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Titulo: Autoeficacia en profesores universitarios: cémo desarrollar una
escala especifica

Resumen: El objetivo de este estudio fue mostrar el procedimiento lle-
vado a cabo para desarrollar una escala que midiese la autoeficacia especi-
fica en un dominio, por ejemplo, en el personal docente e investigador de
la universidad, siguiendo las recomendaciones de la Teoria Social Cognitiva
de Albert Bandura. La escala creada considera el triple perfil laboral de los
profesores universitarios (docencia, investigacion y gestion). Mediante el
uso del analisis factorial confirmatorio en una muestra de 166 profesores
universitarios, encontramos un ajuste superior en el modelo de tres facto-
res que se corresponden con el triple perfil laboral. Ademas, hemos en-
contrado diferencias significativas en la autoeficacia para la investigacion
en el nivel de formacién académica, a medida que el nivel de educacién
académica aumenta, la autoeficacia también lo hace. Por dltimo, son dis-
cutidas las implicaciones tedricas y practicas, las limitaciones del estudio y
las futuras investigaciones.

Palabras claves: Autoeficacia; escala; profesores universitarios.

Abstract: The aim of this study was to describe the procedure carried out
to develop a scale to measure specific self-efficacy in one particular do-
main, i.e. university faculty, following the recommendations from Socia/
Cognitive Theory by Albert Bandura. The scale that was created considers
the triple work profile of university faculty (i.e. teaching, research and
management). By using confirmatory factor analyses in a sample of 166
university faculty members, we found a superior fit for the three-factor
model that corresponded with their triple work profile. Moreover, we
found significant differences in research self-efficacy at the level of aca-
demic education: as the level of academic education increases, self-
efficacy also increases. Finally, theoretical and practical implications, limi-
tations of the study and future research are also discussed.
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Introduction

Efficacy beliefs are the beginning of the route that we wish
to embark upon. What we decide to do, the persistence that
we display in it and our decision to give up or to carry on
depend to a large extent on the “beliefs in one’s own capaci-
ties to organise and execute the courses of action required to
produce certain results” (Bandura, 1997, p. 3).

Depending on how we see the horizon, we will walk. But
when we begin, we do not start out from a void: we have
previous knowledge that modulates how we evaluate the
route. Bandura (1997) called it sources of efficacy expecta-
tions, and postulated four: enactive mastery, vicarious ex-
periences, verbal persuasion, and physiological and affective
states.

People with high self-efficacy perceive troubles as chal-
lenges, are highly committed to the activities they carry out,
invest a lot of time and effort in their activities, think strate-
gically to solve difficulties, recover easily from failure or dif-
ficulty, feel they are in control of a majority of stressors and,
furthermore, feel they are less vulnerable to stress and de-
pression (Bandura, 1997).

Thus, self-efficacy is a key construct to understand how
people feel and perform at work. According to Bandura
(1997), self-efficacy is a good predictor of the activities that
we decide to carry out, persistence in performance, motiva-
tion, and so forth. In the specific case of teaching, Prieto
(2002), for instance, considered self-efficacy as playing a piv-
otal role in the study of university faculty. But to date, teach-
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ing self-efficacy has been ovetlooked in higher education
(Burton, Bamberry & Boundy, 2005).

With regard to higher education, university faculty must
carry out different kinds of tasks that can be summarised in a
triple work profile: teaching, research and management. This
triple work profile has already been considered by several
authors (Buela-Casal & Sierra, 2007; Chacén, Pérez-Gil,
Holgado & Lara, 2001; Cifre, Llorens, Salanova & Martinez,
2003; Currie, 1996; Mortrison, 1996; Vera, Salanova & Martin
Del Rio, 2010).

