
 

 

ABSTRACT 

GLOSS, ALEXANDER EDWIN. Is it Consumer-Confidence or Self-Confidence? A Study 

of Employed and Unemployed People’s Self-Evaluations and their Local-Employment 

Sentiment across Regions of Varying Economic Conditions. (Under the direction of Dr. Lori 

Foster.) 

 

 

Consumer confidence is an important predictor of future economic growth. This study 

measured an aspect of consumer confidence by collecting people’s responses to questions 

about the economy – in particular, about local employment conditions. People’s responses to 

questions about the economy are likely shaped by more than their judgments about the 

economy. It is hypothesized that people’s sentiments about local employment conditions are 

in part shaped by whether they are employed versus unemployed and by whether they have 

positive or negative self-evaluations. Hypothesized associations were tested by analyzing 

interview responses from 371 adults across 13 regions of poor, mixed, and good economic 

conditions in the Eastern European country of Montenegro. A positive association between 

local-employment sentiment and self-evaluation was observed, but only in regions with good 

economic conditions. A positive association between local-employment sentiment and 

employment was found in regions with poor and mixed economic conditions – but a negative 

association was found in regions with good economic conditions. This study suggests that 

people utilize cognitive heuristics and self-referential framing when they think about the 

economy. Moreover, this study suggests that economic conditions help to shape the manner 

in which people think about the economy. The results of this study have implications for the 

measurement of consumer confidence and indicate that consumer confidence indices might 

predictably reflect the psychological characteristics of respondents. 
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Introduction 

Measures of consumer confidence, also known as consumer sentiment, are assessments of 

people’s expectations and satisfaction with economic conditions. Measures of consumer 

confidence are commonly used to inform economic, monetary, and social policy because of 

their tendency to predict a broad range of important outcomes including people’s decisions to 

invest, to purchase homes, and to leave their current jobs for the prospect of better ones (Clark, 

2004). The determinants, consequences, and correlates of consumer confidence are frequently 

investigated in the field of economics, but they are infrequently studied in psychology. 

A challenge for economists and others who study consumer confidence is to separate 

signals about future economic growth from idiosyncratic response patterns. In the tradition of 

John Maynard Keynes (1936) these idiosyncratic response patterns are often referred to as 

animal spirits in economics literature and they frequently go unanalyzed in economic models 

(see Barsky & Sims, 2012). In contrast, for well over a century psychologists have conducted 

empirical research into the animal spirits that drive work and economic behavior (Vinchur & 

Koppes Bryan, 2011). Indeed, researchers in the psychological sciences have studied 

individual and psychological aspects of consumer confidence since the 1950s (March & 

Simon, 1958). More recently, Simintiras, Yeniaras, Oney, and Bahia (2014) have developed a 

taxonomy of psychological antecedents to consumer confidence that include both deliberative 

economic reasoning and non-deliberative psychological factors. Deliberative economic 

reasoning is the formation of opinions about the economy based upon overt rationalization 

from information sources including everything from past experience to the news media. Non-
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deliberative psychological factors are intuitive and affective response patterns emerging from 

individual differences, prominently including self-esteem, self-efficacy, and perceived 

behavioral control. 

Indices of consumer confidence include questions about people’s perceptions of a wide 

range of economic issues. Importantly for this study, consumer confidence surveys often 

include evaluation of people’s perceptions of local employment conditions. For example, one 

of the few questions that make up the Conference Board Survey used widely in the United 

States as a measure of consumer confidence is: “What would you say about available jobs in 

your area right now?” Response options include “plentiful,” “not so many,” and “hard to get” 

(Ludvigson, 2004, p. 32). Thus, people’s opinions of local employment conditions make up an 

important part of economic forecasting. People’s opinions of local employment conditions are 

also important on an individual and organizational level of analysis. For example, Griffeth, 

Steel, Allen, and Bryan (2005) have developed a scale meant to evaluate major aspects of 

people’s perceived job market opportunities. Perceptions of these job opportunities help 

explain a wide range of work-related outcomes, including for example, voluntary turnover 

from the workplace (Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner, 2000). 

The present study emerged from an opportunity to investigate some of the individual 

and psychological determinants of consumer confidence. Specifically, this study arose from 

the placement of a reduced measure of core self-evaluation into a survey by the United States 

Agency for International Development (see USAID, 2012 for a description of the annual 

project) in the Eastern European country of Montenegro. Core self-evaluation (CSE) represents 

the fundamental appraisals that people make of their capabilities, worthiness, and self-worth 
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(Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thorensen, 2003). The survey by USAID was part of a project to 

monitor important indicators for business and economic growth in Montenegro and included 

two items that were meant to evaluate individuals’ sentiments regarding local employment 

conditions. These items bear a close resemblance to items used in two prominent evaluations 

of consumer confidence, namely the Conference Board Survey mentioned earlier and the 

University of Michigan’s Index of Consumer Confidence (see Ludvigson, 2004). Because of 

the combination of the CSE scale with items assessing aspects of consumer confidence, this 

study represents a unique integration of a psychological measure into a national economic 

survey. 

Based upon theory and research relating to job satisfaction and the psychology of 

decision-making, two individual-level influences on local-employment sentiment were 

proposed, namely: individuals’ self-evaluations and whether individuals do or do not have a 

job (their employment status). The associations of these variables with the dependent variable 

of local-employment sentiment were tested via structural variance and covariance modeling. 

As a research question, this study then explored the influence of economic conditions as a 

potential moderator for hypothesized relationships by placing the structural model into a multi-

group framework. 

Self-evaluation and local-employment sentiment 

Self-evaluations are appraisals that individuals make of various aspects of themselves. 

CSE is a specific, but prototypical, type of self-evaluation that represents the fundamental 

appraisals that individuals make about their capabilities and self-worth. Summarizing the body 
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of research on CSE, Judge (2009) stated that “individuals with high levels of CSE perform 

better on their jobs, are more successful in their careers, are more satisfied with their jobs and 

lives, report lower levels of stress and conflict, cope more effectively with setbacks, and better 

capitalize on advantages and opportunities” (p. 58). The most dominant conceptualization of 

CSE is of an underlying latent trait that is composed of four interrelated and overlapping sub-

components: generalized self-efficacy, emotional stability, locus of control, and self-esteem 

(Judge et al., 2003). Each of these four sub-components helps to capture an overall evaluation 

of one’s ability to interact effectively with various circumstances and challenges. Judge and 

colleagues (2003) define generalized self-efficacy as an evaluation of how well one can 

perform across a variety of situations; emotional stability reflects the proclivity of individuals 

to focus on positive aspects of themselves and positive explanatory mechanisms; locus of 

control relates to beliefs about one’s perceived control over events; and self-esteem indicates 

the overall value one places on oneself as a person. 

CSE was originally conceived of as an individual difference that could help explain 

individuals’ evaluations of their external world (Judge, Locke, Durham, & Kluger, 1998). In 

other words, it was theorized that individuals’ inward evaluations (e.g., of one’s competence) 

could help to explain their evaluations of various aspects of their external world. Satisfaction 

with one’s job is one example of such an external evaluation. Individuals with higher CSEs 

tend to have greater job satisfaction and this relationship has been observed in both 

individualistic countries like the United States and more collectivistic cultures like Israel and 

Japan (Judge et al., 1998; Piccolo, Judge, Takahashi, & Locke, 2005). 
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In terms of the specific mechanism that connects internal evaluations with external 

evaluations, Judge and colleagues (1998) hypothesized that high CSE can create positive 

explanatory frames of reference for a given situation, event, person, or object. These frames of 

reference are positive interpretations of a given target’s generalized attributes (e.g., overall 

attractiveness) and/or specific attributes (e.g., amount of autonomy in a job). According to this 

line of thinking, such positive frames of reference can draw greater attention to aspects of a 

situation that are already thought to be positive and they can also add a positive interpretation 

to aspects of a situation that would otherwise be perceived as neutral or negative. 

