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Table 1. Presenting tasks
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Table 2. Methods for derterming midterm scores.

#7434 53¢ BAse Wl ojd Ady
SN SR E LLE I DI REEREREE B
WEE ABHA 2E 4% AP 3L RAE
Bt Sl $AAE 1Y AYYol Use

2 532 7292 dA Fo] 3, E 2E AA
Aol ZAERY 22x 53 W= A 39
ot 539 EAA)710] 23tc(Table 2 ¥2). }F
Hal FAAAY Ad: AFHSL, S2, S3)7h 43
siglon, A o wAdYAAY FA4AL 2
Z9 3zt A7 feedbackH At F dAAY 4
ol Feisl Aol lolA FAAHY W& A
Ao cisjAe 34 SidA e, wAH A of
#HAE S1, S2, S34AFY Hust FHAR feed
back® %l o}.

H) R MY(28R) : A A FA44H
(32 39 49 dol=al A )& A @&
%, 2849 HAAAYAAez ozt oFjelA
o mAWEL o3 Zo-" ol Py %
AZHA AL BE 95 3& 2 FHL"

first second Midterm scores
The number The number
Total score grouping of Score* of Score Total
rolled balls rolled balls Balls Score
1 2 2 1 3 3
S1 2 2 1 1 3 3
3 3 - - 3 3
1 1 2 1 3 2
S2 2 1 1 1 3 2
3 2 - - 3 2
1 2 1 1 2 3
53 2 | 3 J - - 2 3

NoteXindicate the number of fallen pins. Methods for derterming midterm scores in each total score grouping were

randomly used.

-188—



A) PostefficacyOl% : 23] 9] 4 de4) 4o
v, Mg wolA A AR RS Ao ¢

dol=gda X3 e (AR 98 zam
1 E A4t AR "al F, dolA
H4493 AAFe Yl (Preefficacysl £ & A%
wjot Ze Aol A T Ao efficacysl o] o
Stof] w]A 4&E AES7] 943 Postefficacye] &
+ 3A 3} Postefficacyell &2 3 Aub & Preef-

ficacyoll %9 HAdy 7 Sl

my R

A&

o

~

A 3%

1. Efficacy0l|Z2] H&tr et A ot offi-
cacyOi| 2| B8}

Efficacyol 5 H8s& JE37] 9|8 Preeffi-
cacy(1)8} 437 bl 4AAAE FHch 4

o Ax, ARBAE FosA Gk 129 Yy
27] 98] Preefficacy(1)8} $874 29 vng
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underprediction congruence overprediction
Fig. 1. Patterns of pre-efficacy(1) prediction
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Fig. 2. Variation patterns of self-efficacy in the congruent and incongruent(overprediction,
underprediction) relationships between pre-efficacy(1) and task outcome
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2. ME) 3 H|ME) TR ) efficacyO|

FroH4A]) 9 efficacyclZo] A4 5o §og
S| Z<ldlA, otdAE HES ] A8 A e} v)
A ezt A (13 A4) o Preefficacy(2) ool g 13
AL ok A A, AYIAAZ AR
o efficacyellZo} fo3tAl A Jebutoh(t(161)
=3.57, P(0.001). gj\} 2349 Adzdy ujA
8749 Postefficacy olFo] #gk FAof 9loj4

£ Rl Aolsh volx sk

3. WO HS| HHO|ZY efficacy0l S
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o3| 2 wlelem gl slclolx & ARSI Y3 A

BAQl o] =9 Ao](Table 1, ¥2)7} Sl dofl

86.67

13.64

13.33

0.00

V2272

3

Degrees of difference between pre-efficacy(1) and task outcome

Fig. 3. Variation patterns form pre-efficacy{1) to pre-efficacy(2) on the overprediction.

—190 -



9} #oj2e] lojA A A ez o]z} FL A
(task-A) 9} wo] 27} whe 74 (lask-B) ¢ Pre-effica-
cy(2) ol Zo] 3t sef(1, 2) XFHA(A, B)g #4
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$& #9870 gyt
4 Ml A
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etk 7 AA 276 dolA A AAY s«
Ao A 4
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701

601
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40+
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301 2
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20+
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25.00

N\

Al EUdHGA A, z=2.91, P(0.01; SAA, z=3.
61, POOL). 221} 4u3tAe) FA4A0] vlad
sALe FA%e ZAB 4ol doid 493
Ag) 4444 EL FaA Rokehz=17 7, P(.
05).

