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Abstract 
 

 The aim of this study was to investigate the role of self-efficacy beliefs in 

the information-seeking behaviour of high school students in Mauritius. The study 

explored a) whether or not there existed a relationship between self-efficacy and 

information-seeking behaviour, b) whether tasks affected self-efficacy in 

information-seeking, c) how the level of self-efficacy beliefs in information-

seeking of the high school students could be maintained and/or increased and d) 

whether motivating factors were present, that would both influence self-efficacy 

beliefs and the students‟ choice of behaviour. The researcher adopted an 

interpretivist framework, within which a constructivist view was taken. A mixed 

methods approach was adopted. A qualitative approach was the main research 

method adopted and this was complemented with descriptive statistical analyses 

in the form of means and standard deviations. Data were collected by means of 

both appraisal forms that were distributed to all forty-eight Science and Arts 

students in the upper sixth form, and interviews. The interviews, which formed 

the main basis of the study, were carried out with ten students, namely, five from 

the Science class and five from the Arts class. Results obtained suggested a 

positive relationship between self-efficacy beliefs and information-seeking 

behaviour, and tasks were seen to influence self-efficacy beliefs in information-

seeking. Several sources were identified as being capable of maintaining and/or 

increasing levels of self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking, and it was 

observed that rewards contributed towards explaining human information 

behaviour, and had an effect upon self-efficacy beliefs. Following analysis and 

interpretation of the data, a model of factors relating to self-efficacy beliefs and 

information-seeking behaviour was developed. Recommendations are included to 

provide guidance to teachers, librarians and researchers. 
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Chapter 1: General Introduction 
 

1.1. Mauritian education: An overview 
  

A large part of the education system in Mauritius is based on that of the 

British system of education given the fact that Mauritius was a British colony 

from years 1810 to 1968. The education system in Mauritius is such that all 

schools are Government funded and thus, education in Mauritius is free and all 

schools follow the same curriculum (Bunwaree 1994, Wikipedia 2010).  

 

 This study focused on Form Six students who were in their final year of 

studies. Students in the Form Sixth level, study either in the Sciences, Arts, 

Technical or Economics areas in general, plus the General Paper
1
 and a subject of 

their choice in their respective fields at Subsidiary level. The Sciences include 

subjects like Biology, Physics, Chemistry and Mathematics whereas the Arts 

include subjects like French, English, History and the Arts. The Technical area 

includes subjects like Cookery, Fashion and Fabrics. The Economics field of 

study includes subjects like Economics, Accounting, Commerce and 

Mathematics. However, students at the Form Six levels need only study three 

subjects in their respective fields at Principal level. 

 

 Students enter high school or what is also commonly known as Secondary 

School or colleges, at the age of twelve or thirteen and will spend at least seven 

years of their schooling years in these schools before moving on to University or 

Vocational schools (Bunwaree 1994, Wikipedia 2010).  

 

                                                           
1
 General Paper is a general knowledge subject that all students must study.  
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 In Mauritius, students undertaking their final year of studies in high 

school/secondary school are preparing to sit for the Cambridge Higher School 

Certificate, a decisive point in their lives. This final year of study would also 

mean to most of them doing additional work and looking for additional 

information in order to obtain the best results possible. The main factors that deter 

students from seeking information to help complete this final phase of study are 

the poor state of libraries (Ramjaun 1997), and the students‟ level of confidence in 

seeking information. This present study can therefore help to add knowledge and 

provide for advancement in the library and information management profession in 

Mauritius. 

 

1.2. Introduction to the study 
 

This study explored the role of self-efficacy in the information-seeking 

behaviour of high school students in Mauritius. Although much research had been 

carried out on students‟ self-efficacy beliefs in the field of education and 

psychology, little seemed to have been carried out in the area of information-

seeking. No research appears to have been carried out in the Mauritian context, 

despite the ever growing importance of the role of affect in information 

behaviour, where „affect‟ includes the aspect of self-efficacy (Nahl 1996; 

Kuhlthau 1991). Eminent researchers such as Wilson (1997) and Fields (2005) are 

of the view that very few information science researchers have dealt with the 

issue of self-efficacy and information-seeking behaviour, and that it is therefore a 

matter requiring further investigation. Studies have also revealed that self-efficacy 

holds considerable power in terms of predicting academic performance in various 

disciplines (Lent, Brown and Larkin, 1986; Zimmerman, Bandura and Martinez-

Pons, 1992). In effect, students‟ information-seeking behaviours can also be 

considered to be highly linked to academic work and all this leads the researcher 

to assume that self-efficacy does have its place in an information-seeking 
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behaviour. Hemmings and Kay (2010a, 2010b), for example, studied extensively 

on the effects of research self-efficacy on university lecturers‟ publication output. 

 

There are a number of benefits to the study of self-efficacy and 

information-seeking, and these would include gaining further insight into the 

students‟ information-seeking practices, providing guidance to high school 

teachers and school librarians on developing the students‟ self-efficacy in 

information-seeking, and in adding to the knowledge base of information-seeking 

research. 

 

This thesis is organised into a number of chapters. Chapter two is the 

literature review and is divided into two main sections, namely, a section on self-

efficacy and a section on information-seeking behaviour. These sections draw on 

past developments and provide a critical analysis of the respective topics which 

are self-efficacy and information-seeking behaviour. This literature review helps 

to gain a greater understanding of developments which have taken place in these 

fields. Chapter three outlines the methodology and brings the reader to the heart 

of the actual study. It gives an overview of the participants, the research methods 

adopted and materials and measures used in the study. Chapter four contains the 

results of the study. Chapter five is the discussion part of the study whilst Chapter 

six presents a newly developed model of factors relating to self-efficacy and 

information-seeking. Chapter seven is the conclusion to the study carried out, and 

Chapter eight provides recommendations. 

 

1.3. Definition of the topic 
 

This study sought to: 

 

 Understand the role self-efficacy plays in the information-seeking 

behaviour of high school students in Mauritius, that is, the 
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researcher aimed to find out to what extent is self-efficacy 

responsible in influencing an information-seeking behaviour. It is 

assumed that self-efficacy can partly help to explain human 

information behaviour, and as Bailey (1999, p. 347) stated, “self-

efficacy has become a profoundly influential theoretical 

framework by which to view the actions of humans”. 

 

 Understand the relationship that exists between self-efficacy in 

information-seeking and information-seeking tasks. 

 

 Find out the means and ways by which self-efficacy beliefs can be 

developed. In so doing, the researcher will be helping the students 

in their search for information and will also be in a better position 

to provide guidance to the teachers and school librarians on the 

various ways they can help the students gain confidence in 

information-seeking.  

 

In this study, „self-efficacy‟ will refer to the perceived confidence and 

motivation of students who are seeking information. „Self-efficacy‟ will be taken 

as being synonymous to „confidence‟ throughout the study. Perceived confidence 

does not necessarily mean that the student is apt to actually perform a given task, 

which is, to seek information in this particular case, but rather that the student has 

an inner feeling or an inner conviction that is telling him or her that he or she can 

perform the information search. There is also that ultimate belief that what will be 

carried out, that is, the information-seeking activity, will be successful and 

rewarding. As Bandura (1977), Delcourt and Kinzie (1999) and Hemmings and 

Kay (2009) suggested, self-efficacy can be viewed as the individual‟s confidence 

in his or her ability to carry out a given task. „Self-efficacy‟ is at the same time, an 

affective variable that will vary in strength and level (Bandura 2005). For the 

purposes of this study, the terms „strength‟ and „level‟ as regards to self-efficacy 

beliefs will be used interchangeably with „a strong efficacy belief‟ meaning 
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having a „high level of self-efficacy‟ and a „low‟ or „weak‟ self-efficacy belief 

meaning having a „low‟ level of self-efficacy. 

 

„Information-seeking behavior‟ is defined as  

  

 The purposive seeking for information as a consequence of a need 

 to satisfy some goal. In the cause of seeking, the individual may 

 interact with manual information systems (such as a newspaper 

 or a library) or with computer-based systems (such as the World 

 Wide Web) (Wilson 2000, p. 49). 

 

1.4. The aims of this study 
 

The aim of the present study was to explore how self-efficacy, that is, 

“people‟s beliefs about their capabilities to produce designated levels of 

performance that exercise influence over events that affect their lives” (Bandura 

1994) affects the information-seeking behaviour of high school students. 

Moreover, the researcher aimed to investigate the relationship between self- 

efficacy and information-seeking behaviour and specifically  

 

 Whether the strength of the students‟ self-efficacy beliefs altered 

with changes in information-seeking tasks. 

 How the students developed their self-efficacy beliefs. 

 What factors contributed towards making the students change their 

perceived self-efficacy beliefs. 

 To develop a definition of self-efficacy that will be applied in this 

research. 

 How motivating factors affected the students‟ self-efficacy beliefs 

in information-seeking. 
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This study‟s importance lies in the fact that it enabled the researcher to: 

 

1. Determine what will help or affect the students in their respective 

information-seeking behaviours in terms of the affective variable that 

is self-efficacy. 

 

2. Understand why users behave in a particular way in a particular 

information search. 

 

3. Establish the relationship that exists between self-efficacy and 

information-seeking behaviour. 

 

1.5. Research questions 
 

 The following research questions formed the basis of the study: 

 

1. What role did self-efficacy play in the information-seeking behaviour 

of the students? 

 

2. How did the information-seeking tasks of the high school students 

impact upon their self-efficacy in seeking information? 

 

3. What factors affected the self-efficacy beliefs of students engaged in 

information-seeking activities? 

 

4. What factors helped to increase and/or install self-efficacy beliefs in 

students engaged in seeking information? 
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1.6. Research objectives 
 

 The following research objectives formed the basis of the study: 

 

1. To examine the relationship between self-efficacy and information-

seeking behaviour. 

 

2. To examine the relationship between self-efficacy and information-

seeking tasks. 

 

3. To establish how high school students developed their self-efficacy 

beliefs with regards to their information-seeking behaviour. 

 

4. To find out more about the motivating factors behind the students‟ 

self-efficacy beliefs, that is, whether the students‟ self-efficacy in 

information-seeking was influenced by motivating factors such as 

reward. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

 

2.1. Self-efficacy 

2.1.1. Introduction and importance 

  

Self-efficacy influences many things ranging from choices of what 

individuals choose to do or not to do to the extent to which an individual would 

persist in achieving a particular task in life. According to the Social Learning 

Theory (Bandura 1977, 1986), self-efficacy and outcome expectancies could be 

used to explain why individuals engage in particular behaviours and actions. In 

line with this theory, researchers are made to understand that perhaps self-efficacy 

would also help to explain either in part or in whole why students succeed or fail 

in their search for information, since self-efficacy would influence “task choices, 

effort, persistence and achievement” (Schunk and Zimmerman 1997, p. 36). 

 

Self-efficacy is a concept that was introduced by Albert Bandura in 1977 

(Bandura 1977) and refers to “people‟s beliefs about their capabilities to produce 

designated levels of performance that exercise influence over events that affect 

their lives” (Bandura 1994 as cited in Ramachaudran 1998, p. 2) and these beliefs 

“determine how people feel, think, motivate themselves and behave” (Bandura 

1994 as cited in Ramachaudran 1998, p. 2). Self-efficacy is purely an affective 

variable (Nahl 2004), that is, a belief or a feeling but not a skill. As stated by 

Bandura (1986, p. 391), “it is concerned not with the skill one has, but with the 

judgments of what one can do with whatever one possesses”. Self-efficacy is only 

one of the many available affective variables responsible for the particular 

behaviour that we choose to adopt in any given moment (Nahl 2004). All human 

information behaviour would operate within three levels, known as, the affective, 

the cognitive and the sensorimotor respectively (Nahl 2007). That is to say, any 

information-seeking behaviour we engage in would be driven by a feeling where 
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that feeling can be one of confidence, anxiety, uncertainty, optimism and other 

such feelings. In light of these considerations, it is therefore of great importance 

to study how self-efficacy, which is an affective component, influences one‟s 

cognitive thinking and sensorimotor executions (Nahl 2004). In fact, the study of 

the role of affect in information-seeking is fairly new and more research is being 

carried out in this area (Wilson 1999, Kuhlthau 2004, Nahl 2004). 

 

It is assumed that “self-efficacy provides the motivation necessary to 

oppose self-criticism and self-doubt that are activated by uncertainty and 

temporary failure” (Nahl 1996 as cited in Nahl 2004, p. 193). It is believed that 

the higher the level of self-efficacy, the more the person will be apt to face 

challenging situations (Bandura 1997). However, it is to be noted that Waldman 

(2003 as cited in Tella et al. 2007, p. 3), draws our attention to the fact that 

“academic self-efficacy beliefs vary according to subject matter”. 

 

According to Bandura (1995), self-efficacy beliefs come from mainly four 

sources, namely, 

 

 Previous experiences 

 Observation of others‟ failures or successes 

 Persuasion from peers, colleagues and relatives 

 Physiological and emotional states 

 

More recently, a fifth source has been on the agenda, namely, Invitations, derived 

from the Invitational Theory (Usher and Pajares 2006). 

 

Self-efficacy is said to be inextricably linked to performance (Mager 

1992), that is, if people do not think that they will be able to carry out a certain 

task, they will not pursue the idea of carrying out that task (Bandura 1997). Mager 

(1992) in his article, „no self-efficacy, no performance‟, is of the view that skill 

alone is not enough to perform a particular task and thus, when there is no self-
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efficacy, there is no performance. Thus, “the importance of self-efficacy (SE) 

must not be underestimated” (Mager 1992, p. 32). Furthermore, it is believed that 

self-efficacy is significantly correlated with motivation and behaviour (Bandura 

1997, Mager 1992). That is to say, self-efficacy influences choice behaviours and 

thought patterns as well as motivation. Self-efficacy will enable human beings to 

feel more motivated and show more perseverance at a given task (Mager 1992), 

thus the importance of self-efficacy in helping to explain various human 

behaviours. 

 

When discussing self-efficacy, researchers have often referred to what is 

called „outcome expectancies‟, that is, the belief that certain actions will lead to 

certain outcomes (Bandura 1977; Kirsh 1985; Lin and Ward 1996). However, the 

term „outcome expectancy‟ has been subject to various interpretations (Kirsh 

1985). There are two schools of thought as regards to the interpretation of the 

relationship between self-efficacy and outcome expectancy (Kirsh 1985). One is 

that outcome expectancy and self-efficacy are two independent and distinct 

expectancies (Bandura 1977). The other belief is that there is a correlation 

between self-efficacy and outcome expectancy (Borkovec 1978; Eastman and 

Marzillier 1984; Kazdin 1978). Lin and Ward (1996) are of the view that both 

outcome expectancies and self-efficacy have an important role to play in 

predicting the patients‟ coping behaviour (Lin and Ward 1996). The latter 

example leads this researcher to conclude that there is a certain correlation 

between self-efficacy and outcome expectancy as opposed to what the self-

efficacy theory (Bandura 1977) postulates. However, the distinction between self-

efficacy and outcome expectancies is still ambiguous (Kirsh 1985). 

 

Self-efficacy beliefs can usually be referred to in terms of either strengths 

or levels (Bandura 2005). Strengths will refer to either the tenacity or weakness of 

an individual‟s efficacy towards a given task, whereas the level of self-efficacy 

will refer to “the number of activities individuals judge themselves capable of 
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performing above a selected cut-off value of efficacy strength” (Bandura 2005, p. 

314). 

 

It is believed that self-efficacy has a significant role to play in human 

information behaviour (Lodewyckx 2006; Bandura 1977, 1997; Wilson 1997; 

Igbaria and Iivari, 1995) and as Bandura clearly stated (1997, p. 588), “perceived 

self-efficacy plays an important role in affecting motivation and behaviour”. 

Kuhlthau (1991), an eminent researcher in the field of information-seeking, was 

of the view that a study of the affective domain would be highly beneficial 

towards the understanding of information-seeking behaviour. She clearly stated 

that “by neglecting to address affective aspects, information specialists are 

overlooking one of the main elements driving information use” (Kuhlthau 1991, 

p. 370). Moreover, Hayter (2007) was categorical on the fact that affective 

elements which included amongst others, self-confidence, did have an impact 

upon information-seeking behaviour (Hayter as cited in Nahl and Bilal 2007, p. 

263). In fact, the importance of studying both the affective and the cognitive 

domains in information-seeking lies in the fact that “... all information needs, 

seeking, reception, and use is processed through emotions” (Nahl as cited in Nahl 

and Bilal 2007, p. 4). That is to say, a thorough understanding of the affective 

element in information behaviour would contribute towards enabling information 

designers to apply the affective design principles in information systems 

(Friedman 1997; Raskin 2000 as cited in Nahl 2007, p. 4). The importance of 

studying the affective lies in the fact that an affective behaviour would either, 

initiate, maintain or terminate a cognitive behaviour (Isen, Daubman and 

Gorgolione 1987; Carver and Scheier 2001 as cited in Nahl, 1996). 

 

Much research has been carried out on self-efficacy in relation to the 

academic world and in relation to health behaviours (Fields 2005; Zimmerman, 

Bandura and Martinez-Pons 1992; Pajares 1996; Rimal 2000; Rimal and Real 

2003; Palsdottir 2008). As noted by Pajares (2010, p. 1), “self-efficacy beliefs 

have been found related to clinical problems” and “... have also received 
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increasing attention in educational research”. Moreover, as stated by Palsdottir 

(2008, p. 3), “self-efficacy has been examined extensively in relation to healthy 

behaviour”. 

 

Although self-efficacy appears to play a significantly important role in the 

information-seeking behaviour world, little research has been done in this area, 

and rarely has research examined the effects of high school students‟ perceived 

self-efficacy on their information-seeking behaviour. Self-efficacy is important in 

many different ways, especially in its study in relation to human related 

behaviours. People come from all walks of life with individual distinct 

behaviours, and there is always an explanation whether in part or in full to these 

behaviours. It is believed that self-efficacy can in part explain why individuals 

choose to execute certain behaviours (Bandura 1977) in certain situations. 

Information-seeking behaviour is one amongst the multitude of behaviours 

individuals execute, and it is important in the lives of students. Students in their 

last year of high school are also confronted with stressful situations of exams and 

of successfully completing their Higher School Certificate. Self-efficacy is 

important in explaining how students are able to cope with certain difficult 

situations, including difficult information-seeking activities. 

 

Furthermore, as Fields noted (2005, p. 539), “self-efficacy is a 

psychological concept that librarians as yet have infrequently addressed” and Ren 

(2000, p. 328) noted that “the relationship between self-efficacy and search 

performance needs further study”. In fact, research in the field of self-efficacy and 

information-seeking is only beginning to emerge. Researchers are of the view that 

a major development in information-seeking behaviour research and theory is 

centred upon the role of affect in information behaviour (Nahl 1996, 1997, 2003; 

Nahl and Tenopir 1996; Picard 1997; Kuhlthau 1991; Wilson 1999; Wilson, Ford, 

Ellis, Foster and Spink 2000 as cited in Nahl 2004, p. 191) where „affect‟ includes 

the aspect of „self-efficacy‟. As Kuhlthau stated (1993, p. 344), “when 
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information-seeking is viewed as a process of construction, the user‟s experience 

becomes a critical component for analysis”. 

 

2.1.2. Definitions of self-efficacy 

 

 Self-efficacy definitions are manifold, depending upon the situation and 

context of the study. Stajkovic (2010, p. 2) referred to self-efficacy as “an 

individual‟s convictions about his/her abilities to mobilize cognitive, 

motivational, and behavioural facilities needed to successfully execute a specific 

task within a given context”. According to Pajares (2000, p.1), self-efficacy is 

simply “the confidence that one has in one‟s abilities...”.  Self-efficacy can also be 

viewed as “the belief that one is capable of performing in a certain manner to 

attain certain goals” (Wikipedia, 2009). 

 

 Bandura (1977, 1994), a pioneer in the field of Social Cognitive Theory 

and especially of self-efficacy, viewed the latter as being a particular individual‟s 

beliefs about his or her “capabilities to produce designated levels of performance 

that exercise influence over events” which would affect his or her lifestyle. 

However, this is only a general theoretical definition seen from Bandura‟s (1977, 

1994, 1997) point of view.  

 

This said, there are other definitions of self-efficacy depending upon the 

task to which it is related to. As Cahill et al. (2006) stated, “... the meaning of 

self-efficacy varies across tasks”. 
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2.1.3. Self-efficacy and related constructs 

 

There are several terms that have been continuously associated or 

confused with the term „self-efficacy‟. However, these terms are quite distinct 

constructs as will be seen in the paragraphs to follow. These include the terms 

self-concept, self-esteem, outcome expectations and perceived control 

(Zimmerman and Cleary as cited in Pajares and Urdan, 2006; Schunk 1991; 

Bandura 1997). 

 

a) Self-Concept 

 Coopersmith and Feldman (1974, p. 199) defined self-concept as the  

 

    beliefs, hypotheses, and assumptions that the individual has about  

    himself as conceived and organised from his inner vantage and 

    includes the person‟s ideas of the kind of person he is, the 

    characteristics that he possesses, and his most important and striking 

    traits. 

 

In simpler terms, Shavelson and Bogus (1982, p. 3) defined self-concept as “a 

person‟s perceptions of him or herself” and Combs (1962, p. 62) defined it as 

“what an individual believes he is”. 

 

 Self-concept is more about what the other person feels about himself or 

herself, whereas self-efficacy is more about how much confidence he or she has 

about something (Pajares and Schunk 2001). As it can be seen, it becomes 

somewhat quite difficult to differentiate between what is self-concept and what is 

self-efficacy. However, for most authors (Pajares and Schunk 2001; Schunk 1991; 

Zimmerman 1995), self-concept is simply a more general and wider term 

encompassing other self-reactions, including self-efficacy. 

 

b) Self-Esteem 

 Self-esteem, according to Zimmerman and Cleary (2006, p. 49), is “a type 

of belief involving judgements of self-worth”, and Bandura (1997, p. 11) is of the 
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view that self-efficacy and self-esteem are two completely different constructs. 

That is to say, a person may think himself or herself to be someone good socially, 

but still have low self-confidence in carrying out a particular task (Bandura 1997). 

For instance, a student may have feelings of self-worth because he or she is either 

good at football or volleyball, but still possess low levels of self-confidence in 

general. Self-esteem is more about how a person feels about himself or herself 

and not whether he or she is personally capable of doing a particular task. This is 

what distinguishes self-esteem from self-efficacy. 

 

c) Outcome Expectations 

 Outcome expectations have been defined by Bandura (1977, p. 193) as “a 

person‟s estimate that a given behaviour will lead to certain outcomes”. Although 

Bandura (1977) claimed that self-efficacy and outcome expectations are two 

distinct constructs, many researchers (Kirsh 1985; Teasdale 1978; Eastman and 

Marzillier 1984) believe that distinctions between self-efficacy and outcome 

expectations are blurred, and that “efficacy and outcome expectations are not 

conceptually distinct” (Eastman and Marzillier 1984, p. 221). However, research 

has shown that efficacy expectations were better predictors of human behaviour 

(Bandura 1977, 1986; Lee 1984; Makoul and Roloff 1998). This issue of outcome 

expectations will be discussed at greater length in section 2.1.8. 

 

d) Perceived Control 

 Perceived control, a construct emerging from earlier research on locus of 

control (Rotter 1966) is concerned with the belief that outcomes are either 

controlled by one‟s own behaviour, or by external forces which are independent 

of one‟s behaviour (Zimmerman 1995; Schunk 1991). Zimmerman and Cleary 

(2006, p. 50) are of the view that self-efficacy and perceived control are similar in 

the sense that both these constructs would be able to predict how an individual 

would react in a given environment. For instance, if a student believes that an 

outcome such as being successful in an information search would occur 

independently of how they act, and would be due to some other factors such as 



25 
 

chance or luck, then the student would be more ready to abandon the search than 

if the student believed that the success of an information search would be 

dependent upon his or her own actions. However, the difference between 

perceived control and self-efficacy is that perceived control would not take into 

account the extent to which an individual would feel confident about carrying out 

a particular task (Zimmerman and Cleary 2006, p. 50). In simple terms, perceived 

control is a belief as to whether or not one would have control over an outcome 

and is not about whether or not the person feels capable or not of performing a 

task. 

 

2.1.4. Self-efficacy in the information-seeking literature 

 

Not many information science researchers have considered the aspect of 

self-efficacy in relation to information-seeking despite its importance, and as 

stated by Fields (2005), it is an aspect that has not received much attention by 

librarians. Wilson (1997), Campbell (2005/2006) and Kuhlthau (1988a, 1988b, 

2004) are amongst the few information science researchers to have considered the 

aspect of self-efficacy in information-seeking behaviour. 

 

 Wilson (1997) appears to be one of the rare and amongst the first 

information scientists to pay special attention to the concept of self-efficacy. In 

his work entitled Information Behavior: An Interdisciplinary Perspective, he 

discussed the issue of self-efficacy in relation to information-seeking and he even 

included this variable in his revised general model of information behaviour 

(Wilson 1995) (See Appendix IV). Wilson (1995, 1997) saw self-efficacy as 

being an activating mechanism and suggested that self-efficacy “can be applied as 

a general concept determining information behaviour” (Wilson 1997, p. 563). 

However, one of Wilson‟s hypotheses is “that an individual may be aware that use 

of an information source may produce useful information, but doubt his or her 

capacity to access the source” (Wilson 1997, p. 563). Wilson‟s (1997) hypotheses 
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with regards to self-efficacy and information-seeking provided much food for 

thought, and also provided an avenue for future research on the role of self-

efficacy on information-seeking behaviour. He was also of the view that “there is 

scope for a great deal of work on how the wide range of possible intervening 

variables actually affects specific search situations” (Wilson 1997). Wilson‟s 

(1995, 1997) works can be used to identify issues for further research. However, 

he did not discuss any of the aspects in depth and nor were his findings based 

upon empirical research. 

  

Campbell (2005/2006) discussed the aspect of self-efficacy in relation to 

the information-seeking behaviour of prison inmates. She defined self-efficacy as 

“the estimation a person has that a given behaviour performed by himself will 

result in a given outcome” (Campbell 2005/2006). Campbell‟s (2005/2006) 

discussions were highly based upon Wilson‟s (1995, 1997) framework for 

information-seeking behaviour. However, her discussions as regards to self-

efficacy and the information behaviour of prison inmates were fairly superficial 

and have not been empirically tested. 

 

 Kuhlthau (1988a, 1988b, 1988c, 1993) is one of the information science 

researchers who contributed much to the information-seeking behaviour of high 

school students. She did an empirical research study about the information-

seeking behaviour of high school students in libraries and consequently, 

developed a general model of the Information-Seeking Process, also commonly 

known as the ISP (Kuhlthau 1993). Coupled with the stages of the Information 

Search Process, Kuhlthau (1993) also introduced us to the principle of 

uncertainty. Kuhlthau (1993, p. 347) saw uncertainty as being a cognitive state 

whereby individuals acknowledge a feeling of anxiety and a lack of confidence.   

 

It can be seen that Kuhlthau (1993) gave ample importance to the affective 

components which are anxiety and confidence, the latter being closely related to 

the concept of self-efficacy. Her work did not mention self-efficacy per se but it is 
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believed that a deeper research with the available facts would have led to a 

linkage with self-efficacy. As stated by Fields (2005, p. 540), “affective barriers 

and knowledge of the library appear to pertain most closely to self-efficacy”. In 

fact, Kuhlthau‟s work which was, 

 

 Specific to library use meets Bandura‟s work with self-efficacy  

on the node of confidence, a balancing point at which  

certainty and uncertainty maintain a delicate balance contributing  

to the learner‟s determination to follow through on a given  

learning task. (Fields 2005, p. 540). 

 

2.1.5. Self-efficacy and education 

 

Pintrich and Schunk (1996) were of the view that self-efficacy had 

received ample consideration in the field of education, especially in the areas of 

academic motivation and self regulation (Pajares 2010 as cited in Maehr and 

Pintrich, eds, 2010). As noted by Marat (2010), self-efficacy “has been researched 

extensively in the field of psychology and education”. Researchers in the field of 

psychology and education have sought to understand the role and importance of 

self-efficacy in the field of education. However, it is to be noted that research on 

self-efficacy in academic contexts is wide and varied ranging from the role of 

self-efficacy in academic achievement (Pajares 1996, 2002; Schunk 1991), to the 

role of self-efficacy with regards to particular academic tasks or subjects such as 

Mathematics (Pajares and Urdan 2006; Lent, Lopez and Bieschke 1991; Marsh 

1990; Hackett and Betz 1989). Many studies concentrated on the latter (Marsh 

1990; Pajares and Miller, 1994; Lent, Lopez and Bieschke, 1991; Lent, Brown 

and Larkin, 1984). 

 

 Much of the literature dealt with self-efficacy in the field of academic 

motivation. The following references to self-efficacy and academic motivation all 
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differed in their respective ways but yet they all shared the idea that efficacy and 

motivation were inextricably linked.  

  

Lent, Brown and Larkin (1984) reviewed the relationship between self-

efficacy beliefs and the students‟ persistence and achievement with regards to 

career planning, in this case, careers in Science and Engineering subjects. The 

research study was longitudinal in nature with collection of data at three different 

intervals. This in fact added strength to the study in the sense that the data were 

collected at the beginning, end and two months after a 10-week academic course 

in career planning. The latter would help to show whether the academic course 

had any impact on the students‟ self-efficacy beliefs. Findings from the study 

revealed that subjects with high self-efficacy obtained better grades and were 

more persistent than subjects with low self-efficacy. 

 

 Another interesting paper that deals with the role of self-efficacy is that of 

Schunk (1991) entitled Self-efficacy and academic motivation. Schunk (1991) was 

of the view that self-efficacy was one among the many variables affecting human 

behaviour. He explained concepts that were closely related to self-efficacy. These 

were perceived control, outcome expectations, perceived value of outcomes, 

attributions and self-concept. We are also presented with factors such as goal 

setting or information processing that would, according to Schunk (1991), 

contribute to higher or lower self-efficacy. Schunk‟s (1991) paper, showed that 

there were many variables contributing to affect human behaviour and motivation. 

As stated by Schunk (1991), “in achievement settings some other important 

variables are skills, outcome expectations, and the perceived value of outcomes”. 

However, the suggestions put forward by Schunk (1991) derived from the theory 

and research findings of other researchers in the field of self-efficacy, not 

empirical studies. 

 

 Zimmerman, Bandura and Martinez-Pons (1992) also studied the role of 

self-efficacy in academic motivation. This paper also brought in the aspect of goal 
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setting, that is, the role of goal setting in motivation, academic attainment and 

self-efficacy. The authors studied 102 students coming from two separate high 

schools. Path analysis was used to study the role of self-efficacy and goal setting 

in academic achievement. Data were collected using questionnaires and past 

records as well as self-efficacy scales. In line with other research studies on self-

efficacy, goal setting and academic achievement (Bandura 1993, Caraway et al., 

2003), findings showed that the higher the students‟ perceived self-efficacy, the 

higher were the goals that the students‟ set for themselves and a higher 

achievement of these goals. However, one main drawback of this study was the 

extent of reliability of the efficacy scale that was used. The authors favoured 

using a 7-point scale which according to certain researchers (Bandura 2005; 

Pajares, Hartley and Valiante 2001) is less reliable and less sensitive (Bandura 

2005), given the fact that people would rarely rate extremes such as 1 and 2 or 6 

and 7 on a 7-point scale, which then left the use of only a few points. In this case, 

it was a 3 or 4 or 5 on the 7-point scale. As Pajares, Hartley and Valiante‟s (2001) 

research revealed, “a scale with a 0 - 100 format was psychometrically stronger 

than a scale with a traditional Likert format”. Moreover, as the authors themselves 

suggested, there was a need to include interviews (Zimmerman, Bandura and 

Martinez-Pons, 1992). It is believed that interviews would have helped in getting 

more in-depth information especially when considering individual behavioural 

issues (Major and Dolly 2003). 

  

Margolis and McCabe (2004) discussed how academics with high self-

efficacy would be more apt at persisting and struggling in various academic tasks 

than academics with low self-efficacy, who would not make the effort needed to 

succeed. This once more linked the aspect of self-efficacy with academic 

motivation and achievement. This article, though not based upon empirical 

research, but based only upon theoretical guidelines, is an article worthy of 

consideration. What Margolis and McCabe (2004) wanted to bring out is that 

teachers could help those struggling learners with low self-efficacy. Teachers 

could employ various self-efficacy enhancing strategies, which would include 
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amongst others helping the students in developing achievable goals, and 

persuading them to keep trying, in order to bring about improvement from 

previous work (Margolis and McCabe 2004). The authors however did point  out 

to the fact that certain caveats existed,  for example, the fact that no one is able to 

say for certain how high level of self-efficacy must be for success to be at its 

maximum or what are the various complexities surrounding the struggling 

learners‟ low self-efficacy. This article is therefore an avenue for future research. 

 

 Smith‟s (2004) paper aimed at investigating the changes that occurred in 

students‟ achievement motivation in their final years of high school. The latter is 

discussed in light of Anderman and Maehr‟s (1994) model of achievement 

motivation, and Bandura‟s (1993) self-efficacy theory. The achievement 

motivation model of Anderman and Maehr (1994) postulated that students‟ 

learning goals were correlated with academic self-efficacy beliefs. As a result, 

these two factors worked together to in turn impact upon the students‟ self 

regulation and affective responses (Smith 2004). Smith (2004) studied samples of 

Year 12 students from four different high schools in the Metropolitan area of 

Sydney. A survey was carried out with data collection at three different intervals 

of the school year calendar and students were asked to complete a questionnaire. 

The results were analysed statistically using MANOVA (Multivariate Analysis of 

Variance). The latter revealed a decrease in self-efficacy and motivation, 

suggesting that students felt more anxious and showed signs of depression when 

under pressure of the Higher School Certificate exams. The study also revealed 

gender to be an important issue when considering aspects of motivation. In the 

study, female subjects showed less increase in avoidance behaviour when faced 

with performing demands than their male counterparts. The discussion revolved 

around the issue that high academic self-efficacy is an important factor in yielding 

a productive motivation in students. This finding reflected existing research 

findings by Bandura (1997), Pajares (1997) and Zimmerman (2000). However, in 

order to confirm these findings, it would be desirable to conduct this research 

amongst students who are subject to less pressure. Researchers would then be able 
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to confirm whether the environmental conditions under which the students are 

working are also factors that are highly correlated with the students‟ achievement 

motivation. Also, the use of questionnaires and measuring scales could have been 

supplemented with the use of either individual or focus group interviews. The 

latter could have helped to increase the reliability and validity of the research 

study. 

 

 Caraway et al. (2003) discussed how self-efficacy and goal orientation 

could affect the achievement motivation of high school students and thus impact 

on these students‟ engagement towards school. Participants in this study came 

from one high school comprised of students from ages 13 to 19 years old and of 

varying backgrounds. Data was collected through the means of questionnaires and 

self-rating was the baseline data. The findings were in line with what Bandura 

(1982, 1991) and other researchers (Schunk 1991; Pajares 1996, 2002; 

Zimmerman, Bandura and Martinez-Pons 1992) in the field of psychology and 

education had predicted. That is, more confident students were more successful 

and the more successful they were, the more were they engaged towards various 

school aspects. The contrary applied to less confident students, that is, of those 

who had a lower self-efficacy. The findings from this study also suggested that 

“goal orientation influences students‟ level of engagement in school” (Caraway et 

al. 2003). Caraway et al. (2003, p. 423) also noted that “setting and achieving 

goals has been demonstrated to increase students‟ willingness to set further goals, 

put forth more effort to achieve these goals, and persevere when challenges arise”. 

That is to say, goals would have helped to further self-efficacy and vice versa, 

leading to greater school engagement. If this research work was to be carried out 

again, there are various issues of trustworthiness that would need to be taken into 

consideration. For instance, this study included 13 year olds as participants and it 

may be questioned whether 13 year olds would be able to accurately self-rate their 

self-efficacy, or whether they were not too young to be asked to rate their levels 

of anxiety. Questions also arise as regards to the fact that only questionnaires 

were used instead of including other data collection methods such as interviews 
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for example. In order to increase the reliability and validity of results, it is 

desirable to have recourse to more than one source of data (White and Marsh, 

2006). 

