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Abstract
The Regulatory Emotional Self-Efficacy (RESE) scale was developed to assess perceived self-
efficacy in managing negative (NEG) and in expressing positive (POS) affect (G. V. Caprara & M.
Gerbino, 2001). In this study of young adults, the factorial structure of the RESE scale was found to
be similar in Italy, the United States, and Bolivia: In addition to a factor for POS, NEG was
represented by a second-order factor of 2 different negative affects: despondency-distress (DES) and
anger-irritation (ANG). Overall, there was partial invariance at both metric and scalar levels across
gender and countries. Discriminant and convergent validity of the RESE scale was further examined
in the Italian sample. Stronger patterns of association of POS with prosocial behavior, of ANG with
low aggressive behavior problems and irritability, and of DES with low anxiety/depressive problems
and shyness and high self-esteem were found.
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Individuals are active agents whose capacities for self-regulation allow them a vast degree of
control over their experiences and life course (Bandura, 2001). Among the mechanisms of
human agency, none is more pervasively influential than self-efficacy beliefs, namely, beliefs
individuals hold about their capacity to exert control over the events that affect their lives
(Bandura, 1997, 2001). Self-efficacy beliefs are not static traits but rather dynamic constructs
that can be enhanced through mastery experiences as a result of individuals’ capacities to reflect
and learn from experience (Bandura, 1997). Self-efficacy beliefs influence self-regulative
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standards adopted by people, whether they think in an enabling or a debilitating manner, the
amount of effort they invest, how much they persevere in the face of difficulties, and their
vulnerability to stress and depression.

Different researchers have documented the longitudinal and positive relations between self-
efficacy beliefs and later children and adolescents’ adjustment (Bandura, Caprara,
Barbaranelli, Gerbino, & Pastorelli, 2003; Bassi, Steca, Delle Fave, & Caprara, 2006; Caprara,
Pastorelli, Regalia, Scabini, & Bandura, 2005; Gore, 2006; Jones & Prinz, 2005) as well as the
negative relations between self-efficacy beliefs and children and adolescents’ maladjustment
(Bandura et al., 2003; Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Pastorelli, & Regalia, 2001; Muris,
2002).

Self-efficacy beliefs reflect highly contextualized knowledge structures that affect appraisal
processes, which, in turn, guide actions (Bandura, 1997). This view originally led to an
emphasis on task specificity in the study of its various expressions across diverse situations.
However, self-efficacy beliefs do not operate in isolation from one another and may generalize,
at least to some degree, across activities and situations, to specific domains of individual
functioning. Along this line of reasoning, the theory has recently been extended to address
different self-efficacy beliefs associated with the domain of emotional regulation (Bandura et
al., 2003; Caprara, 2002).

Regulatory Emotional Self-Efficacy
Social cognitive theorists, in emphasizing the generative, creative, proactive, and reflective
properties of mind, have focused on the role of self-efficacy beliefs in emotion-related self-
regulation, a complex process of initiating, avoiding, inhibiting, maintaining, or modulating
internal feelings and different emotion-related components (i.e., physiological processes,
cognition, and behavior) in the service of accomplishing one’s individual adjustment
(Eisenberg & Spinrad, 2004). Following the common distinction between positive and negative
affect (Russell & Carroll, 1999; Watson & Tellegen, 1985), the importance for adjustment of
distinct self-efficacy beliefs in overruling or modulating the expression of negative affect and
impulsivity, and to appropriately experience and express positive affect, especially in difficult
situations, has been considered (Bandura et al., 2003; Caprara, 2002). In fact, in the face of
provocative circumstances and stressors, people who cannot sufficiently modulate their strong
negative emotions may externalize negative feelings inappropriately (Eisenberg et al., 2001),
such as anger and irritation (Olson, Schilling, & Bates, 1999), or may be overwhelmed by fear,
anxiety, or depression (Flett, Blankstein, & Obertinsky, 1996). In contrast, experiencing
positive affect can enhance cognitive functioning, buffer the perturbing effects of aversive
experiences, facilitate adaptive coping (Folkman & Moskowitz, 2000), and lead to rewarding
and enriching social exchanges and experiences (Fredrickson & Joiner, 2002). Despite these
potential positive effects, however, expressing affection, liking, and joyfulness
indiscriminately across all of the contexts can elicit negative reactions from others (Shiota,
Campos, Keltner, & Hertenstein, 2004).

