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Abstract

Introduction. Since self-efficacy is a belief about one’s caligbin doing something suc-
cessfully or unsuccessfully and it relates to anadeachievements directly and indirectly.
The understanding the sources of one’s self-efficauld assist that person to achieve a bet-
ter result in learning or doing something, or,edst, to minimize a reflection from negative
sources that could decrease his/her self-effichis study investigated the sources of self-
efficacy of English language learners with diffdrgenders, nationalities, types of study pro-

gram, and fields of study.

Method. This study used stratified random sampling tomd480 first-year students at a uni-
versity to complete a questionnaire. Then, the data analyzed by descriptive statistics, t-
test, and One-Way ANOVA.

Results. The result showed slight differences in sourcesetffefficacy between learners with

different nationality and types of program. Findingvealed that vicarious experience be-
came the highest ranked source for positive sétfaafy while mastery experience was the
highest for the negative self-efficacy. Social pesson was the least influential source re-

gardless of their differences.

Discussion andConclusion. The implications are that teachers and admin@tsatould use
the results of this study to develop the stratetpesnplant positive self-efficacy that results
greatly in students’ learning process, and to lgear students with those individual differ-

ences to be autonomous learners.

Keywords: Self-efficacy, English language, English learnedjvidual difference
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Resumen

Introduccion. La autoeficacia es una creencia sobre la capacidatho de hacer algo con
éxito o sin éxito, y se relaciona con los logroadgenicos directa e indirectamente. La com-
prension de las fuentes de la autoeficacia de gadgodria ayudar a esa persona a lograr un
mejor resultado en aprender o hacer algo, o, absjaninimizar un reflejo de fuentes negati-
vas que podrian disminuir su autoeficacia. Ested@stinvestigo las fuentes de autoeficacia
de los estudiantes del idioma inglés con diferegi&seros, nacionalidades, tipos de pro-

gramas de estudio y campos de estudio.

Método. Este estudio usé muestreo aleatorio estratificaata ptraer a 480 estudiantes de
primer afio en una universidad para completar usticuario. Luego, los datos se analizaron

mediante estadisticas descriptivas, prueba t y AN@Q¥ una via.

Resultados.El resultado mostré ligeras diferencias en las teenle autoeficacia entre los
estudiantes con diferentes nacionalidades y tipogrdgramas. Los resultados revelaron que
la experiencia vicaria se convirtio en la fuentgamealificada para la autoeficacia positiva,
mientras que la experiencia de dominio fue la nhi@spara la autoeficacia negativa. La per-

suasion social era la fuente menos influyenterspoitar sus diferencias.

Discusion y conclusidonlLas implicaciones son que los maestros y administess podrian
usar los resultados de este estudio para desamstiategias para implantar una autoeficacia
positiva que resulte en gran medida en el procesaptendizaje de los estudiantes, y para

guiar a sus alumnos con esas diferencias indivedumker aprendices autbnomos.

Palabras clave:autoeficacia, idioma inglés, aprendiz de ingléfgrdncias individuales.
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Introduction

Self-efficacy represents the idea of one’s beliiwa his/her capability in succeeding
or failing to do something (Bandura, 1984; Hsie@ip£& Hsieh and Kang, 2010; Weaver,
2008). Self-efficacy has been associated with anadachievements in many studies (Gold,
2010; Abdullah, et al., 2006; Herron, Mills, andd?as, 2007; Brown, Lent, & Multon et al.,
1991; Miller and Pajares, 1994; Pintrich and Schu2®10; Abedini and Rahimi, 2009;
Schunk, 1991). These studies showed that selfagffipromoted academic achievement di-
rectly and indirectly. For this reason, understagdhe sources of one’s self-efficacy could
assist that person to achieve a better resuliaimieg or doing something, or, at least, to min-
imize a reflection from negative sources that calddrease his/her self-efficacy. Besides, to
push each student to be autonomous learners musgivp self-efficacy should be encour-
aged and should match with one’s own personal ctaratics. According to Bandura (1997)
and Schunk (1991), there are four factors: (anea’ past performance accomplishments or
mastery experience, (b) modeling or vicarious expee, (c) verbal persuasion or social per-

suasion, and (d) physiological or emotional stétasform one’s self-efficacy.

