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The current review presents a framework that maps the relative importance of self,
collective, and means efficacies in predicting performance. It takes a new perspective on the
ways these efficacies are grounded that aims to provide a better prediction of individuals’
behavior than examinations of each efficacy separately. Specifically, individuals’ beliefs in
their internal abilities (self-efficacy) are expected to predict behavior because people have
greater control over themselves than over external elements. However, external resources
also impact behavior. Thus evaluations of collective efficacy, which involves relationships,
should make an additional contribution to behavior beyond self-efficacy. Finally, beliefs
in external material means in turn should make a contribution to predicting behavior over
and above self and collective efficacies. Crucially, when introduced concurrently, this
framework may be able to predict behavior based on the relative importance individuals
assign to these efficacies. This model can thus lead to a much more comprehensive
understanding of behavior because it takes the concurrent effects of internal and external
resources into account when accounting for people’s behavior. On a broader level, it may
provide a richer grasp of the dynamics of individuals’ evaluations of the efficacies that
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drive behavior.

Introduction

Bandura' showed that the concept of self-efficacy, which he defined
as individuals’ beliefs in their abilities, could be a powerful predictor
of improved performance. In fact, most empirical research have
examined the ways self-efficacy predict and influence performance
(e.g. see meta analyses of Haase et al.,> Miao et al.’> Sheeran et al.,*
Talsma et al.,’). However, according to Social Cognitive Theory,’
human agency manifests via interactions between three components:
the person (e.g. thoughts and motivations), actions, and the context
or setting in which they occur. Each component has a bidirectional
influence on the others. Recent extensions to the conceptualization
of efficacy, however, suggest that the construct of efficacy can
be investigated not only as a self-referent perception about one’s
own capabilities, but also as an emergent property of the (social)
system as a whole, which is called “collective efficacy”.”® Another
external resource of efficacy is means efficacy, which is defined as
individual’s belief in the utility of external resources available for
performing an action (e.g., tools, technology), which has been found
to be an important complement to self-efficacy when predicting
performance.”'? These types of efficacies were grouped into internal-
external types of efficacies and findings tend to suggest that both
components influence performance in separate, specific ways.”*

Most empirical analyses have only examined the effects of only
one component when predicting performance. However, no empirical
examination of a framework to tease apart their concurrent impact
on behavior has been put forward (with the exception of Yaakobi &
Wiesberg,'? which examined managers’ beliefs in their employees
and not employees themselves). Thus, since previous research has
focused mainly on the internal component of efficacy beliefs (self-
efficacy), and less on collective or means efficacy these studies may
only provide an incomplete assessment of how efficacy influences
behavior. A framework integrating people’s beliefs in their internal
and external resources concurrently should yield a much more
comprehensive model and lead to a better understanding of the ways
one’s efficacies influence behavior.

Self-efficacy

The self-efficacy construct covers internal resources that people
ascribe to themselves. It refers to peoples’ beliefs that they are
capable of carrying out an action to achieve a particular goal.”!>1¢
Bandura', 2008) argued that self-efficacy plays an important role in
determining the quality of one’s performance. In Bandura’s’ theory,
self-efficacy in any context describes the belief in one’s ability to
perform in that context. He suggested that self-efficacy beliefs are
conceived of as cognitive structures developed via interaction with
the world. Bandura'® claimed that perceived self-efficacy influences
behavior both directly as well as through its impact on one’s goals,
one’s perception of socio-structural facilitators and impediments to
one’s behavior and one’s outcome expectations. Adoption of habits
are affected by one’s pre-existing self-efficacy as well as external
effects such as from the community which can influence changes in
one’s self efficacy through external messages affecting one’s internal
perceptions. There is vast empirical literature supporting the influence
of greater self-efficacy on the investment of more resources, greater
creativity,'”?° and the prediction of different performance facets
such as innovativeness, efficiency as well as quality,'>?'? better
performance than those with lower self-efficacy both at work'? in
educational settings®? and in terms of health behaviors.*2¢2