Although being effectively able and feeling competent are conceptually distinct, researchers
have found that self-efficacy beliefs can be proxy indicators of effective performance (Bandura,
1997, for a review). Therefore, one can expect that regulatory emotional self-efficacy, through
contributing to effective emotion regulation, may serve as a proxy of it. We can suppose that
people differ widely in how well they manage their emotional experiences of everyday life,
not only because they differ effectively in skills but also because they differ in their perceived
capabilities to regulate their emotions. In fact, it is unlikely (even if possible) that people can
effectively handle their affect if they do not believe themselves capable to do so, especially in
taxing and perturbing situations. In addition, people’s feelings of regulatory self-efficacy are
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of importance in their own right because they likely contribute to individuals’ psychological
well-being and comfort with their emotions.

On the basis of this reasoning, we developed an instrument to assess self-efficacy in regard to
emotional regulation and, in particular, perceived self-efficacy in managing negative affect in
response to adversities or frustrating events and in expressing or managing positive emotions
such as joy, enthusiasm, and pride (Bandura et al., 2003; Caprara & Gerbino, 2001). Self-
efficacy in managing negative affect refers to beliefs regarding one’s capability to ameliorate
negative emotional states once they are aroused in response to adversity or frustrating events
and to avoid being overcome by emotions such as anger, irritation, despondency, and
discouragement. Self-efficacy in expressing positive emotions refer to beliefs in one’s capability
to experience or to allow oneself to express positive emotions, such as joy, enthusiasm, and
pride, in response to success or pleasant events. It was expected that regulatory emotional self-
efficacy beliefs, insofar as they modulate the urgency of emotions and sustain self-regulatory
mechanisms (Bandura, 1997; Bandura et al., 2003), contribute to efforts to regulate impulsive
tendencies and are thus related to low levels of externalizing and psychopathic problems
(Eisenberg, Fabes, Guthrie, & Reiser, 2000) as well as to low levels of internalizing problems
(Eisenberg et al., 2001; Garnefski, Teerds, Kraaij, Legerstee, & van den Kommer, 2004).

Some other instruments are also available for the assessment of individual differences shaping
the relations between subjective experience of emotions and behavior, in particular,
externalizing behavior. They assess personality traits, such as dispositional impulsivity
(Whiteside & Lynam, 2001, 2003) and distress tolerance (Simons & Gaher, 2005). In contrast
with regulatory emotional self-efficacy, however, the above instruments refer to less willful
and voluntary control, namely, processes related to emotional reactivity, more than to effortful
self-regulation processes (Derryberry & Rothbart, 1997; Eisenberg & Spinrad, 2004).

Regulatory Emotional Self-Efficacy Across Cultures
Different culturally specific guidelines regulate individual behavior and emotions, and it is
thus plausible that regulatory emotional self-efficacy beliefs may vary across societies and
cultures. Indeed, in the interpersonal transactions of everyday life, socio-culturally constructed
expressive rules specify the conditions under which certain types of emotional displays are
normative and others are deviant (Thoits, 1989). Evidence indicates that there are both variation
and similarities among cultures in the emotional significance given to situations (appraisal),
the manner in which emotions are conveyed from one person to another (communication), and
the manner in which people deal with situations that elicit emotion (Kitayama, Markus, &
Kurokawa, 2000; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Matsumoto, 1990; Mesquita, 2001; Mesquita &
Frijda, 1992; Scherer, 1997). Cultural priorities also appear to affect values with regard to
specific emotions. In particular, within Western societies, it seems that Italians are more
socially oriented and also express their positive emotions with greater intensity than do
Canadians and the Scotts (Duncan & Grazzani-Gavazzi, 2004).

Cultural differences in emotional regulation probably influence how self-efficacy beliefs in
regulating negative emotions and expressing positive emotions are developed and structured,
the ways in which they are exercised, and the purpose to which they are put (Bandura, 2002).
It is thus plausible to hypothesize that emotional self-efficacy beliefs may vary somewhat
across societies, insofar as they require more or less emotional control and may be predicated
on societal conceptions of optimal regulation (Matsumoto, 2006).

Previous Studies on Regulatory Emotional Self-Efficacy
After preliminary studies (Caprara et al. 1999), a first version of the Regulatory Emotional
Self-Efficacy (RESE) scales was developed (Bandura et al., 2003; Caprara & Gerbino, 2001).
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Age and gender differences in regulatory emotional self-efficacy were found in a convenience
sample of the Italian population (Caprara, Caprara, & Steca, 2003). On the one hand, men
appeared to enter adulthood with a more robust sense of personal efficacy in dealing with
negative affect than did women, but at older ages, they exhibited a weaker sense of personal
efficacy in dealing with them. On the other hand, women’s sense of personal efficacy in dealing
with negative affect improved from early adulthood to elderly age. Both men’s and women’s
sense of personal efficacy in expressing positive affect declined across age groups. In other
studies with adolescents and young adults, whereas self-efficacy in regulating negative
emotions has been negatively related to later depression and shyness (Bandura et al., 2003;
Caprara, Steca, Cervone, & Artistico, 2003), self-efficacy in expressing positive emotions has
been associated with empathy and later well-being (Caprara, Steca, Gerbino, Paciello &
Vecchio, 2006).