 

 Much of the literature in self-efficacy and higher education dealt with self-

efficacy as regards to specific areas such as Mathematics. As noted by Cooper and 

Robinson (1991), “one promising area of investigation has focused on students‟ 

sense of Mathematical self-efficacy”. For instance, the research papers by Pajares 

and Miller (1994), by Hackett (1985), by Cooper and Robinson (1991) and by 

Marat (2010) all dealt with the relationship between self-efficacy beliefs and 

Mathematics. 

 

 Studies by both Hackett (1985) and Pajares and Miller (1994) utilized path 

analysis techniques to test the hypothesis that Mathematics self-efficacy was a 

good predictor of Mathematics achievement, and Mathematics career-related 

choices. Pajares and Miller‟s (1994) study also aimed at determining whether self-

efficacy in Mathematics had a greater role to play in solving Mathematical 

problems than other affective variables such as Maths self-concept, Maths 

anxiety, perceived usefulness of Mathematics, prior Maths experiences and 

gender. Participants from both studies were undergraduate volunteers and studies 

were quantitative in nature, with the data collection instrument being 

questionnaires, and the measures used being the different self-efficacy scales, 

attitude scales, and anxiety scales. However, it is to be noted that all the scales 

used a restricted point scale that is, not exceeding a 10-point scale. This gives rise 

to concerns about reliability. As has been previously reported in the review of 

Zimmerman, Bandura and Martinez-Pons‟s (1992) study, it is advisable to use a 

scale with a 0 – 100 point format in order to ensure reliability and sensitivity 

(Bandura 2005; Pajares, Hartley and Valiante 2001). Both studies reached the 

conclusion that what students thought they could do, would highly predict what 

they could actually do. That is, Maths-related self-efficacy had the most 

significant role to play in predicting any Maths-related behaviour, be it in relation 
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to solving Mathematical problems or in choosing Maths-related careers. It was 

also reported that other factors such as gender or self-concept did have a role to 

play in Mathematical-related issues, but that these factors were in fact the 

products of self-efficacy itself. For instance, the fact that those men scored better 

in Maths-related subjects was due to the fact that usually men had higher Maths-

related self-efficacy than women. 

 

 Cooper and Robinson (1991) sought to study “the relationship of 

Mathematics self-efficacy beliefs to Mathematics anxiety and performance”. The 

authors aimed to test the hypotheses which stated that: 

 

 Parent and teacher support do have a positive role to play with the 

level of Maths and career self-efficacy expectations. 

 The level of Mathematical knowledge required as well as 

Mathematical and career self-efficacy perceptions are negatively 

correlated with the level of Mathematics anxiety but would affect 

Mathematics performance. 

 No matter the gender, Mathematics self-efficacy, Mathematics 

anxiety and Mathematics performance would be the same, and 

 “Perceived level of parental and teacher support is higher with the 

female than male students” (Cooper and Robinson 1991). 

 

Participants in this study were undergraduate students who selected Maths-related 

subjects. Data were collected by means of questionnaires and scales and were 

analysed statistically. It is worth noting the fact that the authors used scales with 

formats not exceeding 10 on the Likert scale, thus, raising issues of reliability and 

sensitivity once again. Analysis of the data fully supported the research 

hypotheses. The research findings from this study supported the findings of 

previous research studies. That is, there was a relationship between Maths-related 

self-efficacy and Maths anxiety, and the confirmation that Maths self-efficacy 

does have an impact upon Maths performance. Also, perceived support from both 
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parents and teachers did have a positive impact upon Maths-related self-efficacy 

and career measures. The only finding that did not correlate was the hypothesis 

that female students received further support than their male counterparts in non-

traditional career choices like Maths-related careers. The authors explained this as 

being a change in moral values and cultures, and the aspect of equality in aptitude 

and interest amongst both women and men.  

 

Chemers, Hu and Garcia (2001) carried out a longitudinal study of 

students in order to examine the „effects of academic self-efficacy and optimism 

on students‟ academic performance, stress, health, and commitment to remain in 

school” (Chemers, Hu and Garcia 2001, p. 1). Data were collected by means of 

questionnaires distributed over a two period interval. The students‟ academic self-

efficacy levels were measured using a 7-point Likert scale and the data were 

analysed using the structural equation modeling (SEM) approach. Results 

reflected past findings (Zimmerman, Bandura and Martinez-Pons 1992; Bandura 

1982, 1991; Schunk 1991), that is, academic self-efficacy was positively 

correlated with academic performance as well as with stress, health and 

commitment to remaining in school. However, the 7-point Likert scale lacks 

reliability and sensitiveness (Bandura 2005) given the fact that people would 

rarely rate extremes such as 1 and 2 or 6 and 7 on a 7-point scale. 

 

Salami (2008) in a study on Nigerian high school adolescents, investigated 

the relationship between psychopathology and high school students‟ academic 

performance, as well as the moderating effects of study behaviour, self-efficacy 

and motivation. The participants were 476 high school students, both male and 

female, selected at random from ten secondary schools in Ibadan. Data were 

collected by means of questionnaires and analysed using the hierarchical multiple 

regression analysis in order to establish the relationship between academic 

performance and independent variables, namely, self-efficacy, study behaviour, 

motivation and psychopathology. The results showed that academic performance 

was positively correlated to study behaviour, self-efficacy and motivation. Thus, 
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students who had better study behaviour, higher self-efficacy and higher 

motivation performed better academically. The results also showed that 

psychopathology was not an important predictor of academic performance. 

 

       Salami (2010) studied how self-efficacy contributed to college students‟ 

behaviours and attitudes. He pointed out how self-efficacy was one amongst the 

important resources necessary for enhancing the “students‟ learning, success and 

quality in education” (Salami 2010, p. 247). Salami‟s (2010) hypotheses were that 

depression, happiness, life satisfaction, emotional intelligence and self-efficacy 

would predict students‟ behaviours and attitudes. The participants in this study 

were 242 students both male and female, randomly selected from a college in 

Nigeria. Amongst other scales used, Salami (2010) used the Generalized Self-

Efficacy Scale (GSES) developed by Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1995) in order to 

assess the students‟ level of self-efficacy beliefs. Data were collected by means of 

questionnaires and analysed using the hierarchical multiple regression analysis. It 

was found that self-efficacy significantly predicted the students‟ behaviours and 

attitudes, that is, intrinsic motivation, self-discipline and respect for lecturers. 

   

Marat‟s (2010) research work was aimed at studying students‟ self-

efficacy in Mathematics. Participants were chosen from two different multi-

cultural schools in Auckland and participation was voluntary. Participants were 

asked to complete a scale-based questionnaire, comprising of different sections, 

with each aiming at assessing self-efficacy in Mathematics. A 5-point Likert scale 

was used ranging from „not well at all‟ to „satisfactory‟ to „very well‟. Once 

again, the scale was found to be restricted in terms of range (Bandura 1995). Data 

were analysed using statistical measures. The findings from this study were in line 

with findings from previous studies, in that there was a positive correlation 

between self-efficacy and academic achievement (Bandura 1986; Schunk 1995; 

Zimmerman, Bandura and Martinez-Pons 1992). This research also highlighted 

the fact that self-efficacy did have an influence upon motivation, influence and 

behaviour, and that motivation in turn influenced goals, outcome expectations and 
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attributions. However, results revealed that students having a high Mathematics 

self-efficacy did not necessarily mean a positive achievement in Mathematics. 

This could well be explained by the fact that though high self-efficacy in 

Mathematics was present, other factors such as skills, self-efficacy information, 

and value of the task undertaken could have been absent. Similarly, Schunk 

(1994) was of the view that self-efficacy would not necessarily lead to 

achievement in the absence of factors such as skills and knowledge. This study 

showed that self-efficacy alone will not necessarily lead to achievement, in the 

absence of important intervening variables such as skills, feedback, and prior 

knowledge. This research work stands out from others in the sense that it showed 

discrepancies between self-efficacy and academic achievement. 

 

 Betz and Hackett (1983) sought to test the hypotheses that the perceived 

Mathematics self-efficacy expectations of college males were stronger than those 

of their female counterparts, and that Mathematics self-efficacy expectations are 

inextricably linked to career-decision making. All participants were 

undergraduates enrolled in an introductory psychology course. Although 

participants received course credits for their participation in the study,  

participation was voluntary. The Mathematics Self-Efficacy Scale was the 

research instrument used. Responses were obtained on a 10-points interval Likert 

scale which was again quite a restricted scale. The data were analysed 

statistically. The results confirmed the hypothesis that Mathematics self-efficacy 

expectations were highly correlated with the students‟ choices of Science-based 

subjects, a positive correlation with career-decision making. The results also 

confirmed the fact that the Mathematics self-efficacy expectations of males were 

higher than those of the female students. Betz and Hackett (1983) aimed to extend 

Bandura‟s (1977) theory of self-efficacy to the domain of career behaviour, and 

the use of self-efficacy theory in understanding the educational preferences and 

career choices of both men and women. 
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In another study, Hackett and Betz (1989) aimed to investigate the 

correlation between Mathematical performance and Mathematics self-efficacy. 

The major hypotheses of the study were that Mathematics self-efficacy was 

strongly related to achievement in Mathematics, and that Mathematics self-

efficacy expectations were stronger for men than women. Participation was 

voluntary and included students enrolled in an introductory psychology course at 

a large Midwestern university. Students received course credits for their 

participation in the study. Research instruments included questionnaires and 

Mathematics self-efficacy attitudes and performance scales with ratings on a 10-

points Likert scale. The data were analysed statistically, and results showed that 

Mathematics self-efficacy were only moderately correlated with Mathematics 

performance, and that the hypothesis that women‟s self-efficacy expectations 

were lower than men‟s was not true. Another surprising finding was that students 

were prone to inaccurate estimates of their own performances. Implications for 

future research indicated that teachers should equally consider self-evaluations of 

competence as well as the possibility of modifying certain stereotyped beliefs, 

such as the belief that Mathematics is a traditionally masculine domain. Hackett 

and Betz (1989) also encourage further research in the area of Mathematics self-

efficacy and Mathematics performance, in view of replicating the results in other 

domains of Mathematical performances. 

 

 Research on self-efficacy beliefs and higher education has also been 

extended to other sub fields of academic performances such as writing 

performances. For instance, Pajares and Johnson (1996) studied the correlation 

between self-efficacy and writing performances. They like Faigley and his 

associates (1985) were of the view that beliefs and attitudes had a positive 

correlation on writing performance. Though being an important research issue 

especially for informing writing instruction, self-efficacy beliefs about writing 

have received little attention from researchers (Pajares and Johnson 1996). In this 

research study, Pajares and Johnson (1996) aimed to study whether there was a 

correlation between the high school students‟ efficacy beliefs and their writing 
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performances. The participants were 181 ninth-grade students from a public high 

school. The students were asked to firstly complete the self-efficacy and 

apprehension instruments, and secondly to write a 30-minute essay. Path analysis 

was once again used, this time to test the impact of writing self-efficacy, writing 

apprehension and writing aptitude on the essay writing performance of the 

students. MANOVA was used to analyse the role of ethnic background on writing 

self-efficacy beliefs and writing performances. The results once again revealed 

the importance that self-efficacy played in predicting performance. It was 

reported that the “students‟ self-confidence in their writing capability had a direct 

effect on their writing apprehension and essay writing performance” (Pajares and 

Johnson 1996, p. 171).  

 

There are however various drawbacks to this research specifically as 

regards to the methods of data collection and analysis. Firstly, the 30-minute 

essay could be seen to have flaws. Pajares and Johnson (1996) agree that 

assessing students‟ writing can be subject to possible biases, since assessing 

students‟ writing skills is itself a subjective task. Another point is that qualitative 

techniques could have been used to supplement the existing quantitative methods 

in order to increase the validity of the research work. Also, as pointed out in the 

study itself, path analyses are “not without controversy” (Pajares and Johnson 

1996, p. 173). Path analysis would be a more appropriate method when 

researchers have only a small number of hypotheses to test. In the case of self-

efficacy beliefs, there is the possibility of having several hypotheses. Also, with 

path analysis, researchers need to have solid existing theoretical guidelines. For 

instance, in this particular study, there were students of various ethnic 

backgrounds, and there was also the need to test whether ethnic background had 

any significant role in the study. Since prior research on the relationship between 

writing self-efficacy and ethnic origin was non-existent therefore, path analysis 

could not be used to analyse these data. 
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It can be observed that many of the studies reviewed above used path 

analyses as the data analysis technique. Although path analysis would allow the 

researcher to study both the direct and indirect effects with several independent 

and dependent variables at the same time, path analysis is not without its 

disadvantages (Stage, Carter and Nora 2004; Bush and Iannotti as cited in 

Gochman, 1988). For instance, with path analysis, researchers cannot say for 

certain which variable is causing which effect (Lea 1997). Another matter for 

concern is that the researchers must have a thorough theoretical knowledge of the 

subject under study (Stage, Carter and Nora 2004), which means that researchers 

who are novices in the field to be studied should be cautious when using path 

analysis. Path analysis is a technique that rests entirely upon the knowledge of the 

researcher (Bush and Iannotti in Gochman, ed., 1988) so the readers may question 

the validity and reliability of the technique and the results. As stated by Bush and 

Iannotti in Gochman (ed.) (1988, p. 93), “The sequence, the causal path, the 

stages, are entirely specified in the mind (theory?) of the researcher. Nothing in 

the analytic technique will indicate, for example, that the order is wrong...” The 

researchers should also bear in mind that self-reported behaviours, like, perceived 

students‟ self-efficacy in information-seeking are latent constructs (Stage, Carter 

and Nora 2004), and that in order to fully capture the complexities of such 

research works, there is need to have recourse to multiple indicators. This 

requirement is exactly the opposite of what path analysis recommends, that is, the 

use of either a single or few indicators (Stage, Carter and Nora 2004). Stage and 

his associates (2004) are of the view that path analysis is not appropriate in 

situations where causal effects are complicated as is often the case in studies of 

behaviour. 

 

All of the literature reviewed above revolved around the main idea that 

self-efficacy is an important variable to consider in understanding students‟ 

motivation to learn and succeed. In general, the various findings revealed that 

students with high self-efficacy were more motivated to learn or felt more 

confident at carrying out specific academic tasks. However, there is still more 
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research to do in areas such as how much self-efficacy is considered to be high 

enough for success to be at its maximum, or how teachers or teacher librarians 

can help the students in acquiring self-efficacy, or whether self-efficacy can be 

acquired and maintained from a young age. It is however not within the scope of 

this present study to discuss these issues. 

  

As it can be seen, studies on self-efficacy and higher education are varied 

and cover a range of issues and topics, but as it will be seen below, studies on 

self-efficacy and the information-seeking behaviour of high school students seem 

to be lacking. 

 

 

2.1.6. Self-efficacy, academic motivation and 

achievement: Their relationship 

  

Child (2000, p.44) defined motivation as consisting of “internal processes 

and external incentives which spur us on to satisfy some need”. Pintrich and 

Schunk (1996) believed motivation to be an inner drive that would direct a 

student‟s behaviour towards the attainment of goals such as an academic 

achievement. Pintrich (2000), Bandura (1986), Garcia (1995) and Pintrich and 

Schunk (1996) were all of the view that motivation would play a positive role in 

influencing students‟ academic achievement. As stated by Schunk (1991, pp. 

209), “motivation is enhanced when students perceive they are making progress in 

learning”. Self-efficacy comes into play since it is believed that it would 

considerably contribute to motivation in several different ways (Bandura 1994). 

Pedagogy, that is, the use of teaching techniques that would help foster motivation 

and information-seeking, should also be considered. Whilst teaching techniques 

can help foster motivation, they may equally help foster self-efficacy beliefs. One 

of the pedagogic theories that relate to encouraging motivation and information-

seeking is inquiry-based teaching (Hepworth and Walton 2009, Webb and Powis 
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2005). In simple terms, inquiry-based teaching is a technique that encourages 

more learner engagement. As such students learn to be more self-dependent in 

terms of discovering their own information sources, and in making use of the 

different sources of information available (Hepworth and Walton 2009). This is a 

way of teaching that helps motivates students, since according to the ARCS 

Motivation Model, a student‟s attention needs to be aroused (Keller 1987) if the 

student is to be motivated. The ARCS Motivation Model is a four factor theory 

developed by Keller (1987) to explain motivation. The four factors are the 

Attention Factor, the Relevance Factor, the Confidence Factor and the 

Satisfaction Factor. The Relevance Factor relates to the fact that after the 

student‟s attention has been gained, the teacher has to ensure that the student sees 

that the given materials or information are relevant. The Confidence Factor relates 

to the fact that teachers need to make students feel confident and finally, the 

Satisfaction Factor states that if the student feels good about his or her 

achievements, then he or she will remain motivated. 

 

Bandura (1994) and Zimmerman (2000) are amongst the many researchers 

who believed that self-efficacy beliefs contributed to motivation, in the sense that 

it would help determine the goals a person would set for himself or herself,  

would dictate the amount of effort he or she would expend on a task such as 

school work, would dictate to what extent he or she would persevere in the face of 

adverse difficulties and finally, would dictate one‟s resilience to failures. As 

Zimmerman (2000, p. 86) stated, “self-efficacy beliefs have also shown 

convergent validity in influencing such key indices of academic motivation as 

choice of activities, level of effort, persistence and emotional reactions”. 

 

When students reach high school, especially in their final years of study, 

they have to manage the more and more demanding academic environment by 

themselves, and may largely depend upon their self-efficacy beliefs as well as 

upon their sense of motivation and achievement. The role of self-efficacy beliefs 

is that they enable an individual to exercise a certain amount of control over his or 
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her thoughts, feelings and actions (Pajares and Schunk 2001). According to 

Bandura (1977), self-efficacy was the critical element capable of predicting 

human behaviour. Self-efficacy would thus be a crucial component in both 

motivation and achievement and in the same way, motivation would also be 

important, since it was closely associated with achievement (Linnenbrink and 

Pintrich 2002). Motivation is a variable which can manifest itself in the form of 

effort, persistence and choice of activities and it was hypothesised by Bandura 

(1977 and 1997), Pajares (1996) and Schunk (1981) that students‟ self-efficacy 

beliefs did affect or influence these indexes. 

 

There was supporting evidence from all spheres that the students‟ effort 

and persistence which are two forms of motivation were influenced by their level 

of self-efficacy beliefs. Studies of self-efficacy beliefs have often been carried out 

in relation to academic motivation and achievement be it in the field of 

Mathematics, classroom learning, writing performance, student performance, 

academic achievement and any other such fields (Linnenbrink and Pintrich 2002; 

Bouffard-Bouchard 2001; Multon, Brown and Lent 1991; Bouffard-Bouchard and 

Pinard 1988; Pajares and Johnson 1996; Schunk 1985; Pajares and Kranzler 

1995). 

 

Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2002) discussed student motivation as a means 

of furthering academic success. Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2002) like Multon, 

Brown and Lent (1991) believed that self-efficacy was positively related to higher 

levels of academic achievement and learning, together with a number of adaptive 

academic outcomes, such as higher levels of effort and persistence in the face of 

difficult academic tasks. Self-efficacy theory has been found to be more 

predictive of academic performance and its related variables among college 

students (Lent et al., 1984, 1986, 1987; Siegel, Galassi and Ware, 1985) than any 

other theories. Multon, Brown and Lent (1991) carried out meta-analyses on the 

relationship between self-efficacy beliefs and academic performance and 

persistence. Findings suggested self-efficacy to be positively correlated with 
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academic performance and persistence. This finding supported the findings of 

Bouffard-Bouchard (2001) whose study investigated the extent to which self-

efficacy judgments would influence cognitive performance. Participants from this 

study were sixty-four Canadian college students. The method used in this study 

was the verbal concept-formation task developed by Werner and Kaplan (1950). 

Consequently, results from the study suggested that self-efficacy was in fact 

closely related to task persistence, and with the ability to evaluate the correctness 

of a response. The results also indicated that students from the high self-efficacy 

group had determined higher achievement goals than those in the lower self-

efficacy group. 

 

Nonetheless, for students to be motivated to succeed and to be eventually 

successful academically, they will ultimately have to develop diverse self-

regulatory skills such as goal-setting, planning, self-evaluation and self-

monitoring (Zimmerman and Cleary as cited in Pajares and Urdan, 2006). The 

latter are important variables that have been consistently associated with academic 

motivation and attainment, and self-efficacy beliefs can help in the development 

of these variables. Zimmerman (2000, p. 87) stated that, “self-efficacy beliefs also 

provide students with a sense of agency to motivate their learning through use of 

such self-regulatory processes as goal setting, self-monitoring, self-evaluation and 

strategy use” and as noted by Britner and Pajares (2006, p. 486), self-efficacy 

beliefs are “positively associated with key motivation constructs such as self-

regulation”. However, these self-regulatory skills develop through time and 

cannot be developed on their own (Bandura 1994; Zimmerman 2000). It is 

believed that the main component capable of helping these students develop these 

self-regulatory skills is self-efficacy (Zimmerman and Cleary as cited in Pajares 

and Urdan, 2006; Bouffard-Bouchard and Pinard, 1988). 

 

Locke and Latham (as cited in Zimmerman and Cleary 2006, p. 57) 

defined goal-setting as a process of “deciding on specific outcomes of learning or 

performance, such as learning the steps of a writing strategy or achieving a grade 
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of 100 on a Science test”. Self-efficacy has its role to play in goal-setting in the 

sense that self-efficacy beliefs would affect the types of goals students or 

individuals in general would set for themselves, as well as their perseverance in 

achieving these goals (Zimmerman 1995). For instance, students who perceived 

themselves to be highly efficacious would tend to set higher and more challenging 

goals, and persevere even in the face of difficulties to attain these goals. The 

higher the number of goals then the more self-efficacy may be enhanced. In the 

same way, if the students perceived themselves to be inefficacious and thus, 

unable to perform a task, these students would not aim towards high goals and 

would often turn backwards in the face of difficulties. These students would be 

less challenging, and thus set less challenging goals for fear of not being able to 

meet the goals set. Consequently, when goals set are not high enough, 

achievement and success would be diminished. As stated by Zimmerman and 

Cleary (as cited in Pajares and Urdan 2006, p. 58) “specific goals are more 

advantageous because they enable one to evaluate personal progress more 

effectively”. Caraway et al. (2003) as well as Zimmerman, Bandura and Martinez-

Pons (1992) are amongst the many researchers who have studied the relationship 

between self-efficacy and goal-setting and their impact upon academic attainment. 

Caraway and her associates (2003) chose their participants from a high school in a 

metropolitan area. The hypotheses were tested using multiple regression analyses 

and the findings suggested that goal orientation was positively correlated with the 

students‟ engagement in school. Furthermore, the goals which were set and 

achieved increased the students‟ willingness to set yet more goals and persevere 

in achieving them. Results from the study also suggested that the more the 

students were confident about their beliefs that they would be successful, then the 

more they would get better grades. 

 

Zimmerman, Bandura and Martinez-Pons (1992) used path analysis to 

study the “role of students‟ self-efficacy beliefs and academic goals in self-

motivated academic attainment”. Participants were high school students from a 

social studies class and once again it was observed that the results fully supported 
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what Bandura (1993) had predicted. That is, the higher the level of self-efficacy, 

the higher were the goals set by the students, and the higher their willingness to 

achieve those goals. It was therefore concluded that self-efficacy had an 

influencing role to play on both goal-setting and achievement. 

 

Planning is an important factor to be considered in the pursuit of academic 

achievement. Self-efficacy beliefs come into play when it is question of making 

strategic plans (Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons 1990; Cleary and Zimmerman 

2001). When it is a question of seeking information, there are strategic plans to 

make, and strategic use of the information obtained, since the information sought 

would be of no use if it was not used strategically. For example, students decide 

about the best source of information for a particular subject, and may decide 

whether it is best to seek information from the internet or from an expert in the 

field. Self-efficacy beliefs are once again of utmost importance since self-efficacy 

would help predict the quality and type of strategy used (Zimmerman and Cleary 

as cited in Pajares and Urdan, 2006). For instance, students with low self-efficacy 

beliefs might be unlikely to select or use complicated strategies. Cleary and 

Zimmerman (2001), in their study of athletes, found that those athletes who were 

highly self-efficacious selected more technique-specific strategies in order to 

achieve their goals whereas those with lower self-efficacy beliefs used lower 

quality strategies. 

 

Another important self-regulatory skill is self-evaluation. Self-efficacy can 

also influence one‟s self-evaluative skills. For instance, students with high self-

efficacy beliefs might set high standards against which to evaluate the quality of 

the task they performed. These students may usually aim high whereas those with 

low self-efficacy may be more apt at setting low standards and thus be satisfied 

with even mediocre results. 

 

In a study carried out by Zimmerman and Bandura (1994) with college 

freshman on the role of self-efficacy beliefs as regards to academic attainment and 
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the regulation of writing, academic goals and self-standards in the development of 

writing proficiency, it was found that students who showed more confidence in 

their ability to regulate the writing process did set higher standards against their 

quality of writing, and thus were more dissatisfied with themselves than those 

students with lower self-efficacy beliefs. Consequently, students with higher self-

efficacy beliefs were far more ready to improve their quality of writing. Thus, the 

students were more motivated and had the will to perform better. 

 

Self-observation which is a process whereby the individual would monitor 

himself or herself, and see to it that ineffective performances were eliminated, is 

an important process and can be affected by self-efficacy beliefs (Schunk 1983a). 

Schunk (1983a, 1983b) and Zimmerman and Paulsen (1995) are of the view that 

students with high levels of self-efficacy beliefs will be more apt at self-

monitoring, and will not show signs of fear when monitoring their behaviour 

during an academic activity. 

 

Bouffard-Bouchard et al. (1991) were amongst the many researchers who 

have shown evidence that high school students with high levels of self-efficacy 

were more effective at monitoring their working time, showed more persistence 

and were less likely to reject correct hypotheses at an early stage. 

 

After having reviewed the role of self-efficacy beliefs in the students‟ self-

regulatory skills, it is suggested that students with high levels of self-efficacy 

beliefs will most likely be prone to use adaptive and appropriate study skills 

(Linnenbrink and Pintrich 2002). Zimmerman (2000, p. 82) states that, “during 

the past two decades, self-efficacy has emerged as a highly effective predictor of 

students‟ motivation and learning”. 

 

Lastly, it is worth noting the fact that there has been much debate on the 

issue of causality in self-concept beliefs and academic achievement (Byrne 1986; 

Marsh 1990; Marsh and Yeung 1997). This issue of causality has not been of 
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great concern in self-efficacy research. One of the causes being that Bandura 

(1977) has always contended that human motivation and behaviour influence each 

other and theorists like Schunk and his associates (Schunk 1982; Schunk et al. 

1987; Schunk and Swartz 1993) have always demonstrated the fact that self-

efficacy has a causal influence upon the students‟ academic achievement (Pajares 

and Schunk as cited in Riding and Rayner, 2001).  

  

2.1.7. Self-efficacy and the information-seeking behaviour 

of high school students 

 

Studies pertaining to the information-seeking behaviour of students make 

up some 19% of the overall literature on information-seeking behaviour studies 

(Case 2006 as cited in Rowley and Urquhart 2007, p. 1164) and most studies, on 

self-efficacy and the information-seeking behaviour of students seem to have 

concentrated on very specific issues. For instance, Ren (2000) concentrated upon 

college students‟ self-efficacy in electronic information searching, Nahl (1996, p. 

1) studied the “influence of self-efficacy judgments of the students enrolled in a 

Psychology Internet course”, and Waldman (2003) studied the correlation 

between self-efficacy and the use of electronic resources by college students. 

Ramayah and Aafaqi (2004) studied the university students‟ use of the e-library 

and the role of self-efficacy. These information scientists have considered self-

efficacy and information-seeking behaviour from a specific point of view that is, 

focusing on a search process in a particular environment involving particular 

users. However, these studies have mainly concentrated upon college and 

university students and it appears that none relate to high school students. 

 

 Ren‟s (2000) research focused on the self-efficacy of college students in 

electronic information searching. Her study “explores whether and to what extent 

library instruction can enhance college students‟ self-efficacy in electronic 

information searching” (Ren 2000, p. 323), that is, information-seeking using 
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electronic resources. A survey was carried out amongst the students both before 

and after library instruction in order to detect any changes in the level of self-

efficacy. This study was based on purely quantitative methods, an aspect which 

can be considered a drawback by many since to be able to capture both affective 

and cognitive data in a natural setting a researcher should use qualitative 

techniques also (Zach 2006; Miles and Huberman 1994; Schunk as cited in 

Maddux, 1995). The study revealed that the self-efficacy in electronic information 

searching of the students did increase after library instruction, which included 

lectures, demonstrations and instructions on the use of electronic sources. 

However, questions arise as regards to the validity of this study. For instance, the 

students surveyed were not chosen at random and there was lack of a control 

group (Ren 2000, p. 327). Another issue is that the students knew they were under 

experiment. It was not clear whether or not the library instruction helped to 

increase the level of self-efficacy. Ren‟s (2000) study helped in raising issues for 

further research. These are “could traditional lecture-oriented instruction alone 

improve self-efficacy?”, “how long will self-efficacy and its impact last after the 

training?” and “the relationship between self-efficacy and search performance”. 

(Ren 2000, p. 328). 

 

 Furthermore, we have both the works of Nahl (1996) and that of Waldman 

(2003) which focused mainly upon the relationship between the students‟ 

perceived self-efficacy and the use of electronic sources as searching tools. Nahl 

(1996) was of the view that students who initially had a low perceived self-

efficacy eventually ended up abandoning the search, whereas those with a more 

positive self-efficacy at the beginning of the search were more prone to persisting 

with the search throughout the program, and eventually reached their respective 

goals. Waldman‟s (2003) study also reached similar conclusions. In her study, she 

also found that self-efficacy did have an effect upon the student‟s use of the 

library‟s electronic resources (Waldman 2003). That is, those having higher self-

efficacy visited the library more often, and were more apt at using available 
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electronic resources. Therefore, self-efficacy was the important factor determining 

how students used library resources since 

   

...students with higher self-efficacy tend to believe in their  

abilities and will work harder to learn what they don‟t know.  

This is true even if they do not have the skills to use the  

library‟s electronic resources for they will tend to  

work at developing them (Waldman 2003). 

 

Both studies reflect what Bandura (1977, 1994, 1997) predicted, that is, 

self-efficacy played an important role in affecting or influencing both motivation 

and behaviour. Igbaria and Iivari (1995) were also of the view that individuals 

with high self-efficacy would be more apt at persisting in whatever situation, 

whereas those with low self-efficacy would be more ready to abandon something 

that is difficult to achieve, since they would have a feeling of inadequacy in 

achieving a task. However, Nahl‟s (1996) study fails to consider the factors that 

were affecting self-efficacy, that is, why some students, in this case, the dropouts, 

had less self-efficacy than others. Knowledge of the latter might help information 

professionals to remedy the situation and provide a better service by taking the 

appropriate measures to help increase the students‟ self-efficacy. 

 

 Tsai and Tsai‟s (2003) study concentrated upon college student‟s level of 

internet self-efficacy and their search strategies on the net. The college students 

were selected at random and the authors used a multiple case-study methodology 

with think-alouds and videotapes as data collection methods. Like the previous 

studies reported in this paper, “the results showed evidence that high Internet self-

efficacy students had better information searching strategies and learned better 

than those with low Internet self-efficacy in a Web-based learning task” (Tsai and 

Tsai 2003, p. 43). Moreover, this study aimed at proposing a framework in order 

to analyse Web-based searching strategies, and thus providing more 

understanding as regards to the role played by internet self-efficacy in web-

seeking as well as ways in improving internet self-efficacy (Tsai Tsai 2003, p. 

48).  As opposed to quantitative methods which have been traditionally used to 
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study self-efficacy (Schunk 1995), this research work made use of multiple case-

studies, think-alouds and videotapes. On the one hand, perhaps much more 

information could have been collected in this way. since one is able to capture the 

exact thoughts and feelings of the users at the point of search, but the only 

drawback would be the validity of the information collected. Researchers might 

question whether the think-aloud process would not have distracted the users from 

their task and whether the fact of videotaping might have affected the users. 

 

 Ramayah and Aafaqi (2004) studied the role of self-efficacy in e-library 

usage among students of a public university in Malaysia. The aim of the study 

was to look at the influence of self-efficacy on the students‟ use of online sources 

to seek out information. Research on the latter would enable educational 

administrators to find out which factors would prevent or enhance the students‟ 

usage of the e-library. The research was conducted through field studies and data 

were collected through means of a 5-part questionnaire. The questionnaire was 

aimed at gathering information on demographics, perceived usefulness and 

perceived ease of use, usage level and self-efficacy. The sample consisted of 

students from four different faculties of the university and was selected through 

convenience sampling. A series of statistical analyses were then carried out at the 

data analysis stage. The findings suggested a positive correlation between self-

efficacy and perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness. In line with previous 

studies, self-efficacy was found to have a positive impact on e-library usage. 

Consequently, it can be deduced from this study that the level of self-efficacy can 

be used to predict the students‟ level of e-library usage. Hence, the students‟ level 

of perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use of online resources would 

increase with increases in level of computer self-efficacy. It was the researchers‟ 

views that the students‟ perceived level of self-efficacy in using online resources 

could be increased by giving them the appropriate information and training as 

regards to the use of computer technology. However, further research would be 

desirable to confirm the latter. As it can be seen, findings from this research work 

are in line with findings of previous similar research works (Waldman 2003; Nahl 
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1996; Tsai and Tsai 2003). Furthermore, in order to enhance the validity of this 

study, the authors could have recourse to qualitative research techniques also. The 

latter would help to complement the limitations of the quantitative research 

techniques used. 

 

 As it can be seen from the above literature, it appears that most studies of 

self-efficacy and information-seeking are to be found in the field of electronic and 

web information-seeking. It appears that none of the works on self-efficacy and 

information-seeking have been on high school students. Rather, most of the 

studies have taken place amongst college or university students.  

 

2.1.8. Theoretical controversies: Self-efficacy and 

outcome expectations 

  

Bandura (1977, p. 193) was of the view that an outcome expectation is “a 

person‟s estimate that a given behaviour will lead to certain outcomes”, that is, it 

was not about whether one believed whether one would be able to perform the 

task, but rather what the results of performing such a task might be. Thus an 

efficacy expectation was “the conviction that one can successfully execute the 

behaviour required to produce the outcomes” (Bandura 1977, p. 193). It was well 

before introducing the concept of self-efficacy that Bandura (1977) used the 

concept „outcome expectations‟ in order to explain why certain people were 

motivated to perform certain tasks, and why certain people were not motivated to 

carry out certain particular tasks (Zimmerman 2000). As regards to the concept of 

„self-efficacy‟, it was only during an experiment with phobic individuals that 

Bandura (1977) brought forward the concept of „self-efficacy‟ in order to better 

explain human behaviour. Since then, „self-efficacy‟ has been closely related to 

„outcome expectations‟. Lee (1984, p.37) notes that: 
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Most theorists agree that there is a relationship between  

what a person believes and expects and what he or she  

does in any situation, but the nature of these  

beliefs and expectations has been considered in a 

 number of ways. 

 

 „Self-efficacy‟ has often been confused with „outcome expectations‟ 

despite the fact that Bandura (1997) claims that they are completely different 

constructs, though closely related. The problem remains that not all researchers 

share the same view as regards to the role of „outcome expectations‟ in predicting 

human behaviour as well as its relationship with self-efficacy. There are various 

schools of thought as regards to the relationship between self-efficacy and 

outcome expectancy and their role in predicting human behaviour. 

 

 According to Bandura (1977), outcome expectations and self-efficacy 

expectations were two distinct and independent entities. He was of the view that 

outcome expectations in themselves did not independently contribute to 

predictions of behaviour (Bandura 1997), and that “in most social, intellectual, 

and physical pursuits, those who judge themselves highly efficacious will expect 

favourable outcomes, whereas those who expect poor performances of themselves 

will conjure up negative outcomes” (Bandura 1997, p. 24). In sum, Bandura‟s 

(1977, 1997) argument was that self-efficacy was of prime importance as far as 

predicting behaviour was concerned, though outcome expectations should not be 

totally ignored. Teasdale (1978) noted that Bandura (1977) was of the view that 

self-efficacy expectations and outcome expectations were two distinct and 

separate entities. Teasdale (1978) pointed out that Bandura‟s (1977, p. 193)) own 

definition of self-efficacy, “An efficacy expectation is the conviction that one can 

successfully execute the behaviour required to produce the outcomes”, was quite 

ambiguous and misleading in the sense that the definition included the phrase 

“required to produce the outcomes” which in itself is referring to outcome 

expectations. Teasdale (1978, pp. 211 – 212) stated: 
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By including the words „successfully‟ and „required to 

  produce the outcomes‟ in his definition of efficacy  

  expectations, Bandura combines beliefs about ability 

  to make a response with expectations concerning the 

  outcome of the response, in particular, whether this 

  will be positive. 