o716l 4 efficacyl &) ALAE L4571 A9
1545 SAQG ] oA FAEH effi

HA A (SEEAH) 9 %, 2 JHoE ef
ficacydll&o] @& HAE A= 7S (SEHAH) 9
§ 5, efficacydl|Fo] 22 A5 AHd 4 H(SEL
Ad) e dEo] A7 28 A Gl glef
e ofgA W+ E 4P cH(Table 3). SE-H
AR A4 G, SHH dolA (A 3
A &) FA3A ¥4 debdoh 22y SEEAH
7 SELAHY 7$& wA SAH dojAnt AH
HA9 FHFA gl FAA EA Uy =

%Persistence Non-persistence

75.00

G —score

S—score

Midterm scores

Fig. 4. Persistence of task choices based on midterm scores
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Table 3. Persistence of task choices based on midterm scores

patterns of Non-
task choice Midterm scores Persistence Persistence Z—value
G—score 19 3 3.20**
SE-H S—score 16 7 1.67*
B-—score 8 17 1.60
G—score 12 0.92
SEE S~score 15 2.29*
B—score 9 10 0.00
G —score 6 5 0.00
SE-L S—score 11 1.87*
B—score 3 0.95
Note. * P<0.05  ** P<D.01
Table 4. The relationships between Patterns of task choices and the objective task difficulty levels.
Patterns of Task choice
task choice Difficult task Easy task z-value
SE-H 10 38 3.90%*
SEE 13 28 2.19*
SE-L 5 14 1.84*
Note, * P<0.05 ** P<0.01

ol AAANYHTo] ARHA FAY Yoz
oldE vigter @ AAYFAAE A= 99
Hell, 20 glojA oj=Zo FAAE AeP sl
#¢ 4L ¥k 2 43} SEHAW, SEEAH,
SELA®Y 257 dolsl Aodez e %
(task-A) 2t} W& ZF(task-B)o AE Adse
237 wel3tA Gkeh(Table 4 2 3).

5. £7tA4%0| PostefficacyOl &0 0zl
3

F43 A0 YA PostefficacyollZol] o3 o
82 AL 7] 98 7 a9 Preefficacy(2) o2

3} Postefficacydll 52 o] & ZHEYch 2 A,
Aol oA efficacyol] 2o W42 v B
AHof glo]A & Preefficacy(2) o|Zo] Posteffica-
cy dFic £ A(Zgamzho] vs] ol
(uH3), 2x e AS(vlojvsuishrt §98
A Btk 2y GAH 2 SHHC & efficacy
59 fofg Wt Moz gtch(Table 5 3 ).

eH FAAA dAAN3AY A s} v
A A)e Postefficacyel] 2] ztolo] vl of gk
of B FA4el AolAx @A GAH g g
gho] #ej3A detton], AewA Posteffica-
cy€ ®lA = A9 Postefficacy et #9317 &7
Yepteh 22y B4R =& SA43H 9 feedbacko)
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Table 5. Patterns of variation from pre-efficacy(2) to post-efficacy by midterm scores.

Midterm scores

Patterns of variation

Decrease

Invariable Increase ri(2)
G-score 34 42 30 2.23
S-score 40 45 27 4.53
B-score 40 45 21 8.89*

Note. * P<0.05

Table 8. Differences of post-efficacy prediction between task choice and non-task choice by midterm scores.

Aejq o} vjAdefatae] Postefficacydlge zlo] Wal= Ao
of ulA ol H& Aol AAHe =

7} Mo]x] okokeh(Table 6 #3).

8 QAE

Midterm scores High Equivalent Low r(2)
G-score 21 24 7 10.04**
S-score 20 17 17 0.24
B-score 16 22 16 147
Note. ** P<0.01
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Abstract

The effects of preschooler’s efficacy predictions on task choices and

persistence of its performance.

Jung-Hwan Hyun

Hiroshima University

The purpose of this study to investigate the accuracy of preschooler’s(4 —year-olds ; N=>54)efficacy predica-
tions by examining not only task outcome but also task performance(task choices and persistence of its perform-
ance) on a bowling game. Three points underlying the level of accurate efficacy predictions were examined.
Those examined were the relation between preschooler’s efficacy predictions and task outcome, the effects of
task outcome on preschooler’s efficacy predictions, and the effects of preschooler’s efficacy predictions on task
performance. Rseults indicated that preschooler’s efficacy predictions were uncorrelated with task outcomes and
most children overpredict their task outcome. Bot they made more realistic efficacy predictions by usung
infromation of task outcome. Efficacy of choiced task was significantly higher than it of non-<choiced task. Per-
formance of the former was more persistent than it of the latter, though midterm scores of both was equivalent
Consequently, it can be proposed that preschooler’s overpredictions rely more on motivation problems in their ef-

ficacy predictions than on cognitive problems. Preshooler’s efficacy predictions are highly accurate predictorsv of

subsequent behavioral performance.
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