In previous psychometric studies (Caprara & Gerbino, 2001), exploratory factorial analyses
(EFAs) were performed on each of the two scales (i.e., separately for self-efficacy beliefs in
regard to regulating negative emotions and for self-efficacy beliefs in regard to expressing
positive emotions), and a monofactorial solution was found for each scale.

What has not yet been explored is either the posited multidimensionality of the scale (in
particular, whether self-efficacy for negative emotions is a monolithic construct) or the
discriminant validity of self-efficacy beliefs in regulating negative affect and expressing
positive affect.

Aims and Hypotheses
Building on the prior validation of the RESE scale, the present study was designed to (a)
evaluate the multidimensionality of the RESE scale developed for the Italian context; (b) test
the generalization of the multidimensional latent structure of the scale in another western
culture (the United States) and in a country rather distant from both Italy and the United States
in living conditions and traditions (Bolivia); and (c) examine the discriminant and convergent
validity of the obtained subscales.

In particular, as pertains to the first aim, we explored whether separate hypothesized factors
emerged for self-efficacy in expressing positive affect and in managing negative emotions and,
in addition, whether more than one factor emerged for the posited dimension of self-efficacy
in managing negative emotions. With respect to the second aim, we computed measurement
invariance tests across gender, first separately in each country and then across cultures. With
respect to gender differences, we did not have specific findings that led us to hypothesize a
differential functioning of the RESE scale scores across men and women in each country.

To our knowledge, the scales have not been used in countries other than Italy, nor have other
studies focused on the regulatory emotional self-efficacy across different cultures.
Furthermore, no previous study on this topic has compared psychological functioning in two
Western countries and one Latin American country. In particular, Bolivia is considered a
developing country and has high social and ethnic complexity (more than 40 ethnic groups)
that make comparison with the United States and Italy interesting. Given the relevant dearth
of cross-cultural research, we cannot formulate clear hypotheses regarding differential
functioning of the RESE scale scores across Italy, the United States, and Bolivia, although we
can reasonably expect strong similarities across the three samples. Finally, with respect to the
third aim of the present study, we hypothesized that RESE beliefs would be associated
positively with adjustment and associated negatively with maladjustment.
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The Present Study
Method

Participants
Italian sample: The Italian participants were 373 men and 395 women ranging in age from
18 to 22 years (M = 18.72 years; SD = 0.90) from Genzano, a residential community near
Rome. The youth were from families involved in an ongoing longitudinal study in that
community. The occupational socioeconomic distribution of the families of origin matched the
national profile (Istituto Italiano di Statistica, 2002: 16% in professional or managerial ranks,
38% merchants or employees in various types of businesses, 15% skilled workers, 21% were
unskilled workers, 8% were retired, and 2% were unemployed). Almost all participants lived
with their parents and were of Italian extract. It is typical in Italy for college students who are
18 and 22 years old to live with their parents.

U.S. sample: The U.S. participants were college students (704 men, 697 women) ranging in
age from 18 to 22 years (M = 18.86; SD = 1.00). They were predominantly non-Hispanic
Caucasian (71%) and Hispanic (10%), with other groups accounting for 5% or less.

Bolivian sample: The Bolivian participants were college students (122 men, 179 women)
ranging in age from 18 to 22 years (M = 19.49; SD = 1.46). Their socioeconomic background
varied widely, depending on their geographical position: 33.6% were residents in the urban
city of La Paz, and the remaining 66.4% lived in the rural area of North Yungas. Parents of the
participants in the urban area were in large part bus drivers, craftsmen, public and private clerks,
and local merchants. In the rural area, the majority of the families were engaged in agriculture.

Procedure—In the Italian sample, participants were invited to participate in the study by
phone, and three female researchers collected all questionnaires during specially scheduled
sessions in a school. In the U.S. sample, the measures were administered to students who
participated in research for credit as part of a course in introductory psychology. In the Bolivian
sample, scales were administered in classes in three colleges (two in the urban center and one
in the rural area). An Italian researcher and at least one Bolivian researcher were available
during the scale’s administration in order to assure participants’ comprehension of the response
scales. Only Italian young adults received a small payment for their participation.

