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Research Paper
Psychometrics of the General Self-efficacy Tool 
Among Indian Homemakers

Background: Self-efficacy plays a crucial role in determining individuals’ overall well-being 
and empowerment, particularly among early-adulthood homemakers in India. Despite its 
importance, research on the psychometric properties of the general self-efficacy scale (GSES) in 
India is scarce. This study aimed to bridge this knowledge gap by examining the reliability and 
validity of the GSES among early-adulthood homemakers in India.

Methods: This cross-sectional study was conducted among 200 full-time homemakers in 
Chhattisgarh, India, selected through stratified random sampling. The participants were women 
aged 20-40 years, married for at least one year, with a minimum 12th-grade education in English 
medium. The sample size was determined using G*Power software, version 3.1 analysis. We 
used a demographic characteristics checklist and the 10-item GSES, assessing validity and 
reliability through exploratory factor analysis (EFA), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and 
Cronbach’s α. 

Results: EFA yielded a 4-factor model that accounted for 64.14% of the variance with factor 
loadings ranging from 0.57 to 0.84. CFA confirmed a four-factor model with a satisfactory 
model fit indices (CFI=0.895, Tucker-Lewis index [TLI]=0.782, root mean square error of 
approximation [RMSEA]=0.084 and standardized root mean square residual [SRMR]=0.044). 
However, internal consistency (Cronbach’s α between 0.466 and 0.678) of the three factors was 
low. Therefore, despite the EFA results, we recommend the original one-factor model for the 
GSE scale (CFI=0.769, TLI=0.745, RMSEA=0.098 and SRMR=0.064) in the Indian population 
due to its higher internal consistency (Cronbach’s α=0.74). 

Conclusion: This study validates the original GSES as a reliable tool for measuring self-efficacy 
among early-adulthood homemakers in India, enabling its application in research, interventions, 
and policy development to promote women’s empowerment and well-being.
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Introduction

omemakers, particularly women, play 
a vital role in shaping the well-being of 
their families and communities. In India, 
women are increasingly recognized for 
their contributions to society, and their 

empowerment is considered essential for national de-
velopment. Self-efficacy, which refers to an individual’s 
belief in their ability to execute behaviours necessary to 
achieve specific performance attainments [1], is a cru-
cial concept for understanding individual behavior and 
performance among homemakers. This construct has 
crucial implications for homemakers because it influ-
ences their ability to cope with the diverse demands of 
household management.

Research has linked self-efficacy beliefs to various 
positive outcomes, such as improved well-being, coping 
strategies, and health behaviours [2]. Individuals with 
higher levels of general self-efficacy tend to be more 
confident in managing household tasks, coping with 
challenges, and maintaining a sense of well-being [3]. 
General self-efficacy is a vital psychological resource 
that influences a wide array of life outcomes. This pro-
active attitude is associated with better health outcomes, 
effective problem-solving, and greater persistence in the 
face of setbacks. Studies have provided valuable insights 
into the factors that contribute to general self-efficacy 
and their role in shaping the homemaking experience [4].

The general self-efficacy scale (GSES) is a widely 
used tool to measure self-efficacy, and its psychometric 
properties have been examined across different cultural 
contexts. The scale has been validated in Germany, Po-
land, and South Korea, demonstrating its cross-cultural 
applicability. Studies from Peru, [5] Saudi Arabia, [6] the 
USA and Western Europe, [7] Thailand, [8] and nurs-
ing students [9] have all contributed valuable insights. 
In a Colombian sample, the GSES showed high internal 
consistency (Cronbach’s α=0.83; [10]). Additionally, in 
patients undergoing bariatric surgery, the GSES was a 
valid and reliable measure of general self-efficacy [11]. 
In India, researchers have also used the GSES to assess 
self-efficacy beliefs [4, 12].