Although these studies provide some clues as to the nature of
internal self-efficacy in resource allocation and performance, more
recent studies have suggested that there appear to be external and
not only internal aspects impacting people’s beliefs in achieving
success.”'>? Eden'® defined collective and means efficacies as
external efficacies, which refer to people’s beliefs about available
human or inanimate resources that are important to them for success;
their presence or absence can help or hinder performance accordingly.
These resources include equipment, tools, effective guidance or
support, favorable working conditions, a superior starting point, or
other facilitators.” External efficacy can also be composed of the
capacities of the group one belongs to, the availability of means, and/
or the circumstances. Individuals conduct tasks solely as well as in
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groups and teams. When conducting tasks in teams or even when
conducting a task alone but when people may need help from others,
the belief in other’s accessibility and ability to accomplish a task is
likely to come into action in one’s mind.

Collective efficacy

Collective efficacy covers the individual’s beliefs in the ability of
his or her team or unit to successfully carry out the duties assigned to
them effectively.”® Studies have shown that greater collective efficacy
was associated with fewer errors in nursing care.’® Collective efficacy
was also positively linked to people’s evaluations of their innovative
performance?®' and actual innovativeness®? and their quality of decision
making.? Collective efficacy also mediated the relationship between
ability-enhancing practices and team creativity.** A meta-analytic
review reported a strong positive relationship between collective
efficacy and group performance.’ Studies* on group cohesion (i.c.
team members’ positive feelings about group interaction) were
found to be highly correlated with collective efficacy and positively
predicted performance in teams.’”* There is empirical evidence
demonstrating the influence of collective efficacy on group processes
(e.g. goal setting, task strategies employed) and outcomes such as task
performance.”#™

In line with the Social Cognitive theory perspective, Ozyilmaz
et al.* contended that an employees’ trust in themselves or self-
efficacy, should interact with individuals’ trust in the system, or trust
in organization, to predict job attitudes and behaviors. Their results
confirmed these claims. Specifically, self-efficacy had more positive
effects on job satisfaction, task performance, and citizenship behaviors
when trust in the organization was high. Moreover, self-efficacy had
a positive effect on turnover intentions when trust in organization
was low. They suggested that high trust in organization buffered the
effects of self-efficacy on intentions to leave. They concluded that the
motivational value of trust in oneself is stronger to the extent to which
employees also have high trust in the system, whereas low trust in the
system neutralizes the motivational benefits of self-efficacy.

The antecedents of collective efficacy may also depend on the
role of enactive mastery, where confidence builds up over time as
groups receive feedback about their performance on a task, as well as
through vicarious experience and verbal persuasion.®!%%4 Recently*’
examined individual efficacy in teams to better understand how the
interaction between individual self-concept and the context influences
individual performance and creativity. Drawing on Social Cognitive
theory, the authors showed that achieving the best performance and
creative results is not about more of each type. When individuals
are low on self-efficacy, team climates encouraging exploitation and
exploration deliver increasing performance and creative benefits.
The situation is more complex for efficacious individuals. Up to
moderate levels of team encouragement, exploitation and exploration
are associated with clear performance and creative returns. However,
when team encouragement of exploitation and exploration increases
beyond this point, the returns on such encouragement diminish and
individuals with high levels of self-efficacy show less additional
performance and creative returns. These results hint that the integrative
effects of efficacies may better account for performance.

Means efficacy

Means efficacy is the individual’s belief in the aggregate subjective
utility of the means or tools available for a task'> such as machinery,
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money, information and time. Eden suggested that because means
efficacy is as motivating as self-efficacy, a high level of belief in
the efficacy of available means may encourage a person to use these
means to a greater extent. Individuals ascribe a utility value to means
or tools that can facilitate or hamper their performance. Thus, means
exist independently of individuals’ ability, and belief in the means is
different from belief in the self.” The perception of available tools
as modern, efficient, well-maintained and appropriate for conducting
a task increases a person’s confidence in being able to accomplish
them. Diminished belief in the efficacy of the tools is frustrating and
demoralizing, since inadequate means can neutralize even abundant
internal resources. Means efficacy is related to the nature of a given
task and how individuals perceive these resources as contributing to
or impeding effective performance.!’ There is empirical evidence for
a positive influence of means efficacy in predicting performance.'*
It has been also shown that externally augmenting individuals’ beliefs
in their means can improve their performance.”* An interaction
between means efficacy and self-efficacy was found empirically
where higher levels of both self-efficacy and means efficacy resulted
in the highest levels of supervisor ratings of task performance.! This
empirical evidence calls for a broader empirical examination of the
interactions not only between self-efficacy and collective efficacy
or means efficacy but rather the three-way interactions between self,
collective and means efficacies. In addition, the findings suggest the
value of exploring whether collective and means efficacies have an
additive influence on people’s performance or whether one efficacy
compensates for the other.