 

 Schunk (1991) was of the view that outcome expectations would have an 

impact upon behaviour and that it would guarantee either a motivation to carry 

out a task or a motivation to learn. At the other end of the spectrum, Kazdin 

(1978) firmly believed that outcome expectations alone can predict human 

behaviour, that is, if the person had sufficient belief in the outcome of an action, 

the person would persist. He goes on to state, by quoting Ellis (1971) that “the 

tendency of many phobics to catastrophize refers in part to their outcome 

expectations rather than to self-efficacy” (Kazdin 1978, p. 180). Kazdin is 

however cautious in his arguments when he finally says that “both self-efficacy 

and outcome expectations are likely to be important and perhaps differentially 

important as a function of the specific client problem” (Kazdin 1978, p. 180). 

 

 It is to be noted that Kazdin‟s (1978) theories were not based upon any 

scientific experiments despite the fact that he may be right in what he proposed. 

For instance, a student might be aware of the fact that seeking information would 

lead to success and eventually to a bright career, but still choose not to go any 

further with the information-seeking process, being convinced that he or she did 

not possess the necessary capabilities to perform the said task. In this case, self-

efficacy may be able to better predict behaviour. In the same way, if an 

educational outcome was seen as being unachievable, the student would not be 

motivated to continue in his or her pursuit for success (Bandura 2005). 

 

 In support of Kazdin‟s (1978, p. 180) remarks that “both self-efficacy and 

outcome expectations are likely to be important and perhaps differentially 

important as a function of the specific client problem”, Maddux, Sherer and 

Rogers (1982) as well as Makoul and Roloff (1998) share the same view. 
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Maddux, Sherer and Rogers (1982) carried out an experiment with students based 

upon the hypothesis that self-efficacy and outcome expectations were independent 

constructs, and that they would independently influence behavioural intentions. 

The results indicated that both self-efficacy and outcome expectations did have an 

impact upon behavioural intentions, that is, behavioural intentions increased with 

an increase in outcome expectancy, but that behavioural intentions did not 

increase correspondingly with increases in self-efficacy, despite the fact that a 

positive correlation was still present. Lastly, outcome expectancy was positively 

correlated with self-efficacy in the sense that outcome expectancy did have an 

influence upon perceptions of self-efficacy. In sum, it can be said that these 

researchers are of the view that both self-efficacy and outcome expectancies have 

a role to play on predicting behaviour but at varying degrees. According to 

Makoul and Roloff (1998), self-efficacy and outcome expectations have 

independent influences upon behaviour and that outcome expectations would also 

have an effect upon self-efficacy itself. Based upon empirical research, they also 

added that “outcome and efficacy expectations combine on an additive rather than 

an interactive basis to influence behaviour” (Makoul and Roloff 1998, p. 33). 

Moreover, Makoul and Roloff (1998, p. 33) share the views of Bandura (1977, 

1986) and Lee (1984) on the fact that efficacy expectations are better predictors of 

behaviour. Lee (1984) carried out a research amongst students and deduced that 

“while efficacy expectations and outcome expectations are both good predictors 

of behaviour, efficacy on the whole is more accurate” (Lee 1984, p. 45). 

However, problems may arise when researchers seek to understand whether self-

efficacy and outcome expectations can be viewed as independent causes of 

behaviour (Makoul and Roloff 1998, p. 10).  

 

Like Teasdale (1978), Eastman and Marzillier (1984) are also of the view 

that distinctions between self-efficacy and outcome expectations are blurred and 

that “efficacy and outcome expectations are not conceptually distinct” (Eastman 

and Marzillier 1984, p. 221) as Bandura and his associates (Bandura and Adams, 

1977; Bandura, Adams and Beyer, 1977) implied. Eastman and Marzillier (1984, 
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p. 217) noted the fact that efficacy expectations are “not simply founded upon 

assessments of one‟s motor capabilities”, and asked the questions as to whether, 

“...people totally ignore the potential outcomes that can result from their action?” 

They further pointed out that “people‟s estimation of their ability to cope with 

threats is strongly affected by their concern about outcome”. 

  

Eastman and Marzillier (1984) argue that what individuals decide to do or 

not do in part depends on outcomes. That is to say, a student might decide not to 

seek information if the outcome was not worth the effort, or the student might 

decide to seek information if the outcome was worthwhile to him or her. Bandura 

(1977) argued that it was not the outcome expectation but the type of task at hand 

that is involved that was a key factor. In the experiment on snake phobics for 

example, Bandura (1977) argued that picking up a venomous snake and a non-

venomous snake would not be considered to be the same task, and that it was this 

difference in task that predicted whether the individual would pick up the snake or 

not. At the other end of the spectrum, Eastman and Marzillier (1984) would argue 

that it is not the task but the outcome expectation that is of consideration, that is, 

an individual would think about the outcomes and consequences of picking up the 

venomous snake, and this would deter him or her from picking up the snake. 

Bandura (1978, p. 241) also further points out that “Teasdale‟s impression that the 

conception of efficacy includes outcome considerations is simply a misreading of 

the definition of self-efficacy”. 

  

As it can be seen, further research needs to be carried out in this direction 

in order to find out whether or not „self-efficacy‟ and „outcome expectations‟ can 

be clearly distinguished from each other. However, it is not within the scope of 

this present study to carry out investigations as regards to the fact that whether 

self-efficacy and outcome expectations are two distinct and separate entities or 

whether they cannot be at all distinguished. 
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2.1.9. Sources of self-efficacy beliefs 

 

Bandura (1977, 1997) hypothesized that students would normally develop 

or enhance their self-efficacy beliefs through one or all four sources of self-

efficacy beliefs, namely: mastery experiences also known as performance 

accomplishments or past performances, vicarious experiences, verbal or social 

persuasions, and emotional or psychological states. Bandura (1997) is also 

cautious to state that there may be other psychological processes at work but 

which remains to be discovered. However, there is another fifth source which is 

now receiving much attention. This fifth source is known as invitational 

influences, that is, invitations of oneself and others, and is derived from the theory 

known as the Invitational Theory (Usher and Pajares 2006; Usher and Pajares 

2008; Pajares and Zeldin 1999). 

  

Mastery experiences which are experiences derived from one‟s own self, 

that is, past experiences which one has had, is said to be one of the most 

influential sources of self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura 1997; Lent et al. 1991; Lopez 

and Lent 1992). For instance, if a student had a bad experience when searching 

information for a particular piece of school work, it is hypothesized that this 

experience would have a tendency to lower rather than increase the student‟s self-

efficacy in carrying out that particular search on another occasion. On the other 

hand, if the student was successful at carrying out a particular search for a 

particular school work, it is hypothesized that this positive experience would 

positively influence the student‟s level of self-efficacy belief in carrying out such 

a task. As Britner and Pajares (2006, p. 486) noted, “experiences interpreted as 

successful generally raise confidence, experiences interpreted as unsuccessful 

generally lower it” and that students would normally “act in concert with the 

beliefs created” (Britner and Pajares 2006, p. 486). However, theorists have made 

it clear that any one source would not be sufficient in determining self-efficacy 

(Bandura 1997; Britner and Pajares 2006). 
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 Studies carried out have shown that mastery experiences do impact upon 

self-efficacy beliefs and that mastery experiences are the most influential amongst 

the four sources (Britner and Pajares 2006; Bandura 1997; Anderson and Betz 

2001; Lent, Lopez and Bieschke 1991). For example, studies carried out by 

Anderson and Betz (2001) on the sources of social self-efficacy expectations, 

their measurement, and relation to career development indicated that mastery 

experiences were the most influential predictors of social self-efficacy. 

Furthermore, Lent, Lopez and Bieschke (1991) carried out a study to explore 

mathematics self-efficacy and its sources in relation to Science-based career 

choice. Once again, the findings confirmed what Bandura (1997) contended, that 

is, mastery experiences proved to be the strongest predictor of self-efficacy. 

However, it is worth noting the fact that the measures of mastery experiences used 

in some of these studies are somewhat controversial, and these add doubts in the 

minds of readers as to whether or not mastery experiences are in fact the most 

consistent predictors of self-efficacy. For instance, if we take into consideration 

Matsui et al.‟s (1990) investigation of the sources of Mathematics self-efficacy in 

Japanese undergraduates, it can be seen that the authors used the students‟ reports 

of their actual high school Maths grades as the measure of mastery experiences. 

Here, the problem of using such measures results in the fact that it does not 

include the students‟ interpretation of prior performances (Britner and Pajares 

2006).  

 

 Students also develop their self-efficacy beliefs through what is called 

vicarious experience, that is, the use of observation and models. Typically, 

students would observe their peers or people whom they view as models. It is 

through these others that the students would develop their levels of self-efficacy 

in particular tasks. As Britner and Pajares (2006, p. 487) stated, “models 

perceived to possess characteristics similar to the observer are the most effective 

in increasing self-efficacy in the observer”. 
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 Physiological and emotional states such as anxiety, stress and actual mood 

would also have an impact upon self-efficacy (Britner and Pajares 2006). As 

noted by Lodewyckx (2006, p. 23), “fear reactions generate further fear”. For 

instance, students who were more vulnerable to stressful situations like exams 

would have their performance considerably lowered. In fact, “people more readily 

expect success when they experience positive arousal than when they suffer high 

anxiety, tension, and stress associated with a particular activity or domain” 

(Britner and Pajares 2006, p. 487). 

  

However, the predictive influences of Bandura‟s (1997) sources of self-

efficacy beliefs have been to some extent inconsistent across studies (see Luzzo et 

al. 1999; Smith 2001; Anderson and Betz 2001; Lent, Lopez and Bieschke 1991; 

Lopez and Lent 1992; and Matsui, Matsui and Ohnishi 1990), and the measures 

used have been at times quite problematic (see Matsui, Matsui and Ohnishi 1990). 

 

 If we take for example the studies carried out by Luzzo et al. (1999), 

Anderson and Betz (2001) and Smith (2001), we can note the differences of 

opinion prevailing as to what sources do predict or do not predict self-efficacy. 

Luzzo et al. (1999) aimed at investigating both the combined and individual 

effects of both mastery experiences and vicarious experiences on Maths and 

Science self-efficacy. Findings from the study revealed that mastery experiences 

were highly predictive of Maths and Science self-efficacy, whereas vicarious 

experiences negatively correlated with either choice of career and goals or 

strength in Maths and Science self-efficacy. When mastery experiences and 

vicarious experiences were combined, there was a positive correlation with both 

choice of career and strength of Maths and Science self-efficacy. The studies 

carried out by Anderson and Betz (2001) on university students provided similar 

findings, that is, vicarious learning failed to show any significant contribution to 

the prediction of self-efficacy. The studies of Anderson and Betz (2001) have also 

shown that mastery experiences were not the significant predictor of self-efficacy, 

but rather mastery experiences, social persuasion and emotions have contributed 
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incrementally to predict social self-efficacy. Luzzo et al. (1999) explained the 

negative correlation of various learning on self-efficacy as being related to the 

fact that perhaps mastery experiences were so strong that vicarious learning 

produced no results, or that students needed a certain amount of exposure to 

models in their natural habitat for vicarious learning to be fully effective. These 

were only suggestions put forward by the authors. Smith (2001) as opposed to 

other research findings (Luzzo et al. 1999; Lent, Lopez and Bieschke 1991; Lopez 

and Lent 1992; and Bandura 1997) reported from her studies on the predictive 

abilities of the four sources of self-efficacy on computer self-efficacy, that the 

strongest predictor of computer self-efficacy was vicarious learning with a mean 

score of 3.5, followed by mastery experiences with a mean score of 3.4. Results 

also supported the fact that gender and ethnic belonging were determinant on 

predicting which sources of self-efficacy would be the strongest predictors of 

computer self-efficacy. 

 

 Research carried out by Lopez and Lent (1992) on the four sources of 

Mathematics self-efficacy in high school students sought to examine the 

relationship between the four sources of self-efficacy and Maths self-efficacy 

amongst students of a public high school. Data were analysed using regression 

analysis and findings supported Bandura‟s (1997) hypotheses that the four sources 

related to each other and to Maths self-efficacy, and that mastery experiences 

were the most predictive. The authors also found out that perceived 

accomplishments accounted for additional variance in self-efficacy more than that 

accounted for by prior course grades. Most interesting of all is that they noted the 

significant contribution of emotional arousal in predicting Maths self-efficacy. 

 

 Matsui, Matsui and Ohnishi (1990) studied first year undergraduate 

Japanese subjects in order to explore the mechanisms underlying Maths self-

efficacy learning. The authors carried out a two-step regression analysis to test the 

correlation of each source of self-efficacy with Maths self-efficacy. Results 

confirmed significant inter-correlations between the sources of self-efficacy, and 
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with the exception of verbal persuasion, all three sources of self-efficacy made 

unique contributions towards predicting Maths self-efficacy. However, the 

authors noted an exceptionally high correlation between verbal persuasion and 

performance accomplishment. Thus, they came to the conclusion that this high 

correlation may have contributed towards the cancellation of verbal persuasion as 

being a unique contributor to Maths self-efficacy. 

  

The problem with the Matsui, Matsui and Ohnishi (1990) study is that the 

authors used the students‟ Maths grades which they obtained during their last year 

of high school as performance accomplishment scales. Furthermore, it was noted 

in the study that all subjects had passed “the highly selective university entrance 

exam, including Mathematics” (Matsui, Matsui and Ohnishi 1990, p. 227). This 

would mean that all the subjects were proficient at Maths, and that results 

obtained in Maths had been above average. The fact that this sort of data were 

used to test whether performance accomplishment was a unique contributor 

towards Maths self-efficacy may be a cause for problem. For instance, the student 

may have been self-efficacious in Maths at college, but have poor Maths results at 

the last year of high school. In this case, we wonder how we would interpret the 

latter. Would we then say that performance accomplishment did not have a role to 

play? What about the prior experiences obtained at college level? Therefore, it 

can be said that measures used cannot be based solely upon the grades obtained 

during the final year of high school, since there is the possibility that it is not a 

hundred per cent indicative of performance accomplishment.  

  

Most researchers found that past experiences were the strongest predictors 

of self-efficacy (Bandura 1997; Luzzo et al. 1999; Anderson and Betz 2001; 

Lopez and Lent 1992), but Smith‟s (2001) findings reported that the strongest 

predictor was vicarious learning, whereas Luzzo et al. (1999) and Anderson and 

Betz (2001) have reported that vicarious learning did not show any significant 

contribution towards predicting self-efficacy. On the other hand, Lopez and Lent 

(1992) noted the significant contribution of emotional arousal towards predicting 
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Maths self-efficacy, whereas at the other end of the spectrum, Matsui, Matsui and 

Ohnishi (1990) reported that verbal persuasions did not contribute towards 

predicting self-efficacy. However, they all believe that the sources do 

significantly inter-correlate (Matsui, Matsui and Ohnishi 1990; Bandura 1997; 

Lopez and Lent 1992; Luzzo et al. 1999; Anderson and Betz 2001) in order to 

predict self-efficacy. 

 

 Another source which is gaining prominence is that of invitational 

influences, that is invitation of self and others. The invitational theory posits that 

human beings can intentionally send encouraging messages to either themselves 

or to others, in order to boost up their own well-being or the well-being of others 

(Usher and Pajares 2006; Purkey and Novak 1984). In this sense, individuals are 

at the same time developing a sense of personal self-efficacy. As Usher and 

Pajares (2006, p. 8) noted, invitational influences also form “the building blocks 

of students‟ self-beliefs, for the messages students send, both inward and outward, 

are a sieve through which their observations of themselves and the world 

necessarily pass”. 

 

 Usher and Pajares (2006) studied whether invitational influences had any 

impact upon the sources of self-efficacy beliefs of students in Grade 6. The 

authors used hierarchical regression analyses to find out whether the four sources 

of self-efficacy individually correlated with academic self-efficacy beliefs, and 

whether invitational influences served as additional sources of self-efficacy. 

Results obtained provided support for Bandura‟s (1997) hypotheses that the four 

sources of self-efficacy do predict self-efficacy. More important is that the results 

also confirmed the fact that invitational influences did predict the academic self-

efficacy beliefs of the students in respect of gender and ethnic origin. 

 

 Pajares and Zeldin‟s (1999) study also provided empirical evidence that 

invitational influences can be considered to be a fifth source of self-efficacy. 

Their study used qualitative methods to explore the individual stories of women 
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who chose to pursue careers in Mathematics, Science and Technology. The 

authors then analysed the results in order to find evidence that both verbal 

persuasions and invitations received by the participants influenced their academic 

paths. Findings supported Bandura‟s (1997) hypothesis that verbal persuasions do 

predict self-efficacy, and Purkey and Novak‟s (1996) view that invitations from 

the self and from others do have an impact on one‟s own beliefs. As Pajares and 

Zeldin (1999, p, 61) stated “invitations influenced the self-efficacy beliefs that 

were important factors in helping the women we interviewed to select a non-

traditional career”. 

  

As we have seen, invitational influences can be considered to be a fifth 

source of self-efficacy belief, and that “the strong relationship displayed by the 

invitations suggests that researchers would be well served by including them in 

future studies of the sources of self-efficacy” (Usher and Pajares 2006, p. 13). 

However, this is not to say that researchers and theorists should concentrate 

themselves only on the four sources of self-efficacy as hypothesized by Bandura 

(1997), and upon this fifth source which is invitational influences but rather, that 

researchers and theorists should also bear in mind the existence of perhaps other 

sources which have yet not been identified. As stated by Usher and Pajares (2008, 

p. 8), “An ecological approach to investigating the sources of self-efficacy will 

pay heed to these multidimensional factors rather than assume that only a handful 

of factors operating in isolation are sufficient to explain how these important 

beliefs take root”. 
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2.1.10. Self-efficacy beliefs: Its impact upon the four 

major psychological processes 

 

Bandura (1986) is of the view that self-efficacy is closely related to an 

individual‟s choice of life activities, an individual‟s level of effort and 

persistence, thought processes and finally, emotional reactions especially in the 

face of adverse difficulties. This is to say that self-efficacy has an impact upon 

one‟s cognitive processes, motivational processes, affective processes and 

selection processes. 

 

 Cognitive processes involve one‟s thoughts. As stated by Bandura (1993, 

p. 118), “most courses of action are initially shaped in thought”. For example, 

goals are set, decisions are made, situations apprised and scenarios are visualized. 

That is, a series of life events whether past or present are visualized. Self-

efficacy‟s impact is that it may either positively or negatively affect one‟s thought 

patterns (Bandura 1989, 1993). As noted by Bandura (1989, p. 1175), self-

efficacy beliefs “affect thought patterns that may be self-aiding or self-hindering”. 

Human beings all decide upon courses of actions to take based upon their level of 

self-efficacy. People who are self-efficacious will be more effective in decision-

making and goal-setting, as compared to those who doubt about their capabilities 

in carrying out a given task. 

 

 Self-efficacy beliefs would also have an impact upon one‟s level of 

motivation, thus, affecting motivational processes (Bandura 1989). Self-efficacy 

beliefs would affect motivation in several different ways. For instance, they 

would help determine to what extent an individual would persist in the face of 

difficulties or how much effort the individual would put in a task or how quickly 

he or she would abandon the task ahead (Bandura 1993). 

 

Affective processes involve one‟s feelings. Feelings would include for 

example, stress, anxiety, depression or fear. Bandura (1989, p. 1177) believed that 
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“people‟s beliefs in their capabilities affect how much stress and depression they 

experience in threatening or taxing situations”, and adds that “people who believe 

they can exercise control over threats do not conjure up disturbing thought 

patterns” (Bandura 1994, p. 74). Those people who believe they will not be able 

to control threatening situations will more readily give way to panic and anxiety 

(Bandura 1994) and will be more easily stressed. In this case, their coping 

capabilities are greatly diminished and they view most situations as catastrophic. 

On the other hand, people with high self-efficacy beliefs will show more courage 

and will tend to find a way out of distressful situations. They will not easily give 

way to anxiety and stress (Bandura 1994). 

  

Self-efficacy beliefs can help people make life choices. Bandura (1993) is 

of the view that personal self-efficacy beliefs can to a large extent influence 

people‟s lives by determining the choice of activities people will take. For 

instance, people won‟t engage in activities they feel they won‟t be capable of 

handling. The research studies by Betz and Hackett (1986) and Lent and Hackett 

(1987) showed how self-efficacy beliefs impacted upon career choice and 

development, and how it affected one‟s choice of life paths. When people have 

strong self-efficacy beliefs, more options whether educational or career-wise may 

be open for them, and they are more likely to succeed in achieving what they have 

chosen. This is as opposed to those who do not believe in their efficacy, as they 

would most often be fearful,  and limited in any tasks they undertook (Bandura 

1989). 

 

Finally, despite the growing belief that personality traits are linked to self-

efficacy beliefs (Lent, Brown and Hackett, 1994; Larson and Borgen, 2006), still, 

little research seems to be concerned with this issue. Larson and Borgen (2006) 

are the rare researchers having researched on the contribution of personality traits 

to self-efficacy. Questionnaires were distributed to four different groups of 

students from a university. Results from this study showed that personality traits 

did have an influence on self-efficacy and that personality “affects openness to 
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new experiences and to new learning” (Larson and Borgen 2006, p. 308). For 

instance, those students who experienced more joy and happiness were seen to be 

more confident in helping others as well as in engaging in activities. 

 

2.1.11. Methods of measuring self-efficacy beliefs and 

problems associated 

 

 Measures of self-efficacy beliefs have traditionally included use of scales 

(Bandura 2005) and the use of questionnaires, self-reports and behavioural tests 

(Kazdin 1978; Tesdale 1978). Studies have often made use of Bandura‟s (1977, 

2005) guide to the development of self-efficacy scales. However, there are other 

studies that have turned towards either generalised self-efficacy scales (Schwarzer 

and Jerusalem 1993), or have developed scales adapted to their particular area of 

research such as computer self-efficacy scales, or Maths self-efficacy scales 

(Riggs et al 1994; Sherer et al 1982; Carson 1993; Chen, Gully and Eden 2001). 

Self-verbal reports would typically involve whether or not the individual is 

confident enough to perform a particular task. This is often followed by 

behavioural tests, that is, getting the individuals do what they claim they could do 

(Poser 1978). This has however been quite problematic in the sense that theorists 

might ask themselves if the self-report is not influencing the behavioural test 

(Kazdin 1978). 

 

 Assessing self-efficacy beliefs has been fraught with many pitfalls 

(Kazdin 1978). The scales themselves can prove to be problematic in certain 

cases. Since most scales are based on the Likert type scale, it can be questioned if 

the participant can accurately assess his or her confidence (Eastman and 

Marzillier 1984). Moreover, scales are not open to choice (Eastman and Marziller 

1984). For example, a student might be able to search for a particular piece of 

information with success today, because he or she is motivated to do so, but not 

tomorrow because of changes in mood. He or she might not be as successful in 
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the information search at a later date because of fatigue or anxiety and scales do 

not cater for this type of choice. Scales may simply ask if you can perform this or 

that task. 

 

 Measures of self-efficacy beliefs have much to do with self-verbal reports 

(Kazdin 1978; Teasdale 1978). As put forward by Teasdale (1978, p. 214), “self-

report is the most common approach, and relies on the considerable assumption 

that subjects are consciously aware of and can report the state of the hypothesised 

expectations”. A point worth noting here is whether the individual will truthfully 

be able to assess himself or herself, and to what extent can we ensure that the 

participants are making valid reports (Teasdale 1978). Researchers can question 

the reliability of self-verbal reports, since the predictions of the individual can be 

based on a personal viewpoint, which may not always be reliable (Poser 1978). 

However, Bandura and Adams (1977) argue that self-reports can be seen as 

legitimate and reliable data, except for those who argue the contrary due to some 

reasons of conceptual orthodoxy (Bandura and Adams 1977). Mischel (1971) as 

well as McReynolds and Stegman (1976) also share the views of Bandura and 

Adams (1977) and qualify that whenever one requires information about a person, 

the best source would be to simply question that person, and that this source may 

be more important than any other available sources of information concerning that 

person. Moreover, as Poser (1978) notes, Bandura supports his position by only 

referring to studies that have involved either college students or healthy persons 

as participating subjects. 

 

 Bandura and Adams (1977, p. 306)  stated that “the best measure of 

behaviour is behaviour, not reports about it” but that “under appropriate 

conditions verbal indices provide a measure of thought for examining the 

explanatory and predictive power of cognitive factors in psychological change”. 

For instance, in situations where the exhibited behaviours will be neither 

rewarded nor punished, then verbal reports can provide better measures than the 

individual‟s actual performances (Bandura 1965). Theorists should be aware that 
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even behavioural reports can be manipulated in order to give the researcher 

another vision of the actual situation (Bandura and Adams 1977). 

  

Another issue worth noting is that in trying to measure self-efficacy, are 

researchers really measuring self-efficacy or something else such as anxiety, for 

example (Eastman and Marzillier 1984)? Eastman and Marzillier (1984) were of 

the view that the scales are measuring something other than self-efficacy beliefs. 

As Kazdin (1978, p. 181) stated, “using identical item content across two 

measures presents distinct limitations for drawing conclusions about two different 

facets of behaviour (e.g.: efficacy expectations, level of anxiety)”. 

 

 Finally, we have reasons to doubt if self-efficacy beliefs can ever be 

measured precisely. As Poser (1978, p. 196) stated, “it is not entirely clear 

whether the self-efficacy assessments obtained by Bandura managed to sidestep 

all of these pitfalls”. 

 

2.1.12. Summary 

 

 Based upon the above literature review on self-efficacy beliefs, it can be 

said that the latter are important in helping towards predicting human behaviour. 

Consequently, this would lead us to believe that self-efficacy beliefs would have a 

role to play in human information-seeking behaviour, including in the 

information-seeking behaviour of high school students. However, despite the 

seemingly significant role of self-efficacy beliefs in the information-seeking 

behaviour of high school students, little research seems to have been carried out in 

this area. 
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2.2. Information-seeking behaviour 
 

2.2.1. Information-seeking behaviour: Introduction and 

importance 

 

 Human beings have always sought information, be it for their survival or 

for work-related tasks (Spink and Currier 2006, p. 13). As Rowley and Hartley 

(2008, p. 99) stated, “information-seeking is an activity crucial to human 

survival”. Thus, this explains why “human information behaviour is emerging as 

an important component of information studies” (Sonnenwald and Iivonen 1999, 

p. 429). 

 

 The study of information-seeking behaviour is more about what happens 

inside one‟s mind whilst seeking information, and anything which we cannot 

observe becomes more difficult than something which we can observe in order to 

draw conclusions (Case 2002). For instance, in this present study, the researcher 

sought to find out more about the role of self-efficacy in the information-seeking 

behaviour of high school students, but observation was of limited use. 

  

 A landmark in the development of information-seeking studies dates back 

to the 1980s when researchers shifted from a systems-based research to a more 

user centred based research, thus acknowledging the fact that users are more 

important than systems, since the systems were being used by users and should be 

adapted according to the needs of the users (Wilson 2000; Case 2002). As we 

shall see in the sections to follow, the works of Wilson (1981, 1997, 1999) 

Kuhlthau (1991, 1993), Belkin et al. (1982a, 1982b), Dervin (1992) and Ellis 

(1989) all focus upon the person rather than upon the system. 
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2.2.2. Definition of terms and related concepts 

 

 Information-seeking behaviour is concerned with how people seek and use 

information and which sources and channels people use in order to get hold of the 

information required to attain a particular goal (Case 2002; Ikoja-Odongo and 

Mostert 2006). It is however a very complex process but worthy of study so that 

appropriate information systems can be built in view of meeting the needs of the 

information users. 

 

 For the purposes of this present study, information-seeking behaviour 

would be taken to mean, 

 

  The purposive seeking for information as a consequence 

  of a need to satisfy some goal. In the course of seeking, 

  the individual may interact with manual information 

  systems (such as a newspaper or a library), or with 

  computer-based systems (such as the World Wide Web). 

  (Wilson 2000, p. 49). 

 

In fact, people go about seeking information whenever they realise that the 

knowledge they possess is not enough to solve a problem of whatever nature. 

Different authors would define information-seeking behaviour differently. 

Krikelas (1983, p. 6) observed that information-seeking behaviour would be “any 

activity of an individual that is undertaken to identify a message that satisfies a 

perceived need”, whereas Wilson (1999) was of the view that an information-

seeking behaviour comes into play when the need for information was felt, and in 

order to satisfy this need, the user would then make use of both formal and 

informal sources of information. This search for information can both be a 

success or a failure. However, in whatever terms the authors define information-

seeking behaviour, they all converge to mean the same thing. That is, the user has 

a need for information and will seek means and ways to find that information. 
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 Moreover, there are several concepts that have been used during research 

on information-seeking behaviour. These are information, information needs, 

information-seeking and information behaviour. 

 

 The term „information‟ is itself a very old word but yet difficult to define 

(Case 2002). According to Case (2002, p. 5), information “can be any difference 

you perceive, in your environment or within yourself. It is any aspect that you 

notice in the pattern of reality”. In fact, “numerous definitions have been proposed 

for „information‟” (Buckland 1991, p. 359) and the “abundance and diversity of 

definitions of information bewilder” (Braman 1989, p. 233). According to Bates 

(2006, p. 1035), “anything human beings interact with or observe can be a source 

of information”, whereas for Machlup “information is a human phenomenon. It 

involves individuals transmitting and receiving messages in the context of 

possible actions” (Capurro and Hjorland 2003, p. 358). On the other hand, 

Buckland (1991) viewed information as having three distinct meanings, that is, 

information as process, information as knowledge and information as thing. The 

first officially known attempt to define information was the „information theory‟ 

by Shannon and Weaver in 1949 who saw information as a process of 

communication (Case 2002).  An information need is what gives rise to an 

information-seeking activity (Ikoja-Odongo and Mostert 2006). As noted by Case 

(2002, p. 5), an information need “is a recognition that your knowledge is 

inadequate to satisfy a goal that you have”. 

 

 Information-seeking is a “conscious effort to acquire information in 

response to a need or gap in your knowledge” (Case 2002, p. 5). Information-

seeking can in fact be seen as an active process whereby individuals interact with 

their environment in order to fill a gap in their knowledge (Marchionini and 

Komlodi 1998). Information-seeking can also be seen as a type of problem 

solving process (Marchionini 1995). On the other hand, Kuhlthau (1991) viewed 

information-seeking as a process whereby the user tried to make sense of 

something. That is, when the user derived meaning from information in order to 
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enrich his or her knowledge. As it can be seen, the term „information-seeking‟ can 

be defined in several different ways and each within its own context. Information-

seeking involves amongst other things, to search, retrieve and make use of the 

acquired information (Kingrey 2002). Information-seeking has often been seen as 

an umbrella encompassing several concepts and issues (Kingrey 2002). 

 

 Information behaviour, a more general term, “encompasses information-

seeking as well as the totality of other unintentional or passive behaviour (such as 

glimpsing or encountering information), as well as purposive behaviours that do 

not involve seeking, such as actively avoiding information” (Case 2002, p. 5). 

Information behaviour is above all closely associated with human behaviour, that 

is, how humans behave in relation to information (Wilson 2002). Thus, Wilson 

(2000, p. 49) defines information behaviour as, 

 

  The totality of human behaviour in relation to sources  

  and channels of information, including both active  

  and passive information-seeking and information use.  

  Thus, it includes face to face  communication with others,  

  as well as the passive reception of information as in,  

  for example, watching TV advertisements, without 

  any intention to act on the information given. 

 

2.2.4. Studies in information needs and information-

seeking 

 

Researchers have always shown interest in studying information related 

human behaviours and as stated by Case (2002, p. 220) “The history of research 

on information related human behaviours demonstrates that the topic has 

remained salient for almost a century”. However, most studies then focused on 

“materials used rather than on users and their searches” (Case 2002, p. 220). It is 

also claimed that “issues of information use pose a major challenge for library and 

information studies” (Savoilanen 2006b, p. 1116).  
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 The history of user studies dates back to 1948, the year during which the 

Royal Society of Scientific Information Conference took place (Shridar 1988, 

Wilson 1994, Wilson 2000). The origins of human information seeking behaviour 

research dates further back, but the “Royal Society Conference was the real 

beginning of a concern with understanding how people used information in 

relation to their work and, particularly, how they used it in Science and 

Technology” (Wilson 2000, p. 50). 

 

 Research on user studies gradually increased during the 60s and 70s 

(Shridar 1988, p. 17), and was regarded as being “a take off point for user studies” 

(Siatri 1999, p. 134), but the turning point in research on human information 

seeking behaviour only began to show itself during the 80s (Wilson 2000, Case 

2002, Ingwersen and Jarvelin 2005). Studies gradually shifted from systems-

based research to user-based research, thus focusing more on how the user goes 

about seeking information and what are her/his needs. This shift was also 

accompanied by a shift in research methods, that is, a shift from quantitative 

methods to qualitative methods. Wilson (1994, p. 19) stated “as a number of 

recent authors have noted, the movement away from system centred studies to 

person centred studies did not begin until the 1980s”. This move towards more 

user focused studies was initiated by a number of eminent researchers, namely, 

Belkin, Dervin and Wilson amongst others. Belkin (1980) introduced his 

Anomalous State of Knowledge. Dervin (1983) on the other hand introduced the 

Sense-making theory, which was applied in various other fields including 

Communication and the Sciences. It was also during the 80s that Ellis (1987), 

another prominent figure, undertook a study to establish a pattern of information- 

seeking behaviour amongst academic researchers (Siatri 1999, p. 137). Ellis 

(1989) thus introduced the six stages of information-seeking behaviour, namely, 

starting, chaining, browsing, differentiating, monitoring and extracting, and these 

were later used by Wilson (1981). In addition, Kuhlthau (1988a, 1988b) 

developed the Information Search Process after having investigated the library 

skills of high school seniors. 
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 To date, most works on information-seeking behaviour focus on the user 

as a searcher of information. This can be seen in the works of Kuhlthau, Bystrom, 

Jarvelin and Vakkari and Kuokkanen amongst others (Ingwersen and Jarvelin 

2005). 

 

Wilson (1981, 1996, 1999) developed five models. His very first model 

(See Appendix I) known as „The Information User and the Universe of 

Knowledge‟, though a rarely cited model, was presented in 1981 (Fisher, Erdelez 

and McKechnie, eds, 2005). This model depicts how the user in her/his real life 

environment draws upon the available systems and sources of information, 

whether directly or with the help of an intermediary. In this model, the user is 

seen to be making use of different pathways in order to satisfy his information 

needs. This model is in fact an attempt at showing some of the possible contexts 

within which studies of information needs are carried out (Wilson 1981). 

 

 Wilson‟s (1981) second model of 1981 is a model of information 

behaviour (See Appendix II). As stated by Wilson (1999, p. 3), this model 

“attempts to cover most of what is included here as information behaviour”. It is 

suggested in this model that the information user has a need, though it does not 

say how and why the need arose, and that the need consequently led to an 

information-seeking behaviour. Then, in order to satisfy that need, the user would 

make use of both information systems and information sources, and this could 

lead to either a success or a failure. There could also be an interaction with other 

people in terms of information sharing and information exchange. The model does 

not consider the aspects of barriers to information or what triggers the information 

need. As Wilson (1999) himself points out, this model has its limitations. In fact, 

this model, “does little more than provide a map of the area and draw attention to 

gaps in research: it provides no suggestion of causative factors in information 

behaviour and, consequently, it does not directly suggest hypotheses to be tested” 

(Wilson 1999, p 4). 

