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Abstract: Self-efficacy, the conviction in one’s ability to succeed in particular tasks, is crucial
in academic performance and professional development, especially in higher education
programs. Although it has been widely studied in STEM disciplines, research on gender
differences in self-efficacy in business education is scarce, especially in the Chilean context.
This study aims to fill this gap by examining self-efficacy beliefs and their association
with academic performance among business students at a Chilean university. Using a
quantitative, cross-sectional design, data were collected from 239 students via the vali-
dated Academic Self-Efficacy Scale (ESAA). Confirmatory factor analysis confirmed the
scale’s psychometric robustness in measuring situational and personal efficacy beliefs.
No significant associations were found between self-efficacy and academic performance.
However, gender differences emerged in personal efficacy beliefs, with men reporting
higher levels than women, while no differences were found in situational efficacy. These
findings reinforce the multidimensional nature of academic self-efficacy and reveal per-
sistent gender disparities in how students perceive their individual academic capacities.
This asymmetry may limit women’s engagement, confidence, and long-term professional
development in male-dominated fields such as business. The results point to the need for
gender-sensitive educational strategies that intentionally foster personal efficacy beliefs
among female students, thereby promoting more equitable academic experiences and
professional trajectories.
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1. Introduction

Self-efficacy, defined as the belief in one’s ability to organize and execute actions to
achieve goals (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1995), is broadly linked to academic performance and
student persistence (Chemers et al., 2001; Dewitz & Walsh, 2002; Greco et al., 2022; Lopez,
2013; Torres & Solberg, 2001). According to Bandura (2006), self-efficacy directly affects
behavior and influences other determinants, such as goals, expectations, and perceptions
of the environment. This idea is essential for students’ adjustment to academic demands,
enhancing motivation, perseverance, and academic success. It is crucial for personality de-
velopment and enhancing learning (Fan & Williams, 2010; Roddenberry & Renk, 2010; Van
Dinther et al., 2011). Students with strong self-efficacy exhibit greater intrinsic motivation,
whereas those with low self-efficacy depend more on external motivations (X. Liu et al.,
2024a). In addition, it is related to the ability to face academic challenges progressively
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(Ifdil et al., 2019), influenced by personal achievement, social comparison, and external
support (Anderson & Betz, 2001; Bartimote-Aufflick et al., 2016; Hasan, 2014).

At the university level, self-efficacy is a significant predictor of academic performance
(Honicke & Broadbent, 2016; Kudusheva et al., 2022; Liberatore & Wagner, 2022; Robles
Mori, 2020a; Schonfeld et al., 2017) and facilitates stress management and adaptation to the
demands of education programs (Buizza et al., 2024; Fior et al., 2022; Flores-Pifiero et al.,
2024; Furnham & Cheng, 2024). According to Zajacova et al. (2005), self-efficacy mitigates
stress as a predictor of academic performance, significantly contributing to surmounting
obstacles and student perseverance. Y. Zhao (2024) asserts that tolerance levels to academic
stress vary among student profiles, highlighting that students with high self-efficacy view
stress as a challenge that fosters their commitment and satisfaction, thereby adopting
positive attitudes towards academic demands. In this vein, X. Liu et al. (2024b) emphasize
the need for universities to promote environments that reduce stress and strengthen self-
efficacy through technological tools and psychological support programs.

Self-efficacy also indirectly affects academic performance through motivation and
persistence (Ashraf et al., 2023; Buizza et al., 2024; Furnham & Cheng, 2024; Khine &
Nielsen, 2022; Zimmerman, 2000); then, students with higher self-efficacy are generally
more motivated to confront academic challenges and persist in their studies. This is
particularly relevant during the first years of university (Buizza et al., 2024; Ma et al., 2015;
Wang & Fu, 2015; Zajacova et al., 2005). Their development can be enhanced through a
variety of learning opportunities (Ferndndez-Rio et al., 2023; Khine & Nielsen, 2022) since,
as indicated by Bandura and Wessels (1997), self-efficacy beliefs are flexible, subject to
development, and shaped by multiple resources.

Self-efficacy has a positive impact on student engagement, suggesting that strengthen-
ing it can significantly improve participation in educational activities (Chen et al., 2024). Stu-
dents with higher self-efficacy seek active feedback and share ideas without worrying about
risks like public exposure (Gan et al., 2023). However, high self-efficacy levels are not al-
ways beneficial. Blanco Vega et al. (2012) warns that these beliefs can result in performance
disparities, even among individuals with comparable skills, and excessive levels of self-
efficacy may be detrimental in certain settings (Talsma et al., 2018; Vancouver et al., 2002).
Moreover, although there is an overall positive correlation between academic self-efficacy
and academic performance, Gaoat et al. (2023), Komarraju and Nadler (2013), Pignault et al.
(2023), Richardson et al. (2012) and Rodriguez Vera et al. (2023) note that its effect depends
on the context and individual factors.

