002). The concept of hope is based on how an individual perceives their ability
to establish, envision, and sustain the requisite energy to attain their desired goal. Snyder
defined these cognitive processes related to goals as agency thinking (having the will) and
pathway development (establishing the ways) to meet an individuals’ desired goal (Snyder et al.,
1991; Snyder, 2000, 2002). This ‘bifaceted’ (Magaletta & Oliver, 1999) process works to
sequence thoughts to action that, in turn, advances behaviors toward goal achievement. As

mentioned, goals are the target for this mental sequencing and can be considered in two



generalized ways, positive or ‘approach’ goals or avoidant goals where an individual plans for a
future state they do not want to happen. In either goal scenario, hope related goals must be
valued by the individual to provide requisite motivation and energy toward goal achievement
(Snyder, 2000, 2002).

Hope requires both agency thinking and pathways thinking, working together that
bolsters a belief toward goal attainment (Snyder et al., 1991; Snyder, 1995, 2000, 2002). Agency
thinking is the motivational component within the theory that provides the requisite energy to
start and continue the pathway development and action process. Agency is the mental willpower
to persist along the pathway continuum and direct motivation to overcome real or perceived
blocks toward goal attainment (Snyder et al., 1991; Snyder, 2000, 2002). Pathways thinking
consists of an individual establishing a mental map that links perceived ability to reach a goal
with the formidable way to achieve the goal. The process of planning and establishing a route by
conceiving the steps required to attain a goal is fundamental to hope theory (Snyder et al., 1991;
Snyder, 2000, 2002). An absence of either agency or pathways thinking in the goal process can
diminish an individual’s desired goal (Feldman & Snyder, 2005). Hope was theorized to
operationalize both agency and pathway thinking as these concepts work in concert to reinforce
the decision-making process toward goal achievement and can serve to influence future goal-
setting processes (Snyder, 2002).

Snyder established hope as both situational and trait-like or dispositional and established
multiple psychometric scales to measure hope, The Adult Trait Hope Scale (Snyder et al., 1991),
the State Hope Scale (Snyder et al., 1996) and the Children’s Hope Scale (Snyder et al., 1997).
The Trait Adult Hope Scale (Snyder et al., 1991) or Dispositional Adult Hope Scale was

proposed to measure the theoretical constructs developed in the hope theory and represents the



scale most often used in research studies. The original scale was intended for individuals 15
years of age and older and consisted of 12 items, four items were specific to assess the concept
of agency to, “...tap the sense of successful determination in relation to each person’s goals
generally.” (Snyder et al., 1991, p. 572) and four items specific to assess the concept of pathways
to determine, “people’s cognitive appraisals of their ability to generate means for surmounting
goal-related obstacles and reaching goals.” (Snyder et al., 1991, p. 572). The final four items
were considered as filler with no bearing on the scale. The filler items were found to not be
substantive when employing the scale and can be eliminated from the measure using only the
eight items specific to agency and pathways thinking. The scale was determined to have internal
consistency (.74 - .84) and acceptable test-retest reliability from the original study. The
Dispositional Adult Hope Scale was evaluated extensively by Hellman et al., (2013) reviewing
over 74 articles reporting an average internal consistency measure as o = .082 that did not vary
relative to sample characteristics.

The Dispositional Adult Hope scale was designed as a two-factor, bidimensional scale
consisting of four agency items and four pathways’ items. All scores (eight-items) were
combined to establish a singular or general hope score. The scale includes an 8-point Likert
measurement scale ranging from 1 (definitely false) to 8 (definitely true) where, higher scores on
the general hope scale indicate a higher level of hope (Snyder et al., 1991). Snyder encouraged
the use of separating the agency and pathways items for additional analysis. Support for a two-
factor hope model was confirmed by Babyak et al., (1993) where findings indicated that agency
and pathways are highly related yet do not converge on a single factor. Roesch and Vaughn
(2006) reported similar results that a two-factor representation of the adult hope scale performed

significantly better than a unidimensional model. In addition, a two-factor model was confirmed



by Gomez et al. (2015) as a good fit for their analysis over a one-factor model. Yet, Gomez et al.,
(2015) noted the presence of high covariance between agency and pathways items and made
recommendations to consider these correlations in future studies.

Although Snyder’s original scale development established a bidimensional model, some
researchers have questioned this finding. Brouwer et al., (2008) analysis determined the presence
of high correlations and overlap within the items. It was noted that the pathways items provided
some variance from the agency items, however, their determination stated the model was
unidimensional, and that analysis did not support a two-factor model. Similarly, Vinueza-
Solorazano et al. (2023) completed a confirmatory factor analysis that determined a
unidimensional measure was present and better suited for the balance of their study. Although the
findings indicated that the hope measure was unidimensional, the results of their analysis also
determined that hope acted as a protective factor that promoted work engagement and prevented
burnout. Zhou and Chun Seng Kam (2016) reported findings that agency and pathway items
established as a two-factor model yet determined that a bidimensional model was not
significantly different from a unidimensional model. Through the principal of parsimony, they
determined that the Adult Hope Scale was a single factor, unidimensional measure.

Hope is considered a motivational factor and individuals that report high scores from the
scale are associated with goal achievement. These individuals can often generate distinctive ways
to advance their goals and establish multiple avenues toward goal attainment. High hope
individuals can reimagine a goal more effectively producing alternative routes to a desired
outcome. Low hope thinking individuals, in contrast, do not readily identify goals and can
experience difficulty developing routes toward successful goal completion (Snyder et al., 1991,

2000, 2002). In addition to measuring hope, Snyder and other researchers have found that hope



can be a significant predictor in many concepts important to advancing the understanding of how
an individual’s thinking impacts their motivations and behaviors. Hope is associated with
predicting psychosocial factors, such as well-being (Magaletta & Oliver, 1999), performance,

coping, educational outcomes, athletics, to name a few (Snyder, 2000, 2002).

Self-Efficacy

Most discussions referencing the concept of self-efficacy stem from the research of
Albert Bandura (1977). Self-efficacy is one of the key components embedded within social
cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997). A discussion of key concepts related to social
cognitive theory will narrow the construct of self-efficacy or perceived self-efficacy.

Social cognitive theory incorporates a broad, interacting framework that Bandura
describes as a triadic reciprocal causation, meaning individuals are inclined to pursue tasks,
goals, solve problems, and alter behavior when they believe their actions can lead toward a
successful outcome. The theory explains how individuals incorporate observational learning, the
impact of social influences, and cognitive or personal factors in explaining how an individual’s
behavior is determined, influenced, and altered (Bandura, 1986).

Bandura founded social cognitive theory based on the concept of human agency and an
agentic perspective (Bandura, 1986, 1989, 2001, 2018). Agency refers to how individuals
influence and shape the outcomes they desire through their own actions (Bandura, 1982, 1989,
2001, 2018) and is a key concept defining efficacy expectations and self-efficacy. Bandura
described human agency as having four properties intentionality, forethought, self-reactiveness,
and self-reflectiveness (Bandura, 2001, 2018). Intentionality is the idea that individuals form

action plans toward outcomes. Forethought is the idea that individuals can guide and motivate



themselves through goal aspirations, planning actions, and outcome expectations. Self-
reactiveness refers to how individuals evaluate their behavior according to the internal standards
established by the individual (Bandura, 1989, 2001, 2006b, 2018). The fourth property, selt-
reflectiveness, is an individual’s capacity to reflect on past experiences, whether positive or
negative. Self-reflecting can impact an individual’s belief that can influence the kind of goals
that an individual sets for themselves and determine the commitment toward an outcome
(Bandura, 1989, 2001, 2006b, 2018).

The concept of social cognitive theory based on the agency perspective helps explain
several underlying cognitive factors that are instrumental to influencing behavior. Two key, yet
separate factors are the constructs of efficacy expectancy and outcome expectancy. Efficacy
expectations (self-efficacy or perceived self-efficacy) is a belief or confidence that one can
perform a specific action or behavior that will likely lead to a desired outcome or goal. While
outcome expectations refer to an evaluation of possible outcomes by the individual if a specific
task or goal is pursued (Bandura, 1977). Bandura specifically differentiated these two concepts
establishing that an individual can believe that their actions could produce a particular outcome
yet have no confidence they can execute the activities required to meet the outcome (Bandura,
1977). In addition, Bandura’s definitions and explanations of self-efficacy are related to situation
specific or domain specific situations and tasks (Bandura, 1977, 1997, 2015).

Self-efficacy is a central concept of social cognitive theory and influences how
individuals think, feel, motivate and move to action. Bandura defined self-efficacy as “People’s
judgement of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to attain
designated types of performance. It is not with the skills one has but with the judgment of what

one can do with whatever skills one possesses” (1986, p. 391). More succinctly, Bandura stated
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that "self-efficacy refers to beliefs in one's capabilities to mobilize the motivation, cognitive
resources, and courses of action needed to meet given situational demands” (Wood and Bandura,
1989, p. 408). Bandura stated that self-efficacy is developed in four areas, through mastery
experiences, observing others as they perform similar tasks or goals, receiving encouragement
from others, and how an individual reacts to challenges (Bandura, 1977, 2012).

An additional defining concept related to self-efficacy is how self-efficacy beliefs can
vary when considering whether to pursue a task or goal. The first consideration is determining
the magnitude or level of difficulty that a particular task or goal will take to accomplish. The
second belief is assessing the strength or level of certainty that a particular task or goal can be
accomplished. And third, evaluating the generality or duration in how long a particular task or
goal will take to accomplish and determine if the requisite persistence exists in relation to the
magnitude and strength to see accomplish the goal (Bandura, 1977, 1997). These concepts of
self-efficacy are continually evaluated along with potential outcome expectancies to determine if
an individual will move from cognition to action in pursuit of a task or goal (Bandura, 1977). In
addition, these three dimensions position self-efficacy as task-specific (Bandura, 1977, 2001,
2006; Chen, 2001).

Soon after the development of self-efficacy, researchers look to expand the construct of
self-efficacy from situational or domain specific to a broader, trait-based concept of generalized
self-efficacy. This concept theorized that perceived self-efficacy could be aggregated across
experiences and domains bolstering an individual’s confidence and belief in the ability to
manage and cope successfully in current or future experiences (Shelton, 1990). Bandura
maintained that self-efficacy was not a generalized personality trait and argued often against

measuring self-efficacy as a personality or dispositional trait that moved the construct beyond a
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specific task or domain (Bandura, 1977, 1997, 2012, 2015). Bandura recognized that an
individual creates mastery of a particular task, situation or within a domain and that individuals
recreate successful outcomes through experience. He stated that self-belief and mastery could
“... instill a more generalized sense of efficacy” (Bandura, 1977, p. 194), yet did not advocate
for a generalized position for self-efficacy as he believed self-efficacy was better characterized as
a state-oriented construct. (Bandura, 1977). Some researchers have even suggested that the
expansion of generalized self-efficacy has distorted the original intent of self-efficacy as the
interpretation of generality may be incorrect (Maibach & Murphy, 1995).

A significant criticism of self-efficacy theory relates to the construct separation between
perceived self-efficacy and outcome expectancy. Bandura continually stated that self-efficacy is
the primary predictor of behavior, and that self-efficacy causally influences expected outcomes
of behavior. However, Bandura does not provide for outcome expectancy as a causal influence
on an individual’s self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986, 2006, 2012). Williams (2010) cited researchers’
numerous studies that showed evidence that outcome expectation can establish a causal influence
with self-efficacy and questioned the validity of the self-efficacy model. Bandura did not
capitulate to this point and continued the position that self-efficacy causally influences outcomes,
yet outcomes do not causally influence self-efficacy (Bandura, 2006b).

The figures below provide a visual representation of how Bandura represented the
cognitive process with self-efficacy and social cognitive theory. Figure 1 is an excerpt taken
from Bandura’s 1977 seminal article entitled, Self-Efficacy: Toward a Unifying Theory of
Behavioral Change visualizing how he perceived the relationship between efficacy expectations

and outcome expectations (Bandura, 1977, p. 193).
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Figure 1. Efficacy Expectations as a Mechanism of Operation
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Figure 1. Diagrammatic representation of the differ-
ence between efficacy expectations and outcome ex-
pectations.

Figure 2 provides a visual representation taken directly from Bandura’s 2012 article, On
the Functional Properties of Perceived Self-Efficacy Revisited, of social cognitive theory and
illustrates how self-efficacy affects and impacts the concepts of outcome expectations, goals, and
sociostructurally factors on behavior (Bandura, 2012, p.14). Note that both models indicate a

one-way model where self-efficacy determines behaviors.

Figure 2. Social Cognitive Theory: Theoretical Scope

Structural Paths of Influence Wherein Perceived Self-Efficacy Affects Motivation and
Performance Accomplishments Directly and Through Its Impact on Goals, Outcome
Expectations, and Perception of Sociostructural Facilitators and Impediments
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General Self Efficacy

The development of Bandura’s social cognitive theory, and specifically, the addition of
self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977), sparked researchers to theorize self-efficacy, or perceived self-
efficacy, as a broad, global, trait-based concept. General self-efficacy was posited to expand
elements of Bandura’s situational, domain specific definition to include a generalized, trait-like
construct. Researchers of generalized or general self-efficacy consistently acknowledge the
origins of general self-efficacy as derived from Bandura’s research and recognized the distinct
differences from their generalized interpretation. Most often the explanation includes,
acknowledging social cognitive theory and a brief explanation of the two key specific constructs
of the model, efficacy expectancies and outcome expectancies, followed by a deeper description
of self-efficacy (Tipton & Worthington, 1984; Shelton 1990; Schwarzer et al., 1997). The
primary focus of general self-efficacy is tied to efficacy expectancies that lie within Bandura’s
model as opposed to the separate construct of outcome expectancies and other factors that define
social cognitive theory.

Bandura centered perceived self-efficacy as an individual’s confidence in their ability to
perform the necessary actions to achieve a specific outcome or goal (Bandura, 1977; Shelton,
1990). General self-efficacy advocates believe that the mastery, effort, and success drawn from
the self-efficacy of one specific endeavor can create a positive aggregated effect within an
individual. The success that is experienced in one endeavor, or domain, can then influence an
individual’s belief regarding their expectancies on subsequent new goals or tasks. This belief
extends not only within a similar domain but can be extrapolated toward the belief of any desired
outcome (Shelton, 1990). General self-efficacy is generally described in terms of positive

influence for future endeavors, yet instances where efficacy expectations fall short of outcome
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expectancies also influence an individual’s perception of future efficacy. Instances where
expectations are not met can influence the broad, dispositional aspect of generalized self-
efficacy. In essence, success in one area can influence the belief that success is obtainable in
another area of life and perceived self-efficacy is reinforced for future endeavors (Chen et al.,
2001; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995; Sherer et al., 1982; Shelton, 1980; Tipton & Worthington,
1984). Shelton (1990) referred to the accumulation of these positive reinforcements as ‘credits’
for the self where these collected successes can be applied to future tasks or goals.

There is no consensus definition for general self-efficacy. Explanations of the concept are
most often based on extensions of the underlying explanations from Bandura. Sherer et al.
(1982) state that, “An individual’s past experiences with success and failure in a variety of
situations should result in a general set of expectations that the individual carries into new
situations. These generalized expectancies should influence the individual’s expectations of
mastery in the new situation” (p. 664). Shelton (1990) categorized Sherer et al. (1982) points as;
(a) generalized self-efficacy is a composite of all past success and failure experiences in an
individual's life, (b) individual differences exist in general self-efficacy expectations, and (c) an
individual's general self-efficacy should affect the person's mastery expectations in new
situations. Schwarzer et al., (1997) refers to a broad, consensus description of general self-
efficacy as a, “...global confidence in one’s coping ability across a wide range of demanding or
novel situations” (p. 71). Rimm & Jerusalem (1999) extended this definition of general self-
efficacy to include, “... difficult situations (that) reflects a broad and stable confidence in dealing
effectively with rather diverse stressful situations” (p. 330). A simplified definition of

generalized self-efficacy came from Judge, Erez, and Bono (1998) who stated that “Generalized
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self-efficacy represents individuals’ perceptions of their ability to perform across a variety of
situations” (p. 170).