 



74 
 

 During that same year, Wilson (1981) developed the model known this 

time as the „Information-Seeking Behaviour Model‟ (See Appendix III). In this 

particular model, Wilson (1981) makes use of Ellis‟ list of information seeking 

characteristics. This model presents us with a user of information in his/her 

particular environment. We are made to understand that an individual has firstly 

his/her basic needs, secondly, his/her roles to fulfill in society and thirdly, in 

fulfilling his/her role in society s/he has to interact with his/her environment. That 

is to say, to some extent, the environment has an impact on the individual. For 

instance, the individual may have a need for information in order to satisfy a 

socio-cultural matter, or the environment in which the individual is, can prompt 

an information need. Moreover, his/her basic needs as well as the roles s/he will 

fulfill in society can all trigger a need for information. Wilson (1981) was also of 

the view that an information need was not a primary need but that it arose out of 

basic needs such as physiological, affective and cognitive needs (Wilson 1999). 

Wilson (1999) also pointed out that in the search for information, an individual 

may encounter barriers which s/he names as personal, interpersonal and 

environmental barriers. However, the problem remains that Wilson (1999) did not 

identify the factors “that result in the perception of barriers” (Wilson 1999), and 

what the effect of those barriers upon the information-seeking behaviour of the 

individual might be (Wilson 1999). As noted by Wilson (1999, p. 5), this model 

may be best described as a “macro model or a model of the gross information-

seeking behaviour”. This model was then later expanded to the 1996 model of 

information behaviour. 

  

Wilson‟s 1996 model of information behaviour (See Appendix IV) was in 

fact a much more detailed model than the 1981 information-seeking behaviour 

model. Various useful changes were made to the model. It can be observed that 

Wilson (1996) added several other theories such as the stress/coping theory, the 

risk/reward theory and the social learning theory. These helped to explain in part 

why people engaged or did not engage in information seeking, and what 

motivated or hindered a person from seeking information (Wilson 1999). To this 
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end, he introduced theories borrowed from the field of psychology, and in doing 

so he opened up several paths for further research on information-seeking 

behaviour. This model however remains one of macro-behaviour (Wilson 1999), 

but its richness lies in its expansion coupled with the inclusion of other models of 

information behaviour. Furthermore, Wilson‟s model of information behaviour is 

a general model of information behaviour. As Wilson (2005, p. 34) stated, 

“Wilson‟s model is a very general model and is not only hospitable to theory that 

might help to explain the more fundamental aspects of human behaviour, but also 

to various approaches to information seeking behaviour and information 

searching”. 

  

Moreover, in 1999, Wilson presented the „Nested Model of Information 

Behaviour‟ whereby he explained that information search behaviour was a subset 

of information-seeking behaviour, and that the latter was in turn a subset of 

information behaviour (See Appendix V). 

  

Whilst Wilson‟s models were interesting frameworks, still they remained 

only at a theoretical level since his propositions had not been tested. However, his 

frameworks provided an opportunity to further develop his hypotheses.  

  

Kuhlthau (1991, 1993) is famous for her model known as the Information 

Search Process or ISP, in which she studied students‟ search processes mainly. 

According to Kuhlthau (1991, 1993), there are six stages in the Information 

Search Process, namely, Initiation, Selection, Exploration, Formulation, 

Collection and Search closure/ Presentation and these are followed in sequence.  

 

THE INITIATION STAGE: This is when the individual first experiences a gap in 

his knowledge and thus, feelings of uncertainty and apprehension. 
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THE SELECTION STAGE: Here, the individual would select the topic to be 

investigated and thus, begin the search. Feelings of relief would then take place or 

at least, the individual would feel more optimistic. 

 

THE EXPLORATION STAGE: Here, the stage of investigation about the topic 

would begin. According to Kuhlthau (1991, p. 366), exploration would be 

“characterised by feelings of confusion, uncertainty, and doubt which frequently 

increase during this time”. 

 

THE FORMULATION STAGE: Here, a focused perspective is formed and this 

stage is what Kuhlthau (1991, p. 367) referred to as “the turning point of the ISP 

when feelings of uncertainty diminish and confidence increases”. 

 

THE COLLECTION STAGE: The collection stage is “when information 

pertinent to the focused perspective is gathered and uncertainty subsides as 

interest and involvement deepen” (Kuhlthau 2004, p. 35). 

 

THE PRESENTATION STAGE: Here, the search has been completed and the 

individual is ready to present his findings to others. 

  

 Coupled with the stages of the Information Search Process, Kuhlthau also 

introduced the principle of uncertainty, and the concept of the zone of 

intervention. Kuhlthau (1993, p. 347) viewed uncertainty as being a cognitive 

state whereby individuals acknowledged a feeling of anxiety and a lack of 

confidence. Associated with uncertainty are six corollaries which Kuhlthau (1993, 

p. 347) named as being the process corollary, the formulation corollary, the 

redundancy corollary, the mood corollary, the prediction corollary and the interest 

corollary. 

  

The process corollary is whereby the individual actively seeks for 

information and tries to make sense out of the information. As the search 
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progresses, the feelings would gradually shift from vague and anxious to clear and 

confident (Kuhlthau 2004, p. 92). According to Kuhlthau (1993, p. 348), 

formulation is “thinking, developing an understanding, extending and defining a 

topic from the information encountered in a search”. The redundancy corollary 

refers to the redundant information that fits “into what we already know and is 

promptly recognised as being relevant to our topic” (Kuhlthau 2004, p. 96). 

  

The mood corollary refers to the mood adopted by the individual at the 

moment of search and can positively or negatively affect the process of 

information seeking. The mood can be either invitational or indicative, and 

Kuhlthau (2004, p. 98) states that “An invitational mood leads to expansive 

actions, whereas an indicative mood leads to conclusive actions” According to 

Kuhlthau (1993), the search process would be regarded as a set of choices that an 

information user would make, based upon predictions of what might happen if a 

particular course of action is taken. These predictions would be based upon 

outcomes from past experiences. The interest corollary would refer to the degree 

of interest the individual places in the information seeking process. The more 

interested the individual was, the higher would be his degree of motivation in the 

information search process. On the other hand, the concept of a zone of 

intervention refers to the moment when the seeker of information would most 

need help from a mediator. The zone of intervention was considered to be that 

area when the information user needs help in order to be able to successfully 

complete an information search (Kuhlthau 2004). 

  

However, Kuhlthau‟s Information Search Process has both its strengths as 

well as its weaknesses. What can be observed is the fact that she concentrated 

upon the user of information rather than upon the system, and this can be regarded 

as being one of the strengths of the model. As stated by McGregor (1994, p. 69), 

“Kuhlthau‟s research was unique in the sense that it explored the process of 

conducting library research from the viewpoint of the information user, rather 

than in terms of library services”. Morris (1994, p. 24) further adds that Kuhlthau, 
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  Has done an extraordinary job of applying both  

theoretical constructs and the results of her multiple  

experiments to a practical system of library service  

that offers an alternative to the traditional tool and 

  system-oriented approach. In this, she stands alone. 

 

  

Moreover, Kuhlthau also attached to the stages of the Information Search 

Process, the cognitive, affective and physical aspects which were all the more 

important, since they help to explain the state of mind of the individual at the 

moment of search. She thus studied the emotional aspects of the user and the 

importance of these emotional states is that they could influence both positively 

and negatively the information seeking behaviour of the individual. Kracker 

(2002, p. 282) notes that “one groundbreaking aspect of the work was her 

attention to emotions”, and further adds that the Information Search Process was 

in fact the “first model of the research process to include emotions as an important 

factor”. 

 

One of the strengths of Kuhlthau‟s ISP model is that it was based on “a 

series of five studies investigating common experiences of users in information 

seeking situations” (Kuhlthau 1991, p. 361). Her findings were based upon 

empirical research. Also, “the model has been tested in two longitudinal studies 

and has further been verified in two large scale studies” (Hyldegard 2006, p. 278). 

All these aspects help to bring forth the reliability of Kuhlthau‟s Information 

Search Process Model. 

  

Kuhlthau‟s model is also a general model applicable to a wide range of 

subjects. The Information Search Process model has in fact been applied to 

Securities Analysts‟ Information Search Process (Kuhlthau 2004, p. 167), to 

women seeking health information (Warner and Procaccino 2004) and to the 

Information Search Process of Lawyers (Kuhlthau and Tama 2001) amongst 
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others. The strength of her model therefore lies in its wide applicability. As stated 

by Kracker (2002, p. 283), 

 

  Studies conducted longitudinally and across large user groups 

  confirmed that the process was not isolated to the small group 

  first studied. Kuhlthau showed that her ISP model is valid across 

  a wide population, a wide range of ages, and a wide range of 

 information needs by surveying 385 library users at 21  

institutions including academic, public, and school libraries. 

 

 

 One of the weaknesses of the model is that all of the studies were 

conducted in a natural environment with actual library users, and most of them 

were responding to an imposed rather than a naturally initiated information need 

(Kuhlthau 1991). The results of an imposed information need might not be the 

same as that of a natural need, and furthermore, the subjects under study knew 

that they were under study and might not have exhibited their true feelings or 

emotions.  

  

Moreover, as Hyldegard (2006) points out, the Information Search Process 

does not consider the impact of environmental influences upon the seeker of 

information. These environmental constraints can be the amount of time given to 

solve the problem or the resources available amongst others. “These 

environmental criteria, though, have not been considered in the ISP model” 

(Hyldegard 2006, p. 278). 

 

 In the Anomalous State of Knowledge theory, the individual becomes 

aware of a gap or an anomaly in his state of mind and therefore, recognises the 

need to seek for information in order to correct that anomaly (Belkin, Oddy and 

Brooks 1982a, 1982b). As stated by Vakkari (2003, p. 428), “In ASK, a person 

becomes aware of a deficiency in his or her knowledge in some situation”. 

However, Belkin, Oddy and Brooks (1982a, 1982b) were of the view that most of 

the time, the user cannot possibly formulate his needs in order to solve that 
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anomalous situation. That is why the need was felt by Belkin, Oddy and Brooks 

(1982a, 1982b) to design an information retrieval system that would rather deal 

with the user‟s Anomalous State of Knowledge in view of discovering what the 

information need was, and thus, help the user in seeking the appropriate 

information. As noted by Cole [et al.] (2005, p. 1545), 

 

  Belkin, Oddy and Brooks believed that by dealing with the  

user‟s ASK, which was identifiable and representable,  

instead of the user‟s information need, which was not  

identifiable or representable, a properly designed IR system  

could serve the user seeking information with an  

unknown information need in a more “natural manner” than 

  current systems (Daniels, Brooks and Belkin 1985/1997) 

 

 

According to Belkin, Oddy and Brooks (1982b, p. 160), “…the representation of 

information need is the central problem of IR” and further add that “we view 

information need as Anomalous States of Knowledge and therefore aim to design 

an IR system in which ASKs have explicit structural representations” (Belkin, 

Oddy and Brooks 1982b, p. 160). 

  

One of the main strengths of the ASK of Belkin is that it was based on 

empirical studies (Belkin, Oddy and Brooks 1982b, p. 146). However, Morgan 

(1994, p. 22) argued that “it is finally difficult to see Belkin‟s approach as fully 

user-centered”. In fact, much emphasis was placed upon the design of a proper 

Information Retrieval System, little attention was given to the user‟s cognitive 

and affective states, and no mention was made about the barriers that might be 

faced by the user in the search for information. Also, the stages of the search 

process were not taken into consideration, that is, how users went about seeking 

information. Vakkari (2003) noted that the models were too abstract and did not 

focus upon the actual search process. Brooks (1993, p. 304) added that, 

 

  One of the dangers of building a major model either  

incorporating or in opposition to a proposal such as  
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ASK is that there is no guarantee that ASK is a proposal  

worthy of value. This appears to be the case since  

recent opinion (Harter 1992) considers ASK naïve and  

unrealistic. 

 

There is therefore doubt about the credibility of the ASK of Belkin, Oddy and 

Brooks (1982a, 1982b, 1982c). 

 

 Dervin‟s Sense-making theory which has been under development since 

1972 is based on the constructivist model of information (Waldron and Dervin as 

cited in Morris 1994) but with a “cognitive approach to information seeking” 

(Morris 1994, p. 21). Sense-making is a process whereby the user makes sense of 

the world. The information is there waiting to be interpreted by the user (Morris 

1994). It is a “set of metatheoric assumptions and propositions about the nature of 

information, the nature of human use of information, and the nature of human 

communication (Dervin 1992, pp. 61-62). Ingwersen and Jarvelin (2005, p. 60) 

describe the Sense-making approach as follows: 

 

  The Sense-making approach can be modelled as consisting of 

  situations, gaps and helps and outcomes. A person proceeds 

  in her task and situation (the context of task and information 

  problems) and runs into gap that blocks progress. She needs  

  to make sense of the situation in order to proceed, i.e, to find  

helps for bridging the gap and reaching the outcomes. 

  

Moreover, the Sense-making theory is a highly user centred approach, that 

is, it puts the user of information at the centre of the investigation (Morris 1994). 

This is one of the main strengths of the theory. It aims to understand the process 

in which individuals go through in looking for information, what are their 

information needs and what triggers an information need (Morris 1994). Morris 

(1994, p. 22) pointed out that Brenda Dervin argued that “all information needs 

stem from a discontinuity or „gap‟ in one‟s knowledge”. Furthermore, “the 

bottom-line goal of Sense-making from its inception has been to find out what 

users – audiences, customers, patients, clients, patrons, employees – „really‟ think, 
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feel, want, dream” (Dervin 1998, p. 39). It is argued that trying to understand the 

user of information in every aspect and detail would help to create efficient and 

effective information systems for the users of information. 

 

 Sense-making is a continuous process whereby individuals are each time 

and at each moment of their lives confronted with new situations. They are also 

confronted with barriers which can be referred to as „gaps‟ and Sense-making 

aims at discovering how those „gaps‟ are bridged (Murphy 1996). It can even be 

said that Sense-making “transcends hermeneutics. Not alone does it rely on 

decoding and understanding meanings, but more importantly how a person 

constructs meanings and interrelates them” (Murphy 1996, p. 83). 

 

 As it can be noted, the Sense-making theory is highly metaphorical in 

nature (Dervin 1983). The theory revolves around three concepts, namely, 

situations, gaps, uses/helps. Then there is the idea of a bridge which would allow 

the individual to cross over without falling into the gaps. 

  

This aspect of metaphor in Sense-making can indeed be both regarded as a 

strength as well as a weakness for the theory. The strength is that the metaphor is 

general in nature with no specific allusion to any situation or event or case, which 

means that, Sense-making can be applied to practically any situation or context. 

As noted by Dervin (2003, p. 278), “the metaphor is a highly abstract one seen as 

applying at all levels (intrapersonal, interpersonal, small group, organisational, 

mass, telecommunication, database, societal) of information use and information-

seeking and in all contexts (health, political, scientific, instructional, etc.)”. 

Ingwersen and Jarvelin (2005, p. 62) further added that since the Sense-making 

theory is highly metaphorical in nature, the theory can be applied to a wide 

variety of information-seeking situations. In sum, the Sense-making theory is a 

tool that can be widely applied in the understanding of the relationship between 

communication, information and meaning (Savolainen 2006a). 
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However, this abstractness also produces a weakness in the sense that the 

metaphor does not treat information seeking in specific contexts. In fact, it has 

been said that “the metaphor does not say much about information seeking in 

various contexts and does not suggest testable hypotheses. Sense-making does not 

mandate particular research questions as much as a way of looking at all research 

questions” (Dervin as cited in Ingwersen and Jarvelin 2005, p. 62). 

 

 The Sense-making methodology is also highly individual in nature and can 

thus be a problem for those intending to analyse group behaviour. As has already 

been said, Sense-making aims at studying behaviour, both internal as well as 

external, as well as what people think, feel and want together with the 

accompanying emotional aspects at an individual level (Dervin 1998). As noted 

by Tidline (2005, p. 114), “the Sense-making methodology stresses individual 

rather than collective understanding”. 

 

 Moreover, it can be said that Sense-making is a reliable methodology 

given the fact that “the Sense-making theory has a sufficiently elaborated 

conceptual basis that is also empirically validated” (Savolainen 1993, p. 15). 

  

One of the main strengths of the Sense-making theory is that it “provides a 

theory of how to conduct interviews with respondents” (Dervin 2003, p. 279). As 

stated by Dervin (as cited in Savolainen, 1993, p. 24), “it seems that the strongest 

points of the theory can be found in the framing of questions for interview, as well 

as gathering information through it”. In fact, the Sense-making interviewing 

methods provide useful ways in obtaining detailed information from the 

interviewee.  

 

 Ellis‟s (1989) research study reviewed the information-seeking patterns of 

different academic social scientists. This gave rise to the six stages of the 

cognitive search process, namely, Starting, Chaining, Browsing, Differentiating, 

Monitoring and Extracting. „Starting‟ as its name suggests refers to the start of an 
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information-seeking activity whereas Chaining refers to the many references that 

the information user will make use of as well as the paths that he or she will 

follow in order to find the information. For instance, the information user can 

follow chains of citations or references. Browsing is a process whereby the 

individual would browse through books, pages, newspapers, journals, the Web or 

even on the bookshelves of a library in order to locate any valuable information. 

Differentiating is when the information user would filter all the information that 

has been retrieved and collected. It is some form of looking at or deciding what 

information to keep and what information to throw away. Monitoring is a step 

where the information user will constantly monitor newly available information in 

his or her area of interest. Finally, extracting would refer to the process of actually 

retrieving the required information through books, newspapers or other sources of 

information that have been considered to be useful. However, Ellis (1989) 

cautioned that this model was only a general model of information-seeking 

behaviour. That is to say, the general principle is there, but that the stages would 

vary from user to user and not necessarily in this given order. The stages of the 

information-seeking process would depend upon the type of information need of 

the user and upon the context and situation of the user. As noted by Ellis (1989, p. 

202), 

 

  It cannot be claimed that a model developed in relation to the  

  Information-seeking activities of academic researchers in the 

  social sciences can be employed to provide detailed guidance 

  for the design of information retrieval systems for other types 

  of users. 

 

Ellis‟s (1989) model of information-seeking behaviour can however be regarded 

as a useful framework for further research. 

 

Amongst other studies in information needs and seeking, there are studies 

on personality traits and information-seeking. Researchers such as Halder, Roy 

and Chakraborty (2010), Heinstrom (2003), Tidwell and Sias (2005), Hyldegard 

(2009) and Palmer (1991) have studied information-seeking behaviour from a 
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different angle. These authors have studied how personality traits influence or 

explain an individual‟s information-seeking behaviour. 

 

Halder, Roy and Chakraborty (2010) and Heinstrom (2003) carried out 

similar studies on University students. Both studies focused upon the possible 

effects of personality on information-seeking behaviour. Halder, Roy and 

Chakraborty (2010, p.1) studied the “influence of personality traits on 

information-seeking of students”. The study involved 600 University students and 

data were collected using the General Information Schedule (GIS), the 

Information Seeking Behaviour Inventory (ISBI) and the NEO-FFI Personality 

Inventory. The data were then analysed statistically using the product moment 

correlation analysis. The overall aim of the study was to test whether or not a 

correlation existed between the information-seeking behaviour of the university 

students and the five personality traits which are neuroticism, extraversion, 

openness, agreeableness and conscientiousness. The findings revealed that there 

exists a significant relationship between information-seeking behaviour and the 

five personality traits. However, the main limitation of this study was that the 

researchers had to rely upon the answers provided by the students on their 

personality traits and it is questionable as to whether or not one can rightfully 

judge his or her own personality trait. Heinstrom (2003) carried out a similar 

study with 300 University students. Her aim was also to explore the relationship 

between personality and information-seeking. Her study was a quantitative one 

and also used the NEO Five Factor Inventory (NEO FFI) together with a 

questionnaire used to measure the information-seeking behaviour of the students. 

Data were analysed using correlation analysis. The study showed a possible 

connection between information behaviour and all of the five personality traits.  

 

Tidwell and Sias (2005) tried to understand how traits influenced 

information-seeking behaviour. The participants comprised 187 new employees 

working in a university. Data were collected by means of questionnaires and were 

analysed using correlational analysis and multiple regressions. It was found that 
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several personality traits positively correlated with the new employees‟ 

information-seeking preferences. The results obtained therefore confirmed the 

findings brought forward by Halder, Roy and Chakraborty (2010) and Heinstrom 

(2003), that is, personality traits have an influence upon information-seeking 

behaviours. 

 

Hyldegard (2009) did a similar study on personality traits and information-

seeking behaviour but the difference was that she studied it from group-based 

point of view. Three groups of ten members each participated in this study. Once 

again, the results showed that personality traits had an influence upon information 

behaviour but that at the same time, there was an influence from the group setting, 

that is, each participant‟s personality traits influenced each other‟s traits. Thus, the 

importance of studying personality traits in context was demonstrated. 

 

A similar study to that of Hyldegard (2009) is that of Palmer (1991) who 

studied the information behaviour of scientists. He showed that the Scientists 

could be clustered into five different groups according to their personalities. Data 

were collected from a group of sixty-seven Scientists by means of questionnaires. 

The first group, namely the non-seekers was not motivated to seek information. 

The second group called the lone wide rangers, liked working in solitude and 

often found what they were seeking for by chance and this may be explained by 

their professional experience. The third group was the unsettled, self-conscious 

seekers. Unsettled because they were fresh researchers but visited the library 

frequently and consulted their colleagues very often for information, perhaps due 

to their insecurity. The fourth group was the confident collectors who did not put 

much effort in seeking information but kept an open mind for new information. 

They were long time professionals in their field. The last group called the hunters 

worked in a rapidly changing field, namely, biochemistry. They learnt to cope 

with information and had their particular strategies in seeking information. This 

study showed that the personality of the group would influence their respective 

information-seeking styles. 
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The importance of studying information-seeking behaviour in relation to 

personality traits is that each individual has his or her own way of seeking 

information depending upon the personality trait of that individual (Heinstrom 

2003, Halder, Roy and Chakraborty 2010) and this shows the importance of 

learning more about the mental activity of individuals as they seek information 

(Ford 2004). Researchers like Heinstrom (2000, 2003), Halder, Roy and 

Chakraborty (2010), Tidwell and Sias (2005), Hyldegard (2009) and Palmer 

(1991) firmly believe that personality has an impact on information behaviour. 

 

2.2.5. Summary 

 

The models presented are general in nature, that is, applicable to a wide 

range of information-seeking behaviours and are user centred models with the 

exception of Belkin‟s Anomalous State of Knowledge, which some find as being 

more system focused than user centred. All of the above models have each their 

respective strengths and weaknesses and perhaps, a definitive model remains yet 

to be built. 

 

Information-seeking is an important activity that has existed for millennia 

though there are still problems related with its concepts that have remained up to 

now unresolved. Even the information-seeking behaviour models that have been 

developed over the years in view of better explaining the processes individuals go 

through in the process of information-seeking, are not exhaustive and far from 

being perfect.  

 

This literature review reveals that self-efficacy has been widely studied in 

the fields of psychology and education, but it seems that studies of self-efficacy 

beliefs in relation to information-seeking behaviour are meager. According to the 

literature review, self-efficacy is an important aspect worthy of consideration 

when studying an individual‟s behaviour, since self-efficacy has an influence on 
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the choices people make. What appears to be missing from the available literature 

is a study of self-efficacy beliefs in relation to information-seeking behaviour. 

That is, a study of whether or not there exists a relationship between self-efficacy 

beliefs and information behaviour, what are the sources of these information-

seeking self-efficacy beliefs, and what factors affect these. Knowledge of the 

sources as well as the factors affecting information-seeking self-efficacy beliefs 

would enable the researcher to know what might be the possible factors  would 

help enhance the students‟ self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking, thus, 

maximizing the students‟ search performance.  

 

Lastly, as indicated in Section 1.3. „Definition of the topic‟ on p. 13, the 

researcher defines self-efficacy as the perceived confidence and motivation of 

students who are seeking information. The following chapter outlines the 

methodology adopted for the present study. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

 

3.1. Introduction 
 

 The aims of this study were to investigate the relationship that existed 

between self-efficacy and information-seeking behaviour and whether or not the 

strengths of the students‟ self-efficacy beliefs altered in relation to changes in 

information-seeking tasks. Furthermore, this study also aimed at studying how the 

students developed their respective self-efficacy beliefs, and the various elements 

that contributed towards making these students change their perceived self-

efficacy beliefs. However, it is to be noted that a more generic interpretation of 

self-efficacy was not used. 

 

This chapter will present the methodological approach taken by the 

researcher and will discuss the methods and techniques which were used to collect 

and analyse data. A mixed method approach was adopted with a qualitative 

approach predominating. A qualitative approach predominates to allow the 

students to freely interpret their understanding of the world. Quantitative methods 

were employed to a lesser extent in the form of descriptive statistical analyses. 

Each approach has its own pros and cons and despite the fact that a qualitative 

approach was seen to be more appropriate for this study, the quantitative approach 

was not altogether neglected but rather, has been used to complement the 

qualitative stance taken.  

 

As qualitative methods were selected as the main data gathering device, an 

interpretivist framework, utilizing constructivism was employed. Walsham, 

(2000, p. 376) suggests that “interpretive methods of research adopt the position 

that our knowledge of reality is a social construction by human actors”. Saunders 

et al. (2007) and Fisher (2007) see the interpretivist stance as the epistemological 



90 
 

position which advocates the necessity to understand the role of individuals in 

society. Interpretivism takes the stance that there is no objective „reality‟, rather, it 

is concerned with the understanding of how humans make sense of their world, 

given their differences in values, interpretations, cultures and beliefs (Fisher 

2007).  

 

The nature of this study is about understanding the information-seeking 

behaviour of the students and the effects of self-efficacy on the latter. Therefore, 

this type of study can best be described and explained from the point of view of 

those involved (Livesey 2006, Melles and Feast 2010) and is thus consistent with 

an interpretivist epistemological position and a constructivist orientation. 

Moreover, an interpretivist stance is built on the idea that preconceived opinions 

do not exist and therefore, it will enable the researcher to remain objective. King, 

Keohane and Verba (1994, p. 40) suggested that an interpretivist work can “help 

us ask the right questions and even give us additional confidence in our 

conclusions” and the constructivist stance “maintains that different people may 

construct meaning in different ways, even in relation to the same phenomenon” 

(Feast and Melles 2010, p. 4). A constructivist approach implies that the 

researcher views knowledge, and data collection and analysis, as being 

constructed by individuals (Phillips 1995), and that researchers seek to interpret 

the constructions of reality offered by research participants. This view of 

knowledge influenced this researcher‟s view of the conduct of educational 

research, which is seen here as being the constructive interpretation of data 

collected from a social (in this case educational) environment, where students 

interact with each other and with school staff, individually and in groups. 

Students‟ self-efficacy is explored in this study within the context of the school 

and the social interactions which take place there (Talja, Tuominen and 

Savolainen 2005). Furthermore, in this present study, each student will have 

his/her own self-efficacy belief and his/her own information-seeking behaviour. 
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      In order to satisfy the interpretivist approach adopted, the collection of 

qualitative data through means of interviews was desirable in order to better 

understand each student‟s information-seeking behaviour. The data collected 

through the interviews formed the basis of this study. The quantitative data which 

were to be used to complement the qualitative data were collected through 

appraisal forms. However, it is worth noting the fact that it has been 

acknowledged in the research literature (Burke, Onwuegbuzie and Turner 2007 

and Morse 2003) that in any mixed methods research one paradigm will dominate 

the analysis of data. In the case of this research, an interpretivist approach 

predominates and the emphasis is placed on the analysis of interviews. In this 

chapter, the mixed methods approach is examined, and this is followed by the 

selection of participants, the pilot study, data collection and data analysis 

techniques, the reliability and dependability of the study, and potential limitations 

of the study. 

 

3.2. Mixed methods 
 

The present study incorporates a qualitative dominant mixed methods 

research. The mixed methods approach is normally either a combination of 

quantitative and qualitative research methods or a mixture of quantitative methods 

or a mixture of qualitative methods (Brannen 2010, Johnson and Onwuegbuzie 

2004, Hesse-Hiber 2010). In this study, the mixed methods research approach 

involves a mix of both quantitative and qualitative research methods with the 

qualitative component being the predominant research method. Mason (2006, p. 

10), in a review of research strategies in the social sciences concluded that a 

qualitatively dominant approach to mixing methods “offers enormous potential 

for generating new ways of understanding the complexities and contexts of social 

experience”. Johnson, Onwuegbuzie and Turner (2007, p. 124) define this type of 

research as a “type of mixed research in which one relies on a qualitative, 

constructivist-poststructuralist critical view of the research process, while 
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concurrently recognizing that the addition of quantitative data and approaches are 

likely to benefit most research projects”.  

 

There are a number of reasons why researchers choose to adopt the mixed 

methods research approach.  In this present study, the mixed methods approach 

allowed for complementarities and cross-checking of results and helped to add 

credibility to the research findings (Hesse-Biber 2010) as well as validity (Yauch 

and Steudel 2003). The mixed methods adopted in this study helped the 

researcher to collect on the one hand the numerical data required and on the other 

hand, the rich and descriptive data required in this study. The narrative helped to 

add meaning to the numbers and the numbers were used to add precision to the 

narrative (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie 2004). As Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004, 

p. 18) stated, “Many research questions and combinations of questions are best 

and most fully answered through mixed research solutions”. Mason (2006, p. 9) 

was of the view that “mixing methods helps us to think creatively and „outside the 

box‟, to theorize beyond the micro-macro divide, and to enhance and extend the 

logic of qualitative explanation”. Both qualitative and quantitative research 

methods have their own respective advantages and disadvantages as will be seen 

in the paragraphs to follow. Creswell and Garrett (2008) noted that when the 

strengths of both the qualitative and the quantitative research were combined, it 

would be assumed that better end results would be obtained. However, in this 

study, the quantitative component took a much more auxiliary role.  

 

3.2.1. Quantitative methods 

 

Both qualitative and quantitative methods have been used in this study, as 

the two approaches can be used to complement each other (Wellington 2000). 

Wellington (2000) argues that “background statistics, or just a few figures from 

available records; can set the scene for an in-depth qualitative study” (Wellington 

2000, p. 17). One of the benefits of combining methods is that it provides for an 
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enrichment of the results and adds dimension to the research (Moore 2000, p. 13). 

As stated by Wellington (2000, p. 19), “quantitative data provides structure” 

whereas qualitative data “gives richness and colour” (Wellington 2000, p. 19). 

When combined together, the advantages can be manifold. 

 

The quantitative research technique that is adopted in this study is the 

Measure of Central Tendency. A Measure of Central Tendency is a descriptive 

statistic and a descriptive statistic can be described as “a number, computed from 

observations of a batch that in some way describes the group of cases” (US 

General Accounting Office 1992, p. 32). The Measure of Central Tendency which 

is used is the Mean and the Standard Deviation is used as the Measure of 

Dispersion. The main aim of the Mean or the Average, as it is commonly known, 

is to find a single number that would best summarize the data collected (US 

General Accounting Office 1992, p. 31). In fact, calculating the mean simplifies 

the data in order to ease the process of comparing the data which are at our 

disposal (Owen and Jones 1994, p. 93). However, a measure of central tendency 

“such as the mode or the median, only describes the centre of the data. It is 

valuable from that standpoint, but it does not tell us anything about the spread of 

the data” (Lind, Marchal and Wathen 2008, p. 71). Thus, the need to study 

measures of dispersion. The measure of dispersion, in this case the standard 

deviation, will help to measure the level of consistency of the results. In simple 

terms, the standard deviation will help to avoid drawing erroneous conclusions. 

Thus, the importance of including a measure of dispersion. As is the view of the 

US General Accounting Office (1992, p. 41), 

 

 Even when spread is not the center of attention, it is an 

important concept in data analysis, and should be  

reported when a set of data are described. Whenever  

evaluations give information about the central tendency  

of a distribution, they should also describe the spread. 
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3.2.2. Qualitative methods 

 

Flick (2007, p. ix) argued that “qualitative research is intended to 

approach the world „out there‟ … and to understand, describe and sometimes 

explain social phenomena… in a number of different ways”. Flick (2007) stated 

that qualitative research seeks to evaluate and interpret research participant‟s 

experiences or interactions, and that the methods used within qualitative research 

will be selected to match the research context. Denzin and Lincoln (2005, p. 3) 

argued that qualitative researchers try to “make sense of, or interpret phenomena, 

in terms of the meanings that people bring to them”, and in doing so, select from a 

range of qualitative approaches and methods which match the needs of their 

particular study. Barbour (2008) argued that qualitative techniques enable the 

researcher to study how people act in a variety of contexts, what decisions they 

make and what influences their behaviour. Barbour (2008) notes a range of 

methods used by qualitative researchers and these include documents, 

observation, interviews, focus groups, case studies, and action research. 

 

 The study is much more qualitative because it is thought that qualitative 

research can bring about many advantages to the researcher (Bhowon as cited in 

Ramgutty-Wong, 2002, p. 61; Miles and Huberman, 1994), one of them being the 

richness and depth of information and feelings captured from the respondents. As 

stated by Miles and Huberman (1994, p. 6), “qualitative research is conducted 

through an intense and/or prolonged contact with a „field‟ or life situation”. 

Moreover, Gillham (2004) noted that when cognitive or affective data is to be 

captured, then the individual needs to be studied in his or her natural habitat, and 

further added that “how people behave, feel, think, can only be understood if you 

get to know their world and what they are trying to do in it” (Gillham 2004, p. 

11). Self-efficacy and its effects upon information-seeking behaviour seek to 

investigate how people perceive their own respective capabilities in carrying out 

various information-seeking activities. The research approach and the methods 

used are intended to be appropriate to that context. 
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3.3. Selection of students 
 

The participants in this study were Form Six (2
nd

 year) Science and Arts 

students of a high school located in Port-Louis, Mauritius. There were forty-eight 

students participating in this study and this represented two thirds of the whole 

Form Six students of this school. Of the forty-eight students, only ten students 

were chosen to participate in the interviews whereas all forty-eight students 

present were asked to voluntarily fill in the appraisal forms. All the participants 

were between 18 and 19 years old, and both classes comprised of males and 

females. Students in the Sciences normally study purely scientific subjects at 

principal level, that is, Chemistry, Biology and Physics or at times, a combination 

of two scientific subjects plus Mathematics. At the subsidiary level, they would 

normally study General Paper and a subject of their choice. Students from the 

Arts study a combination of Arts subjects such as French, English, Arts and 

Mathematics. 

 

 In the present study, students have been chosen from the Sciences and the 

Arts as these disciplines have different understandings of knowledge and different 

approaches to research. As Scaruffi (2007, p. 1) noted, “Art is the process of 

creating a very personal view of the world. Science is the process of creating a 

very impersonal view of the world.” It is possible that students from the Arts and 

Sciences may study differently. As Patton (1997) suggests, choosing participants 

with various perspectives helps to enrich the research under study, thus adding 

credibility to the research. In fact, by having two separate and distinct groups, the 

researcher will then be in a better position to compare and contrast the results 

obtained from those two different groups. 

 

Convenience sampling (Burns 2000 and Patton 2002) was used to select 

the participants. The advantage of convenience sampling is that participants can 

be drawn from those who are available and willing to take part in the research. 

There was no intention in this study to take a representative sample. The potential 
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disadvantages of convenience sampling include the possibility that the sample 

may not represent the entire population (Castillo 2009). In this study, 

representativeness was not an important factor. All the students in both the classes 

agreed to participate in the study after they have been briefed about the purposes 

of the study. All students who were present completed the appraisal forms. 

Convenience sampling was also used to select students for the interview and ten 

students were selected for interview, on the basis of their availability and 

willingness to be interviewed. The School Principal gave the researcher free 

access to the school in order to carry out the present study. 

 

3.4. The pilot study 
 

Before carrying out the actual study, a pilot study was conducted with a 

group of five Form 6 students in order to test the efficiency and effectiveness of 

the research methodology and a number of changes were brought about to both 

the interview questions and the appraisal forms. The changes were made to 

remove redundant questions and also to remove some ambiguities in certain 

questions. 