Outside of the widely studied connection between CSE and job satisfaction, Chang, 

Ferris, Johnson, Rosen, and Tan (2012) call for additional research into CSE’s relationship 

with different external evaluations. One particularly relevant form of external evaluation in 

relation to economic growth is people’s evaluation of their local employment conditions. 

Drawing from the same theoretical rationale used to support the connection between job 

satisfaction and CSE, it is predicted that, on average, more positive self-evaluations will lead 

to more positive sentiments regarding local employment conditions. The positive framing of 

CSE appears to be the result of relatively automatic and associative processing (Judge et al., 

1998); therefore, the hypothesized relationship between self-evaluation and local-employment 

sentiment is envisioned to be largely non-deliberative, that is, intuitive in nature. 

As mentioned previously, CSE is a prototypical, but not exclusive, example of self-

evaluation. Extrapolating from research on CSE it is reasoned that self-evaluations will help 

to shape a person’s worldview because they will create self-referential frames through which 

externally-directed evaluations will be colored by internally-directed evaluations. 
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Hypothesis 1 (H1): A more positive self-evaluation will on average be associated with 

a more favorable local-employment sentiment. 

Employment status and local-employment sentiment 

In addition to the use of self-referential frames, research into the psychological aspects 

of decision-making has highlighted that people often use cognitive heuristics, so-called mental 

shortcuts, when evaluating various alternatives or concepts. Questions addressing the 

economic and/or employment conditions within a given region or population are potentially 

quite complex. For example, evaluating local employment conditions might involve the 

consideration of probabilities, past conditions, and a diverse set of signals from friends, family, 

coworkers, and the media. As explained by Kahneman and Frederick (2005), people often 

substitute one attribute under consideration for a simpler or more easily available second 

attribute that bears a resemblance to the first. Known as attribute substitution, this cognitive 

heuristic has been shown to be operative in a wide range of economic and social perceptions. 

Because of their potential complexity, questions requiring respondents to make 

judgments regarding local employment conditions are likely to be answered through the use of 

attribute substitution. As support for this proposition, Bovi (2009) observed numerous trends 

in consumer confidence surveys that often fell broadly in alignment with the availability 

heuristic. In addition, Brachinger (2008) found evidence for the hypothesis that individuals 

estimate the rate of inflation, an economic concept similar to consumer confidence, based upon 

the most available information they have – namely, the price of goods they purchase 
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frequently. Moreover, Blendon and colleagues (1997) helped to show that people make 

judgments about the economy based on available news information. 

One attribute that appears conceptually related to local employment conditions is an 

individual’s employment status. Because local employment conditions are essentially 

aggregations of individuals’ employment statuses, people seem likely to, justifiably or 

unjustifiably, reason that their own employment statuses are representative of employment 

conditions in their localities. Moreover, even if not in a deliberative fashion, it appears likely 

that those who are actively employed or unemployed may substitute their own employment 

situations for the situations of those in the areas around them because one’s own employment 

status is likely to be more immediately accessible from a cognitive standpoint than the issue of 

local employment conditions. In light of the above observations, a second hypothesis follows. 

Hypothesis 2 (H2): People who are actively employed will tend to hold a more 

favorable opinion of local-employment conditions compared to people who are 

unemployed. 

Self-evaluation and employment status 

Self-evaluation and employment status are related concepts. Indeed, there is evidence 

that changes in employment status can help to shape someone’s self-evaluations and that 

conversely, someone’s self-evaluations can help to shape their likelihood of finding 

employment and staying employed. In terms of employment’s effect on self-evaluations, there 

is evidence that unemployment can have a negative effect on psychological health and self-

esteem (Wanberg, 2012). In addition, recent longitudinal evidence has demonstrated that 
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unemployment can help to shape individual personality traits – traits usually thought to be 

relatively stable across time (Boyce, Wood, Daly, & Sedikides, 2015). While CSE is typically 

viewed as a relatively stable individual difference, in a study of dizygotic twin pairs, Judge, 

Ilies, and Zhang (2012) found evidence that CSE is both partially a heritable trait and a trait 

that is shaped by environmental factors across the course of an individual’s lifetime. 

Researchers have also identified mechanisms through which forms of self-evaluation 

help to shape the likelihood of employment. CSE has been tied to more intense and prolonged 

job search during periods of unemployment (Wanberg et al., 2005). When people are 

employed, CSE has been correlated with lowered turnover intention and reduced stress and 

strain in ways that are both connected with and distinct from the benefits accruing from higher 

levels of job satisfaction (Chang et al., 2012). Moreover, in results from a national longitudinal 

survey, Judge and Hurst (2007) found that CSE assists individuals in translating socioeconomic 

advantages like greater access to education into long-term career success. Finally, in a review 

of research on the relationship between economic preferences and psychological personality 

measures, Becker, Deckers, Dohmen, Falk, and Kosse (2012) observed that locus of control 

and emotional stability (two sub-components of CSE) exhibit relatively strong effects in 

comparison to other personality traits on wage and employment outcomes. 

In light of the above, it appears that self-evaluations will affect an individual’s 

likelihood of employment and that an individual’s employment status will affect an 

individual’s self-evaluations. However, it is important to note that the vast majority of CSE 

research has been conducted in the United States (Piccolo et al., 2005) and the relationship of 

CSE with employment outcomes in settings outside of high income Western settings is 
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relatively unexplored (Wanberg, 2012). As a way to determine whether self-evaluations 

behave in a similar way in lower-income settings (e.g., in the Eastern European country of 

Montenegro) as they do in higher-income settings where they have been traditionally studied,  

an additional hypothesis is derived. 

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Being actively employed (versus unemployed) will be associated 

with more positive self-evaluations. 

The moderating role of economic conditions 

As discussed previously, self-evaluations are sometimes shaped by changes in 

employment status. Such changes in employment status are often in response or in relation to 

changes in broader economic conditions (e.g., a recession). In light of this potential influence, 

it is possible that local economic conditions could present boundary conditions to and/or 

moderate hypothesized relationships in this study. 

A relevant and comprehensive theoretical framework by which to consider the potential 

influence of economic factors is that of situational strength. As defined by Meyer, Dalal, and 

Hermida (2010) “situational strength pertains to the idea that various characteristics of 

situations have the ability to restrict the expression and, therefore, the criterion-related validity 

of individual differences” (p. 121). According to these same authors, the strength of any given 

contextual situation has been envisioned to include: constraints – the extent to which an 

individual’s freedom of decision and action is limited by forces outside her/his control; clarity 

– the extent to which cues regarding responsibilities or requirements are available and easy to 

understand; consistency – the extent to which cues regarding responsibilities or requirements 
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are compatible with each other; and consequences – the extent to which decisions or actions 

have important or positive/negative implications. Thus, situational strength can vary either 

positively or negatively according to a situation’s constraints, clarity, consistency, and 

consequences. 

Based upon the above operationalization of situational strength, it appears that variation 

in economic conditions may be accompanied by different levels of situational strength. For 

example, people’s employment statuses and the employment conditions around them present 

salient consequences and constraints to their lives (United Nations Development Programme, 

2014; World Bank, 2012). Furthermore, getting and having a job might not only present more 

serious consequences in poor economic conditions, but in situations where unemployment is 

relatively high, the prospects for getting a job after one loses it might be particularly small. 

Variation in levels of situational strength has been shown to affect the expression and 

outcomes of individual differences like self-evaluations. For example, Meyer, Dalal, and 

Bonaccio (2009) found evidence that the job performance benefits accruing to those with high 

levels of the personality trait of conscientiousness were greater in occupations with weaker as 

opposed to stronger situational characteristics. Thus, it appears that economic conditions might 

affect situational strength which can in turn affect one or more of the relationships 

hypothesized in this study. In light of the relevance of economic conditions to this study’s 

hypothesized relationships, a research question is formed. 

