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Abstract
An individual’s level of coherance and competency in implementing 
necessary action, i.e., in being able to manage various situations is 
known as Self-efficacy. Work based self-efficacy is a concept which 
assesses employees confidence in being able to manage their 
respective occupational experiences. The theoretical platform forms 
when employees with better Occupational Self Efficacy (OSE) have 
been observed to increasingly look forward and also tend to be 
successful in their work related performance. 

However, when work related achievements are to be believed in, 
works in order to bolster an individual’s self-efficacy levels through 
a feedback structure, i.e., in persevering subsequent performance in 
order to reinforce one’s self-efficacy truths and beliefs. 

The primary objective of this study is to understand the Occupational 
Self Efficacy among Managers and Engineers. The second is to 
assess the impact of socio-demographic issues on the Occupational 
self-efficacy existing between the types of employees. This study 
was conducted in a manufacturing plant, i.e., a Public Sector Unit, 
located in the Industrial suburbs of Mysore city. The sample chosen 
consisted of a hundred and twenty respondents, as per the criteria 
of inclusion and exclusion. Using the demographic data sheet and 
the occupational self-efficacy scale, the data was collected and 
analyzed using Regression analysis, two-way ANOVA, Duncan’s 
Multiple Range Test, and Descriptive statistics. 

The main findings are, that Engineers and Managers did not differ 
significantly in their scores across occupational self-efficacy; Second, 
the interaction effect between the type of occupation, income, 
age, and work experience, is found to be non-significant, which 
shows that the occupational self-efficacy scores are similar among 
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employees. To summarize, OSE is concerned with the belief in one’s 
capacity and competency, to manage one’s functioning and thereby 
the events that affect one’s life. However, belief in a person’s efficacy 
affects their life, which is based on the choices, along with levels of 
motivation, quality of life, and handling adversity well.

Key words : Occupational Self Efficacy, Demograpphic variables, 
Managers, Engineers, Demographic variables.

1. Introduction
Bandura (1977), a behavioral psychologist 
in the 1970s conceptualized the concept of 
Self-efficacy in which the “convictions that 
an individual can execute the behaviour 
needed to obtain specific outcomes”. Gecas 
(1989) reports that Self-efficacy as a concept 
is linked with many a favourable conse-
quence, with a specific focus on mental and 
physical health. Further, is strongly corre-
lated with achievement, reliance on self and 
mastery of a concerned concept. However, 
Bandura (1977) reports that Self-efficacy 
as a skill is developed via several mecha-
nisms, as in model learning and mastery 
of experience. Further, evaluation of Self 
efficacy on various levels of specific out-
comes related to tasks and jobs. However, 
Bandura (1977) has reiterated that self-effi-
cacy as being task-specific; Forester, et al., 
(2004) has formulized it as being very spe-
cific to the domain or the area, and finally 
as put by Sherer, et al.,., (1982) and Chen, 
et al.,(2001) as the general scenario based 
self-efficacy. 

Gist &Mitchell (1992) debate that In try-
ing to undestand the link between the con-
cept of self efficacy with its outcomes, is to 
be understood with the specificity level of 
the evaluation must be linked to the speci-
ficity level of the outcome which is to be 
predicted. Salanova, et al.,., (2002) reported  
the differential values between two sets, as 
in domain based versus general self-efficacy 

based, and this could be illustrated using 
an individual’s employees case of being a 
burnout (occupational). 

This showcases that an evaluation of 
self-efficacy is deemed not to be exact, even 
though studying and being able to predict 
certain conceptual frameworks related to 
work / task / job. Self-efficacy has its ori-
gins in clinical applications in Psychology, 
however it has been widely understood 
and implemented in the aspect of  organ-
isational work and related context (Judge & 
Bono, 2001; Berings, et al.,, 2007; Garofano 
& Salas, 2005; Abele & Spurk, 2009).  Self- 
efficacy is a significant variable with respect 
to organisational performance (Staijkovic 
& Luthans, 1998), task based persistence 
(Multon et al.,, 1991), and as put by Sexton 
& Tucker (1991), the approach being 
adopted by employees with regards to their 
changing tasks is also one of the many 
interphases. This is a depiction of the cen-
trality of self-efficacy in order to be known 
as a significant resource in any organisa-
tion. Self-efficacy, which is perceived and 
understood is an individual’s beliefs about 
one’s capabilities to bring out specific lev-
els and aspects of performance, which have 
exercised significant impact over related 
events which have affected the lives of indi-
viduals and communities. 