The study of teacher self-efficacy has always been closely
linked with the desire to measure it. Tschannen-Moran,
Woolfolk Hoy and Hoy (1998) identified two parallel lines of
research in the study of perceived self-efficacy. First, the
concept of teacher efficacy was initially used by RAND re-
searchers (Armor et al., 1976). The RAND Corporation con-
ceived teacher efficacy as the extent to which teachers be-
lieved they could control the reinforcement of their actions,
grounded in Social Iearning Theory (Rotter, 1966). The second
line of research was based on Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory
(SCT) and goes beyond the control of the reinforcement of
their actions. As we have stated eatlier, self-efficacy is the
belief in one’s own capacities to organise and execute the
courses of action required to produce certain results (Ban-
dura, 1997, p. 3). With this definition as his base, in 1997,
Bandura created his own Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale.

Continuing with the desire to measure teacher self-
efficacy, several proposals have recently appeared, such as
the Teacher Interpersonal Self-Efficacy Scale by Brouwers
and Tomic (2001), the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale by
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk (2001) which has showed
evidence of reliability and measurement invariance across the
five countries, i.e., Canada, Cyprus, Korea, Singapore, and
the United States (Klassen, et al. 2009), and the Teacher Self-
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Efficacy Scale by Schwarzer, Schmitz and Daytner (1999).
All these questionnaires focus on schoolteachers’ self-
efficacy and therefore cannot be used to measure self-
efficacy in university faculty. The Teacher self-efficacy of
university faculty questionnaire, developed by Prieto (2005),
is of special interest because it was created to measure teach-
ing self-efficacy in the university context. Although it is a
great questionnaire based on the SCT theory, it only focuses
on one of the university faculty profiles (teaching) and avoids
the research and management roles of this population. For
us, in order to be able to measure self-efficacy in this popula-
tion, it is very important to take into account all the work
carried out by university faculty as part of their triple work
profile.

But we followed Bandura’s (2006) advice of creating a
specific scale for our domain under study. It is very impor-
tant to note that self-efficacy is specific to the context that is
being measured and not to another. Hence, we must not cre-
ate a general scale because each domain is different and if
general scales were used, our information could be biased.
Bandura warns us of the need to conduct an exhaustive
study of the domain so that each of the items on our self-
efficacy scale reflects the real value of self-efficacy. This au-
thor therefore criticised the use of general and non-specific
self-efficacy scales, and argued that it is futile to measure
self-efficacy with a general scale because the items in tests
based on the general efficacy approach are of little or no
relevance to the domain being studied. Furthermore, items in
a global test are commonly designed in a global fashion and
are too ambiguous to allow the researcher to know what is
being measured with any degree of accuracy. Self-efficacy
scales must be adapted to our particular domain of interest
and must reflect a thorough study of our chosen domain.

Bandura (2006) also explained how to develop an ad-
justed scale for any domain, but that is theory and what we
do in this study is practice. Thus, the main objective of this
study is to show the procedure carried out to develop an ad-
justed scale with which to measure specific self-efficacy in
one particular domain, i.e. university faculty, following the
method and recommendations from the SCT by Albert Ban-
dura. In this case, we have created a scale to measure efficacy
beliefs in university faculty taking into account the triple
work profile. So, although we know how to create a self-
efficacy scale (i.e. Bandura, 2006) and this process is similar
for many kinds of self-efficacy scales, we show a clear exam-
ple of how it must be done, explaining all the steps required
to create the scale and also testing the results empirically in
university faculty.

Moreover, once the scale had been created (and thus the
main objective obtained), it was analysed and two secondary
objectives appeared. The first one was to test that the scale
consisted of three dimensions corresponding to the triple
work profile (teaching, research and management), as well as
to analyse the psychometric characteristics of the self-
efficacy scale. And the second objective was to study
whether there were significant differences in self-efficacy

among university faculty with regard to certain variables that
had shown significant differences in self-efficacy in other
studies in the educational context (i.e. gender, work experi-
ence, occupational category, level of academic education,
marital status and having children).