Mastery experience refers to the interpreted redybast performance (Bandura 1994
and 1997). Learners who succeed in doing somethivgy; self-efficacy increases; on the
other hand, failure lowers their self-efficacy (@ier, 1997). Bandura (1994) emphasized that
students who perform well on English tests and éagh grades in English classes tend to
develop a greater sense of confidence in their iEimglapabilities. Conversely, low-test re-
sults and poor grades generally weaken studentdidemce. Apart from mastery experience,
the learners’ observation of their peers’ succésefis in performing tasks, or vicarious expe-
rience, also results in developing their self-effig levels (Bandura, 1997). According to
Schunk (1991), people make comparisons with otimetsrms of age, gender, race, nationali-
ty, educational and socioeconomic level, or backgdy ethnic group, level of income, desig-
nation, etc. Moreover, learners who receive aruérfte from authoritative figures such as
parents, teachers, and/or trusted peers that tleegagable of learning or doing something
tend to see themselves as capable ones too. Tt fa verbal or social persuasion (Ban-
dura, 1997). The last factor is physiological orotional states during activities, which they
interpret as competence or incompetence. For exanppldily symptoms signaling anxiety
might indicate a lack of skills or low self-effica¢Schunk, 1989). In short, sources of self-

efficacy in this study is based on sources of Baadl986)’s self-efficacy. The factors cover
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mastery experience (ME), vicarious experience (\dégial persuasion (SP), and emotional
states (ES).

Although many studies (Arslan, 2012; Britner andalss, 2006; Chin and Kameoka,
2002; Gainor and Lent, 1998; Kiran and Sungur, 2&l&ssen, 2004; Lent and Lopez, 1992;
Luzzo, et al., 1999; Matsui, et al., 1990; Johndeajares, and Usher, 2006, 2007; Usher,
2009; Wang, 2004) have tried to examine sourcesibating to students’ self-efficacy, the
findings are not consistent. Bandura (1986), Johnsbal. (2007), Kiran and Sungur, (2012),
and Luzzo, et al. (1999), believed that masteryedepce was the most powerful source,
while Bentz (2010), Hamman, Olivarez, & Steven @0MHampton (1998), Klassen (2004),
Luangpipat & Padgate (2015), Matsui et al. (1980) Pajares and Usher (2006) showed that
vicarious experience became the highest factotegtleo the students’ self-efficacy. Social
persuasion became a vital source of self-efficacthe work of Chin and Kameoka (2002),
Gainor and Lent (1998), and Wang (2004). With thdiserse outcomes, the verification of

the result requires more studies.

Regarding individual differences in second/forel@mguage acquisition, gender is one
of the most influential factor on language learn@sat, 2013, Andreou, Andreou and Vla-
chos, 2005, Saidi, 2012). Although there are mangiss on gender, it is rarely to find a
study focusing on sources of self-efficacy betwddferent genders (Mesri, 2012). In addi-
tion to gender, the learners with different persa@dues adhering to different cultures may
report different sources of self-efficacy (DintheERochyb, and Segersc, 2011). Nationality,
race, or ethnicity has effects on students asfibveyulate students’ characteristics with social
norms, beliefs, values, and cultural practices (lLaem, and Nie, 2008; Saidi, 2012), yet, the
sources of self-efficacy for different nationalgibave been infrequently mentioned (Pajares
and Usher, 2006). However, gender and nationaliéy reot the only differences found in
learning. Since type of program could serve theaagn of international programs, under-
standing those differences contributed to sourdesne’s self-efficacy may support both
teachers and students in handling the classrooohsleweloping the learning process (Geitz,
Brinke, and Kirschner, 2016). Besides, studentsfdifferent field of study under the higher
education context carry particular characterigdial( Holienka, and Holienkova, 2015). Thus,
this study also convers type of study program gréng using mother tongue or English as
a medium of instruction and field of study comprgithree main categories: Science and

Technology, Health Science, and Social Science.
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Overall, individual differences in this study cowgnder, nationality: Thai and foreign
students, students studying in different typesrofypam: Thai and International program and
field of study, which are science and technologaltih science, and social science. Age is
included in this study as the age of the populatiba first year students aged 17-18, is too
narrow to find any difference saliently.