An individual’s assessment regarding 
one’s self efficacy determines the aspects 
of an individual, as in how he/she thinks, 
feels, is motivated, behaves and interacts 
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https://www.researchgate.net/publication/22308002_Self-Efficacy_-_Toward_A_Unifying_Theory_of_Behavioral_Change?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-d4656d9f-56b9-4b72-a094-dd9ad8694fda&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzQ4Nzc2NTEwO0FTOjEzOTQ1Nzg4MTcxMDU5MkAxNDEwMjYwNzU4NDI3


95 / 107

Dr Ramakrishna KS, Dr Gururaj B Urs, Dr Lancy Dsouza

MS RAMAIAH MANAGEMENT REVIEW  Vol 15(01), DOI: 10.52184/msrmr.v15i01.000, January - March 2024

with self and others. Beliefs as the one men-
tioned previously, bring out relevant diverse 
effects through certain mechanisms, which 
are four in number, as in affective, cogni-
tive, motivational, along with selection pro-
cesses; and as being important for the one’s 
progress, growth and development. 

2. Review of Literature
The establishment of Self-efficacy as the 
primary concept in Social Learning by 
Bandura (1978) has been widely accepted. 
An understanding regarding an individu-
al’s ability to display a behavior or its pat-
tern so as to achieve a necessiated goal is 
another aspect. Expectations concerning 
Self-efficacy comprise basic determinant/s 
of one’s cognitive makeup , whether or not 
a person will attempt any given behavior in 
any social scenario. Self-efficacy has con-
siderable potential explanatory power over 
such behavior patterns as in, academic per-
sistence and success, achievement strivings, 
self-regulation, career competency, coping 
mechanisms, career selection, its oppor-
tunities and related others as informed 
by Bandura, (1982),  Lent & Hackett, 
(1987). However, the elementary input, 
is the empirically established relationship 
between work related performance, jobs 
and tasks (Stajkofic & Luthans, 1998; Gist 
& Mitchell, 1992).  

Social Cognitive Theory perceives people 
as proactive, self-reflective, self-organizing, 
self-regulative and all related positive selves 
(Bandura, 1999). These individual’s assess-
ment of actuality and behaviors in turn, are 
influenced with the level to which they have 
been perceived, and that most of them con-
tinue to  influence and control the move-
ment in their lives, as reported by Federici 
& Skaalvik, (2011). Schaufeli, et al.,., (2002) 

visualized engagement at work as a motiva-
tional construct by saying it is “a fulfilling, 
positive, work-related mind set, config-
ured by absorption, dedication and vigor”. 
Luthans & Youseef (2007) report that as 
certain people with better self-efficacy in 
their respective occupations, are way more 
motivated intrinsically to pursue their 
objectives, along with the belief one has 
the competency of being able to meet their 
respective work specifications and needs, 
thus  showing that such patten of behaviors 
trigger better levels of engagement at their 
work places. 

A strong relationship between self-
efficacy and engagement at work, has 
been reported and such people having an 
increased level of Self-efficacy, are possi-
bly in better mindset, to deliver better with 
regards to their tasks and jobs. Further, an 
individual’s self-efficacy, is one of the most 
crucial component in the engagement 
at their work places (Bakker, et al.,2002;  
Xanthopoulou, et al.,2009).