GSES has been validated in various cultural and oc-
cupational settings, demonstrating its importance in aca-
demic performance, stress management, and psycholog-
ical well-being [13-15]. Studies have consistently shown 
that the GSES is a reliable and culturally adaptable tool, 
valid in diverse settings such as education, health, and 
personality research [16-23]. Its validation across diverse 

populations underscores its robustness and relevance in 
research and practice [18, 19]. Furthermore, research 
has documented the cross-cultural adaptability of self-
efficacy scales, highlighting their reliability and validity 
in various cultural contexts [24-26]. These scales are es-
sential for understanding self-efficacy in relation to cul-
tural values and their impact on specific populations, in-
cluding language learners, healthcare practitioners, and 
patients managing chronic conditions [27-29]. Given 
the significance of self-efficacy among homemakers in 
India, validating the GSES in this population is crucial. 
Therefore, we conducted the first study among home-
makers in India to examine the psychometric properties 
of the GSES.

Methods

Sample

This study employs a cross-sectional research method 
(January to March 2025). Full-time 200 early adulthood 
homemakers (20-40 years old) were selected as study 
samples from Bilaspur, Raipur, Jagdalpur, Ambikapur, 
and Korba (Chhattisgarh). Women between the 20 to 40 
age range represent early adulthood, a period marked by 
significant life transitions, making it relevant for study-
ing self-efficacy among homemakers. Stratified random 
sampling was used to select the sample. The sample 
size calculation was based on an intra-class correlation 
coefficient of 0.25, with a significance level (alpha) of 
0.05 and a power of 0.95. According to this calculation, 
a minimum sample size of 198 participants was required 
to achieve reliable results.

Inclusion and exclusion criteria

The inclusion criteria included women aged 20-40 
years, married for at least one year, full-time homemak-
ers with a minimum of 12th grade education in English, 
and willingness to participate in the study. 

The exclusion criteria included unmarried women, 
employed women (part-time or full-time), women with 
language barriers (inability to read and write in English), 
women with severe cognitive impairment or intellectual 
disability, women with severe mental health conditions 
(such as psychosis, schizophrenia, or bipolar disorder), 
and women with chronic physical conditions that signifi-
cantly impair daily functioning (such as severe mobility 
issues or chronic pain syndromes).

H
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Tools

Checklist for demographic information 

The researcher employed this checklist to gather infor-
mation on age, level of education, marital status, place 
of residence, religion, family category, and family type.

GSES

The GSES is a widely used assessment tool that mea-
sures an individual’s general sense of perceived self-effi-
cacy, predicting coping with daily hassles and adaptation 
after stressful life events. Originally developed in Ger-
many in 1981 by Jerusalem and Schwarzer, the GSE is a 
standardized tool available in 33 languages and has been 
used in 23 nations, showing strong reliability with Cron-
bach’s α ranging from 0.75 to 0.90. The scale consists 
of 10 items that tap into optimistic self-beliefs in one’s 
ability to handle novel or complex tasks and adversity, 
with each item referring to successful coping and imply-
ing internal-stable attribution of success. Responses are 
scored on a 4-point Likert scale, from “not at all true” (1) 
to “exactly true” (4), with total scores ranging from 10 
to 40, where higher scores indicate greater self-efficacy. 
The GSE is designed for the general adult population, 
including adolescents, and is considered relevant for 
clinical practice and behavior change, although it is not a 
substitute for domain-specific self-efficacy assessment.

Procedure 

After determining the sample size using G*Power 
software, version 3.1, we employed stratified random 
sampling to select 200 female homemakers with diverse 
demographic characteristics from various colonies, 
apartments, and townships. The stratification was based 
on education level, religion, social category, place of res-
idence, and family structure, resulting in a sample that 
consisted of participants with the following character-
istics: 51.5% held a post-graduate diploma, and 31.5% 
had a post-graduate degree; 52.5% identified as Hindus, 
14.5% as Muslims, 13% as Sikhs, and 10.5% as Chris-
tians; 58.5% belonged to the general category, 17% to 
other backward castes (OBC), 17% to scheduled castes 
(SC), and 7.5% to scheduled tribes (ST); 64% were 
from urban areas, 29% from semi-urban areas, and 7% 
from rural areas; and 82.5% lived in nuclear families, 
while 17.5% resided in joint families. We targeted fe-
males who met the following specific criteria: a) home-
makers for the past year after getting married, and b) a 
minimum level of reading literacy (12th grade and Eng-
lish medium). Potential participants were approached 

through field surveys, and those who expressed interest 
were screened based on the inclusion criteria. Individu-
als who met the criteria were invited to participate and 
provided informed consent. We emphasized voluntary 
participation and assured participants that the collected 
information would be used solely for research purposes. 
Data were collected in quiet settings, and the GSE was 
administered to assess the participants’ self-efficacy. To 
ensure data quality, we checked completed surveys for 
accuracy and completeness. The data collection process 
was conducted in the first quarter of 2025 (January to 
March 2025).