By broadening the original intent of self-efficacy, general self-efficacy researchers have
shifted research opportunities into the realm of personality and dispositional measurement with
the purpose of predicting general behaviors or outcomes (Smith, Wallson, & Smith, 1995).
According to Chen et al. (2001), “General self-efficacy captures differences among individuals
in their tendency to view themselves as capable of meeting task demands in a broad array of
contexts” (p. 63). Schwarzer, and other generalized self-efficacy researchers advocate for a
broader, standardized measure of self-efficacy when predictions or correlations of broader, self-
assessing constructs such as, well-being, depression, or burnout is presented (Schwarzer et al.,
1997). However, Schwarzer has consistently supported using domain-specific measures of self-
efficacy that align with Bandura’s definitions whenever possible (Schwarzer, 1994; Luszczynska,
Scholz & Schwarzer, 2005).

Researchers have established several self-assessing, dispositional scales to measure the
general self-efficacy construct. Early research included measurement instruments from Sherer et
al., entitled the Self-Efficacy Scale (1982) and Tipton and Worthington (1984) introduced the
General Self-Efficacy Scale two years later. Schwarzer and Jerusalem established a measure of
generalized self-efficacy as early versions in 1981 as a 20-item scale and later reduced this scale
to a 10-items version used today entitled the General (Perceived) Self-Efficacy Scale (Jerusalem
& Schwarzer, 1992; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995; Schwarzer et al., 1997). An additional
version of a general self-efficacy scale is attributed to Chen et al. (2001). The New General Self-

Efficacy Scale was designed to address what Chen and associates viewed as psychometric issues
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related to low content validity and multicollinearity in other general self-efficacy scales,
specifically, measurement related to Sherer’s et al., (1982) Self-Efficacy Scale.

The most referenced and operationalized measurement tool for generalized self-efficacy
is the General Self-Efficacy Scale constructed and modified by Schwarzer & Jerusalem (1995).
The scale has originally designed in German and was translated to English in 1995. The scale has
been translated and validated in over 25 languages (Scholz et al., 2002). The scale was designed
as a self-administered tool for those over 12 years old. This 10-item, unidimensional scale was
designed to assess a general sense of perceived self-efficacy to predict how individuals cope with
daily stresses and adapt to demanding life events (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995). The
psychometric properties have been tested numerous times across multiple translations with
Cronbach’s Alpha ranging from .76 to .90 (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995). Results from a 2002
study evaluated the translated scale across 25 countries. These findings indicated that measures
of internal consistencies, item-correlations, and factor loading established that the scale were
reliable, homogeneous, and unidimensional across the countries (Scholz et al., 2002). An
additional study in 2005 suggested that general self-efficacy, as defined and measured by
Schwarzer and Jerusalem, can be considered a universal construct, meaning that it is possible to
assess all individuals’ broad sense of personal competence to deal effectively (or not) with
stressful situations (Luszczynska, Gutierrez-Dona, & Schwarzer, 2005). However, this concept of
general self-efficacy as a universal construct has been challenged in a study by Barahona et al.,
(2018).

Although the analysis from several studies indicates support for Schwarzer and
Jerusalem’s General Self-Efficacy Scale as a single-factor, unidimensional scale (Schwarzer &

Jerusalem, 1995; Scholtz et al., 2002; Waraich & Chechi, 2017; Lazic, Jovanovic, Gavrilov-
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Jerkokic, 2021), there are some studies that have questioned the one-dimensionality of the of the
measure. Zhou (2016) reported producing a two-factor model through factor analysis and
confirming the findings through confirmatory factor analysis. An additional study aimed at
establishing the General Self-Efficacy Scale for Korean immigrants reported mixed findings,
indicating support for a two-factor model through an exploratory factor analysis, but later
accepting a one-factor model due to unreliable measures related to the two-factor model (Kim,
Jiang, & Dee, 2023). An additional international study has also questioned the unidimensional
construct across several countries and raise concerns on the measurement of items contained
within the General Self-Efficacy Scale (Barahona et al., 2018).

Support for the effectiveness of other general self-efficacy scales as sound psychometric
tools have been reported for Sherer’s General Self-Efficacy Scale (1982) and Chen’s New
General Self-Efficacy Scale (2000). A study by Scherbaum, Cohen-Charash, & Kern (2006)
compared the scales of Sherer, Chen, and Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s General Perceived Self
Efficacy Scale (1995) determining that each scale showed reliable measures.

As mentioned previously, Bandura did not support a generalized, global measure of
perceived self-efficacy, however he acknowledged some misconceptions that self-efficacy should
only be measured as task specific. He stated that wide ranges of activity could be assessed yet,
was clear that assessments should occur within domains (Bandura, 1977, 1980, 2012). In
addition, Bandura did not acknowledge the concept of perceived self-efficacy as dispositional or
trait-like (Bandura, 2012, 2018), clearly stating that, “Perceived self-efficacy is not a global trait,
but a differentiated set of self-beliefs linked to distinct realms of functioning” (Bandura, 2018, p.

133).
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GSE and Hope

The constructs of general self-efficacy and hope are similar, and several broad
characteristics of hope and general self-efficacy can be described as trait-based, goal-oriented,
generalizable across situations, places an emphasis on cognition, self-focused, and includes
psychometrically sound measures of the respective constructs. Both constructs are based on an
agentic perspective and positive expectancy, meaning that individuals play an active role in
aligning and directing their thoughts toward action while considering external influences and
challenges of a desired goal or outcome (Shelton, 1990; Snyder et al., 1991; Schwarzer, 1994;
Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995a; Rand 2018). However, these broad characteristics do not make
these constructs synonymous or redundant.

Many of the similarities and discrepancies between hope and general self-efficacy are
linked to self-efficacy as defined by Bandura. Since general perceived self-efficacy is an
expansion of Bandura’s original concept based on efficacy expectancy, many of the differences,
and similarities, of the concept are directly tied to Bandura theories.

One of the primary differences between these constructs is that hope is based on an
individual’s intention to act toward a goal through the agency and pathway cognitive process.
Snyder’s hope theory is anchored in goals stating, *“...my guiding assumption is that human
actions are goal directed.” (Snyder, 2002, p. 250). Hope requires that goal directed thinking
includes both agency thoughts (willpower) and pathway identifications (waypower) working in
tandem in an iterative process toward goal achievement. Snyder constructed hope as a stable
trait-based concept that increased as goals and outcomes were attained through the agency and
pathway process and could be considered as situational, cross-situational and personality levels

of analysis (Snyder et al., 1991; Snyder, 2000, 2002).
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General self-efficacy is tied to the tenets of Bandura’s explanation of self-efficacy that
includes efficacy expectancy and outcome expectancy and is primarily associated with efficacy
expectations. As mentioned previously, general self-efficacy authors looked to expand the
concept of perceived self-efficacy beyond specific behaviors and domains designated by
Bandura. General self-efficacy is theorized as a trait-based concept that refers to how an
individual manages or copes with a range of demanding situations (Schwarzer & Jerusalem,
1994). The concept of general self-efficacy does not specifically explain goal-related behavior
except that it is linked to the overarching concept of self-efficacy that includes goals as a factor
within the model.

Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1994) specifically referenced Snyder’s hope theory as a
construct that was similar to the concept of general self-efficacy as it related to a broad,
dispositional approach that could be operationalized across domains. Schwarzer wrote, “Snyder
et al. (1991) suggested such a construct that they coined “hope”. They defined hope as a
cognitive set that is composed of a reciprocally derived sense of successful agency and
pathways. Agency pertains to self-efficacy and pathways equals the action-outcome expectancy.”
(Schwarzer, 1994; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995a). Snyder recognized the similarities and
differences of hope in relation to Bandura’s design of self-efficacy and considered self-efficacy
as situational and domain specific in accordance with Bandura’s position (Snyder, 2000, 2002).
Specifically, Snyder recognized the parallel positions of agency and pathways constructs in
relation to efficacy expectancy and outcome expectancy. However, Snyder did not view them as
the same. Snyder considered pathways thinking as an individual actively conceptualizing routes
to goals, where outcome expectancy is based on an individual’s evaluation that an action could

lead to a particular outcome (Bandura, 1977; Snyder, 2002). Bandura considered efficacy
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expectancy as a consideration of an individual’s belief that they can execute an action in a
specific situation toward a goal, whereas agency thinking is summoning the motivation and
willpower required to act toward a visualized goal (Bandura, 1977; Snyder, 2002). To
summarize Snyder’s position, he stated that efficacy expectancy and outcome expectancy
referred to an individual’s, ““...capacity to act”, where hope referred to, .. .reflecting the
intention to act — with intention being more willful.” (Snyder, 2002, p. 258). As self-efficacy and
general self-efficacy place a primary focus on determining the behaviors required to consider
acting toward outcomes, hope theory requires that both agency and pathway thinking are actively
working in concert toward an actionable goal.

There is evidence that Snyder was aware of a generalized form of self-efficacy and the
existence and development of additional generalized perceived self-efficacy scales. As
mentioned above, Schwarzer (Schwarzer, 1994; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995a) wrote of the
similarities and specifically addressed hope research in relation to other dispositional scales with
a goal to measure causal relationships and positive aspects of life. Snyder did acknowledge the
existence of generalized self-efficacy in a footnote of his seminal article, Hope Theory:
Rainbows in the Mind (2002) stating, “Nevertheless, a dispositional measure of self-efficacy has
been developed by other researchers (see Sherer et al. 1982).” (p. 257). Snyder made a previous

reference regarding Sherer’s dispositional scale in The Handbook of Hope (2000). Yet, it is

unclear why Snyder chose not to address the similarities that general self-efficacy researchers
advanced.

There have been several articles published that include measures of hope as established
by Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s General Self-Efficacy Scale. Zhou and Chun Seng Kam (2016),

have questioned the uniqueness of the concepts in an article published in the Journal of
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Psychology entitled, Hope and General Self-Efficacy: Two Measures of the Same Construct?
The article focuses primarily on the psychometric properties of the scales and provides limited
identification of conceptual similarities and differences related to hope and general self-efficacy.
Zhou and Chun Seng Kam (2016) conducted a factor analysis to examine the similarities and
differences in item content of hope using a Chinese version of Snyder’s Dispositional Hope
Scale and the Chinese version of Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s General Self-Efficacy Scale. Zhou
and Chun Seng Kam (2016) first measured the Hope Scale reporting a bidimensional model
formed from agency and pathways then allowed the two constructs to correlate with each other
establishing a unidimensional measure for hope. Hope and general self-efficacy were then
analyzed through factor analysis establishing two separate factors. Again, the authors correlated
the two latent factors and reported results indicating a single factor for hope and general self-
efficacy. This result suggested that hope and general self-efficacy measure the same construct. In
addition, the study conducted a correlational analysis of 13 independent variables. Zhou and
Chun Seng Kam state results indicating that 11 of 13 measured variables showed little difference
in measurement between with hope and GSE (Zhou & Chun Seng Kam, 2016). Zhou and Chun
Seng Kam (2016) concluded that general self-efficacy and hope items may be two measures of
the same underlying construct. They listed implications from the study as a need to differentiate
the constructs of general self-efficacy and hope or consider them the same while challenging
researchers to recognize and acknowledge the conceptual and operational similarities of these
constructs.

A Turkish study conducted by Ekinci and Koc (2022) confirmed a positive relationship
between general self-efficacy and hope operationalizing Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s General Self

Efficacy Scale (1995) and Snyder’s Adult Hope Scale (1991). In addition, the study employed
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Duckworth and Quinn’s Short Grit Scale and Diener’s Satisfaction with Life scale. The results
showed that hope fully mediated the effect of general self-efficacy on life satisfaction and states
that hope can be a factor that increases resilience and general self-efficacy. Again, the constructs
of hope and general self-efficacy are found to be similar yet distinct measures that provide
explanation and evidence of separate constructs.

Additional studies that include specific measurement of hope and general self-efficacy
include a study by Munoz et al. (2017). Munoz et al., (2017) compared Sherer’s Self Efficacy
Scale (1982) and Snyder’s Adult Hope Scale (1991) along with Diener’s Satisfaction with Life
Scale. Results of a principal components analysis indicated that each variable was recovered as
distinct factors. In addition, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis further supported the
findings as hope accounting for unique variance in life satisfaction beyond self-efficacy. The
results of the study showed that hope and general self-efficacy were related but distinct in the
measurement outcomes and hope is an important variable when considering psychological well-
being (Munoz et al., 2017). This result is similar to a study of Magaletta and Oliver (1999) that
operationalized Sherer’s Self-Efficacy Scale (1982) and Snyder’s Adult Hope Scale (1991) along
with Scheier and Carver’s Life Orientation Test and Wheeler’s General Well-Being
Questionnaire. A factor analysis was conducted using a maximum likelihood approach and an
orthogonal rotation and determined that the two variables were separate and unique
measurements. In addition, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis concluded that hope was

predictive of general well-being beyond the effects of general self-efficacy.
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Flourishing

The advent of positive psychology has provided research that focuses on studying and
promoting human strengths, virtues, and well-being, rather than concentrating on pathology and
dysfunction. Positive psychology emphasizes three central pillars, positive emotions, positive
individual traits and promoting positive institutions. (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). One
of the most significant concepts in this collective body is what it means to flourish and have
well-being as an individual (Diener, 2010).

Researchers and philosophers have considered the concepts of happiness and well-being
for centuries. Well-being research has been based on the concepts of hedonic well-being,
meaning maximizing pleasure and minimizing pain and distress; and eudaimonic well-being or
living life well through guiding principles of values and virtues (Ryan & Deci, 2001).

There has been considerable research developed in defining and assessing well-being.
Diener’s contributions to the study of well-being and flourishing include the development of
research and measurement scale to assess an individual’s subjective well-being. Diener’s study
of well-being is multifaceted and includes cognitive assessments and emotional experiences he
established as subjective well-being. Subjective well-being includes a self-reporting measure on
the comprehensive assessment of an individual’s life based in positive and negative affective and
life satisfaction (Diener, 1985). Diener (2010) would later establish a new scale that would
encompass new theories of psychological and social well-being. The 8-item Flourishing Scale
was designed to capture the ‘social-psychological prosperity’ (p. 144) to help explain an
individual’s overall sense of flourishing or extend an optimal state of human functioning. Diener
(2010) stated the Flourishing scale complements the subjective well-being scale and includes

measures of competence, relatedness, self-acceptance, positive and supportive relationships, and
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having meaning and purpose in life. The Flourishing Scale is recognized as a good assessment of
overall psychological well-being that encompasses many of the concepts and ideas related to the

study of well-being across research of the hedonic and eudemonia spectrum.

Summary

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationships between general self-efficacy
and hope. The concepts of hope and general self-efficacy are similar with origins in expectancy-
based theory. Previous researchers have established differences between the two constructs
(Magaletta & Oliver, 1999; Munoz et al. 2017), yet other studies have suggested that general
self-efficacy and hope are similar concepts (Schwarzer, 1994; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995a) or
the same construct with recommendations to further differentiate the concepts or collapse them
into a single explanation (Zhou & Chun Seng Kam, 2016). This study looks to further the
understanding of these two concepts as different, similar, or the same.