An individuals’ thinking, feeling, and 
behavior is affected by Self efficacy;  also the 
time duration, the among of effort and thus 
energy, invested into a task is influenced 
by Self efficacy (Bandura, 1999). Persons 
with increased levels of Self-efficacy exhibit 
greater confidence and self-esteem in their 
abilities; persevere to obtain the goals; 
and when faced with setbacks,  show case 
themselves not be be affected by incresaed 
levels of stress, and thus display their com-
mittment to their jobs and tasks (Lane, et 
al.,, 2004; Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008). Self-
efficacy is positively linked and is a strong 
predictor of commitment to the organiza-
tion (Meyer, et al., 2002). Strong commit-
ment is displayed by the employees towards 
their organization, bassed on their belief 
that they are skilled in their task / job per-
formance (Park & Jung, 2015).
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3. Rationale
Research work done earlier have displayed 
that as employees in various occupations 
with differing levels of OSE exerts more 
effort and persistence on the individual 
employee. This sets even more challenging 
goals as in, a higher level of self-efficacy is 
bound to be associated with a higher moti-
vational state toward one’s work and its 
engagement ( Guarnaccia, et al.,, 2018). The 
focus of research studies in Indian settings is 
less in this area of study (Chaudhary, et al.,, 
2012), especially involving industrial units 
and it personnel, which are public sector 
based. Hence, this study has been planned 
in order to assess the impact of an public 
sector employee’s secondary demographic 
variables like age, gender, family type, mari-
tal status, educational background, income, 
experience at work, on the one hand and 
occupational self-efficacy, on the other.

4. Methodology

4.1 Hypothesis
The following null hypotheses have been 
developed and are as follows 

H01: There is no difference in the 
Occupational Self Efficacy (OSE) scores of 
engineers and managers.

H02 : Income has no influence on the 
OSE scores of the employees. 

H03 : Age has no influence on the OSE 
scores of the employees.

H04 : Experience has no influence on the 
OSE scores of the employees

H05 : Family  type has no influence on 
the OSE scores of the employees.

H06 : Educational has no influence on 
the OSE scores of the employees

H07: Marital status has no influence on 
the OSE scores of the employees.

4.2 Universe 
The universe considered for the purpose of 
this research work, is a Public Sector Unit 
in the Mysore Industrial Area.

4.2.1 Sample Design
Sratified random sampling has been 
adopted to collect the data from the respon-
dents and the details are given below.

TABLE NO 1. Sample size.

Company

Type of employees

TotalManagers Engineers

Public 
Sector Unit

60 60 120

4.2.2 Inclusion criteria
1. The age of the respondents should be 

within 22 to 55 years
2. The minimum educational qualification 

for,  a. Managers is a bachelor’s degree 
and above;  b. Engineer is a Diploma 
and above

3. The respondent should not have under-
gone the above mentioned test earlier 

4. A minimum of five years of work expe-
rience is a must. 

4.2.3 Exclusion criteria
1. Age below 22 and above 55 years.
2. Minimum qualification for; a. Managers 

: below Degree and above;  b. Engineers 
: below Diploma

3. Less than five years of work experience.

4.3 Tools used
1 Socio-demographic information sheet

This information sheet was set up by 
the researcher. This sheet consists of the 
socio-demographic details such as age, 
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gender, educational qualification, marital 
status, type of family, work experience, des-
ignation at work place, income, and other 
related issues.

2. Occupational Self Efficacy scale 
Occupational Self Efficacy scale 

(OSEs) has been standardized by  Pethe 
S, Chaudhari S and Dhar U. This scale has 
been administered to access the level of 
OSE among the employees. There are 19 
items in this scale, each item is to be rated 
on the five point rating scale. There are 
six sub-scales viz., command, confidence, 
adapatability, positive attitude, personal 
effectiveness, and individuality. The odd 
even reliability of the scale was determined 
by calculating reliability co-efficient, cor-
rected  for its  full length. The reliability co-
efficient of the OSE scale is 0.98 

4.3.1 Pilot study
The researcher conducted a pilot study, 
during which the socio-demographic data 
sheet and the OSE was administered to 
twenty employees at the unit. The respon-
dent sheets were collected post the comple-
tion of the filling in of the data. They were 
later scored and statistically analyzed. The 
results of the pilot study were as follows - 
1. During the initial phase, the respon-

dents expressed few reservations to 
answer the questions, as the questions 
were directly related to their work.

2. The employees expressed their displea-
sure against information pertaining to 
more number of the questions (in the 
OSEs).

3. During the data collection, few of the 
respondents expressed the need for clar-
ification, about certain issues and were 
discussed.

4. Three of the twenty respondents gave 
back incompletely filled questionniare. 
The above mentioned findings (of the 

pilot study) were incorporated into the var-
ious parts of the main study.