In the Chilean context, studies are limited, but existing evidence confirms the positive
correlation between self-efficacy and academic performance. According to Hechenleitner-
Carvallo et al. (2019), self-efficacy expectations are associated with improved academic
outcomes, a correlation observable across various disciplines. For their part, Montarfio-
Gonzélez et al. (2020) identified a positive connection between the use of learning strategies
and self-efficacy, with moderate levels, emphasizing that a heightened sense of self-efficacy
improves both motivation and autonomy in the learning process. Consistent with other
studies, Valdebenito (2017) reported that academic self-efficacy is positively related to
academic performance and depends on the area of training, which is higher among basic
science students and lower in teaching programs. Furthermore, Montafio-Gonzalez et al.
(2020) identified that first-year students present higher levels of self-efficacy than second-
year students, suggesting a possible decline as they progress in their studies. Paradoxi-
cally, Valdebenito (2017) concluded that self-efficacy can increase at advanced stages of
the curriculum.

In light of the multidimensional nature of academic self-efficacy, this study employs
the ESAA (Escala de Autoeficacia Académica), a validated instrument that distinguishes



Behav. Sci. 2025, 15, 563

30f17

between two core components of efficacy beliefs (Robles Mori, 2020b). The first refers to situ-
ational efficacy, or students’ perceptions of how external academic conditions (e.g., teaching
methods, institutional support, learning environment) influence their performance. The
second is personal efficacy, which encompasses students’ internal beliefs regarding their
ability to organize, manage, and succeed in academic tasks. This distinction is fundamental
to understanding the mechanisms through which self-efficacy influences academic out-
comes and provides a more nuanced analytical framework for evaluating individual and
contextual contributions to student achievement.

1.1. Gender and Self-Efficacy

Despite its relevance, self-efficacy presents significant gender differences in its de-
velopment and manifestation. Huang (2013) conducted a meta-analysis of 247 studies,
identifying a slight advantage in male academic self-efficacy, especially in areas such as
mathematics, computer science, and social sciences. In contrast, women tend to excel in
disciplines such as language arts and the arts. Huang (2013) and Ma et al. (2015) also
noted a general trend toward higher levels of self-efficacy in men, although not in all study
domains, highlighting that the specific subject matter serves as a key moderator in this
relationship. These findings indicate that women exhibit greater self-efficacy in verbal
domains, including language and literature, whereas men demonstrate superiority in tech-
nical and scientific fields. Conversely, Yu and Wang (2023) highlight that gender differences
influence the academic self-concept, affecting performance, motivation and execution.

Gender differences in self-efficacy vary by subject area and context. Yu and Wang (2023)
point out that gender stereotypes impair women’s mathematical and scientific self-concept,
limiting their participation in STEM fields while they excel in verbal domains. These
disparities, Yu and Wang (2023), underscore the need for equitable educational strategies
that narrow gender gaps and promote female self-efficacy in male-dominated disciplines.
Nonetheless, these disparities are neither uniform nor consistent across all places and
periods. For example, in online learning environments, women show higher levels of
self-efficacy than men, especially in countries like the United States (Khine & Nielsen, 2022).
In addition, studies indicate that Latina women in higher education experience higher
stress levels than their male counterparts, which may negatively impact their perceived
self-efficacy (Ceja, 2004).

The impact of gender on self-efficacy transcends academia and is influenced by cultural
factors, gender roles, and family attitudes (Huang, 2013; Liberatore & Wagner, 2022). Liberal
attitudes to gender roles are associated with higher levels of self-efficacy, with the exception
of white men, for whom these perspectives seem to exert less influence (Ma et al., 2015).
In general, men tend to report higher self-efficacy in complex tasks, such as the use of
advanced technologies (Liberatore & Wagner, 2022), while women experience greater
anxiety in academic settings with prominent traditional gender roles, which negatively
affects their self-efficacy (Navarro et al., 2018). These findings reinforce the need for context-
specific interventions that promote self-efficacy in both genders.

