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Abstract

The research aims to investigate the readiness of self—directed learning, self—efficacy, and the
relationship between them in students at the University of Social Science and Humanities
Vietnam National University Ho Chi Minh City. The study was administrated with the
self-efficacy scale developed by Schwarzer, R., & Jerusalem, M. (1993) and the readiness for
self—directed learning scale developed by Fisher et al. (2001, 2010). The total number of
students at the University of Social Sciences and Humanities, Vietnam National University,
Ho Chi Minh City was 12,540 students (according to the second term of the academic year
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2020-2021). This study’s sample was calculated with the formula developed by Watson
(2001). With a confidence level of 95% and a variable value of 50%, in the results table of
Watson's sample size for a total population of 10,000 to 15,000 people, the sample size for
this study ranged from 385 to 390 people. The official sample of 395 students was suitable,
which could represent the total population according to Watson (2001). Research results
showed that the level of self-efficacy and readiness for self—directed learning among students
at the University of Social Sciences and Humanities, Vietnam National University, Ho Chi
Minh City was at an intermediate level. In particular, the results indicated that there was a
difference between different academic—year students and readiness for self—directed learning.
Research results implied that there was a close correlation between self-efficacy and
readiness for self—directed learning in students.

Keywords: self — efficacy; readiness for self — directed learning; students, University of
Social Science and Humanities Vietnam National University Ho Chi Minh City

1. Introduction
1.1 Concept of Self — Directed Learning

Self-directed learning is one of the research topic attracting many scholars’ interests. As far as
this research considered, the concept of self-directed learning was first stated by Knowles
(1975). According to Knowles (1975) self-directed learning or self — study, is an active
individual process, with or without the help of others in understanding their own learning
needs, self-identifying resources to learn, self-select and implement appropriate learning
strategies and evaluate their own learning outcomes. This definition was cited by many
researchers including Long (1987, 1989, 1991); Brockett and Hiemstra (1991); Candy (1991);
Garrison (1997). Besides that, scholars also contributed to theory of self-directed learning in
such aspects as: self-directed learning is a psychological control; the parallel effect of
individual psychology and pedagogical psychology includes psychological self-control,
motivational needs, resource identification strategy (Long, 1987; 1989; 1991); Self-directed
learning is responsible for learning and for learners themselves (Brockett and Hiemstra,
1991); Self-directed learning is self-directed that was not necessarily taken place in a
classroom environment; Self-directed learning was not as equally as it was in different
situations and majors (Candy, 1991); Self-directed learning is self-management,
self-monitoring, self-motivation (Garrison, 1997). Within the scope of this research, the
concept of self-directed learning of Knowles (1975) was applied.

1.2 Concept of Self — Efficacy

Bandura (1986) suggested that the self-efficacy structure includes people's assessment of
their own organizational abilities and their ability to perform the necessary actions to achieve
their behavioral goals, motion given in advance. Self-efficacy has nothing to do with the
skills a person has, but rather with an appreciation of what they can do with whatever skills
they possess. According to researchers Bandura (1977, 1982, 1989); Schunk (1989a, 1989b);
Zimmerman et al. (1992), self-efficacy affects several aspects of behavior that are significant
for learning. Among these are the choice of activities a student undertakes, the effort put forth,
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and the persistence in completing the task.
1.3 Relation of Self — Efficacy and Self — Directed Learning

Within our scopes of research, directed research on the relationship between self—efficacy and
self—directed learning was quite limited. Researches mostly focused on the study of
self-efficacy in relation to other educational objectvies such as schooling environment,
learning behaviors. However, amongst the studies that believe in self-efficacy and
self—directed learning, self—directed learning and self-efficacy were interrelated. Lema et al
(2007) investigated the relationship between self-efficacy and self—directed learning of
students at the School of Hospitality. The study used the general self-efficacy scale developed
by Schwarzer et al (1993). Research results showed that self-efficacy was an important
predictor of self-learning ability. Turan et al (2008) examined the influence of self—directed
learning on self-efficacy and critical thinking. The study was conducted on a sample of 419
students from the School of Physics and Sports of Erciyes University, Turkey. The results
indicated that self—directed learning widely affects not only self-efficacy, critical thinking but
other aspects of education and training. Saeid et al (2016) examined the relationship between
self—directed learning and self-efficacy, learning motivation in students. The study was
conducted with a sample of 322 students from Payamnoor University in the academic years
2014-2015. The scale administrated was the self—directed learning scale developed by
Gugliemino (1978), the self-efficacy scale by Morgan — Janknis (1999). Research results
showed that there was a strong correlation between self—directed learning and self-efficacy.

2. Method
2.1 Sample

The sample was a convenient random probability sample. The sample size was calculated
according to the formula by Watson (2001). According to Watson (2001), with the total
population of the University of Social Sciences and Humanities, Vietnam National University
Ho Chi Minh City is approximately 12,540 students (in academic year, 2020 -2021), the
research sample applied calculation of Waston (2001) with confident level at 50%, the sample
size varies from 385 to 390 participants. The official survey sample was 395 students. There
were 106 male students and 289 female students. The survey was conducted from March to
April 2021.