4.4 Main study
The main study was done in two phases.  
They are –

Phase 1 : 

The researcher gathers about ten employees 
in a given venue / room, introduces him-
self and the study being conducted, tools, 
methodology, rationale and other aspects. 
The assurance regarding the confidentiality 
of the responses (of the respondents)  were 
provided.

Phase 2 : 

During this phase, the data sheet along with 
the OSE scale, were administered to all the 
respondents, with a request to fill up all the 
statements. The respondents were requested 
to return  the competed questionniare in 
about thirty minutes to a quarter anh our. 
Similarly, the sample were divided equally 
among twelve groups (of ten employees / 
respondent in each group) and data collec-
tion was done.

Those response sheets, which were not 
properly/ incompletely / incorrectly filled, 
were discarded and the remaining response 
sheets were scored, coded and master chart 
was prepared. The master chart was anal-
ysed using IBM SPSS 30.0.1.

5. Data Analysis  
The below mentioned statistical techniques 
were used to analyse the data and they are - 

•	 Regression (Step Wise Multiple)



Occupational Self Efficacy of Public Sector Employees in Indian Context – An Analysis

98 / 107 MS RAMAIAH MANAGEMENT REVIEW  Vol 15(01), DOI: 10.52184/msrmr.v15i01.000, January - March 2024

•	 Duncan’s Multiple Range Test
•	 Two way Analyis of Variance (General 

Linear Model)
•	 Descriptive statistics

Results obtained after the analysis were 
tabulated and have been given as follows.

As per table No’s 2 & 3, Engineers and 
Managers did not differ significantly in their 
mean OSEs. F value of .503 with 1 and 86 
df ’s is found to be non-significant (P<.480). 
The mean OSEs for engineers and manag-
ers are 74.86 and 73.40 respectively, which 
are almost the same and has statistically 
contributed for the non-significant differ-
ence. Between income groups also, a non-
significant difference existed in the mean 
self-efficacy scores of employees (F=.006; 
P<.994). The employees with different 

levels of income like below  30,000, 30,001 
to 45,000; 45,000 to 60,000 is 74.72, 74.15 
and 75.00 respectively. 

The interaction effects between the occu-
pation type and the income is found to be 
non-significant (F=.162; P<.688), indicat-
ing that pattern of OSE is same in employ-
ees of different income groups irrespective 
of the occupation they have.

Employees with different age groups 
did not differ significantly in their mean 
self-efficacy scores (F=.332; P<.810). The 
mean scores of employees with different 
age groups like below 30, 31-40, 41-50 and 
50 and above 73.33, 73.78, 75.45 and 75.36, 
which are same statistically and have con-
tributed to non-significant difference. The 
interaction effect between occupation type 

TABLE NO 2. Showing the mean OSE score of Managers, Engineers and levels of Income

Occupation Income (in Rs) Mean S.D

Engineers <30,000 75.10 5.19
30,001 to 45,000 74.36 9.95
45,001 to  60,000 75.00 9.48
Overall 74.86 7.48

Managers <30,000 72.88 4.48
30,001 to 45,000 73.75 8.48
45,001 to  60,000 - -
Overall 73.40 7.30

Total <30,000 74.72 5.16
30,001 to 45,000 74.15 9.44
45,001 to  60,000 75.00 9.48
Overall 74.85 7.44

TABLE NO 3. Results of 2-way ANOVA for mean OSEs of Managers and Engineers  
having differing levels of income.

Source of 
variation

Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Value Significance

Occupation 
(A)

28.889 1 28.889 .503 .480

Income (B) 0.695 2 0.348 .006 .994
Interaction
(A X B)

9.322 1 9.322 .162 .688

Error 4935.806 86 57.393 -- --
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TABLE NO 4. Mean OSE score of Engineers and Managers having different age groups

Occupation Age (in years) Mean S.D

Engineers Below 30 73.33 7.57
31-40 73.89 7.53
41-50 75.57 7.14
50 + 77.78 8.33
Overall 74.86 7.48

Managers Below 30 - -
31-40 73.14 5.24
41-50 75.13 7.49
50 + 71.00 10.25
Overall 73.40 7.37