In addition to reviewing the concepts of general self-efficacy and hope, the study
considered the psychometric properties of both scales independently and in combination to
determine if these concepts can be replicated according to their original, intended construction.
The study employed a factor analysis to determine if similar or different results exist in item
construction of the Snyder Hope Scale (1991) and the Schwarzer and Jerusalem General Self
Efficacy Scale (1995). These constructs were specifically operationalized to match the variables
measured by Zhou & Chun Seng Kam (2016) to determine if results are similar or different to
their findings. Zhou & Chun Seng Kam included limitations in their study stating that a good
model fit was found for the results of their one-factor model but may be difficult to generalize

the results to other samples with varying characteristics and encouraged a larger sample size
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(199+) to increase external validity. The third purpose of the study to distinguish the similarities
or differences between the measures was to conduct a hierarchical multiple regression analysis to
determine if hope scores would explain variance beyond general self-efficacy scores when
correlated with Diener’s Flourishing Scale. In addition, a second multiple regression analysis
was conducted to determine if the subsets of hope, agency and pathways, would explain variance
beyond general self-efficacy scores when correlated with the Flourishing Scale. This analysis

would further confirm the similarities or differences among the two concepts.

e Do the constructs of general self-efficacy and hope theory explain the same cognitive
phenomenon in positive psychology?

e Do the measurement scales of general self-efficacy as described in the Schwarzer and
Jerusalem General Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale (1995) and Snyder’s Adult Hope
Trait Scale (1991) measure the same construct?

o |If the measures are sufficiently distinct, will Hope scores explain variance beyond
generalized self-efficacy scores when correlated with Diener’s Flourishing scale

(2010) in measuring well-being?
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METHODS

Participants and Data Collection

This study consisted of a correlational cross-sectional design to explore relationships
between hope and general self-efficacy utilizing a convenience sampling method administered to
employees of 56 human service, non-profit organizations in an urban city of the Southern U.S.
plains.

Data were collected through an electronic survey link using Qualtrics and analyzed using
SPSS version 28. Participants were solicited through electronic mail from a curated list of non-
profit organizations from the City’s United Way. Participants were required to provide informed
consent as a condition of participation. No participants were permitted to participate if under 18
years of age. The study was reviewed and approved through the University of Oklahoma’s
Internal Review Board (IRB) process (Appendix D).

A total of 25 organizations representing 290 individuals participated in the survey. After
reviewing the responses, a listwise deletion approach by SPSS software was applied to handle
missing data. Specifically, any respondent who failed to provide complete information on any of
the key variables was excluded from the final analysis. Upon initial review of the survey data,
267 participants completed the entirety of the survey (n=267) establishing the sample size for the
study. Additional responses on individual scales include Dispositional Adult Hope Scale (n=269),
the General Self-Efficacy Scale (n=273), and the Flourishing Scale (n=270). The study
respondents were comprised of individuals ranging from 18 to over 65 years old with bands
consisting of 18-25 representing 6.8% of responses, 26-35 representing 26.9%, 36-45
representing 25.8, 46-55 representing 22.3, 56-65 representing 14% and 65+ representing 4.2%

of the sample.
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Measures
General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES)

The General Self-Efficacy Scale is a unidimensional 10-item scale designed by
Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1995) to measure an individual’s general self-efficacy and designed to
assess optimistic self-beliefs on coping with adversity (Appendix A). The scale is intended for an
adult population and can include adolescents twelve years old and above. Respondents rate each
item on a 1 (not true at all) to 4 (exactly true) scale with a range of scores from 1 to 40. Sample
items include “It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals,” and “I can solve
most problems if | invest the necessary effort.” Higher scores indicate higher general self-
efficacy. Reliability testing for Cronbach’s Alpha ranges from .76 to .90. The Cronbach’s Alpha
for this sample was determined to be sufficient as o = .862.

Snyder’s Dispositional (trait) Adult Hope Scale (AHS)

The Dispositional Hope Scale (Snyder et al., 1991) is designed to measure an individual’s
motivation and cognitive process toward goals through a self-assessing scale that includes four
pathway items, four agency items, and four filler/distractor questions (Appendix B). The
modified Adult Hope Scale was adopted for this study. The modified scale removes the four
filler/distractor questions and has been shown to retain the original intent of the model with
sufficient reliability ranging from Cronbach’s a of 0.74-0.84 and test-retest validity of 0.85
(Hellman et al., 2013). The agency items reflect the respondent’s general goal determination in
relation to past and present experiences and include future oriented goals. The pathways items
reflect the respondent’s evaluation of their ability to produce routes for overcoming goal related
barriers and reaching their goals. Respondents rated how accurately each item describes them

utilizing an 8-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (definitely false) to 8 (definitely true). Items 2, 6,
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7, and 8 make up the agency subscale. Items 1, 3, 4, and 5 make up the pathway subscale. Higher
scores indicate a higher level of hope. The Adult Hope Scale was designed with bidimensional
factors, a subset for the agency related items and a subset for the pathways related items. The
scores are combined to establish an overall hope score. The eight items for the sample were
sufficient for internal consistency, o = .892.

Diener’s Flourishing Scale (F'S)

The Flourishing Scale is based upon an 8-item scale (Diener et al., 2010) that measures
the respondent’s positive relationships, meaning and purpose in life, optimism, and self-worth
(Appendix C). Diener (2010) states that the scale provides a broad representation of positive
functioning across multiple domains of well-being. The items have been established in a positive
direction where the total score provides a gauge of the psychological well-being for the
respondent. A 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree, is
provided for each item. Total scores can vary from a low of 8 to a maximum of 56. Examples of
items from the scale include, “I lead a purposeful and meaningful life.” And. “I am optimistic
about my future.” A high score represents that respondents view themselves in positive terms
with many resources and strengths related to functioning. Diener (2010) reported Cronbach’s
Alpha measure of internal consistency for the scale as a = .87. The Cronbach’s Alpha for this

sample was o = .889.

Data Analysis Plan
Exploratory Factor Analysis for Research Questions One and Two
To answer research questions number one and two, this study employed an exploratory

factor analysis using principal axis factor analysis as the extraction method to determine if latent
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factors exist within items on the Adult Hope Scale (Snyder et al., 1991) and the General Self
Efficacy Scale (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995). An oblique, Promax rotation was applied to
identify the presence of correlations between the scales and detect the shared and unique
variance that may exist between items and factors. In addition, this procedure will attempt to
identify the existence of a simple structure (Thurstone, 1947; Kline, 1994), in response to the
following questions;

e Do the constructs of general self-efficacy (GSE) and hope theory explain the same

cognitive phenomenon in positive psychology?

e Do the measurement scales of general self-efficacy as described in the Schwarzer and

Jerusalem General Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale (1995) and Adult Hope Trait Scale
(1991) measure the same construct?

Prior to analyzing the Adult Hope Scale and the General Self-Efficacy items using an
exploratory factor analysis, it was determined that each scale would be analyzed independently
to determine if the sample replicated or approximated the findings from the original and
subsequent research. An exploratory factor analysis using principal factor analysis and an
oblique, Promax rotation were selected to analyze each scale.

Criterion for Exploratory Factor Analysis Plan for Research Questions One and Two

Exploratory factor analysis is used to measure and identify underlying relationships
between variables and is an appropriate common factor technique for use when describing and
grouping variables that are correlated (Thompson, 2004; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996) and should
follow a sequential process that consists of evaluating sample size adequacy, determining factor
extraction methods, how factors will be retained, what rotation method will be used, and how

factor will be interpreted (Taherdoost et. al., 2014; Costello & Osborne, 2019). Both the Adult
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Hope Scale (Snyder et al., 1991) and the General Self Efficacy Scale (Schwarzer & Jerusalem,
1995) are hypothesized to share correlations within variables due to similar construct
development with origins related to cognition and outcome expectations and both are rooted in
measurement at the dispositional level. In addition, the underlying premise of this study is to
consider the previous findings of Zhou & Chun Seng Kam (2016) indicating there were no
differences between the two constructs, suggesting that the associated variables are correlated.
Since it is hypothesized there are correlations and shared variance among the items within these
scales, employing the exploratory factor analysis is appropriate as common factor analysis
recognizes the error that inevitably exists within samples, as well as acknowledges both the
shared and unique variance between variables (Gorsuch, 1990; Thompson 2004; Osbourne,
2015).

Exploratory factor analysis is used to determine the potential for latent factor structure
within variables (Thompson, 2004). The existing factor structure for Snyder’s Adult Hope Scale
was designed and validated as a bidimensional, two factor measure with four items representing
the agency factor and four items representing the pathways factor. The scores are then added
together to create a single score for ease of use (Snyder et al., 1991). Although there are studies
that indicate the scale may be a unidimensional scale (Brouwer et al., 2008; Vinueza-Solorzano
et al., 2023), this study will determine the existence of the original two factor measure and
combine scores as originally designed by Snyder, if confirmed. Schwarzer & Jerusalem’s
General Self-Efficacy Scale was designed and validated by the authors as a unidimensional scale
indicating no latent factors were extracted in designing the scale. Applying an exploratory factor
analysis while combining the items from the sample will provide an opportunity to determine if

variables share significant correlations where items may ‘cross-load’ on existing factors and/or
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determine if additional latent factors may be present among the variables as suggested by Zhou
(2016). Using an exploratory factor analysis approach assisted in determining the smallest
number of factors to explain correlations between items on these scales (Thompson, 2004).

The sample size of the data was considered in determining if an exploratory factor
analysis would be an appropriate measure for the study. There are differing positions taken by
researchers related to the appropriate sample size required to obtain accurate results (Gorsuch,
1983; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). This study applied the recommendations of Fabrigar and
Wegener (2012) that considered a sample size of 200 respondents and communalities within .40 -
.70 representing at least three variables that load on a factor as sufficient for an analysis.

Principal axis factoring was chosen as the extraction method for the common factor
analysis. Principal axis factoring targets common variance (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996) and used
to identify latent constructs when multiple variables may measure similar qualities within factors
(Thompson, 2004). Since there is a reasonable expectation that factors will have some
correlation upon extraction, oblique rotation is the most appropriate rotation for this study
(Corner, 2009; Grieder & Steiner, 2021). Promax (Hendrikson & White, 1964) is a widely used
oblique rotation method that will provide both a structure matrix and pattern matrix. A structure
matrix will include shared and unique variance within items and factors while the pattern matrix
will reduce the shared variance to isolate the unique variance that is represented within items and
factors (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012). The pattern matrix will serve to identify simple structure
(Kline, 1994).

Testing and Analysis to Advance the Exploratory Factor Analysis
Each of the three exploratory factor analysis will include the following tests and analysis,

as needed, in validating the analysis process.
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Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) is a measure of sampling adequacy that is determined
on a scale of 0 to 1. Kaiser & Rice (1974) established a rating system indicating that scores
greater than .8 — 1.0 were adequate to move forward with the factor analysis. Scores below .5
were determined not satisfactory to advance a factor analysis.
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 1950) is a test of significance that must meet the
criteria of (p <.05) indicating that the correlation matrix is not an identity matrix and represents
significant correlation among variables for analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).
Eigenvalues

The Kaiser Criterion (Kaiser, 1960) of retaining factors with an eigenvalue of (>1) was
used to determine the number of factors to extract for analysis and rotation. The eigenvalue test
is useful but can be problematic in estimating the number of factors for extraction in a factor
analysis (Preacher & MacCallum, 2003; Gorsuch, 1983). Accordingly, additional techniques
were included in determining the number of factors for extraction.
Cattell’s Scree Test

Cattell’s Scree Test was used to validate the eigenvalue computation of three extracted
factors (Cattell, 1966). The visual measure indicates the number of factors to employ for factor
extraction, however, this graphical representation is generated from the Kaiser Criterion test
within the SPSS model. Although useful and valid in helping identify the number of factors for
extraction, a third technique was included to approximate the number of factors to retain for the

factor analysis.
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Velicer’s Minimum Average Partial Test

Velicer’s Minimum Average Partial Test (Velicer, 1976) was also conducted to estimate
the number of factors to extract for analysis. This test is not computed based on eigenvalues and
provides a secondary evaluation to determine the number of factors to extract for analysis.
Communalities

Communalities for each item were computed, as well as the average across the scales.
Communalities represent the variance in each observed variable that can be explained by the
underlying common factors and can range from 0 to 1. The closer the communality is to 1, the
better the variable is explained by the factors. Communalities above 0.6 are generally considered
ideal, while values between 0.25 and 0.4 are often deemed acceptable (Thompson, 2004).
Pattern Matrix

The Promax, oblique rotation (Hendrikson & White, 1964) produces a pattern matrix that
represents the unique variance associated within variables and focuses on specific factor
contributions to the model. Whereas the structure matrix represents all correlations of variance
within variables and factors, the pattern matrix focuses on the unique variance attributable to
specific factors (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012; Thompson, 2004).
Structure Matrix

The Promax, oblique rotation, will produce a structure matrix that represents the
correlations and interdependence between all the variables and the associated factors. The
structure matrix represents both common or shared variance and the unique variance that exists

across all the items and their associated factors (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012; Thompson, 2004).
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Hierarchical Multiple Regression Plan for Research Question Three

To the extent that hope, and general self-efficacy represents unique measures from the
analysis of the exploratory factor analysis, the study employed a hierarchical multiple regression
analysis to explore the relationship between hope, general self-efficacy and flourishing. It is
predicted that the hope scale will predict flourishing over and above general self-efficacy.

e Does Hope explain variance beyond generalized self-efficacy when correlated with

the positive psychological construct of Diener’s Flourishing Scale (2010)?

In addition to conducting a hierarchical multiple regression model to analyze general self-
efficacy and hope, an additional hierarchical multiple regression model was conducted to analyze
the General Self-Efficacy Scale and the Dispositional Adult Hope Scale as two subscales, hope-
agency and hope-pathways. The analysis will determine how variance may be distributed within

the two subscales and general self-efficacy as it relates to Diener’s Flourishing Scale.

35



RESULTS

Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Adult Hope Scale

An exploratory factor analysis was conducted to examine the underlying factor structures
of the Adult Hope Scale (n=269). This analysis aims to determine whether the dimensions of the
Adult Hope Scale replicated or approximated the original scale development. Principal axis
factoring was used as the extraction method, with Promax rotation applied to simplify the factor
structure.

Data Testing

The Kaiser Meyer Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was .885 representing
sufficient overlap within variables and the potential existence of underlying factors within the
sample indicating sufficient findings to continue the factor analysis process.

The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant at X? (269) = 1128.25, p <.001
indicating the correlation matrix and the identity matrix are different and likely that correlations
exist within the sample and sufficient to advance the planned analysis.

Factor Extraction

Two factors were determined for the extraction and rotation. Initial eigenvalues (Kaiser,
1960) suggested two factors representing 70.45% of the cumulative variance. The extraction of
sums of squared loadings indicated the presence of two factors, although reduced from removing
additional variance, represented 61.01% of the cumulative variance. The Cattell’s scree test
(Figure 1) also indicated the presence of two factors with the second factor slightly above the
(> 1) threshold related to the eigenvalue test. To gain additional clarity, Velicer’s minimum
average partial (Velicer, 1976) was conducted. The minimum average partial indicated the

presence of a second factor. Based on a priori knowledge of the Adult Hope Scale as
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bidimensional, the initial eigenvalue test, Cattell’s scree plot, and presence of a second factor
within the minimum average partial test, evidence is sufficient to advance a two-factor model.

Table 1. 1

Factor Correlations for Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Adult Hope Scale (n=269)

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Factor Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %
1 4.59 57.33 57.33 4.21 52.61 52.61
2 1.05 13.11 70.45 0.67 8.40 61.01

Figure 3. Cattell’s Scree Test of the Adult Hope Scale
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Communalities

The extracted communalities ranging from .46 to .76 (Table 1.2) were determined suitable for
factoring (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). In addition, an overall average of .61 indicating a
moderately good sample was present for analysis (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012). Communalities

of (> .40) are indicated in bold and represent the threshold for considering relevance within the
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data. All extracted commonalities were above the (> .40) threshold and were retained within the

analysis.

