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The development and psychometric properties of the Memory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (MSEQ),
a self-report measure of memory ability (Self-Efficacy Level) and confidence (Self-Efficacy Strength),
are described. The MSEQ was rationally constructed using 50 memory items with face and content
validity. The MSEQ and its alternate versions were examined in three experiments with younger
and older adult samples. Satisfactory estimates of internal consistency and test-retest stability were
obtained. Canonical correlation analyses provided preliminary support for the MSEQ's criterion
and construct validity. Although additional psychometric work is needed, this initial investigation
of the MSEQ suggests that it may be a useful tool for research on memory self-evaluation in adult
age groups. Reliability and validity are strong, the questionnaire shows expected adult age differences
in self-evaluation, and the theoretical framework of self-efficacy provides useful hypotheses regarding
developmental changes and individual differences in self-evaluation.

Current investigations of memory and aging have moved be-
yond simplistic descriptions of deficits attributed to chronologi-
cal age toward an integration of the relevant task, context, and
person variables that influence memory performance (e.g., Ar-
buckle, Gold, & Andres, 1986; Craik, Byrd, & Swanson, 1987;
Dixon & Hertzog, 1988; Hartley, 1986;Labouvie-Vief&Schell,
1982). One promising approach focuses on individual differ-
ences in self-knowledge and personal beliefs related to memory
functioning. This approach grew out of age-related studies of
metamemory (e.g., Perlmutter, 1978) on the one hand and
memory complaints and concerns (e.g., Scogin, Storandt, &
Lott, 1985) on the other. These studies were guided by the hy-
pothesis that memory knowledge and beliefs influence memory
behavior and performance and that this relationship changes
with age.

A variety of measures have been designed to assess memory
knowledge and beliefs. Responses are often operationalized as
performance predictions and subsequently compared with per-
formance on memory tasks (e.g., Bruce, Coyne, & Botwinick,
1982; Dixon & Hultsch, 1983b). It has been difficult, however,
to draw conclusions from such studies because there are dra-
matic variations in the measurement of prediction and perfor-
mance. The purpose of this article is to review previous mea-
sures and describe the psychometric properties of a recently
developed memory prediction questionnaire derived from self-
efficacy principles (Bandura, 1977, 1982, 1986). When used in
conjunction with more generalized measures of memory be-
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liefs, knowledge, and appraisals, the assessment of memory self-
efficacy should enhance the investigation of causal mechanisms
mediating the relationship between self-evaluation and perfor-
mance.

Five different methodologies for obtaining memory self-eval-
uations have dominated the literature: (a) metamemory ques-
tionnaires, such as the Metamemory in Adulthood (MIA;
Dixon & Hultsch, 1983a, 1983b) and the Memory Functioning
Questionnaire (MFQ; Gilewski, Zelinski, Schaie, & Thompson,
1983), (b) memory complaints questionnaires, such as the In-
ventory of Memory Experiences (IME; Herrmann & Neisser,
1978), (c) self-efficacy measures (Balcerak & Rebok, 1986;
Berry, West, & Scogin, 1983), (d) single, task-specific predic-
tions in which individuals predict the number of items that they
expect to recall (Bruce et al., 1982; Coyne, 1985; Murphy,
Sanders, Gabriesheski, & Schmitt, 1981), and (e) feeling-of-
knowing or confidence ratings administered after encoding or
retrieval (J. L. Lachman & Lachman, 1980; Perlmutter, 1978).
These methods vary in terms of the timing and the type of pre-
diction obtained.

With respect to timing, self-report scales are usually adminis-
tered before testing with the first four methods, whereas the fee-
ling-of-kn owing method asks individuals to evaluate the cur-
rent contents of memory after studying target items or after re-
trieval. The latter type of prediction reflects on-line monitoring
(Cavanaugh, in press; Klatzky, 1984) more than the other meth-
ods. (Memory processing has not yet begun when evaluations
are obtained using self-efficacy and task-specific prediction
methods. With questionnaires, evaluations are based on more
distal and generalized memory experiences.) On-line monitor-
ing is generally as accurate for older adults as for younger adults
(J. L. Lachman & Lachman, 1980; Lovelace & Marsh, 1985;
Perlmutter, 1978; Rabinowitz, Ackerman, Craik, & Hinchley,
1982). Thus, an important distinction exists between predic-
tion and monitoring activities, and the variables that control
predictions before task performance are not yet fully under-
stood.
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Predictions obtained before encoding can be characterized as
direct or indirect. For a direct prediction, subjects evaluate the
specific task or tasks that they subsequently perform. Some
measures, however, have a more indirect relationship with the
performance tasks. For example, metamemory and memory
complaints questionnaires do not ask individuals to predict
their laboratory test scores. Instead, they typically report on
common everyday memory failures, beliefs about memory and
aging, and knowledge about how memory works. Therefore, the
self-report measures and subsequent laboratory task scores in-
volve different types of memory (Bennett-Levy & Powell, 1980;
Herrmann, 1982; Sunderland, Watts, Baddeley, & Harris,
1986). It is not surprising that such measures show mixed re-
sults in predicting test scores (Cavanaugh & Murphy, 1986;
Dixon & Hultsch, 1983b; Gilewski & Zelinski, 1986; Kahn,
Zarit, Hilbert, & Neiderehe, 1975; Perlmutter, 1978; Perlmut-
ter, Metzger, Nezworski, & Miller, 1980; Rabbitt, 1982; Riege,
1982; West, Boatwright, & Schleser, 1984; White & Cunning-
ham, 1984; Zarit, Cole, & Guider, 1981; Zarit, Gallagher, &
Kramer, 1981; Zelinski, Gilewski, & Thompson, 1980). The is-
sue is further complicated by unknown or weak estimates of
reliability (see Gilewski & Zelinski, 1986; Herrmann, 1982)
that necessarily affect the predictive validity of the question-
naires, although a few investigators have reported reliable and
fairly substantial prediction-performance data on some specific
tests (Dixon & Hultsch, 1983b; Dixon, Hertzog, & Hultsch,
1986; Riege, 1982; Zelinski et al., 1980). Moreover, there
is some indication that predictions become more accurate after
recent test experience (Herrmann, Grubs, Sigmundi, &
Grueneich, 1986; Rebok & Balcerak, 1989, pp. 714-721).

The more direct self-report measures obtained before testing
also yield mixed results. When participants are asked to answer
a single question about their expected performance on a specific
test, older adults often overestimate their performance, whereas
younger adults underestimate or make accurate predictions.
This holds for predictions of how many items can be recalled
and for single confidence ratings of ability (Balcerak & Rebok,
1986; Bruce etal., 1982; Coyne, 1985;Mason, 1981;Murphyet
al., 1981). With these methods, correlations between prediction
and performance have been generally weak for older adults
(Camp, Markley, & Kramer, 1983; Neiderehe & Camp, 1985).
Thus, both age differences and nonveridical predictions occur
with this methodology.