1.2. Business Education Programs and Self-Efficacy

In business studies, self-efficacy is essential due to the critical competencies needed
in this area, including leadership, strategic decision-making, and complex problem-
solving (Al-mehsin, 2017; Djourova et al., 2020; Dwyer, 2019; Karpinski et al., 2020;
Lisbona et al., 2018; Mesterova et al., 2015). Studies have shown that students with high
self-efficacy not only achieve better academic outcomes but also show a greater inclina-
tion toward entrepreneurship and professional success (Beatson et al., 2020; Byrne et al.,
2014). Regarding classroom participation, Viviers et al. (2023) stress that self-efficacy
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directly affects student engagement, highlighting the importance of cultivating this skill
in the educational process. In addition, Ajzen (2002) and Lisbona et al. (2018) highlight
its essential role in promoting entrepreneurial intent, a particularly pertinent element in
business education. However, its impact is not limited to the academic environment, as it
also contributes significantly to preparation for the labor market (Rahmadani & Mardalis,
2022). According to H. Zhao et al. (2005), MBA students with high self-efficacy show
greater confidence and understanding, which are essential for securing employment or
starting a business, as well as fostering positive work attitudes and career planning skills.
Consistent with this, Lisbona et al. (2018) reported that accounting students with high
academic self-efficacy obtained better academic outcomes, a conclusion corroborated by
Byrne et al. (2014), who determined that confidence in one’s own abilities increases the
likelihood of academic success. For their part, Roberts et al. (2023) note that self-efficacy
can also strengthen students’” communication skills.

Notwithstanding these advances, a wide gap persists in understanding how gender
differences affect business students specifically. Unlike STEM disciplines, where gender
differences and self-efficacy have been studied extensively, this area has received less
attention in business education. A study in this regard is that of Viviers et al. (2023),
which identified higher levels of self-efficacy in men than women. However, these results
have not been replicated in other business settings or sub-disciplines, complicating the
generalization of the findings. This lack of evidence is particularly concerning given that
fields such as accounting, management, and entrepreneurship remain male-dominated in
many contexts, perpetuating invisible barriers to women’s participation and professional
development. In the Chilean context, business education programs are characterized by a
comprehensive curriculum that combines subjects such as accounting, economics, finance,
strategic management, and entrepreneurship alongside active methodologies and practical
experiences aimed at developing key competencies such as leadership and decision-making.
Within this demanding and competitive educational environment, academic self-efficacy
emerges as a critical factor for both academic achievement and students” professional
projection. Understanding how gender differences manifest in this variable is essential for
designing more inclusive and effective pedagogical strategies. As suggested by (G. Liu et al.,
2020), interventions specifically designed to strengthen self-efficacy—particularly among
women—may have a significant impact on their long-term academic and professional
success. Such interventions may include mentoring, leadership training, or self-regulated
learning programs, which have been shown to positively influence students” academic
self-efficacy (Honicke & Broadbent, 2016; Pajares, 2003).

This study aims to contribute to the literature by addressing this gap through the
analysis of the relationship between academic self-efficacy and academic performance
among business students, with a particular focus on gender differences. The proposed
hypotheses are: (H1) there is a positive relationship between academic self-efficacy and
academic performance; (H2) there are significant differences in self-efficacy levels accord-
ing to gender; and (H3) the relationship between academic self-efficacy and academic
performance varies as a function of gender.

2. Materials and Methods

The study, based on a positivist approach with a quantitative, cross-sectional, descrip-
tive design and inference (Creswell, 2014), used the Academic Self-Efficacy Scale (ESSA),
validated in the Peruvian university population (Robles Mori, 2020b) and grounded in
Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986). The ESAA consists of 28 items distributed
into two main factors: (1) situational efficacy beliefs (8 items), which assess students’ per-
ceptions of how external factors—such as institutional resources, teaching methodologies,
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or academic infrastructure—impact their performance. An example item is: “My academic
performance depends on the support I receive at the university”. (2) personal efficacy
beliefs (20 items), which reflect students’ internal beliefs about their ability to succeed
in academic tasks. Example items include: “I am confident I can reach my academic
goals” and “I have the ability to overcome academic difficulties”. The scale uses a 5-point
Likert-type format, where 1 = “Never”, 2 = “Almost never”, 3 = “Sometimes”, 4 = “Almost
always”, and 5 = “Always”. Higher scores indicate stronger academic self-efficacy beliefs.
The instrument demonstrated strong psychometric properties, including high internal
consistency (x = 0.877) and sampling adequacy (KMO = 0.952).

The study population comprised all business students at a Chilean public univer-
sity enrolled from the second year onwards (N = 525). The entire population was in-
vited to participate, resulting in a final sample of 342 students (65% of the population).
The main variables were gender, academic performance measured as self-reported GPA
(grade point average; scale 1-7), and academic self-efficacy measured with the ESAA
(Robles Mori, 2020b).

Procedure: Students were contacted via e-mail and in person in the classrooms, invit-
ing them to participate voluntarily and anonymously. Data were collected using the
Question Pro platform, including an informed consent form, the ESAA, and sociodemo-
graphic and academic characterization questions, including academic performance and
self-reported gender.

