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This meta-analysis (114 studies, k = 157, N"' 21,616) examined the relationship between self­
efficacy and work-related performance. Results of the primary meta-analysis indicated a significant 
weighted average correlation between self-efficacy and work-related performance, G(r+) = .38, and 
a significant within-group heterogeneity of individual correlations. To account for this variation, the 
authors conducted a 2-level theory-driven moderator analysis by partitioning the k sample of correla­
tions first according to the level of task complexity (low, medium, and high), and then into 2 classes 
according to the type of study setting (simulated-lab vs. actual-field). New directions for future 
theory development and research are suggested, and practical implications of the findings are 
discussed. 

Although different lines of research have documented the 
existence of many cognitive factors that have motivational ef­
fects on human action (e.g., George, 1992; Weiss & Adler, 
1984), only a few cognitive detcmrinants of behavior (e.g., goal 
setting) have received as ample and consistent empirical support 
as the concept of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986, 1997b; Maddux, 
1995). Self-efficacy is defined as a personal judgment of ''how 
well one can execute courses of action required to deal with 
prospective situations" (Bandura, 1982, p. 122). Expectations 
of personal efficacy determine whether an individual's coping 
behavior will be initiated, how mich task-related effort will be 
expended, and how long that effort will be sustained despite 
disconfirming evidence (Bandura, 1977a, 1986). Individuals 
who perceive themselves as highly efficacious activate sufficient 
effort that, if well executed, produces successful outcomes, 
whereas those who perceive low self-efficacy are likely to cease 
their efforts prematurely and fail on the task (Bandura, 1986, 
1997b). 

1\vo decades of empirical research have generated a great 
number of studies that demonstrated the positive relationship 
between self-efficacy and different motivational and behavioral 
outcomes in clinical (e.g., Bandura, Adams, Hardy, & Howells, 
1980), educational (e.g., Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994; 
Schunk, 1995), and organizational settings (e.g., Bandura, 
1988; Wood & Bandura, 1989b). Regarding the relationship 
between self-efficacy and performance in organizational set­
tings, in the initial years of self-efficacy research only a few 
studies were conducted. They revealed that self-efficacy was 
related to job search (Ellis & Taylor, 1983), insurance sales 
(Barling & Beattie, 1983), and research productivity of univer­
sity faculty members (Taylor, Locke, Lee, & Gist, 1984). Even 
though, considering their limited number, these studies did not 
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enhance much of the understanding of the organizational corre­
lates of self-efficacy, they did provide an initial impetus for 
subsequent research examining the relationship between self­
efficacy and work-related performance. 

Empirical research over the last decade has demonstrated that 
self-efficacy is related to a number of other work-performance 
measures such as adaptability to advanced technology (Hill, 
Smith, & Mann, 1987), coping with career related events 
(Stumpf, Brief, & Hartman, 1987), managerial idea generating 
(Gist, 1989), managerial performance (Wood, Bandura, & Bai­
ley, 1990), skill acquisition (Mitchell, Hopper, Daniels, George­
Falvy, & James, 1994), newcomer adjustment to an organiza­
tional setting (Saks, 1995), and naval performance at sea 
(Eden & Zuk, 1995). Although there have been several concep­
tual reviews regarding the application of self-efficacy to organi­
zational settings (Bandura, 1988, 1991; Gist, 1987; Gist & 
Mitchell, 1992; Wood & Bandura, 1989b), no study, to date, 
has quantitatively synthesized, tested, and compared the varia­
tions in the self-efficacy-work-related performance pattern of 
results as a function of moderating effects of various studies' 
characteristics across the population of all available studies. 

The purpose of this study was to meta-analytically aggregate 
and analyze individual research findings pertaining to the rela­
tionship between self-efficacy and work-related performance. 
In particular. we first present the theory that guided the choice 
of moderators. Next, we outline the study collection procedures 
and specify the selection criteria. Finally, we test the derived 
hypotheses in the primary and the two-level moderator meta­
analyses. In the primary meta-analysis we investigate the overall 
magnitude of relationship between self-efficacy and work-re­
lated performance, and in the moderator meta-analysis we test 
the proposed two-level moderation model. On the basis of the 
implications of our analyses, we conclude by suggesting new 
directions for future theory development and research and pro­
vide practical guidelines for more effective management of hu­
man resources in today's organizations. 

Theoretical Foundations 

The analytical portion of our study starts with the primary 
meta-analysis in which we examine three research questions: 
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(a) what is the weighted average correlation between self-effi­
cacy and work-related performance? (b) is that weighted aver­
age correlation significantly different from zero? and (c) are 
individual correlations between self-efficacy and performance 
homogeneous across all studies contributing to the overall 
weighted average correlation? On the basis of the conceptual 
foundations of social cognitive (Bandura, 1986) and self-effi­
cacy theories (Bandura, 1997b), and existing empirical evi­
dence, we hypothesized that there is an overall positive relation­
ship between self-efficacy and work-related performance as rep­
resented by the weighted average correlation calculated across 
all available studies (Hypothesis 1 ) , and that given the large 
number and different properties of the examined studies, magni­
tudes of the individual self-efficacy-performance correlation 
estimates are significantly heterogeneous for the initial sample 
of all studies (Hypothesis 2) . Because we hypothesized that 
individual correlation magnitudes would deviate among each 
other beyond what may be expected by chance, we next tum 
to theoretical explanations for potential sources of systematic 
variations among the examined studies. 