The last methodology focuses on self-efficacy, which typically
uses multiple indices to obtain direct predictions. Zelinski et al.
(1980) argued that multiple indices of self-report will increase
the accuracy of direct estimates made before testing. For this
reason, direct predictions may be more accurate with self-effi-
cacy measures than with single task-specific predictions. Self-
efficacy methodology has other advantages as well. Confidence
ratings are obtained so that individual variability as well as age
differences in confidence can be examined. Memory predic-
tions are made on a task-by-task basis so that predictions corre-
spond directly to performance tasks. When a variety of tasks
are studied, this methodology provides data on the extent to
which memory self-evaluation varies across specific tasks or
task domains.

Self-efficacy theory is also particularly well-suited for concep-
tualizing the memory experiences of many older adults. Self-

efficacy refers to ''people's judgments of their capabilities to
organize and execute courses of action required to attain desig-
nated types of performances" (Bandura, 1986, p. 391). The sub-
stantial literature on older adults1 self-reports of memory com-
plaints and problems (for a review of questionnaire data, see
Gilewski & Zelinski, 1986) indicates that some older adults ex-
perience stress surrounding their behavior in memory-demand-
ing situations. Situations containing uncertain and potentially
stressful elements are likely to prompt self-efficacy evaluations,
which, in turn, influence thoughts, feelings, and actions. Thus,
if an older adult feels competent and confident (i.e., has high
self-efficacy), she or he is more likely to engage in the task at
hand and expend the effort and persistence necessary for task
mastery. To the extent that the memory system becomes in-
creasingly unreliable with age, the older person's reduced or un-
certain efficacy may inhibit optimal memory functioning
(Berry, 1987; M.E. Lachman&Leff, 1989, pp. 722-728; M. E.
Lachman & Dick, 1987).

This article describes the development of a Memory Self-
Efficacy Questionnaire (MSEQ). Three studies are reported
that provide data on the psychometric properties of the ques-
tionnaire. The MSEQ is unique in that it is derived from Ban-
dura's self-efficacy methodology (Bandura, Adams, & Beyer,
1977; Bandura, Adams, Hardy, & Howells, 1980), Individuals
are asked to consider how well they believe they can perform on
a given task. A key component of Bandura's method is that
tasks are ordered hierarchically, so that a target level of accom-
plishment or mastery is set and self-efficacy judgments are made
at each level of task difficulty. For example, if the task is to re-
member 12 words, individuals are asked whether they can re-
member 12 words, 10 words, 8 words, 6 words, and so on. These
responses represent self-efficacy level. Individuals also provide
confidence ratings for their ability to recall at each level, and
these confidence ratings reflect self-efficacy strength. A third in-
dex of self-efficacy is generality, or how well judgments of effi-
cacy for one task correspond to judgments on another task.

The development of the MSEQ is described in detail in the
following three studies. Each study is based on different sam-
ples. Sample characteristics, scale construction, and reliability
and validity data are reported for each study.

Experiment 1

The first experiment was a pilot study designed to explore the
utility of self-efficacy theory and measurement for memory and
aging. Specifically, we examined the relationship between mem-
ory self-efficacy and performance in a group of older adults.
Bandura's methodology (Bandura et al., 1977, 1980) was
adapted to construct a Memory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire
(MSEQ) that evaluated a variety of memory tasks. Experiment
1 reports on the psychometric properties of this original version
of the MSEQ.

Method

Subjects

Two older adult groups constituted the sample (« = 48). Group 1,
which consisted of 22 women and 6 men, 57 to 80 years of age (M =
67.6, SD = 5.6), responded to a newspaper advertisement offering mem-
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ory training for older adults with memory difficulties. Group 2, which
consisted of 10 women and 10 men, 59 to 80 years of age (M = 68,0,
SD = 6.2), was drawn from a pool of people who had participated in
previous studies. Each participant in Group 1 was paid with a memory
training manual, and each participant in Group 2 was paid $10.

Procedure

All participants were tested individually in the same room at a Mid-
western university. They completed the 50-item MSEQ and then per-
formed eight memory tasks.

Memory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire

The MSEQ is a rationally constructed, paper-and-pencil task that de-
scribes 10 memory tasks for which subjects assess their memory abili-
ties. All levels of one complete task (Grocery) and the lowest levels from
each of the remaining 9 tasks are displayed in the Appendix. Two of the
described memory tasks (Photographs and Errands) were fillers, that
is, subjects were not asked subsequently to perform those 2 tasks. The
remaining 8 tasks described a variety of memory tasks and assessed self-
efficacy for word recall (Word), recall of directions for drawing a path
through a maze (Maze), digit recall (Digit), picture recall of line draw-
ings (Picture), remembering a sick friend's grocery list (Grocery), map
directions to a friend's house (Map), three telephone numbers from a
telephone directory (Phone), and the locations of objects placed around
a room (Location). Details concerning test administration can be found
elsewhere (West, Berry, & Powlishta, 1989). For each task, the most
difficult level was listed first, followed by four descending levels of task
difficulty. For each level, subjects indicated whether they could perform
the task at that level by circling no or yes. If yes was circled, people
indicated how sure they were by circling a confidence rating. Following
Bandura, the confidence ratings ranged from 10% to 100% confidence
in 10-unit increments (see the Appendix).

Although alternative dependent measures could have been examined,
all scores were calculated according to Bandura's procedures (Bandura,
Reese, & Adams, 1982) to facilitate interpretation. Self-efficacy level
(SEL) scores were calculated by summing the number of yes responses
made with at least 20% confidence. (It is extremely rare for a person to
respond yes and choose 10% confidence; only three people did this.)
This is a reflection of an individual's assessment of his or her basic mem-
ory skill level. Responses were summed to form SEL scales for the eight
specific tasks (five items for each task). Fillers were not included. Self-
efficacy strength (SEST) scores were calculated by averaging confidence
ratings across the eight specific tasks (five items for each task).

Results and Discussion

There were no significant differences between the two groups
of older adults on self-efficacy, performance, or the self-efficacy/
performance relationship (Berry, West, & Powlishta, 1986), so
their responses were combined for the following analyses. The
purpose of the present study was to describe the psychometric
properties of the MSEQ. Performance data can be found else-
where (Berry etal., 1986).

