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Abstract ; Objective To determine the optimal cut — off point of the General Self — Efficacy Scale ( GSES) among middle
school students and to establish a precise criterion for evaluating their self — efficacy. Methods A convenience sampling
method was conducted a total of 2 494 junior high school students from grades 7 —9 in two junior high schools in Guangzhou
were selected for a questionnaire survey. The questionnaire includes demographic characteristics such as students’ gender,
grade, and age, general self — efficacy, sleep, family functioning, and smartphone dependence. The latent profile analysis
(LPA) was used to classify students’ self — efficacy, and the optimal cut — off point was determined based on the Receiver
Operator Characteristic curve (ROC) and the Volume Under the ROC Surface (VUS). Results A total of 2 494 middle
school students were surveyed in this study. There were 1 285(51.52% ) boys and 1 209(48.48% ) girls. The self — efficacy
of boys was 27(22 —31) and that of girls was 24 (20 —29), which is statistically significant different (Z = -7.86, P <
0.01). LPA identified three categories of self — efficacy: low (862, 34.56% ), medium (1 166, 46.75% ), and high (466,
18.69% ) self — efficacy types. The VUS method determined the optimal cut — off points for the GSES scale to be 22 and 32
points, respectively. The results of the ordinal logistic regression analysis showed that females (OR =1.58, 95% CI. 1.34 —
1.86) , mild family dysfunction (OR =2.86, 95% CI. 2.38 -3.44) , severe family dysfunction (OR =4.46, 95% CI . 3. 51
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-5.68), mobile phone addiction (OR =1.58, 95% CI :1.1 —1.64), and lack of regular exercise (OR =1.75, 95% CI ;
1.43 =2.15) were positively associated with low self — efficacy, while sleeping time =9 hours (OR =0.78, 95% CI. 0. 66 —

0.93) and outdoor activity time =1 hour (OR =0.8, 95% CI. 0. 65 —0. 97 ) were negatively correlated with low self — efficacy

among middle school students. Conclusion

This study provides a clear and scientific assessment criterion for evaluating the

self — efficacy level of middle school students through the combination of LPA and VUS methods, offering a powerful tool for

more accurate assessment of middle school students’ self - efficacy.

Keywords: General self — efficacy; Latent profile analysis; Optimal cut — off point; Middle school students
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Table 1 General characteristics of participants
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Table 2 Model fit indices for one — to six — latent profile solutions and the corresponding profile prevalence

FEA AlC BIC aBIC Entropy LMRT BLRT MR (% )
1 66 359.54 66 475.98 66 412.43 - - - -
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3 54 111.21 54 355.72 54 222.27 0.89 <0.01 <0.01 34.56;46.75;18. 69
4 52 826.27 53 134.82 52 966.42 0.87 <0.01 <0.01 12.03;40.14;33.52;14.31
5 52 435.42 52 808.00 52 604. 66 0.83 <0.01 <0.01 7.383;25.70;29.73;24.62;12.59
6 52 190.48 52 627.11 52 388.81 0.82 0.30 <0.01 6.97;25.42;28.23;7.74;18.44;13.19
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Table 3  Ordinal Logistic Regression Analysis of Middle School Students’ Self — Efficacy
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