Data analysis: A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with ULSMV estimation was
performed for ordinal variables, assessing reliability using Cronbach’s « and w coefficient
(acceptable values: 0.70-0.90) (Campo-Arias & Oviedo, 2008). The CFI and TLI (>0.90) and
RMSEA (<0.08) indices determined the fit of the model. The relationship between self-
efficacy and academic performance was also explored (Pearson or Spearman coefficients
according to normality) and gender differences using Student’s t-tests or Mann-Whitney
tests. In addition to treating academic performance as a continuous variable, the sample
was also classified into three performance groups based on empirical terciles. This comple-
mentary categorization enabled a more nuanced comparison across performance levels and
facilitated the identification of specific subgroup differences. This approach is consistent
with recommendations in the literature advocating for multi-level groupings to capture
variation in student outcomes more effectively than binary splits (Vandamme et al., 2007).
The empirical cutoff points derived from the data were as follows: low performance (<5.4),
medium performance (>5.4 and <5.6), and high performance (>5.6). This classification pro-
vided a balanced distribution of participants and helped detect patterns in self-efficacy that
may vary across performance levels. One-way and factorial ANOVA tests were performed
to analyze differences in academic self-efficacy across gender and academic performance
levels. The decision to apply parametric or non-parametric procedures was based on the
assessment of the normality assumption. Specifically, the Shapiro-Wilk test was used to
evaluate the distribution of the dependent variables within groups (Shapiro & Wilk, 1965).
When the assumption of normality was met, parametric ANOVA was used; otherwise, the
non-parametric alternative was applied. For the one-way ANOVA, the Kruskal-Wallis test
was used in case of non-normal distributions (McDonald, 2014). For the factorial design
involving two independent variables (gender and GPA categories), the Scheirer—-Ray—Hare
test was used as a non-parametric alternative to the two-way ANOVA (Scheirer et al., 1976).
Effect sizes were reported using eta squared (n?) or epsilon squared (¢?) as appropriate. Vio-
lin plots were used, when relevant, to visualize significant group differences in self-efficacy
(Tanious & Manolov, 2022).



Behav. Sci. 2025, 15, 563

60f17

Software: Analyses were performed with Mplus v.8.4 (Muthén & Muthén, n.d.) and
JAMOVI v.1.8.1 (Jamovi Project, 2022). The latter is noted for generating visually informa-
tive data distribution graphs (Hintze & Nelson, 1998).

3. Results

Initially, 242 students participated in the study, and 98% reported their gender as male
or female; therefore, those reporting another gender were excluded due to the constraints
in conducting comparative analyses on such small groups. Hereafter, the analysis will
focus on the male and female genders exclusively. The final sample comprised 239 students,
representing 43% of the eligible population. The demographic profile of the sample shows
a balanced gender distribution (male: 48.1% and female: 51.9%). The average age was
21.6 years (SD = 2.33), and most of the sample (90%) entered the program by regular
admission. The students are homogeneously distributed in different curriculum levels,
and the average self-reported academic performance was 5.46 (SD = 0.363). Table 1 shows
further features of the sample.

Table 1. Sample characteristics (n = 239).

By Gender
General Sample
Female n =124 Male n =115
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Age 21.60 2.33 21.38 2.23 21.74 2.44

Academic Performance 5.46 0.36 5.56 0.38 5.46 0.34

Level in Curriculum

2nd year 23.7% 22.58% 25.22%
3rd year 25.6% 23.39% 27.83%
4th year 23.9% 27.42% 20.00%
5th year 26.8% 26.61% 26.96%

3.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) ESSA Scale

A CFA was performed with all the data obtained. The scale presented good psycho-
metric properties in the Chilean population. The proposed theoretical model with two cor-
related factors presented a good fit to the data: CFI = 0.945; TLI = 0.941; RMSEA = 0.052
(CI90% = 0.045 0.06), SRMR (standardized root means square residual) 0.067. The internal
consistency indicators of the ESAA were Cronbach’s alpha = 0.846 and omega = 0.886,
corroborating the results reported in the Peruvian population. Table 2 presents the adjusted
model that yielded two factors, Factor 1 and Factor 2, as suggested by the original model, to-
gether with the measurement items, their standardized factor loadings, and corresponding
standard errors. Factor loadings ranged between 0.325 and 0.711 for Factor 1 (situational
efficacy beliefs) and between 0.315 and 0.865 for Factor 2 (personal efficacy beliefs), and all
were statistically significant (p-v < 0.0001). The correlation between the two factors was
—0.174, showing a negative and significant correlation.