Total Below 30 73.33 7.57
31-40 73.78 7.18
41-50 75.45 7.10
50 + 75.36 9.30
Overall 74.54 7.44

TABLE NO 5. Results of 2-way ANOVA for mean OSEs of Engineers and Managers 
having different age groups

Source of 
variation

Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Value Significance

Occupation 
(A)

97.439 1 97.439 1.718 .194

Income (B) 54.767 3 18.256 .322 .810
Interaction
(A X B)

96.494 2 48.247 .851 .431

Error 4764.676 84 56.722

and age groups is also found to be non-
significant (F=.851; P<.431) indicating 
that patters of occupatinal self efficacy is 
the same in the employees of different age 
groups irrespective of the occupation they 
are.

Employees with different levels of 
experience did not differ significantly in 
their mean self efficacy scores (F = 1.736; 
P<.150). The mean scores of employees 
with different levels of work experience (in 
years) like below 4, 5-7, 8-12, 13-17 and 
17 and above are 68.00, 64.00, 74.74, 75.00 
and 74.88 respectively, which are same sta-
tistically contributed to non-significant 
difference. The interaction effect between 
occupation type and experience is found 

to be non-significant (F=1.325; P<.271) 
indicating that pattern of OSE is same in 
employees of different years of service irre-
spctive of the occupation they have.

Employees with different types of mari-
tal status differed signficantly in their mean 
Self efficacy scores (F=4.998; P<.028). The 
mean scores of employees with different 
levels of marital status like married and 
unmarried are 67.20 and 74.79 respectively. 
From the mean values, it is sure that mar-
ried employees had significantly higher 
OSE scores in comparision to unmarried 
employees.  The interaction effect between 
occupation type and marital status is found 
to be non-significant (F=.394; P<.532) 
indicating that pattern of OSE scores is 
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TABLE NO 6. Mean OSE score of Engineers and Managers having different years of work 
experience

Occupation
Experience
 (in years) Mean S.D

Engineers Below 4 years 68.00 -
5 to 7 64.00 8.49
8 to 12 74.38 7.93
13-17 75.71 3.31
17+ 76.08 8.17
Total 74.86 7.48

Managers Below 4 years - -
5 to 7 - -
8 to 12 80.00 .00
13-17 70.00 .00
17+ 73.00 7.82
Total 73.40 7.37

Total Below 4 years 68.00 -
5 to 7 64.00 8.49
8 to 12 74.74 7.79
13-17 75.00 3.65
17+ 74.88 8.08
Total 74.54 7.44

TABLE NO 7. Results of 2-way ANOVA for mean OSEs of Engineers and Managers having 
different years of work experience

Source of 
variation

Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Value Significance

Occupation 
(A)

8.335 1 8.335 .154 .696

Income (B) 376.259 4 94.065 1.736 .150
Interaction
(A X B)

143.602 2 71.801 1.325 .271

Error 4497.525 83 54.187 - -

TABLE NO 8. Mean OSE score of Engineers and Managers having different marital 
status

Occupation Marital status Mean S.D

Engineers Unmarried 68.50 5.20
Married 72.24 7.45
Overall 74.86 7.48

Managers Unmarried 62.00 -
Married 74.00 7.05
Overall 73.40 7.37

Total Unmarried 67.20 5.36
Married 74.97 7.34
Overall 74.54 7.44
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same in employees having different marital 
status irrespective of the occupation they 
have. 

Employees with different tpes of family, 
did not differ significantly in their mean self 
efficacy scores (F=1.312; P<.255). The mean 
scores of employees with different family 
types like joint and nuclear type are 73.11 
and 75.57 respectively, which are same 
statistically contributed to non-significant 
difference. The interaction effect between 
occupation type and experience is found to 

be non-significant (F=.038; P<.846) indi-
cating that pattern of OSE scores is same in 
employees of different types irrespective of 
the occupation they have.  