With regard to gender, several research studies have
shown that women score higher in self-efficacy than men at
the different levels of education, and do so most specifically
in elementary, special and higher education (Anderson,
Greene & Loewen, 1988; Coladarci & Breton, 1997;
Raudenbush, Rowen & Cheong, 1992). The relationship be-
tween the work experience variable and self-efficacy is un-
clear, and different studies offer contradictory results.
Whereas, in secondary and higher education (Benz, Bradley,
Alderman & Flowers, 1992) as well as in student teachers
(Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990), indicate that teachers who present
a higher degree of self-efficacy are those with little experi-
ence. In prekindergarten through 12th-grade teachers (Wolt-
ers & Daugherty, 2007) were showed modest effects of ex-
petience on self-efficacy. Finally, in elementary and high
school teachers, Klassen and Chiu (2010) showed a nonlinear
relationship with years of teaching experience; self-efficacy
increased from 0 to about 23 years of experience and then
declined as years of experience increased. With regard to oc-
cupational category, although we did not find studies that
took into account differences in self-efficacy in university
faculty in relation to occupational category, we did take into
account the recommendation by Cifre, Llorens and Salanova
(2003), which considered the professional category of these
populations at the time of the study. Thus, we bore in mind
whether university faculty were state employees or not. As
these authors stated, different professional categories (and
therefore being a state employee or not) carry different obli-
gations. In relation to levels of academic education, in ele-
mentary schools, teachers with a higher level of academic
education usually showed greater self-efficacy (Hoy &
Woolfolk, 1993). Finally, social support has been proved, in
secondary-school teachers, to have an impact on teacher self-
efficacy (Brouwers, Evers & Tomic, 2001), which explains
our interest in knowing whether marital status and having
children influence self-efficacy. For further information
about the sociodemographic variables, see Prieto (2002).

Method

Participants and procedure

The sample comprised 166 faculty members of a Spanish
university, which represents 17.4% of the total number of
faculty members of that university (N = 955). Basically,
Spanish university faculty can be divided into two large
groups, state employees (tenured lecturers and university
professors) and contract faculty (collaborating staff, part-
time lecturers, etc.). In our sample population, we studied
100 contract faculty (60.2%) and 66 state employees (39.8%);
98 were men (59%) and 68 were women (41%); the mean
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age was 38.94 years (SD = 8.5); 99 were married (59.6%), 27
lived with a partner (16.3%), 24 were single and lived alone
(14.5%), nine were single and lived with their parents (5.4%),
and seven were divorced/separated (4.2%). A total of 84 had
children (50.6%) and 82 did not (49.4%). The level of aca-
demic education of the sample was as follows: 105 had com-
pleted a doctoral degree, that is, they were PhDs (63.3%); 36
had completed the research aptitude period, that is, the first
period prior to obtaining a doctoral degree (21.7%); 22 had a
degree which implied long-cycle studies (13.3%) and three
had completed a diploma course, implying short-cycle stud-
ies (1.8%). As for work experience, 72 had 5 years’ experi-
ence (43.4%), 50 had between 6 and 10 years’ experience
(30.1%), 19 had between 11 and 15 years’ experience
(11.4%), 12 had between 16 and 20 years’ experience (7.2%),
while 13 had more than 20 years’ experience (7.8%).

The person in charge of occupational hazard prevention
at the university, along with several members of the research
project, sent an envelope to all university faculty members by
the internal mail service. The envelope contained a presenta-
tion letter, a document which they had to complete with
their personal data and a questionnaire battery. In this bat-
tery, more than just the self-efficacy questionnaire was ad-
ministered because this research is part of a bigger project
entitled “Developing a tool for evaluating aspects of the job
of academics based on their triple profile (teacher, researcher
and manager) and its influence on health”, funded by Ban-
caja and Universidad Miguel Hernandez. Both the personal
data document and the questionnaire battery ensured confi-
dentiality because we did not ask for any identifying informa-
tion. All documents were in Spanish.

Data analyses

To begin with, we carried out a qualitative analysis in or-
der to develop the scale. And, based on the SCT in general
and on the Guide to Constructing Self-Efficacy Scales (Ban-
dura, 2006) in particular, the first step on the way to con-
structing a reliable self-efficacy scale was to perform a con-
ceptual analysis of the domain under study. We decided on
two methods as the best way to study the work carried out
by university faculty. Firstly, since the work of university
faculty is regulated by law under the so-called LOU (Organic
Law on Universities, 2001) and some of the tasks they carry
out are stated in the law itself, we decided to start by study-
ing it. Secondly, we held a discussion group so that faculty
could make suggestions about our list of tasks and could
contribute with tasks that had not been contemplated by the
law.