The results (Table 3) reveal that Factor 1 scores are concentrated in the middle of
the scale, suggesting a neutral or slightly middle-valued perception of situational efficacy
beliefs (Mean = 3.01, SD = 0.592). In contrast, Factor 2 reflects a high perception, indicating
that students positively value their personal efficacy beliefs (Mean = 3.97, SD = 0.539).
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Table 2. Standardized regression weights for all items.

Factors/Item Estimate S.E. A w
Factor 1 0.708 0.713
X2 0.430 0.076
X5 0.475 0.078
X11 0.711 0.061
X12 0.569 0.065
X13 0.575 0.060
X18 0.472 0.068
X23 0.325 0.081
X27 0.542 0.062
Factor 2 0.92 0.929
X1 0.604 0.040
X3 0.747 0.032
X4 0.781 0.031
X6 0.560 0.043
X7 0.772 0.031
X8 0.829 0.025
X9 0.865 0.021
X10 0.620 0.042
X14 0.708 0.038
X15 0.626 0.041
X16 0.810 0.024
X17 0.608 0.040
X19 0.585 0.039
X20 0.750 0.031
X21 0.749 0.033
X22 0.850 0.025
X24 0.315 0.062
X25 0.727 0.034
X26 0.719 0.036
X28 0.589 0.041

Note: « = Cronbach’s alpha; w = Omega de McDonald. Items are presented as retained in the CFA over the total
number of items on the original scale.

Table 3. Item analysis by factor.

Factor/Items Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis

Factor 1 3.01 0.592
X2 2.53 0.911 0.440 —0.096
X5 3.26 1.120 —0.137 —0.808
X11 3.69 1.066 —0.559 —0.307
X12 2.59 0.974 0.531 —0.183
X13 2.96 1.076 0.104 —0.639
X18 2.92 1.054 0.173 —0.628
X23 3.57 1.135 —0.409 —0.620
X27 2.52 0.893 0.390 0.046

Factor 2 3.97 0.539
X1 3.85 1.008 —1.017 0414
X3 4.06 0.794 —0.874 0.792
X4 4.14 0.699 —0.716 0.985
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Table 3. Cont.
Factor/Items Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
X6 3.56 1.047 —0.506 —0.558
X7 444 0.706 —1.644 41.363
X8 4.16 0.694 —0.686 0.8597
X9 4.10 0.746 —0.846 10.414
X10 4.18 0.720 —0.761 11.862
X14 4.02 0.820 —0.862 0.847
X15 3.86 1.039 —1.047 0.640
X16 4.03 0.767 —0.720 0.894
X17 3.56 1.154 —0.565 —0.622
X19 4.10 0.736 —0.600 0.339
X20 4.05 0.776 —1.011 16.177
X21 3.71 1.006 —0.692 —0.138
X22 3.88 0.780 —0.704 0.774
X24 3.83 3.83 —0.696 0.853
X25 412 4.12 —0.807 0.852
X26 4.44 4.44 —0.708 1.038
X28 3.26 3.26 —0.266 —0.762

In addition, the coefficient of variation in both factors is less than 30%, which reinforces
the representativity of the means concerning the data set. As for the distribution of the
results, both skewness and kurtosis are within the acceptable range of +1.5, suggesting
an approximately normal distribution of the scores. This finding is complemented by the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, which confirms the normality of the distribution in both factors
(p > 0.05).

3.2. Academic Self-Efficacy and Performance

The students’ self-reported academic performance presented a mean of 5.46
(SD = 0.3629) on a scale from 1.0 to 7.0. A Pearson correlation was conducted between
self-reported performance and each of the Academic Self-Efficacy factors, revealing no sta-
tistically significant associations for any of the factors (p-value > 0.10). As a complementary
analysis, the performance groups previously defined (low, medium, and high) were used
to examine potential differences in self-efficacy. Table 4 presents the descriptive statistics
by performance group.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics of academic self-efficacy factors by performance group.

Factor GPA Range n Mean SD

Qe . . <=5.4 116 24.1 5.28
F1: Situational efficacy beliefs 5556 58 3.7 413
>=5.7 65 239 4.24

. . . <=5.4 116 76.0 9.76
F2: Personal efficacy beliefs 5556 58 78 171

>=5.7 65 77.1 9.17
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The assumption of normality was evaluated using the Shapiro-Wilk test. Results
indicated deviations from a normal distribution for both situational efficacy beliefs (Factor
1, W =0.986, p = 0.019) and personal efficacy beliefs (Factor 2; W = 0.979, p = 0.001). Given
these violations, non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis tests were conducted to compare self-
efficacy scores across the three GPA-based performance groups. For Factor 1, no statistically
significant differences were found (x2 (2) =0.429, p = 0.807). Similarly, for Factor 2, group
differences were not significant (x?(2) = 4.46, p = 0.108). These results indicate that academic
performance level does not substantially affect students” self-efficacy.