Employees with different levels of edu-
cation differed significantly in their mean 
self -efficacy scores (F=3.542; P<.033). The 
employees with different levels of education 
like Technical (lower) level, Technical and 
others are 75.61, 70.76 and 76.33 respec-
tively. Further Duncan’s Multiple Range 
Test revealed that only employees with 

TABLE NO 10. Mean OSE score of Engineers and Managers having different family 
types

Occupation Family Type Mean S.D

Engineers Joint 73.32 7.37
Nuclear 75.86 7.47
Overall 74.86 7.48

Managers Joint 72.50 8.07
Nuclear 74.30 6.09
Overall 73.40 7.37

Total Joint 72.11 7.46
Nuclear 75.57 7.32
Overall 74.54 7.44

TABLE NO 11. Results of 2-way ANOVA for mean OSEs of Engineers and Managers 
having different family types

Source of 
variation

Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Value Significance

Occupation 
(A)

21.908 1 21.908 .395 .531

Income (B) 72.700 1 72.700 1.312 .255
Interaction
(A X B)

2.109 1 2.109 .038 .846

Error 4821.870 87 55.424 - -

TABLE NO 9. Results of 2-way ANOVA for mean OSEs of Engineers and Managers 
having different marital status

Source of variation Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Value Significance

Occupation (A) 45.455 1 45.555 0852 .358
Income (B) 266.511 1 266.511 4.998 .028
Interaction
(A X B)

21.009 1 21.009 .394 .532

Error 4639.179 87 53.324 - -
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technical education had least OSE scores 
and employees with technical and other 
educational background had significantly 
higher OSE scores. The interaction effect 
between occupation types and education 
is found to be non-significant (F=.112; 
P<.739) indicating that patten of OSE score 
is same in employees of different levels of 
education irrespective of the occupation 
they have. 

6. Discussion
A. The main findings of the study are - 
  1.  Engineers and Managers did not dif-

fer significantly in their OSE scores.
  2.  The interaction effect between occu-

pation type and different income, 

age, years of work experience, are 
found to be non-significant indi-
cating that pattern of OSE is same 
in employees of irrespective of the 
occupation they have.

B.  The hypothesis formulated, have been 
tested and are as follows  – 

H01: ‘”There is no significant difference 
in the Occupational Self Efficacy (OSE) 
scores of employees belonging to differ-
ent designations like engineers and man-
agers”.  This hypothesis has been accepted 
on the basis that OSE scores of employ-
ees belonging to various designations are 
found to be significant amongst engineers 
and managers.

H02 : “Income has no significant influ-
ence on the OSE scores of the employees”. 

TABLE NO 12. Mean OSE score of Engineers and Managers having different levels of 
education

Occupation Education Mean S.D

Engineers Tech (Lower) 76.44 6.35
Tech 70.76 8.64
Other 80.00 .00
Overall 74.86 7.48

Managers Tech (Lower) 73.13 8.23
Tech - -
Other 74.50 1.73
Overall 73.40 7.37

Total Tech (Lower) 75.61 6.95
Tech 70.76 8.64
Other 76.33 3.14
Overall 74.54 7.44

TABLE NO 13. Results of 2-way ANOVA for mean OSEs of Engineers and Managers 
having different levels of education 

Source of 
variation

Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Value Significance

Occupation 
(A)

93.192 1 93.192 1.542 .181

Income (B) 363.813 2 181.906 3.542 .033
Interaction
(A X B)

5.742 1 5.742 .112 .739

Error 4416.372 86 51.353 - -
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H03 : “Age has no significant influence on 
the OSE scores of the employees”.

H04 : “Experience has no significant influ-
ence on the OSE scores of the employees”.

H05 : “Family  type has no signifi-
cant influence on the OSE scores of the 
employees”.

The hypothesis 2,3,4 and 5 have been 
accepted; because there is no relationship 
between occupational type and income, age, 
experience and family types are found to be 
non-significant, indicating that pattern of 
OSE is same in employees of irrespective of 
the occupation they possess. Occupational 
self-efficacy reflects the conviction of a per-
son that he/she can execute behaviors rele-
vant to their own work. Schyns and Collani 
(2002) report that occupational self-efficacy 
is found to be stable because of its positive 
correlation and relationships to personality 
characteristics of employees. 