Measures—The RESE scale was administered to all samples. In addition, Italian participants
completed measures of self-esteem, happiness/hedonic balance, irritability, shyness, problem
behaviors, and prosocial behavior. The RESE scales used in the United States and Bolivia were
translated and then back-translated by bilingual experts.

Regulatory emotional self-efficacy: Participants rated (ranging from 1 [not well at all] to 5
[very well]) their capability to manage their emotional life with the RESE (Bandura et al.,
2003; Caprara & Gerbino, 2001). This scale included items on perceived capability to express
positive affect (5 items) and to regulate negative affect (9 items). Items and alphas for these
measures are presented later in this article. The item formulation process followed Bandura’s
(2006) guidelines. In particular, the items were phrased in terms of can do rather than will
do and were pretested, and sufficient gradations of difficulties were built in to avoid ceiling
effects.

Self-esteem: Italians rated (ranging from 1 [strongly disagree] to 4 [strongly agree]) their self-
esteem on the 10-item Rosenberg (1965) scale (e.g., “I feel that I have a number of good
qualities”; α = .86).
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Positive and negative affect: Italian participants rated (ranging from 1 [never/not at all] to 5
[always/very much]) the intensity with which they had generally experienced positive and
negative emotions on the Positive and Negative Affect Scale (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen,
1988; 20 items, e.g., enthusiastic, afraid, hostile; αs = .81 and .82 for positive and negative
intensity, respectively).

Irritability: Italian participants rated (ranging from 1 [completely true for me] to 6 [completely
false for me]) 10 items tapping their tendency to react impulsively and rudely to the slightest
provocation or disagreement (Caprara et al., 1986; e.g., “I often feel like a powder keg ready
to explode”; α = .85).

Shyness: Italian participants rated (ranging from 1 [never/almost never] to 5 [always/almost
always]) their shyness on Cheeek and Buss’s (1981) nine-item Shyness Scale (e.g., “I feel tense
when I’m with people I don’t know well”; α = .86).

Aggression and anxiety/depression: The Problem scales of the Youth Self Report (YSR;
Achenbach, 1991) were used to measure self-reported aggression and anxiety/depression
symptoms (from 0 [not true] to 2 [very true or often true]). The Aggression scale consists of
18 items (e.g., “physically attacks people” and “gets into many fights”; α = .82). The Anxiety/
Depression scale consists of 15 items (e.g., “feel unhappy, sad, or depressed,” α = .86).

Prosocial behavior: Italian participants rated (ranging from 1 [never/almost never true] to 5
[almost always/always true]) their prosocial behavior on a 16-item scale (Caprara, Steca, Zelli,
& Capanna, 2005) that assessed their helpfulness, sharing, consoling, supportiveness, and
cooperativeness (e.g., “I try to help others”; α = .93).

Analytic Approach—An EFA was used initially to assess the psychometric properties of
the scale, separately for each sample. Then, to further investigate the structure of the scale,
maximum likelihood confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) were performed for each sample.
Moreover, multigroup CFAs were used to test the hypotheses regarding measurement
invariance across gender and countries. A model-fitting process was adopted on the basis of
the review by Vandenberg and Lance (2000), as well as the suggestions of others (e.g., Chan,
2000; Little, 1997). Three models were tested: configural invariance (the same pattern of fixed
and free-factor loadings was specified in each group), metric invariance (the same factor
loadings for items were specified in each group), and scalar invariance (the same intercepts of
like items’ regressions on the latent variables were specified in each group; this basically tests
differences in mean values). The most frequent additional tests are those of partial invariance
at each step, and modification indices from each step were used to refine the structure models
(Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). Each form of invariance is nested in the previous model
and involves added constraints at each step that build on previous constraints. The logic is that
invariance restrictions may hold for some but not all manifest measures across populations,
and relaxing invariance constraints where they do does not hold controls for partial
measurement inequivalence (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). Chi-square difference tests were
performed to compare nested models (Kline, 1998). The focus was geared toward the fit model
indices that were less sensitive to sample size given that obtaining a nonsignificant chi-square
becomes increasingly unlikely with large sample sizes (Kline, 1998). The comparative fit index
(CFI), the root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) with associated confidence
interval and p value, the standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR), and the Akaike
information criterion (AIC) (which is a helpful index when comparing models that are not
nested; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) are reported for each model. CFI values greater than .90
were accepted (Kelloway, 1998; Kline, 1998) as well as RMSEA values lower than .07
(Browne & Cudeck, 1993) and SRMR values lower than .08 (Kelloway, 1998). For the
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RMSEA, a nonsignificant p value means the hypothesized model is a good approximation of
the population. Mplus 3.0 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2007) was used for CFAs. In only the
Italian sample construct validity was examined by correlating RESE beliefs with some
indicators of adjustment and maladjustment.