Research Question (RQ): To what extent will the relationships among employment 

status, self-evaluations, and local-employment sentiment hold across economic 

conditions? 
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Method 

Procedure 

This study used data collected from a survey project funded by USAID (see USAID, 

2012) and executed in cooperation with RTI International, the East-West Management 

Institute, the American Chamber of Commerce in Montenegro, CHF International, and the 

Montenegro Statistical Office. These entities undertake a regular survey to develop important 

measures of the business climate, good governance, and economic growth in regions of the 

country of Montenegro. Survey questions were translated into Montenegrin from English by 

trained translators involved in the annual project as detailed in USAID (2012). Data were 

collected through direct interviews with respondents by trained Montenegrin interviewers; the 

number of respondents per region was predetermined at the country level while the actual 

number of those interviewed in each region was selected “somewhat randomly” (USAID, 

2012, p. 7). The full methodology of the study based upon its 2012 operationalization is 

included in Appendix A. The “citizen scorecard” approach that was utilized in the USAID 

survey is similar to that employed in other countries for studies of good governance (e.g., Brixi, 

2010). 

Setting 

Montenegro is a country in Southeastern Europe with a population of approximately 

650,000 people (Central Intelligence Agency, 2013). According to the World Bank (2014), the 

country is in the upper-middle income category – indicating that Montenegro is one level 

below the high-income countries that are traditionally categorized as developed and can 
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therefore be thought of as a lower-income country. As a comparison, Montenegro’s gross 

domestic product per capita in 2012, a measurement of economic development, was one fourth 

that of the United States in the same year (Central Intelligence Agency, 2013). In terms of its 

geographic size, Montenegro is slightly smaller than the State of Connecticut in the United 

States (Central Intelligence Agency, 2013). 

Participants 

The USAID survey collected responses from adults living in the 21 regions of the 

country of Montenegro. Due to resource constraints, the CSE measure was administered to 673 

adults (18 years or older) in 13 of Montenegro’s 21 regions. Of the study’s participants, 639 

provided at least partial responses for the study’s operational variables (self-evaluations, local-

employment sentiment, and employment status) bringing the effective completion rate to 95%. 

Of those 639 participants, 432 individuals were included into the present study because they 

self-classified themselves as either employed or unemployed, provided responses to both items 

assessing local-employment sentiment, and provided responses to at least two items on the 

final self-evaluation scale. Out of 432 participants, there were on average 33 participants per 

region with a minimum of 21 participants and a maximum of 43 participants. In addition to 

those participants included for the purpose of hypothesis and research question testing, 140 

participants provided responses to the self-evaluation scale but self-classified themselves as 

either students or pensioners and were included into the present study for the purpose of scale 

development. 
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Regional grouping 

As mentioned above, Montenegro is divided into regions – also referred to as 

municipalities. Regions within the country of Montenegro can be differentiated economically 

by varying employment rates (% of workers employed in the workforce) and by levels of 

income per capita (Euros[€]/month). For example, according to figures provided for by 

national Montenegro statistical authorities (USAID, 2012), out of the 21 regions in 

Montenegro, employment rates ranged from 74% to 93% with an average regional employment 

rate of 85%. In addition, income per capita levels ranged from 386€/month to 540€/month with 

an average income per capita of 441€/month. Employment rates and income per capita for 

regions are included in Appendix B. 

Based upon regional values of income per capita and employment rates, the 13 regions 

included in this study were divided into three economic groups. The four regions with per 

capita income levels above the national average in Montenegro (441 €/month) were 

categorized as having good economic conditions irrespective of their employment levels. The 

nine regions below the national average were then further classified based upon their 

employment rates. These nine regions were divided into mixed or poor economic categories 

based upon whether they had higher or lower employment levels (respectively). To establish 

relatively equal sample sizes, the four regions among the nine lower-income regions with the 

highest employment rates were categorized as having mixed economic conditions and the other 

five regions were categorized as having poor economic conditions. Giving precedence to 

income per capita, as opposed to employment, as a method of categorization is in accordance 

with practices by the UNDP (2014) and the World Bank (2014) and reflects the fact that other 
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economic variables, including employment, often take on different meanings depending on a 

region’s average level of income. For example, the risk and experience of being unemployed 

in lower income countries can carry more severe consequences than being unemployed in 

higher income countries (see ILO, 2014). Descriptive statistics for each regional categorization 

are provided in Table 1. 

Measures 

Self-evaluation. The 9-item scale included in the survey is a reduced version of Judge 

and colleagues’ (2003) 12-item 5-point Likert response option scale (see Appendix C). The 

scale was reduced by USAID survey administrators due to time and resource limitations; the 

three items identified for elimination were determined based upon the translators’ belief that 

those items were least likely to be properly interpreted in Montenegrin. According to Judge 

and colleagues (2003), items in their scale pertain to more than one sub-facet of the CSE 

construct (e.g., self-esteem and locus of control). However, upon inspection of the remaining 

items (see Appendix C), it is noted that the items that were removed appear to focus to some 

extent on the sub-construct of emotional stability. Thus, while the scale remains focused on 

self-evaluations involving self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, and locus of control, it might 

differ from the CSE scale.  

To explore the properties of the self-evaluation measure, an exploratory factor analysis 

was performed on the responses of the 140 participants who reported being pensioners or 

students. Inspection of eigenvalues and a scree plot alongside simulated and resampled data 

from a parallel analysis indicated a two-factor structure. Principal axis factoring and oblimin 
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rotation was used and all nine items loaded cleanly at 0.5 and above onto one of two factors 

with cross-loadings not exceeding 0.18. The three items loading onto the second factor were 

the three reverse-coded items in the 9-item scale. Such a factor pattern indicated the existence 

of a reverse-coding response artifact as detailed by Spector, Katwyk, Brannick, and Chen 

(1997). 

Based upon the findings from the exploratory factor analysis, a series of confirmatory 

factor analyses was conducted on responses from employed and unemployed participants used 

in the present study. Reponses to all 9 CSE items were included in a one-factor model with the 

loadings of the 3 reverse coded items fixed at 0. After accounting for correlated residual 

pathways among reverse-coded items as suggested by modification indices, fit statistics 

indicated poor fit (χ2 = 102.7, df = 28, p<.001; RMSEA = 0.08, 90% CI [.10, 0.06]; CFI = 0.91; 

TLI = 0.89) according to rules of thumb provided for by Hu and Bentler (1999). A second 

model excluding the three reverse-coded items exhibited marginally good fit (χ2 = 10.8, df = 6, 

p=.56; RMSEA = 0.04, 90% CI [.08, 0.00]; CFI = 0.99; TLI = 0.98). The marginal fit of the 

second model supported the interpretation of the six positively worded items as a measure of 

a unidimensional self-evaluation construct free of a reverse-coding response artifact. A 

unidimensional self-evaluation scale is to be expected as CSE is traditionally conceptualized 

as a unidimensional scale (Judge et al., 2003). Statistics for both of these confirmatory factor 

analyses are provided for in Table 2. In addition to results from the confirmatory factor 

analyses, the 6-item scale free of reverse-coded items exhibited sufficient internal consistency 

to justify aggregation (α=0.84). It is noted that the three reverse-coded items removed from the 

scale (see Appendix C) pertain noticeably to the sub-construct of locus of control indicating 
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that the remaining six self-evaluation items might hold a relatively strong emphasis on self-

esteem and generalized self-efficacy.  

Local-employment sentiment. The USAID survey included Likert-type ratings of 

individuals’ satisfaction with the current level, and satisfaction with the improvement from last 

year, of 20 different aspects of quality of life in the local community (e.g., satisfaction with the 

availability of medical treatment). A review of measures of consumer confidence in the United 

States, namely the University of Michigan Consumer Confidence Index (5-items) and the 

Conference Board’s Consumer Confidence Index (5-items) revealed that two items within the 

USAID survey presented close matches to items typically included in consumer confidence 

surveys (see Ludvigson, 2004). These two items from the USAID survey contain identical 

stems and prompts and only differ in their response categories. The prompt for both the items 

is: How would you rate your satisfaction level on the following on the municipal/community 

level. The stem for both items is: Offered/available jobs – open vacancy announcements and 

employers. The full items and their response options are listed in Appendix D. 