Objectives and hypothesis

In order to understand what lies under the selta¢ly of English language learners
with individual differences, this study aims tossfly, observe perceived self-efficacy of the
English language learners at Naresuan UniversiferAhat, the study compares sources self-
efficacy of those English learners with the ainatswer the following questions:

RQ1: Is there any difference between perceivedesétfacy of students with different
gender, nationality, type of program, and fieldstafdy?

RQ2: Is there any difference between sources dfesetacy of students with differ-

ent gender, nationality, type of program, and fefiégtudy?

The result of this study could be widely benefid@l students, teachers, parents, and
academic staff. Firstly, after they know what coaliflect their learning’s motivation and
achievement, the learners might be more caref@coepting negative inputs and promote
positive inputs. For teachers and parents, thisares could guide them which direction they
should support their students or their childrene Téacher is also able to prepare the class
activities and materials that are more suitablgtierstudents in multi-cultural classroom or in

co-educational institutions.

Method

Participants

The population of the study comprised all firstiystudents who enrolled in Funda-
mental English course (00112) in the academic Y84:6. Fundamental English is one of
compulsory subjects for the first year studentdlatesuan University. Naresuan University
was a location of data collection for this studgdngse it is the largest public university in the
lower-northern part of Thailand with approximatel,000 full time students with various

characteristics and studying in various progranme flrst-year students are selected to be the
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population and sample of this study to minimize gbssibility of students’ self-efficacy from

English language courses in the higher year of #tedy. The estimated number of popula-
tion is 4,700 based on the university's statisti¢gh the large number of students, the study
could not cover all students. The number of thepamvas calculated by Taro Yamane
(1976)’s formula. The sample group is 480 studeBf€: from Thai programs and 110 from

international programs. After getting the numbdée sample was random by the ratio of
group of the students. The students who study prajrams are from 16 faculties grouped
into three clusters: Health Sciences, Science auhriology, and Social Sciences (Division
of Research Administration, 2012). The Health Smésnincluded the faculties of Nursing, the
Allied Health Sciences, Pharmaceutical Sciences]id& Sciences, Medicine, Dentistry, and
Public Health. The Science and Technology incluttedfaculties of Architecture, Science,

Engineering, Agriculture, and Natural Resources Bndironment. The Social Sciences in-
cluded the faculties of Humanities, Social Scienddanagement and Information Science,
Education, Law. The data were collected from randestion corresponded to the number of

samples as shown in Table 1.

Table 1.Number of sample according to stratified random glamy

Number of population N %
Thai programs (N = 4575) (n=367) 370 100.00
Health science 90 24.15
Science and technology 130 35.19
Social science 150 40.66
International programs (N = 146) (n=107) 110 000.
Total 480 200.00
Instruments

This study used questionnaire to elicit the stusldavels of self-efficacy and sources.
The questionnaire was adapted from Luangpipat &gR@d(2015)’'s study. The questionnaire
had Cronbach’s Alpha reliable coefficient) (at .89. The questionnaire divides into three
parts: the students’ general information, theircpared self-efficacy in English language
learning, and sources of their self-efficacy. Thalents’ general information includes gender,
age, nationality, and faculty. The second parthef questionnaire is the students’ perceived
self-efficacy comprising 4 levels of perceived sfficacy from highly confident and confi-
dent (No.1 and No.2), and not so confident andcoafident at all (No.3 and No.4). The third
part of the questionnaire is the sources of séitafy containing two parts: 3A and 3B. Each
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part comprises 16 items. Questions 1 to 4 reprasastery (ME), question 5 to 8 represent
vicarious experience (VE), question 9 to 12 represecial persuasion (SP), and question 13
to 16 represent emotional states (ES). The paatitgowho choose No.1 or No.2 in the second
part do 3A, and the ones who chose No.3 and No3Bdo

Procedure

The researcher distributed the questionnaire elibfare or after the lesson depending
on the instructors’ and the students’ permissioth @eonvenience. Theatawas collected in
the beginning of the first semester before the tard: examination to minimize the influence
of emotional states on the participants that migttur during the examination period. It
normally took the students 10-15 minutes to conaptbe questionnaire. After that, the data

from the questionnaires was analyzed.