Results
EFA/Reliability—We subjected the 14 items of the RESE scale to a preliminary principal-
axis factor analysis with a Promax rotation, separately for each sample. After that, we decided
to take into consideration only 12 items of the RESE scale for the following analyses. We did
not consider the item “How well can you show your liking toward a person to whom you are
attracted?” because in our opinion, it refers to a dating situation that might not be relevant for
everyone. In addition, we dropped the item “How well can you stay calm in a stressful
situation?” because it is ambiguous in regard to what negative emotion it refers to. Preliminary
analyses showed that this was the only item with highly inconsistent loadings across the three
countries.

On the basis of eigenvalues greater than 1, there were three factors: the capability to express
positive affect (POS), to manage despondency/distress (DES), and to manage anger/irritation
affects (ANG) (eigenvalues for POS, DES, and ANG were 4.24, 2.30, 1.15 for the Italians;
3.48, 2.08, 1.05 for the U.S. sample; and 3.56, 2.10, 1.12 for the Bolivians). The cumulative
percentages of variance explained and alphas (in parentheses) for POS, DES, and ANG were
35.32 (.85), 54.47 (.82), 64.05 (.73) for the Italians; 29.03 (.69), 46.38 (.72), 55.14 (.70) for
the U.S. sample; and 29.66 (.64), 47.17 (.81), 56.51 (.68) for the Bolivians. Almost all items
loaded above .30 on their respective factors and not on other factors (see Table 1).1

CFAs—We calculated CFAs using the sample covariance matrices to examine the factor
structure in the three samples. We tested three models: a one-factor model (Model 1); a two-
factor oblique model (Model 2), with the capability to manage negative feelings and the
capability to express positive emotions as separate factors; and a model with a second-order
negative factor, in which the two dimensions of DES and ANG were modeled as the expression
of a second-order latent factor of “capability to manage negative affects,” which was correlated
with the POS factor (Model 3; see Table 2). In all three samples, whereas Model 1 and Model
2 provided a poor fit to the data by most standards,2 Model 3 provided an adequate fit to the
data (see Figure 1). In the Italian sample, a modification index equal to 88.65 was reported for
the covariation between Error Items 10 and 11 (two indicators of the ANG factor), both of
which referred to situations in which a person was wronged (“Avoid getting upset when others
keep giving you a hard time” and “Get over irritation quickly for wrongs you have
experienced”). The averages of the unstandardized loadings estimated for the Model 3 were
0.70 for the Italian sample, 0.62 for the U.S. sample, and 0.63 for the Bolivian sample.

We also tested a three-factor oblique solution, and it was minimally different from Model 3 in
terms of goodness of fit in each country. We decided to consider the model with the second-
order factor as the model that better represented the structure of the RESE scale in the three
countries because conceptually it makes sense to group self-efficacy for different negative
emotions (which often are grouped or related in research; e.g., Russell & Carroll, 1999; Watson
& Tellegen, 1985). However, one could also view the two negative factors as separate and
correlated with one another.

1In the Italian sample, Item 9 loaded on two factors: 0.38 on despondency/distress factor and 0.33 on Anger/Irritation one. In further
analyses, we considered Item 9 to be an anger/irritation indicator for conceptual reasons and as suggested by pattern matrices of the two
other samples.
2One exception was in the United States, with the RMSEA = 0.069 for the two-oblique factor model.
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Multigroup Factor Analyses
Gender invariance: Separately in the three samples, multigroup CFAs confirmed that the
model with a second-order negative factor replicated across genders.3 The change in overall
chi-square between the configural invariance model and the metric invariance model was not
significant in the Italian sample, Δχ2(9, N = 768) = 12.97, p = .16, whereas it was significant
in the U.S. and in the Bolivian sample, respectively Δχ2(9, N = 1,401) = 23.65, p = .005, and,
Δχ2(9, N = 301) = 25.09, p = .003, suggesting that metric invariance held across both genders
in the Italian sample but not in the other two countries. The fit indices for the metric invariance
model in the Italian sample were, χ2(110, N = 768) = 231.99, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .05 (.04, .
06), SRMR = .05. We investigated partial metric invariance in the other two countries. We
found that if the equality constraint was lifted from Item 3 in the U.S. sample and from Item
9 in the Bolivian sample, then the mean change in overall chi-square between the configural
invariance model and the metric invariance model were no longer significant, suggesting at
least partial metric invariance across men and women in both U.S. and Bolivian samples,
respectively, Δχ2(8, N = 1,401) = 1.24, p = .25, and, Δχ2(8, N = 301) = 13.55, p = .09. The fit
indices for the partial metric invariance models were, χ2 (112, N = 1,401) = 346.48, CFI = .94,
RMSEA = .06 (.05, .06), SRMR = .05 in the U.S. sample and, χ2(112, N = 301) = 159.24, CFI
=. 94, RMSEA = .05 (.03, .07), SRMR = .07, in the Bolivian sample.