Face and Content Validity

The MSEQ demonstrates good face validity because of its
derivation from self-efficacy theory and methodology, which de-
mands detailed task descriptions. The 10 memory tasks are de-
scribed explicitly and, except for the 2 filler tasks, are matched
with actual memory tests. The MSEQ also has adequate content

Table 1
Experiments I and 2: Mean MSEQ Scores
and Standard Deviations

Task

Grocery
Word
Phone
Digit
Map
Maze
Location
Picture
Average

Grocery
Word
Phone
Digit
Map
Maze
Location
Picture
Average

Experiment

M

la

SD

Experiment 2 b

M

Self-efficacy level (SEL)

3.5
3.2
3.1
2,2
2.9
3.5
4.0
3.3
3.2

1.4
1.3
1.3
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.3
1.1
1.0

4.5
4.4
4.4
4.1
4.2
4.5
4.8
4.4
4.4

Self-efficacy strength (SEST)

54.7
49.1
50.2
31.8
43.5
50.1
65.7
52.2
49.7

23.7
23.7
24.2
18.3
23.0
25.9
27.6
19.7
18.5

73.6
69.1
72.7
61.1
65.6
70.2
81.6
70.2
79.3

SD

0.8
0.9
0.8
1.1
1.1
0.9
0.5
0.8
0.6

18.2
19.0
18.0
24.2
23.0
21.6
17.3
17.4
09.8

Note. Maximum SEL = 5, and maximum SEST - 100. MSEQ - Mem-
ory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire.
a n = 48 older adults. b n = 269 younger adults.

validity, although we did not sample exhaustively from the do-
main of memory functioning and phenomena. Rather, the
MSEQ tasks (e.g., Word, Digit) were selected on the basis of
frequently used memory tasks appearing in the cognitive aging
literature. In order to broaden the relevance and ecological va-
lidity of the MSEQ, we also included simulated everyday mem-
ory tasks (e.g., Map, Location).

Item and Scale Characteristics

Table 1 shows the means and standard deviations for self-
efficacy level (SEL) and strength (SEST) variables. In the col-
umn labeled Experiment 1, note the variation across specific
task scales, with the highest SEL and SEST for Location and the
lowest SEL and SEST for Digit. Scores on all of the scales were
distributed approximately normally.

Table 2 displays the intercorrelations between the eight
MSEQ scales. These task-specific predictions are moderately to
highly correlated, ranging from .31 to .78 for SEL and .35 to
.79 for SEST, suggesting that the eight tasks tap similar but not
completely overlapping domains. This type of information can
be used to assess the generality of self-efficacy ratings, that is,
how efficacy for one type of task is related to efficacy on similar
and different kinds of tasks. In this study, the efficacy responses
for Word and Picture were most consistently related to the other
task scales. Applying Fisher's f transformation, the average in-
terscale correlations were .54 for SEL and .60 for SEST.
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Table 2
Experiment 1: Intercorrelations Between MSEQ Subscales

Task 1

1. Grocery
2. Word
3. Phone
4. Digit
5. Map
6. Maze
7. Location
8. Picture

.48

Self-efficacy level

.37 .48

.45 .71
— .31*

—

Self-efficacy strength

.39 .56

.54 .69
— .35

—

.38

.65

.45

.76
—

.44

.61

.49

.79
—

.35

.58

.37

.57

.53
—

.45

.72

.58

.65

.62
—

.46

.69

.41

.48

.43

.43
—

.61

.63

.42

.52

.52

.46

.64

.72

.46

.78

.58

.63

.62

.76

.79

.58

.67

.56

.70

.70

1. Grocery
2. Word
3. Phone
4. Digit
5. Map
6. Maze
7. Location
8. Picture

.63

Note. Correlations significant at the .01 level. MSEQ
• p < .05.

Memory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire.

Reliability

Internal consistency estimates were obtained using standard-
ized alpha coefficients (Cronbach, 1951). Internal consistency
estimates for the eight scales were quite high: r(SEL) = .90 and
r(SEST) = .92.

Criterion-Related Validity

In order to examine the MSEQ's criterion-related or predic-
tive validity, the next step was to subdivide the eight scales.
(Sample size precluded examination of predictive validity using
all eight scales.) The two most logical groupings were memory
for typical "laboratory" tasks (Word, Picture, Digit, and Maze)
and for more familiar "everyday" tasks (Map, Location, Phone,
and Grocery). Internal consistency estimates for these two de-
rived scales were also satisfactory: for the laboratory tasks,
r(SEL) = .88, r(SEST) = .90, and for the everyday tasks,
r(SEL) = .74, r(SEST) = .78.

Validity was examined by using canonical correlations to pre-
dict memory performance from the self-efficacy task scales.
This methodology is most appropriate for demonstrating the
relationship between two sets of variables. In this case, it relates
the variance from the performance measures to the variance
from the self-efficacy measures. Because of the modest sample
size, we were concerned that correlating all eight performance
measures with all eight efficacy scales would yield unreliable
results. Thus, the four everyday performance and efficacy mea-
sures were compared in one analysis, and the four laboratory
performance and efficacy measures were compared in a sepa-
rate analysis.

The canonical correlations were significant for predicting ev-
eryday task performance with the SEL measures, Re = .59,

Wilks's X = .52, p <; .05, and SEST measures, Rc = .65, Wilks's
X = .48, p £• .05, but not for predicting laboratory task perfor-
mance. The four laboratory tests were not significantly related
to the four laboratory SEL measures, Rc = .37, or SEST mea-
sures, Rc = .50.

The squared canonical correlations can be interpreted as the
percentage of variance shared by the two variable sets (Pedha-
zur, 1982). The preceding analyses indicate that, for this sam-
ple, approximately one third of the variance in the performance
measures is related to self-efficacy for the everyday tasks.
Squared structure coefficients indicate the proportion of vari-
ance of a variable that is related to the canonical variate. The
structure coefficients are presented in Table 3.

For everyday SEL, the two variables that did not influence

Table 3
Experiment 1: Canonical Structure Coefficients Relating
Self-Efficacy to Performance for Everyday Measures

Task

Self-efficacy
Grocery
Phone
Map
Location

Performance
Grocery
Phone
Map
Location

Self-efficacy level

.77

.40

.17

.84

.68

.00

.69

.79

Self-efficacy strength

.81

.23
- .04

.64

.83
- .05

.56

.67

Note. Structure coefficients for the laboratory measures are omitted
from this table because the canonical variate was not significant.
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the canonical correlation were Map self-efficacy and Phone per-
formance. All other variables influenced the canonical variate,
with the strongest efficacy-performance links for Grocery and
Location. Remembering grocery lists and the locations of items
were the most typical everyday memory activities in this study;
thus, this variate may represent the influence of everyday task
knowledge on prediction.

A similar interpretation applies to the canonical correlation
relating everyday SEST to everyday performance. The analysis
yielded a pattern similar to that obtained on SEL, and the struc-
ture coefficients appear to line up in the order of task familiarity
(i.e., Grocery, Location, Map, and Phone). The Grocery and
Location self-efficacy measures and all of the performance mea-
sures except Phone contributed substantially to the relationship
between SEST and performance on the everyday measures.
(Note that the telephone number recall task used here, simulta-
neous recall of three numbers from the phone book, is not likely
to be used much in everyday experience.)