Therefore, our first job was to conduct an exhaustive
study of the main law that regulates Spanish Universities (the
LOU), which is divided up into chapters, or titles as they are
called. Once we had studied this law, members of the re-
search project (specifically three members) used their work
experience to express their opinion and to contribute,
through a discussion group which lasted two hours, with
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tasks that do not appear explicitly in legal texts, although
they were considered fundamental.

In relation to teaching tasks, we focused mainly on title
VI of the LOU. As a result, we decided that there were four
main teaching tasks for university teachers: (1) determining
elements and contents of academic training, (2) transmitting
knowledge, abilities and competence, (3) communication
with students, and (4) assessing students’ learning. With re-
gard to research tasks, we focused mainly on title VII of the
LOU. Consequently, we decided that research involved six
main tasks for university teachers: (1) updating the main re-
search results, (2) updating the use of research methodolo-
gies from one’s own speciality, (3) undertaking research of
high scientific quality, (4) collaborating with teams inside and
outside the university, (5) training new researchers, and (6)
preparing monographs, reports, articles, communications
and research projects to make the results of the research
known.

As for management tasks, although title V of the LOU
mentions the triple work profile in university teachers, not
only is there no specific title for management, but in fact
there are not even any documents explaining what is under-
stood by management. Despite this situation, university fac-
ulty present at the discussion group considered the impot-
tance of management for university teachers. We identified
three tasks. One is for management related to teaching: (1)
tasks inherent to the academic management of the subject or
subjects. Another is for management related to research: (2)
tasks inherent to the management of research projects; and
(3) tasks that are inherent to the administrative management
of the present situation. In short, we identified thirteen tasks
that could shape thirteen items.

Additionally SCT recommends that if there are no obsta-
cles to overcome, the activity is undertaken easily and em-
ployees will have very high levels of self-efficacy in that ac-
tivity. Specifically, Bandura (2006) stated that constructing
scales to assess self- efficacy requires preliminary work to
identify the forms both the challenges and impediments take.
Consequently, our second step consists in presenting an ob-
stacle for each task. We therefore formed a discussion group
with five experts to summarise these challenges or obstacles.
All members were university faculty of the university under
study. In this discussion group, which lasted four hours, uni-
versity faculty had to express the most common obstacles in
all thirteen of the above-mentioned tasks. The discussion
group was presented with the problem in the form of direct
and open questions. A question was formulated for each
scale item. Thus, in the case of Item 2 the question was the
following: “At the time of transmitting knowledge, abilities
and competence to students, which do you think are the
main obstacles that could make this task difficult?” Univer-
sity faculty had to discuss the possible answers to this ques-
tion and reach an agreement on the most common obstacle
or impediment. Moreover, they had to assess how difficult it
was to overcome each obstacle. This procedure was also fol-
lowed to construct all the items.
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In the third step, we considered the choice of answer
scale. We followed the recommendations of Bandura (2006)
and used a 10-point scale that ranged from 0 (“not at all”) to
9 (“absolutely”). In addition, each number was assigned a
name to help make it easier to identify the most suitable
number (see answer scale in Appendix).

Finally, we formulated the items as they appear in the
scale. Thus, the item begins with “I can”, followed by the
behavioural factor, and finally the proposed obstacle. So, a
13-item scale was constructed to measure self-efficacy in
university faculty (see Appendix). The original scale was pro-
duced in Spanish but it was translated into English through
back-translation by a professional translator.

