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Spatial self-efficacy can be defined as beliefs referring to the ability to accomplish spatial 1 2 3 4
environmental tasks and predict performance in shortcut finding (Pazzaglia et al., 2017). So
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To examine the relationship between spatial self-efficacy (both global and task-
specific) and performance in spatial learning and subsequent recall in young adults R ES U LTS
To examine the relationship between individual spatial factors (self-reported measures
and visuospatial abilities) and performance in spatial learning and subsequent recall in
young adults
Sample: 114 (57%/ F) italian healthy young adults between 18 to 40 years old, participated to the study (see Table 1)
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Wayfinding self-efficacy questionnaire (Pazzaglia et al., 2017). The
questionnaire assesses how confident individuals feel about their ability to 6 -
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Table 3. Multiple regression model on Pointing (Model 2).
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A video of a route within the environment was created and shown to
participants twice. The path was around 1 km long and encountered all
landmarks of the environment.

Table 4. Multiple regression model on Locating landmarks (Model 3).
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CONCLUSION

Pointing task

Participants indicate the direction of landmarks of the
environment that were not visible to participants. Overall, the results highlight that individual spatial factors relate to environment learning in healthy young adults. In particular:

« Higher levels of self-efficacy assessed before the tasks (task-specific self-efficacy) and higher visuospatial abilities are related to better
performance in route retracing and locating landmarks

« Higher levels of sense of direction and visuospatial abilities are related to better performance in the pointing task and locating landmarks
task

In conclusion, along with visuospatial abilities, task specific self-efficacy became prevalent in predicting performance in retracing routes and
locating landmarks indicating that task-specific self-efficacy may have a role in explaining environmental learning performance.

Map-completion task
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