In summary, a significant relationship between the sets of
prediction and performance variables was obtained for the ev-
eryday but not the laboratory tasks. This suggests that perfor-
mance can be predicted with self-efficacy scales and that task
familiarity probably enhances the degree of relationship be-
tween efficacy and performance. It is not surprising that this
sample of older adults was unable to make accurate judgments
on the less familiar laboratory tasks. This finding is consistent
with other studies of age differences and task-specific predic-
tions for laboratory memory tests (Bruce et al., 1982). Bear in
mind, however, that these data do not demonstrate causality. It
is possible that level and confidence estimates influence perfor-
mance or, conversely, that those estimates are based on past per-
formance experiences. It is most likely that both processes or
directions of causality are operative in an ongoing feedback
chain.

Experiment 2

Although Experiment 1 yielded encouraging preliminary
data, it was limited by the size and nature of the sample (i.e.,
n = 48 older adults). Experiment 2 reports MSEQ data for a
sample of 269 younger adults. An additional purpose of this
study was to compare different versions of the MSEQ to exam-
ine the effect of item order on self-efficacy ratings and reliability.
Cervone and Peake (1986) showed that mean self-efficacy judg-
ments are influenced by how scales are anchored (i.e., starting
with easy or difficult task levels). We were interested in how
different formats (i.e., anchors) influence both level and stabil-
ity of memory self-efficacy ratings. Thus, three different forms
of the MSEQ were compared.

Method

Subjects and Procedure

All participants were undergraduates at a Southeastern university
who completed the MSEQ forms in a large classroom setting and re-
ceived course credit for their participation; 269 undergraduates com-
pleted the original MSEQ. A random subsample of this group was
drawn (Group 1; n = 63) and contrasted with two additional, compara-
ble student groups (Groups 2 and 3; both m = 63). The latter two groups

completed two different versions of the MSEQ (described below) in a
similar, large classroom setting.

Recall that the original MSEQ was ordered with the most difficult
task levels described first, followed by easier levels, for each of the 10
tasks. This original format was compared with random presentation of
all items across all tasks (R-MSEQ) and with an ascending hierarchical
format comparable to that used by Bandura (e.g., Bandura & Adams,
1977); that is, easier levels were presented first, followed by increasingly
difficult levels (B-MSEQ). Group 2 completed the R-MSEQ, and Group
3 completed the B-MSEQ. Self-«fficacy scores were calculated in the
same way as in Experiment 1.

Results and Discussion

Item and Scale Characteristics

Table 1 shows the means and standard deviations for self-
efficacy level and strength obtained for the large sample of
younger adults (n = 269) completing the MSEQ. SEL scale
scores were skewed toward the high end (responding yes on all
five items representing one task) for grocery, word, maze, and
location tasks. Other scale scores for SEL and SEST were dis-
tributed normally.

Although the younger adult SEL and SEST scores appear to
be higher and less variable than those of the older adults in Ex-
periment 1, the rank-ordering of means is approximately the
same for both age groups. Consistent with the results for the
older adults, the younger adults rated Location as the least
difficult task and the one for which they had the highest confi-
dence and rated Digit as the most difficult task and the one for
which they had the lowest confidence. This suggests that evalua-
tions of relative task difficulty and confidence are comparable
across age.

As in Experiment 1, the interscale correlations were moder-
ate and significant. For SEL, the correlations ranged from .36
to .65 (all ps < .01), except for Location, where correlations
with the seven other scales ranged from . 18 to . 36 (all p& <. .05).
For SEST, the correlations ranged from .32 to .69 (all ps < .01).
Applying Fisher's z' transformation, the mean interscale corre-
lations were .48 and .53 for SEL and SEST, respectively.

Reliability

Cronbach's standardized alpha coefficients were calculated
for the larger sample of undergraduates completing the MSEQ
and for the three smaller samples. For all four groups, reliabili-
ties were .85 or greater for SEL and SEST.

Format Effects

Two separate multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAS)
were conducted using the eight SEL scales and the eight SEST
scales as dependent variables, with the three levels of format as
the independent variable. The multivariate F tests for format
effects were significant for SEL, F(\6, 358) = 3.59, p <. .001,
and for SEST, F( 16,358) = 7.75, p < .001. The means, standard
deviations, and univariate F tests are presented in Table 4. Sig-
nificant format effects were obtained for six of the eight SEL
scales, all Fs(2, 186) > 5.73, all ps < .005. Map and Maze SEL
scores were not affected by format. Note that the pattern of for-
mat effects varied from scale to scale (see Table 4). In general,
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Table 4
Experiment 2: Mean Scores and Standard Deviations on the Three MSEQ Formats

Task

Grocery
Word
Phone
Digit
Map
Maze
Location
Picture
Average

Grocery
Word
Phone
Digit
Map
Maze
Location
Picture
Average

MSEQ format

M

4.6
4.5
4.5
4.1
4.2
4.5
4.8
4.5
4.5

74.4
70.7
72.0
63.8
64.9
70.1
81.5
69.2
70.8

SD

0.8
0.8
0.7
1.1
1.1
0.8
0.4
0.7
0.6

17.4
19.2
18.5
25.5
22.9
20.9
16.7
16.1
15.3

R-MSEQ
format*

M SD

Self-efficacy level (SEL)

4.0
3.8
3.7
3.3
4.3
4.2
4.3
3.8
4.0

(

.1

.2

.1
,2

).9
.1
.0

0.7
0.8

Self-efficacy strength (SEST)

61.6
54.3
60.4
47.7
67.1
59.0
68.3
70.3
61.1

19.7
22.9
18.4
19.0
18.1
23.6
23.1
16.3
16.0

B-MSEQ
formatb

M

3.8
3.6
3.6
3.3
4.0
4.2
4.4
3.6
3.9

56.4
52.9
53.8
46.9
61.6
68.0
73.0
58.8
58.9

SD

.1

.1

.3

.2

.0

.0

.1
0.9
0.8

19.2
17.4
22.5
21.8
22.0
25.0
24.6
14.2
14.4

F

10.76***
12.37***
12.70***
10.52***

1.04
2.07
5.73**

10.66***
12.40***

15.36***
15.59***
13.42***
11.62***

1.10
4.02*
5 . 9 1 "

10.43***
10.88***

Note. Maximum SEL = 5. and maximum SEST - 100. MSEQ = Memory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire.
a Random presentation. b Easy level followed by more difficult levels.
*/?<.05. * • / ?< .01 . ***p<. 001.

the R-MSEQ format (random presentation order with no an-
choring point) produced inconsistent responses across type of
task, with SEL means sometimes higher and sometimes lower
than the B-MSEQ, and SEST means higher or lower than the
two ordered forms (MSEQ and B-MSEQ). The MSEQ format
(anchored with the most difficult tasks first) tended to produce
higher SEL scores than the B-MSEQ (anchored with the easier
tasks first) and the R-MSEQ on all six of the scales that showed
significant format effects.