The two identified items in the USAID survey were averaged together to provide a 

formative index of local-employment sentiment. Although not necessary for a formative 

measure, the 2-item index exhibited an acceptable level of internal consistency (α=0.79). 

Employment status. Participants self-categorized into seven employment categories 

(1 = employed; 2 = unemployed – looking for employment; 3 = unemployed – not looking for 

employment; 4 = student; 5 = pensioner; 6 = entrepreneur/self-employed; 7 = seasonal worker). 

In order to reduce employment status to a dichotomous variable, categories 2 and 3 were re-

coded as unemployed (=0), categories 1, 6, and 7 were recoded as employed (=1), and the 
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responses of participants in categories 4 and 5 were utilized solely for scale development 

purposes. Out of the 266 classified as employed, only 17 self-categorized as an entrepreneur 

and 15 self-categorized as a seasonal worker reducing the ability to utilize these latter two 

categories in the study’s analyses. In addition, out of the 166 participants classified as 

unemployed, only 30 self-categorized as unemployed not looking while the remaining 136 self-

categorized as unemployed looking. 

Demographic variables. The USAID survey included collection of the demographic 

variables of age, gender, education, and individual socioeconomic class. The variable for age 

was divided into six ordinal categories spanning different age classifications (1 = 18-25; 2 = 

26-35; 3=36-45; 4=46-55; 5=56-65; 6 = >66). The gender category was dichotomous (male = 

1; female = 2). Education level was indicated by 6 categories of ascending educational 

attainment (1= no education; 2 = primary school; 3 = high school; 4 = college (2-year 

university); 5 = faculty/Bachelor’s degree; 6 = Master’s/PhD). Finally, evaluations of 

individual socioeconomic class were measured in the USAID survey by four categories (4 = 

lower class; 3 = lower-middle class; 2 = upper-middle class; and 1 = upper class). To assist the 

use of these variables as covariates in the present study’s analyses, demographic variables were 

dichotomized as follows: age (0 = 18-35; 1 = 35+); gender (0=male; 1=female); education 

(0=high school or less; 1=college or greater); and class (0=lower or lower-middle; 1=upper-

middle or upper). 
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Analytic Strategy 

The cross-sectional analytic strategy for this current study is in support of two broad 

goals: first, to test a set of hypothesized individual-level relationships, and second, to explore 

the contextual influence of level-2 regional economic conditions on level-1 relationships. One 

statistical approach to meeting both goals simultaneously would be the utilization of multilevel 

modeling; however, the 13 regions in the current study are insufficient for such an approach as 

30 level-2 units are required for reliable results when utilizing multilevel modeling (see 

Mathieu, Aguinis, Culpepper, & Chen, 2012). 

Without the availability of multilevel modeling, another approach is required to 

overcome the challenges inherent in analyzing nested data. To appreciate the degree of regional 

nesting, preliminary analyses of an averaged value for self-evaluation item responses indicated 

that a non-significant 3.1% of variability in that scale existed between regions (τ00=0.02, z=1.2, 

p=.11). However, a significant 12.2% of variability in local-employment sentiment existed 

between regions (τ00=0.09, z=2.0, p=.02) and a marginally significant 3.1% of variability in 

employment status existed between regions (τ00=0.01, z=1.6, p=.05). 

To estimate level-1 relationships across all 13 regions while still accounting for the 

nested structure of the data, a structural model was fit with level-2 clustering accounted for by 

sandwich-based standard error estimation (Muthén, & Muthén, 2011). To explore the influence 

of level-2 context on level-1 relationships, the structural model mentioned above was tested 

across multiple regional groups – namely, across regions of poor, mixed, and good economic 

conditions. 
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Measurement equivalence 

Because of the use of level-2 regional groups in the study’s analyses, it was necessary 

to test for measurement equivalence across those groups (see Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). As 

reflected in Table 3, the 6-items used as a measure of self-evaluation exhibited configural, 

metric, and scalar invariance across regions of poor, mixed, and good economic conditions. 

The measurement equivalence of the 2-item index for local-employment sentiment was not 

analyzed because in contrast to self-evaluation, this index is treated as a formative assessment 

in line with how items of consumer confidence are treated by economists and policymakers 

(see Ludvigson, 2004). 

Results 

Table 1 provides relevant means, percentages, and standard deviations for study 

variables for the entire participant sample and also for regional groupings of poor, mixed, and 

good economic conditions. Correlations and internal consistencies are included in Table 4. 

Polychoric correlations were used with variables that were treated as categorical. 

As stated earlier, testing of the study’s hypotheses and research questions was carried 

out by building a structural equation model. Structural variance and covariance modeling was 

carried out utilizing the Mplus statistical software Version 7.11. To account for potential bias 

in standard errors and χ2 model fit estimates resulting from regional clustering, the 

TYPE=COMPLEX option which relies upon sandwich-based standard error estimation was 

utilized. Because of the ordinal nature of response options for items in the self-evaluation scale, 

the weighted least squares means and variance adjusted (WLSMV) estimator was used because 
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WLSMV demonstrates superior performance with categorical and ordinal data and makes 

fewer distributional assumptions than maximum likelihood estimation (Beauducel & 

Herzberg, 2006). 

To eliminate the potential for non-relevant individual differences (namely, age, gender, 

education, and class) to confound the relationships of local-employment sentiment with self-

evaluation and employment status, these demographic covariates were regressed on local-

employment sentiment in the model. The model tested in this study, inclusive of demographic 

covariates, is displayed in Figure 1. 

Among the 432 study participants, there were 60 missing data points (13.9% of total) 

for the covariate of class. Due to class’s relatively strong correlation with local-employment 

sentiment (r = .46, p < .01), results from these participants were excluded as including them 

without accounting for the effect of class on local-employment sentiment might present 

misleading conclusions. Moreover, imputation of such a strong covariate might similarly lead 

to misleading results. 

Results pertaining to hypotheses 

As stated previously, Hypothesis 1 predicted that a more positive self-evaluation 

would, on average be associated with a more favorable local-employment sentiment. 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that people who are actively employed will hold more favorable 

opinions of local-employment conditions. Finally, Hypothesis 3 predicted that employment 

(versus unemployment) would be associated with more positive self-evaluation. 



    

 

21 

The result of testing the model in Figure 1 across all regions (Model 1) are displayed 

in Table 5. The pathway from self-evaluation to local-employment sentiment was not 

significant (β = .10, b = .13, SE = .08, p =.12) indicating a lack of support for Hypothesis 1. In 

contrast, the pathway from employment status to local-employment sentiment was both 

significant and positive as predicted by Hypothesis 2 (β = .19, b = .39, SE = .12, p < .01). 

Finally, as a test of Hypothesis 3, the non-directional pathway between employment status and 

self-evaluation was not significant (β = .23, b = .07, SE = .04, p = .07). 

Overall, Model 1 demonstrated poor fit (χ2 = 134.49, df = 47, p < .01) according to Hu 

and Bentler (1999) with an unacceptable RMSEA value of .07 (90% CI [.06, .09]). Moreover, 

CFI (.79) and TLI (.73) were both lower than commonly required for an overall conclusion of 

good model fit. 

Results pertaining to research question 

As a review, the study’s research question asked: To what extent will the relationships 

of employment status and self-evaluation with local-employment sentiment hold across 

economic conditions? In pursuit of the study’s research question, the model from Figure 1 was 

tested simultaneously across groups of regions with poor, mixed, and good economic 

conditions. In this model, directional pathways were allowed to vary freely between regions 

while loadings on the latent factor of self-evaluation remained fixed across groups. 

