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Abstract  Self-efficacy is a critical component of social cognitive theory, which is a primary influence on human thought,
motivation, and action. Focused on managerial self-efficacy (MSE), this study investigated the effects of MSE on managers’ work-
related attitudes and performances. About 450 enterprise managers who were from different kinds of organizations in several
provinces of China were surveyed. The latent variable path analyses of SEM (structural equation modeling) were used for data
analyses. The results showed that: (1)MSE was positively associated with higher management effectiveness and more management
innovations, (2)MSE was positively associated with job satisfaction and job involvement, (3) MSE was negatively associated with
occupational strains.
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Bli B 8 % - AR 3 TROK BB S A L AR S BT K R

ferh A @R R AL HEK . Bandura 5 A AR, K
TR B IR SRR R T BOR |, U X FE E AT 5 4
AT o AW 5T 2 T X B 7E 58 A AT 55
aE SRR IR A AR, B B R AR RE IR, R
Bandura ¢ T B FRAARER A R , B H B KRR AT
DIgEHERENBCREMARAANEEN
EEREHEFMAGRE. Bl N EHE AR
Bl R 4% ) B )k f) BF 9 58 A R AR

2 HAXHRHE

Bandura' AW, B AL BB A IE A EERATE
T 4AHm: (1) 7 REsE; (2) BhBRERER
Pe; (3) Rixt R KAEL RAL; (4) B SR L
TN . Tl 54800 FBF B F DT A WA
R VE I, EERIT B KBRS R AR K TAE
A B A GREAT R R
2.1 BEEABRMEBEIESENXR

BRBBER S X TESEXRRNBI, BAl
EAFTEE R KA, O Neill Al Mone ™ DL IEfE #E1T
BAHLSR T A SR, KB A RBRERS &
B R A 7E % OF A 6, 5 A W B A A BUR W AT
1% AR OC , J5 ok LA AR 5L AL 4L B TR WS xd 42
8 T RIFERZE R . {2 McDonald 1 Siegall * LA IE
EZTHEARTEMERANRRHFRMEALR, A
Tk RS T4 I B RUR KT TR B A AT
fEE BEMIEAL, SEPEE . TIEWBE R &N
AL, CEER R Z I, AR+ b2
TEBZ WS, B A AR A A B B A Ak RE
5 bR TAEARE AR B X R T T .

2.2 EEARVEBRSILESGIMXER

Wood #1 Bandura 25 N\ 3 i & 5 M BLRE 52 &
B EME S A RBAER S AR TSR E R ER
TEARSE  MIEHRTE 0.70 LA b BIHHFR MR, EH
TRk AR 5 A PR 2 FE T AR SR AU A R AE 0.26 ~
0.40 Z [ , 5% BB #r 1 4 56 A 0.30, 1 B2 X 7
ES5TMEHERSIFRN - TERRER" .

2.3 BEHRYEBRSRLEKHXER"

AT, B B3k 2 B, A O A BRI Y
T 2 R i 4 R R R 0 PR B B ORI B S
MomE A 7E S B WLl % 5K BF 5T 07 T, Singh
Mohanty( 1996) " AR LB, EHARBERESE
WEMN TAEEREBERAMRX.

1) HE ol 55 3 3 0 F AT g T A 7 T A9 SR R AR o

3 MRAE
3.1 B X

BEARIR B L8 LER NEE T RE
i XA 4ol 4 B, 3R & 580 3 IR] 45 , Wi |l A5 Ak (]
%450 1y , B REK 77.6% . HEAR B ARSI A
FEMMIT, BA —E AR, Kb 234 kA
HA M, & 52.0%,179 Z kAR ES WL, &
39.8%,22 %Kk A =%, 5 4.9%,15 AkRBH
kB, 5 3.4%., BH305 A,k 67.8%, &t
144 A, 15 32.0% (H sk 1 AN). MIREHE 154
%5 34.2% , P REME 2194, 5 48.7% , BRE
P S3 4, h 11.8% (o k24 ), FREK
159 %, B/ 19 % F¥A R 36 4, NHEH
TAHERT Al B KB 35 4F, M 1 &, FHANRN
9.4 4,
3.2 HARIR
3.2.1 EHEBRUBER

EHARMEREEHEEITMACESNAE T
S BRI R () 5 B AL R | ) B A TR
(BIF) ESe N TmEMTESHAGFERE.
K FHVE B0 o i R R 2 i Rk ) 4 E AT D 4
24 AHEY , BIEEE R T (n = 187) 45 R A B,
IG5 4 5 b #R Ok B S R AR KOV (' df =
2.22, GFI = 0.91, AGFI = 0.89, CFI = 0.93, NFI
= 0.89, RMSEA = 0.05). [a] % ) [F] Jit {5 BE
0.93, R T A5 8] 45 1 280 % | BIF 95 & 7 o R v 4
HAAFHEE A FAWER T 4 M ABBHEAR
MESOL SR AR 5 R AP T B RARE S
sE> A R BN 0.43(p <0.01), LA EArHTi
BT A5 T Ak Al I 2 SR AT
3.2.2 BEEIR