2.2 Instruments
Fisher et al (2010) Readiness for self-directed learning scale

The readiness for self-directed learning scale was initially developed as an alternative for
Guglielmino’s (Guglielmino, L.M. 1977). With the desire to alter the scale developed by
Guglielmino (1977), Fisher et al (2001, 2010) have developed a scale in oder to measure
readiness for self-directed learning. The scale for readiness for self-directed learning by
Fisher et al. (2001) had 40 items. In 2010, Fisher et al revised and proposed a new version
short scale with 29 items including 3 factors: Self-management; Desire for Learning;
Self-control. Cronbach Alpha index was 0.87 for the total scale (2010); 0.857 for
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Self-management, 0.847 for Desire for learning; 0.830 for the Self-control. Participants were
asked to indicate the degree each item reflecting their own characteristics by using a
five-point Likert scale at which 1 indicated “strongly disagree” and 5 indicated ‘“‘strongly
agree”.

Schwearzwer and Jerusalem (1993) General self — efficacy scale

This study also used the General self-efficacy scale (GSE) developed by Schwarzer and
Jerusalem (1993) to find out the degree of self-efficacy of students. This scale consists of 10
items that measure the strength of an individual's belief in their ability to meet and control the
demands and challenges of the environment. This scale has been adapted into 28 different
languages on the basis of German and English versions. On the other hand, this scale has
been used in a large number of research projects and has a fairly consistent Cronbach's Alpha
coefficient from 0.75 to 0.91 (Urte Scholz et al., 2002).

In this study, the process of language translation and Vietnamization of the two scales was
conducted in 4 steps: 1/Translation from English to Vietnamese and translation from
Vietnamese to English by different experts with different qualifications at a proficient level of
English; 2/ Evaluation of experts who are not involved at the translation stage; 3/ Interview
and do experimental research with 15 students to check reading comprehension and survey
time; 4/ Completing the official Vietnamese scale.

3. Results
3.1 Cronbach Alpha Analysis and Exploratory Factors Analysis
Fisher et al (2010) Readiness for self-directed learning

The study with the participation of 395 respondents on the scale of readiness for self-directed
learning developed by Fisher et al (2010) has the Cronbach Alpha index of the factor groups
respectively 0.91 (Self-management), 0.829 (Desire for learning), 0.879 (Self-control). The
EFA analysis showed that the KMO was 0.820; Initial Eigenvalues was 1,865 at 3 factors.
Therefore, according to the results, the 29 — item scale of Fisher et al achieved sufficient
reliability and validity in this study.

The result revealed that self — efficacy scale’s Cronbach Alpha was 0.927 with the total
variable correlation varied from 0.6 — 0.843. The KMO from the study was 0.886 (Sig =
0.000) with factors loading varied from 0.664 to 0.888. With a scale of self-efficacy, this was
a 5-level Likert scale, in which the lowest score for 10 items is 10 points and the highest is 50
points. The higher the total score is, the higher the self-efficacy of the participants is. In this
study, we divided by levels, from 10 points to 20 points is a low level of self-efficacy, from
21 points to 40 points is the average level of self-efficacy and from 41 to 50 points is a high
level of self-efficacy.

3.2 Self — Efficacy of University of Social Science and Humanities’ students

Research showed that the average self-efficacy of students at the University of Social
Sciences and Humanities was 38.81 points/50 points, of which, the lowest score is 22 points,
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the highest score is 50 points. For this scale, the higher the mean score was, the higher the
confidence in self-efficacy was. Accordingly, the self-efficacy of students in this study was
quite high, higher than the research results of Feldman (2015) with the average student's
self-efficacy of 31.36. (Std.D = 3.83). This study revealed that the average confidence level
of male students in self-efficacy was 39.56 (Std.D = 6.91), average confidence in
self-efficacy of female students was 38.54 (Std.D = 6.88). There was no statistically
significant difference between male and female students in self-efficacy. In which, there were
237 students with a total score of 21 to 40 points, and 158 students with a total score of 41
points or more.

Table 1. The differences in self-efficacy between male and female students

Male Female

Meaningful
Mean (Std.D) Mean (Std.D) level p
Self - efficacy 39.56 (6.91) 38.53 (6.88) 0.193 (>0.05)

In addition, the mean score of self-efficacy among first-year students was 39.24 (Std.D=
4.54); for 2nd year students was 38.75 (Std.D = 6.15); for 3rd year students was 39.41 (Std.D
= 7.34) and for 4th year students was 37.56 (Std.D = 7.21). Independent T-test showed that
Levene'test revealed a value of 0.889 and a sig T-Test value was 0.193 > 0.05, the results
indicated that there was no statistically significant difference in self-efficacy between male
and female students. The One-Way Anova test showed that the Leven' test gave a value of
0.002 (<0.05) and the Sig Welch test was 0.242 (>0.05). Thus, there was no difference
between self-efficacy beliefs in different school years.