Following with the data analyses section, confirmatory
factor analyses (CFA), as implemented by AMOS (Arbuckle,
1997), were used to confirm the first secondary objective.
We compared a one-factor model with a three-factor model
corresponding to the triple work profile of university faculty
and the goodness-of-fit of the models was evaluated using
absolute and relative indexes. The four absolute goodness-
of-fit indexes that were calculated were: (1) the [12 goodness-
of-fit statistic; (2) the Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI); (3) the
Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI); and (4) the Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). Addition-
ally, we computed three relative indexes: (1) the Tucker-
Lewis Index (TLI); (2) the Comparative Fit Index (CFI); and
(3) the Incremental Fit Index (IFI). Because the distributions
of the GFI and the AGFI are unknown, no statistical test or
critical value is available (Jéreskog & Sérbom, 1986). Values

Table 1: Confirmatory Factor Analyses (N = 166)

smaller than .06 for the RMSEA are indicative of an accept-
able fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999), whereas a cut-off value close
to .90 suggests a good fit for the IFI (Hoyle, 1995). As a rule
of thumb for the remaining fit indexes (TLI, CFI), values
greater than .95 are considered to indicate an adequate
model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Moreover, we catried out
internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) and descriptive
analyses to study the psychometric characteristics of the
scale. Thirdly, in order to study the second objective, we car-
ried out ANOVA analyses for work experience, level of aca-
demic education and marital status, and independent two-
sample Student’s T tests for gender, occupational category
and having children. The aim of these tests was to see
whether all these variables could make any difference in self-
efficacy among university faculty.

Results
Model testing

Once we had created the scale, our first secondary objec-
tive was to use CFA to demonstrate that the scale did actu-
ally have three factors that relate to the triple work profile.
To do so, we used two alternative models: a one-factor
model (Mi) which assumed one latent factor, self-efficacy;
and a three-factor model (Mz) which assumed three latent
and correlated factors, i.e. teaching self-efficacy, research
self-efficacy and management self-efficacy.

% df  y2/df GFI AGFI RMSEA TLI CFI IFI Ay’ Adf
M1 66354 65 1020 57 41 236 57 64 .64
M2 20086 62 323 .84 .76 116 90 92 .92 MI-M2 = 462,684 3
M2, 14946 60 249 88 .82  .095 93 95 95 M2-M2,=514% 2
M2, 10544 58 181 91 .86  .070 96 97 97 M2, My, = 44.02% 2

Note. y 2 = Chi-square; df = degtees of freedom; y2/df = ratio Chi-square/ degrees of freedom; GFI = Goodness-of-Fit Index; AGFI = Ad-
justed Goodness-of-Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit
Index; IFI = Incremental Fit Index. All the y 2 differences between the models wete statistically significant at ***p < .001. M1 = One-factor
model; M2 = Three-factor model; M2, = Revised three-factor model, M2, = Revised three-factor model.

As seen in Table 1, My (three factors) fits better than My
(one latent factor). Nonetheless, M> does not offer a good
fit, and this led us to review the modification index. The
AMOS output proposes a covariance between two pairs of
errors; 5 and 6, 9 and 10. Both covariances are performed
within the same factor, i.e. research self-efficacy. Although
both errors are in the same factor, it is recommendable to
analyse them while searching for reasons for this relation-
ship.

Items 5 and 6 focus on updating research as well as on
the results obtained and the appearance of new methodolo-
gies. Thus, it seems that this covariance makes sense both
statistically and theoretically. In the case of Items 9 and 10,
what the two items have in common is that they do not con-
cern the research itself, but deal instead with research out-
puts. Thus, one refers to how to train a new researcher in the

researching task, while the other refers to how to “sell” the
result of the researching task. It seems that this covariance
also makes sense.

Once we had completed both covariances (Mz,), the in-
dex improved substantially, as can be seen in Table 1. Once
again, however, the model does not fit satisfactorily and the
modification index shows something peculiar, as it requests a
relationship between Item 11 and the teaching factor, and
Item 12 and the research factor. Item 11 would correspond
to teaching management. In this sense, the fact that this item
comprises two factors (teaching and management) makes
sense. Item 12 would correspond to research management.
And again, in this sense, the fact that this item comprises two
factors (research and management) also makes sense.