Table 6 displays the results of bringing the model from Figure 1 into a multi-group 

framework (Model 2). It is observed that the effects of self-evaluation on local-employment 

sentiment were not significant in groups of poor economic conditions (β = .11, b = .14, SE = 
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.08, p = .11) or mixed economic conditions (β = -.10, b = -.09, SE = .22, p = .68), but that the 

effect was significant and positive in good economic conditions (β = .40, b = .35, SE = .07, p 

< .01). In support of differential results across regions, a χ2 difference test was significant (Δχ2 

= 4.64, Δdf=1, p=.03) when comparing Model 2 to a model with the relationship between self-

evaluation and employment status fixed across regional groupings of poor and good economic 

conditions. 

The effects of employment status on local-employment sentiment were significant and 

positive both in groups of poor economic conditions (β = .21, b = .38, SE = .14, p = .01) and 

mixed economic conditions (β = .39, b = .83, SE = .12, p < .01) but the effect was significant 

and negative in good economic conditions (β = -.16, b = -.35, SE = .17, p = .04). Limiting 

support for differential results across regions, χ2 difference tests were not significant when 

fixing paths between regions (see Table 6). 

The non-directional correlational relationship between self-evaluation and employment 

status was non-significant in both poor economic conditions (β = .07, b = .02, SE = .03, p = 

.46) and mixed economic conditions (β = .29, b = .14, SE = .20, p = .49) but significant and 

positive in good economic conditions (β = .35, b = .12, SE = .02, p < .01). In support of 

differential results across regions, a χ2 difference test was significant (Δχ2 = 9.18, Δdf=1, p<.01) 

when comparing Model 2 to a model with the relationship between self-evaluation and 

employment status fixed across regional groupings of poor and good economic conditions. 

Overall, Model 2 demonstrated only marginally good fit (χ2 = 255.63, df = 173, p = .31) 

with an acceptable RMSEA estimate but a higher than ideal confidence interval (.06, 90% CI 

upper = .08, 90% CI lower = .05) and sub-optimal CFI (.91) and TLI values (.91).  
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Even though Model 2 was not originally intended to be a test of the study’s hypotheses, 

its superior fit in comparison to Model 1 and the variable directions and significance levels of 

pathways between regions justified the interpretation of Model 2 in addition to Model 1 when 

forming conclusions regarding the study’s hypotheses. The results from Model 2 and Model 1 

are summarized in Figure 2. The implications of the findings from Model 1 and Model 2, 

including further reflection on the study’s research question, are included below. 

Discussion 

This study investigated the hypothesized effects of self-evaluation and employment 

status on people’s local-employment sentiment (Hypotheses 1 and 2 respectively). In addition, 

this study tested for an expected positive association between self-evaluation and employment 

status (Hypothesis 3). Finally, as a research question, this study explored the boundary 

conditions of all three hypothesized relationships across regions of poor, mixed, and good 

economic conditions. 

Two models were tested in this study – one which evaluated the study’s hypotheses 

without consideration of regional groups (Model 1, Table 5) and one which allowed structural 

pathways to vary across regional groupings (Model 2, Table 6). The overall conclusions from 

both of these models are summarized visually in Figure 2. Based upon pathways observed in 

Model 1 and Model 2 (Table 6), the study’s results provided only partial support for Hypothesis 

1 which predicted that people with higher self-evaluation levels would tend to exhibit more 

positive local-employment sentiment. The hypothesized effect was observed, but it was only 

observed in regions of good economic conditions. 
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In terms of Hypothesis 2, results were mixed. Hypothesis 2 predicted that people who 

are employed would tend to exhibit more positive local-employment sentiment. The positive 

association of employment status with local-employment sentiment was observed in the overall 

sample. In addition, the positive association was observed in regions of poor and mixed 

economic conditions. However, contrary to expectations, the association was significant and 

negative in regions of good economic conditions. 

Finally, results only provided partial support for Hypothesis 3. No relationship was 

found in Model 1 but a positive and significant relationship between self-evaluation and 

employment status was found in regions of good economic conditions in Model 2. 

Implications 

This study is one of the first to advance a concomitant understanding of the 

interrelationships of consumer confidence, self-evaluation, employment status, and regional 

economic conditions. In addition, the results of this study provide novel support for the 

operation of psychological heuristics and self-referential framing in people’s opinions of local 

employment conditions. 

In relation to consumer confidence, the results of this study provide evidence that self-

referential cognitive framing might influence people’s responses to consumer confidence 

surveys, at least in relatively good economic conditions. Within the economic psychology 

literature, this study appears to be the first to have investigated this important idiosyncratic and 

psychological influence on economic opinions. In addition to self-referential framing, the 

results of this study provide stronger evidence than what has been obtained before that people 
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appear to be susceptible to the cognitive heuristic of attribute substitution when they consider 

questions of local employment conditions. Previously, a large share of the evidence regarding 

the operation of psychological heuristics in economic sentiment has been indirectly inferred 

from population-level response patterns (e.g., Nguyen & Claus, 2013). Importantly however, 

the results of this study did not provide support for the simultaneous operation of self-

referential framing and attribute substitution as predicted by Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2. 

While evidence for attribute substitution was found in regions of poor and mixed economic 

conditions, evidence for self-referential framing was not present. Conversely, in regions with 

good economic conditions where evidence for self-referential framing was present, people who 

held jobs had, on average, less positive views of local-employment conditions in contrast to 

expectations. 

The practical implications of the above findings relate most strongly to the 

measurement of consumer confidence. Economists have identified that consumer confidence 

indices contain non-random individual and psychological response patterns (see Barsky & 

Sims, 2012). These response patterns are frequently unanalyzed for the signals that they might 

provide in relation to economic forecasting. Parsing previously unanalyzed non-random error 

in consumer confidence surveys could help economists, bankers, policymakers, and other users 

of consumer confidence indices to better understand why people are expressing certain 

sentiments. Such an enhanced understanding of the psychological components of consumer 

confidence responses might lead to more accurate economic forecasts. Brachinger (2008) 

provides an example of how psychological insights can benefit economic forecasting. 

Brachinger (2008) observed psychological distortions in individuals’ perceived rate of 
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inflation in the economy based upon what goods they purchase frequently. Brachinger (2008) 

noted that isolating psychological response patterns in perceived inflation ratings might help 

policymakers to understand better what those ratings indicate – as opposed to what economists 

think they indicate. In order to determine whether an understanding of the psychological 

components of consumer confidence can enhance economic forecasting, future surveys of 

consumer confidence should include the CSE scale and should be conducted repeatedly with 

the same respondents across meaningful amounts of economic time (e.g., three months or a 

year). 

While the results of this study have strong implications for economists, these findings 

also have practical implications relating directly to psychology. Because people’s responses to 

questions regarding local employment conditions appear tied to their self-evaluations, 

demographic and regional trends in consumer confidence (e.g., in a specific part of a city or 

with a marginalized minority group) might be related to that group’s average level of self-

evaluation. Consumer confidence surveys like that conducted by USAID (2012) in 

Montenegro are carried out on a regular basis. Based upon the results of surveys like the 

USAID survey, it is possible, for example, that populations in regions of good economic 

conditions who report particularly low levels of consumer confidence might also be 

experiencing particularly low self-evaluations. CSE specifically, and self-evaluation more 

generally, are important indicators of psychosocial wellbeing and important predictors of 

work-related outcomes like voluntary turnover and job search intensity and attitudes like job 

satisfaction. More broadly, because it appears likely that there are meaningful psychological 

trends in economic indices, it is possible that economic indices can be adapted to become 
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imperfect indicators of psychological phenomena on regional levels. To explore this 

possibility, future research in psychology should continue to investigate the connections 

between central facets of psychosocial wellbeing and people’s views about the economy. To 

date, the majority of research in this area has focused on people’s views of their own job 

prospects as opposed to broader evaluations of economic factors (e.g., Griffeth et al., 2000). 