3.3. Academic Self-Efficacy by Gender

Comparisons between groups were analyzed to identify possible differences in stu-
dents’ perceptions of academic self-efficacy in each factor on the scale based on gender.
The sample included 115 male and 124 female students, both with a normal distribution,
which justified the use of the Student’s t-test for independent samples in the analysis of
differences in means. Table 5 shows the mean scores for each of the factors of the ESAA
disaggregated by gender. For this analysis, the sum of the items of each factor was used in-
stead of the score derived from the calculation. This decision was based on the fact that the
total showed a high correlation (r = 0.98) with the score, facilitating a more straightforward
and comprehensible interpretation of the results.

Table 5. Comparison of gender differences by academic self-efficacy factor.

Factor Gender Mean p-Value
Cireps . . Male 24.1 0.919
F1: Situational efficacy beliefs Female 240
. . . Male 78.4 <0.001
F2: Personal efficacy beliefs Female 78

The results indicate no significant differences in self-efficacy perceptions related to
Factor 1 between men and women (p-value > 0.10). This suggests that perceptions of
self-efficacy regarding situational efficacy beliefs are highly similar between male and
female students. These findings reinforce the conclusion that there are no significant
differences between genders in this factor, which implies that the perception of the academic
environment does not vary according to gender.

In contrast, for Factor 2, statistically significant differences were observed between
genders, favoring male students (p-value < 0.001). The effect size, measured by Cohen’s d,
is 0.5597, representing a medium effect. This value signifies that the disparity in personal
efficacy beliefs is both statistically significant and relevant in practical terms, demonstrating
a clear trend in favor of male students in their perceptions of self-efficacy in this factor.

Additionally, violin plots were generated to illustrate the differences in academic
self-efficacy between genders. Figure 1 shows that the distribution of Factor 1 almost
overlaps between men and women, visually confirming the lack of significant differences
identified in the statistical analysis. In contrast, for Factor 2, the violin plot reveals a
shifted distribution in favor of male students, highlighting a notable difference in self-
efficacy perceptions. These findings, supported by both statistical analysis and illustrations,
suggest that male students have significantly higher perceptions of personal efficacy beliefs
compared to their female classmates.
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Figure 1. Distribution of academic self-efficacy by gender.

3.4. Academic Self-Efficacy, Performance and Gender

A Pearson correlation analysis was first conducted to explore the linear relationship
between self-reported academic performance and both academic self-efficacy factors, disag-
gregated by gender. No statistically significant associations were found for either factor
(p > 0.10) in male or female subgroups. To further examine group-level differences, a non-
parametric factorial ANOVA (Scheirer-Ray-Hare test) was conducted using gender and
GPA-based performance categories. For situational efficacy beliefs (Factor 1), the analysis
showed no significant main effects of academic performance (H = 0.089, p = 0.765) or gender
(H =0.007, p = 0.932), and no significant interaction between the two variables (H = 0.000,
p =0.990). In contrast, for personal efficacy beliefs (Factor 2), a significant main effect was
found for gender (H = 15.29, p < 0.001, €2 = 0.064), while academic performance (H = 0.28,
p = 0.598) and the interaction term (H = 0.52, p = 0.470) were not statistically significant.
These results indicate that personal efficacy beliefs differ significantly by gender, whereas
academic performance level and the interaction between factors do not appear to influence
self-efficacy in a meaningful way.

4. Discussion

This study evaluated the Academic Self-Efficacy Scale (ESAA) in a sample of Chilean
business education students, affirming its robust psychometric properties, including inter-
nal consistency and factorial validity. The two-factor structure of the ESAA, preserved in
this study, reflects a fundamental theoretical distinction. Situational efficacy beliefs refer to
students’ perceptions of how external academic conditions—such as teaching resources,
institutional infrastructure, or classroom climate—support or hinder their performance.
In contrast, personal efficacy beliefs reflect students” internal confidence in their ability
to face academic challenges, persevere, and achieve success. This conceptual separation,
grounded in Bandura’s social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) and operationalized in
the ESAA (Robles Mori, 2020b), is essential to understand the multidimensional nature of
academic self-efficacy and to interpret the differentiated results between factors.

The validation of the scale preserved its two-factor structure in the study population,
with a good fit to the data: CFI = 0.945; TLI = 0.941; RMSEA = 0.052 (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
These results reinforce its usefulness as a robust tool for measuring academic self-efficacy
in Spanish-speaking settings, providing a solid foundation for future studies. The negative
and moderated correlation (—0.174) between situational and personal efficacy factors
highlights an inverse relationship between these dimensions of academic self-efficacy. This
finding is consistent with Bandura (1986) assertion that efficacy beliefs are multifaceted
and context-dependent. Robles Mori (2020b) emphasized this theoretical distinction in the
ESAA’s development, noting that situational efficacy is shaped by environmental factors,
while personal efficacy relies on cumulative experiences and intrinsic resilience. The
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negative correlation may suggest that increased situational confidence in certain contexts
could coincide with doubts about broader academic abilities.