Statistical analysis 

Data were analyzed using SPSS software, version 16, 
Jamovi software, version 2.6 and JASP softwaree, ver-
sion 0.14.1. Descriptive statistics, such as frequencies 
and percentages, were calculated to describe the partici-
pants’ demographic characteristics. Exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA) was performed to identify the underly-
ing factors of the GSES, with the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
(KMO) test and Bartlett’s test of sphericity assessing 
data suitability. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was 
conducted to validate the measurement model, evaluat-
ing both one-factor and four-factor models. Various fit 
indices, including the chi-square test, comparative fit 
index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and root mean 
square error of approximation (RMSEA), were used to 
assess model fit. According to previous studies, AGFI, 
GFI, and CFI values >0.80 are acceptable. An RMSEA 
value of 0.07 indicates a good fit, as values below 0.08 
are considered acceptable. Specifically, RMSEA values 
between 0.05 and 0.08 are acceptable, values between 
0.08 and 0.1 are marginal, and values greater than 0.1 are 
poor [30, 31]. Cronbach’s α was calculated to evaluate 
the internal consistency of the GSE scale and its sub-
scales. These analyses provided insights into the psycho-
metric properties of the GSE scale in the Indian context, 
including quantitative validity indicators (EFA, CFA, fit 
indices) and reliability indicators (Cronbach’s α).

Results 

Demographic information of the participants 

The study included 200 female homemakers with di-
verse demographic characteristics. In terms of education, 
the majority were highly educated, with 51.5% hold-
ing a post-graduate diploma and 31.5% holding a post-
graduate degree. The participants’ religious backgrounds 
were varied, with 52.5% identifying as Hindu, 14.5% as 
Muslim, 13% as Sikh, and 10.5% as Christian. Regard-
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ing their social category, 58.5% belonged to the general 
category, while 17% each belonged to OBC and SC, and 
7.5% to ST. The participants’ places of residence were 
predominantly urban (64%), followed by semi-urban 
(29%), and rural (7%). Most participants (82.5%) lived 
in nuclear families, while 17.5% resided in joint families. 
These demographic characteristics highlight the diversity 
and specific profiles of homemakers in this study.

EFA

The data were checked for suitability for EFA. The 
results showed a KMO value was 0.80, indicating ade-
quate sampling, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity revealed 
significant inter-item correlations (P<0.001), confirming 
the data’s good fit for analysis. Eigenvalue (>1.0) was 
considered to examine the number of factors in the GSE 
scale. The eigenvalues of the EFA indicated that four fac-
tors explained 25.804, 14.969, 12.486, and 10.845 of the 
variance, respectively (Table 1 and Figure 1). Overall, 
four factors accounted for 64.104% of the variance. The 
Varimax rotation method was used to achieve rotated 

factor loadings for the scale. The solution generated by 
the method consists of four factors. Factor 1 includes 
three items with factor loadings ranging from 0.57 to 
0.81. Factor 2 comprises three items with factor load-
ings ranging from 0.61 to 0.84. Factor 3 contains two 
items with factor loadings ranging from 0.67 to 0.84, and 
factor 4 includes two items with factor loadings rang-
ing from 0.68 to 0.83. The EFA revealed four distinct 
factors. The factor loadings, ranging from 0.57 to 0.84, 
indicated strong relationships between items within each 
factor: (Factor 1: Three items [loadings: 0.57-0.81], Fac-
tor 2: Three items [loadings: 0.61-0.84], Factor 3: Two 
items [loadings: 0.67-0.84], Factor 4: Two items [load-
ings: 0.68-0.83]).