Table 1. 2

Communalities for Exploratory Factor Analysis for the Adult Hope Scale (n=269

Items Initial Extraction
AHS-P | can think of many ways to get out of a jam. 0.50 0.56
AHS-A | energetically pursue my goals. 0.55 0.60
AHS-P There are lots of ways around any problem. 0.39 0.48
AHS-P | can think of many ways to get the things in life that are
important to me. 0.63 0.69
AHS-P Even when others get discouraged, | know I can find a
way to solve the problem. 0.60 0.69
AHS-A My past experiences have prepared me well for my future. 0.43 0.46
AHS-A I’ve been pretty successful in life. 0.57 0.65
AHS-A | meet the goals that | set for myself. 0.62 0.76

Note: AHS-A are Agency based items, AHS-P are Pathway based items
Pattern Matrix

The results of the unique variance represented in the pattern matrix (Table 1.3) confirmed
that two factors were present within the Adult Hope Scale data. The two factors represent
Snyder’s original scale design as bidimensional with items loading on a subset factor related to
agency and a subset factor related to pathways. While all four items related to the subset of
pathways loaded on a single factor, one of the items from the agency subset, ‘My past
experiences have prepared me well for my future,’ loaded on the pathways factor in this sample.
The remaining three items related to the agency subset loaded on the original agency subset
factor. All items were retained in advancing the study for comparison of each scale as the results
of the exploratory factor analysis for the Adult Hope Scale confirmed a two-factor model for
agency and pathways. It is noted in the structure matrix that the single item loading across

factors showed significant correlation related to the original subset of hope-agency.
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Table 1. 3

Pattern Matrix for Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Adult Hope Scale (n=266)

Factor
Items 1 2

AHS-P I can think of many ways to get out of a jam. 0.70  0.07
AHS-A | energetically pursue my goals. 021  0.61
AHS-P There are lots of ways around any problem. 0.82 -0.21
AHS-P I can think of many ways to get the things in life that are

important to me. 0.67 0.21
AHS-P Even when others get discouraged, | know I can find a way to

solve the problem. 0.78 0.07
AHS-A My past experiences have prepared me well for my future. 053 0.19
AHS-A  D’ve been pretty successful in life. -0.05  0.84
AHS-A I meet the goals that I set for myself. -0.10  0.94
Note: Correlations >.4 represented in bold

AHS-P represents Pathway items
AHS-A represents Agency items

Structure Matrix

The structure matrix includes both the unique and shared or common variance that can
overlap within variables and factors (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012; Thompson, 2015). The structure
matrix (Table 1.4) highlights the significance of the shared variance and correlations that exist
between items within the scale, notably within the two factor subsets associated with agency and
pathways. It is acknowledged that high correlations exist within items and factors related to the
sample and representative of other findings (Magaletta & Oliver, 1999) that indicate the close
association between items within the two factors.

Table 1. 4

Structure Matrix for Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Adult Hope Scale (n=269)

Factor
Items 1 2
AHS-P | can think of many ways to get out of a jam. 0.75 0.55
AHS-A | energetically pursue my goals. 0.63 0.76
AHS-P  There are lots of ways around any problem. 0.67 0.35
AHS-P | can think of many ways to get the things in life that are important to
me. 0.82 0.67
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AHS-P  Even when others get discouraged, | know I can find a way to solve the

problem. 0.83 0.60
AHS-A My past experiences have prepared me well for my future. 0.67 0.56
AHS-A  I’ve been pretty successful in life. 0.53 0.81
AHS-A | meet the goals that | set for myself. 0.55 0.87
Note: Correlations >.4 represented in bold

AHS-P represents Pathway items
AHS-A represents Agency items

Exploratory Factor Analysis of the General Self-Efficacy Scale

An exploratory factor analysis was conducted to examine the underlying factor structure
of the General Self-Efficacy Scale (n=276). This analysis aimed to determine whether the
General Self-Efficacy Scale replicated or approximated the original unidimensional design.
Principal axis factoring (PAF) was used as the extraction method, with Promax rotation applied
to simplify the factor structure.
Data Testing

The Kaiser Meyer Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was .895 representing
sufficient overlap within variables and the potential existence of underlying factors within the
sample indicating sufficient findings to continue the factor analysis process. The Bartlett’s Test
of Sphericity (Bartlett, 1950) was significant as X? (276) = 951.94, p < .001 indicating the
correlation matrix and the identity matrix are different and likely that correlations exist within
the sample and sufficient to advance the planned analysis.
Factor Loadings

A single factor was revealed within the analysis. The initial eigenvalue (>1) (Kaiser,
1960) indicated a single factor accounting for 45.87% variance within the model. Additional
analysis of the initial eigenvalues indicted two additional factors below the (>1) threshold at .924

and .908. Cattell’s scree plot (Cattell, 1966) confirmed the single factor. To determine if
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additional factors were sufficient for consideration, Velicer’s minimum average partial (Velicer,
1976) was completed. The analysis indicated the additional presence but did not support a
decision to include an additional second factor. The single factor determination supports the
original scale design of Schwarzer and Jerusalem in establishing the General Self-Efficacy Scale
as a unidimensional measurement. It is noted that less than 50% of variance is accounted for in
the one factor model indicating considerable remaining variance within items. Based on the
identification of a single factor, rotation will not occur within the analysis. No pattern or
structure matrix will be established.

Table 2. 1
Factor Loadings for Exploratory Factor Analysis for the General Self-Efficacy Scale (n=276)

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Factor Total % of Variance Cumulative % | Total % of Variance Cumulative %
1 4.59 45.87 45.87 4.02 40.17 40.17

Figure 4. Cattell’s Scree Test for the General Self-Efficacy Scale
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Table 2. 2
Factor Matrix for Exploratory Factor Analysis of the General Self-Efficacy Scale (n=276)

Items Factor

GSE1 | can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough. 0.63
GSE2  If someone opposes me, | can find the means and ways to get what |

want. 0.37
GSE3  Itis easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals. 0.62
GSE4 1 am confident that | could deal efficiently with unexpected events. 0.70
GSE5  Thanks to my resourcefulness, | know how to handle unforeseen

situations. 0.70
GSE6 | can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort. 0.64
GSE7 | canremain calm when facing difficulties because | can rely on my

coping abilities. 0.61
GSE8  When | am confronted with a problem, | can usually find several

solutions. 0.56
GSE9 If lamin trouble, I can usually think of a solution. 0.72
GSE10 | can usually handle whatever comes my way. 0.72
Note: Correlations >.40 represented in bold

Communalities

The initial and extracted communalities listed in Table 2.3 were determined to be suitable
for factoring (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). An overall average of communalities was computed at
(.40) indicating a moderately good sample was present for analysis (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012).
Communalities of (> .40) are indicated in bold and represent the threshold for considering
relevance within the data. Several commonalities were observed below the (> .40) threshold. The
initial communalities indicated three items below the (>.40) threshold and four items below
(>.40) after extraction. All items were retained within the analysis as the threshold for
communalities can be subjective and the intent of the study is to compare the General Self
Efficacy Scale and the Adult Hope Scale. If the objective of the study was to reduce items to
approach simple structure, the four items below the (> .40) threshold might be candidates for

removal from the scale.
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Table 2. 3

Communalities for Exploratory Factor Analysis for the General Self-Efficacy Scale (n=270)

Items Initial Extraction
GSE1 | can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard
enough. 0.40 0.40
GSE2  If someone opposes me, | can find the means and ways to get
what | want. 0.14 0.13

GSE3  ltis easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals. 0.36 0.38
GSE4 | am confident that | could deal efficiently with unexpected

events. 0.45 0.49
GSE5  Thanks to my resourcefulness, | know how to handle

unforeseen situations. 0.44 0.49
GSE6 | can solve most problems if | invest the necessary effort. 0.40 0.41
GSE7 | can remain calm when facing difficulties because | can rely

on my coping abilities. 0.36 0.37
GSE8  When I am confronted with a problem, I can usually find

several solutions. 0.40 0.31
GSE9 If lamin trouble, I can usually think of a solution. 0.54 0.52
GSE10 | can usually handle whatever comes my way. 0.48 0.52

Exploratory Factor Analysis of General Self-Efficacy Items and Adult Hope Scale Items
Combined

Exploratory factor analysis was conducted to examine the underlying factor structures of
the General Self-Efficacy Scale and the Adult Hope Scale, (n = 267). This analysis seeks to
determine whether these items measure distinct constructs and/or share common underlying
dimensions. Principal axis factoring was used as the extraction method, with Promax rotation
applied to simplify the factor structure.

Data Testing

The correlation matrix was analyzed to determine consistent, and significant correlations
exist between variables. Observation detected one item, GSE2, lower than other variables within
the matrix. It was determined that overall, the sample was adequate to advance the factor

analysis.
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The Kaiser Meyer Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was .928 representing
sufficient overlap within variables and the potential existence of underlying factors within the
sample. The Kaiser scale value of .928 was determined to be ‘marvelous’ (Kaiser & Rice, 1974)
and indicates that the sample was sufficient to continue the factor analysis process.

The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 1950) was significant as X* (267) = 2444.173,
p <.000 indicating the correlation matrix and the identity matrix are different and likely that
correlations exist within the sample and sufficient to advance the planned analysis.

Factor Loading

Three factors were determined for the extraction and rotation. Using the Kaiser (1960)
eigenvalue test for determining factors for extraction (> 1), the Initial eigenvalues suggested
three factors present in the data representing 59.22% of the cumulative variance. The extraction
of sums of squared loadings also indicated the presence of three factors representing 51.87% of
the cumulative variance (Table 3.1) with the third factor lower at (.71). Cattell’s scree test
(Cattell, 1966) (Figure 3.) confirmed the presence of three factors with the third factor slightly
above the (> 1) threshold related to the eigenvalue threshold.

To gain additional clarity, Velicer’s minimum average partial (Velicer, 1976) was
conducted. The minimum average partial also indicated the presence of a third factor. Based on
the initial eigenvalue test, Cattell’s scree plot, and presence of a third factor within the minimum
average partial test, evidence is sufficient to advance a three-factor model. This result aligned
with the previous factor extractions for General Self-Efficacy Scale as unidimensional and the

Adult Hope Scale as bidimensional establishing a three-factor model for rotation and analysis.
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Table 3. 1

Factor Loadings for Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Adult Hope Scale and the Generalized
Self-Efficacy Scale (n=267)

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Factor Total % of Variance Cumulative % | Total % of Variance Cumulative %
1 8.04 44.68 44.68 7.59 42.17 42.17
2 1.46 8.10 52.78 1.04 5.75 47.92
3 1.16 6.44 59.22 711 3.95 51.87

Figure 5. Cattell’s Scree Test of the General Self-Efficacy Scale and Adult Hope Scale
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Communalities

The initial and extracted communalities listed in Table 3.2 are suitable for factoring.
Extracted communalities ranged from .38 to .71, with one outlier at .14. The average for all
communalities is .52 indicating a moderately good sample was present for analysis (Fabrigar &
Wegener, 2012). When performing EFA using principal axis factoring with Promax rotation,
Osborne, Costello, & Kellow (2008) suggest that the communalities above (> 0.40) are

acceptable. Communalities of (>.40) are indicated in bold and represent the threshold for
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considering relevance within the data. One item, GSE2, was found to be below the (>.40)
threshold at (0.14). All items were retained, including the item below the (>.40) threshold as the
objective of the study is to determine the similarities and differences within the scales, and it was
determined that including the item with low communality would provide a more accurate
reporting of results.

Table 3. 2

Communalities for Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Adult Hope Scale and the Generalized
Self-Efficacy Scale (n=267)

Items Initial Extraction

GSEl I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try

hard enough. 0.43 0.40
GSE2 If someone opposes me, | can find the means and ways to

get what I want. 0.16 0.14
GSE3 It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my

goals. 0.51 0.58
GSE4 I am confident that | could deal efficiently with

unexpected events. 0.49 0.52
GSES5 Thanks to my resourcefulness, | know how to handle

unforeseen situations. 0.48 0.47
GSE6 I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort. 0.46 0.41
GSE7 I can remain calm when facing difficulties because | can

rely on my coping abilities. 0.40 0.38
GSES When | am confronted with a problem, I can usually find

several solutions. 0.47 0.42
GSE9 If I am in trouble, I can usually think of a solution. 0.55 0.57
GSE10 I can usually handle whatever comes my way. 0.53 0.53
AHS-P I can think of many ways to get out of a jam. 0.61 0.62
AHS-A | energetically pursue my goals. 0.62 0.64
AHS-P There are lots of ways around any problem. 0.44 0.53
AHS-P I can think of many ways to get the things in life that are

important to me. 0.65 0.68
AHS-P Even when others get discouraged, | know I can find a

way to solve the problem. 0.63 0.66
AHS-A My past experiences have prepared me well for my future. 0.46 0.47
AHS-A I’ve been pretty successful in life. 0.59 0.62
AHS-A I meet the goals that I set for myself. 0.64 0.71
Note: Correlations >.40 represented in bold

AHS-P represents Pathway items
AHS-A represents Agency items
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Pattern Matrix Analysis

The pattern matrix represents the unique variance between the factor and items. Variance
explained by more than one factor is not included in the pattern matrix (Thompson, 2015). When
the unique variance is isolate in the pattern matrix, results indicate three factors with variables
loading closely to their original construct design for general self-efficacy and hope. Factor one
represented variables associated with the General Self-Efficacy Scale, factor two represented
variables associated with the Adult Hope Scale, specifically the items related to the subset of
hope-agency, and the third factor represented variables associated with the Adult Hope Scale,
specifically related to hope-pathways items.

Factor one reveals that nine of the ten variables related to General Self-Efficacy items are
loaded on a single factor. It is noted that Item number two, GSE2, loaded considerably lower
than the other variables in the matrix, yet is represented within factor one. Item number three,
GSE3, is loaded on factor number two that would be associated with the Adult Hope Scale and
specifically the subset of hope-agency items.

Factor number two was represented by three of the four items aligned with the Adult
Hope Scale associated with the subset of hope-agency including questions 2, 7, and 8. In
addition, the General Self-Efficacy Scale item number 3 also loaded on factor number two.

Factor number three represented all items associated with the subset of hope-pathways,
questions 1, 3, 4, and 5. In addition the factor included item number 6 originally associated with
the hope-agency variables.

The pattern matrix analysis of these three factors, representing post- rotation, indicates
that the ten items originally assigned to the General Self-Efficacy Scale and eight items

originally assigned to the Adult Hope Scale, including four for the subset of hope-agency and
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four for the subset of hope-pathway mostly align with their respective constructs and are separate
and mostly distinct when analyzing the model for simple structure.

Table 3. 3

Pattern Matrix for Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Adult Hope Scale and the Generalized
Self-Efficacy Scale (n=267)

Factor(s)
Items 1 2 3
GSE1 I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try 0.46 0.20 0.04
hard enough.
GSE2 If someone opposes me, | can find the means and ways 029 -0.01 0.11
to get what | want.
GSE3 It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplishmy  0.38 0.63 -0.28

goals.

GSE4 I am confident that | could deal efficiently with 0.64 026 -0.19
unexpected events.

GSES Thanks to my resourcefulness, | know how to handle 0.62 0.07  0.02
unforeseen situations.

GSE6 I can solve most problems if | invest the necessary 0.44 0.17 0.10
effort.

GSE7 I can remain calm when facing difficulties because | 0.41 024 0.04
can rely on my coping abilities.

GSE8 When | am confronted with a problem, I can usually 0.67 -0.29 0.20
find several solutions.

GSE9 If I am in trouble, | can usually think of a solution. 0.77 -0.11 0.08

GSE10 I can usually handle whatever comes my way. 0.65 0.03 0.08

AHS-P 1 can think of many ways to get out of a jam. 0.41 0.01 0.45

AHS-A | energetically pursue my goals. 0.15 0.66 0.06

AHS-P  There are lots of ways around any problem. 0.08 -0.17 0.77

AHS-P | can think of many ways to get the things in life that -0.02 033 0.61

are important to me.
AHS-P  Even when others get discouraged, | know | can find a 0.17 0.20 0.55
way to solve the problem.

AHS-A My past experiences have prepared me well for my 0.01 029 0.47
future.