EIRFCRI A, B R R A N R
brORE A A G SERRSCR RIS &% A A
O A AT M. R Spreitzer """ 4 il )
o TR AT RO ) S HE AT, 2L S AN IE . AR BE
HLAMEL 85 & & 1E N P& IR X R B HAT T
BT F &R EBITREARI) . 2 EM2EER
A RAMEBEIAIARE T AT ERBERN
72.07 % , [8) & 15 BE Ky 088, 13 HA A I i 14 45 5L A 28
AfE .
3.2.3 EEEH

EEa g, TEEEREEEFMACTKE
T A R BT AT R, QAR B A0 B SR AR 2 R
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EHEVE &

M.z &M @k mE%, %A
Spreitzer ' i il (¥ B FR QI BT 1 &, 3L 4 AWH, 2%
BARERS R 1 MEREF, Ay EmBE
N 61.45% , [Al A5 FE R 0.79, U8 B A< I 4 0 4% SR A7
BLAE .
3.24 THEHEE

ARWFTERT IR TAEW R E, RIEX TEA S
WS, IS AN H . SRAK TR %N BITH
R THEERRN ‘R — TR S W
BE. 2FB0EES A #E 1 MERETF, &
Ji Z RN 54.06% , R R A5 N 0.74, 35 B A
B RA UEZ,
3.2.5 I{EBNE

TAEH AR RN EN TEMBRBBARE,
KAEWE Siu F NV BITH TS AR W &E#ETM
HA6ANWH, 2FEMAEE M EMHE 1 4NF
MHEF, B EMBEREN 53.08%, [ FEEE N
0.78, Ut HH A< I i 1) 238 SR AT A 32
3.2.6 HRAMLEEHK

WO 8k A R 77 45 A 1At A 1 0 i B
HAAER . RS 5 A BT i BRI B ok &

RN ATH, ERAEEMHE W 2 A
B B P OR AR TN, B R E R
H 69.61% , [T A5 HE N 0.93, BLEAA I B 45 R 24
MATE I
3.3 BESH

EE RS M B (SEM, structural equation
modeling) ' LISREL 8.3 for Windows 4t % {443, i# 47
ROHE AL BE , T v 2 08 2 R AR AT

4 EREHH
4.1 HXTEEMBEXRIEIESSSH
RINBEER EHARUBRESEHEN
EHBCR EEAH TR RN LS AR S
RUELREBZFNEMR, 5B EKE BEM R
XK. BHEARMEBREREEREETRZHE %
2 BE I AE G, e op 5 A T B FOR BT Y
F SRR X B3R o F T RIF S AP AR B A I AR OR A A
Hdle 5 19 B 2, AT RE 2 3 A 19 3R 22 (common
method bias) o 4 It , 3R FH 36 3E P4 PR 3R 20 A7 ok A6 56
/RS TBE.

x1 EEARYHEBRSZEEEMMEX

Table 1  Correlations between MSE and other main variables

A hE n M SD MSE ME MI IS | ST
MSE 434 182.66 24.64 1.00

ME 432 19.33 3.06 0.51°° 1.00

MI 405 12.23 2.27 0.547° 0.45°° 1.00

IS 434 14.08 2.43 0.24" " 0.18™ " 0.31** 1.00

JI 431 24.93 5.01 0.29"° 0.29° " 0.25™" 0.287° 1.00
ST 424 36.27 10.38 -0.277° -0.227° -0.31" " -0.18"° 0.08 1.00

6] MSE— 2B I FR AR IR  ME— B JR AR  MI—E #6057, JS— TIEW S JI— TIEB AR ST B9k, *x p< 0.05, £/ARTE 0.05

KFEERE, * * p< 0.01,F/RTE0.01 KFERE,LUTFE,

x2 NERIPEMMUSERLER

Table 2 Goodness of fit summary for measurement models

] 5k 5 Ay X df X2l df GFI AGFI RMSEA NFI CFI
BRE 2756.64 350 7.88 0.63 0.57 0.15 0.49 0.52
IS 1502.33 344 4.37 0.77 0.76 0.10 0.72 0.77
HHEE 1074.46 340 3.18 0.83 0.80 0.08 0.80 0.85
N # 719.74 335 2.15 0.90 0.89 0.05 0.88 0.92

VLR A YR 1. ANEEER—MSE ME.MIJS.JL.ST -3l & 6 MEE; AE ZHER—ME fI MR &R 1 ABE &, bR L™
[H % 5 % —MSE \ME 1 ML &k [A] 1 A E % AR b H R —r A R R 2R 1 ANMEE.