Moderator Analysis 

In the following sections, we provide the theory-driven ratio­
nale for the variables proposed to moderate the relationship 
between self-efficacy and work-related performance. The con­
ceptual framework proposed was largely construed from social 
cognitive (Bandura, 1986) and self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997b) 
theories, with emphasis on both self-reactive and contextual 
influences in the regulation of efficacy perceptions (see Ban­
dura, 1991). We also based our arguments on conceptual guide­
lines for the application of social cognitive theory to organiza­
tional settings (Bandura, 1988; Wood & Bandura, 1989b), and 
theoretical analysis of the malleability of self-efficacy (Gist & 
Mitchell, 1992). A comprehensive review of this literature indi­
cates that one variable of potential moderating importance re­
garding the relationship between self-efficacy and work-related 
performance is task complexity. 

Task Complexity 

Bandura and other self-efficacy researchers (e.g., Bandura, 
1986, 1997b; Bandura et al., 1980; Gist & Mitchell, 1992; 
Wood & Bandura, 1989a) have repeatedly pointed out that in 
addition to the regulative potential of self-efficacy for successful 
performance, the relative contribution of the complexity of the 
task to be performed must also be considered. An important 
aspect of the conceptual analysis of task complexity, as it relates 
to self-efficacy, is to recognize that complex tasks typically 
represent multifaceted constructs with different implications for 
behavioral, information processing, and cognitive facilities of 
the task performer (Bandura, l 997b) . Thus, we approached the 
analysis of task complexity and self-efficacy by providing a 
process-oriented analysis of how task complexity varies, as the 
multidimensional construct, on the various factors identified by 
Bandura ( 1986, 1997b) that can affect the magnitude of the 
relationship between self-efficacy and task performance. In par­
ticular, we related task complexity to the changes in self-referent 
thought, such as (a) faulty assessment of performance and self­
efficacy, ( b) mismatch between self-efficacy and performance 

domains, ( c) limited scope of self-efficacy assessment, and ( d) 
lowered self-efficacy and distorted self-knowledge. 

Task Complexity and Changes in Self-Referent Thought 

Faulty assessment of performance and self-efficacy. In or­
der for self-efficacy to regulate effort effectively, performers 
must have an accurate knowledge of the tasks they are trying 
to accomplish (Bandura, 1986, 1991, 1997b). However, differ­
ent tasks vary extensively in the level of their complexity (Wood, 
1986). In comparison to lower complexity tasks, highly com­
plex tasks require different skills necessary for their successful 
execution by placing greater demands on (a) required knowl­
edge, (b) cognitive ability, ( c) memory capacity, ( d) behavioral 
facility, (e) information processing, (f) persistence, and (g) 
physical effort (Bandura, 1986). Given the multitude of different 
task demands, complex patterns of behaviors do not lend them­
selves to easy appraisal (Bandura, 1997b). This can lead to a 
faulty assessment of task performance enticing misleading self­
efficacy referent thoughts regarding how much effort needs to 
be extended, how long to sustain it, and when to make corrective 
actions (Bandura, 1986) .1 As a consequence, whenever people 
"act on faulty judgment of their efficacy, they suffer adverse 
consequences" (Bandura, 1997b, p. 70). 

Mismatch between self-efficacy and performance domains. 
A related problem caused by complex task demands is exempli­
fied in instances when both self-efficacy and performance are, 
say, accurately assessed, but they relate to different types of 
competencies (Bandura, 1997b; Pajares & Miller, 1994). In 
addition to a simple error in the specification of domains (e.g., 
Lachman & Leff, 1989), the more latent example of this prob­
lem is when complex tasks involve the use of certain means (as 
they usually do) to achieve the desired level of performance. In 
particular, the mismatch between the domains of self-efficacy 
and task performance may occur when self-efficacy for per­
forming certain means is used as a singe predictor, whereas 
the whole performance sequence also depends on the posited 
influence of the selected means (Bandura, 1997b). As a result, 
capabilities assessed in perceived efficacy (means efficacy) are 
different from those that govern performance (more inclusive, 
attainment efficacy; see Bandura & Cervone, 1986; Wood & 
Bandura, 1989a). 

Limited scope of self-efficacy assessment. Complex tasks 
are typically multifaceted, requiring a variety of capabilities 
necessary for their successful execution (Bandura, 1986, 
1997b) . Thus, to estimate the full magnitude of the relationship 
between self-efficacy and complex task performance, multidi­
mensional self-efficacy predictors are needed (e.g., Lent, 
Brown & Larkin, 1986, 1987). However, because self-efficacy 
assessment is rarely inclusive of all of the aspects (e.g., behav­
ioral, informational, etc.) that constitute a complex task (Ban­
dura, 1997b), the "true" relationship between self-efficacy and 
performance is, most likely, usually underestimated in formal 
tests. It should be noted that this represents artifactual attenua-

1 Faulty assessment of self-efficacy and task performance also includes 
using inappropriate measures of both constructs in empirical research 
such as measuring self-efficacy as a global trait (e.g., general self­
efficacy) or using proxy measures of task performance (e.g., self-reports, 
rating of others, etc.; see Bandura, 1997b, for more details). 












