In terms of an understanding of self-evaluations, the results of this study help to expand 

the range of effects that self-evaluations are tied to – but also indicate that the criterion validity 

of self-evaluations might have previously unappreciated boundary conditions. To the former 

point, self-evaluation appears to be linked to people’s evaluation of local-employment 

conditions – at least in regions with relatively good economic conditions. While prior research 

has substantiated CSE’s connections to job satisfaction and life satisfaction, this is the first 

known study to connect self-evaluations to broader evaluations of economic dynamics within 

a given geographic area. In this way, the results of this study help answer the call by Chang 

and colleagues (2012) for an exploration of additional external evaluations that might be 

shaped by internal evaluations. Future research should explore whether self-evaluations are 

tied to other important economic ratings like individuals’ expectations about their future 

spending. 

The association observed between self-evaluation and local employment sentiment in 

good economic conditions in Montenegro stands alongside evidence for this association in the 

United States, in Western European countries, and in other higher-income countries (Judge & 

Hurst, 2007). Yet, perhaps most importantly when it comes to the relevance of this study’s 

results to an understanding of self-evaluations in general and CSE specifically, it appears 
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possible that some of the expected associations with self-evaluation might be circumscribed to 

settings of relatively good economic conditions. While this study is unusual in its use of an 

adapted self-evaluation scale in an emerging economy, it is perhaps more unusual in its use of 

intra-national regions as a level of analysis. Such a level of analysis helps to parse cultural 

variation that typically is viewed on a national level of analysis with economic variation which 

is appreciable on both national and intra-national levels of analysis.  

Critical to an understanding of self-evaluations in Montenegro is the observation that 

no statistically significant relationship was found between self-evaluation and local-

employment sentiment or employment status in settings of poor or mixed economic conditions. 

One explanation for these results is related to the power of the study. However, the sample size 

in good economic conditions where a significant relationship was found (n=105) was 

comparable to that of regions with mixed economic conditions (n=98) and smaller than that of 

regions with poor economic conditions (n=168). 

One of the most intriguing implications of this study is that an otherwise positive 

relationship between employment status and self-evaluation in relatively poor or mixed 

economic conditions might be negative in regions of relatively good economic conditions. This 

finding should be treated with caution as fixing pathways across regions did not result in a 

significant change in χ2 values. One possible explanation for this unexpected negative 

relationship is that in accordance with research from the field of economics and from research 

on voluntary turnover (Clark, 2004; Griffeth et al., 2000), people are more likely to keep their 

jobs if they perceive negative employment conditions. In other words, if people in relatively 

good economic conditions perceive that there are positive job prospects in the region where 
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they live, it is possible that they would be more likely to leave their employers to look for such 

work.  This could create a situation whereby people who are unemployed might on average 

have more positive sentiments regarding local employment and economic conditions. This 

situation might not extend to regions of mixed or good economic conditions because owing to 

the more severe consequences of unemployment, people might not as readily contemplate 

voluntarily leaving their job. Future research should attempt to confirm and formally test the 

moderating role of economic conditions on the relationship between employment status and 

local-employment sentiment by using multilevel modeling. Importantly, future research should 

prioritize the further identification of the causal mechanisms for such moderation. 

One possible mechanism for the moderating role of economic conditions is situational 

strength (Meyer et al., 2010). As discussed previously, it is possible that variation in economic 

conditions might present differential levels of situational strength. In particular, regions of poor 

and mixed economic conditions might exhibit higher levels of situational strength in ways that 

attenuate any connection between self-evaluation and local-employment sentiment or 

employment status. In other words, the study’s findings are broadly in line with the possibility 

that self-evaluation might only help shape people’s views of local-employment conditions and 

might only assist people in finding and keeping active employment in relatively good economic 

conditions. In regions with less positive economic conditions (e.g., in regions with lower 

employment rates and lower income per capita), it is possible, for example, that stronger 

situational constraints, stronger clarity regarding economic conditions, and more severe 

consequences for events like unemployment might mitigate any benefits otherwise accrued to 

individuals with positive self-evaluations. Alternatively or in addition, it is possible that only 
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in regions with relatively positive economic conditions does one’s relationship with work 

become embedded into one’s self concept – a finding which has important consequences for 

the embeddedness literature (e.g., Allen & Shanock, 2013).  

Future research with more varied economic conditions will be needed to provide further 

insight into the moderating role of regional employment rates and/or income per capita on the 

interrelationships between self-evaluation, employment status, and local-employment 

sentiment. 

Limitations 

Perhaps the most important limitation of this study is its focus on a relatively small 

country in Eastern Europe with socioeconomic dynamics that might not generalize to other 

countries. Indeed, because the quality of the translation of the survey administered to 

Montenegrin citizens is largely unknown, it might be that relationships observed are to an 

extent unique to translation artifacts or to particularities regarding the Montenegrin language. 

Another aspect of this study that limits its results is its cross-sectional nature. Because 

variables were measured at only one time point, any causal inferences regarding the 

relationship between variables should be treated with caution. It is possible, for example, that 

instead of self-evaluation and employment status exerting an effect on local-employment 

sentiment, people’s opinions of local employment conditions might help to shape their views 

of self and their employment statuses. Indeed, such a finding is in broad agreement with 

findings indicating that individuals’ opinions of available job opportunities can help to explain 

voluntary turnover (see Hom & Kinicki, 2001). Moreover, research by Augner (2015) has 
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helped to highlight that economic realities on societal levels of analysis, for example a county’s 

gross domestic product (GDP), can help to shape job satisfaction. 

Another limitation of this study relates to the scale for self-evaluation. The most widely 

used scale to evaluate CSE is a 12-item measure developed by Judge and colleagues (2003). 

Due to resource constraints, this scale was reduced by the administrators of the USAID survey 

to 9 items. In addition, an artifact relating to reverse-coded items was discovered which further 

reduced the scale to 6-items. Even though Judge and colleagues (2003) designed items in the 

CSE scale to tap into multiple sub-constructs (self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, locus of 

control, and emotional stability), and both the EFA and CFA pointed to a single CSE factor, it 

is possible that the items retained were not interpreted in a manner consistent with CSE. Based 

upon the manifest content of the items that were retained, it appears that the scale might have 

been relatively weighted in favor of items evaluating the sub-constructs of self-esteem and 

generalized self-efficacy.  

A third limitation of this study relates to the wording of items evaluating local-

employment sentiment. The prompts provided for those items asked participants to make 

ratings relating to their satisfaction levels (see Appendix D). It is possible that due to the 

mention of the concept of satisfaction that these items were interpreted less as questions about 

broader external realities and more as self-referential evaluations of employment conditions. 

Future research should vary the wording of consumer confidence questions to explore whether 

that wording results in more or less self-referential responses. 



    

 

32 

Conclusion 

While consumer confidence is an important predictor for economic growth, this study 

provided evidence that responses to questions regarding local-employment conditions are 

shaped, at least in part, by predictable psychological response patterns. Specifically, it appears 

that the responses of individuals in relatively good economic conditions are affected by self-

referential framing. Moreover, in regions with relatively poor or mixed economic conditions, 

it appears that individuals might, overtly and/or intuitively, substitute their own employment 

status when making judgments about broader employment conditions.  

In addition to the above insights, this study provided evidence that the positive 

relationship between self-evaluation and employment status observed in other countries likely 

extends to Montenegro – an Eastern European country with an emerging economy. However, 

this positive relationships was only observed in regions with relatively good economic 

conditions. Indeed, the associations of self-evaluation and employment status with local-

employment sentiment were also different in regions with relatively good economic conditions 

in comparison to regions with mixed or poor economic conditions. In light of these differences, 

it appears that broader economic conditions help to shape how people think about the economy 

around them. 

Perhaps the most intriguing finding of the study was the negative relationship observed 

between employment status and local-employment sentiment in regions of good economic 

conditions. Although this finding might appear counterintuitive at first, it is actually in line 

with research that has found that those with favorable views about local employment 

conditions might be more likely to leave their jobs. 