Seven of the eight univariate F tests for SEST were signifi-
cant, all Fs(2, 186) ^ 4.02, all ps <. .05. Map SEST scores were
not affected by format. Again, R-MSEQ means fluctuated
across type of task, and, in contrast with the SEL results, SEST
means on the MSEQ were not uniformly higher than those on
the B-MSEQ and the R-MSEQ.

Two additional analyses of variance (ANOVAS) were con-
ducted to examine format effects on average SEL and average
SEST scores across the eight tasks. Significant effects were ob-
tained for SEST, F{2, 186) = 10.88,/? <; .001, and for SEL, F(2,
186) - 12.36, p <, .0001. Scheffe post hoc tests revealed that
the MSEQ {M = 4.50) produced higher self-efficacy level scores
than the R-MSEQ (M = 3.98) and B-MSEQ (M - 3.85; both
ps < .01). Similarly, the MSEQ (M = 70.82) produced higher
self-efficacy strength or confidence scores than the R-MSEQ
(M= 61.10, p< .05) and the B-MSEQ (M = 58.91, p^ .01).
These results are consistent with Cervone and Peake (1986)
who found that scales with higher initial anchors produced
higher estimates of subsequent self-efficacy level. In another

study, however, this format resulted in substantial underesti-
mates of performance scores for both younger and older adults
(Berry et al., 1986). Thus, to maximize predictive accuracy, the
format resulting in the highest efficacy estimates (i.e., the
MSEQ) may be the preferred format. Note, however, that
Scheffe post hoc tests revealed no significant differences be-
tween B-MSEQ and R-MSEQ SEL and SEST scores (both/w >
.05). This suggests that the ascending order of the B-MSEQ is
more comparable to the random order of the R-MSEQ; thus,
an ascending order may provide a more robust yet less salient
anchor than a descending order of item presentation. Addi-
tional prospective tests are needed to test this assumption and
to determine whether format affects level of subsequent perfor-
mance (see Cervone & Peake, 1986).

Experiment 3
Experiments 1 and 2 examined older and younger adults sep-

arately, whereas Experiment 3 collected data on both age groups
simultaneously. This study was designed (a) to examine age
differences on an alternate form of the MSEQ (A-MSEQ), (b)
to examine the relationship of test performance to pretest and
posttest self-efficacy judgments, and (c) to compare self-efficacy
predictions with single task-specific predictions (see the discus-
sion on this methodology in our introductory remarks above).

Method

Subjects
The participants were 122 younger adults, 18 to 30 years of age (M =

18.66, SD = 2.27), who received course credit for their participation,
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Table 5
Experiment 3: Mean A-MSEQ Self-Efficacy Level Scores and Standard Deviations

Task

Grocery
Word
Phone
Digit
Location
Cubicles
Couples
Word Pair
Average

Grocery
Word
Phone
Digit
Location
Cubicles
Couples
Word Pair
Average

M

3.2
3.3
3.2
2.8
3.7
2.9
3.7
3.7
3.3

3.1
3.0
3.0
2.9
3.3
2.7
2.9
3.0
3.0

Older adults
{n= 119)

SD

l.t
1.1
1.7
1.9
1.2
1.4
1.3
1.1
1.0

1.2
1.1
1.5
1.5
1.2
1.2
1.3
1.3
1.0

Younger adults
(« =

M

Pretest

3.9
3.7
3.7
3.3
4.3
3.4
4.3
4.3
3.9

Posttest

3.4
3.4
3.5
3.3
3.9
3.4
3.3
3.4
3.4

= 122)

SD

0.9
0.8
1.3
1.4
0.9
1.0
0.9
0.8
0.7

0.9
0.8
1.2
1.2
0.9
1.0
1.0
1.0
0.7

M

3.6
3.5
3.5
3.0
4.0
3.2
4.0
4.0
3.6

3.2
3.2
3.3
3.1
3.6
3.1
3.1
3.2
3.2

Combined

SD

1.1
1.0
1.5
1.7
1.1
1.2
1.1
1.0
0.9

1.0
1.0
1.4
1.4
1.1
1.1
1.2
1.1
0.9

Note. A-MSEQ = Alternate Memory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire.

and 119 older adults, 60 to 80 years of age (M = 68.11, SD = 5.22), who
were paid $ 10 each. Education levels for the two groups were signifi-
cantly different, F{ 1, 239) = 35.77, p <: .001 (younger M = 12.77, SD =
\.\\\ older M = 14.50, SD = 3.01). The older adults had higher educa-
tional levels than the group of college students. The data were collected
at a Southeastern university during individual testing sessions lasting 1
to 2 hr.

Alternate Memory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire
(A-MSEQ)

The alternate form of the MSEQ has an identical question format to
the original MSEQ, with slightly different tasks. Ten tasks are described
(5 from the MSEQ and 5 new tasks), 2 of which are filler tasks. There
were 4 laboratory tasks described—word list recall (names of animals),
digit span, recall of pictures placed in a 3 X 4 matrix of cubicles or
"cubbyholes," and a paired associates test using abstract, unrelated
nouns. (Henceforth, these tasks will be referred to as Word, Digit, Cubi-
cles, and Word Pair, respectively.) There were four simulated everyday
tasks described—remembering a sick friend's grocery list, seven tele-
phone numbers, locations of objects placed around a room, and a paired
associates test using the names of relatives. (Henceforth, these tasks will
be called Grocery, Phone, Location, and Couples, respectively.) Details
on the test administration procedures are available elsewhere (Dennehy,
1988). As in the MSEQ, each task was described in five items represent-
ing different levels of task difficulty, presented in descending order of
difficulty. A sample to-be-remembered target item for each task was
provided (e.g., for Couples, the sample item was "Uncle Fred and Aunt
Beth"). Individuals indicated whether they could perform each of the
tasks by circling no or yes (SEL) and then indicated their degree of con-
fidence for yes responses (SEST), as on the MSEQ. Self-efficacy scores
were calculated as in Experiments 1 and 2.