The study did not confirm hypothesis H1. The analyses performed, including Pear-
son’s correlation and Student’s t-test, yielded no statistically significant associations be-
tween the factors of academic self-efficacy (situational efficacy beliefs and personal efficacy
beliefs) and self-reported academic performance. This result was consistent whether per-
formance was analyzed as a continuous variable or categorized into low, medium, and
high GPA groups. This outcome aligns with the previous literature, which highlights the
moderate and variable influence of self-efficacy on academic performance (Honicke &
Broadbent, 2016; Richardson et al., 2012). The absence of significant relationships could
be explained by the homogeneity of the sample in terms of academic perceptions and
achievement levels, with a mean of 5.46 (SD = 0.3629) on a scale of 1.0 to 7.0. This relatively
narrow score range could have constrained the variability needed to observe statistically
significant relationships. The literature highlights that this relationship is not linear but
rather is mediated by multiple factors, such as stress, intrinsic motivation, and institutional
dynamics (Honicke & Broadbent, 2016; X. Liu et al., 2024b). R. Liu et al. (2024) suggest
that self-efficacy and academic performance may interact reciprocally, generating a positive
cycle where success reinforces confidence in one’s own abilities. However, this study found
no evidence of such a cycle, which could be related to the specific characteristics of the
study context.

The analysis by gender partially confirmed H2, identifying significant differences in
the personal efficacy beliefs factor but not in situational efficacy beliefs. Specifically, men
reported significantly higher levels of personal efficacy beliefs (p-value < 0.001), while no
relevant differences were observed in situational efficacy beliefs (p-value > 0.10). The violin
plots reinforce these observations, revealing a uniform distribution of situational efficacy
beliefs but a clear shift in personal efficacy beliefs in favor of men. This finding suggests
that, although men and women perceive the conditions of their academic environment
similarly, there are differences in how they evaluate their own personal capabilities. The
absence of significant differences in situational efficacy beliefs indicates that men and
women have similar perceptions of the learning environment, which is in line with pre-
vious research highlighting homogeneity in the evaluation of academic contexts between
genders (Gan et al., 2023; Honicke & Broadbent, 2016). However, the disparities noted in
personal efficacy beliefs expose a gender gap that broader social and cultural dynamics
may influence. R. Liu et al. (2024) highlight that women face higher perceived barriers
and tend to be more critical of their abilities than men, particularly in areas like business.
The disparities observed in personal efficacy beliefs are consistent with Sakellariou (2022)
and Zajacova et al. (2005), who argue that men tend to overestimate their abilities and past
performance, whereas women tend to underestimate or evaluate them more accurately.
Such a pattern is observed in the perception of one’s own competence and in the confidence
to complete specific tasks (Ullah, 2020). Huang (2013) found a persistent advantage for
men in academic self-efficacy, particularly in fields requiring leadership, analytical skills,
and decision-making. Similarly, Viviers et al. (2023) reported that male business students
consistently exhibit higher confidence in their abilities, a critical factor in fostering academic
success and engagement. These disparities are not limited to business education but are
deeply rooted in systemic issues, as highlighted by Navarro et al. (2018) and Liberatore
and Wagner (2022), who emphasize the role of societal expectations and gender norms in
shaping self-efficacy perceptions. Repetto et al. (2024) argue that these gaps are exacer-
bated in contexts with entrenched cultural norms, limiting women'’s potential in academic
and professional domains. Bandura (1986) also notes that self-efficacy is influenced not
only by individual experiences but by broader social and environmental factors. In this
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context, gender stereotypes—intertwined with societal expectations—play a central role
in undermining women'’s confidence and self-perception, placing them at a disadvantage.
The findings also align with Casanova et al. (2024), who highlight that men report greater
confidence in leadership and decision-making tasks, which are essential in business settings.
Huang (2013) reinforces this view by noting that such disparities are sustained in environ-
ments where high self-efficacy is required. Furthermore, as emphasized by Ghazali et al.
(2024), these differences extend into technological self-efficacy, which is increasingly vital
in digitally driven fields.