 

The changes were as follows: 

 

Appraisal Forms 1 and 2 (a) (See Appendix VIII) 

 

a) At the beginning of each appraisal form, the following wordings were added in 

brackets “That is, put a numerical value between 0 – 100, with „0‟ being „Not 

confident at all‟ up to „100‟ meaning „Highly Confident‟, in the right hand side 

column next to each activity” since some students did not seem to understand 

what to put in the columns named „Confidence‟. 
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b) In Appraisal Form 1, for the Description of Activities particularly the 9
th

 activity, 

the word „bind‟ was removed and replaced with the words „difficult situation‟ 

instead since students did not seem to be familiar with the word „bind‟. 

 

c) In Appraisal Form 2 (a), activities not performed by the students were removed 

accordingly. 

 

Additional Appraisal Form 

  

A form known as Appraisal Form 2 (b) was added since this form would 

help the researcher to know in a direct way whether or not „information-seeking‟ 

and „self-confidence‟ were positively correlated. 

 

Interview Questions (See Appendix IX) 

 

a) Question 1 which read “what according to you is „perceived self-efficacy‟, that is, 

„confidence‟?” was removed since not much could be learnt from asking this 

question. Instead another question was added at the end of the interview questions 

and read as follows “what aspects do you think would help you to pursue your 

search even in difficult situations?” 

 

b) Question 2 which read “how good do you think you are in finding the information 

you need when it does not concern your school work?” was removed since not 

much could be learnt from asking this question. 
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3.5. Data collection 

3.5.1. Appraisal forms 

 

The appraisal forms (see Appendix VIII) were used to gather quantitative 

data, and forty-eight students from both classes were asked to voluntarily fill in 

the appraisal forms.  In this study, the term „appraisal form‟ has been used in 

order to help eliminate any biases in response as far as possible. As Bandura 

(2005) stated, “If the scale is labelled, use a nondescript title such as Appraisal 

Inventory rather than self-efficacy”. The appraisal forms were in three parts with 

Appraisal Form 1 being the General Self-Efficacy Scale where students are asked 

to rate their levels of confidence on a scale of 0 – 100 from not confident at all to 

highly confident in solving general life problems. The scale was adopted from 

Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1993) with some changes brought about in the 

wordings used. Appraisal Form 2 (a) is where the students are asked to rate their 

levels of confidence at seeking various types of information in their respective 

subjects on a 0 – 100 scale from not confident at all to highly confident. Appraisal 

Form 2 (b) is where the students are asked to rate on a scale of 0 -100 from not 

true at all to perfectly true, how true the list of stated activities, which relate to 

information-seeking and confidence are. The list of stated activities in appraisal 

form 2 (b) have been devised in order to find out, in a direct way, whether or not 

confidence has a role to play in the students‟ information-seeking activities at 

school. The appraisal forms sought to gather quantitative data which could be 

analysed and which would form the basis for the interviews. The justification for 

using three forms, is that the forms can be seen as going from the general 

(Appraisal Form 1) to the more specific activities in Forms 2a and 2b. All three 

forms were related to the aims of the study. 
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3.5.2 Interviews 

 

Interviews can be time-consuming and costly (Gillham 2000) but the 

richness of data obtained is immeasurable. When compared with other data 

collection methods, interviews are seen to provide the researcher with answers 

that are not necessarily obtainable with other methods such as observations or 

questionnaires. For instance, interviews can help the researcher to probe the 

interviewee‟s thoughts and feelings (Wellington 2000). Interviews are also very 

flexible in the sense that whenever answers are not clear, the interviewer can 

always ask for clarifications. The interviewer can always develop further 

questions based upon what the interviewee has answered (Powell and Connaway 

2004). King (1994) argued that the qualitative research interview is a highly 

flexible method and that it could be used in almost every situation, as it was 

capable of yielding data of great depth. Kvale (1996) described the qualitative 

research interview as a method whose sole purpose is to gather information from 

the perspective of the interviewee. Face to face interviews are all the more 

appropriate in this present study since there is only a small number of people 

involved and they are easily accessible in one location. 

 

 Face to face interviews with the ten participants were conducted in the 

conference room of the school at an agreed time. Each interview lasted for about 

15 – 20 minutes depending upon how much the participant had to discuss. A list 

of questions provided for a provisional structure for the interview. All the 

interviews were tape-recorded using a conventional tape recorder and with the 

permission of the interviewees. The interviews were then transcribed and added to 

the notes already made during the interviews.  
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3.6. Data analysis 

 3.6.1. Quantitative analysis 

   

To facilitate the analysis of the quantitative data as far as the students‟ 

levels of self-efficacy in information-seeking for different subjects were 

concerned (See tables 2.1, 2.2, 2.4, 2.5 and 2.6), students studying identical 

subjects were grouped together. From the Science group of students, two groups 

were formed. One group represented the students studying Chemistry, Physics, 

Mathematics, French and General Paper and another group represented the 

students studying Chemistry, Biology, Mathematics, French and General Paper. 

From the Arts group of students, three groups were formed. One group 

represented the students studying English, French, General Paper, Mathematics, 

another group represented the students studying French, Arts, General Paper, 

Mathematics and another group represented the students studying English, 

French, Arts, General Paper and Mathematics. 

 

The data obtained from the appraisal forms were tabulated in different 

tables and the means and standard deviations calculated. The tables were thus 

presented and then compared against each other or against the self-efficacy scales 

as will be seen in the results section. The tables were as follows: 

 

 Table 1.1 on p. 108 represented the General Self-Efficacy Scale of 

the twenty-five Science students. 

 Table 2.1 on p. 109 represented the Information-Seeking Self-

Efficacy Scale of the first group of Science students. 

 Table 2.2 on p. 110 represented the Information-Seeking Self-

Efficacy Scale of the second group of Science students. 

 Table 2.3 on p. 111 represented the twenty-five Science students‟ 

level of self-efficacy at performing various types of activities. 
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 Table 1.2 on p. 113 represented the General Self-Efficacy Scale of 

the twenty-three Arts students. 

 Table 2.4 on p. 114 represented the Information-Seeking Self-

Efficacy of the first group of Arts students. 

 Table 2.5 on p. 115 represented the Information-Seeking Self-

Efficacy of the second group of Arts students. 

 Table 2.6 on p. 115 represented the Information-Seeking Self-

Efficacy of the third group of Arts students. 

 Table 2.7 on p. 117 represented the twenty-three Arts students‟ 

level of self-efficacy at performing various types of activities. 

 Table 3.1 and 3.2 on pp. 128 – 129 represented the views of both 

the Science and Arts students on whether or not information-

seeking was related to self-efficacy beliefs. 

 

The means and standard deviations were calculated in order to allow for 

an easy comparison of the numbers obtained (Owen and Jones, 1994). The 

quantitative data obtained would help the researcher in this study to draw 

preliminary conclusions based upon the research aims and objectives of this 

present study.  

  

3.6.2. Qualitative analysis 

 

To analyse the data, the researcher used qualitative content analysis 

(Graneheim and Lundman 2003; Hsieh and Shannon 2005; and Morgan 1993), to 

identify patterns and themes. Content analysis is mainly involved with the 

analysis of texts and it allows researchers to juggle with large volumes of data and 

to analyse those systematically. According to Fraenkel and Wallen (1999, p. 405), 

content analysis “is a technique that enables researchers to study human 

behaviour in an indirect way”. It allows us to explore the individual‟s “own ideas, 

beliefs and attitudes relating to the subject matter” (Hinds 2000, p. 53). This 
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present study explores human information behaviour, how self-efficacy affects 

human information-seeking behaviour. Therefore, content analysis was the 

appropriate data analysis technique in the sense that it allowed the researcher to 

closely analyse the contents of the texts and to examine how the respondents 

understood phenomena and terminology, as well as to what were their beliefs 

(Trace 2001). The content analysis technique was often used to examine how 

respondents see and understand certain matters (Trace 2001). Finally, with 

content analysis, themes were allowed to emerge (Gillham 2004; Trace 2001; 

Wilkinson 2000). 

 

Content analysis was deemed to be the most appropriate technique to 

analyse the data, since content analysis is generally “used to refer to any 

qualitative data reduction and sense making effort that takes a volume of 

qualitative material and attempts to identify core consistencies and meanings” 

(Patton 2002, p. 453). 

 

 3.6.3. Coding and identifying themes 

  

The researcher made use of an open coding strategy whilst also keeping 

memos. Open coding was described by Strauss and Corbin (1998, p. 101) as the 

“analytic process through which concepts are identified and their properties and 

dimensions are discovered in data”. They describe memos as the “researcher‟s 

record of analysis, thoughts, interpretations, questions, and directions for further 

data collection” (Strauss and Corbin 1998, p. 110). The contents of the interview 

were transcribed and word-processed. These were then read thoroughly a first 

time and then a second time, when open coding and memoing also took place. 

Themes and categories were then developed from the coding process. Each 

interview was then compared with the previous one/s within each group. The 

comparisons were done in view of either confirming or disconfirming evidence. 
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The approach taken here was that of the constant comparative method (Bryant and 

Charmaz 2007). The comparisons were done in terms of the themes.  

 

 3.6.4. Triangulation 

 

After the results had been analysed, the researcher had recourse to a 

triangulation of results. The data collected from both the appraisal forms and the 

interviews were compared in order to see to what extent the results matched or 

differed. As stated by Hansen (2005, p. 1), triangulation is “frequently applied in 

social sciences” and is a “mix of procedures to grasp complex phenomena and to 

confirm or complete a study”. Triangulation is often used in order to obtain new 

results or to gain additional knowledge from the existing data (Hansen 2005). 

Moreover, when results are triangulated, these can help to complement each other 

or reveal any discrepancies (Hansen 2005). Amaratunga, Baldry, Sarshar and 

Newton (2002, p. 23) argued that the assumption in triangulation was that “the 

effectiveness of triangulation rests on the premise that the weaknesses in each 

single method will be compensated by the counter-balancing strengths of 

another”. Fig. 1. presents the reader with a diagrammatic representation of the 

data collection and analysis techniques used in this study. 
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Fig. 1. Diagrammatic representation of the data collection and 

analysis techniques used 
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3.7. Ethical issues 
 

 In order to carry out the survey for this present study, appraisal forms and 

face to face interviews were chosen as the means of collecting data. However, it 

was necessary to obtain approval from the School of Information Studies Ethics 

Committee (CSU) given the important role of ethics in research and the ethical 

issues involved in this study. Ethics approval was thus obtained prior to starting 

this study. 

 

 Resnik (2010, p. 1) defined ethics as “norms for conduct that distinguish 

between acceptable and unacceptable behaviour”, that is to say, researchers have 

a number of responsibilities whilst conducting research. In this present study, the 

various ethical issues that are involved are: 

 

 Informed Consent. 

 Confidentiality. 

 Beneficence. 

 Justice. 

 

Informed consent means that the participants in this study should know 

why the particular research is being carried out, that is, its purpose, what is 

expected of them, that is, their degree of involvement in the research and finally, 

whether or not the research would be of any harm to them (Ary, Jacobs and 

Razavieh 2002). The Belmont Report 1979, which is one of the most important 

documents on ethics for researchers in the United States, states that an informed 

consent should consist of three elements, namely, information, comprehension 

and voluntariness. That is, the consent form should consist of enough information 

regarding the study, the information contained therein should be easily understood 

and there should be voluntary participation on the part of the participant. In this 

present study, all the three elements mentioned have been given ample 

consideration. That is, the participants in this study were given adequate 



106 
 

information regarding the purposes and procedure of the study, the risks and 

benefits and the contact persons for any complaints of ethical concern. 

Furthermore, the purposes of the study were explained to the students and the 

students were given the opportunity to ask questions. All participation in this 

study was voluntary. 

 

Ary, Jacobs and Razavieh (2002, p. 437) noted that “participants may 

expect and have a right to anonymity”. As such, all the research participants in 

this present study were given reassurance on the fact that their confidentiality 

would be protected. Also, the Principal Investigator took care not to mention the 

names of any of the participants in any part of the study including publications. 

The data collected were analysed by the Investigator alone. The uses of the results 

were clearly explained to the participants. The only people having access to the 

data were the Principal Investigator and the supervisors. During the study, the 

data collected was locked in a safe cabinet at the researcher‟s office. USBs or any 

other means of electronic data were also safely locked in the same cabinet. Any 

data stored on computers had a password so that only authorized persons had 

access to them. 

 

The Belmont Report 1979 and the American Psychological Association 

refer to beneficence as meaning that researchers should not harm the participants 

and should as far as possible maximize possible benefits whilst minimizing 

possible harms. The present study is however a low risk one, and the benefits are 

such that this present study has contributed to the knowledge base in self-efficacy 

and information-seeking research and may contribute to the future development of 

self-efficacy in information-seeking amongst high school students. 

 

Finally, the concept of Justice, which is also relevant to this study, needs 

to be considered. Justice simply refers to fairness (Ary, Jacobs and Razavieh 

2002). This can be fairness in relation to recruitment of participants or fairness in 

terms of the burdens placed on the participants. However, since this present study 
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is a low risk one, therefore, there was minimum burden placed on the participants. 

The only burdens may relate to the time taken to fill in the appraisal forms and to 

answer the interview questions for those who took part in the interviews. Even in 

these cases not much time was taken since the interviews were no longer than 15 

– 20 minutes. As regards to the recruitment of participants, this was done on a 

voluntary basis. 

 

3.8. Reliability and dependability 
 

 Another factor that needed to be taken into consideration was that of 

trustworthiness, that is, achieving reliability and dependability. Lincoln and Guba 

(1985) were of the view that trustworthiness could be discussed in terms of 

credibility, dependability and confirmability, but also noted that trying to achieve 

absolute reliability and validity would be impossible. 

  

The quantitative data gathered were used as a means of establishing the 

generality of observations. All scales developed were with a 0 – 100 response 

format because scales with a 0 – 100 response format were in general much 

stronger predictors of performance than the 5 interval scales (Pajares, Hartley and 

Valiante as cited in Bandura 2005). Bandura (2005, p. 312) was of the view that 

“scales that use only a few steps should be avoided because they are less sensitive 

and less reliable” and that “people usually avoid the extreme positions so a scale 

with only a few steps may, in actual use, shrink to one or two points”. Thus, 

having a wide range of scales increased the likelihood that the data was reliable.  

 

 In relation to the qualitative data, the researcher sought to ensure 

dependability (Lincoln and Guba 1985) by taking into account the context of the 

study, conducting a pilot study, and ensuring consistency of approach when 

interviewing participants. 
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 Credibility refers to the adequacy of the research results and conclusions 

and can be achieved in a number of ways. In this present study, the researcher 

used triangulation (Hansen 2005) of results, by having recourse to both appraisal 

forms and interviews for data collection. The researcher applied both qualitative 

and quantitative methods, although this study was mainly qualitative in nature. 

 

3.9. Potential limitations 

 

 One of the limitations is the measuring instrument adopted, more 

especially the appraisal forms. Whilst most studies seem to use a measuring scale, 

of say 0 – 100, in order to measure the respondent‟s level of confidence, there is 

no guarantee of complete reliability. The disadvantage with self-efficacy beliefs is 

that they cannot be observed and that the researcher has no choice but to rely 

upon how the study participants respond. Furthermore, we might as well question 

the ability of the individual to rate his/her level of self-efficacy beliefs. Thus, this 

may lead to a lack of precision and accuracy as regards to the individual‟s level of 

self-efficacy belief as reported by the individual himself/herself. However, it is 

worth noting the fact that these ambiguities have already been discussed by 

eminent researchers such as Kazdin (1978) and Wilson (1978) and solutions are 

yet to be found. 

 

 This study took place in one school, with one group of students. It is 

possible that results might have been different if another school and another group 

of students had participated. There is no attempt on the researcher‟s part to 

generalize from this study. 

 

 However, the results of the localized study may be employed as a 

reference for larger studies, which may be conducted in the future by other 

researchers interested in self-efficacy and information-seeking. 
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3.10. Summary 

 

This chapter has outlined and justified the researcher‟s approach to data 

collection and analysis. The use of mixed methods to gather and then analyse data 

was seen as appropriate to the researcher‟s aim in conducting this study. The 

following chapter presents the results of the study. 



110 
 

Chapter 4: Results 

 

4.1. Introduction 
 

 This chapter will firstly present the results collected from the appraisal 

forms that were distributed amongst the sixth form students from both the Science 

class and the Arts class. For convenience, the means and standard deviations of 

the available data have been calculated and the latter will be presented in sets of 

tables. This will also allow the researcher to make the necessary comparisons 

amongst the tables and thus, draw preliminary conclusions based on the data 

collected.  

 

 Secondly, this chapter will also present the results collected from the 

interviews that were carried out among ten Form Six students, that is, five 

students from the Science class and five students from the Arts class. The data 

collected from the interviews were transcribed and a qualitative content analysis 

was carried out. The transcribed data were coded and themes were identified. The 

findings from the interviews will be presented theme by theme and include quotes 

from the students. Finally, the findings from both the appraisal forms and the 

interviews will be the basis of the discussion in the next chapter. 

 

4.2. Findings from the appraisal forms 
 

 The participants were chosen following a convenience sampling method 

and by their availability. Appraisal forms, which can be found in Appendix VIII, 

were distributed to both Form Six Science and Arts students who were present in 

class. 
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 In the Science class, twenty-five students were available, of which 

fourteen studied Chemistry, Physics, Mathematics, French and General Paper and 

of which eleven studied Chemistry, Biology, Mathematics, French and General 

Paper. 

 

 In the Arts class, twenty-three students were present, of which sixteen 

students studied English, French, General Paper and Mathematics, four students 

studied French, Arts, General Paper and Mathematics and three students studied 

English, French, Arts, General Paper and Mathematics. 

 

 Below are a set of tables representing the different means and standard 

deviations which have been calculated for the respective group of students. 

 

4.2.1. Presentation and comparison of the tables 

  

In the sections that follow, the various tables will be presented to the 

reader and compared with each other and preliminary conclusions drawn. 
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4.2.1.1.  Presentation and comparison of table 1.1 and tables 2.1, 

2.2 and 2.3: General level of confidence and level of confidence at 

carrying out  different information-seeking tasks. 

 

Table 1.1 

Appraisal Form 1 – General self-efficacy scale (Science students) 

 

 N M SD 

General Self-Efficacy/ Level 

of confidence of the Science 

students 

25 68.28 15.49795 

 

„N‟ represents the number of students. 

„M‟ represents the means/averages of the students‟ general level of confidence. 

„SD‟ represents the standard deviation. 

 

Table 1.1 represents the general self-efficacy scale of the Science students. 

A list of activities, adapted from Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1993), were laid out 

and the students were asked to rate their degree of confidence for each of the 

listed activities on a scale of 0 – 100 with „0‟ being not confident at all, „50‟ being 

moderately confident and „100‟ highly confident. The scale was as follows:- 

 

 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

 NOT CONFIDENT    MODERATELY    HIGHTLY 

 AT ALL     CONFIDENT   
 CONFIDENT 

 

The means of the data collected were thus calculated in order to obtain the 

general level of confidence of the Science students. Consequently, the means 

obtained were matched against the self-efficacy scale in order to see as to whether 

the students on the average were confident or not confident. Moreover, it was 

observed that the students were more than moderately confident at carrying out 
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general life activities. The results obtained in the tables will be used to compare 

with other tables. 

 

Table 2.1 

Appraisal Form 2 – Information-seeking self-efficacy scale 

(Science students studying Chemistry, Physics, Mathematics, French and  

General-Paper) 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES N M SD 

1.  I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

French subject 14 62.85714 27.01241 

2. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

General Paper subject 14 67.85714 20.82106 

3. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Chemistry subject 14 69.28571 22.0015 

4. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Physics subject 14 67.14286 23.34641 

5. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Mathematics subject 14 80 18.39732 
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Table 2.2 

Appraisal Form 2 – Information-seeking self-efficacy scale 

(Science students studying Chemistry, Biology, Mathematics, French and 

General-Paper) 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES N M SD 

1. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

French subject 11 83.63636 22.03303 

2. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

General Paper subject 11 82.72727 14.89356 

3. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Biology subject 11 80.90909 18.68397 

4. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Chemistry subject 11 75.45455 19.67925 

5. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Mathematics subject 11 81.81818 19.40009 

 

„N‟ represents the number of students. 

„M‟ represents the means/averages of the students‟ level of confidence for a 

particular activity. 

„SD‟ represents the standard deviation. 

 

Tables 2.1 and 2.2 represent the Science students‟ levels of self-efficacy in 

seeking information for different subjects. The means for the different levels of 

confidence at seeking information have been calculated for the various subjects. 

Moreover, to allow for an easier understanding, comparison and calculation of the 

levels of confidence in information-seeking, students studying identical subjects 

have been grouped together. Thus, two groups of Science students have been 

formed. One group studying a combination of Chemistry, Physics, Mathematics, 

French and General Paper referred to as Table 2.1 and a second group of students 

studying Chemistry, Biology, Mathematics, French and General Paper referred to 

as Table 2.2. In fact, both tables show the differences in the means of the 

students‟ level of confidence for particular information-seeking activities. 
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Table 2.3 

Appraisal Form 2 – Information-seeking self-efficacy scale (Science students’ 

level of self-efficacy/confidence at performing various types of activities) 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES N M SD 

1. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking activity 

that requires me using the School‟s OPAC. 

15 71.33333 22.63583 

2. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking activity 

that requires me using the manual catalogue. 

20 75 20.13115 

3. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking activity 

that requires me using the Internet. 

25 77.6 23.85372 

4. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking activity 

that requires me using people as sources of information. 

25 69.6 27 

5. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking activity 

that requires me using books and reference materials. 

25 71.6 24.26932 

6. I am the type of person who will succeed in an information-seeking activity that 

is not related to my activities. 

25 64 24.3242 

7. I feel confident after my first try at seeking information for a particular activity. 25 74.8 21.43206 

8. I feel confident at seeking information for a particular subject when searching 

information for that particular subject was previously rewarding. 

25 79.2 22.71563 

9. I am confident in doing other things but not in seeking information. 25 54 23.62908 

10. I am better at seeking information than my peers. 25 62.4 19.84943 

11. I am confident at seeking information after having had instructions from the 

librarian/teacher 

25 70.8 23.96525 

 

„N‟ represents the number of students. 

„M‟ represents the means/averages of the students‟ level of confidence for a 

particular activity. 

„SD‟ represents the standard deviation. 

 

Table 2.3 shows the Science students‟ level of self-efficacy/confidence at 

performing various types of activities. For the 1
st
 and 2

nd
 activities, not all 

students made use of the school‟s OPAC and/or manual catalogue. Subsequently, 

the means have been calculated for a better understanding of the data collected. 

Once again, the students were asked to rate their levels of confidence at carrying 
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out the various activities using the scale of 0 – 100 provided, with „0‟ being not 

confident at all, „50‟ being moderately confident and „100‟ being highly 

confident. 

 

The purposes of the table are:- 

 

1. To help the researcher to find out whether the level of self-

efficacy/confidence in information-seeking of the Science students 

alters with task. 

2. To help the researcher to find out if certain aspects like instructions 

and influence of peers might help in maintaining and/or acquiring self-

efficacy in information-seeking. 

 

As will be seen throughout the findings, tasks given might have a possible effect 

upon level of self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking and certain factors 

might help the students in maintaining/acquiring self-efficacy beliefs in 

information-seeking.  

 

When we compare the means/averages of the Science students‟ general 

level of confidence from table 1.1 with the means/averages of the Science 

students‟ level of confidence at carrying out various information-seeking 

activities from tables 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3, it can be observed that the means are quite 

different. This suggests that the level of confidence/self-efficacy varies with tasks. 

That is to say, if we take the means of the Science students‟ general level of 

confidence, and compare it with the means of the Science students‟ level of 

confidence at succeeding in seeking information for a Mathematics subject for 

example, it can be observed that the means are different. There is a further 

suggestion that a student can be generally confident but still lose confidence when 

it comes to an information-seeking activity. 
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4.2.1.2.  Presentation and comparison of table 1.2 and tables 2.4, 

2.5, 2.6 and 2.7: General level of confidence and level of 

confidence at carrying out different information-seeking tasks. 

 

Table 1.2 

Appraisal Form 1 – General self-efficacy scale (Arts students) 

 

 N M SD 

General Self-Efficacy/ Level of confidence of the Arts students 23 70.78261 11. 57174 

 

 

„N‟ represents the number of students. 

„M‟ represents the means/averages of the students‟ general level of confidence. 

„SD‟ represents the standard deviation. 

 

Table 1.2 represents the general self-efficacy scale of the Arts students. A 

list of activities, adapted from Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1993), were laid out and 

the students were asked to rate their degree of confidence for each of the listed 

activities on a scale of 0 – 100 with „0‟ being not confident at all, „50‟ being 

moderately confident and „100‟ highly confident. The scale was as follows:- 

 

 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

 NOT CONFIDENT    MODERATELY    HIGHTLY 

 AT ALL     CONFIDENT   

 CONFIDENT 

 

 

The means of the data collected were thus calculated in order to obtain the 

general level of confidence of both the Arts students. Consequently, the means 

obtained were matched against the self-efficacy scale in order to see as to whether 

the students on the average were confident or not confident. Moreover, it could be 

observed that the students were more than moderately confident at carrying out 
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general life activities. The results obtained in those two tables will be used to 

compare with other tables. 

 

Table 2.4 

Appraisal Form 2 – Information-seeking self-efficacy scale (Arts students 

studying English, French, General-Paper and Mathematics) 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES N M SD 

1. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my English 

subject. 

16 80.625 17.68945 

2. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my French 

subject 

16 83.125 18.15443 

3. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

General Paper subject 

16 78.75 17.07825 

4. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Mathematics subject 

16 85.625 14.59166 
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Table 2.5 

Appraisal Form 2 – Information-seeking self-efficacy scale (Arts students 

studying French, Arts, General-Paper and Mathematics) 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES N M SD 

1. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my French 

subject. 

4 95 10 

2. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my Arts 

subject 

4 95 10 

3. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my General 

Paper subject 

4 87.5 12.58306 

4. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Mathematics subject 

4 65 10 

 

Table 2.6 

Appraisal Form 2 – Information-seeking self-efficacy scale (Arts students 

studying English, French, Arts, General-Paper and Mathematics) 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES N M SD 

1. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

English subject. 

3 60 10 

2. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

French subject 

3 73.3333 15.27525 

3. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my Arts 

subject 

3 90 17.32051 

4. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

General Paper subject 

3 56.66667 5.773503 

5. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Mathematics subject 

3 50 10 

 

„N‟ represents the number of students. 

„M‟ represents the means/averages of the students‟ level of confidence for a 

particular activity. 

„SD‟ represents the standard deviation. 
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Tables 2.4, 2.5 and 2.6 show the Arts students‟ levels of self-efficacy in 

seeking information for different subjects. The means for the different levels of 

confidence at seeking information have been calculated for the various subjects. 

In order to allow for an easier understanding and calculation of the levels of 

confidence in information-seeking, students studying the same combination of 

subjects have been grouped together. Thus, three groups of Arts students have 

been formed. One group studying English, French, General Paper and 

Mathematics referred to as Table 2.4, a second group studying French, Arts, 

General Paper and Mathematics referred to as Table 2.5 and a third group 

studying English, French, Arts, General Paper and Mathematics referred to as 

Table 2.6. A preliminary conclusion that could be drawn from the tables is that 

the Arts students‟ levels of confidence varied with tasks. 
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Table 2.7 

Appraisal Form 2 – Information-seeking self-efficacy scale (Arts students’ 

level of self-efficacy confidence at performing various types of activities) 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES N M SD 

1. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking 

activity that requires me using the School‟s OPAC. 

15 78 15.21278 

2. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking 

activity that requires me using the manual catalogue. 

14 67.14286 22.33609 

3. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking 

activity that requires me using the Internet. 

23 86.95625 13.62977 

4. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking 

activity that requires me using people as sources of information. 

23 74.34783 20.4108 

5. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking 

activity that requires me using books and reference materials. 

23 76.52174 20.13786 

6. I am the type of person who will succeed in an information-seeking activity 

that is not related to my activities. 

23 68.69565 20.51703 

7. I feel confident after my first try at seeking information for a particular 

activity. 

23 77.3913 18.6395 

8. I feel confident at seeking information for a particular subject when searching 

information for that particular subject was previously rewarding. 

23 80.86957 14.43262 

9. I am confident in doing other things but not in seeking information. 23 72.17391 19.76142 

10. I am better at seeking information than my peers. 23 63.04348 16.07787 

11. I am confident at seeking information after having had instructions from the 

librarian/teacher 

23 80.43487 18.94448 

 

„N‟ represents the number of students. 

„M‟ represents the means/averages of the students‟ level of confidence for a 

particular activity. 

„SD‟ represents the standard deviation. 

 

Table 2.7 shows the Arts students‟ level of self-efficacy/confidence at 

performing various types of activities. Once again, for the 1
st
 and 2

nd
 activities, 

not all students made use of the school‟s OPAC and/or manual catalogue. 

Subsequently, the means have been calculated for a better understanding of the 



122 
 

data collected. The students were asked to rate their levels of confidence at 

carrying out the various activities using the scale of 0 – 100 provided, with „0‟ 

being not confident at all, „50‟ being moderately confident and „100‟ being highly 

confident. 

 

The purposes of the table are:- 

 

1. To help the researcher to find out whether the level of self-

efficacy/confidence in information-seeking of the Arts students alters 

with task. 

2. To help the researcher to find out if certain aspects like instructions 

and influence of peers might help in maintaining and/or acquiring self-

efficacy in information-seeking. 

 

As will be seen through the findings, tasks given might have a possible effect 

upon level of self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking and certain factors 

might help the students in maintaining/acquiring self-efficacy beliefs in 

information-seeking.  

 

When we compare the means/averages of the Arts students‟ general level 

of confidence from table 1.2 with the means/averages of the Arts students‟ level 

of confidence at carrying out various information-seeking activities from tables 

2.4, 2.5, 2.6 and 2.7, it can once again be observed that the means vary. These 

observations therefore suggest that the level of confidence would vary according 

to task, and that a student with a high level of self-efficacy would not necessarily 

mean that this student would have a high level of self-efficacy in all activities. 

Moreover, it can be observed that even the means of the level of confidence for 

carrying out information-seeking activities for various subjects vary. For instance, 

if we take a look at table 2.5, we would see that the means for the students‟ level 

of confidence at seeking information for the French subject is not the same as that 

of the Mathematics subject. This suggests that level of self-efficacy in 
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information-seeking might also vary according to subject matter, especially when 

the subjects are quite different in nature. 

 

4.2.1.3.  Comparison of tables 2.1 and 2.2: The level of confidence 

at succeeding an information search for particular subjects. 

 

Table 2.1 

Appraisal Form 2 – Information-seeking self-efficacy scale (Science students 

studying Chemistry, Physics, Mathematics, French and General-Paper) 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES N M SD 

1. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

French subject 14 62.85714 27.01241 

2. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

General Paper subject 14 67.85714 20.82106 

3. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Chemistry subject 14 69.28571 22.0015 

4. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Physics subject 14 67.14286 23.34641 

5. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Mathematics subject 14 80 18.39732 
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Table 2.2 

Appraisal Form 2 – Information-seeking self-efficacy scale (Science students 

studying Chemistry, Biology, Mathematics, French and General-Paper) 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES N M SD 

1. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

French subject 11 83.63636 22.03303 

2. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

General Paper subject 11 82.72727 14.89356 

3. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Biology subject 11 80.90909 18.68397 

4. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Chemistry subject 11 75.45455 19.67925 

5. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Mathematics subject 11 81.81818 19.40009 

 

„N‟ represents the number of students. 

„M‟ represents the means/averages of the students‟ level of confidence for a 

particular activity. 

„SD‟ represents the standard deviation. 

 

As already mentioned in section 4.2.1.1, tables 2.1 and 2.2 represent the 

Science students‟ levels of self-efficacy beliefs in seeking information for 

different subjects. When we take tables 2.1 and 2.2 and compare the 

means/averages of the students‟ level of confidence at seeking information for a 

particular subject within each of the tables, we might deduce that self-efficacy in 

information-seeking varies according to subject matter. For example, if we take a 

look at tables 2.1 and 2.2, we would observe in both cases that the means of the 

level of confidence at succeeding an information search for a French subject and a 

Mathematics subject would not be the same. Furthermore, if we take a look at 

table 2.2, we would observe that the means of the level of confidence at 

succeeding an information search for a Biology subject and a Chemistry subject 

would not be the same. 
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4.2.1.4.  Comparison of tables 2.4, 2.5 and 2.6: The level of 

confidence at succeeding an information search for particular 

subjects. 

 

Table 2.4 

Appraisal Form 2 – Information-seeking self-efficacy scale (Arts students 

studying English, French, General-Paper and Mathematics) 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES N M SD 

1. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

English subject. 

16 80.625 17.68945 

2. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

French subject 

16 83.125 18.15443 

3. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

General Paper subject 

16 78.75 17.07825 

4. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Mathematics subject 

16 85.625 14.59166 

 

 

Table 2.5 

Appraisal Form 2 – Information-seeking self-efficacy scale (Arts students 

studying French, Arts, General-Paper and Mathematics) 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES N M SD 

1. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my French 

subject. 

4 95 10 

2. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my Arts 

subject 

4 95 10 

3. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my General 

Paper subject 

4 87.5 12.58306 

4. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Mathematics subject 

4 65 10 
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Table 2.6 

Appraisal Form 2 – Information-seeking self-efficacy scale (Arts students 

studying English, French, Arts, General-Paper and Mathematics) 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES N M SD 

1. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

English subject. 

3 60 10 

2. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

French subject 

3 73.3333 15.27525 

3. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my Arts 

subject 

3 90 17.32051 

4. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

General Paper subject 

3 56.66667 5.773503 

5. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking information for my 

Mathematics subject 

3 50 10 

 

„N‟ represents the number of students. 

„M‟ represents the means/averages of the students‟ level of confidence for a 

particular activity. 

„SD‟ represents the standard deviation. 

 

 As already mentioned in section 4.2.1.2, tables 2.4, 2.5 and 2.6 show the 

Arts students‟ levels of self-efficacy in seeking information for different subjects. 

If we take a look at the means/averages of the Arts students‟ level of confidence 

at seeking information for a particular subject within each of the tables 2.4, 2.5 

and 2.6, we would observe that once again, if the student is confident at seeking 

information for an English subject for example, it would not necessarily mean that 

the student will also be confident at seeking information for a General Paper 

subject. The latter are different subjects and this once again suggests that 

confidence/self-efficacy might vary with subject matter. 
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4.2.1.5.  Comparison of tables 2.3 and 2.7 with reference to the 

self-efficacy scale: Level of confidence at carrying out specific 

information-seeking tasks in specific conditions. 

 

SELF-EFFICACY SCALE 

 

 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

 NOT CONFIDENT    MODERATELY    HIGHLY 
 AT ALL     CONFIDENT   

 CONFIDENT 
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Table 2.3 

Appraisal Form 2 – Information-seeking self-efficacy scale (Science students’ 

level of self-efficacy confidence at performing various types of activities) 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES N M SD 

1. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking activity 

that requires me using the School‟s OPAC. 

15 71.33333 22.63583 

2. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking activity 

that requires me using the manual catalogue. 

20 75 20.13115 

3. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking activity 

that requires me using the Internet. 

25 77.6 23.85372 

4. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking activity 

that requires me using people as sources of information. 

25 69.6 27 

5. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking activity 

that requires me using books and reference materials. 

25 71.6 24.26932 

6. I am the type of person who will succeed in an information-seeking activity 

that is not related to my activities. 

25 64 24.3242 

7. I feel confident after my first try at seeking information for a particular 

activity. 

25 74.8 21.43206 

8. I feel confident at seeking information for a particular subject when searching 

information for that particular subject was previously rewarding. 

25 79.2 22.71563 

9. I am confident in doing other things but not in seeking information. 25 54 23.62908 

10. I am better at seeking information than my peers. 25 62.4 19.84943 

11. I am confident at seeking information after having had instructions from the 

librarian/teacher 

25 70.8 23.96525 

 

„N‟ represents the number of students. 

„M‟ represents the means/averages of the students‟ level of confidence for a 

particular activity. 

„SD‟ represents the standard deviation. 
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Table 2.7 

Appraisal Form 2 – Information-seeking self-efficacy scale (Arts students’ 

level of self-efficacy confidence at performing various types of activities) 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES N M SD 

1. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking 

activity that requires me using the School‟s OPAC. 