CFA

According to the original GSE scale, one universal fac-
tor was reported. On the other hand, the EFA results of 
this study revealed a four-factor model in the GSE scale. 
Therefore, in the CFA, we evaluated both models: Mod-
el 1 with a one-factor model and model 2 with a four-

Figure 1. Scree plot of EFA 

Table 1. Factor eigenvalues, variance explained, and cumulative percentage for 10-item GSE scale

Component
Initial Eigenvalues

Total Variance (%) Cumulative (%)

1 2.580 25.804 25.804

2 1.497 14.969 40.773

3 1.249 12.486 53.259

4 1.085 10.845 64.104

Singh & Kumar. GSES: Psychometric Properties Among Indian Homemakers. JRH. 2026; 16(1):29-38.



33

January & February 2026. Volume 16. Number 1

factor model (Figures 2 and 3). CFA was used to validate 
the measurement model of the GSE scale, exploring the 
links between latent factors and observed variables in the 
Indian context. JASP was used to conduct the CFA. The 
analysis indicated that model 2, a four-factor model, ex-
hibited a better fit to the data than model 1, a one-factor 
model (Table 2).

Reliability analysis of the GSES

The internal consistency of the GSES was evalu-
ated using Cronbach’s α. While the one-factor overall 
scale showed acceptable reliability (α=0.74), subscales 
2, 3, and 4 in the four-factor model had low reliability 
(α=0.466, 0.539, and 0.678, respectively). Therefore, a 
one-factor solution (model 1) is recommended for the 
Indian population.

Discussion

The study examined the psychometric properties of the 
GSES in the Indian context, revealing a four-factor mod-
el with 64.104% of the variance explained through EFA. 
CFA showed that the four-factor model exhibited a better 
fit to the data than the one-factor model, with fit indices 
such as CFI (0.895), TLI (0.782), and RMSEA (0.084) 
supporting this conclusion. However, reliability analy-
sis using Cronbach’s α indicated that, while the overall 
scale had acceptable reliability (α=0.74), the four-factor 
model’s subscales 2, 3, and 4 had low reliability. Based 
on these findings, a one-factor solution is recommended 
for the Indian population, highlighting the need for fur-
ther research to refine the scale for this context.

Table 2. Goodness-of-fit indices for two models of the GSES in the Indian population

Chi-square Test Χ² df P

Model 1
Baseline model 353.934 45

Factor model 168.286 35 0.000

Model 2
Baseline model 353.934 45

Factor model 92.245 29 1.637×10-8

Additional Fit Measures

Fit Indices Value Model 1 (One Factor) Model 2 (Four Factors)

CFI 0.769 0.895

TLI 0.745 0.782

NFI 0.725 0.839

IFI 0.782 0.905

RNI 0.769 0.895

RMSEA 0.098 0.084

RMSEA P 1.662×10-11 1.618×10-4

SRMR 0.064 0.044

GFI 0.993 0.996

MFI 0.817 0.954

Abbreviation: IFI: Bollen’s incremental fit index; GFI: Goodness of fit index; MFI: McDonald fit index; RNI: Relative noncen-
trality index; NFI: Bentler-Bonett normed fit index.
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Figure 2. Model 1 (one factor)

Figure 3. Model 2 (four factors)
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Bartlett’s test and the KMO test were calculated to 
check the adequacy of EFA. The EFA model was an 
excellent fit with a KMO value of 0.80 and highly sig-
nificant findings from Bartlett’s test. Researchers have 
suggested that overall KMO values ≥0.70 are desirable, 
but values <0.50 are generally considered unacceptable 
[30]. It has also been suggested that a KMO score greater 
than 0.6 is beneficial for factor analysis.

Our findings on the factor structure of the GSES differ 
from those of recent studies. Das et al. [32] reported a 
two-dimensional structure, with items 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, and 
10 loading onto ‘general self-efficacy’ and items 1, 3, 
and 6 loading onto ‘task-specific self-efficacy’. In con-
trast, our study revealed a four-factor structure, with dis-
tinct factors comprising different items. Similarly, Zeng 
et al. [33] found a two-factor structure, consisting of ‘ac-
tion self-efficacy’ and ‘coping self-efficacy’, which does 
not align with our findings. 