Regarding H3, the analysis did not reveal a statistically significant interaction between
gender and academic performance categories for either situational or personal efficacy
beliefs. These findings contradict the hypothesis of a combined or moderating effect be-
tween these variables. Instead, the results indicate that only gender significantly influences
personal efficacy beliefs (H = 15.29, p < 0.001, £2 = 0.064), with male students consistently
reporting higher levels. In contrast, academic performance (H = 0.28, p = 0.598) and its
interaction with gender (H = 0.52, p = 0.470) were not statistically significant, suggesting
that performance level does not meaningfully impact self-efficacy—either independently
or in interaction with gender. Similarly, no significant effects were observed for situa-
tional efficacy beliefs, which reinforces the idea that students’ perceptions of the academic
environment are relatively stable across gender and performance levels. These results
underscore the importance of distinguishing between the two self-efficacy components:
while personal efficacy appears sensitive to gender-based differences—potentially shaped
by internalized beliefs and sociocultural influences—situational efficacy remains largely
unaffected by demographic or academic achievement variables. This is consistent with pre-
vious research that has emphasized the independent and context-specific nature of gender
effects on academic self-efficacy (Huang, 2013; Liberatore & Wagner, 2022), particularly in
domains such as business education.

These findings reinforce the idea that academic self-efficacy is a multidimensional
and dynamic construct. While personal efficacy beliefs are clearly shaped by gender, they
appear to be unaffected by academic performance levels or their interaction. This supports
the notion that self-efficacy is not a static trait but one that evolves in response to social
and psychological factors (Pan, 2022). The results reaffirm Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy
(Bandura, 1986), emphasizing the motivational role of personal beliefs in academic con-
texts, even in the absence of a direct performance linkage. The lack of correlation between
self-efficacy and academic performance echoes prior findings suggesting that this rela-
tionship is often mediated by variables such as social support, prior success, and stress
(Komarraju & Nadler, 2013). Furthermore, these findings underscore the need for specific
interventions to address gender disparities in personal efficacy beliefs in higher educa-
tion, especially in disciplines where women face cultural and social barriers. As noted by
Moréan-Soto and Gonzalez-Pena (2022), stress, self-imposed demands, and social norms can
disproportionately affect women, weakening their personal efficacy beliefs despite their
objective performance being equal to or surpassing that of their male counterparts. Specific
mentoring programs, empowerment workshops, and activities designed to strengthen
personal efficacy beliefs can be effective tools in this regard (Lee et al., 2024; Pajares, 2003;
Panadero, 2017; Panadero et al., 2017). Addressing these disparities requires targeted inter-
ventions that enhance personal efficacy beliefs among female students, particularly through
mentorship programs, leadership development workshops, and inclusive curricula (Pan,
2022). In addition, interventions that reduce women'’s perceived barriers and encourage
their participation in competitive fields are critical to advancing gender equity (Honicke
& Broadbent, 2016; Huang, 2013; Lee et al., 2024). Papyrina et al. (2020) and Ullah (2020)
assert that a learning environment promoting gender equality and minimizing stereotypes
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contributes positively to the development of self-efficacy in female students. These findings
underscore the relevance of implementing education policies that promote a climate of
mutual support and respect among all students, regardless of their gender.

This study has several limitations that warrant consideration. The sample consisted
solely of business students from one particular region of Chile, perhaps constraining the gen-
eralizability of the findings. In addition, academic performance was self-reported, potentially
introducing bias into the data. Another limitation is the homogeneity of the sample in terms
of educational and cultural context, which could influence the lack of statistical significance in
some findings, particularly in the analysis of situational self-efficacy.

Future research could expand the sample size and integrate a broader range of dis-
ciplinary areas to assess the generalizability of the results. Longitudinal designs might
be beneficial for examining the progression of self-efficacy during the academic program
and its influence on professional success. Employing mixed methodologies would pro-
vide a more in-depth exploration of the dynamics associated with gender stereotypes
and their impact on academic self-efficacy. Moreover, future studies could investigate
the effectiveness of various interventions aimed at improving the personal self-efficacy of
female students. Finally, implementing and evaluating experimental programs designed to
reduce gender gaps would provide valuable evidence to guide institutional strategies that
promote equity and academic success. Addressing these research gaps will contribute to
more inclusive educational environments and inform evidence-based strategies to support
students’ self-efficacy development.

5. Conclusions

This study offers meaningful insights into gender differences in academic self-efficacy
among business students, emphasizing the importance of tailored interventions. The
findings indicate that women, in particular, could benefit from initiatives that strengthen
personal efficacy beliefs and address cultural barriers. Future research should explore these
dynamics in greater depth—employing longitudinal and mixed-method designs—and
assess specific programs aimed at enhancing personal self-efficacy among female students.
This would contribute to a more holistic understanding of self-efficacy and its influence
on business education. In this regard, future studies could also consider the impact of
educational programs such as mentoring, leadership training, or self-regulated learning
workshops, which have shown potential to support self-efficacy development.
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