Data Analysis

This study used SPSS version 17.0 for Windows (IBBRRSS® Statistics 17.0) to an-
alyze the data. T-test was used to compare thd tdvself-efficacy and sources of self-
efficacy for students who have different gendetiomality, and type of program. The results
was presented in descriptive statistics: mean #&madard deviation. This study also used
One-Way ANOVA to analyze the level of self-efficaagd sources of self-efficacy for stu-
dents from different fields of study. The resultsy@esented in one-way analysis of variance

and multiple comparisons of students from differfggitls of study.

Level of self-efficacyis a belief of a student’s capability to learn Ergglish language,
including the belief that he or she can reach tatetevel of English language mastery (Ban-
dura, 1994). In this study, the level of perceigetf-efficacy was firstly divided into 1 to 4
levels, 0.00-1.00 represents ‘no confidence at Bl01-2.00 means ‘not so confident’, 2.01-
3.00 is ‘rather confident’, and 3.01-4.00 stands'¥ery confident’. Then, the perceived self-
efficacy was grouped roughly as high or positivé-sfficacy (more than 2.00) and low or
negative self-efficacy (less than 2.00) to categoeources of self-efficacy into positive and

negative sources.
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Rank of sources of self-efficacy is represent bynber one to four. One is the highest
contributor to the learners’ perceived self-effigand four is the lowest contributor to the

learners’ perceived self-efficacy.

Results

RQ1: Is there any difference between perceivedesietiacy of students with different
gender, nationality, type of program, and fieldstidy?

H1: There is a difference between perceived séifafy of students with different
genders, nationalities, types of program, and ieidstudy.

H2: There is no difference between perceived délfaey of students with different

genders, nationalities, types of program, and sieldstudy.

Table 2.Mean and S.D. of self-efficacy level of studentk different gender, nationality,

and type of program (Total n=480)

Variables n MeanX) S.D. Meaning t p

Gender
Male 134 2.39 .76 Rather confident -.05 .96
Female 346 2.38 73 Rather confident
Nationality
Thai 476 2.38 .73 Rather confident -.3.05 .00*
Foreigner 4 3.50 1.00 Very confident
Type of program
Thai program 370 2.34 .74 Rather confident -2.75 0*.0
International program 110 2.55 .74 Rather confident

*p<0.01

Table 2 summarized the result from t-test. It pdegi the evidence that there are sig-
nificant differences of self-efficacy level betwedifferent Thai and foreign students and stu-
dents who study in Thai and international prograhilevthere is no significant difference of

self-efficacy level between male and female stuslent
Different nationality reveals a statistically sificant difference with the significant

level at 0.01. It shows that foreign students hiaigher level of perceived self-efficacy, that

is, foreign students are more confident in learriinglish than Thai do.
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In terms of type of program, the result shows tagistically significant difference be-
tween the students who study in Thai program andethvho study in international program.
The ones who are in international program havehslighigher perceived self-efficacy, or

confidence.

The differences found in both nationality and tgbg@rogram are mainly from the for-
eign students who leave their home to study abapadthe students who study in internation-
al program. Both groups of the students have oppiiyt to expose to English language and
use it more in their daily life than the studentsoware Thai or study in Thai program. Ac-
cording to Ellis and Tanaka (2003), one of the fienef study abroad is that it strengthens
the students’ beliefs about language learning. Miee often they use it, the more they get

familiar with it and that results in the growthtbkir confidence.