AHS-A  T’ve been pretty successful in life. -0.17  0.83 0.09

AHS-A | meet the goals that | set for myself. -0.14  0.89 0.06

Note: Correlations >.40 represented in bold

AHS-P represents Pathway items
AHS-A represents Agency items
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Structure Matrix Analysis

The structure matrix represents the unique and common variance associated within and

between all the variables (Thompson, 2014). Analysis of the structure matrix represents the

presence of considerable correlations and variance among items and within the variables of both

scales. It is acknowledged that these associations are significant when considering the shared or

common variance and unique variance of these items and factors, however, when analyzing the

pattern matrix, there is significant evidence to support not only three separate factors, but items

loading specifically to the factors that would align with the original unidimensional scale design

of Schwarzer & Jerusalem’s General Self-Efficacy Scale and the bidimensional model of

Snyder’s Adult Hope Scale.

Table 3. 4

Structure Matrix for Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Adult Hope Scale and the Generalized
Self-Efficacy Scale (n=267)

Factor(s)
Items 1 2 3

GSE1 | can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try 0.61 052 045
hard enough.

GSE2 If someone opposes me, | can find the means and ways 0.36 024 0.29
to get what | want.

GSE3 It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplishmy  0.60 071 032
goals.

GSE4 | am confident that | could deal efficiently with 0.69 056 037
unexpected events.

GSES Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle 0.68 048  0.46
unforeseen situations.

GSE6 | can solve most problems if I invest the necessary 0.62 051 048
effort.

GSE7 I can remain calm when facing difficulties because I can ~ 0.59 052 044
rely on my coping abilities.

GSE8 When | am confronted with a problem, I can usually 0.60 025 045
find several solutions.

GSE9 If I am in trouble, I can usually think of a solution. 0.75 043  0.50

GSE10 | can usually handle whatever comes my way. 0.72 0.49 0.51

AHS-P | can think of many ways to get out of a jam. 0.71 053  0.72

AHS-A | energetically pursue my goals. 0.61 0.79 0.53
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AHS-P  There are lots of ways around any problem. 0.46 032 0.72

AHS-P | can think of many ways to get the things in life that 0.57 0.66 0.78
are important to me.

AHS-P  Even when others get discouraged, | know I can find a 0.65 0.62 0.77
way to solve the problem.

AHS-A My past experiences have prepared me well for my 0.49 0.57  0.64
future.
AHS-A  TD’ve been pretty successful in life. 0.43 0.78  0.46
AHS-A | meet the goals that | set for myself. 0.47 0.84 048
Note: Correlations >.40 represented in bold

AHS-P represents Pathway items
AHS-A represents Agency items

Hierarchical Multiple Regression
Hierarchical Multiple Regression General Self-Efficacy, Hope, and Flourishing

A hierarchical regression analysis was conducted (n=266) to explore the relationship between
general self-efficacy (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995) and hope (Snyder et al., 1991) with
flourishing (Diener, 2010). The study employed a two-step approach where step one introduced
the independent predictor variable of general self-efficacy followed by the independent predictor
variable of hope. This analysis measured the unique variance each variable contributed to the
dependent variable of flourishing.

Cronbach’s Alpha (Cronbach, 1951) was conducted for each scale. Each measure
indicated good internal reliability within the sample as all measures exceeded (> .7). The
flourishing scale consisted of 10 items (o =.889), the general self-efficacy scale consisted of 10
items (o = .862) and the adult hope scale consisted of 8 items, 4 items representing a subset of
hope-agency and 4 items representing a subset of hope-pathways items (o = .892).

The correlation matrix revealed slightly inflated correlations among the two independent
variables, general self-efficacy and hope, indicating the potential of collinearity within the model

(see Table 4.1). Correlations of independent variables more than (> .7) can indicate the presence
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of collinearity in the sample making the analysis less reliable (Dormann et al., 2012; Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2004).

To further identify the presence of collinearity, the variance inflation factor (VIF) was
analyzed. A VIF of 1 indicates that variables are not correlated, whereas a VIF between 1 and 5
shows that variables are moderately correlated. A VIF between 5 and 10 indicates that variables
are highly correlated (O’Brien, 2007). The variance inflation factor (VIF) denoted a value of 2.26
for both general self-efficacy and hope indicating the presence of low to moderate collinearity
within the sample (Table 4.3). This low inflation was acknowledge yet determined to be
sufficient to continue the analysis. A review of the tolerance measure within the collinearity
statistics (Table 4.3) indicated a measure of .443 exceeding the (<.1) value used to indicate
significant collinearity (Kutner et al., 2005). This assessment provided confidence in the
measurement to continue the hierarchical multiple regression. As noted, these indicators
represent a presence of correlation and collinearity within the sample. It is also noted there is an
a priori position that both general self-efficacy and hope have the potential to represent
correlations within the measurements based on the origins of their respective constructs,
measurement design, and research questions for this study.

Table 4. 1

Correlations for Hierarchical Multiple Regression of the Adult Hope Scale, General Self-
Efficacy and Flourishing (n=266)

Mean Std. Dev  Flourish GSE Hope
b Flourish 48.989  6.125 1.000
earson GSE 33480  3.965 0.631%* 1.000
Correlation

Hope 54.786  7.048 0.808* 0.746* 1.000
Note: *p <.001
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Hierarchical Multiple Regression Model Summary

The regression model (Table 4.2) predicted approximately 65% of variance in flourishing
(adj. R? = .652, F(1,263) = 249.76, p < .001). In Step 1, general self-efficacy accounted for
approximately 40% of the variance in flourishing (adj. R*> = .396, F(1,264) = 174.59, p < .000).
In Step 2, hope was entered contributing an additional 26% of the variance in flourishing, R* =
655, AR? =257, F(1,263) = 195.99, p < .000). Reviewing the coefficients for the individual
independent (Table 4.3) revealed that hope was statistically significant at (f = 0.662, p <.000)
while general self-efficacy was not determined to be statistically significant at (f = 0.096,p <
. 254). This result indicates that although general self-efficacy was represented as contributing
variance to the dependent variable of flourishing the contribution could have been due to chance.

Table 4. 2

Model Summary for Hierarchical Multiple regression of the Adult Hope Scale, General Self-
Efficacy and Flourishing (n=266)

Adj R R Square F Sig. F

Model R R Square Square Change Change dfl df2 Change
12 6312 0.398 0.396 0.398 174586 1 264 0.000
2p .809° 0.655 0.652 0.257 195990 1 263 0.000

a. Predictors: (constant), GSE
b. Predictors: (Constant), GSE, Hope
c. Dependent Variable: Flourish

Table 4. 3

Coefficients (a) for Hierarchical Multiple Regression of the Adult Hope Scale, General Self-
Efficacy and Flourishing (n=266)

Std
B Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
(Constant) 16.352 2.487 6.574 0.000
GSE 0.975 0.074 0.631 13.213 0.000 1.000 1.000
(Constant) 9.496 1.949 4.873 0.000
GSE 0.096 0.084 0.062 1.144 0.254 0.443 2.258
Hope 0.662 0.047 0.762 14.000 0.000 0.443 2.258

a. Dependent Variable: Flourish
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Hierarchical Multiple Regression General Self-Efficacy, Hope-Agency, Hope-Pathways and
Flourishing

An additional hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to explore the impact of
general self -efficacy (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995) and hope (Snyder et. al., 1991) when the
dispositional hope scale is separated into its two bidimensional subscales; hope- agency and
hope-pathways. The three independent variables were then regressed on the dependent variable
of flourishing (Diener et al., 2010). The study employed a two-step approach first, introducing
the predictor of general self-efficacy followed by the subscales of hope-agency and hope-
pathways.

Cronbach’s Alpha (Cronbach, 1951) was conducted for each scale. Each measure
indicated good internal reliability within the sample as all measures exceeded (>.7). The
Flourishing scale consisted of 10 items (a =.889), the general self-efficacy scale consists of 10
items (o = .862), the subset of the adult hope scale, hope-agency consisting of 4 items (o = .834)
and the subset of the adult hope scale, hope-pathways consisting of 4 items (o = .845).

The correlation matrix revealed a slightly inflated correlation among the independent
variables, general self-efficacy and hope-pathways at .710 (Table 5.1), indicating the potential
presence of collinearity. Correlations of independent variables more than (>.7) can indicate the
presence of collinearity in the sample making the analysis less reliable (Dormann et al., 2012;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2004). Additional analysis was conducted to determine if the presence of
collinearity would influence integrity of the analysis.

The variance inflation factor (VIF) was analyzed to determine the potential existence of
collinearity. The variance inflation factor (VIF) indicated values for general self-efficacy (2.26),
hope-agency (1.923), and hope-pathways (2.313) indicating the presence of low to moderate

collinearity within the sample (see Table 5.3). According to O’Brien (2007) a VIF of 1 indicates
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that variables are not correlated, whereas a VIF between 1 and 5 shows that variables are
moderately correlated. A review of the tolerance measure within the collinearity statistics (see
Table 5.3) indicated a measure for general self-efficacy (.441), hope-agency (.520), and hope-
pathways (.432) exceeding the (< .1) value indicating acceptance within the sample (Kutner et
al., 2005). These results provide confidence in the sample to continue the hierarchical multiple
regression. It is acknowledged there is a presence of correlation and collinearity within the
sample but not to the degree to discount the sample or abandon the model. As mentioned
previously, there is an a priori position that both general self-efficacy and hope will be correlated
based on the origins of their respective constructs, measurement design, and research question
for this study.

Table 5. 1

Correlations for Hierarchical Multiple Regression of the Adult Hope Scale-Agency, Adult Hope
Scale-Pathways, General Self-Efficacy Scale and Flourishing (n=266)

Variable Flourishing GSE AHS-Agency AHS-Pathways
Flourishing 1.000

Pearson GSE 0.631* 1.000

Correlation = AHS-Agency 0.777* 0.636* 1.000
AHS-Pathways 0.704* 0.710%* 0.645* 1.000

Note: *p <.001
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Model Summary

The overall hierarchical regression model predicted approximately 67% of variance in
flourishing (adj. R? = .673, F(2,262) = 112.55, p < .000). In Step one, general self-efficacy was
entered accounting for approximately 40% of the variance in flourishing (adj. R? = .396, R?
Change = .398, F(1,264) = 174.59, p <.000). In Step 2, hope-agency and hope-pathways were

entered. Both subsets of hope contributed an additional 28% of the variance, R? = .676, AR? =
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278, F(2,262) =112.55, p <.000), in flourishing beyond the variance associated with general
self-efficacy (see Table 5.2).

In addition, when reviewing the Beta scores and coefficients (see Table 5.3), hope-agency
(B=0.984, p <.000) and hope-pathways (B = 0.424, p <.000) were determined to be statistically
significant within the model while general self-efficacy (B =.115, p <.160) was determined not
to be statistically significant. As revealed in the prior analysis, although general self-efficacy was
represented as contributing to the model with the dependent variable of flourishing the
contribution could have been due to chance.

Table 5. 2

Model Summary for Hierarchical Multiple Regression of the Adult Hope Scale-Agency, Adult
Hope Scale-Pathways, General Self-Efficacy Scale and Flourishing (n=266)

AdjR R Square F Sig. F

Model R R Square  Square Change Change dfl df2  Change
GSE 6317 0.398 0.396 0.398 174.586 1 264 0.000
Hope .822° 0.676 0.673 0.278 112.550 2 262 0.000

a. Predictors: (Constant), GSE
b. Predictors: (Constant), GSE, Hope-Agency, Hope-Pathways

Table 5. 3

Coefficients for Hierarchical Multiple Regression of the Adult Hope Scale-Agency, Adult Hope
Scale-Pathways, General Self-Efficacy Scale and Flourishing (n=266)

Std
Model B Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance  VIF
(Constant) 16.352 2.487 6.574 0.000
GSE 0.975 0.074 0.631 13.213 0.000 1.000  1.000
(Constant) 10.570 1.910 5.536 0.000
GSE 0.115 0.082  0.075 1.410 0.160 0.441  2.266
Hope Agency 0.984 0.090 0.531 10.888 0.000 0.520 1.923
Hope Pathways 0.424 0.074  0.308 5.763 0.000 0432 2313
a. Dependent Variable: Flourish
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CONCLUSION

Overview of Purpose

This study compared the constructs and psychometric properties of general self-efficacy,
specifically as proposed by Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1995), and hope as defined and measured
by Snyder et al. (1991). Challenges, similarities, and differences between these two concepts
have been presented. A notable challenge to understanding hope and general self-efficacy were
presented in the findings of Zhou and Chun Seng Kam (2016) that established the measurement
properties of these two constructs as the same and challenged the research community to
consider additional research on these concepts. Other researchers have found differing results
that support the position that hope and general self-efficacy are similar, yet separate constructs
both conceptual and empirically (Magaletta & Oliver, 1999; Munoz et al., 2017) when
comparing hope with the general self-efficacy model of Sherer et al., (1982) and the Self
Efficacy Scale. This research study posed three questions related to these previous results to add
to the existing literature and better understand the underlying properties of both constructs.

To explore and measure the similarities and/or differences between the concepts of hope
and general self-efficacy the study reviewed the existing literature and conceptual aspects of both
theories. The study employed an exploratory factor analysis to explore the underlying factor
structure and items related to each construct and conducted an additional exploratory factor
analysis to determine how each model performs when combined. And finally, a hierarchical
multiple regression analysis was performed to understand the relationship of each construct as it

relates to a third dependent variable.
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Discussion

The details of the results appeared in the previous chapter and will be further analyzed
and discussed in this section. The findings in this study are discussed in terms of the research
questions and were framed to answer the following:

1. Do the constructs of general self-efficacy (GSE) and hope theory explain the same

cognitive phenomenon in positive psychology?
2. Do the measurement scales of general self-efficacy as described in the Schwarzer and
Jerusalem General Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale (1995) and Adult Hope Trait Scale
(1991) measure the same construct?

3. Does Hope explain variance beyond generalized self-efficacy when correlated with
the positive psychological construct of Diener’s Flourishing Scale (2010)?

To explore and analyze these questions a convenience sample of 267 human services
professionals residing in the Southern plains of the U.S. completed a self-report questionnaire
consisting of the General Self-Efficacy Scale, a 10 item scale created by Schwarzer & Jerusalem
(1995), the Dispositional Adult Hope Scale, an 8 item scale created by Snyder et al. (1991) and,
the Flourishing Scale, a 10 item scale established by Diener (2010). To answer the first question,
a review of the existing literature was conducted to determine the origins, similarities and
differences of each construct. For question one and two, responses from the survey were
analyzed using an exploratory factor analysis. The common factor approach employed principal
axis factoring and applied Promax as an oblique rotation technique to determine the existence of
simple structure within the models. To answer question number three, a hierarchical multiple

regression analysis was used to measure any potential correlations and/or distinct variance
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associated with the independent variables of general self-efficacy and hope with the dependent
variable of flourishing.
Research Question One

Do the constructs of general self-efficacy (GSE) and hope theory explain the same
cognitive phenomenon in positive psychology? A review of the literature regarding both
constructs suggests that hope and general self-efficacy are separate and distinct constructs that
share substantial similarities. Both constructs have a dispositional, trait-based approach, based on
positive expectancy, are future oriented and based on an agentic perspective (Shelton, 1990;
Snyder et. al., 1991; Schwarzer, 1994; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995; Rand, 2018). Although
similar, the constructs of hope and general self-efficacy are separate.

Hope theory is conceptualized as a dispositional construct predicated on the assumptions
that individuals are goal directed, intentional and action-oriented in their assessment of attaining
future focused goals (Snyder, 2002). Hope is designed on a cognitive, reciprocal relationship
between an individual’s agency, or will power, in determining the requisite motivation and
ability to initiate and sustain goal directed actions and includes a parallel cognition where the
individual generates and plans one or more pathways, or way power, required to acquire the
desired outcome or goal. This dual process of agency and mental mapping considers both the
motivation to pursue goals, and the ability to devise strategies to reach those goals. (Snyder et al.,
1991; Snyder, 2000, 2002). Snyder et al., (1991) stated that both agency and pathway cognition
are necessary, that neither is sufficient to define hope and there is no linear relationship between
the two. In other words, there is no one-directional process where individuals assess their
capability of achieving a goal before considering the outcomes and pathways needed to achieve a

goal. The iterative process of hope continues to assess and reassess the agency and pathways
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thinking needed for goal acquisition. This evaluation continues even after a goal or outcome is
established and acts to inform the individual throughout the goal acquisition process. In addition,
hope theory can be operationalized at both a cross-sectional and situational level.