Once again, in Table 1 we can see how the index im-
proves the fit (May).
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Finally, the definitive CFA is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Confirmatory factor analyses

Note. **p < .001; 11 = Item 1, 12 = Item 2, (...), 113 = Item 13; TSE =
Teaching Self-efficacy, RSE = Research Self-efficacy, MSE = Management
Self-efficacy; E = etror.

Maria Vera et al.

Descriptive Analyses

Table 2 shows the means, standard deviations and intet-
correlations of the 13 items of the scale and its three dimen-
sions. As Table 2 illustrates, although not all correlations are
significant, their items all positively and significantly correlate
within each dimension. Moreover, there is no negative corre-
lation. In the same table, we can see the internal consistency
scores (Cronbach’s alpha) for all the dimensions which met
the criterion of .80 (Henson, 2001), TSE (5 items) o = .80,
RSE (7 items) « = .91 and MSE (3 items) o = .82.

Finally, we carried out ANOVA analyses and independ-
ent two-sample Student’s T tests to determine whether dif-
ferences in self-efficacy in university faculty exist according
to some sociodemographic variables such as gender, work
experience, occupational category, levels of academic educa-
tion, marital status and having children (that is, the second
objective) and found no significant differences in teaching
self-efficacy for any of the variables. The level of academic
education produced significant differences (F = 4.99, p <
.05, n?>=.045) in research self-efficacy. Accordingly, as the
level of academic education increases, self-efficacy also in-
creases. Therefore, the highest scores in research self-
efficacy were found in university faculty members who had a
doctoral degree, while the lowest score was seen among the
university faculty who had completed a diploma course. We
found no significant differences in management self-efficacy
for any of the variables.

Table 2: Means (M), Standard Deviation (SD), Internal Consistencies (Cronbach’s ajpha), and intercorrelations (N = 166)

M SD 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 110 111 112 113 TSE RSE MSE
11 693 155 1
12 6.99 133 423%% 1
13 7.02 145  418%F  663** 1
14 6.67 1.65 A411%F  703%F  687FF 1
15 575 1.86 .187F  154%  288FF  2061%F 1
16 560 196 .133 20600% 2716 3478 820k ]
17 545 217 126 2016k 2716 315k 777 855k
18 573 218 1306 A54% 0 289%F 0 241%%  696*F 698k T757RF ]
19 501 232 A87F 3200k 248k 318%F 021FF  716%F 726%F  652%F 1
110 582 215 .252%k  363%k  205%k 3460k G7IFE TI5ME 769%F 701 816%F 1
111 646 1.46  .302%F  253%F  364%F  284%F 147 135 136 150 209% 0 219%F 1
112 579  1.68  .264%F  304%k  270%F 3548k 4120k ASDRE ASGRE 33QRE Q4R 444wk ASTRE ]
113 598 1.62  .305%F  288%F  295%F  306%*F 127 A70% 0 165% 0 18R 315%F 228k 743%F 633k ]
TSE 6.90  1.22  .699%F  B44%k  BApFE  BO8FE  270%k 3128k 3O7E 254%k  331Rk 385Kk 370%k  370%F  368%F (.80
RSE 558 1.86 194 207FF 314%F 346%F 858Fk  903%F  023%k  B53%k  Be4rk  888FE 190 492%F  240%F 354+ (.91
MSE 6.08 1.37 337k 328%k  360%F  368%F 272k 300%F  302%F  203%F 402k 3T74%E 83@FE 823%k 020k 420%F  364%* (.82

Note. * p < .05, ** p <.001; I1 = Item 1, 12 = Item 2, (...), I13 = Item 13; TSE = Teaching Self-efficacy. RSE = Research Self-efficacy, MSE = Man-

agement Self-efficacy. Cronbach’s alpha values of the dimensions are on the diagonal.