A new efficacy model framework

As suggested by the Internal-External Efficacy model, self-
efficacy is an insufficient explanation for self-regulated behavior
because it ignores the influence of external resources.” A recent
study of managers’ perceptions of their employees’ resources showed
that internal resources (i.e. self-efficacy) had the highest weight in
predicting employees’ performance followed by collective and means
efficacy.'> However, it still remains unclear how the weights ascribed
by individuals to different efficacies best predict their performance
and more generally their behavior. These gaps in empirical knowledge
calls for additional empirical work on the relative importance of these
different efficacies as perceived by the individual. Since people have
more control over internal than external resources people may ascribe
more weight to the self than to collective or means efficacy. However,
personality dimensions should also moderate the weights attributed to
the different efficacies. For example, based on the well-known Big five
model of personality® it is suggested that more neurotic individuals
are likely to give self-efficacy less weight than to collective and means
efficacies and vice-versa.

The internal-eternal efficacy model relates to self-efficacy as
an internal resource and defines collective and means efficacies as
external resources. However, these efficacies can be also categorized
in terms of inner beliefs of the individual relating to the self (self-
efficacy), internal beliefs relating to the person’s ability to interact
with others, as well as others” willingness to provide the sufficient
resources him or her. Thus, collective efficacy can be perceived
as both an internal and an external resource. This also calls for an
empirical examination of the ways different individuals perceive the
notion of collective efficacy.

Another way of framing the differences between the three types
of efficacies are in terms of more human-like mechanisms (self
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and collective efficacies) vs. non-human-like resources (i.e. means
efficacy). Here, future empirical work should examine which model
best corresponds to Banduras’ efficacy model. One possible way
to investigate this would be by examining personality variables
such as the big five® to see which are more closely related to each
type of efficacy. In a recent meta-analysis, Stajkovic et al.’! tested
three conceptual models of the influence of the big five personality
traits and self-efficacy on academic performance. They found that
self-efficacy positively related to academic performance across the
models, conscientiousness and emotional stability were predictive of
self-efficacy and performance in some analyses, but that the impact
of the other three traits was negligible. It is important to examine
this model using collective and means efficacies and to test these
predictions on other domains than academia. This may help identify
which personality variables are associated with performance and thus
contribute to the conceptualization of the different efficacies into their
human vs. non-human features. For example, agreeableness, which
is related to behaviors and preferences for interactions with others,
warmth and collaboration® is expected to be related to collective
efficacy if collective efficacy is seen as related to the division into
human vs. non-human. However, if the internal/ external division is
more appropriate, agreeableness should not be as highly related to
collective efficacy and neuroticism should come into play. These
personality dimensions could help better identify the grounding of the
efficacy dimensions. The suggested model is presented in Figure 1.

Human

Intra psychic

Self-efficacy

3

Inter psychic

Collective efficacy

Behavior

MNon-human

Personality

Figure | A model of self, collective and means efficacies in predicting behavior.

Empirically examining this model can lead to a much more
comprehensive understanding of behavior because it takes the
concurrent effects of various internal and external resources into
account when explaining people’s behavior. It could also help
evaluate the relative importance people ascribe to the different
levels. Identifying the core of each efficacy could facilitate ways to
promote efficacy beliefs by emphasizing these elements. Overall, this
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model should lead to a richer grasp of the dynamics of individuals’
evaluations of efficacies when accounting for behavior.
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