Table 2. The results of the analysis the difference between students in self - efficacy

First year Second year Third year  Fourth year
Academic years \[eqp Mean Mean Mean F
(Std.D) (Std.D) (Std.D) (Std.D)

Self - efficacy  39.24 (4.54) 38.75(6.15) 39.41(7.34) 37.56(7.21) 1.53

3.3 Readiness for Self — Directed Learning of University of Social Science and Humanities’
Students

The One—Way Anova test indicated the Sig index of the self-management and the Sig index
of the self-control factor, respectively, were 0.001 and 0.006 (<0.05). The results suggested a
statistically significant difference between different academic—year students in terms of
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self-management and self-control. After Post Hoc analysis with Tamhane and LSD tests
employed, the results revealed that there was a difference between different academic—year
students in term of self-management. For more specific, the Sig index of self-management is
0.001 between 4th and 3rd-year students; 0.002 between 4th and Ist-year students; 0.038
between 3rd and 2nd-year students; 0.014 between 1st year and 2nd-year students (less than
0.05). Besides that, the results also pointed out that there was a statistically significant
difference in self-control amongst the 3rd and 4th-year students. For more specific, the Sig
index for self-control was 0.06 between 3rd and 4th-year students (less than 0.05). In
comparison with the average score of each component within readiness for self-directed
learning, the results showed that first-year students have the highest average score on
self-management (3.67); and fourth-year students have the lowest mean score on
self-management (3.14). In addition, the average score of self-management in students at the
University of Social Sciences and Humanities, Vietnam National University, Ho Chi Minh
City was 3.36. Regarding self-control, third-year students had the highest average score
(4.13); fourth-year students had the lowest mean score (3.85). The average score of the
self-control factor of all students was 4.02. In addition, desire for learning had an average
score of 4.25 in all students at the University of Social Sciences and Humanities, Vietnam
National University, Ho Chi Minh City. In which, the results show that there was no
difference between school years, the average score in each school year is 4.3; 4.15; 4.3; 4.2,
respectively.

Table 3. Differents academic — year students and factors of readiness for self-directed
learning

Readiness for self — directed learning

Academic years Self-management Desire for learning  Self-control
Mean (Std.D) Mean (Std.D) Mean (Std.D)

First year 3.67 (0.72) 4.3 (0.59) 4.11 (0.48)
Second year 3.26 (0.72) 4.15(0.57) 3.96 (0.53)
Third year 3.47 (0.82) 4.31 (0.58) 4.13 (0.64)
Forth year 3.15 (0.76) 4.21 (0.56) 3.84 (0.67)
Total 3.36 (0.79) 4.25(0.57) 4.02 (0.62)

F 5.516%* 1.887 4.750%*

Note. ** when p<0.05.

3.4 The Relationship between Self — Efficacy and Readiness for Self — Directed Learning of

University of Social Science and Humanities’ students.
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The Pearson test was administrated to the research to evaluate the correlation between
self—efficacy and readiness for self—directed learning amongst students at the University of
Social Sciences and Humanities, Vietnam National University Ho Chi Minh City. The result
revealed that there was a strong correlation between self—efficacy and components of
readiness for self — directed learning and readiness for self — directed learning in general
(Pearson correlation index varied from 0.447 — 0.624 with Sig 2 — tailed indexes <0.005). The
strongest correlation was between self—efficacy, and self—control (Pearson correlation = 0.617)
and the weakest correlation was between self—efficacy and self-management (Pearson
correlation =0.447). To evaluate the correlation and impacts of self—efficacy and readiness for
self—directed learning, the research was administrated to  single regression test.

Table 4. Correlations and regression between self — efficacy and readiness for self — directed
learning amonst University of Social Science and Humanities, Vietnam National University
Ho Chi Minh City

Readiness for self — directed learning Pearson correlation Regression
Self — management 0.447%* 0.198 %%
Desire for learning 0.534%* 0.283 %%
Self — control 0.617** 0.380%**
Readniess for self — directed learning 0.624** 0.387%**

Note. ** when p<0.05, *** when p<0.005.

The results indicated that self — efficacy gives impacts significantly on readiness for
self—directed learning. The results revealed that self—efficacy accounted for 38.7% of changes
in readiness for self—directed learning. Besides that, self—efficacy also accounted for 38% and
28.3% in self—control and desire for learning, respectively. Self—efficacy shows the least
impact and changes in self-management factors (only accounted for 19.8% of changes in
readiness for self—directed learning).

4. Discussion and conclusion

In general, self-efficacy has a significant impact on the readiness for self-directed learning of
students at the University of Social Sciences and Humanities of Ho Chi Minh City.
Self-efficacy has the greatest impact on the self-management factor. The results of this study
are quite like those of Lema et al (2007), Turan et al (2008), and Saeid et al (2016). The
above studies all show a significant impact from self-efficacy to learners' readiness for
self-directed learning. In particular, the factor of self-efficacy has a profound influence on
self-control. From the above research results, the managers of the University of Social
Sciences and Humanities of Ho Chi Minh City should focus on activities to improve student's
self - efficacy, thereby training self-directed learning for students. Especially, students of
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first- and fourth-years students figures indicated that university director should focus more on
fostering students’ self-control and self-management.
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