MR 2 AT LAE 75 R F AR BY ) 4% ol 268 Xt AR
X 0L 8 A A ik B Bk T BRAR K P A, BEAS L
BEREKU, NERERRTHEREE (A (5)
=354.72, p<0.01) YR KR (Ay*(9) =782.59,
p<0.01) FHFEKAE (Ay* (15) = 2036.90,
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Rl 5 5 AR R IRALRE S AT L AR AR BT K R

4.2 BEERESNW
FAT A B2 3 of 45 04 J7 F2 BE R (structural equation
modeling, SEM ) X F 5 e 48 11 07 i R 4R T B B K

ML LR R R R Z B KR, WS T
FRAE R AE % JEE 7 & I B R 22 B9 Rl i, R S W R
HERXR R EERLR.

Aderson I Gerbing "' I\ N, £ ¥ 75 Bk 485 Y 43
i AR A 0 SR R IR R LG B AN SR AR HR R AT REA
=) MEAEBNAREE URERSEE LR
O R AFAE [ R (2) MBS A, a2
BT R EBAXRIXRMRT; (3) MR
FIEE A UL A 15 AR A AT RO, At A B30 9
BRI AT AR B0 B, % 4 AP AT B SR Rl &
R 005 FR B, SR 5 T 0 45 4 A AU Y 0051 Ol it
(gL

®3 ZHMEINSHUSER

Table 3 Goodness of fit summary for structural model

' df  y*/df GFI AGFI RMSEA NFI  CFI

372.40 130 2.87 0.92 0.89 0.06  0.89 0.92

2 WL SRR AR ST I AR (6 P AR

) 1E & TG bR b ARl 194 FEA . BREAR I AR
A T AR v AR AT O ORI

i TR Ak R AR 4 R R AR i 2] Y 6 AR (R W 5B
W R BV B BR S T A FRALRE BSR4
FE L5 U0 HE O IR A . PR, e B A 0 A0
DL 0 5 3k e 95 2 g B 0T A R A B AR R AL
HGRFMIN B A R) . £ 3 RGBS & F
$ekr, MFET AT LAE 1, 25k B Y 45 F 0L A5 48 A A0
IR F B T B AR K IR I, 4 b A AR R B AT A
. WE 1 hal LAE B A RS E A
B HR (B =0.56, p< 0.01) EEBIH (3=
0.68, p< 0.01) TYEWEE(S=0.32, p< 0.01),
THEBAE(B=0.41, p< 0.01)FIBLL KK (B =
~0.20, p< 0.00)&EHEA BEFEMFWMBCR. Wil
R EMARKERENERES  AARFNEH
RO IR 22 04 TR AT, 6 A R B R A
B A, A BRSO Bk KT, B, AR
WG E 2 RUE .
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Fig.1 Standardized path coefficient for the final model of

relationships among MSE, work-related attitudes and

performance

F O TAEHA SR A B, R B & B9 TR R
Fd A B o Bandura'” I\, B TR 2CRE G RO K
m T A S B CREs A H TAEME S, H ik, R .0
HEeSRARES , WA X ™ EHBEE. A
PR B A Ry, fE A O AT LR S S b X
FREIDEMSMEFHRBESERT NNE
Ry

WP 1 AT DA R A TR R
% AABEFNERURIEZNEREN. X5
B E B4 AN LR R T A SRR — B Tk
B, A TR AR A R R B E PR
b, O 3 T REA, BB A AR DR DL AN Sy, BE A 0 R
Pl S, B4R 5 5% LA DA T B ALY [ Ak B IR
s i X S R AR R A F LA SR B B A GER
Gy, B RE X FE AR SR80 A B R BURR PR R
W T TR AR O R R R AT R
BT, RERRUIRE O £ R 5 VR BT AT R
T 3% 18 15 77 1 19 B BT , B IR R BT A RO BT I
SR AR e AT R AR BB
52 EHARVERSRERKZEH

XER
A T 4 M SR AT A e R R
SR AT JE J7 . (ELK 26 FE 2 75 25 4 P 1

F™ T B K 38 R T A R EEAR
EM Cox'™ FTH8 I ARRE , B MF A B A EE,
AR AR 3 RE A S T 48 TR 0 BEOR B
THCKBIRES . ARG R - T RE
AR AR i B, A AR RS
H T A B O g h 25 58 R AR 55, BP0 i X 48
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