Discussion

The main objective of this research was to show the work
method carried out to develop a new scale to measure spe-
cific self-efficacy (in this case, in university faculty) and
which takes their triple work profile into account. The objec-
tive of this work therefore was not to create the scale itself,
but to describe the work method carried out to obtain that
scale. Moreover, the aim of this work was not to generalise
the scale that was created because, in line with SCT, we have
argued that measures in self-efficacy cannot be generalised,
but are instead specific to the sample to be measured. Thus,
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the ultimate goal was to show a work method that can be
followed to measure specific self-efficacy in any domain.

Although the literature does contain studies that show us
how to create a self-efficacy scale (i.e. Bandura, 2006) and
this process is similar for many kinds of self-efficacy scales,
what we have proposed with this study is how to do it. For
instance, Bandura (2000) explained that the first step to con-
struct a reliable self-efficacy scale is a conceptual analysis of
the domain under study. We have therefore shown how we
achieved this: 1) by conducting a study of the LOU law, and
2) through a discussion group. Perhaps for another domain
other techniques are required.
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In this line, Prieto (2008) reported a great research study
about self-efficacy among university faculty, and even
showed a scale for measuring it that she herself had created,
as there is no specific scale for university faculty. But, as we
have already said, this scale only focuses on the teaching
task, forgetting two important roles: research and manage-
ment. Moreover, there is no detailed information in her book
about the process by which the scale was created. And this is
the void that this study has tried to fill.

We have shown how the qualitative analysis is carried out
to obtain the items of the scale. Furthermore, the hypothesis
that the scale is made up of three latent factors correspond-
ing to the triple work profile of university faculty is con-
firmed. We carried out CFA and the results largely met the
criterion: all indexes fully surpassed the values marked as the
criterion, except the RMSEA, which was not lower than 0.06
but came very close to this value (0.07). In addition, model
M; (three latent factors) fitted better than model M; (one la-
tent factor). So we can state that this scale consists of three
latent, correlated factors: teaching, research and manage-
ment. Moreover, results showed that the items of each di-
mension correlated positively and significantly and that cor-
relations were high. Moreover, the Cronbach’s alphas con-
firmed that the participants’ scores on the scale should be
considered reliable. Thus, all dimensions met the criterion of
0.80 (Henson, 2001).

Furthermore, it was confirmed that the chosen sociode-
mographic variables included in this study (gender, work ex-
perience, occupational category, levels of academic educa-
tion, marital status and having children) make no difference
to self-efficacy in both teaching and management self-
efficacy among university faculty. In research self-efficacy,
however, we saw that one variable presented marked differ-
ences, i.e. the level of academic education. As the level of
academic education increases, self-efficacy also increases.
This result is to be expected because both research aptitude
and doctoral studies have similar purposes, that is to say, to
learn how to do research (among other things). Hence, uni-
versity faculty members with a specific education in research
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Appendix

With regard to the TEACHING I undertake at University, I can:

1. Determine contents of academic training even when I must decide from among a considerable number those which are
fundamental and those that are additional.

2. Transmit knowledge even when material means are not sufficiently appropriate.

3. Communicate with students even when the characteristics of the group of students are not favourable.

4. Assess the students’ learning even when it is difficult to appreciate all its aspects (e.g. competences).

With regard to the scientific RESEARCH I undertake at University, I can:

5. Update the main research results even when there are a considerable number.

6. Update the use of research methodologies from my own speciality even when it is difficult to me to gain access to them.
7. Research with high scientific quality.

8. Collaborate with teams inside and outside the university even when access to other research groups is difficult.

9. Train new researchers even when the economic means are insufficient.

10. Prepare research projects to diffuse the research results even when I am not a member of top research groups.

With regard to the MANAGEMENT I undertake at University, I can:

11. Carry out tasks inherent to the academic management of my subject or subjects even when the system is excessively bu-
reaucratic.

12. Carry out tasks inherent to the management of research projects which I participate in even when the regulating condi-
tions change.

13. Carry out tasks inherent to the administrative management of the present situation even when I depend on the work of
others to complete them.

Answer scale:

Not at all
Hardly

Very slightly
Slightly
Somewhat
Sufficiently
Fairly
Considerably

Most considerably
Absolutely
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