Table 3.Mean and SD of perceived self-efficacy level alestts with different field of study

Field of Study n Meanx) S.D. Meaning
Health science 90 2.62 712 Rather confident
Science and technology 130 2.11 .638 Rather camtfide
Social science 150 2.36 T71 Rather confident

Total 370 2.36 707 Rather confident

Table 4.0ne-way analysis of variance of self-efficacy l@fedtudents with different field of

study
Field of Study df SS MS F Sig.
Between Groups 2 12.24 7.12 14.03 .00*
Within Groups 367 186.21 51
Total 369 200.44

Table 5.Multiple Comparisons of Self-Efficacy Level of g with Different Field of Study

() Field of (J) Field of Mean Differ- Std. Sig. 95% Confidence

Study Study ence Error Interval

1 = Health Science, (1-J) Lower  Upper

2 = Science and Technology, Bound Bound

3 = Social Science

1 2 52* .09 .00** .29 74
3 .26* 10 .02* .03 49

2 1 -.52* .09 .00 - 74 -.29
3 -.25*% .08 .01** -.45 -.05

3 1 -.26* 10 .02 -.49 -.03
2 .25* .08 .01 .05 45
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Table 3, 4, and 5 show the results from One-Way XROTable 3 displays the mean
and meaning of the students’ perceived self-effic&udents who study in Health science
have highest self-efficacy, followed by studentSortial science, and Science and Technolo-
gy. Table 4 reveals statistically significant difaces in the self-efficacy level between stu-
dents who study in different fields. The comparibetween specific groups in Table 5 shows
that the level of self-efficacy of students in Heacience differs from students in science and
technology the most with the significant level @@..1t is followed by the difference between
level of self-efficacy of the students in Socialé®ce and Students in Science and Technolo-
gy, and students in Health Science and Social Seiwith the significant level at .01, and .02
respectively.

This result reflects the society praise the stuslevtio study in health science group
comprising students from the Faculty of Medicinbaifnacy, Nursing, etc. as good students.
In Asia cultures, especially Thai society, the stydents from high schools generally aim and
reserve the seats to study in those fields. Thay edth them the pride and the high level of
self-confidence, particularly in learning. Therenis surprise that their self-efficacy level is
higher than other groups. Science and Technologyher students from Faculty of Engineer-
ing, Agriculture, Architecture, etc., those typdsstudents who prefer Math, Physics, Chem-
istry, and Biology than languages. They alwaysdveld languages, specifically English lan-

guage, are their enemy. That is why their selfeaffy as English learners becomes the lowest.

In summary, with those individual differences, thés no difference in the level of
self-efficacy between different gender for Englisarners in Thailand, but the difference of
English learners’ level of self-efficacy shows iiffefent nationality, type of program, and

field of study.

RQ2: Is there any difference between sources 6efiatacy of students with different
gender, nationality, type of program, and fieldstidy?

H1: There is a difference between sources of gétfaey of students with different
gender, nationality, type of program, and fieldstfdy.
H2: There is no difference between sources of effifacy of students with different

gender, nationality, type of program, and fieldstfdy.

Electronic Journal of Research in Educational Psjogy, 161), 59-102ISSN: 1696-2095. 2018. no. 44 -89-



Nattaporn Luangpipat

Table 6.Sources of perceived self-efficacy of students diitrent gender

Sources of self-efficacy Gender n Mexh ( S.D. t p

High self-efficacy

Mastery experience Male 53 2.92 48 1.23 22
Female 144 3.00 44

Vicarious experience Male 53 3.22 46 1.74 .08
Female 144 3.35 .46

Social persuasion Male 53 2.62 57 1.40 .16
Female 144 2.75 .58

Emotional states Male 53 2.98 .45 24 .81
Female 144 3.00 .63

Low self-efficacy

Mastery experience Male 81 2.57 .59 -1.03 31
Female 202 2.49 .59

Vicarious experience Male 81 1.98 71 .87 .38
Female 202 2.06 .70

Social persuasion Male 81 1.95 .67 -.68 .50
Female 202 1.88 74

Emotional states Male 81 2.15 .82 .61 .54
Female 202 2.21 .80

Table 6 shows that there are no statistically §icamt differences of sources of self-
efficacy between male and female students. Howeesking the sources from the mean,
sources of self-efficacy for high self-efficacy wfale and female is slightly different. Alt-
hough both of them rated vicarious as the highmstce for their self-efficacy and social per-
suasion the last, the second and third rank is sipppd-emale chose mastery experience be-
fore emotional states while, surprisingly, male ssth@motional states over mastery experi-
ence. The ranks of sources of self-efficacy for keif-efficacy of male and female are the

same: mastery experience, emotional states, vicaggperience, and social persuasion.