The change in overall chi-square between the metric invariance model and the scalar invariance
model was not significant in the Italian sample, suggesting that scalar invariance held across
men and women in the Italian sample, Δχ2(10, N = 768) = 17.84, p = .06. Partial scalar
invariance was investigated in the other two countries. We left unconstrained across gender
the intercepts of those items that were not metrically invariant across gender, whereas the
intercepts of the other items were (initially) held invariant (Steenkamp & Baumgartner,
1998).

We found that in the Bolivian sample, the mean change in overall chi-square between the partial
metric invariance model and the partial scalar invariance model was not significant, Δχ2(9,
N = 301) = 1.03, p = .35. For the U.S. sample, we repeated the procedure several times to search
for items that were not invariant across both genders on the basis of the modification indices,
and we found that if the equality constraint was lifted from two item intercepts in each factor
(Items 2 and 3 for the POS factor; Items 6 and 7 for the DES factor; and Items 9 and 12 for the
ANG factor), then the mean change in overall chi-square between the partial metric invariance
model and the partial scalar invariance model was no longer significant, Δχ2(4, N = 1,401) =
7.15, p = .13.

The fit indices for the scalar invariance model in the Italian sample were χ2(120, N = 768) =
249.83, CFI =. 96, RMSEA = .05 (.04, .09), SRMR = .04. The fit indices for the partial scalar
invariance models were χ2 (116, N = 1,401) = 353.63, CFI = .94, RMSEA = .05 (.05, .06),
SRMR = .05 in the U.S. sample and, χ2 (121, N = 301) = 169.26, CFI = .94, RMSEA = .05 (.
03, .07), SRMR = .07 in the Bolivian sample (see Table 3 for the unstandardized values of
loadings and intercepts in the second-order negative models separately for each country).

Country invariance: Multigroup CFAs indicated that the factor structure of the second-order
negative factor model also replicated across countries,4 but with some limitations. The change
in overall chi-square between the configural invariance model and the metric invariance model

3For the Italian sample model testing, we included the correlation between errors for Items 10 and 11 as suggested by the CFA.
4In order to test the invariance of the scale across Italian, U.S., and Bolivian samples, it was necessary to include the same constraints
for all groups; thus, we included the correlation between the errors for Items 10 and 11 (which had been added to the Italian sample) to
the other two countries even though this correlation was not significant in the U.S. and Bolivian sample (doing so had little effect on the
model).
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was significant, Δχ2(18, N = 2,470) = 112.474, p < .001, suggesting that full metric invariance
may not hold across the three countries. The loadings for one item on the POS factor (Item 4)
and one item on the ANG factor (Item 10) in the Italian sample were relaxed to be different
from the U.S. and Bolivian samples. In addition, the loading for one item per each factor, Items
2, 8, and 9, in the Bolivian sample were relaxed to be different from the other two samples.
The fit indices for the partial metric invariance model were χ2(166, N = 2,470) = 558.897, CFI
= .95, RMSEA = .05 (.05, .06), SRMR = .05, and chi-square difference tests supported the
viability of the partial metric invariance hypothesis, Δχ2(13, N = 2,470) = 21.034, p = .07.

We repeated the procedure to search for items that were not invariant across the three samples,
based on the modification indices, several times until we obtained a model in which the chi-
square difference test between the partial metric invariance model and the partial scalar
invariance model were no longer significant, Δχ2(8, N = 2,470) = 14.229, p = .08. For the POS
factor, intercepts for Items 1 and 4 in the Italian sample were relaxed to differ from the other
two groups; the intercept for Item 2 in the Bolivian sample was relaxed to differ from the other
two groups; and the intercept for Item 3 in the U.S. sample was relaxed to differ from the other
two groups. For the DES factor, the intercepts for Items 5 and 8 were relaxed to differ across
the three samples; the intercepts for Items 6 and 7 were constrained to be equal across samples.
For the ANG factor, the intercepts for Items 9 and 10 were relaxed to differ across the three
samples; the intercept for Item 11 was constrained to be equal across samples; the intercept for
Item 12 in the U.S. sample was relaxed to differ from the other two groups. In summary, the
test of scalar invariance provided evidence for partial scalar invariance only for the DES factor
(see Table 4 for the unstandardized values of loadings and intercepts in the second-order
negative models).