Procedure

All subjects completed the A-MSEQ, a series of memory tests, and
then completed the A-MSEQ a second time. Individuals were assigned
randomly to one of four experimental conditions. In the laboratory con-
dition, 30 younger and 30 older adults performed four laboratory mem-
ory tests that matched the four laboratory task descriptions in the A-
MSEQ. In the everyday condition, 32 younger and 30 older adults
performed four memory tests that matched the four everyday task de-
scriptions in the A-MSEQ. Thus, the memory tests matched the tasks
described in the A-MSEQ for approximately half of the subjects. The
remaining 119 subjects were assigned to two nonmatched conditions
and completed memory tests not matched to A-MSEQ descriptions.
Thus, A-MSEQ reliability data and test-retest data are available for all
participants, but criterion-related validity data are only available for
the 122 subjects who received memory tests matched to the A-MSEQ
memory task descriptions.

Before each memory test was administered, subjects completed a
practice test designed to ensure that all test instructions were under-
stood. After each practice test, they were asked to predict their scores
on the test (e.g., for Word: "If I give you a list of 18 words like that,
how many do you think you could remember?"). Their task-specific
prediction was recorded, and the word recall test was administered.
Task-specific predictions were obtained in this manner before each test.

The tasks described in the A-MSEQ were designed differently from
those in the MSEQ to achieve greater correspondence between the labo-
ratory and everyday memory tests. Specifically, the laboratory and ev-
eryday memory tests that were used as performance measures were
matched carefully for difficulty level. For example, Word and Grocery
were matched for list length, word frequency, imageability, and categori-
zation. Subjects were given a written free recall test followed by a visual
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Table 6
Experiment 3: Mean A-MSEQ Self-Efficacy Strength Scores and Standard Deviations

Task

Grocery
Word
Phone
Digit
Location
Cubicles
Couples
Word Pair
Average

Grocery
Word
Phone
Digit
Location
Cubicles
Couples
Word Pair
Average

Older adults
(« =

M

50.2
50.9
51.6
42.0
58.1
40.1
58.9
56.7
51.1

47.3
46.3
46.5
44.4
51.3
39.1
43.9
45.9
45.5

= 119)

SD

18.0
18.6
31.0
31.2
23.3
22.2
26.4
22.3
17.8

17.8
17.8
25.0
26.1
20.8
19.4
19.3
19.2
15.1

Younger adults
{n-

M

Pretest

54.6
52.6
55.9
42.4
62.4
42.4
64.2
62.5
54.6

Posttest

52.4
51.2
55.1
48.6
62.7
50.5
48.7
50.6
52.5

= 122)

SD

16.3
15.0
25.6
25.0
19.9
17.3
20.0
17.5
14.4

15.7
15.4
25.5
22.8
20.8
19.9
18.3
17.9
14.8

M

52.4
51.8
53.8
42.2
60.3
41.3
61.6
60.0
52.9

49.9
48.8
50.9
46.5
57.1
44.9
46.3
48.3
49.1

Combined

SD

17.2
16.9
28.4
28.1
21.7
19.9
23.5
20.2
16.3

16.9
16.8
25.6
24.5
21.5
20.4
18.9
18.7
15.3

Note. A-MSEQ = Alternate Memory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire.

recognition test. Following the final memory test, all subjects completed
the A-MSEQ again and were debriefed.

Results and Discussion

Item and Scale Characteristics

The means and standard deviations for all scales are given in
Tables 5 and 6. All of the self-efficacy variables were distributed
approximately normally. For the total group (n = 241), corre-
lations between scales varied from .31 to .71 (all ps < .001),
except for Digit SEL. Digit SEL correlated .27 with Grocery
SEL (p ^ .01). Applying Fisher's z' transformation, the mean

interscale correlations were .47 for SEL and .53 for SEST. These
correlations suggest that some element of general self-efficacy
influences responses on most of the items.

Reliability

Pretest and posttest For the pretest and posttest A-MSEQ
responses, internal consistency estimates were calculated sepa-
rately for each age group. These standardized Cronbach's alpha
coefficients are reported in Table 7 and compare favorably with
those obtained for the MSEQ.

Test-retest stability. With the retest method, the estimate of

Table 7
Experiment 3: Standardized Cronbach 's Alpha Coefficients for A-MSEQ

Measures

Everyday
Laboratory

Total

Everyday
Laboratory

Total

Older

.74

.77

.86

.75

.78

.89

Pretest

\bunger

.68

.70

.83

.75

.80

.88

Combined

Self-efficacy level

.76

.78

.88

Self-efficacy strength

.76

.81

.88

Older

.80

.82

.90

.73

.79

.87

Posttest

Younger

.69

.74

.85

.78

.80

.90

Combined

.78

.81

.89

.77

.81

.89
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test-retest stability is equal to the correlation between pretest
and posttest scores on the same test (Carmines & Zeller, 1979).
Here, pretest and posttest A-MSEQ scores were correlated and
yielded moderate to high estimates of stability: r = .83 for SEL
and r = .76 for SEST. Older adults had slightly higher test-retest
estimates for SEL (r = .85) and SEST (r = .82) relative to youn-
ger adults (SEL r = .71, SEST r= .74).

A supplementary study was conducted to examine whether
the intervening memory tasks influenced test-retest stability.
Thirty-seven younger adults completed the A-MSEQ in a group
setting, then completed several behavioral and personality tests,
and finally completed the A-MSEQ a second time. Thus, sim-
ilar to the subjects in Experiment 3, the A-MSEQ was com-
pleted twice in one session, but, in this case, no memory tests
were administered. Test-retest correlations between the first
and second administrations of the A-MSEQ were .89 for SEL
and .90 for SEST. These values are higher than those reported
above (rs - .71 and .74, respectively) for the subjects who re-
ceived the intervening memory tasks. It is possible that the
higher correlations reflect the subjects1 memories for their ear-
lier responses. This seems unlikely, however, because 50 items
are answered on the MSEQ, followed by over 100 responses to
the personality and behavior tests, after which the 50 MSEQ
items are answered again. It is also possible that the intervening
memory tasks provided corrective feedback, resulting in higher
or lower subsequent A-MSEC ratings by some subjects, thereby
reducing test-retest correlations. Although these possibilities
and a longer intertest interval need to be examined, these data
indicate that, within a 2-hr test session, the A-MSEQ estimates
of test-retest stability are strong.

Table 8
Experiment 3: Canonical Structure Coefficients
Relating Self-Efficacy to Performance

Task

Self-efficacy
Grocery
Phone
Couples
Location

Performance
Grocery
Phone
Couples
Location

Self-efficacy
Word
Digit
Word Pair
Cubicles

Performance
Word
Digit
Word Pair
Cubicles

Self-efficacy level

Pretest Posttest

Everyday measures

.59

.77

.12

.60

.85
- .15
- .24

.16

- .34
.42

- .03
- .62

- .17
.58
.14
.86

Self-efficacy strength

Pretest

- .62
- .74
- .19
- .65

- .72
.22
.44
.11

Laboratory measures

—
—
—
—

—
—
—
—

- .14
.21

- .10
- .74

- .30
- .10
- .42
- .87

- .28
.69
.47
.09

.31

.75

.51
-.21

Posttest

- .35
.47

- .19
- .71

- .05
.62

- .12
- .68

- .18
- .08
- .33
- .87

- .36
- .44
- .62
-.88

Note. Structure coefficients are omitted in cases where the canonical
variate was not significant.