15 78 15.21278 

2. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking 

activity that requires me using the manual catalogue. 

14 67.14286 22.33609 

3. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking 

activity that requires me using the Internet. 

23 86.95625 13.62977 

4. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking 

activity that requires me using people as sources of information. 

23 74.34783 20.4108 

5. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-seeking 

activity that requires me using books and reference materials. 

23 76.52174 20.13786 

6. I am the type of person who will succeed in an information-seeking activity 

that is not related to my activities. 

23 68.69565 20.51703 

7. I feel confident after my first try at seeking information for a particular 

activity. 

23 77.3913 18.6395 

8. I feel confident at seeking information for a particular subject when searching 

information for that particular subject was previously rewarding. 

23 80.86957 14.43262 

9. I am confident in doing other things but not in seeking information. 23 72.17391 19.76142 

10. I am better at seeking information than my peers. 23 63.04348 16.07787 

11. I am confident at seeking information after having had instructions from the 

librarian/teacher 

23 80.43487 18.94448 

 

„N‟ represents the number of students. 

„M‟ represents the means/averages of the students‟ level of confidence for a 

particular activity. 

„SD‟ represents the standard deviation. 

 

 As already mentioned in sections 4.2.1.1 and 4.2.1.2, table 2.3 shows the 

Science students‟ level of self-efficacy/confidence at performing various types of 

activities, whereas table 2.7 shows the Arts students‟ level of self-

efficacy/confidence at performing various types of activities. 
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In this section, we shall have a look at the list of activities stated in both 

tables 2.3 and 2.7. Consequently, the means from both tables will be compared 

against the self-efficacy scale. Secondly, the means within each table will be 

compared in order to see whether or not the means are the same for each 

information-seeking task. For example, in table 2.3, the means from activity 3 will 

be compared with the means from activity 4. 

 

 In tables 2.3 and 2.7, the sixth activity which reads “I am the type of 

person who will succeed in an information seeking activity that is not related to 

my studies” has a means of 64 and 68.69565 respectively. When matched against 

the self-efficacy scale, it can be seen that the means are more than 50 on the scale 

and thus, more than „moderately confident‟. The fact that the means are fairly 

high suggests that for the majority of students, the level of confidence in 

information-seeking alters with task. That is to say, the level of confidence in 

seeking academic information would not be the same as seeking non-academic 

information. 

 

 In tables 2.3 and 2.7, point number 7 which reads “I feel confident after 

my first try at seeking information for a particular subject”, the means being 74.8 

and 77.3913 respectively, which is quite high on the self-efficacy scale, suggest 

that most of the participants might feel more confident when they have already 

done the task before, that is, previous knowledge or experiences help.  

 

 In tables 2.3 and 2.7, point number 8 which reads “I feel confident at 

seeking information for a particular subject when searching information for that 

particular subject was previously rewarding”, the means being 79.2 and 80.86957, 

which are considered to be almost “highly confident” on the self-efficacy scale, 

suggest that most of the participants might feel more confident when the task was 

previously rewarding. This may suggest that level of confidence increases when 

the task was previously rewarding. 
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 In tables 2.3 and 2.7, point number 9 which reads “I am confident in doing 

other things but not in seeking information”, the means which are 54 and 

72.17391 respectively suggest that once again the level of confidence might vary 

according to the task. Perhaps the act of seeking information might be the 

problem here, and that if another task was given, then level of confidence might 

have been higher. 

 

 In tables 2.3 and 2.7, point number 10 which reads “I am better at seeking 

information than my peers”, the means being 62.4 and 63.04348, which are quite 

high on the self-efficacy scale, suggest that most of the participants like to 

compare themselves against their peers and indeed, might like to perform better 

than their peers.  

 

 Then, if we have a look at point number 11 from both tables 2.3 and 2.7 

which reads, “I am confident at seeking information after having had instructions 

from the librarian/teacher” with means 70.8 and 80.43487, it can be observed that 

the majority of participants might feel more confident after having had 

instructions from either the teacher or the librarian. Therefore, instructions may be 

both a source of self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking as well as self-

efficacy enhancers. 

 

 Finally, in tables 2.3 and 2.7, points number 1 – 5, it can be observed that 

the means of the students‟ level of confidence at succeeding in an information-

seeking activity requiring the use of particular sources of information differ across 

the range of activities cited. For instance, results from both tables suggest that the 

students from both the Science and the Arts classes are more confident at seeking 

information using the Internet, since the means in both tables are 77.6 and 

86.95625 respectively, which is quite significant on the self-efficacy scale. These 

results therefore suggest that there might be a possible link between type of 
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source and level of confidence. That is, the level of confidence in information-

seeking might also vary according to type of information sources and search tools. 

 

4.2.1.6.  Comparison of tables 3.1 and 3.2: The level to which the 

stated activities are true. 

 

SCALE 

 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

 NOT TRUE    TRUE    PERFECTLY TRUE 

 AT ALL          

 

Table 3.1 

Appraisal Form 2B – Information-seeking self-efficacy scale II – Science 

students 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES N M SD 

1. My information search for a school work is a success when I feel confident 25 77.6 20.67204 

2. My information search for a school work is a failure whenever I lack confidence 25 59.6 27 

3. My information search is a success no matter whether I feel confident or not 25 46.8 25.93582 

4. My information search is a failure no matter whether I feel confident or not 25 20 22.54625 
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Table 3.2 

Appraisal Form 2B – Information-seeking self-efficacy scale II – Arts 

students 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES N M SD 

1. My information search for a school work is a success when I feel confident 23 85.65217 14.71736 

2. My information search for a school work is a failure whenever I lack confidence 23 49.13043 32.46149 

3. My information search is a success no matter whether I feel confident or not 23 39.13043 25.74579 

4. My information search is a failure no matter whether I feel confident or not 23 15.65217 21.28296 

 

„N‟ represents the number of students. 

„M‟ represents the means/averages of the level of truthfulness of each of the 

activities stated. 

„SD‟ represents the standard deviation. 

 

Tables 3.1 and 3.2 show the means of the level of truthfulness of each of 

the activities stated. Students from both the Science and the Arts classes were 

asked to rate how true were the situations stated in the list of activities in their 

respective contexts of information-seeking for school related projects. The 

students were also asked to use the scale provided:- 

 

 

 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

NOT TRUE AT ALL     TRUE                     PERFECTLY TRUE 

    

 

 

 

The main purpose of these tables is to show in a clear and straightforward manner 

whether or not confidence/self-efficacy has a role to play in an information 

search. In tables 3.1 and 3.2, the means for the activity “my information search for 

a school work is a success when I feel confident” are 77.6 and 85.65217 

respectively. When these means were matched against the scale it could be 
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deduced that it was more than true that confidence helped an information search 

positively. 

 

What can be deduced from both tables 3.1 and 3.2 is that confidence/self-

efficacy may have a role to play in the high school students‟ information-seeking 

behaviour given the fact that the means of the level of truthfulness for the activity 

“my information search for a school work is a success when I feel confident” are 

77.6 and 85.65217 respectively, which are quite significant on the scale. 

However, the means of the level of truthfulness for the activity “my information 

search for a school work is a failure whenever I lack confidence” are considerably 

lower on the scale which means that self-efficacy is important, but is not the sole 

factor that is important in an information-seeking behaviour. Even the failure 

might be due to some other factors apart from confidence. Others might yet feel 

that their information-seeking activities would be a success or a failure 

independent of their levels of confidence. Given the fact that the means for 

activities 3 and 4 for table 3.1 are 46.8 and 20 and that the means for the activities 

3 and 4 for table 3.2 are 39.13043 and 15.65217 respectively show us that the 

means are rather close to the „not true at all‟ side of the scale. These are the small 

majority of students who might think that the level of confidence/self-efficacy do 

not have much of a role to play in one‟s information-seeking behaviour. 

 

4.3. Summary 

 

From the tables it may be deduced that: 

 

 Self-efficacy may have a role to play in the high school student‟s 

information-seeking behaviour despite the fact that self-efficacy 

might not be the sole factor responsible for explaining an 

information-seeking behaviour. 
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 Information-seeking self-efficacy may alter with task and subject 

matter. 

 There are factors like instructions or peers‟ successes, for example, 

that may help enhance a student‟s information-seeking behaviour. 

 The results from Tables 2.3 and 2.7 more specifically, may suggest 

a possible correlation between type of information sources/search 

tools and level of confidence. 
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4.4. Findings from the interviews 

 

 The findings are based on the data obtained from the interviews of the ten 

participants, that is, five participants from the Science class and five participants 

from the Arts class. The interview questions can be found in Appendix IX. The 

participants are named as Science student 1 – 5 for the Science students and Arts 

student 1 – 5 for the Arts students. 

 

 In order to avoid any sort of repetition, the findings are grouped according 

to themes and sub-themes. The themes and sub-themes emerged as a result of a 

careful analysis of the respective interviews. In all, seven themes were identified 

and they are as follows: 

 

1. The impacts of confidence and overconfidence on information-seeking. 

2. The importance of the information-seeking task on information-seeking 

self-efficacy/confidence. 

3. The correlation between source preference and level of confidence. 

4. The presence of motivating factors. 

5. Sources affecting self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. 

6. Sources of self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. 

7. Reasons for information-seeking failures. 
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Theme 1: The impacts of confidence and overconfidence on information-

seeking. 

  

 All students were agreed on the importance of confidence, that is, self-

efficacy on information-seeking despite the fact that its degree of importance 

would vary from student to student and that self-efficacy beliefs might not be the 

sole factor important in an information-seeking behaviour. Science student 1 

commented that, “to be confident is important but hard work is more important”. 

One student also noted that self-confidence would not be the most important 

factor in an information-seeking behaviour and that to him the most important 

thing would be “how the topic is interesting” (Arts student 5). However, the 

majority of the students claimed that self-efficacy beliefs gave them the will to 

continue the search. As one student noted, “Without confidence, I won‟t have the 

will to continue my search for information” (Science student 3) and another who 

claimed that “to be confident is important to enable us to continue the search 

without being discouraged” (Science student 4).  

 

 It was observed from the students interviewed that views about 

overconfidence diverged. Some viewed overconfidence to be detrimental to the 

student whereas some viewed overconfidence to be a good thing. Others viewed 

overconfidence to have both its positive and negative aspects depending upon 

circumstances. Overconfidence was seen to be detrimental in the sense that the 

student would be too sure of himself/herself and thus, it would mislead the student 

in his/her information-seeking activities. One student noted, “Overconfidence is a 

bad thing because we will be too sure of ourselves. Perhaps, the information 

sought might be irrelevant but still we will think that it is good” (Science student 

4). Another student added “overconfidence is not good – the search will be 

neglected – I will say to myself „this I already know, it‟s not difficult‟ and will do 

it just like that – not much effort will be put in” (Science student 5).  
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For Science student 2, overconfidence would be a good thing in the sense 

that the level of confidence should be high in order for it to be effective and 

helpful in any information-seeking activity. Others viewed overconfidence to be 

both a positive and a negative aspect depending upon the circumstances. 

According to these participants, overconfidence can be an advantage in the sense 

that it can push the student to exceed his/her limit, but overconfidence becomes a 

problem when the students get too confident to the extent of taking things for 

granted. The latter attitude would lead to failure. Science student 3 stated that 

overconfidence could be beneficial in the sense that “to be overconfident can 

boost the student up and the student will collect as much information as necessary 

or more than necessary”. However, this student also argued that overconfidence 

can be a negative factor in the sense that “the student will think that what he has 

searched must be good and is enough, when it is not really the case”. On the other 

hand, Arts student 5 noted that overconfidence could be a positive aspect in the 

sense that “when you know that you can do it then overconfidence can help”, 

whereas overconfidence would be a negative aspect “if you are not sure if you can 

do it then overconfidence will not be good – he will think that he can do it when 

in reality it is not”. 

 

 

Theme 2: The importance of the information-seeking task on information-

seeking self-efficacy/confidence. 

 

 Information-seeking tasks may to varying degrees, have an impact or 

effect upon information-seeking self-efficacy/confidence. Science student 3 

argued that, “the type of information-seeking task is also important because I am 

more confident at seeking certain types than others”. Also, according to Arts 

student 1, “the information-seeking task given affects me because some are easier 

than others”. Moreover, the more difficult is the information-seeking task, then 

the more the student may lose confidence thinking that s/he will not be able to 

face the situation. One student added, “If the teacher has given me a difficult task 
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I will not be able to tackle” and “…I will prefer to abandon it altogether” (Science 

student 2). The same student further added,  

 

I am more confident at searching for information on extra-curricular  

activities and on activities not concerning school. Because when I  

compare myself with my friends, I find that they are of a higher 

level and better at searching for information than me. This makes me  

lose confidence and I become embarrassed. (Science student 2). 

 

The above statement reveals that information-seeking tasks may affect level of 

confidence at seeking information. The reason is that in the case of Science 

student 2, whenever it concerned searching information for a school related task, 

there was a fear of being inferior as compared to friends, and the fear of not 

succeeding in the information-seeking task given. 

 

 To other students, information-seeking tasks might affect information-

seeking self-efficacy because some topics of search were more interesting than 

others. Depending upon the level of attractiveness of the topic, the level of 

confidence in seeking the information would vary. Science student 4 commented, 

“it depends if I like the subject or topic and if the topic is already familiar to me 

then all this will be of great help to me”. Similarly, Science student 5 and Arts 

student 5 also claimed that the topic of search should be above all interesting and 

attractive. 

 

 For most of the students, be it from the Science class or the Arts class, 

there was also a difference between searching academic information and non-

academic information. For various reasons, some of the students were more 

confident at searching academic information and some of the students were more 

confident at seeking information for a non-academic purpose. As one student 

stated, “I like searching information not related to school because I am attracted to 

things that are not linked to school” (Arts student 1). However, according to Arts 

student 4, he felt more confident at seeking academic information due to the need 

to learn and to know more. This student stated, “I feel more confident at searching 
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information for my school work because for school related topics I am rather very 

curious at learning something new and knowing things and I want to be the best 

and thus do my best when it concerns school”. Yet, for other students, searching 

information for a non-academic purpose was synonymous to relaxation and less 

stressful. As Arts student 2 stated, “I am more at ease with non-school searches – 

will be more relaxed”. As can be observed, no matter the reasons given by the 

participants, information-seeking tasks may have an impact upon information-

seeking self-efficacy/confidence. 

  

It has also been observed that no matter to what extent the participants 

claimed to be confident, the information-seeking task had an impact upon 

information-seeking self-efficacy. Some of the participants thought that the 

information-seeking task would not affect them, given the fact that they were 

sufficiently confident. One Arts student commented, “No, I am confident of 

myself so the type of task given will not affect me”, and on another occasion 

claimed “No, I always manage to find what I am looking for in the end and never 

lose confidence” (Arts student 3). However, during the course of the interview, 

when this same participant was asked to what extent she would feel more 

confident, if it was when searching for information on a school subject, or for 

information on something not related to her school or vice versa, she claimed, “I 

am more confident at searching for information when it concerns my school work 

because the questions set are well-structured” (Arts student 3). What may be 

deduced from this is that the student thought that she was confident in all 

instances when actually she was not.  Another factor which might have helped her 

build this self-confidence is experiences of past success.  

 

 

Theme 3: The correlation between source preference and level of confidence. 

 

 For most students, there was a positive correlation between source 

preference and level of confidence. In nine out of the ten students studied from 
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both classes, students viewed the internet as being their preferred source of 

information due to its rapidity and variety of information available and this made 

them feel more confident. As one student noted, “I am more confident at using the 

internet because there are lots of things in it and different types of information are 

available” (Arts student 3). When asked about their views on the library and the 

librarian, the participants viewed them as unhelpful and of no particular use. As 

one student stated, when asked about how helpful was the library or librarian, 

“They are always busy making as if they have important tasks to do and that they 

have no time for you” (Science student 2). Arts student 5 noted, “I don‟t like the 

library because it takes time”. 

 

 

Theme 4: The presence of motivating factors 

 

 It was deduced from the data obtained that various motivating factors were 

present that further encouraged the students to carry out their respective searches, 

even in difficult situations and also, made them feel more confident. Most 

students were motivated to carry out the search in view of getting something in 

return, a personal gain or a reward. As one student stated, “I feel more confident 

with school related matters because I know I have to work in order to get good 

results” (Science student 4). The student further added, “I don‟t think that I will 

be good at finding information for my friends since the information will not be for 

me”. Another student added, “If others are able to do it then I can do it also” 

(Science student 3). Likewise, Science student 4 stated “…this will be like a 

challenge – I will seek to perform better than my friends”. 

 

 

Theme 5: Sources affecting self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. 

 

 Three of the students interviewed acknowledged that cognitive feelings 

experienced acted as barriers to their self-efficacy beliefs. The cognitive feelings 
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experienced by these students were those of uncertainty. Science student 1 related 

how she lost confidence as she pursued her search on vectors. She persevered 

with her search but still had the feeling that she was getting to nowhere. 

According to the student, being unsure as to exactly what to search for, and the 

fact that the questions set were themselves ambiguous, caused her to lack 

confidence in seeking information. The student stated, 

 

  It once happened that I lost confidence to search for information 

  as the search went on. It was when I had to look for information 

  on vectors for my Maths class. I searched and searched but felt  

  that I was getting to nowhere even after having asked for help 

  from friends. Finally, it turned out that I did the wrong search  

and as a matter of fact, I failed my Maths exams. I now still  

have doubts about searching for information for my Maths  

subject. (Science student 1). 

 

  

It can therefore be said that feelings of uncertainty may contribute towards 

a decrease in level of self-efficacy in information-seeking. When Arts student 1 

was asked whether she remembered a situation when she had to search for 

information, but lost confidence as the search went on, she replied, “Yes, I was 

once looking for information for my General Paper subject and the topic was on 

Gender and Engineering and the more I searched the more I lost confidence 

because I was at a loss”. Arts student 2 explained that confusion made him lose 

confidence, “Yes, I was then completely lost and everything was muddled in my 

head and I lost confidence”. These feelings of uncertainty might be linked to the 

issue of guidance, that is, with more guidance, there might be less uncertainty.  

 

 Three out of the ten students interviewed, that is, two students from the 

Science class and one student from the Arts class argued that a lack of guidance 

would seriously hinder their self-efficacy beliefs in the sense that feelings of 

uncertainty would be increased. As one student commented, “The amount of hints 

given by teachers will affect me - their guidance on the subject of search” 

(Science student 3).  
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There were various feelings of affect such as lack of motivation, lack of 

perseverance, anxiety and confusion which were obstacles to several of the 

participants‟ level of self-efficacy. At various points during the interview, Science 

student 2 mentioned the word „abandon‟. It appeared that the student lacked 

perseverance and motivation to continue some searches. There were also feelings 

of fear that were experienced by the student. For instance, the student stated, “If 

the teacher has given me a difficult task I will not be able to tackle. I will lag 

behind friends and I will prefer to abandon it altogether” (Science student 2). And 

further added, 

 

  …last year I had to prepare for a research on MUN
2
 [economy  

and politics information] and look for information. In the middle 

I had to abandon my search because I felt that my friends were 

more motivated. I lost confidence in myself and preferred  

to abandon altogether. 

 

Moreover, according to Science student 3, aspects such as laziness and lack of 

determination would also affect his confidence at seeking information.  

  

Feelings of confusion which are also affective feelings equally had an 

impact upon self-efficacy beliefs. According to Science student 5, he lost 

confidence whilst seeking information because he was confused. As the student 

stated, “…it was last year when I had to search for information for my General 

Paper essays – it was on the topic „social evil‟ – I did not have enough time and I 

was confused”. 

 

Whilst peers‟ successes might be sources of self-efficacy beliefs in 

information-seeking, for others it might have a negative impact. As Science 

student 2 stated, “When I compare myself with my friends, I find that they are of 

a higher level and better at searching for information than me. This makes me lose 

                                                           
2
 MUN stands for Mauritian Unity. Each year students in their final year of high school are asked  to form 

groups and participate in a debate in which a subject of search relating to the Mauritian Unity is given to 

them. 
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confidence and I become embarrassed”. This student compared himself with his 

peers and had the feeling that they were better at seeking information than him. 

The idea that his peers would excel in their tasks made him lose confidence in 

himself, and thus decreased his level of self-efficacy in information-seeking to the 

extent of abandoning searches altogether. 

 

 Some of the participants interviewed were also of the view that the 

difficulty of the question and/or topic could affect their level of confidence. As 

one student stated “The difficulty of the question sometimes affects my searching 

abilities…” (Arts student 2). In fact, the nature of the questions might greatly 

affect the student‟s level of confidence in the sense that the questions set might be 

either difficult, or not well explained to the student, or not at the student‟s level. 

Furthermore, when Science student 3 was asked about whether he remembered 

any situation when he had to search for information but then lost confidence as 

the search continued, he answered, “Yes, yesterday I had to do some research 

work on Chemistry and the topic was not easy and after hours of search on the 

Web and in books, I was not successful and I finally gave up”. 

 

 According to Science student 4 and Arts student 5, the attractiveness of 

the topic would affect their levels of self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking 

in the sense that there would be a lack of motivation if the topic was not of 

interest. According to Arts student 5, the topic should be interesting or else he 

would be more prone towards abandoning the search and he would not feel 

confident at pursuing the search any further. As this student noted “If I am 

interested in the topic I will continue, but if the topic is boring then I won‟t spend 

much time on it – at least I‟ll have done something” (Arts student 5). 

  

Science student 4 also noted the fact that the availability of materials did 

affect sources of self-efficacy beliefs. When asked about whether he remembered 

any situation when he had to search for information but lost confidence as the 

search continued, he replied, 
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  Yes, often when I have to search for information for my General 

  Paper essays – this is because I often lack the materials necessary 

  in the middle of the search, like I don‟t have access to the Internet  

  at home. I prefer to abandon the search then. 

 

 According to Science student 5, a lack of time affected his self-efficacy 

beliefs in information-seeking, in the sense that a lack of time would eventually 

lead students to panic and during periods of panic, individuals might lose 

confidence. The student explained how he once lost confidence whilst searching 

for information on the topic „social evil‟ due to the fact that he lacked time. 

Workload can be another factor affecting level of self-efficacy beliefs.  Arts 

student 2 noted, “When there is lots of work to do, I lose confidence”. The 

pressure of workload made this student experience a decrease in his level of self-

efficacy belief in information-seeking. 

 

 Arts student 1 stated “you must know where to look for the information 

because not all information is good”. Thus, a lack of knowledge of where to 

search for the information would prevent this student from going further in her 

search and subsequently, this might lead to a lack of confidence. This student was 

also of the view that the librarian would only be able to provide some guidance on 

the use of appropriate sources of information. 

 

 Furthermore, the source of information might also be a problem. Here, we 

are referring to the source where the student would get the information. Arts 

student 3 affirmed that whenever the information was not on the internet, it would 

be a real problem because she would never go to the library as using the library 

was too time consuming. 
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Theme 6: Sources of self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. 

  

In order to gain a broader understanding of the different avenues that 

could be undertaken in order to develop and maintain the high school students‟ 

self-efficacy beliefs with regards to their information-seeking behaviours, it was 

necessary to establish how these students arrived at their self-efficacy beliefs. 

  

The interview data showed that the participants‟ main sources of 

information-seeking self-efficacy beliefs were: 

 

1. Reliance on people. This included guidance, cooperation and help 

from friends, group work, peers‟ successes, encouragement and 

communication. 

 

2. The student himself/herself. This would include personal effort and 

perseverance, one‟s mood, the need to enrich one‟s knowledge, the 

ultimate desire to be the best and success. 

 

3. The subject/topic of search. This would comprise of factors such as 

topic familiarity, attractiveness of topic and the issue of well-

structured questions. 

 

4. Efficiency and effectiveness of the search tool and the reliability of 

information sources. 

 

 

1. Reliance on people. 

 

In almost all instances, be it in the Science class or the Arts class, the 

students derived their information-seeking self-efficacy beliefs from people. 

Guidance from teachers and help from parents and friends were recurring sources 
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of self-efficacy beliefs. Most of the students explained that help obtained from 

friends and parents was important in helping them gain confidence, and the 

equally important was guidance from teachers. Science student 1 explained how 

she felt more confident at seeking academic information as opposed to non-

academic information, since with academic information there was guidance from 

the teacher. Similarly, in the case of Science student 1, she admitted to be more 

confident with information-seeking activities related to school work because the 

“teacher will guide you whether the information is good or not”. Thus, 

appropriate coaching might be required to help maintain and develop self-efficacy 

beliefs in information-seeking. Student 1 from the Arts class stated “proper 

guidance from teachers might help me increase my confidence – if I am being told 

what to look for exactly and how to find them would help”. This indicated that 

students need support and feedback in order to progress throughout their 

academic tasks. Moreover, Arts student 4 reported the following, “The things that 

might help increase my confidence when searching for information are guidance 

from others to find the information I am looking for – I mean guidance from 

parents, friends and teachers…” and that, “apart from being confident you must 

know what information you are looking for, thus more help from teachers will be 

an advantage”. Most of the participants were of the view that more guidance from 

the teachers would help to increase their level of confidence in information-

seeking.  

 

 The students also viewed group work as a factor helping them acquire 

self-confidence and reassurance in what they were doing. For instance, when 

Science student 1 was asked about what helped her to increase her confidence 

when carrying out a search for a school selected topic, she replied, 

 

  Group work would help enhance my confidence in an information 

  search. When friends are present and the search is done in a group,  

I can then compare and see if what I am searching is the same 

 as that of my friends and if the search matches… 

 



148 
 

Science student 5 noted, “Doing group work will help me increase my confidence 

– there will be exchange of ideas – the atmosphere will be friendly and thus I will 

feel more confident”.  Arts student 5 stated, “I need group work because the 

things we need to search then become more interesting”. The majority of students 

interviewed expressed the view that group work helped them positively, 

especially in gaining confidence. 

 

In general, the students interviewed were of the view that group work 

helped them in feeling more confident in their information-seeking activities. One 

student stated, “Cooperation and help from true friends might help me increase 

my confidence” (Science student 2). What can be deduced is that students can 

derive knowledge from each other and thus, working in groups might help create 

an environment conducive to building confidence in oneself.  

 

Of the ten students interviewed, seven claimed that peers‟ successes were 

sources of self-efficacy beliefs for them. The participants were of the view that 

peers‟ successes were a form of encouragement and this helped them gain further 

confidence. One participant noted “Yes, if others are successful at finding the 

right information then why not me? – what will prevent me from doing it if others 

can do it” (Arts student 2). Individuals learn and derive knowledge from others. 

Arts student 1 related how at first she felt discouraged when she compared her 

work with those of her friends, but then after second thoughts she felt more 

encouraged, thinking that she would “try to come up with the same level” as her 

friends. Arts student 1 added, 

 

   …in the case of my General Paper, I often come with only 

 two pages of research work whereas my friends come up 

 with several pages – I am then discouraged at first but  

 when I think it over, I am more encouraged and try  to  

 come up with the same level as my friends – this also  

 provides encouragement for me the next time I have  

 to search for some information. 
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For another participant interviewed, knowing that other students were successful 

at finding the right information they needed would help to boost up her morale, 

and she argued that if other students could find the required information then she 

would also be able to (Science student 1). In sum, the students were of the view 

that if their peers could successfully carry out the search then they also would be 

able to carry out the search and would feel more confident. 

 

Encouragement, also referred to as social persuasion, was viewed as a 

source of self-efficacy by Science student 4. This student stated, “encouragement 

from parents and teachers will help me a lot”. Arts student 2 noted the importance 

of communication as a source of self-efficacy belief. As noted by the student 

“dialogue in general will help me increase my confidence – dialogue with friends, 

parents and teachers” (Arts student 2).  

 

2. The student himself/herself. 

 

Another source of self-efficacy in information-seeking that had been 

observed was that of personal effort put in and perseverance. While perseverance 

may be interpreted as stemming from self-efficacy, this study shows that 

perseverance can also be a source of self-efficacy. Arts student 4 commented, 

“We should focus and put all our strength in the search – difficulty forms part of 

our life and thus we should persevere to succeed”. Science student 1 believed that 

if she put “in all the energy necessary”, then she would not lose her confidence in 

seeking information, and that “hard work and good work” were equally important 

aspects. According to Arts student 2, “Laziness also affects me especially when 

the search required to be done is a big one. This is because it will take time – also 

on some days I am not motivated enough…” That is to say, if enough effort is put 

in by students, the level of confidence in doing the search might be increased. 

  

According to Science student 3 and Arts student 2, a lack of effort would 

affect their level of confidence at seeking information. In other words, a lack of 
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motivation would hinder the student from persisting at a task. Science student 3 

noted, “Lack of determination and laziness would affect my search for 

information”. Depending upon the student, there were various factors that would 

help to motivate him or her in his or her search for information. For instance, for 

Science student 4, the fact that those other students were successful in their 

respective searches acted as a motivating factor for him. When asked about how 

his level of confidence would be affected when other students he knew were 

successful in their information searches, he replied, “this will be like a challenge – 

I will seek to perform better than my friends” (Science student 4). In the same 

way, a will to do well at school or the idea of reward might be motivating factors 

for certain students. Similarly, there were factors that could equally make the 

student lose motivation and as will be seen in the following example, losing 

motivation would lead to failure. Arts student 2 related the following, 

 

  …I remember in one of my lower classes, it was in Form 3  

I think, I had a Maths teacher who wasn‟t at all helpful –  

I liked the subject and always did my best to look for notes  

and other necessary information to do my home work  

but the teachers always did everything so as not to agree 

  with what I was doing or saying – because of this teacher I  

lost all motivation in doing my best to search for information  

for my home work in that subject. 

 

 

Therefore, what can be said is that there might be a correlation between 

motivation and confidence at carrying out a task. When there is no determination, 

the student might not persist at carrying out the task and confidence at doing the 

task might be affected. 

 

Arts student 5 claimed that mood states had an impact on self-efficacy 

beliefs in information-seeking, whereby a positive mood would lead to more 

confidence and more motivation at carrying out the information-seeking task. The 

student described the positive effects of mood in the following ways, “enthusiasm 

would help me” and “my mood should be good, if I am lazy on that day I will 
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tend to do the work quickly”.  Science student 5 commented that “when I am 

irritated it affects me in finding information” whereas Arts student 2 stated that 

“…it all depends on my mood”. That is to say, a positive mood might help the 

student in a positive way whereas a negative mood might make the student affect  

his/her capabilities. 

 

 According to Science students 3 and 5, good planning and well set goals 

could help them enhance their levels of confidence in information-seeking. 

Science student 3 commented on the fact that, “confidence can be increased by 

planning when and how to search for the information”. The statement implies that 

when goals were well set, the student might be committed to those goals, and the 

fact that there would be a timeframe would help enhance self-efficacy beliefs.  

 

One student viewed previous successes as a viable source of self-efficacy 

beliefs. This student claimed, “If I am able to find the right information from the 

type of information-seeking task given to me, then it will help me to boost up my 

own self-confidence” (Science student 3).  

 

Eight out of the ten participants interviewed, that is, four students from the 

Science class and four students from the Arts class, expressed the view that 

rewards could help them considerably in enhancing their information-seeking 

self-efficacy beliefs. These students explained that the idea of „success‟ which is a 

form of „reward‟, would help them to pursue their search even in difficult 

situations. One student stated “I will be persevering for my own good and for my 

success” (Arts student 2). Science student 3 stated, “Success in life eventually will 

help me pursue my search” whereas Science student 4 noted that, “The idea of 

success will help me complete the search” even in difficult situations. Also, it is 

worth noting the fact that most of the students were not ready to help a friend. 

Perhaps, because in doing so, they would not get any reward. There was a positive 

correlation between self-efficacy levels in information-seeking and achievement 

with these students. 
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 Arts student 4 explained how the feeling of wanting to be the best at 

school helped him to maintain his level of self-efficacy beliefs. The feeling of 

wanting to be the best emanated from the student‟s desire to be viewed as a model 

by his friends, and from the desire to feel superior in front of friends and teachers. 

There was the issue of pride which was also at work in this example. The student 

took pride in his academic accomplishments.  

 

 

3. The subject/topic of search. 

 

All of the ten participants viewed topic familiarity as a viable source of 

self-efficacy. Science student 1 noted that “The search becomes easier when you 

already have knowledge of the topic or information about the topic”, and Science 

student 5 stated that “When a topic is already known to me, it will be easier for 

me since I have done it before – I won‟t need to start from zero – I won‟t need to 

do the search all over again – I will be more confident”. All the students argued 

that the information search became easier at the second try, and they felt more 

confident. However, it is worth noting the fact that Science student 4 also brought 

forth the fact that „topic familiarity‟ could create a sense of boredom, since there 

would be no novelty in the search to be carried out if the topic of search had 

already been done once. In other words, there would be less enthusiasm and 

motivation on the part of the student. As such, the aspect of topic familiarity as a 

source of self-efficacy belief in information-seeking can have both its positive and 

negative aspects. 

 

According to Science student 5 and Arts student 5, the attractiveness of 

the topic would also help as a source of self-efficacy belief. The attractiveness of 

the topic would help to instill a feeling of confidence in the sense that it would 

make the student feel more at ease with the topic and when the student is at ease 

with the topic, s/he would be more motivated at pursuing the search, and the more 
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s/he was motivated the more would s/he feel efficacious. Science student 5 noted, 

“If the topic is one of my favourites then there won‟t be any problem”. Similarly, 

Arts student 2 noted, “When I know the topic it will be a real pleasure for me – I 

will know more before even having started the search – I will be more confident 

since I will have an advance on others – I won‟t need to start from scratch”. All 

the students interviewed were unanimous on the fact that topic familiarity helped 

them in enhancing their self-efficacy beliefs. All the students explained that when 

the topic was familiar to them, then it would help to bring in more confidence in 

the information-seeking process, in the sense that it would be something the 

participants already knew about. 

 

 According to Science students 4 and 5 and Arts students 1 and 5, the topic 

should be interesting or else s/he would be prone towards abandoning the search 

when difficulties arise. When the topic is according to the taste of the student then 

the student will feel more efficacious at carrying out the search. Arts student 5 

stated, “If I am interested in the topic I will continue but if the topic is boring then 

I won‟t spend much time on it…” Likewise, when Science student 4 was asked 

about what he thought would affect how good he was at searching information for 

school related activities, he replied, “It depends upon how interesting the subject 

is and if the materials are available…”. 

 

The extent to which the questions set are understandable may affect a 

student‟s degree of self-confidence. That is to say, the more the questions are 

easily understood, the more the student may feel self-efficacious. These types of 

questions could remove that feeling of uncertainty which might lower the 

student‟s self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. Arts student 3 commented, 

“I am more confident at searching for information when it concerns my school 

work because the questions set are well-structured”. 
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4. The efficiency and effectiveness of the search tool and ease of use of 

systems, the reliability of information sources, the awareness of 

information sources and accessibility. 

 

Practically all the students interviewed were of the view that either both 

the efficiency and effectiveness of the search tool, or the reliability of the 

information sources, helped them in gaining confidence in an information search. 

This could be explained by the fact that the more the search tool and/or 

information source was efficient and effective, the more the student was prone to 

be confident with the source of information. Consequently, the student was more 

likely to be confident in his/her information-seeking activities. The majority of the 

students claimed to be confident and at ease with using the internet, due to its 

efficiency and effectiveness and thus these factors also helped the participants to 

feel confident at seeking the required information. As one student explained,  

 

The internet is the easiest tool for me – it is not boring like going  

to the library – with the Internet, a simple click and everything is  

there – I can search the Internet from my mobile phone also – so 

the internet is easily accessible (Science student 5). 

 

 

Science student 2 agreed stating, “The internet because it is more rapid 

and because the information given will be exact. I just have to type in the topic of 

my search and the results are there”. One student argued, “I will first go to the 

internet because there you can find a lot of things and there are no taboo subjects” 

(Arts student 1). Another student explained “I am more confident with the internet 

because it is easier – just have to enter words and it looks for everything for you – 

you get all types of information – books are more boring, you have to turn pages 

and pages before getting the information”, and further added “I don‟t like the 

library because it takes time” (Arts student 5). According to Arts student 2, the 

reliability of the information sources also had a role to play in installing 

confidence whilst seeking information. As the student stated, “I am more 
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confident at using books because they are less vague than the internet – I am more 

confident with books because they are information written on paper”. The more 

the source of information was reliable, the more the student might feel confident 

with it, and the more might the student feel efficacious at seeking the information. 