Relationships of the RESE Scale With (Mal)Adjustment Indicators in the Italian
Sample—In order to examine the construct validity of the three factors of the RESE scale,
we correlated each factor with self-esteem, hedonic balance (positive and negative affect),
shyness, irritability, aggression and anxiety/depression problems, and prosocial behavior. All
three factors were positively correlated with the indices of adjustment and negatively correlated
with indices of maladjustment (see Table 5). We compared the magnitude of the correlations
of the DES and ANG scores with the various indices. In comparison to ANG, DES was more
negatively related to shyness and anxiety/depression and more positively related to self-esteem
and positive affect. In comparison to DES, ANG was more negatively related to irritability and
aggression. In comparison to DES, POS was less positively related to self-esteem and less
negatively correlated with shyness. In comparison to ANG, POS was more positively related
to self-esteem and positive emotionality and less negatively correlated with aggression. In
comparison with both factors of self-efficacy in managing negative emotions, POS was less
negatively related to negative affect, irritability, and anxiety/depression and more positively
related to prosocial behavior.

Discussion and Conclusions
Building on previous studies on the psychometric properties of the RESE scale (Caprara &
Gerbino, 2001), we take an additional step in the present study in understanding the internal
validity of the RESE scale, demonstrating its multidimensionality and its generalization to a
Western and non-Western country, the United States and Bolivia. However, the results also
suggest some caution with regard to comparisons of the scales, and especially with specific
items, between different countries.

Results for configural invariance confirmed the existence of two broader dimensions of self-
efficacy beliefs related to positive and negative affect in the three different countries—Italy,
the United States, and Bolivia. This finding is consistent with those of researchers who have
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differentiated between positive and negative affect in the structure underlying affective
experience (Russell & Carroll, 1999; Watson & Tellegen, 1985) as well as with the finding in
previous studies of two broad dimensions of negative and positive affect in the structure
underlying RESE beliefs (Bandura et al., 2003; Caprara et al., 2006). Unlike previous studies
(in which EFAs were used and this proposition was not tested; Caprara & Gerbino, 2001), in
the present study, negative affect represented a second-order factor of perceived capability to
manage two different negative affects in the three countries: despondency-distress (DES) and
anger-irritation (ANG). Indeed, EFAs and CFAs supported the two subdimensions of self-
efficacy beliefs in managing negative affect, separately in each sample. Overall, in interpreting
the two factors (positive and negative emotions), we also took into account the different nature
of the regulatory task, beyond the structure of affective experience. Indeed, whereas self-
efficacy in regulating negative emotions refers to abilities in containing and suppressing
emotions, self-efficacy in expressing positive emotions refers to abilities in expressing emotions
freely. These two different tasks might manifest differently in different people. For example,
whereas some people might be relatively skilled at containing negative emotions but unskilled
at expressing positive ones, others may feel very incapable of handling negative emotions but
more capable in expressing properly the positive ones.

Results from analyses in which metric and scalar invariance across gender and countries were
examined provided further useful information about the scale. With respect to cross-gender
invariance, our findings suggest that, overall, the same factorial structure and pattern for the
RESE scale exist across gender in each of the three examined countries. Thus, the construct
and the scale would seem to be useful in diverse societies. At the intercept level, no gender
differences were found in the Italian sample, and minor differences were found in the Bolivian
sample. In contrast, in the U.S. sample, half of the item intercepts differed across men and
women. According to Steenkamp and Baumgartner (1998), we can state that cross-gender
comparison of factor means may be considered meaningful because at least one item besides
the marker item had invariant intercepts in each factor of the RESE scale. Nevertheless, caution
should be warranted with regard to drawing straightforward conclusions because the estimated
factor mean difference may differ depending on the anchor indicators chosen for the factors
(Vandenberg, 2002). Moreover, there is an unresolved question about whether a given partial
invariance level is acceptable in order to make comparisons meaningful and how great a
departure from full invariance is to be tolerated (Millsap & Kwok, 2004; Widaman & Reise,
1997). With respect to invariance across countries, measurement invariance between Italy, the
United States, and Bolivia was only partially supported at both metric and intercept levels.
Because several intercept items were not invariant across the three samples, considerable
caution must be exercised in comparing mean values of the scales (or of the items) among
samples from Italy, the United States, and Bolivia. Overall, examination of scalar invariance
suggests that the three constructs from the RESE scale do not have exactly the same meaning
across the three countries we studied.