H06 : “Educational has not significant 
influence on the OSE of the employees”. 
This hypothesis has been rejected on the 
basis that educational level has significantly 
influenced OSE scores of the employees. 
Employees with technical educational had 
least OSE and employees with technical 
(lower) and other educational background 
had significantly higher OSE; probably 
because a technically educated employee’s 
perception may not be proper, as it may be 
affected with high sense of self and high self 
esteem. This high ego level and self esteem 
sometimes may not comply with realis-
tic demands of the environment in which 
these employees work and live. Therefore, 
we find that technically lower qualified per-
sons have better OSE than when compared 
to higher qualified employees. However, 
OSE my be understood as less stable upon 
comparison with general self-efficacy. It 
encompasses the allowance to compare 
among the various types of jobs and tasks 

(Schyns & von Collani, 2002), thus mak-
ing it applicable for certain investigations 
pertaining to the context of work and their 
respective organisations.

H07: “Marital status has not signifi-
cant influence on the OSE of the employ-
ees”. This hypothesis has been rejected on 
the basis that marital status has signifi-
cantly influenced OSE of the employees. 
Married employees had significantly higher 
OSE compared to unmarried employees. 
Marital status does positively influence 
OSE. Marriage is very important to every 
individual’s life. Marriage brings in the kind 
of settlement in terms of physical (sexual), 
psychological, social, financial and future 
generational issues, in which the individual 
feels complete and fulfilled in many issues. 
All these issues bring the employee to work 
and perform better at work place.

7. Practical Implications
A basic sense of better self efficacy 
enhances an employee’s achievement along 
with subjective well-being in many aspects. 
Employees possessing higher self assurance 
in their capabilities, usually approach and 
attempt to resolve bigger tasks as problems 
to be undertood, workred and reigned 
upon. But to view them as threats and 
blocks, and thus avoided. Efficacious out-
look as these, fosters a self interest and a 
deeper involvement in their respective taks 
and jobs. These employees put up for them-
selves many a formidable objectives and 
thus perserver with a strong commitment 
to work  around and complete the tasks. 
These individuals perserver with them-
selves to complete their tasks. Further, they 
recover their sense of efficacy rather very 
quickly, even after repeated setbacks or fail-
ures. The attribution of linking the setbacks 
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and failures to be correlated to insufficient 
effort or deficit in skills and competency 
is an admirable aspect of these individu-
als. They perceive threatening situations 
with incresed self assurance, in order exer-
cise control over themselves. Possessing an 
efficacious outlook such as these produces 
a whole lot of personal achievements and 
accomplishments, also helps to reduce 
stress and the proness to depression and 
many a psychological disorder. In contrast, 
individuals doubting their competencies, 
generally walk from their assigned tasks, 
which they percieve as personal threats, 
along with having weak commitment and 
aspirations to the objectives, they usually 
choose to pursue. They  do not concentrate 
on how to perform to perform a job or a 
task successfully. 

8.  Limitations and Scope 
for Further Research

The study has attempted to analyse the 
Occupational Self Efficacy of the Public 
Sector employees in Inidan context. 
However, the study is not without any 
limitations. The sample is drawn from one 
particular geographical area in the state of 
Karnataka, it is recommended to extend the 
study by considering other states of India 
and economies while increasing the sample 
size with respect to various geographical 
areas. The survey data was collected from 
the Managers and Engineers, however the 
study can be extended to other levels of 
employement in the Public Sector or other 
sectors. This study serves as a pilot study 
to gather basic information, however the 
study can be further extended to develop 
the conceptual model and test the model 
statistically. This was a quantitative cross-
sectional study, and the survey data was 

collected at a single point of time. Hence 
there are chances of time bias. Future schol-
ars may conduct a longitudinal study to 
analyze the evolutionary nature of the fac-
tors by considering the time lag effect

9. Conclusion
Developing a strong sense of self-efficacy 
does play an significant role in all aspect 
of life. Life is full of threats, opportunities 
and challenges;  the presence of high levels 
of self-efficacy can feel better and learn to 
deal with positive and negative issues effec-
tively. One’s belief in the abilities, can pre-
dict how motivated one feels, how one feels 
about self, and to combine it all, the amount 
of effort and perserverance one puts into 
pursuing and completing the goals that we 
have set for ourselves. 
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