Table 7.Sources of perceived self-efficacy of students aviferent nationality

Sources of self-efficacy Nationality n Meat) (  S.D. t p

High self-efficacy

Mastery experience Thai 194 2.97 45 -2.16 0.03*
Foreigner 3 3.53 12

Vicarious experience Thai 194 3.31 A7 -1.83 0.07*
Foreigner 3 3.80 .20

Social persuasion Thai 194 2.70 .57 -2.71 0.01**
Foreigner 3 3.60 .40

Emotional states Thai 194 2.99 .58 -2.01 0.05*
Foreigner 3 3.67 42

Low self-efficacy

Mastery experience Thai 282 251 .59 1.21 .23
Foreigner 1 1.80 -

Vicarious experience Thai 282 2.04 71 1.47 14
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Foreigner 1 1.00 -

Social persuasion Thai 282 1.90 72 1.25 21
Foreigner 1 1.00 -

Emotional states Thai 282 2.19 81 24 81
Foreigner 1 2.00 -

*p <0.05 *p<0.01

From Table 7, it demonstrated that there are sagmf differences of sources of self-
efficacy between Thai and foreign students in hsgif-efficacy group. It showed those
sources have more influences on foreign studeats Tiai students especially in implanting
positive believes. In low self-efficacy group, teeare no statistically significant differences
of sources of self-efficacy between Thai and faresgudents. However, due to the limited

number of foreign students, it could not represeatresult perfectly.

In terms of ranks of sources of high self-efficdoy Thai and foreign students, vicari-
ous experience and emotional states becomes thegtigources for both groups. Mastery
experience and social persuasion are the followawypces of self-efficacy for Thai students

while foreign students ranked mastery experienedast source of their self-efficacy.

Table 8.Sources of perceived self-efficacy of students dviterent type of program

Sources of Self-Efficacy Type of Program n Mean .S.D t p

High self-efficacy

Mastery experience Thai 139 2.93 A4 -2.42 .02*
International 58 3.10 45

Vicarious experience Thai 139 3.24 A7 -3.52 .00**
International 58 3.49 40

Social persuasion Thai 139 2.63 .56 -3.14 .00**
International 58 291 .58

Emotional states Thai 139 2.94 .57 -2.34 .02*
International 58 3.15 .58

Low self-efficacy

Mastery experience Thai 139 2.57 .59 3.43 .02*
International 58 2.26 .55

Vicarious experience Thai 139 2.09 .68 2.63 01**
International 58 1.80 .78

Social persuasion Thai 139 1.92 .73 1.18 24
International 58 1.79 71

Emotional states Thai 139 2.22 .81 972 .33
International 58 2.10 .78

*p<0.05, *p< 0.01
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Table 8 reveals that there are statistically sigaift differences between the sources

of self-efficacy of students who study in Thai dnternational program. Social persuasion

and emotional states are only two sources that haveifferent influence on students with

low self-efficacy. The numbers demonstrated thadestts in international program rated eve-

ry source of self-efficacy that promotes positief-efficacy higher than the students in Thai

program do. On the contrary, they rated every sonegative self-efficacy than the Thai stu-

dents did.

In terms of ranks of sources of high self-efficdoy students who study in Thai and

international program, both groups have the samlesravhich are vicarious experience, emo-

tional states, mastery experience, and social psisu for positive self-efficacy while the

ranks of sources for negative self-efficacy aretergsexperience, emotional states, vicarious

experience, and social persuasion respectively.