The presence of cultural differences in intercepts of items is not surprising. Cultural differences
and different social norms likely influence the way one perceives and manages affect. But the
existence of country and cultural differences cannot be used as a basis to interpret the source
of those differences; instead, they need to be explicated by unpacking the contents of culture
and the specific psychological processes that differ across cultures and that are conceptually
likely to account for the hypothesized cultural differences (Matsumoto & Yoo, 2006).

In order to further examine the validity of the scale, the discriminant and convergent validity
of the three identified dimensions of the RESE scale was investigated only in the Italian sample.
Perceived self-efficacy beliefs in managing negative emotions and perceived self-efficacy
beliefs in expressing positive affect (POS) were correlated with both general indicators of
emotionality and other adjustment and maladjustment indicators in the expected manner.
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Moreover, in support of the discriminant validity of the three identified dimensions of the scale,
comparison of the patterns of correlations supported stronger patterns of association of POS
with positive affect and of DES and ANG with lower levels of negative emotions. Furthermore,
the analyses indicated that POS was especially associated with high levels of prosocial
behavior; ANG was especially associated with low aggression and low irritability; and DES
was especially associated with low anxiety/depression, low shyness, high positive affect, and
high self-esteem. Although limited to the Italian sample, these correlations are consistent with
literature on emotional regulation and adjustment (Caspi, 2000; Eisenberg et al., 2001) and
further support a model with separate POS, ANG, and DES factors rather than one with factors
for only positive and negative affect.

There are several limitations to the study. First, the scale does not assess all types of negative
affect. Rather, it contained items pertaining to a restricted number of negative emotions (ANG
and DES) and not to self-referent negative emotions (e.g., shame, guilt, and embarrassment).
Positive emotions such as love, pride, amusement, awe, contentment, and surprise were also
not considered. In the future, researchers could further explore the multidimensionality of the
capability to manage other self-referent negative emotions and of the capability to express
positive emotions. Second, the Bolivian and U.S. samples were relatively advantaged; the
findings may not generalize to U.S. and Bolivian young adults from poor families or to other
ethnic groups within each country (or in other countries). Third, the results require further
investigation in different samples from the United States and Bolivia. There may be important
variations in the meaning of the emotions examined in Italy, the United States, and in Bolivian
village life. Future studies should clarify the specific differences between Italian, U.S., and
Bolivian young adults in their self-perceived and actual capabilities to manage emotions.
Qualitative research should also be used to explore whether some items are more emotionally
charged in one culture than in another. Fourth, it is important to note that the use of self-reports
in the assessment of the indicators of adjustment/maladjustment may have introduced response
biases (such as social desirability) and inflated the pattern of correlations. We also did not
consider potential moderators of the identified relations between RESE and indicators of
adjustment and maladjustment. One cannot exclude the possibility that self-efficacy beliefs
moderate or mediate the relations between temperamental or personality traits and behavior.
In addition, we did not use any related measures of emotional regulation, and the incremental
values of RESE above and beyond actual emotional regulation skills is open to question.
Finally, it is noteworthy to investigate whether the same pattern of correlations between the
three examined dimensions of the RESE scale and indicators of adjustment and maladjustment
are similar in the U.S. and Bolivian samples.

Future studies should clarify these limitations. Indeed, the availability of such an instrument
might enable researchers to identify individuals’ strengths and limitations in perceived
capability to manage different emotions in educational and clinical settings. Furthermore, the
RESE scale may also be useful for evaluation and monitoring purposes in interventions aimed
to build a resilient sense of efficacy in emotional regulation.
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Figure 1.
Path diagram of the negative Second-Order Factor with two first-order factors and a first-order
positive factor in Italy, the United States, and in Bolivia. Unstandardized factor loadings are
shown on the straight arrows, whereas factors and error terms intercorrelations are shown on
the curved arrows. The parameter estimates refer, respectively, to Italian, U.S., and Bolivian
samples. ANG = perceived self-efficacy in managing anger/irritation; NEG = perceived self-
efficacy in managing negative affect; DES = perceived self-efficacy in managing despondency/
distress; POS = perceived self-efficacy in expressing positive affect; e1–e12 represent error
terms.
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