General self-efficacy is an expansion of Bandura’s theory of perceived self-efficacy
which is a key component within social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977; Sherer et al., 1982;
Shelton, 1990; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995a, 2001). As an expansion of the perceived self-
efficacy concept, it is difficult to separate the context of general self-efficacy from Bandura’s
original theory. Although self-efficacy is a goal-oriented theory like hope, Bandura anchored
self-efficacy in the position that cognitive processes are a means to establish and reinforce an
individual’s personal efficacy (Bandura, 1977). He defined efficacy expectations as, “...the
conviction that one can successfully execute the behavior required to produce the outcome.”
(Bandura, 1977, p. 193). Bandura also described the separate concept outcome expectancy where
individuals assess when executing a particular behavior would lead to a certain outcome yet
placed a sequential order in the way an individual considers actions toward their goals.

Bandura’s efficacy expectancy and outcome expectancy have been considered similarly
to Snyder’s hope’s agency and pathway components, respectively. Schwarzer stated these
similarities on several occasions (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1994; Schwarzer, 1995) and Snyder
acknowledged these concepts as somewhat similar (Snyder et al., 1991; Snyder 1994, 2000,
2002). Although there is acknowledgement that components of these theories are somewhat
similar, the differences in the models have been consistently noted (Snyder et. al., 1991; Snyder
1994, 2000, 2002; Magaletta & Oliver, 1999; Munoz et al., 2017; Rand, 2018) and worth
repeating again. Hope theory is based on agency and pathways thinking, working together to

inform, initiate and sustain actions toward goals where goals may be determined to be situational
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or cross-situational in nature (Snyder, 2000). Bandura, conversely, advocated for situation-based
or domain focused approaches when considering interventions. Although he recognized other
determinants impacting behavior, including outcome expectations, he consistently considered
self-efficacy as the primary and causal determinant regarding an individual’s decision to advance
their behavior toward a goal (Bandura, 2012). In this position, Bandura may discount the order in
which outcome expectancies may influence efficacy expectations. This position is not new
(Williams, 2010) but important in distinguishing the differences between these theories.

In addition, self-efficacy is an evaluation of the belief that an individual can execute the
behaviors required to attain a goal, whereas hope is a goal-directed, action-oriented concept
designed to assess the belief that an individual can initiate and sustain their personal agency
while generating plans, pathways, and alternatives to overcome obstacles in acquiring a goal
(Snyder, 2002). This difference was cited by Rand (2018) as self-efficacy considers that an
individual ‘can’ execute behaviors toward a goal, hope considers that the individual ‘will’
execute the behavior toward attaining goals. Because general self-efficacy is an extension of
Bandura’s concept of perceived self-efficacy, the model described by Bandura also pertains to
general self-efficacy. There is no provision in general self-efficacy explanations that repositions
the self-efficacy mechanism of operations.

An additional significant difference related to these concepts is the focus on the
psychological phenomenon that each construct is designed to explain and measure. As noted
previously, hope is a goal-centric, dispositional approach designed to measure and predict the
cognitive processes of agency and pathways thinking as it relates to attaining a desired outcome
or goal. General self-efficacy was conceptualized as a trait-based approach to assess the belief

about an individual’s ability to navigate obstacles in daily life (Sherer, 1982) and predict how
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individuals cope and adapt to stressful life experiences (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995).
Proponents of general self-efficacy advocate for establishing a global aspect of self-efficacy that
allows for the explanation of how self-efficacy can explain or predict relationships in other
broad-based concepts such as well-being or health outcomes. Yet, Bandura defined the concept
as situationally specific, although he later elaborated on the concept describing a broader
domain-specific context (Bandura, 2012). Researchers such as Sherer, Schwarzer, Shelton, and
Chen believe that individuals acquire competence and confidence in self-efficacy as they meet
expectations related to the outcomes and goals deemed important (and lose efficacy in failed
outcomes and experiences). General perceived self-efficacy is then enhanced and reinforced
when an individual is evaluating behaviors for subsequent outcomes or goals. General self-
efficacy authors theorize that this aggregated effect of self-efficacy is available for future
evaluations of behaviors across all experiences, whether it is situational, cross-situational, within
a domain or across any domain.

Lastly, it must be restated that Bandura argued against a generalized concept or
measurement of self-efficacy represented as a broad, general concept across domains. Bandura
stated this position in his original writings (Bandura, 1977) that self-efficacy was situation
specific but could expect some generalization across specific domains and maintained this
position over numerous published works (Bandura, 1977, 1997, 2012, 2015). Bandura stated
that self-efficacy explains an individual’s belief in their capabilities to produce a desired outcome
(Bandura, 2006) but individuals, ... differ in their efficacy, not only across different domains of
functioning, but even across various facets within an activity domain. Consequently, there is no
single all-purpose measure of self-efficacy with a single validity coefficient.” (Bandura, 2012, p.

15). Bandura agreed that an individual’s belief in their capabilities to execute behaviors toward
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outcomes informed an individual’s competence in future experiences, yet he did not theorize that
those experiences were trait-based or applicable across all aggregated experiences an individual
encounters in life (Bandura, 2015). Despite Bandura’s position, the concept and measurement
scales in considering a generalized form of self-efficacy have existed for over forty years
(Sherer, 1982; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995; Chen, 2001) with studies providing valid and
reliable measures assessing the concept in relation to other broad psychological construct and
narrower situation-based applications. Yet, confusion exists on how general self-efficacy and the
original construct of Bandura’s self-efficacy are explained and co-exist conceptually and
psychometrically.

Research Question Two

In answering the second research question, “Do the measurement scales of general self-
efficacy as described in the Schwarzer and Jerusalem General Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale
(1995) and Adult Hope Trait Scale (1991) measure the same construct?” the results of the
exploratory factor analysis indicates that Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s General Perceived Self-
Efficacy Scale does not measure the same construct as Snyder’s Dispositional Adult Hope Scale.
The analysis was sequenced to first determine if both concepts were representative of their
original construct intent.

An exploratory factor analysis was conducted on both the General Self-Efficacy Scale
and the Adult Hope Scale. The factor analysis related to general self-efficacy produced one latent
factor for the 10-item scale. This finding is consistent with the original design of general self-
efficacy as a unidimensional measure. When reviewing the factor matrix specific to general self-

efficacy, nine of the ten items were above the (< .4) threshold with only one item, question
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number two, “If someone opposes me, I can find the means and ways to get what I want.”, below
the (< .4) threshold.

The exploratory factor analysis conducted for the Adult Hope Scale resulted in a two-
factor model that directly aligned with the subset of hope-agency and the subset of hope-
pathways. The two-factor model is consistent with Snyder’s original scale construction that
represented bidimensional factors, four items associated with agency and four items associated
with pathways, when scored combined to establish a single score for Hope. In this analysis the
four hope-pathway items loaded on a singular factor and three of the four hope-agency items
loaded on a single factor. One item originally associated with agency, “My past experiences have
prepared me well for my future.” cross-loaded on the pathways factor. The goal of sequencing
was to determine if the sample reflected the original intent of a bidimensional model. Although
the results of the two separate analyses returned a single instance where one item did not load on
the intended factor, the evidence was sufficient to continue the analysis with confidence.

Upon determining that the sample was representative of both concepts, an exploratory
factor analysis was conducted that combined both scales to determine the latent structures of the
scales when combined. The results were conclusive when examining the pattern matrix, post
rotation, that three distinct factors were present in the model and that each factor was represented
by items associated with the original scales, with a few exceptions. In relation to the general self-
efficacy scale nine of the ten items loaded solely on the factor related to general self-efficacy.
One item, GSE2, “If someone opposes me, I can find the means and ways to get what I want.”
loaded on the factor at (.29) but lower there the (> .4) threshold determined as significant for the
study. One item, GSE3, “It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals.” loaded

on the factor associated with hope and the subset of hope-agency. In relation to the adult hope
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scale, one item associated with the subset of hope-agency, “My past experiences have prepared
me well for my future.” loaded on the subset of hope- pathways. This result was also reported in
the independent factor analysis of the adult hope scale. Only one item indicated a significant
cross-load (> .4) between the general self-efficacy scale and the hope scale within the pattern
matrix. The item associated with pathways, “I can think of many ways to get out of a jam.” was
present on the factor associated with general self-efficacy at (.41) and present on the factor
associated with pathways at (.45). Even considering the very close relationship between the two
factors, the item was associated at a higher level with the hope-pathway subset originally linked
to the Adult Hope Scale.

The examination of the pattern matrix leads to compelling evidence that Schwarzer and
Jerusalem’s General Self-Efficacy Scale and Snyder’s Adult Hope Scale are two separate
measurement scales, however, it must be noted and established that the sample produced
significant correlations and overlap represented in the structure matrix. The structure matrix
combines all shared or common variance, unique variance and sample error within items and
within factors. It is an amalgamation of all inter-related relationships within the variables. These
correlations were expected to occur as the underlying principles of the constructs share some
similar basis in construct development which would be represented in scale design and item
selection that can lead to similar results and correlations. However, the post-oblique rotation
established the presence of unique variance within the items and factors of the pattern matrix,
indicating a model that is independently representative of general self-efficacy and hope as
different and not the same measurement scales.

The sample within this study reached simple structure after rotation representing three

separate factors. These common factors represent specific variables with large factor loadings on
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one factor and smaller factor loadings on additional factors making the model easy to interpret.
In addition, the model indicated some overlap between the measured variables, yet
distinguishable among the factors, with only one item cross-loading on two separate factors at
the (>.4) threshold, (Hope-pathways question, “I can think of many ways to get out of a jam”.
In addition, these three factors represent known determinants related to Snyder’s Adult Hope
Scale and Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s General Self-Efficacy Scale providing additional evidence
that the simple structure was achieved post-rotation (Fabrigar & Wegner, 2012; Kline, 1994).
Research Question Three

In response to the third research question, “Does Hope explain variance beyond
generalized self-efficacy when correlated with the positive psychological construct of Diener’s
Flourishing Scale (2010)?”, the results of the study indicate that Hope does explain variance
beyond General Self-Efficacy when correlated with Flourishing. A hierarchical multiple
regression was conducted with general self-efficacy and hope as independent predictor variables
and flourishing as the dependent variable. A two-step approach was employed where general
self-efficacy was introduced first and then hope as represented by the dispositional adult hope
scale. The results showed that general self-efficacy contributed a significant amount of variance
in the model (AR? = 0.398), indicating that higher general self-efficacy scores were associated
with higher flourishing scores. When adding hope in the second step, hope contributed an
additional 26% of variance (AR? = 0.257) to the model. In addition, when analyzing the
coefficients for the model, hope was determined to be statistically significant at (f = 0.662, p <
.000). The coefficients related to general self-efficacy were determined not to be statistically

significant at (B = 0.096, p <.254). This finding represents that although general self-efficacy
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contributes approximately 40% of variance within the model, the lack of statistical significance
renders the general self-efficacy result unreliable and represented as possibly due to chance.

An additional hierarchical multiple regression was conducted using general self-efficacy
as an independent variable and using both subsets of the adult hope scale, the subset of hope
representing the agency factor and the subset of hope representing the pathways factor of hope as
independent variables. Flourishing served as the dependent variable, once again, in this model.
The hierarchical multiple regression was employed in two steps. In step one, general self-
efficacy was entered and again resulted in a significant amount of variance in the model (AR? =
0.398). In step two, the agency subset and hope subset were entered simultaneously and resulted
in a slightly different outcome contributing an additional 28% of variance (AR? = 0.278) to the
model. Yet when analyzing the coefficients and statistical significance the hope-agency subset
resulted in (f = 0.984, p <.000) and hope-pathways subset resulted in (f = 0.424, p <.000)
indicating that both subsets returned a statistically significant contribution to the model. As seen
in the previous model, general self-efficacy was not determined to be statistically significant
within the model ( = 0.115, p <.160).

Results indicate that both models are significant overall, yet, when observing the
variables separately, p-values associated with general self-efficacy breached the established
significance level of (< .05) at (.160) potentially indicating that general self-efficacy does not
have a statistically significant relationship with the dependent variable in relation to the model
within this sample.

As noted in the results of research question number two, it must be acknowledged that
high correlations among the independent variables are present (.746) and collinearity is also

present when analyzing the VIF (variance inflation factor). The VIF indicated an
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inflation factor over 1 at (2.26) but a factor less than 5 indicating an elevated value of collinearity
but not significant to warrant the results of the model as compromised. The conditions for
evaluating research question number three were met and the results indicate that both general
self-efficacy and hope contribute significantly to flourishing yet, hope explains variance beyond
generalized self-efficacy when correlated with the positive psychological construct of
flourishing. In addition, with significance levels of general self-efficacy were not met and
evidence may support the position that hope is a mediator variable when in the presence of
general self-efficacy and flourishing/well-being (Baron & Kenny, 1986).

Results indicate that both hierarchical multiple regression models are significant overall,
yet, when observing the variables separately, p-values associated with general self-efficacy
breached the established confidence level of <.05 at (.254) in the first model and (.160) in the
second model. These results potentially indicate that general self-efficacy does not have a
statistically significant relationship with the dependent variable in relation to the current model
and sample. Considering high correlations and presence of collinearity, these results could be a
result of common method variance as the self-reporting scales are similar in their content and
measurement method. An additional consideration is that hope may be a mediator variable when
in the presence of general self-efficacy and flourishing/well-being. This result would be similar
to previous results identified by Ekinci & Koc’s (2022) where hope was identified as a mediator
when in the presence of general self-efficacy and life satisfaction. Additional analysis and tests

for each consideration were not applied in this study.
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Overarching Findings of the Study

The study provides support that hope and general self-efficacy are separate constructs
both conceptually and psychometrically. Hope and general self-efficacy share similarities as
agentic, dispositional measures that seek to explain the motivational cognitive processes
individual’s employ related to goal related behavior yet, these models operationalize these
similarities in different conceptual approaches explaining two separate psychological
phenomena. Hope is a goal directed, bidimensional model consisting of both agency and
pathways thinking working in unison to explain how an individual actively plans and pursues
goals at situational or across situational levels. General self-efficacy is a unidimensional
measure, based on Bandura’s concepts of self-efficacy, which seeks to explain an aggregated
effect of how individuals manage and cope with daily stresses and challenges. The aggregated
effect of experiences is theorized to impact an individual’s confidence in their abilities to employ
successful behaviors in future experiences at a situation, domain or across domain level. Hope
and general self-efficacy conceptually attempt to explain similar, yet different aspects of
cognition associated with goal-related behaviors.

This study also supports hope and general self-efficacy as similar, yet separate
psychometric measures. Results of an exploratory factor analysis supported the original research
proposed by Snyder et al. (1991) and validated in additional studies (Babyak et al., 1993;
Magaletta & Oliver, 1999; Roesch & Vaughn, 2006; Gomez et al., 2015; Munoz, 2017) that hope
is a two-factor construct designed to represent the concept of agency thinking and a separate
concept representing pathways thinking. The analysis also supported general self-efficacy as a
single, unidimensional factor as proposed by Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1995). The factor

analysis applied a principal axis technique producing three separate latent factors supported by
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the results of the pattern matrix obtained through a Promax, oblique rotation. These results
support the earlier findings of Magaletta & Oliver (1999), Munoz et al. (2017), and Ekinci &
Koc (2022) as hope and general self-efficacy representing separate constructs and provide
support for the model achieving simple structure. These results contrast with the findings of
Zhou and Chun Seng Kam’s (2016) study supporting a unidimensional factor for both hope and
general self-efficacy, as defined by Schwarzer and Jerusalem. These results are also in contrast
with Zhou and Chun Seng Kam’s (2016) findings that hope, and general self-efficacy may
represent the same construct.