The differences in factor structures between our study 
and previous research may be attributed to several fac-
tors. Variations in demographic characteristics, such as 
age, culture, or occupation, may influence the way in-
dividuals respond to the GSE scale. Cultural differences 
may also affect the way individuals perceive and report 
their self-efficacy. Additionally, different statistical ap-
proaches, such as EFA versus CFA, may yield different 
results.

CFA was conducted to validate the GSES measurement 
model in the Indian context. Given the discrepancy be-
tween the original one-factor model reported by Schwar-
zer et al. and the four-factor model identified in our EFA, 
we evaluated both models. Model 1 represented the one-
factor structure, similar to the original study, while mod-
el 2 represented the four-factor structure that emerged 
from our EFA. The CFA results indicated that model 2 
(the four-factor model), exhibited a better fit to the data 
compared to model 1 (the one-factor model). This find-
ing diverges from the original study, which supported a 
single universal factor. The difference in factor structure 
may be attributed to cultural or contextual differences 
between the study populations. Our results suggest that 
the GSE scale may have a more complex factor structure 
in the Indian context, measuring distinct aspects of self-
efficacy. These findings highlight the need for further 
research to explore the factor structure of the GSE scale 
across diverse populations and contexts.

The reliability analysis of the GSES revealed mixed re-
sults. While the overall one factor scale showed accept-
able reliability (α=0.74), but the subscales in the four-

factor model had low reliability, particularly subscales 2, 
3, and 4 (α=0.466, 0.539, and 0.678, respectively). This 
suggests that the subscales may not be reliable measures 
of self-efficacy in the Indian population. In contrast, the 
one-factor solution showed acceptable reliability, consis-
tent with previous studies that have reported the GSES 
to be unidimensional with high reliability (α=0.81 in a 
recent study, and ranging from 0.75 to 0.90 in samples 
from 23 nations) [34]. Given the low reliability of the 
subscales, it is recommended to use the one-factor solu-
tion (model 1) for the Indian population, consistent with 
findings from other recent studies suggesting the use of 
the GSES as a unidimensional measure [9]. 

The present findings are consistent with prior research 
confirming the good reliability and validity of the one-
factor GSES in many cultural settings, demonstrating 
its strength as a measure of self-efficacy. Therefore, it 
is advised to use the original one-factor GSES. Indian 
homemakers can effectively use the GSES to assess and 
enhance their self-efficacy, thereby improving their abil-
ity to cope with the diverse demands of household man-
agement.

Despite the study’s contributions to understanding the 
psychometric properties of the GSES in the Indian con-
text, several limitations should be acknowledged. Firstly, 
the study’s cross-sectional design limits the ability to es-
tablish causality and track changes over time. Secondly, 
the sample was restricted to homemakers from specific 
regions in Chhattisgarh, which may not be representative 
of homemakers from other regions or backgrounds. Ad-
ditionally, the study excluded unmarried and employed 
women, limiting the generalizability of the findings. 
Furthermore, the reliance on self-report measures may 
introduce biases and social desirability effects. Finally, 
although the sample size was sufficient for the analyses, 
it was relatively small, and future studies may benefit 
from larger, more diverse samples.

Conclusion

The GSES has demonstrated strong validity and reli-
ability in assessing self-efficacy among young adult 
homemakers in India. Our research findings suggest that 
a single-factor solution is more suitable for this popula-
tion, exhibiting greater internal consistency compared to 
the initially considered four-factor model. This result is 
consistent with previous studies that have validated the 
unidimensional structure of the GSES in diverse popu-
lations and settings. The GSES’s robust psychometric 
properties make it a valuable tool for researchers and 
practitioners to assess and enhance self-efficacy among 
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homemakers, potentially leading to improved well-be-
ing and household management. The findings contribute 
to the growing body of evidence supporting the use of 
the GSES as a reliable and effective measure of self-
efficacy, and its applicability in various cultural and de-
mographic contexts.
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