    

 

33 

The findings of this study provide a more nuanced and psychological understanding of 

how people respond to questions that make up consumer confidence surveys. This more 

detailed understanding has relevance to the field of economics because it might allow 

economists and policymakers to better understand what information is actually contained in 

consumer confidence indices. This more nuanced understanding also has relevance to the field 

of psychology because it helps to show that widely and regularly studied indices of consumer 

confidence might be associated with people’s self-evaluation – an important indicator of 

psychosocial wellbeing and other workplace outcomes like job satisfaction. Future 

longitudinal research should continue to investigate the connection between people’s responses 

to consumer confidence questions, their employment status, and CSE to better understand 

psychosocial wellbeing and the psychological underpinnings of economic growth on different 

levels of analysis. 
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Variable

A. Average income per capita (€/year) 416 392 492          ̶          ̶

B. Employment rate (% of workforce) 78% 88% 85%          ̶          ̶

0. Participants (#) 185 122 125 266 166

1. Age (% 35 years old or older) 24% 34% 30% 26% 33%

2. Gender (% female) 47% 34% 37% 39% 42%

3. Education (% college educated or higher) 35% 30% 42% 45% 20%

4. Class (% upper/upper-middle class) 29% 20% 38% 47% 74%

5. Employment status (% employed) 64% 50% 69% 100% 0%

6. Self-evaluation 3.58 (0.79) 3.68 3.56 3.45 3.84 3.16

7. Local-employment sentiment 2.07 (1.00) 1.98 2.01 2.24 2.29 1.70

Employed 

participants

Unemployed 

participants

Note. Statistics for categories A. and B. come from the Montenegrin Statistical Office (USAID, 2012) while statistics in categories 0-7 come from study 

participants. N =432. ()=Standard deviation. Values for categories 6-7 represent average values on 5-point Likert scales.

All 13 regions 

included in the 

present study

432

40%

36%

57%

62%

Regions of 

good 

economic 

conditions

Regions of 

mixed 

economic 

conditions

83%

431

Regions of 

poor 

economic 

conditions

28%

Table 1 

Descriptive statistics by regional economic conditions and employment status 
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SE SE

y1 I am confident I get the success I deserve in life. .678 ( .049 ) * .764 ( .048 ) *

y2 When I try, I generally succeed. .859 ( .025 ) * .824 ( .025 ) *

y3 Sometimes when I fail I feel worthless. 0 ( 0 ) 2                ̶

y4 I complete tasks successfully. .734 ( .028 ) * .790 ( .021 ) *

y5 Sometimes, I do not feel in control of my work. 0 ( 0 ) 2                ̶

y6 Overall, I am satisifed with myself. .848 ( .031 ) * .826 ( .032 ) *

y7 I determine what will happen in my life. .654 ( .045 ) * .669 ( .044 ) *

y8 I do not feel in control of my success in my career. 0 ( 0 ) 2                ̶

y9 I am capable of coping with most of my problems. .763 ( .032 ) * .774 ( .031 ) *

Fit Indices

χ
2

102.7 * 10.8

df 28 6

P-value of Δχ2 difference test against configural                ̶                ̶

P-value of Δχ2 difference test against metric                ̶                ̶

RMSEA .079 .043

χ
2 

confidence interval (90%) - upper .095 .083

χ
2 

confidence interval (90%) - lower .063 .000

CFI .912 .994

TLI .887 .985

Note: N  =432. 
1
Model A includes correlations between the residuals of items y3 and y5 with y8. 

2
Paths fixed at 0. 

3
Model B includes 

correlations between the residuals of items y1 with y4 and y9 and y4 with y7. *p <.05 (two-tailed).

Measurment model A: 

One-factor model with reverse-

coded items fixed at 0
1

Factor loading 

(standardized)

Measurment model B: 

One-factor model with reverse-

coded items removed
3

Factor loading 

(standardized)

Table 2 

Statistics for a confirmatory factor analysis of self-evaluation items 
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Fit Indices Metric

χ
2

71.94 * 75.13 * 103.91 * Δχ
2

df 27 37 57 Δdf

RMSEA       .11 .09       .06 p -value

χ
2 

CI (90%) - upper       .14       .12       .08

χ
2 

 CI (90%) - lower       .08       .06       .03

CFI       .98 .98       .99

TLI       .96       .98       .99

         0.26

       25.86

       22

Note . N  = 432. *p <.05 (two-tailed).

Metric against 

Configural

Scalar against 

Configural

Scalar against 

MetricConfigural

         9.04

       10

  Scalar

         0.53          0.33

       34.95

       32

 

Table 3 

Invariance tests for self-evaluation scale 
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Variable    1    2    3    4    5    6 7

1. Age (% of => 35)        ̶̶  0.13 -0.18 * -0.21 * -0.12 -0.11 -0.11

2. Gender (% of female)        ̶̶  0.33 * 0.02 -0.05 0.14 * -0.05

3. Education (% of college or higher)        ̶̶  0.43 * 0.41 * 0.30 * 0.21 *

4. Class (% of Lower & lower-middle class)        ̶̶  0.65 * 0.58 * 0.46 *

5. Employment status (% of employed)        ̶̶  0.49 * 0.48 *

6. Self-evaluation (5-point Likert)  (0.84) 0.31 *

7. Local-employment sentiment (5-point Likert) (0.79)

Note . *p <.05. N =432-457. Coefficient alpha internal consistency values are provided along the diagonal. 

Dichotomous variables (1-5) are classified as follows: 

1. Age (0=18-35; 1=>35); 2. Gender (0=Male; 1=Female); 3. Education (0=High school or lower, 1=College 

or higher); 4. Class (0=Lower & lower-middle class, 1=Upper & upper-middle);               

5. Employment status (0=unemployed, 1=employed).

Table 4 

Intercorrelations and internal consistencies 
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     β       b SE

y1 I am confident I get the success I deserve in life. .56 1.00 ( .00 )

y2 When I try, I generally succeed. .83 2.16 * ( .52 )

y4 I complete tasks successfully. .59 1.08 * ( .18 )

y6 Overall, I am satisifed with myself. .88 2.75 * ( .59 )

y7 I determine what will happen in my life. .65 1.25 * ( .08 )

y9 I am capable of coping with most of my problems. .85 2.35 * ( .72 )

Hypothesis

tested      β       b SE

Self-evaluation H1 .10 .13 ( .08 )

Employment status H2 .19 .39 * ( .12 )

Age -.04 -.07 ( .14 )

Gender -.05 -.09 ( .09 )

Education .11 .19 ( .13 )

Class .34 .63 * ( .16 )

Core self-evaluation with employment status: H3 .23 .07 ( .04 )

Variance explained      R
2

Local-employment sentiment .21

Fit Indices

χ
2

df

RMSEA .07

χ
2 

CI (90%) - upper .09

χ
2 

 CI (90%) - lower .06

CFI .79

TLI .73

Local-employment 

sentiment regressed on:

       134.49* 

   47

Note . N  = 371. *p <.05 (two-tailed).