In addition, this study found support for differences through the results of a hierarchical
multiple regression model where hope and general self-efficacy were presented as independent
variables and Diener’s Flourishing Scale characterized well-being as the dependent variable.
Results of the regression model revealed that general self-efficacy explained variance (.396) and
hope explained significant variance (.257) beyond general self-efficacy. Additionally, hope
explained significant variance beyond general self-efficacy when considering both subsets of
hope, hope-agency and hope-pathways (.278).

Lastly, there are potential results that hope may be a mediator when present with general-
self efficacy and well-being. As the overall model for general self-efficacy and hope as a
predictor of well-being was met, the individual contribution of general self-efficacy was not
significant (.254) in explaining the variance in well-being. Although correlations and presence of
collinearity exist in the sample, this result indicates that hope may be a mediator in the presence
of general self-efficacy and well-being. This finding is similar with Ekinci & Koc’s (2022)
research results indicating hope mediates the effects of general self-efficacy in relation to life

satisfaction.
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In highlighting the results that indicate that hope and general self-efficacy are separate
and distinct concepts, this study also recognizes the similar construct elements and significant
correlations and overlap between both variables as evidenced in the factor analysis and
hierarchical multiple regression. Yet, as both concepts have been shown to be similar, the
findings of this study support the position that hope, as defined and measured by Snyder et al.,
and general self-efficacy, as defined and measured by Schwarzer and Jerusalem, are both

conceptually and psychometrically different constructs.

Implications of the Study
Considering the Concepts of Outcomes

The result of this study contributes to the explanation that general self-efficacy
(Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995) and hope (Snyder et al., 1991) share similarities within their
respective frameworks yet provides support that each concept is different both conceptually and
psychometrically. One of the significant differences relates to how the concept of outcomes are
considered within hope and self-efficacy, and by extension, general self-efficacy. Hope is goal-
directed and consists of both pathways and agency thinking working as an iterative process in
determining an individual’s perceptions toward goal attainment (Snyder et al., 1991). Bandura’s
concept of self-efficacy also focuses on the perception of an individual’s capability of evaluating
behaviors toward goal attainment but did not place the same value on outcome expectancy within
the self-efficacy model. He considered self-efficacy as the focal point in the theory that
influenced other determinants of behavior like outcome expectations, goals and other socio-

structural factors (Bandura, 1977, 2012). Hope considers pathways thinking equal and iterative
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to agency thinking, whereas Bandura considered self-efficacy as a causal link to outcome
expectations of behavior (Bandura, 1977, 2001, 2012, figure 1, 2).

Hope and general self-efficacy are similar yet separate conceptual theories. Hope is a
dynamic and bi-directional process based on an individual’s ability to envision, initiate, and
sustain action toward a goal, while self-efficacy is a linear process when considering an
individual’s perception of confidence related to behaviors an individual may perform when
evaluating potential outcomes.

Considering the Concept of Agentic Perspective

An additional underlying similarity of both constructs the link to the concept of agency or
an agentic perspective, that individuals act independently and make choices that impact their
lives.

Bandura provided significant context related to human agency and how the features of
human agency relate to perceived self-efficacy and social cognitive theory (Bandura, 2001, 2006,
2018). Snyder also provided an understanding and description of an agentic self within hope
theory (Little, Snyder, & Wehmeyer, 2006). Snyder clearly underscored the importance of an
agentic perspective within individuals and how their motives, beliefs and behaviors coordinate
toward life goals. This importance is reflected in ‘agency’ as one of the two primary drivers of
the theory. Agency, according to Snyder, is the motivational component of the concept where
agency thoughts act as the actionable drivers of pathway planning that serves to initiate and
sustain an individual throughout the goal attainment process. Agency is particularly important
when obstacles to perceived paths are encountered (Snyder, 2002). In addition, Snyder considers
agency as a cognitive process that includes an evaluation of goals in the past and future in

considering how a goal will be achieved in the present.
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According to Bandura, an agentic perspective is the basis for social cognitive theory
(Bandura, 2012, 2015, 2018). Bandura described an agentic perspective as having four key
features of human agency; intentionality, forethought, self-reactiveness and self-reflectiveness
(Bandura, 2001). Bandura placed specific emphasis on the feature of self-reflectiveness in his
perception of human agency (Bandura, 2001, 2018).

The model of perceived self-efficacy is greater than the features of human agency and
includes determinants such as goals, socio-structural factors and outcome expectations, yet in
relation to cognitive aspects of the theory, the concept of self-reflectiveness is presented
prominently. Bandura explains this conceptually in several instances when discussing the
importance of the self-reflection feature and how the feature plays a significant role for an
individual when determining efficacy (Bandura, 2001, 2012).

Understanding the agentic perspective in the design of the self-efficacy construct is
important if general self-efficacy is an expansion of the self-efficacy theory. If agency (hope) is
similar to perceived self-efficacy (self-efficacy theory) when considering the cognitive aspects of
how individuals advance toward goal attainment, the question of what general self-efficacy is
measuring may need to be further understood. It is unclear if general self-efficacy scales include
items that approach the agentic features, such as self-reflectiveness, as described by Bandura in
measuring generalized self-efficacy. Specifically, Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s General Self-
Efficacy Scale, state the purpose of the scale, ““...was created to assess a general sense of
perceived self-efficacy with the aim in mind to predict coping with daily hassles as well as
adaptation after experiencing all kinds of stressful life events.” (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995,
APA PsycTests). Per this approach, the construct of coping may be the target of the measure. It

could be conceived that the General Self-Efficacy Scale is a trait-based, broad measure for the
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construct of coping. Schwarzer and Jerusalem have produced several studies (Schwarzer &
Jerusalem, 1994) that apply their general self-efficacy measure with results stating, “The
measure of generalized self-efficacy taps a broad concept of optimism and perceived overall
coping competence.” (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995, p. 172). Understanding and measuring the
level of managing and coping with stressful events is helpful and possibly necessary in assessing
the belief of managing current or future experiences, yet it may be helpful to understand if this
perspective is representative of all concepts related to the general self-efficacy model.

There may be a need for research to assist the understanding of the components and
concepts that guide the general self-efficacy construct, coping appears to be a significant element
of the model. Measurement scales for general self-efficacy are not consistent and each scale may
measure variables other than intended (Sherer et al., 1982; Tipton & Worthington, 1984;
Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995; Chen et al., 2001). Rand (2018) called for a similar clarification
related to Sherer’s et al., (1982) Self-Efficacy Scale, questioning if the measure was evaluating a
measure of determination. Whether general self-efficacy considers concepts of coping, self-
reflectiveness, or determination as underlying concepts, support for general self-efficacy as a
theoretical construct could be improved with the consensus of a singular definition and measure.
Also, the general self-efficacy concept would benefit from clarifications on how the construct is
synthesized with Bandura’s view of perceived self-efficacy, especially when Bandura argued
against the collective concept as trait-based and opposed a generalized measurement of perceived
self-efficacy.

Considering Additional Measurement Studies
Additional implications of this study support the position that hope and general self-

efficacy are separate psychometric measures. An analysis of the factor structure of hope as a
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bidimensional measure, consisting of two factors, agency and pathways, was confirmed and
general self-efficacy, as defined and proposed by Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1995), was
identified as a single, unidimensional model. When reviewing the results, both proposed
measures were aligned with their original intent, with a few items cross-loading indicating
correlations were present post rotation. Although results for this study indicated support for
separate concepts, it must be acknowledged that the presence of correlations and collinearity
between concepts exist as well as correlations and overlap of unique variance post rotation
among items. This is likely due to item selection and construction of both scales.

When evaluated independently, the General Self-Efficacy Scale (1995) returned a single
factor model with a cumulative percentage of variability represented 45.87%. The low
cumulative percentage related to the single factor indicates there are significant differences that
are unaccounted for in the construct. Additionally, communalities for the General Self-Efficacy
Scale (1995), when reviewed independently, were low, yet acceptable. Overall, four of the ten
items represented communalities below the (.40) and ranged from (.13-.52) threshold after
extraction. Although support of a unidimensional factor is present, these low communalities and
low overall low variability indicate that items may weakly associated or not measuring the same
underlying construct effectively. These lower threshold results could indicate that item
construction could be improved for several variables. Specifically, item GSE2, “If someone
opposes me, I can find the means and ways to get what [ want”, recorded a communality of (.13)
and a factor score of (.29), although the item corresponded with the factor associated with
general self-efficacy, the item indicates that it may not measure the intended purpose and should
be revisited or removed from the scale. Additionally, item GSE3, “It is easy for me to stick to my

aims and accomplish my goals”, revealed a lower communality of (.38) and a factor score of
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(.63) which loaded completely on the factor related to hope-agency indicating that the item was
more associated with hope-agency than general self-efficacy. The low cumulative percentage
related to the single factor indicates there is significant differences that are unaccounted for in the
construct. These results indicate a possible need to review items within the General Self-Efficacy
Scale.

The hope scale also included measurements questions worth considering. The pattern
matrix within the hope scale, revealed a hope-agency specific question, “My past experiences
have prepared me well for my future” loaded at a significant level (.53) on the factor related to
hope-pathways. This result indicates the item may need to be reevaluated based on which sub-set
of the hope model the item best represents. In addition, a second item associated with hope-
pathways, “I can think of many ways to get out of a jam.”, cross-loaded on the hope-pathways
scale at .45 but was also represented on the general self-efficacy scale at .41. These results do not
represent a measurement or design issue within the scales yet indicates there are some overlaps
related to this specific item within the factors representing each scale.

Regardless of the few instances of overlapping measures, additional focus on item
selection may support efforts to separate factors related to the measures associated with the Adult
Hope Scale and the General Self-Efficacy Scale while advancing a more transparent simple
structure (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012; Kline, 1994) within both models.

Considering Support for Hope as a Mediator

Lastly, this study reported results that support similar findings from Munoz et al., (2017)
that hope accounts for unique variance in life satisfaction, where in this study, hope accounted
for significant variance beyond general self-efficacy (.257) and general self-efficacy was also

found to contribute to well-being (.398) that was also in support of Magaletta and Oliver’s study
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(1999). Yet, there is also support within this sample that hope serves as a mediator when in the
presence of both general self-efficacy and well-being (Baron & Kenny, 1986). This result is
similar to the Ekinci and Koc (2022) study indicating the same result. These results could help
clarify how hope and general self-efficacy are similar and different in mediating this relationship
through agency and pathways thinking. This finding may also apply to other broad, self-

assessing constructs that explain individual perceptions.

Potential Limitations

There are several potential limitations associated with this study that could limit the
generalizability of the findings. First, the respondents for the study were drawn as a sample of
convenience from a larger population of human service workers within one urban setting from
the Southern plains of the United States. Other professions, geographic regions of the U.S, or
participants from other countries and cultures may produce different results. Second, the sample
size for a study employing an exploratory factor analysis (n = 267) was sufficient in relation to
commonly applied and accepted measures for this study, however, it is acknowledged that larger
sample sizes allow for greater generalizability to the population at large. A third limitation for
this study is the focus related to Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s definition and measurement of
general self-efficacy. Other researchers have proposed and established measures for general self-
efficacy (Sherer et al., 1982; Tipton & Worthington, 1984; Chen et al., 2001) that are similar but
claim to have produced better internally reliability and validity measures. It is recognized that
other scales not considered in the study could result in different measurement outcomes. And
lastly, this study employed only one dependent variable, flourishing. While the results were

significant in relation to this singular dependent variable, comparing general self-efficacy and
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hope with other meaningful dependent variables may contribute to the findings of this study and

expand the knowledge of both concepts.

Conclusions

This study responded to questions related to the similarities and differences of hope
theory and general self-efficacy, specifically as identified by Schwarzer and Jerusalem while
employing sound methodological standards to guide the research questions presented. This study
finds support that general self-efficacy and hope are both conceptually and psychometrically
separate constructs that represent the underlying theorized concepts and intended measurement
properties of each construct. This study also recognizes and acknowledges the similarities,
correlations, and collinearity within the sample making these concepts difficult to separate
without significant understanding of each theory. Findings from this research supports prior
studies that hope, and general self-efficacy are separate constructs that measure separate
psychological phenomena. In addition, the findings support that when hope and general self-
efficacy are in the presence of well-being, hope is a better predictor of an individual’s well-
being. In addition, there is support in the findings that hope may also be a mediator in the
relationship between general self-efficacy and well-being.

Both hope and general self-efficacy are tools for research to consider when seeking to
understand psychological phenomena. While both measures return support as measures with
positive psychometric properties, researchers will need to determine the appropriate measures to
include when applying these constructs as these measures are not interchangeable. The utility of
hope theory and the measurement of the Adult Hope Scale (1991) may provide future studies a

conceptual and psychometrically better choice when research seeks a dynamic, dispositional
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measure that benefits the understanding of how individuals approach desired goals and outcomes
through an interactive thought process that includes both agency thinking and pathways thinking.
General self-efficacy, as measured by Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1995), is a good choice when
researchers look to apply a broad, trait-based measure that approximates an individual’s broad
concept of optimism and coping competence (Schwarzer, 1994; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995a)
in evaluating outcomes across multiple types of experiences.

Research in hope theory could be advanced by further focusing on the pathways
construct. Hope theory is a significant differentiator in considering goal-directed behavior yet
may be enhanced by additional focus on theoretical support taken from Bandura’s four aspects of
agentic perspectives and additional focus on measurement related to scale items. And finally,
proponents of general self-efficacy may benefit from additional explanations related to the
relationship between Bandura’s self-efficacy concepts and the generalized version of self-

efficacy and determine how general self-efficacy could be consistently measured.

78



REFERENCES

Aspinwall, L. G. & Leaf, S.L. (2002). In search of the unique aspects of hope: Pinning our hopes
on positive emotions, future-oriented thinking, hard times, and other people.
Psychological Inquiry (Commentaries). 13(4), 276-321.

Babyak, M. A., Snyder, C. R., & Yoshinobu, L. (1993). Psychometric properties of the Hope
Scale: A confirmatory factor analysis. Journal of research in personality, 27(2), 154-169.

Bakker, A., & de Vries, J. (2021). Job Demands — Resources theory and self-regulation: new
explanations and remedies for job burnout. Anxiety, Stress & Coping. 34(1), 1-21.

Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. Psychological
Review, 84(2), 191-215.

Bandura, A. (1982). Self-efficacy mechanism in human agency. American psychologist, 37(2),
122.

Bandura, A. (1986). Social Foundations of Thought and Action. A Social Cognitive Theory.
Prentice Hall.

Bandura, A. (1989). Human agency in social cognitive theory. American psychologist, 44(9),
1175.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. Macmillan.

Bandura, A. (2001). Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective. Annual review of
psychology, 52(1), 1-26.

Bandura, A. (2006a). Guide for constructing self-efficacy scales. Self-efficacy beliefs of
adolescents, 5(1), 307-337.

Bandura, A. (2006b). Toward a psychology of human agency. Perspectives on psychological
science, 1(2), 164-180.

Bandura, A. (2012). On the functional properties of perceived self-efficacy revisited. Journal of
management, 38(1), 9-44.

Bandura, A. (2015). On deconstructing commentaries regarding alternative theories of self-
regulation. Journal of Management, 41(4), 1025-1044.

Bandura, A. (2018). Toward a psychology of human agency: Pathways and reflections.
Perspective on Psychological Science. 13(2), 130-136.

79



Barahona, G. V., Garcia, N. G., Sanchez-Garcia, A. B., Barba, M. S., & Galindo-Villardon, M. P.
(2018). Seven methods to determine the dimensionality of tests: Application to the
General Self-Efficacy Scale in twenty-six countries. Psicothema, 30(4), 442-448.

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator—-mediator variable distinction in social
psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. Journal of
personality and social psychology, 51(6), 1173.

Bartlett, M. S. (1950). Tests of significance in factor analysis. British Journal of Psychology,
3, 77-85.