Table 9.Sources of perceived self-efficacy of students dviterent field of study

Sources of self-efficacy Field of study n Mean S.D. F Sig.
High self-efficacy
Mastery experience Health science 52 3.02 44 1.84.162
Science and technology 28 2.86 .30
Social science 59 2.89 48
Total 139 2.93 44
Vicarious experience Health science 52 3.34 43 052. 132
Science and technology 28 3.15 .39
Social science 59 3.19 .53
Total 139 3.24 A7
Social persuasion Health science 52 2.74 .54 1.535.219
Science and technology 28 2.59 .34
Social science 59 2.56 .65
Total 139 2.63 .56
Emotional states Health science 52 2.94 .62 .155 856 .
Science and technology 28 2.99 46
Social science 59 291 .59
Total 139 2.94 .57
Low self-efficacy
Mastery experience Health science 38 2.58 .61 .107 .899
Science and technology 102 2.55 .61
Social science 91 2.58 .56
Total 231 2.57 .59
Vicarious experience Health science 38 2.15 61 79.7 .460
Science and technology 102 2.03 .69
Social science 91 2.13 .70
Total 231 2.09 .68
Social persuasion Health science 38 1.93 .75 .003.997
Science and technology 102 1.92 g7
Social science 91 1.92 .67
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Total 231 1.92 .73
Emotional states Health science 38 2.32 .94 .351 704 .
Science and technology 102 2.21 .82
Social science 91 2.19 74
Total 231 2.22 .81

Table 9 shows that there are no statistically §icamt differences between sources of
self-efficacy of the students who study in diffar&alds. Different groups ranked the sources
similarly. For positive self-efficacy, vicarious marience is the most influential source for
their perceived self-efficacy, followed by emotibrstates, mastery experience, and social
persuasion. Only students in health science ratastary experience slightly higher than
emotional states. Due to the nature of high cortipetin studying of this group of the stu-
dents, grades and scores are what most of thethgiuefforts toward and pay high attention
to. The success or failure means more to the stsderhealth science group than the other

two groups.

For low self-efficacy or negative self-efficacyethanks are all the same for all groups
that are mastery experience, emotional statesrigicsaexperience, and social persuasion. The
result reveals that failure could cause biggerlander impact on the students’ perception of
themselves, as it becomes number one source fatinegelf-efficacy while it is the third in

creating positive self-efficacy.

In conclusion, the first and the last sources dfpee self-efficacy of English learners
are the same that are vicarious experience adrteand social persuasion at the last. Stu-
dents studying in different programs, fields ofdstunationality and male students ranked
emotional states in the second place and ratedenyaskperience as their third source. Fe-
male ranked mastery experience over emotionalsstete students with low or negative self-
efficacy, regardless of those individual differesictine sources are in the same order that are

mastery experience, emotional states, vicariousrmexpce, and social persuasion.
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Discussion and Conclusions

As level of perceived self-efficacy of English Iears with different nationality, type
of program, and field of study has been rarely is&jdthere is limited works to compare.
However, for gender, some studies mentioned tHerdiit level of self-efficacy. For exam-
ple, Tenaw (2013) states that there is significffiérence in their self-efficacy between male
and female. The result from various researchesrn@riand Pajares, 2001; Mesri, 2012; Saidi,
2012; Webb-Williams, 2014) showed that male rateder perceived self-efficacy than fe-
male. However, the result of this study showingsigmificant difference in the level of self-
efficacy between male and female is similar to s@meious studies (Hampton and Mason,
2003; Tercanlioglu 2005; Mesri, 2012; Mansor anw&g 2013). In terms of levels of self-
efficacy of the students in different fields, thenw of Huang (2013), only mentioned about
the preference of males in mathematics, computet, social sciences while females pre-
ferred arts and language. However, those studies hat grouped the students according to