Criterion-Related Validity

As in Experiment 1, we performed canonical correlation
analyses to determine the relationship between the self-efficacy
scales and memory test performance. The recall data com-
prised our measures of memory performance. The data were
collapsed across age, because, in most conditions, separate age-
group analyses would involve only 30 subjects, a sample size
that is prohibitively small for a reliable test of the canonical
correlations using eight variables. Analyses were conducted
separately on the everyday and laboratory data. In addition,
pretest and posttest data were analyzed separately. It was ex-
pected that the efficacy-performance relationship would be
stronger at posttest relative to pretest, because, if abilities are
misappraised initially, task experience should provide correc-
tive feedback information.

Consistent with the results of Experiment 1, the efficacy-per-
formance relationship was significant more often for the every-
day tasks than for the laboratory tasks (see Table 8). On the
pretest, there was a significant relationship between self-efficacy
and performance for everyday SEL, Rc = .52, Wilks's X = .58,
p <> .01, and the relationship approached significance for every-
day SEST, Rc = .50, Wilks's X = .63, p - .056. For both SEL
and SEST, the pattern of results is similar. The structure co-
efficients in Table 8 indicate strong contributions from all effi-
cacy measures except Couples, and Grocery contributed most
strongly from the performance measures, with a weaker contri-
bution by the SEST Couples performance measure.

The canonical correlation analyses relating pretest labora-
tory performance and efficacy measures were significant for
SEST, Rc = .56, Wilks's X = .58, p < .05, but not for SEL. Exam-
ination of the SEST structure coefficients in Table 8 suggests
that Digit and Word Pair accounted for most of the variance in
the canonical variate.

On the posttest, self-efficacy responses were associated with
performance on all measures: for laboratory SEL, Rc - .71,
Wilks's X = .31, p < .001, and for laboratory SEST, Rc = .75,
Wilks's X = .22, p ^ .001. The coefficients in Table 8 show that
this variate primarily reflects the ability to predict performance
on Cubicles.

The significant canonical variate for everyday SEL shows that
the Phone and Location measures had the greatest influence on
the relationship between performance and efficacy: Rc = .78,
Wilks's X = .17, p <. .001. Likewise, the significant canonical
variate for everyday SEST, R^ = .80, Wilks's X = . 12, p < .001,
was strongly influenced by the efficacy-performance relation-
ship for Phone and Location. These canonical correlations need
to be validated with new samples.

Note that the canonical analyses of the efficacy-performance
relationship produced somewhat different patterns of results for
Experiments 1 and 3. This may be due to variations in sampling
(e.g., old vs. young and old, respectively) or type of task (e.g.,
dialing three phone numbers consecutively vs. dialing seven
phone numbers one at a time, respectively) or both. There is
consistency, however, in that the grocery list task contributed
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highly to the pretest prediction accuracy in both studies, and
the everyday measures yielded stronger efficacy-performance
relationships in both experiments.

Age-Related Discriminant Validity

Two separate MANOVAS were performed, with pretest SEST
and SEL as the dependent variables and age (younger vs. older
adults) as the independent variable. The age effect was signifi-
cant for SEL, F(S, 1912) = 12.52, p <; .001, and approached
significance for SEST, F(S, 1912) = 1.90, p = .056. Univariate
analyses indicated that younger adults had higher SEL scores
than older adults on all tasks, all Fs(l, 239) ̂  4.86, ps < .05.
Univariate analyses for SEST yielded two significant effects:
Older adults had lower confidence ratings than the younger
adults on Grocery, F( 1, 239) = 3.97, p ^ .05, and on Couples,
F( 1,239) = 5.OO,p^.O5.

Construct Validity

To evaluate the MSEQ's construct validity, we examined the
relationship between self-efficacy and the task-specific predic-
tions made immediately prior to attempting each memory task.
To the extent that both measures reflect metamemorial self-
knowledge about ability, they should be related. Canonical cor-
relation analyses were used to relate task-specific predictions to
self-efficacy responses (SEL and SEST). The canonical corre-
lations were significant for SEL, Rc = .56, Wilks's A = .54, p ^
.001, and for SEST, Rc = .56, Wilks's X = .56, p < .001. Struc-
ture coefficients for SEL varied from .45 to .74, indicating that
all scales contributed to the canonical variate, as did all task-
specific predictions (r = .37 to r = .79). Likewise, the structure
coefficients for SEST showed that all scales contributed to the
relationship (rs = .50 to .77) as did all of the task-specific pre-
dictions (re = .38 to .81).

These data suggest that self-efficacy and task-specific predic-
tions may be influenced, in part, by the same variable, possibly
knowledge about tasks or self knowledge. Future studies should
examine the relationships among self-efficacy level and
strength, affective factors such as depression and anxiety, and
metamemory variables such as task knowledge to identify the
source(s) of covariation.

General Discussion

Our goal has been to develop a psychometrically sound mea-
sure of memory self-efficacy that can be used in empirical in-
vestigations of developmental and individual differences in self-
evaluations of memory ability. In a series of three experiments,
the MSEQ and its alternate forms demonstrated satisfactory
psychometric properties for younger and older adults. Internal
consistency estimates of reliability and test-retest estimates of
stability were high, and the MSEQ and A-MSEQ provided ini-
tial support for the construct and criterion-related validity of
memory self-efficacy. Moreover, the eight task subscales on both
the MSEQ and A-MSEQ were moderately intercorrelated, sug-
gesting that task-specific variance as well as general self-efficacy
variance determined responses.

As related to memory performance, the MSEQ has moder-

ately good predictive validity whether it serves as the predictor
or as the predicted variable (i.e., whether it is administered be-
fore or after memory performance tests; see Tables 3 and 8). As
expected, the accuracy of self-efficacy ratings improved after
task experience as reflected in the higher canonical correlations
at posttest. Although other tests of the model are necessary, the
canonical correlation results of Experiments 1 and 3 support
Bandura's (1977, 1981, 1986) hypothesis that self-efficacy in-
fluences and is influenced by performance experiences. Tests
that tease apart the temporal pattern of self-efficacy effects and
sources are needed. On the basis of 5-year longitudinal data,
M. E. Lachman & Leff (1989, pp. 722-728) concluded that the
effects of efficacy on performance are negligible compared with
the effects of performance on efficacy. In general, however, the
manner in which performance history (e.g., patterns of success
and failure on a series of tests) influences subsequent evalua-
tions is not yet known.