Thus, there is a positive relationship between the source of information and the 

level of self-efficacy belief.  

 

According to Arts student 1, “You must know where to look for the 

information because not all information is good”. Thus, a better awareness of the 

different information sources available could help to develop the student‟s level 

of self-efficacy beliefs. In fact, this is closely linked to the issue of guidance 

discussed earlier, that is, students need teachers in order to guide them in their 

process of learning. 

 

 One student also stated that there should be easy access as well as 

availability of materials and infrastructure such as computer and the internet. As 

the student noted, “…I often lack the materials necessary in the middle of the 

search - like I don‟t have access to the internet at home - I prefer to abandon then” 

(Science student 4).  

 

 

Theme 7: Reasons for information-seeking failures. 

 

 The reasons why the participants failed in their respective information-

seeking tasks were manifold. As it will be seen, it is not just a question of having 

the appropriate level of self-efficacy beliefs despite the fact that we cannot deny 

the importance of self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking behaviour. The 

reasons given by the students interviewed were centered on three broad 

categories, namely, the student themselves, the topic and other people. 
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1. The student. 

 

Many students believed that they were themselves responsible for their 

information-seeking failures. These students referred to aspects such as 

misunderstanding of the question and feelings of uncertainty, lack of 

concentration, waiting until the last minute to carry out the search, lack of 

confidence, preference for playing video games, too much work given, lack of 

time, self-irritation, a lack of enthusiasm, and lack of effort as being the root of 

their information-seeking failures. Science student 1 commented,  

 

Whenever I fail to get the right information, it is most of the  

time because I have misunderstood the question or was  

not concentrated enough or waited till the last minute to 

search for the information and lacked time”. 

 

 

Science student 4 was of the view that, “lack of confidence in myself and lack of 

time may be the cause”. Furthermore, Arts student 5 noted, “The main cause for 

me not finding the information is that I don‟t know how to look for the 

information”. 

 

 

2. The topic. 

 

Some students also believed that the topic itself contributed towards their 

information-seeking failures. For instance, some viewed the difficulty of the topic 

as the problem, whilst others were of the view that the topic was not interesting 

enough in order to gain their full attention and this led to failure. When Science 

student 5 was asked about the factors that contributed towards his information-

seeking failures, he replied, “The topic was too vast and difficult”, and Arts 

student 1 commented that “Sometimes it comes to my mind that there are more 

interesting things to do”. 
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3. Other people. 

 

A third category, namely, „other people‟ referred to those people in the 

students‟ surroundings who might have contributed to the students‟ information-

seeking failures in one way or the other. These included a lack of encouragement 

from people, a lack of guidance, jealousy of people, and the sometimes negative 

attitude of teachers. Arts student 2 stated, “When people are negative and jealous 

this will affect me – some people are so jealous, that they even tell you that what 

you have searched is not good and they lead you into the wrong direction”.  

 

4.5. Summary 

 

It can be observed from the findings from the interviews that self-efficacy 

beliefs appeared to alter with tasks, and that self-efficacy may have a role to play 

in the information-seeking behaviour of the majority of students. Failures in an 

information-seeking behaviour cannot be attributed solely to a lack of confidence. 

The sources of self-efficacy beliefs of these students came from many factors, and  

there are a number of ways in which self-efficacy beliefs can be enhanced. It 

could also be observed that there were no major differences between the Science 

students and the Arts students. That is to say, for most of the ten students 

interviewed, both the Science students and the Arts students shared mainly the 

same views. The above results will be discussed at greater length in the chapter to 

follow. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
 

5.1. Introduction 
 

 This chapter will be discussed in light of the following research questions: 

 

1. What role did self-efficacy play in the information-seeking behaviour 

of the students? 

 

2. How did the information-seeking tasks of the high school students 

impact upon their self-efficacy in seeking information? 

 

3. What factors affected the self-efficacy beliefs of students engaged in 

information-seeking activities? 

 

4. What factors helped to increase and/or install self-efficacy beliefs in 

students engaged in seeking information? 

 

This chapter will discuss the identified themes to present an interpretation 

of the issues arising from the themes. The discussion will also relate the findings 

of the present study to the research literature. The themes to be discussed are: 

 

 The impacts of confidence and overconfidence on information-

seeking. 

 The importance of the information-seeking task on information-

seeking self-efficacy/confidence. 

 The correlation between source preference and level of confidence. 

 The presence of motivating factors. 
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 Sources affecting self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. 

 Sources of self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. 

 Information-seeking failures. 

 

5.2. Discussion 
 

1. The impacts of confidence and overconfidence on information-seeking. 

 

 One of the distinct differences between this present study and previous 

studies carried out by eminent information science researchers such as Wilson 

(1997, 1999) and Kuhlthau (1988a, 1988b, 1988c, 1993), is that this research 

studies in depth, and in a detailed manner, the roles of confidence and 

overconfidence in information-seeking. Wilson (1997, 1999) for example, only 

presented us with a general model of information-seeking behaviour, in which he 

mentioned self-efficacy as being a possible activating mechanism in  information-

seeking behaviour. Kuhlthau (1988a, 1988b, 1988c, 1993) on the other hand gave 

ample importance to the affective components in the information search process 

including confidence, but her research was not an in depth study focusing solely 

upon self-efficacy and information-seeking. The present study can therefore be 

regarded as an extension of the work carried out by researchers in the field of 

information-seeking. The present study examined in more depth the affective 

feeling which is self-efficacy. Furthermore, some researchers in the field of 

information-seeking behaviour have focused on more specific issues of self-

efficacy and information-seeking, and in the field of web and electronic 

information-seeking (Nahl 1996; Ren 2000; Waldman 2003; Tsai and Tsai 2003; 

Ramayah and Aafaqi 2004). Also, these studies were on college and university 

students and not on high school students.  

 

Most of the studies on information-seeking behaviour which have focused 

on the affective feelings of children or students, have either concentrated on the 
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effect of the affective feelings in general, or have simply underlined the 

importance of maintaining positive self-efficacy judgments, without going into 

great details about its sources or its negative impacts, if any (Bilal 2000, 2005; 

Nahl 1996, 2005). For instance, Nahl‟s (2005) Affective Load Theory, known as 

ALT, focused on the general affective dimensions, and aimed at identifying how 

these affective dimensions interacted and helped information seekers cope with 

situations of uncertainty. Unlike this present study, Nahl‟s ALT did not focus 

upon self-efficacy per se and how the latter impacted upon the information-

seeking process.  

 

The fact that the majority of Arts and Science students both from the 

interviews and the appraisal forms claimed that self-efficacy beliefs in 

information-seeking partly gave them the will to continue the search, implies that 

self-efficacy beliefs might possibly have a role to play in the high school student‟s 

information-seeking behaviour. Thus, the researcher‟s view was that without self-

efficacy beliefs, the students would be more prone towards abandoning their 

searches. This is comparable to the theoretical belief that self-efficacy affected 

human behaviour in various ways especially in terms of performance and choice 

(Bandura 1988, 1997; Stajkovic and Luthans 1998; Mager 1992), and that 

individuals with high levels of self-efficacy beliefs would be more apt at 

persisting at difficult tasks (Igbaria and Iivari 1995). Whilst the findings of the 

present study supported the findings of the more general theories of self-efficacy, 

the present study was unique in the sense that it looked at whether self-efficacy 

beliefs would have a role to play in the information-seeking behaviour of high 

school students and the extent of this role. 

 

As regards to the aspect of overconfidence, both sets of students 

interviewed showed mixed feelings. According to Stone (1994), overconfidence 

would take place when the performer would actually overestimate the quality of 

his/her performances. As already viewed in the previous chapter, some students 

viewed overconfidence to be detrimental whilst other students viewed 
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overconfidence to be something positive, and some viewed overconfidence as 

having both its positive as well as its negative aspects in their information-seeking 

process.  

 

One of the major differences of this present study with previous research 

dealing with self-efficacy beliefs and information-seeking, is that the present 

study also looked at the effects of too much self-efficacy. This present study did 

not simply focus on the fact that self-efficacy helped, as in the works of Bilal 

(2000), Bilal (2005) and Nahl (1996), but also upon its negativity. In the present 

study, students viewed overconfidence to be detrimental in the sense that when 

self-efficacy beliefs were overestimated, then the students would be too sure of 

themselves. When the students were over-confident, either not much effort would 

be put in when seeking information, or the information sought might not be 

relevant, but the student might think that the information sought must be the right 

one. Thus, what can be deduced is that too much self-efficacy might lead to a loss 

of motivation, and thus have a direct impact upon performance in information-

seeking tasks. The findings reflected those of Bandura and Jourden (1991), 

Bandura (1997), Vancouver and his colleagues (2002) and Moores and Cha Jan 

Chang (2008), that people who are too confident have a tendency to be less 

motivated in performing a particular task. 

 

Other students noted overconfidence to be a positive aspect in the sense 

that it should be high in order for it to be effective. However, there seemed to be 

no existing literature commenting on this aspect. One of the reasons why some of 

the students were of the view that overconfidence should be a positive aspect, 

might be related to the fact that some students were more confident than others. 

This means that the levels of self-efficacy/confidence required might vary from 

student to student, with some students requiring more confidence for them to be 

successful in their respective tasks. Therefore, the level of confidence required by 

a student in his/her information-seeking task cannot be generalized. 
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Finally, there were some students who were of the view that 

overconfidence had both its positive and its negative aspects, but depending upon 

the circumstances and depending upon the student. Overconfidence would be a 

positive aspect when it pushed the student to exceed his/her performance, but 

overconfidence would become a negative aspect when the student loses control of 

himself/herself, and start taking his/her information-seeking tasks for granted. 

This evidence supported the notion of Stone (1994) who noted that 

overconfidence would only be a motivator to those who believe that hard work is 

synonymous to success. 

 

Thus, what can be deduced is that, self-efficacy, that is, the level of 

confidence perceived by the student, has an impact upon information-seeking 

behaviour. That is to say, self-efficacy definitely has a role to play in information-

seeking behaviour, despite the fact that the extent of its role might differ from 

student to student, and that self-efficacy may not be the sole factor responsible for 

explaining a student‟s information-seeking behaviour and information-seeking 

performance. Thus, self-efficacy is an important factor that should not be ignored 

(Mager 1992). 

 

  

2. The importance of the information-seeking task on information-seeking 

self-efficacy/confidence. 

  

The data obtained from both the appraisal forms and the interviews 

suggested that the information-seeking task did have an impact upon the level of 

information-seeking self-efficacy of the high school students. For instance, the 

results obtained from the tables suggested that the level of confidence varied with 

tasks irrespective of whether the students were from the Science class or the Arts 

class. Furthermore, the data obtained from the interviews of both the Science 

students and the Arts students suggested that the type of information-seeking task 

given did have an effect upon the student‟s level of confidence at seeking 
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information. The data obtained thus reflected Waldman‟s (2003) views on the fact 

that academic self-efficacy beliefs varied according to subject matter. If we take a 

look at the tables on pp. 116 – 117 from the previous chapter, we would observe 

that the students‟ level of confidence at seeking information for a French subject, 

for example, would not be the same as that of the Chemistry subject. This could 

be explained by the fact that some information might be easier to search than 

others or that some subjects were more preferred than others. 

  

The reasons why students felt more confident at searching one type of 

information over another one were manifold. One of the main reasons given by 

the students was that, some information, given its nature, was much easier to 

search, and that difficult information-seeking tasks tended to intimidate some 

students. This is closely linked with the theory that human beings would normally 

choose things with which they felt more comfortable or which required the least 

effort possible (Zipf 1949; Bierbaum 1990; Mann 1993; Liu and Ye Lan Lang 

2004). Mann‟s (1993) views positively correlated with the observations obtained 

from this present study. That is, students were more prone towards carrying out 

searches with which they felt more comfortable, and with which they found to be 

easy. For some students, there was a preference for searching school information 

because of an ease of access to the required information, even if the source of 

information might not be of high quality. It might be that school information was 

more readily available from prescribed text books and/or academic journals. The 

findings from this study therefore reflected the notions of the Principle of Least 

Effort (Zipf 1949) which stated that even researchers would be prone towards 

choosing information that were easily accessible, even if the information was not 

of good quality. 

 

 The present study showed that information-seeking self-efficacy beliefs 

were task specific. As could be observed, some of the students were more 

confident at searching academic information and similarly, some of the students 

felt more confident at searching non-academic information. Also, when searching 
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for information for an academic purpose, some students were more confident at 

searching information for one particular subject over another. This reflected the 

views of Bandura (1977), Pajares and Miller (1994) and Gist and Mitchell (1992) 

who claimed that self-efficacy beliefs are domain specific, task specific and 

situation specific. Thus, it can be said that the level of information-seeking self-

efficacy will vary according to the information-seeking task given to the student.  

 

 However, one major difference between this present study and past 

studies, whether in the field of information science or social psychology, is that 

none of the past studies appears to have studied the importance of information-

seeking tasks on information-seeking self-efficacy, that is, whether searching 

information on different subjects would have an effect upon self-efficacy. Most 

studies have demonstrated that Mathematics self-efficacy would be independent 

of writing self-efficacy for example. These studies by Pajares and Johnson (1996) 

on writing self-efficacy, and Hackett and Betz (1989) on Mathematics self-

efficacy were however separate studies in the field of social psychology. The 

studies found that the self-efficacy beliefs about writing had a positive correlation 

upon writing performance, and that Mathematics self-efficacy beliefs were only 

moderately related with Mathematics performance. None of the studies seemed to 

have compared in one study the self-efficacy beliefs of one subject versus the 

self-efficacy beliefs of another subject. Even Waldman‟s (2003) study from the 

field of information science did not aim at verifying, in an empirical way, whether 

academic self-efficacy beliefs varied according to the subject matter. The present 

study showed that the level of self-efficacy beliefs of the students at seeking a 

particular type of information, would not be the same as seeking another 

particular type of information. The present study was also particularly from an 

information science point of view. 
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3. The correlation between source preference and level of confidence. 

 

 Results obtained from both the appraisal forms and the interviews 

suggested that there might be a possible link between the students‟ preferred 

source and the students‟ level of confidence. Mooer‟s Law (Mooers 1960), 

referred to the fact that human beings would normally choose paths that were the 

easiest for them, and these principles might be extended to the field of 

information management. The evidence from this study showed that the more the 

information tool was convenient to the student, then the more would the student 

be at ease with his/her search. Thus, a higher level of self-efficacy at information-

seeking would be observed. This might be explained by the fact that the first point 

of contact before getting the information is obviously the tool/source of 

information, such as a computer or a book. If the student finds it difficult or does 

not know how to use the tool, this would represent failure to the student. Some 

might even panic and feel anxious or simply abandon the search as another 

alternative. When these negative feelings are experienced, self-efficacy beliefs 

will in most instances be automatically lowered and consequently, level of self-

efficacy beliefs in information-seeking will also be lowered. This aspect of failure 

as affecting self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking is reflected in Usher and 

Pajares‟ (2008) views about failure undermining self-efficacy beliefs. This 

reflects what Mann (1995) reported, that is, social scientists would normally want 

to get research done in the quickest time possible, and with using as little library 

resources as possible. It can therefore be deduced that sources of information and 

information systems do have a role to play in information-seeking self-efficacy 

beliefs. They can help the student in gaining more confidence in information-

seeking.  

 

 What is unique with the findings from this study, is that apart from the 

studies by Watson (1998) and Waldman (2003), none of the studies in the field of 

information-seeking seemed to focus on the issue of whether or not there was a 

correlation between source preference and level of confidence. Watson‟s (1998) 
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study showed that students were at ease and gained self-confidence when using 

technology for school work. However, the difference was that with Watson‟s 

(1998) study, the focus was on the use of technology only, and not on the 

student‟s source preference. Watson‟s (1998) study only showed that students 

would gain confidence when they could handle the technology. What Watson 

(1998) did not question was whether or not the student would gain the same self-

confidence when using the internet or books for example. In the same way, 

Waldman‟s (2003) study focused upon the student‟s use of library electronic 

resources, and found that students with higher self-efficacy beliefs were more apt 

at using the library‟s electronic resources, but did not establish a relationship 

between source preference and level of self-efficacy. What Waldman (2003) 

showed is that students with high self-efficacy beliefs were more persistent and 

believed in their abilities in using the library‟s electronic resources. 

 

 

4. The presence of motivating factors. 

 

 The various factors that would motivate the students to seek information 

even in the most difficult of situations, is an important aspect of information-

seeking. Most of the students interviewed whether from the Arts class or the 

Science class indicated that they would be motivated to pursue their search even 

under difficult situations, in view of succeeding in their studies and eventually in 

life. Thus, they would be ready to seek the information for a reward. This 

reflected Wilson‟s (1997) revised general model of information behaviour where 

he indicated „reward‟ as being the activating mechanism in an information-

seeking behaviour. However, Wilson (1997) did not discuss rewards with 

reference to self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. In fact, none of the 

available literature in information-seeking appeared to discuss rewards with 

reference to self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. 
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 The evidence from this study suggested that whilst „reward‟ was regarded 

as a motivating factor in the information-seeking process, thus helping to explain 

why students chose to search or not to search for information, it was also regarded 

as a self-efficacy enhancer. That is to say, „rewards‟ enhance self-efficacy beliefs, 

in the sense that rewards would most likely motivate students to pursue their 

information-seeking tasks, and when students were motivated, they would most 

likely sense a feeling of heightened confidence. Students in this study were 

conscious of the need to gain high grades. The findings from this study reflected 

what Schunk (1983a, 1983b, 1995) predicted, that is, rewards would enhance self-

efficacy beliefs especially in an academic environment. 

 

 The idea of „reward‟ also leads us to the concept of „outcome 

expectations‟, which is referred to as an individual‟s expectations that certain 

behaviours adopted would lead to certain outcomes (Bandura 1977). When 

applied to the present study, it would mean to say that a student would, above all, 

estimate that his/her information-seeking behaviour adopted would lead to certain 

outcomes or reward. Regarded in this way, it could be said that outcome 

expectations might also be good predictors of information-seeking behaviours. 

This reflected what Kazdin (1978), Schunk (1991), Maddux, Sherer and Rogers 

(1982) believed, that is, outcome expectations were better predictors of human 

behaviour.  

 

 Finally, it can be argued that self-efficacy beliefs do not seem to be the 

sole factor responsible for explaining a particular information-seeking behaviour. 

Likewise, Schunk (1991) believed that self-efficacy was not the most important 

factor influencing behaviour. Self-efficacy does have its role to play in 

information-seeking behaviour, and this study suggested that if these self-efficacy 

beliefs were enhanced accordingly, then the students‟ information-seeking 

behaviour might be greatly improved, thus leading to a greater educational 

achievement. Rewards are seen to be motivating factors that seem to have an 
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influence upon self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking and may help to 

explain in part the students‟ information-seeking behaviour.  

 

5. Sources affecting self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. 

 

 Some of the students interviewed from both classes acknowledged the fact 

that feelings of uncertainty made them lose confidence in their information-

seeking tasks. In fact, anxiety and uncertainty form part of any information search 

process (Kuhlthau 2004) but, in this present study, it has been observed that 

anxiety and uncertainty also contributed towards lowering the students‟ self-

efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. It could be that at some stages of the 

information search process, the student would experience feelings of uncertainty, 

and that these feelings of uncertainty would eventually lead to a decrease in the 

level of confidence. The findings from the present study reflected Kuhlthau‟s 

(2004) Uncertainty Principle which stated that uncertainty often leads to anxiety 

and lack of confidence. Similarly, neurotic tendencies of individuals are said to 

act as obstacles to successful information-seeking behaviour (Halder, Roy and 

Chakraborty 2010 and Heinstrom 2003). It was not the purpose of this study to 

measure the students‟ personality traits. 

 

Together with feelings of uncertainty, the students in the present study 

also experienced feelings of confusion. That is to say when students are confused 

and have unclear thoughts, and these undermine their self-efficacy beliefs. 

Similarly, Usher and Pajares (2008) noted that students‟ emotional feelings could 

well influence their experiences. In the same way, mood would have an effect 

upon levels of confidence at seeking information. As seen in the previous chapter, 

one student explained that his bad mood would affect his confidence at seeking 

information. This reflected what Forgas, Bower and Moylan (1990) and Salovey 

and Birnbaum (1989) suggested, that is, a positive mood would help enhance 

perceived self-efficacy beliefs whereas a despondent mood would lower it. The 

importance of mood, in this study, might be explained by the fact that moods can 
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have an impact upon motivation to seek or not to seek information. A positive 

mood would be a motivator whereas a negative mood would be a de-motivator 

(Fiske and Taylor 1991). When students are motivated, they think more 

positively, and this positivity may eventually lead to the enhancement of self-

efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. It appeared that students were not given 

enough instructions, feedback and guidance in this school in relation to 

uncertainty. 

  

Experiences of failure were also noted as affecting levels of confidence. It 

could be observed that for some students, feelings of uncertainty led to failure in 

finding the required information. Similarly, Usher and Pajares (2008) noted that 

when efforts put in do not produce the desired outcomes, then confidence to 

succeed in similar tasks decreases. Likewise, Bandura (1997) was of the view that 

failures undermined one‟s belief of personal efficacy especially where failures 

occurred before a sense of self-efficacy had been well established. Findings from 

the present study suggested that when the student had experienced failure once, 

this created doubts in the mind of the student, and as a consequence, confidence in 

information-seeking decreased. Getting rid of that fear would help increase or re-

install feelings of confidence in information-seeking.  

 

 A lack of motivation and perseverance would also affect one‟s confidence 

at seeking information. Whilst it is true that self-efficacy has an impact upon 

motivation and perseverance (Schunk and Meece 2006; Bandura 1986; 

Zimmerman 1995 and Mager 1992), it seemed to be also true, as per the findings 

from this study, that motivation and perseverance could as well affect self-

efficacy beliefs. Motivation can be taken to be an inner force that pushes the 

student to go further in order to attain something that is desired. There are various 

reasons that explain why students are motivated. In this study, students were 

motivated to complete their studies or to succeed, and it seemed that the more the 

students were motivated, then the more the students felt confident. This might be 

explained by the fact that the more the student was motivated to succeed for 
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example, then the more the student was ready to persist and consequently, the 

more the student believed in his/her abilities to be able to complete the 

information-seeking task. In other words, the more the student was motivated the 

more the student would work, and the more the student worked, and was 

successful, then the more the student would feel confident, and develop that 

positive feeling that the required task could be completed. Notice should also be 

taken of the Satisfaction Factor in the ARCS Motivation Model which states that 

when a student is satisfied with his or her work, then he or she will remain 

motivated (Keller 1987). The relationship that exists between self-efficacy and 

motivation and perseverance seems to be a complex one. Evidence from this 

study suggested that motivation and perseverance did affect levels of self-efficacy 

beliefs. There are some researchers in the field of information-seeking who have 

brought forward the importance of motivation in information-seeking behaviour, 

including Kuhlthau (1993), but it seems that none have created a link between 

motivation and self-efficacy beliefs, apart from Bailey (1999). Bailey (1999), 

from the field of education, suggested a positive correlation between motivation 

and self-efficacy for research. According to his study among academics, it was 

suggested that low motivation would lead to low self-efficacy, whereas high 

motivation would lead to enhanced self-efficacy.  

 

Despite the fact that peers‟ successes could be viable sources of self-

efficacy beliefs, peers‟ successes were, for some of the Science and Arts students, 

obstacles in their gaining in confidence. One student was of the view that the 

success of his peers at seeking information made him lose confidence. There was 

a feeling of discouragement experienced. In this study, peers‟ successes could 

have been an obstacle in the sense that the student might have felt inferior as 

compared to his/her friends. Whilst peers‟ successes can be a form of 

encouragement, they can also be forms of discouragement for some students, 

especially to those who initially do not believe in their own abilities. These type 

of students might think that their peers are far more superior in intelligence than 

themselves, and that they would never be able to come up to the same standard as 
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their successful peers, especially if these peers were high achieving students at 

school. Thus, as opposed to the views of Bandura (1997) and Schunk (1981), the 

evidence brought forward from this study suggested that the observation of 

models and vicarious experiences were not always helpful in promoting self-

efficacy beliefs. 

 

 Some of the students from both classes viewed the topic as being an 

obstacle to their levels of self-efficacy in information-seeking. The topic of search 

would affect them whenever the topic was difficult or not attractive enough. For 

many students, the fact that the topic of search was difficult might have hindered 

their self-efficacy beliefs, especially if these were already low. The same would 

be true when the topic was uninteresting to the student. This study suggested that 

when the topic was not attractive enough, there might be a lack of motivation and 

interest. Whenever there was a lack of motivation and interest, not much effort 

would be expended, and when there was a lack of effort, self-efficacy beliefs 

might be hindered. The findings reflected those of Linnenbrink and Pintrich 

(2003), in the field of psychology, in that as students showed attraction and 

interest for a topic, they would be prone towards engaging in the activity, and 

become more expert in the field. It is that expertise in the field that would 

eventually help towards the development of self-efficacy beliefs. 

  

The non-availability of the required tools and sources of information 

affected the students‟ level of confidence at seeking information, in the sense that 

the students then felt discouraged. It is argued that people in general will try to 

find what they require using the least time and energy possible (Harris and 

Dewdney 1994; Mooers‟ 1960; Wilson 1997). In the same way, when sources of 

information were not easily accessible, students might feel discouraged because 

they would be losing much of their time and energy trying to locate that source of 

information. Thus, the availability of relevant sources of information is 

fundamental to any information-seeking activity. 
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 Some of the Science and Arts students found that lack of time together 

with workloads affected them. Lack of time and workloads would affect the 

students in the sense that when there was lack of time, and when there was much 

work to do, then the students might feel panicked for fear of not finishing the 

work, and thus being penalized in their studies. The latter would lead to lowering 

of self-efficacy beliefs, in the sense that the lack of time and workloads might 

eventually lead to failure, and when the students experienced failure then 

confidence might be decreased. Therefore, the students in this study appeared to 

need more planning and self-set goals in order to efficiently and effectively 

manage their time and work. Furthermore, it seemed that good planning and well-

set goals were important aspects in promoting self-efficacy beliefs,and this 

reflects the findings of Schunk (1985), Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons (1990), 

and  Cleary and Zimmerman (2001). 

 

 For some students, a lack of knowledge of where to search for the 

information led to a lack of confidence, in the sense that the feeling of not 

knowing where to go for the information gave rise to feelings of being at a loss. 

Therefore, the importance of bibliographic instruction (Kuhlthau 2004) is 

paramount. The students would then be taught as to how to find their way through 

the library and their location skills would be improved. This reflected Usher and 

Pajares‟ (2008) views about the capabilities of instruction in bringing in self-

confidence and success. Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2003) who are researchers in 

the field of psychology also noted the importance of instruction in improving 

students‟ school work. Jakobovits and Nahl-Jakobovits (1990) stressed the 

importance of bibliographic instruction in solving problems that are of an 

affective nature or that are related to one‟s skills. Thus, what the students from 

this study might require is good bibliographic instruction from the librarian and 

guidance from the teachers. Most of the students interviewed from both classes 

viewed the librarian as being of no great help, and that the library was not their 

preferred source of information. The reasons why the students in this study found 

the library or the librarian to be of little help might be related to the fact that the 
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library or libraries was/were too archaic, and lacking the necessary infrastructures 

like computers, access to the internet and online electronic materials that would 

facilitate information retrieval, and provide easy access to sources of information. 

Whenever there is a lack of infrastructure, even the librarian will not be of great 

help, because apart from showing the students where the books located are, the 

librarian will not be able to do much. Easy access to information appeared to be 

an important aspect of information-seeking to these students and when there was 

not any easy access, it appeared that the students also lost confidence at seeking 

information. Studies undertaken in the United States and reported in the Research 

Foundation Paper „School Libraries Work‟ (2008) show that students in schools 

with good school libraries are more successful, in the sense that they learn more 

and achieve better grades. The Research Foundation Paper also reports the fact 

that from Alaska to North Carolina, more than 60 studies have been carried out 

and have clearly shown the connection between student achievement and the 

presence of school libraries manned by qualified school library media specialists. 

Moreover, it has been found that school libraries staffed by qualified and trained 

personnel, with appropriate and up to date resources and with adequate funding, 

will contribute towards higher student achievement no matter the socioeconomic 

background or educational levels of the community. 

 

Another aspect that seemed to be important to the students in this study 

was interpersonal relationship and emotional support. This aspect was predicted 

by Julien (1999). The students might have experienced a feeling that they would 

bother the librarian/s too much if ever they asked for help. Also, the students in 

this study might have lacked a positive attitude when approaching the library, and 

this lack of positive attitude might have been created by the image projected both 

by the library and the librarian. Students in their last years of study, in this study, 

are normally under pressure to succeed, and their time is also limited. What they 

would want is easy access to information, and readily available sources that 

would take the least time and effort possible, and people who could help them. 

When these factors are not available, the students might see the situation as being 
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a threat to their success and in their obtaining high end of year school grades. All 

these factors might greatly impact upon the morale of the students, and 

consequently lower their self-efficacy beliefs in seeking the appropriate 

information for their studies. This study brought forth the problems of how an 

information system and the available infrastructure could affect levels of self-

efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. Many studies in the field of information-

seeking behaviour (Wilson 1997; Kuhlthau 1993; Julien 1999) have brought 

forward these aspects as being barriers to information-seeking, but the present 

study also viewed these cited aspects as barriers to self-efficacy beliefs in 

information-seeking. 

 

 

6. Sources of self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. 

 

 This study revealed that the Science and Arts students interviewed 

acquired their self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking through mainly four 

sources, that is, 

 

 From other people. 

 From themselves. 

 From the subject they were searching. 

 From the search tool/source of information. 

 

Given the importance of self-efficacy in contributing towards better performance, 

it is imperative to explore how they can be strengthened and developed (Nahl 

1996). However, it seems that the existing literature on self-efficacy and 

information-seeking behaviour does not aim to find out more about the sources of 

self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. The literature tends to repeat what 

has been found out by eminent psychologists such as Bandura (1997), without 

exploring the sources of self-efficacy beliefs as regards to information-seeking. 

The present study explored the various sources of self-efficacy beliefs in 
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information-seeking, in view of gaining a better knowledge of these sources with 

respect to information-seeking behaviour, and in concluding how these self-

efficacy beliefs in information-seeking could be further developed. 

 

 It could be observed from the data studied that the students from both the 

Science and the Arts classes derived a large part of their self-efficacy beliefs in 

information-seeking from people from their surroundings. The students constantly 

required guidance, help and encouragement, group work and communication. 

Most of the students thought that more guidance from the teachers would help 

them feel more confident in seeking information. This aspect of guidance from 

teachers is comparable to Bandura‟s (1997) reference to the coaching influences 

required by athletes, in order to provide for the development and maintenance of 

self-efficacy beliefs. The coach should, according to Bandura (1997), provide 

guidance by giving the athlete feedback on how to improve performance. 

Similarly, most of the students interviewed required support and feedback in order 

to progress in their respective information searches. Likewise, data obtained from 

the appraisal forms also showed that the students were more confident at seeking 

information after having had instructions from either the teacher and/or the 

librarian. This evidence reflected the notions of researchers from both the fields of 

information science and psychology. For instance, Ren (2000), an information 

science researcher, noted the importance of library instruction in college students‟ 

self-efficacy in electronic information searching. Meyer (1992) and Rosenthal 

(1978) from the field of psychology suggested that the teacher‟s evaluations of, 

and feedback to the students, could eventually lead the students to have a different 

view of their capabilities and performances at school. Students from the present 

study might have thought that guidance and feedback would help them develop 

self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking, because with this guidance and 

feedback they would be in a better position to know where they were heading  and 

if they were on the right track. Furthermore, the fact that the students would know 

where they are heading to would perhaps help to remove doubts and uncertainty 

feelings in their minds, and any other negative feelings. In other words, guidance 
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and feedback would have had an effect upon the cognitive behaviour of the 

students in this study, and consequently, this positive cognitive behaviour gained 

would positively impact upon the students‟ self-efficacy beliefs. Moreover, it will 

be all the more important to adopt appropriate teaching techniques such as 

inquiry-based teaching that would help foster motivation and information-seeking 

(Hepworth and Walton 2010). 

 

 Together with guidance, the students from both classes required help and 

encouragement from parents, friends and teachers. The students thought that 

verbal persuasion would be helpful, in the sense that it would act as a booster for 

their morale, and could perhaps relieve them of their negative cognitive feelings 

that were inhibiting them from developing positive self-efficacy beliefs in 

information-seeking. This reflected Bandura‟s (1997) views on the fact that 

influential people could have an impact upon ways of thinking and behaving. 

 

 Moreover, the students in this study also thought that the observation of 

peers‟ successes could also help them feel more confident in their own 

information-seeking activities. The reasons for such views may be explained by 

the fact that by simply observing a peer succeed could provide the students with 

more motivation, and evidence that the task at hand is achievable. These 

observations reflected the notions found in the psychology literature, namely that 

of Schunk, Hanson and Cox (1987) who argued that the impact of a model or peer 

on levels of self-efficacy beliefs could be at its strongest whilst observers believed 

that they too could be as successful, if not more, if they followed the model‟s 

behaviour. However, up to now, there seems to be no literature available in the 

field of information-seeking behaviour supporting this aspect. 

 

 Most of the students from both the Science and the Arts classes explained 

that when they worked as a team, they could achieve more than when working 

alone, and this raised their levels of self-efficacy. This could perhaps be explained 

by the fact that students have their individual qualities and skills and when these 
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were shared the impact was greater. Schunk and Meece (2006) also noted that 

students are able to learn from each other, and that, working in groups brings 

more confidence. The findings brought forward by researchers in the field of 

social psychology are therefore similar to the findings of this research study. 

 

Furthermore, working in groups helped the students to communicate 

amongst themselves. Some students believed that communication was a viable 

means of making them feel more confident. That is to say, students need to 

communicate in order to share their experiences and bring reassurance to each 

other. The importance of communication does not appear to have been 

emphasized in the available literature. 

  

 Moreover, some of the students interviewed from both classes were of the 

view that they were themselves sources of self-efficacy beliefs in various ways. 

These included the student‟s personal efforts and perseverance, motivation, mood, 

good planning and well-set goals and the need for achievement. Some of the Arts 

and Science students expressed the view that personal effort was an important 

aspect that helped them in gaining more confidence in information-seeking. 

Researchers in the field of psychology are of the view that some people believe 

that they can enhance their abilities through appropriate effort, whilst others 

believe that the effort they put in would help compensate for their lack of abilities 

(Gist and Mitchell 1992; Surber 1985). Since effort and hard work are internal 

determinants of self-efficacy, therefore, these are likely to make the most 

effective changes on self-efficacy beliefs and performances (Gist and Mitchell 

1992). Students in this study believed that effort more than anything else would 

help them gain in confidence in seeking information. The reasons may equally be 

related to the fact that by putting in effort, the students might think that they 

would be in a position to enhance their abilities in seeking information, thus, 

enhancing their self-efficacy beliefs.  
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 The data from the present study suggested that if sufficient motivation was 

given to the student, then, it might help increase and/or maintain the students‟ 

levels of self-efficacy in information-seeking. In sum, motivation was regarded in 

this study as a means of enhancing self-efficacy beliefs. The students in this study 

needed incentives to perform better in their respective information-seeking 

activities. The latter can be explained by the fact that the more the student was 

motivated to complete a task, then the greater would be the level of persistence, 

and the higher will be the level of confidence. The findings from this study were 

therefore in opposition to what researchers in the field of psychology, such as 

Zimmerman (2000) and Schunk (1991), predicted, that is, self-efficacy influenced 

motivation. This is not to say that these researchers were wrong but in this study, 

it was rather motivation that influenced self-efficacy beliefs in information-

seeking. Perhaps further research is required in order to establish the relationship 

which exists between self-efficacy and motivation. However, what is of interest to 

the researcher in this study is that motivation helps in enhancing self-efficacy 

beliefs in information-seeking.  