general characteristic of each field as this stlidy

Regarding sources of positive self-efficacy in ¢iverall picture, vicarious become the
first sources that students with any differencés@a which is similar to many studies (Bentz
(2010), Hamman, et al., 2006; Hampton, 1998; Hodges Murphy, 2009; Jansen, Scherer,
and Schroeders, 2015; Klassen, 2004; Luangpipaadg&te, 2015; Matsui et al., 1990; Pa-
jares and Usher, 2006). However, the results csiivah the result of the mainstream of pre-
vious researches stating mastery experience amtis¢ important source (Bandura, 1986;
Johnson, et al., 2007; Kiran and Sungur, 2012; dper al., 1999). It demonstrates the uni-
versity students compare their abilities with th@assmates and receive the influenced from
the social comparison processes in the classrods. réflects a collective nature of Asian
students who rely mostly on group’s opinion. Bamd(ir997) emphasized that vicarious ex-
perience could be the most influential factor wiséuidents have limited experiences or are
uncertain about their capabilities to accomplistask. With the age of the students in this
study, between 17-19 years old, it is possiblesgume that they have limited experience and
cannot have absolute judgment on their own capgbtionsequently, their peers are likely to
be the most influential persons. A possibility thatarious experience became the highest
factor related to the students’ self-efficacy irstbtudy due to the fact that the students con-

sidered their peers as a reliable source (Luanggif#adgate, 2015). Since Newcomb (1962)
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mentioned that a group had power over their memigetkecting data in the classroom which
students sat in groups and shared some experignighsbe a cause of this result.

Social persuasion is the last sources that studgwsimportance to when they con-
sider about their self-efficacy which is differdrdm the work of Chin and Kameoka (2002),
Gainor and Lent (1998), Locke and Phan (2015), \Btachg (2004). Butz and Usher (2015)
stated that students with high self-efficacy wexaerlikely to describe social persuasion as a
source than were those with low self-efficacy. Hogre the result from this study showed
that either high or low self-efficacy students slkedveocial persuasion as their least influential
source of self-efficacy. The result from this stuglyite shakes the beliefs in Asian context
that the students nowadays pay less attention @i telachers or parents say which is totally

opposite to the older generation.

The second and third place for sources of seltatfy of male and female is opposite.
Female chose mastery experience before emotiomtaissivhile male chose emotional states
over mastery experience. This result is contrash \&i few studies. For example, Erikson
(1968) stated that males define their developimmptidy by their accomplishments while Pa-
jares and Usher (2006) said that girls’ satisfactith relationships is more important than
their previous accomplishments. According to Pajaned Usher (2006), mastery experience
had more influence on boys’ self-efficacy than tiid other sources combined whereas social
persuasion was the only influential sources of-s#l€acy for girls. The reason for female
students ranking mastery experience higher thartienab states could be that women stu-
dents felt more embarrassed by their mistakesgxperience they received last longer impact

on their minds (Coleman, 1996).

Educational designers and practitioners couldzatithe results of this study. Firstly,
English teachers, especially in co-education umstg or multi-cultural classes, must consider
gender and nationality differences in order to cedgpropriate teaching strategies and meth-
ods (Saidi, 2012). Moreover, teachers should intcecthe role of helpful vicarious learning
such as assigning pair work or small group workclassrooms more since the result
found vicarious experience as the most potentetbfaMorris, 2004). Besides, according to
Chan, Raoofi, and Tan (2012), students should lmawee opportunities to observe their
friends or classmates do tasks successfully, whithhelp fostering them positive self-

efficacy.
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For the second source, emotional states, YoundjlIr@@ommended the use of humor
in class in order to create friendly, supportived aelaxing classroom atmosphere in order
to reduce students’ anxiety and tense, which iglr@s the students’ emotion that affect posi-
tively or negatively results in their learning pess. For mastery experience, setting the chal-
lenging task with reachable goals are what teacslersld encourage the students (Margolis
and McCabe, 2006). Although social persuasion \masldawest ranked source of students’
self-efficacy, Bandura (1977) mentioned feedbaaatsupport the process transforming low
self-efficacy into high. Therefore, teachers andepts should carefully the messages they
send to the students since those messages cardkEtome the messages students send to

themselves (Pajares and Usher, 2006).

In order to handle the cross-cultural environmdassroom more effective and bring
learning that is more autonomous to each studeathers need to take those individual dif-
ferences and the sources of self-efficacy of eadividual into the consideration. Teachers
can mix and match the sources of self-efficacy itk differences to tailor the materials,

activities, and supporting environment for the undisals in language classroom.
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