One of the advantages of the MSEQ over other self-report
instruments is that it allows for the separation of confidence
ratings from estimates of skill level. Previous studies (e.g., Bruce
et al., 1982) have failed to account for individual or age differ-
ences in certainty when predictions of skill level are made.
Within a self-efficacy framework, however, comparisons can be
made between two individuals with identical SEL scores and
quite different SEST scores (e.g., 50% and 100% confidence).
The two SEL scores weighted by their respective SEST scores
may lead to different behavioral outcomes (e.g., choosing to par-
ticipate in memory-demanding social situations).

The age differences reported in Experiment 3 lend support
to the construct validity of the MSEQ. Younger adults endorsed
higher levels of difficulty (SEL) than older adults on all of the
tasks. At the same time, however, robust age differences in con-
fidence ratings {SEST) were not obtained. Thus, older adults'
average confidence ratings did not differ substantially from that
of younger adults, but the average level at which comparable
confidence ratings were made was lower. A possible explanation
for these results is that the older adults may have felt the need
to be more confident when giving yes responses. This explana-
tion is consistent with age-related studies of response bias and
the omission error, in that older adults often adopt relatively
stricter decision criteria than younger adults (see Botwinick,
1984; Danziger, 1980, for reviews). Thus, the MSEQ illustrates
the need to separate confidence ratings from predictions of skill
level and highlights the value of self-efficacy methodology for
age-related studies of memory self-assessment.

Additional preliminary support for the construct validity of
the MSEQ was obtained. Self-efficacy level (SEL) and strength
(SEST) on the A-MSEQ were related to single task-specific pre-
dictions in Experiment 3. This suggests that self-efficacy mea-
sures share common variance with more traditional measures
of metamemory (i.e., single predictions of skill level). The valid-
ity of a memory self-efficacy construct is also supported by the
work of Hertzog and his colleagues (Hertzog, Dixon, Schulen-
berg, & Hultsch, 1987; Hertzog, Hultsch, & Dixon, 1989, pp.
687-700) who have identified self-efficacy as a distinct compo-
nent of metamemory. Additional validation studies are needed
to specify more precisely the relationships among self-efficacy
beliefs, self-efficacy judgments, and actual memory perfor-
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It is interesting to speculate that self-efficacy level (SEL) may
relate to the Task and Strategy subscales of the MIA (Hertzog
et al., 1987) and that self-efficacy strength (SEST) may reflect
the more affective components of the MIA (e.g., Capacity,
Change). An obvious direction for memory self-efficacy re-
search is to develop a causal model of the relationship between
generalized (e.g., MIA) and task-specific (e.g., MSEQ) measures
of memory self-efficacy and to determine how these relate to
subsequent memory performance. In this example, we would
hypothesize that the MIA, as a measure of everyday memory
complaints and beliefs, should predict situational judgments of
self-efficacy that, in turn, predict more proximal task behaviors
and outcomes. Apparently, only one memory self-efficacy study
has tested directly and found support for Bandura's hypothesis
that effort and persistence mediate the efficacy/performance re-
lationship (Berry, 1987). Tests of the proposed causal model
should also examine the sources of efficacy information (e.g.,
past performance history and standards, vicarious experience,
social stereotypes and feedback, arousal; Bandura, 1986) in the
memory and aging domain. Rebok and Balcerak (1989, pp.
714-721) have begun important work in this area by testing the
effects of performance feedback on subsequent self-efficacy.

Further studies of memory self-«mcacy as measured with the
MSEQ are needed to address several unanswered questions.
From a life span developmental perspective, it will be important
to determine when and why changes in memory self-efficacy
occur. Although Bandura has put forth explicit hypotheses
about general (1977) and age-related (1981) sources of efficacy
information, this remains one of the most understudied aspects
of self-efficacy in adulthood. Another limitation of the MSEQ is
that it excludes some domains and types of memory functioning
(e.g., text memory). Our goal was to design a brief and represen-
tative, but not exhaustive, measure of some of the most com-
mon types of memory tasks used in the cognitive aging litera-
ture. Thus, the MSEQ may be expanded by investigators with
interests in other memory domains.

It is hoped that the MSEQ will stimulate research on the util-
ity of self-efficacy theory for understanding memory function-
ing in adulthood. Specifically, a questionnaire that reliably mea-
sures self-efficacy beliefs for several different memory domains
could be used to predict task choice, effort expenditure and per-
sistence, performance level, and memory-related affect. In ad-
dition to proximal task behaviors and mood states, it should be
possible to predict MSEQ scores from a variety of sources of
efficacy information. Research relating self-efficacy judgments
to how older adults evaluate their current memory capacities
on the basis of past memory successes and failures, the behavior
and feedback of peers, and social expectations associated with
memory and old age (see Bandura, 1981) seems essential. Such
continued efforts seem justified given the data reported in this
series of experiments.
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Appendix

Sample Items From the Memory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (MSEQ)

Grocery

If I heard it twice, I could remember 12 items from a friend's grocery list of 12 items, without taking any list with me to the store.
No Yes 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
If I heard it twice, I could remember 10 items from a friend's grocery list of 12 items, without taking any list with me to the store.
No Yes 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
If I heard it twice, I could remember 8 items from a friend's grocery list of 12 items, without taking any list with me to the store.
No Yes 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
If I heard it twice, I could remember 5 items from a friend's grocery list of 12 items, without taking any list with me to the store.
No Yes 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
If I heard it twice, I could remember 2 items from a friend's grocery list of 12 items, without taking any list with me to the store.
No Yes 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Phone

If I looked up 3 phone numbers in the phone book at the same time, I could remember the first 3 digits of one phone number.
No Yes 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Picture

If someone showed me the pictures of 16 common everyday objects, 1 could look at the pictures once and remember the names of 2 of the objects.
No Yes 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Location

If I had just placed 10 items in different locations in a room, I could remember where I had put 2 of the items.
No Yes 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Word

If someone read the list to me twice, I could remember the names of 2 common objects from a list of 12 names.
No Yes 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Digit

If I carefully studied 20 numbers printed in a series on a piece of paper, I could remember 3 numbers in a row.
No Yes 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Map

If a friend gave me the directions to his or her new house, and the directions involved 10 steps, a few minutes later I could draw part of the route to
the house on a map, using the first 2 steps in the directions.
No Yes 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Errands

If a friend asked me to do 10 errands, 5 minutes later I could remember 2 of the errands I had to do.
No Yes 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Photographs

If someone showed me the photographs of 10 people and told me their names once, I could identify 2 persons by name if I saw the pictures again a
few minutes later.
No Yes 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Maze

If I had to find the way through a maze (on paper) on my first try, and the directions had 10 steps in them, I could find the way through part of the
maze using the first 2 steps in the directions.
No Yes 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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