Brouwer, D., Meijer, R. R., Weekers, A. M., & Baneke, J. J. (2008). On the dimensionality of the
Dispositional Hope Scale. Psychological assessment, 20(3), 310.

Cattell, R. B. (1966). The scree test for the number of factors. Multivariate behavioral
research, 1(2), 245-276.

Chen, G., Gully, S., & Eden, D. (2001). Validation of a New General Self-Efficacy Scale,
Organizational Research Methods, 4(1), 62-83.

Corner, S. (2009). Choosing the right type of rotation in PCA and EFA. JALT testing &
evaluation SIG newsletter, 13(3), 20-25.

Costello, A. B., & Osborne, J. (2019). Best practices in exploratory factor analysis: Four
recommendations for getting the most from your analysis. Practical assessment,
research, and evaluation, 10(1), 7.

Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of
tests. Psychometrika, 16(3), 297-334.

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A.B., Nachreiner, F. & Schaufeli, W.B. (2001), “The job demands-
resources model of burnout”, Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 499-512

Diener, E. (1985). Subjective Well-being. Psychological Bulletin, 95(3), 542-575.

Diener, E., Wirtz, D., R., Tov, W., Kim-Prieto, C., Choi. D., & Oishi, S., Biswas-Diener, R.
(2010). New Well-Being Measures: Short Scales to Assess Flouring and Positive and
Negative Feelings. Social Indicators Research. 97(2), 143-156.
https://www.]stor.org/stable/40649361

Dormann, C. F., Elith, J., Bacher, S., Buchmann, C., Carl, G., Carré, G., ... & Lautenbach, S.
(2013). Collinearity: a review of methods to deal with it and a simulation study
evaluating their performance. Ecography, 36(1), 27-46.

Ekinci, N., & Kog, H. (2023). Grit, general selfl efficacy, and life satisfaction: The mediating
role of hope. Journal of Community Psychology, 51(3), 1288-1299.

80


https://www.jstor.org/stable/40649361

Fabrigar, L. R., & Wegener, D. T. (2012). Exploratory Factor Analysis. Oxford University Press.

Feldman, D. B., & Snyder, C. R. (2005). Hope and the meaningful life: Theoretical and empirical
associations between goal—directed thinking and life meaning. Journal of social and
clinical psychology, 24(3), 401-421.

Field, A. (2013). Discovering statistics using IBM SPSS statistics (4th ed.). SAGE Publications.

Gallagher, M. W., Long, L. J., & Phillips, C. A. (2020). Hope, optimism, self-efficacy, and
posttraumatic stress disorder: A meta-analytic review of the protective effects of positive
expectancies. Journal of Clinical Psychology. 76, 329-355.

Gomez, R., McLaren, S., Sharp, M., Smith, C., Hearn, K., & Turner, L. (2015). Evaluation of the
bifactor structure of the Dispositional Hope Scale. Journal of Personality
Assessment, 97(2), 191-199.

Gorsuch, R. L. (1983). Factor Analysis (2™ ed.). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Gorsuch, R. L. (1990). Common factor analysis versus component analysis: Some well and little
known facts. Multivariate behavioral research, 25(1), 33-39.

Grieder, S., & Steiner, M. D. (2022). Algorithmic jingle jungle: A comparison of
implementations of principal axis factoring and promax rotation in R and SPSS. Behavior
research methods, 54(1), 54-74.

Hellman, C. M., Pittman, M. K., & Munoz, R. T. (2013). The first twenty years of the will and
the ways: An examination of score reliability distribution on Snyder’s Dispositional Hope
Scale. Journal of Happiness Studies, 14, 723-729.

Hendrickson, A. E., & White, P. E. (1964). Promax: A quick method for rotation to oblique
simple structure. Psychometrika, 29(3), 271-273. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02289655

Judge, T., Erez, A., & Bono, T. (1998). The Power of Being Positive: The Relationship between
Self Concept and Job Performance. Human Performance. 11(2/3) 167-187.

Kaiser, H. F. (1960). The application of electronic computers to factor analysis. Educational and
Psychological Measurement, 20(1), 141-51.https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446002000116

Kaiser, H. F., & Rice, J. (1974). Little Jiffy, Mark Iv. Educational and Psychological
Measurement, 34(1), 111-117. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447403400115

Kline, P. (1994). An Easy Guide to Factor Analysis. Routledge.
Kim, J. E., Jiang, Y. H., & Dee, V. (2023). Psychometric Properties of General Self-Efficacy

(GSE) Scale Korean Version for Older Korean Immigrants with Diabetes: A Cross-
Sectional Study in the United States. Nursing Reports, 13(2), 844-854.

81


https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02289655
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447403400115

Kutner, M. H., Nachtsheim, C. J., Neter, J., & Li, W. (2005). Applied linear statistical models.
McGraw-Hill.

Lazi¢, M., Jovanovi¢, V., & Gavrilov-Jerkovi¢, V. (2021). The general self-efficacy scale: New
evidence of structural validity, measurement invariance, and predictive properties in
relationship to subjective well-being in Serbian samples. Current psychology, 40(2), 699-
710.

Little, T. D., Snyder, C. R., & Wehmeyer, M. (2006). The agentic self: On the nature and origins
of personal agency across the lifespan. Handbook of personality development, 61-79.

Luszczynska, A., Scholz, U., & Schwarzer, R. (2005). The General Self-Efficacy Scale:
Multicultural Validation Studies. The Journal of Psychology, 139(5), 439-457.
http//doi.org/10.3200/JRLP.139.5.439-457.

Luthans, F., Avey, J.B., Avolio, B.J., Norman, S.M. and Combs, G.M. (2006), Psychological
capital development: toward a micro-intervention, Journal of Organizational Behavior,
27(3), 387-393.

Magaletta, P., & Oliver, J. (1999). The Hope Construct, Will, and Ways: Their Relations with
Self-Efficacy, Optimism, and General Well-Being. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 55(5),
539-551.

Maibach, E., Murphy, D. A. (1995). Self-efficacy in health promotion research and practice:
conceptualization and measurement. Health Education Research, 10(1) 37-50.

Maslach, C., Jackson, S. E., & Leiter, M. P. (1996). Maslach Burnout Inventory: Manual (3 Ed.).
Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.

Maslach, C., Schaufeli, W. B., & Leiter, M. P. (2001). Job burnout. Annual Review of
Psychology, 52(1), 397-422. https://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.397

Munoz, R. T., Hellman, C. M., & Brunk, K. L. (2017). The Relationship between Hope and Life
Satisfaction among Survivors of Intimate Partner Violence: the Enhancing Effect of Self
Efficacy. Applied Research Quality of Life. 12, 981-995. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-
016-9501-8

O'Brien, R. M. (2007). A caution regarding rules of thumb for variance inflation factors. Quality
& Quantity, 41(5), 673—690. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-006-9018-6

Osborne, J. W. (2015) “What is Rotating in Exploratory Factor Analysis?”, Practical Assessment,
Research, and Evaluation 20(1): 2. dot: https://doi.org/10.7275/hb2g-m060

Preacher, K. J., & MacCallum, R. C. (2003). Repairing Tom Swift's electric factor analysis
machine. Understanding statistics: Statistical issues in psychology, education, and the
social sciences, 2(1), 13-43.

82


https://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.397
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-016-9501-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-016-9501-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-006-9018-6
https://doi.org/10.7275/hb2g-m060

Rand, K. L. (2018). Hope, self-efficacy, and optimism: Conceptual and empirical
differences. The Oxford handbook of hope, 1, 45-58.

Rimm, H., & Jerusalem, M. (1999). Adaptation and validation of an Estonian version of the
General Self-Efficacy Scale (ESES). Anxiety, Stress, and Coping, 12(3), 329-345.

Roesch, S. C., Wee, C., & Vaughn, A. A. (2006). Relations between the Big Five personality
traits and dispositional coping in Korean Americans: Acculturation as a moderating
factor. International Journal of Psychology, 41(02), 85-96.

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2001). On happiness and Human Potentials: A Review of Research
on Hedonic and Eudaimonic Well-being. Annual Review of Psychology, 52, 141-166.

Scherbaum, C., Cohen-Charash, Y., Kern, M. (2006). Measuring General Self-Efficacy: A
Comparison of Three Measures Using Item Response Theory. Educational and
Psychological Measurement, 66(6), 1047-1063.

Scholz, U., Dofia, 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.

Schwarzer, R. (1994). Optimism, vulnerability, and self-beliefs as health-related cognitions: A
systematic overview. Psychology and health, 9(3), 161-180.

Schwarzer, R., BaBler, J., Kwiatek, P., Schroder, K., & Zhang, J. X. (1997). The assessment of
optimistic selfl Ibeliefs: comparison of the German, Spanish, and Chinese versions of the
general selfl Jefficacy scale. Applied psychology, 46(1), 69-88.

Schwarzer, R., & Fuchs, R. (1996). Self-efficacy and health behaviours. Predicting health
behavior: Research and practice with social cognition models, 163(196),
9781315800820-10.

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

Schwarzer, R., & Jerusalem, M. (1995a). Optimistic self-beliefs as a resource factor in coping
with stress. In Extreme stress and communities: Impact and intervention (pp. 159-177).
Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands.

Seligman, M. E. P., & Csikszentmihalyi, M. (2000). Positive psychology: An
introduction. American Psychologist, 55(1), 5—14. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-
066X.55.1.5

Shelton, S. H. (1990). Developing the construct of general Self-Efficacy Scale. Psychological
Reports, 66, 987-994.

&3


https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.5
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.5

Sherer, M., Maddux, J., Mercandante, B., Prentice-Dunn, S., Jacobs, B., & Rogers, R. (1982).
The Self-Efficacy Scale: Constructions and Validation. Psychological Reports, 51, 66-
671.

Smith, M. S., Wallston, K. A., & Smith, C. A. (1995). The development and validation of the
Perceived Health Competence Scale. Health Education Research, 10(1), 51-64.

Snyder, C. R. (1994). The psychology of hope: You can get to there from here. New York: Free
Press.

Snyder, C. R. (1995). Conceptualizing, measuring, and nurturing hope. Journal of Counseling &
Development, 73(3), 355-360.

Snyder, C. R. (2000). Handbook of Hope: Theory, Measures, and Applications. Academic Press.

Snyder, C. R. (2002). Hope Theory: Rainbows in the Mind. Psychological Inquiry, 13(4), 249-
275. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI11304_01

Snyder, C. R., Harris, C., Anderson, J. R., Holleran, S. A., Irving, L. M., & Sigmon, S. T. (1991).
The will and the ways: Development and validation of an individual differences measure
of hope. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60(4), 570-585.
http://doi.org/10.103/0022-3514.60.4.570

Snyder, C. R., Hoza, B., Pelham, W. E., Rapoff, M., Ware, L., Danovsky, M., ... & Stahl, K. J.
(1997). The development and validation of the Children’s Hope Scale. Journal of
pediatric psychology, 22(3), 399-421.

Snyder, C. R., Irving, L. M., & Anderson, J. (1991). Hope and health. In C.R. Snyder & D. R.
Forsyth (Eds.), Handbook of social and clinical psychology: The health perspective, 285-
305. Pergamon Press.

Snyder, C. R., Sympson, S. C., Ybasco, F. C., Borders, T. F., Babyak, M. A., & Higgins, R. L.
(1996). Development and validation of the State Hope Scale. Journal of personality and
social psychology, 70(2), 321.

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.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (1996). Using Multivariate Statistics (3™ Ed.). HarperCollins
College Publishers.

Taherdoost, H., Sahibuddin, S., & Jalaliyoon, N. (2014). Exploratory factor analysis; concepts
and theory. Advances in applied and pure mathematics, 27, 375-382.

Thompson, B. (2004). Exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis: Understanding concepts
and applications. American Psychological Association.

84


https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI1304_01
http://doi.org/10.103/0022-3514.60.4.570

Thurstone, L. L. (1947). Multiple factor analysis: A development and expansion of The Vectors
of the Mind. University of Chicago Press.

Tipton, R. M., & Worthington, E. L. (1984). The measurement of generalized self-efficacy: a
study of construct validity. Journal of personality Assessment. 48(5), 545-548.

Velicer, W. F. (1976). Determining the number of components from the matrix of partial
correlations. Psychometrika, 41(3), 321-327.

Vinueza-Solorzano, A. M., Campoverde, R. E., Portalanza-Chavarria, C. A., de Freitas, C. P.,
Hutz, C. S., & Vazquez, A. C. S. (2023). Adaptation and validation of the Adult
Dispositional Hope Scale in the Ecuadorian context. Psicologia: Reflexdo e
Critica, 36(3), 1-14.

Waraich, J. K., & Chechi, V. K. (2017). Validation of general Self-efficacy Scale in Indian
context. Indian Journal of Positive Psychology, 8(4) 639-644.

Wood, R., & Bandura, A. (1989). Impact of Conceptions of Ability on Self-Regulatory
Mechanisms and Complex Decision Making. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology. 56(3), 407-415.

Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2007). The role of personal
resources in the job demands-resources model. International Journal of Stress
Management, 14(2), 121-141. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.14.2.121

Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2009). Reciprocal
relationships between job resources, personal resources, and work engagement. Journal
of Vocational Behavior, 74(3), 235-244. https://doi.org/10.1016/1.jvb.2008.11.003

Zhou, M. (2016). A revisit of general self-efficacy scale: Uni-or multi-dimensional?. Current
Psychology, 35, 427-436. DOI 10.1007/s121144-015-9311-4

Zhou, M. & Chun Seng Kam, C. (2016). Hope and General Self-efficacy: Two Measures of the
Same Construct? The Journal of Psychology, 150(5), 543-559.
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2015.1113495

&5


http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.14.2.121
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2008.11.003
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2015.1113495

APPENDIX A: General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES)

General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES)
Please respond to the following statements using these response categories:
1 = Not at all true 2 = Hardly true 3 = Moderately true 4 = Exactly true

e | can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough.

e |f someone opposes me, | can find the means and ways to get what | want.

e Itiseasy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals.

e | am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected events.

e Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen situations.

e | can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort.

e | can remain calm when facing difficulties because | can rely on my coping abilities.
e When | am confronted with a problem, I can usually find several solutions.

e If I amin trouble, I can usually think of a solution.

e | can usually handle whatever comes my way.
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APPENDIX B: Adult Hope Scale (AHS)

Snyder’s Dispositional (trait) Adult Hope Scale (AHS)

Twelve items measured on an eight-point scale with response options ranging from “Definitely
False” to “Definitely True”. Items 2, 6, 7, and 8 make up the agency subscale. Items 1, 3, 4, and
5 make up the pathway subscale.

Directions: Read each item carefully. Using the scale shown below, please select the number that
best describes YOU and put that number in the blank provided.

1 = Definitely False
2 = Mostly False

3 = Somewhat False
4 = Slightly False

5 = Slightly True

6 = Somewhat True
7 = Mostly True

8 = Definitely True

e | can think of many ways to get out of a jam.

e | energetically pursue my goals.

e There are lots of ways around any problem.

e | can think of many ways to get the things in life that are important to me.

e Even when others get discouraged, | know I can find a way to solve the problem.
e My past experiences have prepared me well for my future.

e I’ve been pretty successful in life.

e | meet the goals that I set for myself.
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APPENDIX C: Flourishing Scale

Diener’s Flourishing Scale (FS)

Directions: Below are 8 statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using the 1-7 scale
below, indicate your agreement with each item by indicating that response for each statement.

7 - Strongly agree

6 - Agree

5 - Slightly agree

4 - Neither agree nor disagree
3 - Slightly disagree

2 - Disagree

1 - Strongly disagree

| lead a purposeful and meaningful life.

My social relationships are supportive and rewarding.

| am engaged and interested in my daily activities.

| actively contribute to the happiness and well-being of others.

| am competent and capable in the activities that are important to me.
| am a good person and live a good life.

| am optimistic about my future.

People respect me.
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