 

 According to the Science and Arts students, a positive mood helped them 

in further gaining confidence in information-seeking as well as in enhancing their 

existing self-efficacy beliefs. Likewise, Kuhlthau (2004, p. 98) stated that mood, 

being an attitude that a user adopts, would dictate the direction of a search. 

However, Kuhlthau‟s (2004) statements were rather vague. She did not go into 

further details as to what moods would achieve, or whether there was any 

relationship between moods and self-efficacy beliefs, or any other affective 

dimensions. This study further suggested that there was the need for a good 

psychological state which might include amongst others, a good mood, little stress 

and no fatigue. This evidence supported the hypothesis brought forward by Usher 

and Pajares (2008) on the fact the self-efficacy beliefs were directed by emotional 

and psychological states. 
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 Some of the Science and Arts students believed that good planning and 

goal-setting helped them in gaining confidence at seeking information. It may be 

related to the fact that students in this study found that good planning and goal-

setting helped them in better planning their time. This would help avoid last 

minute work which might give rise to panic. Good planning and goal-setting 

might also provide a means for the students to know where they were heading, 

and when everything was well planned, stress would be greatly diminished, and 

there would be greater commitment towards the set goals. Many researchers in the 

field of psychology believed that goals helped to promote self-efficacy beliefs 

(Bandura and Schunk 1981; Schunk 1985), the only difference being in the 

interpretation of how goal-setting would help. These researchers see goals as 

having motivational benefits and would allow the students to be committed 

towards a given task. 

  

The need for achievement also contributed towards making some of the 

Arts and Science students feel more confident. The need for achievement could 

also be linked with the idea of reward, that is to say, the idea of „success‟ which is 

a form of „reward‟, would help the students persevere even in difficult situations. 

These findings reflected the views of Schunk (1995) who believed that rewards 

could enhance self-efficacy beliefs especially in an academic environment. 

 

 Acquiring self-efficacy beliefs from the subject of search mainly included 

issues of topic familiarity and attractiveness of the topic. All the students 

interviewed acknowledged the importance of topic familiarity as a source of self-

efficacy belief in information-seeking. The idea that a task would be easier at the 

second try helped increase the level of confidence. Topic familiarity is closely 

linked with Bandura‟s (1997) theory of „mastery experiences‟, that is, the 

interpretation of results of one‟s own previous attainments. The idea with topic 

familiarity is that the student would have already built a certain level of 

confidence at the first experience of the topic, and at the second attempt, this level 

of self-efficacy would be further enhanced. In other words, the student would 
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know to expect, and what obstacles might need to be overcome. Psychology 

researchers were of the view that prior experiences were amongst the most 

influential sources of self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura 1997; Lent et al. 1991; Lopez 

and Lent 1992). Prior knowledge helps especially when they are positive (Britner 

and Pajares 2006). The available literature is however much more from a 

psychology point of view, and not from an information science or information-

seeking point of view. While psychology researchers discussed prior knowledge 

in general, this study refers to a specific issue which is topic familiarity as a 

source of confidence in information-seeking. This aspect has not been directly 

dealt with in the psychology literature or in the information-seeking literature. 

 

 According to some of the students from the Science and Arts classes, the 

attractiveness of the topic would be another source of confidence in information-

seeking. It can be deduced that the attractiveness of the topic would help to 

motivate the student in his/her search and that this motivation would entail 

confidence. The relationship between self-efficacy in information-seeking or 

simply self-efficacy in general, and attractiveness of a topic, has not yet been 

addressed by information science researchers. This study therefore adds new 

knowledge to the information science field. 

 

 Another source of self-efficacy belief in the present study, came from the 

efficiency and effectiveness of the search tool and from the reliability of the 

information sources. Liu and Ye Lan Lang (2004) noted a preference for the 

internet or library electronic resources due to their rapidity of access to required 

information. This matched the views of the students in the present study, in that 

the internet was their preferred source of information, and that effective and 

efficient retrieval systems aided the students in gaining confidence. Moreover, 

there was a positive correlation between the reliability of the source of 

information and the student‟s level of confidence. That is, the more the student 

found the source of information to be reliable, the more the student felt confident 

at using the source, and the more the student felt confident about, and at ease with 
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seeking the information. The available literature appears to cover little about 

whether the efficiency and effectiveness of the search tool, and the reliability of 

the information sources, could contribute towards an enhancement of self-efficacy 

beliefs in information-seeking. Watson (1998), for example, only suggested that 

students might gain self-confidence when they understand and use technology, 

but without going into details in finding possible correlations between self-

efficacy beliefs in information-seeking, and the efficiency and effectiveness of the 

search tool and the reliability of the information sources. 

 

 If we take a look at the findings of this study from a psychology point of 

view, it can be said that the four major sources of self-efficacy beliefs which are 

mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasions and emotional 

states (Bandura 1997, Usher and Pajares 2008), were equally present in this study. 

However, in addition to these four main sources of self-efficacy beliefs, it was 

found that communication, motivation, attractiveness of topic, efficiency and 

effectiveness of the search tool, and reliability of the information, also contributed 

towards the enhancement of self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. 

 

 On the other hand, if we take a look at the findings of this study from an 

information science/information-seeking point of view, then it can be observed 

that apart from the aspects of library instruction (Ren 2000) and mood (Kuhlthau 

2004), none of the issues seem to have been discussed in any depth by 

information science researchers. In the restricted amount of literature available in 

the field of self-efficacy and information-seeking behaviour, there has been little 

focus upon the sources of self-efficacy beliefs. In the past, information science 

researchers appear not to have carried out any studies on the sources of self-

efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. 
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7. Information-seeking failures. 

 

 It could be observed from the data obtained, that there were various 

reasons put forward by the students themselves, that contributed towards their 

failures in an information-seeking task. Likewise, researchers in the field of 

library and information Science, such as Wilson (1997) and Kuhlthau (2004), 

stated that during the information-seeking process, there were a myriad of factors 

that would act as barriers. Wilson (1997) particularly referred to these barriers as 

intervening variables. According to Wilson (1997), these intervening variables 

could be amongst others, of a personal nature, of a social nature, of an 

environmental nature, of a demographic nature, or even due to source 

characteristics. Given the nature of the findings of this present study, it can 

therefore be said that self-efficacy that is, confidence, is only one amongst the 

many factors that would help to explain an information-seeking failure. That is to 

say, self-efficacy on its own would not suffice to explain a student‟s information-

seeking behaviour, despite of its significant contribution as shown in this study.  

 

 In this study, the barriers to information-seeking were divided into mainly 

three distinct groups, namely, the student himself/herself, the topic and other 

people. The students in this study acknowledged the fact that they could be 

themselves responsible for their information-seeking failures. The findings were 

consistent with those of Wilson (1997) and Kuhlthau (2004), who also 

acknowledged the fact that barriers to information-seeking could well be of a 

personal nature. These findings showed that the students might have required 

more guidance, motivation, instruction and feedback. The latter might have 

helped to remove most of the personal barriers cited by the students, that is, 

misunderstanding, uncertainty, lack of planning and goal-setting and lack of 

motivation amongst others. It could be observed that apart from feelings of lack of 

confidence, there were many other barriers experienced by students in this study. 

Furthermore, personality traits could possibly explain the fact that the students 

could be themselves responsible for their information-seeking failures. As 
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Heinstrom (2003) noted, information-seeking is a person dependent process and 

that it is important to “acknowledge that each individual has a unique way of 

seeking information” (Heinstrom 2003, p. 2). 

 

 Research carried out in this study also revealed the topic of search as 

being a source of information-seeking failure. Wilson (1997) terms this type of 

barrier as source characteristics. It appeared that some students in this study 

lacked interest in the topic, guidance, instruction and feedback. It is thought that if 

the students in this study showed interest for the topic of search, and were given 

the appropriate guidance, instruction and feedback on their respective topics of 

search, then the students would not have encountered difficulties with the topic 

itself, or at least, the difficulties encountered would have been lessened. It seemed 

that the students needed help and support in order to help them go through their 

respective information searches. Help and support or guidance and instruction 

might have helped to remove any ambiguities present in the topic of search. The 

problem here is that the students might have viewed the topic difficult because 

either they simply did not understand what to look for, or did not understand the 

topic, or simply did not know where to begin with the search. Moreover, it 

seemed that some students did not like some topic area, and it appeared that the 

role of the teachers and school librarians in this situation could have been to make 

the topic appear more interesting, and make the students feel more involved in 

and committed to the task at hand. If we examine the students who first and 

foremost did not like the topics of search, then their information seeking failures 

might be the result of a failure to engage in the activity and develop self-efficacy 

beliefs. Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2003) noted that successful students were 

engaged with activities.  

  

„Other people‟ was the third barrier referred to in this study in relation to 

information seeking failures. This category was reflected in what Wilson (1997) 

termed barriers of a social and environmental nature. It seemed that the students 

in this study needed more consideration from the part of teachers. In an academic 
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environment, those people who are closest to the students, and from whom the 

students can ask for help and advice are the teachers and the librarians, and if the 

students cannot ask for help from these people, then most students will not know 

towards whom to turn to. In the present study, absence of advice from other 

people was a factor in information seeking failures and this reflects the 

importance of human sources identified by Julien‟s (1999) study.  

 

5.3. Summary 

 

This study‟s contribution to knowledge in the field of information science 

is the identification of new factors related to self-efficacy and information-

seeking. These factors are: 

  

 The evidence of a possible relationship that exists between 

confidence/overconfidence and the information-seeking behaviour 

of the high school students. 

 The possible existence of a positive relationship between 

information-seeking task and information-seeking self-efficacy. 

 The possible existence of a positive relationship between source 

preference and level of confidence. 

 The identification of factors that motivate the students to seek 

information even in difficult situations. 

 The identification of various factors that could help to enhance the 

students‟ self-efficacy in information-seeking, and similarly, the 

factors affecting the students‟ self-efficacy beliefs. 

 The identification of various factors that contributed towards the 

students‟ failures in an information search, identifying that self-

efficacy was not the sole factor responsible for explaining 

information-seeking behaviour. 
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Finally, from the results and discussion above, a model of factors has been 

designed. This model is presented and explained in the next chapter. 
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  Chapter 6: A proposed model of 

information-seeking self-efficacy 
 

6.1. Introduction 

  

The proposed model as presented in Fig. 2 is based on the findings of the 

present study, and is not meant to be generalized. This model could possibly be 

used in the development of theories relating to self-efficacy beliefs and 

information-seeking.  

 

This model consists of nine main factors. It shows how certain factors 

impact upon other factors in influencing both information-seeking self-efficacy 

and information-seeking behaviour of students. The model also shows that an 

information behaviour cannot be treated in isolation, and that there are many 

factors that influence an information-seeking behaviour. 

 

6.2. The model 

 Fig.2. on the next page shows the model of factors relating to self-efficacy 

and information-seeking. 
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Fig.2. MODEL OF FACTORS RELATING TO SELF-EFFICACY AND 

INFORMATION-SEEKING 
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 This model firstly shows the reader that there are many factors that 

interact and/or have an influence upon a student‟s information-seeking self-

efficacy, no matter the level of self-efficacy. These factors have been labelled as: 

 

a) Self-efficacy enhancers. 

b) Barriers. 

c) Motivators/rewards. 

d) Source preferences. 

e) Information tasks. 

 

a) Self-efficacy enhancers. 

  

The self-efficacy enhancers refer to those factors that can help to further 

develop the students‟ self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. These include 

more guidance, encouragement, group work, communication, peers‟ successes, 

personal effort and perseverance, motivation, positive mood, good planning, well-

set goals, the need for achievement, topic familiarity, attractiveness of the topic 

and the efficiency and effectiveness of the search tool. 

 

b) Barriers. 

  

The barriers would refer to those aspects that would lower and/or make the 

students lose their self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. These would 

include feelings of uncertainty, experiences of failure, a lack of motivation and 

perseverance, peers‟ successes, the topic, the non-availability of the required tools 

and sources of information, lack of time, lack of knowledge, a lack of 

interpersonal relationship and emotional support. 
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c) Motivators. 

  

Motivators refer to those factors that would motivate the students to seek 

information even in the most difficult of situations. In the present study, it was 

found that most students were ready to seek information even in the most difficult 

of situations in exchange for a reward. Rewards were also regarded as self-

efficacy enhancers. 

 

d) Source preferences. 

  

In the present study, it was observed that source preferences could also 

influence information-seeking self-efficacy, in the sense that the more the student 

was at ease with his/her source then the higher would be the level of self-efficacy 

in information-seeking. 

 

e) Information tasks. 

  

Here, the level of information-seeking self-efficacy varied with the 

information task at hand. Information tasks therefore had an influence on the level 

of self-efficacy in information-seeking. 

  

Secondly, information-seeking self-efficacy, whether low or high, has an 

impact on the information-seeking behaviour of the students, although the impact 

might vary from student to student. 

 

This model also demonstrates that self-efficacy beliefs in information-

seeking are not the only factors that would help to explain an information-seeking 

behaviour. Thus, the presence of „other factors‟ as shown by the two arrows on 

either side of the „information-seeking behaviour of students‟ component. That is, 

why students decide to seek or not to seek information may be dependent upon 
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other factors such as reward or success issues, and not only because the level of 

self-efficacy belief is appropriate. 

 

Lastly, the component representing „information-seeking failures‟ once 

again denotes that there are many other factors that explain why students fail in 

their search for information, and that it is not just a factor of having the 

appropriate level of self-efficacy belief. These information-seeking failures may 

be due to the student himself/herself, to the topic or to other people. 

 

However, there seems to be no existing model of self-efficacy relating to 

information-seeking except for the 1996 model of information behaviour by 

Wilson (1999) which only mentions self-efficacy as being one of the many 

activating mechanisms of an information-seeking behaviour (See Appendix IV). It 

does not focus upon the relationship between self-efficacy and information-

seeking. In the field of social psychology, most models of self-efficacy seem to be 

general in nature as well as performance and behaviour related. Examples are 

Bandura‟s (1986, 1997) self-efficacy models. In one of his models (See Appendix 

X), he showed the relationships between self-efficacy beliefs and outcome 

expectations. However, in his conception of triadic reciprocality model (See 

Appendix XI), he theorized that human behaviour could be explained by the 

interaction between three factors, namely, between behaviours, the individual and 

the environment, where the concept of self-efficacy is included in the theory as 

part of the individual. Another example is the Gist and Mitchell (1992) model 

(See Appendix XII) which shows the antecedents and effects of self-efficacy 

perceptions. The difference with this model and the model of self-efficacy and 

information-seeking in the present study, is that this author‟s model focuses upon 

the different factors relating to self-efficacy and information-seeking, and helps to 

enhance knowledge and understanding of information-seeking behaviour. 
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6.3. Summary 
  

In sum, what the model depicts is that information-seeking self-efficacy 

had a role to play in the information-seeking behaviour of  the high school 

students in the present study, but to varying extents. At the same time, there are a 

number of factors that might have an influence on the information-seeking self-

efficacy beliefs of the students. However, whilst self-efficacy can partly explain 

the students‟ information-seeking behaviour, there are also other factors to be 

taken into consideration in order to better understand information-seeking 

behaviour. 
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Chapter 7: Conclusions 

  

As a conclusion, it can be said that in general, the data obtained from both 

the Science and the Arts students revealed similar findings, that is, there were no 

significant differences between the Science students and the Arts students. 

 

This research study aimed at answering the following research questions 

and all the research questions have been addressed. 

 

1. What role did self-efficacy play in the information-seeking behaviour of 

the students? 

 

2. How did the information-seeking tasks of the high school students impact 

upon their self-efficacy in seeking information? 

 

3. What factors affected the self-efficacy beliefs of students engaged in 

information-seeking activities? 

 

4. What factors helped to increase and/or install self-efficacy beliefs in 

students engaged in seeking information? 

 

 

The research questions in this study have been addressed through the following ways: 

 

1. The study found that self-efficacy has its role to play in the information-

seeking behaviour of students. The students acknowledged the fact that 

confidence was an important factor among other factors for them to 

succeed in their searches. 
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2. The study found that the level of self-efficacy in information-seeking of 

the students altered according to tasks and subject matter.  

 

3. It was observed from the data analysed that several factors affected the 

self-efficacy beliefs of the students, and these included rewards, tasks, 

success, achievement, other students and expectations.  

 

4. The researcher found from the data analysed that there were several 

factors that helped to increase and/or install self-efficacy beliefs in 

students engaged in information-seeking. The factors were derived mainly 

from other people, from their surroundings, from the students themselves 

and from the topic of the search. 

 

 

The strength of the students‟ self-efficacy beliefs altered with changes in 

information-seeking tasks regardless of whether the students studied Science 

subjects or Arts subjects. Thus, the level of self-efficacy in information-seeking of 

the students altered according to tasks and subject matter.  

 

It was deduced from the findings that the students obtained their self-

efficacy beliefs in information-seeking from a variety of sources, namely, from 

people from their surroundings, mainly in the form of guidance, group work, 

observation of peers, encouragement, communication, cooperation and help; from 

themselves, mainly in the form of personal effort, perseverance, mood, the need to 

know more, and the desire to be the best and thus succeed; from the topic of 

search, mainly in the form of topic familiarity, attractiveness of the topic and 

well-structured questions; and finally, from the efficiency and effectiveness of the 

search tool as well as the reliability of information sources. Similarly, these 

sources could as well be used to enhance and maintain the high school students‟ 

level of self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. However, as already 
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mentioned in the discussion section, there were some findings that did not relate 

to the existing literature. For example, it was found that source preference had an 

effect upon level of confidence and that the observations of peers were not always 

helpful in enhancing self-efficacy beliefs. 

 

In the same way, there were sources seen to be affecting perceived self-

efficacy beliefs. From analysis of the data collected, it could be deduced that 

factors such as uncertainty, lack of motivation, lack of perseverance, peers‟ 

successes, the difficulty of the topic of search, the level of attractiveness of the 

topic, the availability of materials and time, a lack of instruction and guidance, 

would affect the students‟ level of confidence, and that removing these factors as 

far as possible, would positively help the students. 

 

It could be observed that the students‟ self-efficacy beliefs in information-

seeking were influenced by motivating factors, namely, that of reward and 

successes. Most of the students acknowledged the fact that rewards would help 

them pursue their search in the worst of situations. Rewards were seen on the one 

hand as motivating factors, and on the other hand as a source capable of 

enhancing perceived self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. Rewards, being 

closely related to outcome expectations could perhaps in part help to explain 

human information-seeking behaviour. 

 

Despite speculations about other factors capable of explaining human 

information-behaviour, self-efficacy has its role to play in any information-

seeking behaviour. Self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking would partly 

affect a student‟s information-seeking activities in the sense that a minimum level 

of confidence is required in order for the student to succeed in his/her 

information-seeking activities. Some students acknowledged the fact that without 

confidence they would never succeed despite the fact that overconfidence might 

not be a good thing at all times. Thus, there is the importance of self-efficacy 

beliefs in enhancing search performances. It should be noted that there were a 
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range of factors that could help to explain the students‟ information-seeking 

failures and that a lack of confidence was not the only factor. 

 

The study revealed that the more the student felt at ease and confident 

with the source of information, then the more the student felt confident with the 

information search. The students also showed a preference for computerized 

information sources and online services. Thus, knowledge of the role of self-

efficacy beliefs in the information-seeking behaviour of high school students 

could act as guidance for teachers, school librarians and information professionals 

alike in designing information retrieval systems that are more user-oriented and in 

helping the students in succeeding in their respective information searches. 

 

This study, in the recommendations to follow, provides teachers and 

librarians with guidance as regards to the ways and means by which students‟ 

self-efficacy in information-seeking could be increased.  

 

Finally, it can be said that this present study has contributed to the 

knowledge base in self-efficacy and information-seeking research, and that the 

researcher has contributed to an area where little research has been carried out. 
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Chapter 8: Recommendations 

 

 The following recommendations are made in the hope that the findings 

from this study may contribute to the future development of self-efficacy amongst 

high school students. The recommendations firstly suggest actions which might 

be taken by teachers and librarians and then suggest ideas for future research. 

 

8.1. Recommendations for teachers and librarians 
 

1. There is a need for more instruction on the part of both teachers and 

school librarians. There is also the need for the teaching of information 

literacy skills, whereby the students would be taught to be reflective 

practitioners, with advanced searching techniques and the ability to 

evaluate search tools.  There is a need to enhance the image of both the 

library and the librarians. If this was done, the students would feel 

more at ease in seeking help from the librarians.  

 

2. There is a need for teacher/librarian collaboration and planning for 

instructional units supporting meaningful use of technology and 

information resources 

 

3. There is a need for teachers and school librarians to provide the 

students with appropriate guidance and feedback in relation to their 

information searches. Guidance should be provided on issues of good 

planning and goal-setting, since these are essential towards enhancing 

self-efficacy beliefs. Guidance and feedback would among other 

things help to reduce uncertainty, anxiety and confusion amongst the 

students. 
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4. There is a need to motivate and encourage the students. To motivate 

and encourage the students because as it has been stated in the thesis, 

motivation and encouragement added to the enhancement of self-

efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. The students need motivation 

in order to succeed in their respective information searches, as 

motivation would help in enhancing self-efficacy beliefs in 

information-seeking. If students are taught the value of effective 

searching, then this might lead to an enhancement of self-efficacy 

beliefs in information-seeking. 

 

5. There is a need for teachers to encourage group work. In this way, 

knowledge as well as perceived self-efficacy beliefs would be shared 

amongst the students. 

 

6. There is a need for the school librarians to make available to the 

students, computerized information services and online materials such 

as journals and books. The latter would help to maximize the search 

performances of the students and maximize the students‟ level of 

confidence at seeking information. 

 

8.2. Recommendations for future research 
 

1. More research should be carried out in relation to developing an ideal 

measuring instrument for self-efficacy. There is a need to develop a 

self-efficacy measurement because up to now, there is no ideal 

instrument for measuring self-efficacy beliefs. Researchers have to 

rely upon what the individuals have to say about their own self-

efficacy beliefs and these may be problematic in the sense that the 

researchers cannot really check how exact the responses are. Solutions 

therefore remain to be found. 
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2. Future research should attempt to identify the factors which most 

enhance self-efficacy in information-seeking. Given the fact that this 

research study has only focused upon the identification of the factors 

that would help to enhance the students‟ self-efficacy beliefs in 

information-seeking, it would now be useful for further research to be 

done in order to establish which of these factors would be most 

effective in enhancing self-efficacy beliefs in information-seeking. 

 

3. Longitudinal studies should be carried out to find out more about the 

effects of self-efficacy enhancers on high school students. 

Longitudinal studies would help to identify whether or not the self-

efficacy enhancers identified would have a short, medium or long term 

effect on the students. 

 

4. More research should be carried out to further identify the relationship 

between self-efficacy and motivation. More research should be carried 

out to further identify the relationship between self-efficacy and 

motivation. There is a need to carry out further research on self-

efficacy and motivation in order to establish why and how each 

enhances the other and to what extent. 
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Appendix I 
 

The Information User and the Universe of Knowledge 

 

 

 

 

Source: Wilson, T. D. (1981). On user studies and information needs. Information Research. (online 

27/06/2007). 

http://informationr.net/tdw/publ/papers/1981infoneeds.html 
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Appendix II 
 

Model of Information Behaviour 

 

 

Source: Wilson, T. D. (1999). Models in information behaviour research. (online 05/08/2006). 

http://informationr.net/tdw/publ/papers/1999JDoc.html 
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Appendix III 
 

Information-Seeking Behaviour Model 

 

 

 

 

Source: Wilson, T. D. (1981). On user studies and information needs. Information Research. (online 

27/06/2007). 

http://informationr.net/tdw/publ/papers/1981infoneeds.html 
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Appendix IV 
 

1996 Model of Information Behaviour 

 

 

 

 

Source: Wilson, T. D. (1999). Models in information behaviour research. (online 05/08/2006). 

http://informationr.net/tdw/publ/papers/1999JDoc.html 

 

  

 

http://informationr.net/tdw/publ/papers/1999JDoc.html


228 
 

 

Appendix V 
 

Nested Model of Information Behaviour 

 

 

 

 

Source: Godbold, N. (2006). Beyond information seeking: Towards a general model of information 

behaviour. In Information Research, 11 (4). 
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Appendix VI 
 

 

 

      FACULTY OF EDUCATION 

      School of Information Studies 

        

             Locked Bag 675 Tel: +61 2 6933 2584 

          Wagga Wagga NSW 2678 Fax: +61 2 6933 2733 

                                      Australia ABN: 83 878 708 551       

 

INFORMATION STATEMENT 

 

1. Name of Investigator: Marie-Lourdes Helena Tara LAM. Student No.: 

94085112. Course: Doctor of Information Management. 

 

2. Name of Supervisor:  Dr. James Herring. 

                                                          Lecturer in Teacher Librarianship 

                 School of Information Studies 

           Charles Sturt University 

           Wagga Wagga, NSW 2678 

           Locked Bag 675 

     Australia 

           Email: jherring@csu.edu.au 

 

3. Host Institution: Charles Sturt University. 

 

4. Name of Project: The role of self-efficacy in the information-seeking behaviour 

of high school students in Mauritius. 

 

mailto:jherring@csu.edu.au
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Purpose of Research: This study aims at exploring the multiple effects of self-

efficacy on the information-seeking behaviour of high school students in 

Mauritius. „Self-efficacy‟ in this present study would refer to the belief one has 

about his/her capabilities to carry out an information-seeking activity 

successfully. The study is seeking to discover, for example: Does self-efficacy 

have a positive or negative effect upon the information-seeking behaviour of 

students like you and is self-efficacy the same regardless of the task performed? 

We will also aim at finding out how you and other high school students develop 

and maintain self-efficacy levels with regards to your information-seeking 

behaviour e.g. when you are using the Internet.  Knowledge of the effects of self-

efficacy upon the information-seeking behaviour of students in your school and 

other schools will help teachers to guide students in gaining better access to 

information and finding means and ways to maintain an appropriate level of self-

efficacy and thus, further helping the students in their respective information-

seeking activities.  

 

Methodology: Selected students in your class will be asked to fill in an appraisal 

form about how they view their own levels of self-efficacy. Selected students will 

also be asked to take part in an interview with the researcher. Filling in the 

appraisal forms will take only about 15 minutes and each interview will only be 

about 25 minutes. 

 

This project will not result in any side effects or risks for you or any of the 

students taking part. 

 

5. The interview data collected will be transcribed and analysed by the investigator. 

 

6. The interviews will be tape-recorded with your agreement. The name of the 

student being interviewed will not be used in the research project. Only the Chief 

Investigator will have access to the master list of names and numbers. 

 

7. Information obtained from participants will be used solely for the purpose of this 

project and will not be disclosed to a third party. 

 

8. Participation in this project is only limited to the participation in the interviews 

and in filling in the appraisal forms. You can at any time withdraw from the 
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project and this will not result in any penalty, nor will it have any effect on your 

studies in the college. 

 

 

N.B.:  Charles Sturt University‟s Ethics in Human Research Committee has approved 

this project. If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical conduct of this 

project, you may contact: 

 

The Chairperson 

The School of Information Studies Ethics Committee 

Charles Sturt University 

Locked Bag 678 

WAGGA WAGGA NSW 2650 

AUSTRALIA 

Tel: +612 6933 2583    Fax: +612 6933 2733 

 

Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and investigated fully and you will be 

informed of the outcome. 

 

If you are agreeable to the above terms and conditions, please sign the attached 

consent form. 
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Appendix VII 
 

 

FACULTY OF EDUCATION 

      School of Information Studies 

        

             Locked Bag 675 Tel: +61 2 6933 2584 

          Wagga Wagga NSW 2678 Fax: +61 2 6933 2733 

                                      Australia ABN: 83 878 708 551       

 

CONSENT  FORM 

 

1. I agree to take part in the project. I will complete the appraisal forms and take part 

in the interviews, as outlined in the information sheet. 

 

2. I understand that I am free to withdraw my participation in the research at any 

time, and that if I do I will not be subjected to any penalty or discriminatory 

treatment. 

 

3. The purpose of the research has been explained to me and I have read and 

understood the information sheet given to me. 

 

4. I understand that any information or personal details about me gathered in the 

course of this research, are confidential and that neither my name nor any other 

identifying information will be used or published without my written permission. 

 

    SIGNED BY:…………………………….........(NAME:……………………………….) 

    CLASS:.......................................................... 

    DATE:………………………………………. 
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N.B.: The School of Information Studies Ethics Committee has approved this study. 

 

I understand that if I have any complaints or concerns about this research I can contact: 

 

The Chairperson 

The School of Information Studies Ethics Committee 

Charles Sturt University 

Locked Bag 678 

WAGGA WAGGA NSW 2650 

AUSTRALIA 

Tel: +612 6933 2583    Fax: +612 6933 2733 
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Appendix VIII 
  

APPRAISAL FORMS 

 

Note: The term „Appraisal Forms‟ will be used to denote the different scales that will be 

used, that is, the General Self-Efficacy Scale and the Information-Seeking Self-Efficacy 

Scales. The term „Appraisal Forms‟ will be used instead so as to avoid as far as possible 

any response biases (Bandura 2005).  

 

Appraisal Form 1 will represent the General Self-Efficacy Scale. 

Appraisal Form 2 (a) will represent the Information-Seeking Self-Efficacy Scale. 

Appraisal Form 2 (b) will represent the Information-Seeking Self-Efficacy Scale II. 
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Appraisal Form 1 

 

Name:...........................................................Class:.....................................Date:..................

............ 

Record No. (Please leave blank for official use):........................................ 

 

Please rate how confident you are that you can solve life problems in general in each of 

the activities described below. 

 

Your degree of confidence can be rated by using a number from 0 – 100 using the 

following scale (That is, put a numerical value between 0 – 100, with „0‟ being „Not 

Confident at all‟ up to „100‟ meaning „Highly Confident‟, in the right hand side column 

next to each activity). 

 

SCALE 

 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

NOT CONFIDENT        MODERATELY     HIGHLY 

AT ALL           CONFIDENT     CONFIDENT 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES CONFIDENCE 0 - 100 

1. I can manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough.  

2. If someone opposes me, I can find means and ways to get what I 

want. 

 

3. It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals.  

4. I am confident that I can deal efficiently with unexpected events.  

5. Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen 

situations. 

 

6. I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort.  
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7. I can remain calm when facing difficulties because I can rely on 

my coping abilities. 

 

8. When I am confronted with a problem, I can usually find several 

solutions. 

 

9. If I am in a difficult situation, I can usually think of something to 

do. 

 

10. No matter what comes my way, I am usually able to handle it.  

  

Adapted from: Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1993). Self-efficacy measurement: Generalised 

Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES). In “Measures in Health Psychology: A user‟s portfolio”, 

1995 and Banura (2005). Guide for constructing self-efficacy scales. In “Self-Efficacy 

Beliefs of Adolescents”, pp. 307 – 337. 
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Appraisal Form 2 (a) 

 

Please rate how confident you are in seeking information for either your Arts related 

subjects (where Arts is a field of study here and will include Arts, English, French and 

History) or your Science related subjects. 

 

Your degree of confidence can be rated by using a number from 0 – 100 using the 

following scale (That is, put a numerical value between 0 – 100, with „0‟ being „Not 

Confident at all‟ up to „100‟ meaning „Highly Confident‟, in the right hand side column 

next to each activity). 

 

SCALE 

 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100  

             

NOT CONFIDENT    MODERATELY     HIGHLY 

AT ALL      CONFIDENT     CONFIDENT 

 

 

Please put N/A where the subject is of no concern to you (Numbers 1 – 12). 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES CONFIDENCE 0 - 

100 

1. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking 

information for my English subject. 

 

2. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking 

information for my French subject. 

 

3. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking 

information for my Arts subject. 
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4. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking 

information for my History subject. 

 

5. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking 

information for my General Paper subject. 

 

6. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking 

information for my Fashion subject. 

 

7. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking 

information for my Oriental Languages subject. 

 

8. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking 

information for my Biology subject. 

 

9. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking 

information for my Chemistry subject. 

 

10. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking 

information for my Physics subject. 

 

11. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking 

information for my Mathematics subject. 

 

12. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking 

information for my Agriculture subject. 

 

13. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in seeking 

information for .....................................(insert any other subject 

not listed above) subject. 

 

14. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-

seeking activity that requires me using the School‟s Online 

Catalogue/manual catalogue (delete as appropriate). 

 

15. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-

seeking activity that requires me using the Web (Internet). 

 

16. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-

seeking activity that requires me using people as sources of 

information (e.g.: Parents, teachers and peers). 

 

17. I am confident about my abilities to succeed in an information-

seeking activity that requires me using books and reference 

materials. 

 

18. I am the type of person who will succeed in an information-  
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seeking activity that is not related to my studies. 

19. I feel confident after my first try at seeking information for a 

particular subject. 

 

20. I feel confident at seeking information for a particular subject 

when searching information for that particular subject was 

previously rewarding (e.g.: led to better exam results). 

 

21. I am confident in doing other things but not in seeking 

information. 

 

22. I am better at information-seeking than my peers.  

23. I am confident at seeking information after having had 

instructions from the librarian/teacher. 
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Appraisal Form 2 (b) 

 

Please rate how true the following situations are in your context of information-seeking 

for school related projects in each of the activities described below. 

 

The degree of truthfulness can be rated by using a number from 0 – 100 using the 

following scale (That is, put a numerical value between 0 – 100 in the column on your 

right). 

 

SCALE 

 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100  

             

NOT TRUE       PERFECTLY 

AT ALL              TRUE     TRUE 

 

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES LEVEL OF TRUTHFULNESS 0 - 100 

1. My information search for a school work is a 

success when I feel confident. 

 

2. My information search for a school work is a 

failure whenever I lack confidence. 

 

3. My information search is A SUCCESS no 

matter whether I feel confident or not. 

 

4. My information search is A FAILURE no    

matter whether I feel confident or not. 
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Appendix IX 
 

Interview Questions 

 

1. Do you think that the type of information seeking task given to you would affect the 

extent of confidence you have in succeeding an information search? In either case, 

please explain why. 

 

2. Can you remember a situation when you had to search for information and you lost 

confidence as the search went on? If yes, can you tell me about this. 

 

3. To what extent do you feel more confident when searching for information on a 

school subject than for information on something not related to school or vice versa? 

Please explain what makes you feel more confident. 

 

4. What do you think affects how good you are at searching for information you need 

for school work? 

 

5. Please tell me what you think might help you to enhance/increase your confidence 

when doing an information search for a school selected topic.  

 

6. Tell me what you think about the idea that you might be more confident about 

seeking information on a topic that you know about? 

 

7. Is there a particular source of information that you are more confident about using to 

find information for schoolwork? If so, which source and why, and are you confident 

with that source? 

 

8. Apart from being confident, what else do you think is likely to affect how successful 

you are in getting the right information you need in for your school work?  

 

9. Please explain to me how good do you think you would be in finding the information 

for a friend of yours (this information might be for a school work or for any other 

use)? 
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10. To what extent do you think that ‘to be confident’ is an important aspect for you 

when you need to search for information for your school work? 

 

11. Some students appear to be over confident when searching for information. Is this a 

good thing or a bad thing, do you think? 

 

12. If other students you know are successful at finding the right information they need, 

does this affect how confident you are in searching for information?  

 

13. Whenever you fail to find the information you are looking for, what do you think is 

the main cause for not finding the right information?  

 

14. What aspects do you think would help you to pursue your search even in difficult 

situations? 
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Appendix X 

 

The relationship between efficacy beliefs and  

outcome expectancies 

 

 

PERSON   BEHAVIOR   OUTCOME 

 

 

       

 

 

 

 

 

  

Source: Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: W. H. Freeman. 

EFFICACY 

BELIEFS 

 

Level 

 

Strength 

 

Generality 

OUTCOME 

EXPECTANCIES 

 

Physical 

 

Social 

 

Self-evaluative 
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Appendix XI 
 

 

Triadic Reciprocality 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action : A social cognitive 

theory. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall. 
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Appendix XII 

 

Theoretical model of the antecedents and effects of self-efficacy 

perceptions 

 

 

 

 

Source: Gist, M. E. and Mitchell, T. R. (1992). Self-efficacy: A theoretical analysis of its 

determinants and malleability. Academy of Management Review, 17(2), pp. 183 – 211. 

 

 

 

 

 

 