Self-evaluation measurement pathways

Structural pathways

Table 5 

Model 1 results 
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     β       b SE      β       b SE      β       b SE

y1 I am confident I get the success I deserve in life. .55 1.00 ( .00 ) .64 1.00 ( .00 ) .80 1.00 ( .00 )

y2 When I try, I generally succeed. .80 1.98 * ( .36 ) .81 1.98 * ( .36 ) .86 1.98 * ( .36 )

y4 I complete tasks successfully. .72 1.57 * ( .34 ) .73 1.57 * ( .34 ) .55 1.57 * ( .34 )

y6 Overall, I am satisifed with myself. .88 2.77 * ( .81 ) .87 2.77 * ( .81 ) .86 2.77 * ( .81 )

y7 I determine what will happen in my life. .68 1.39 * ( .32 ) .75 1.39 * ( .32 ) .60 1.39 * ( .32 )

y9 I am capable of coping with most of my problems. .87 2.62 * ( .81 ) .84 2.62 * ( .81 ) .88 2.62 * ( .81 )

Self-evaluation H1 .11 .14 ( .08 ) -.10 -.09 ( .22 ) .40 .35 * ( .07 ) 1.47 1.42 4.64 *

Employment status H2 .21 .38 * ( .14 ) .39 .83 * ( .12 ) -.16 -.35 * ( .17 ) 1.48 0.51 1.66

Age .01 .02 ( .26 ) .04 .07 ( .31 ) -.15 -.27 * ( .11 )

Gender -.10 -.15 ( .17 ) -.08 -.16 ( .19 ) .04 .06 ( .12 )

Education .17 .27 ( .14 ) .04 .04 ( .32 ) .04 .06 ( .19 )

Class .28 .47 * ( .20 ) .26 .60 * ( .27 ) .49 .80 * ( .18 )

Self-evaluation with employment status: H3 .07 .02 ( .03 ) .29 .14 ( .20 ) .35 .12 * ( .02 ) 1.36 .01 9.18 *

Variance explained      R
2

     R
2

     R
2

Local-employment sentiment .19 .21 .45

Fit Indices

χ
2

df

RMSEA .06

χ
2 

CI (90%) - upper .08

χ
2 

 CI (90%) - lower .05

CFI .91

TLI .91

Structural pathways

255.63* 

173

Note . N  = 371 (Regions with poor economic conditions n= 168, regions with mixed economic conditions n =98, regions with good economic conditions n =105). All paths freed across groups. *p <.05 

(two-tailed).

Measurement pathways

Regions with

poor 

economic conditions

Regions with

mixed 

economic conditions

Regions with

good 

economic conditions

Local-

employment 

sentiment 

regressed on:

Poor and 

mixed paths 

fixed         

Δχ2 

(Δdf =1)

Mixed and 

good    

paths fixed         

Δχ2 

(Δdf =1)

Poor and 

good    

paths fixed         

Δχ2 

(Δdf =1)

Table 6 

Model 2 results 
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Figure 1. Theoretical model to be tested. 
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Figure 2. Results from Models 1 and 2. Symbols in boxes with dotted lines indicate the direction of a pathway. Only pathways 

significant at p<.05 are shown. + = positive; - = negative.  
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Appendix A 

Methodology of USAID (2012) 
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Appendix B                                                                                                                                                           

Regional variables from questionnaire 

Region 

Average 

earnings 

(€/month)  

Unemployment 

rate (%) 

Regional 

categorization         

(if included in 

study) 

 Pljevlja*  540   78  Good 

 Podgorica  535   91   

 Plužine*  523   91  Good 

 Tivat  508   88   

 Budva  483   93   

 Kotor  472   91   

 Nikšić*  462   88  Good 

 Rožaje*  442   85  Good 

 Cetinje  437   78   

 Žablja*  435   81  Poor 

 Bar  434   92   

 Kolašin*  426   79  Poor 

 Mojkovac*  416   77  Poor 

 Herceg Novi  411   92   

 Andrijevica*  404   77  Poor 

 Plav*  401   92  Mixed 

 Šavnik*  393   89  Mixed 

 Danilovgrad*  387   88  Mixed 

 Bijelo Polje*  386   74  Poor 

 Berane*  386   83  Mixed 

 Ulcinj  375   87   

 

   Montenegro                    

(average of all 21 

regions)  441   85  

 

 

Montenegro                  

(average of 13 

regions in study) 431   83 

 

 

 

Note. Regions included in the present study are indicated by an*. 
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Appendix C 

Core self-evaluation scale from Judge and colleagues (2003) and items used in study 

 

Please indicate how much these statements describe you. 

 

1. I am confident I get the success I deserve in life. 

2. When I try, I generally succeed. 

3. Sometimes when I fail I feel worthless.* 

4. I complete tasks successfully. 

5. Sometimes, I do not feel in control of my work.* 

6. Overall, I am satisfied with myself. 

7. I determine what will happen in my life. 

8. I do not feel in control of my success in my career.* 

9. I am capable of coping with most of my problems. 

10. Sometimes I feel depressed.* 

11. There are times when things look pretty bleak or hopeless.* 

12. I am filled with doubts about my competence.* 

 

Note. Items in italics were not administered. Underlined items were retained for use in 

this study. *Indicates item is reverse-coded. The response options are: 1 = Strongly 

Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neutral; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Disagree. 
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Appendix D 

Local-employment sentiment items 

 

How would you rate your satisfaction level on the following on the 

municipal/community level… Offered/available jobs – open vacancy 

announcements and employers; 

 

          Rate level (1-5): 1 = very low; 2 = low; 3 = neutral; 4 = high; 5 = very high; 

Improvement level compared to last year (1-5): 1 = it is much worse; 2 = it is 

worse; 3 =     it remained the same; 4 = it improved; 5 = it greatly improved. 
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Appendix E 

Study proposal document 

 

Introduction 

Investigating the factors that are related to career success and worker well-being is a 

central goal of industrial-organizational psychology. Knowledge of these factors can make 

work more effective, safe, and fulfilling. Especially in places affected by poverty and poor 

health, this knowledge can greatly assist human welfare (World Bank, 2013). Core self-

evaluation (CSE) is an increasingly popular construct used to understand the role of 

individual differences in career success and worker well-being (Chang, Ferris, Johnson, 

Rosen, & Tan, 2012).  CSE seems to be studied the least in the places where an 

understanding of it is needed the most – namely, settings of low socioeconomic development. 

In light of these facts, the purposes of this study are three-fold: (1) to test the known 

relationship of CSE with important objective career outcomes in a setting outside of high-

income countries; (2) to determine the relationship of CSE with people’s satisfaction with 

their local employment conditions; and (3) to explore the influence, if any, of local 

socioeconomic development on these relationships. 

At its heart, CSE represents the fundamental appraisals that individuals make of 

themselves – in particular, appraisals about their capabilities, worthiness, and self-worth. 

Summarizing the body of research on CSE, Judge (2009) stated that “individuals with high 

levels of CSE perform better on their jobs, are more successful in their careers, are more 

satisfied with their jobs and lives, report lower levels of stress and conflict, cope more 

effectively with setbacks, and better capitalize on advantages and opportunities” (p. 58). The 
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most dominant conceptualization of CSE is of an underlying latent trait that is composed of 

four interrelated and overlapping sub-components: generalized self-efficacy, emotional 

stability, locus of control, and self-esteem (Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2003). Each of 

these four sub-components helps to capture an overall evaluation of one’s ability to interact 

effectively with various circumstances and challenges. Judge et al. (2003) define generalized 

self-efficacy as an evaluation of how well one can perform across a variety of situations; 

emotional stability reflects the proclivity of individuals to focus on positive aspects of 

themselves and positive explanatory mechanisms; locus of control relates to beliefs about 

one’s perceived control over events; and self-esteem indicates the overall value one places on 

oneself as a person.  While some have questioned the construct validity of CSE (e.g., 

Johnson, Rosen, & Levy, 2008), a growing body of research in both individualistic and 

collectivistic settings has indicated that holistic measures of CSE demonstrate incremental 

predictive validity over CSE’s four individual sub-components with such outcome measures 

as job satisfaction and affective commitment (Chang et al., 2012; Rode, Judge, & Sun, 2012). 

The positive correlations between CSE and various outcome measures like career 

success, job satisfaction, and life satisfaction have received strong empirical support in 

studies in the United States and Western Europe (e.g., Judge, Bono, Erez, & Locke, 2005; 

Judge, Ilies, & Zhang, 2012; Wanberg, Glomb, Zhaoli, & Sorenson, 2005). In addition, even 

though CSE appears to have been more often studied in individualistic than in collectivistic 

countries, meta-analytic correlations between CSE and a host of outcomes, including: job 

satisfaction, life satisfaction, and occupational stress are in the same direction for samples in 

individualistic cultures as in collectivistic cultures (Chang et al., 2012). However, relatively 
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few studies have investigated CSE’s relationship with objective – as opposed to attitudinal – 

outcomes like employment status or job search behavior in collectivistic cultures (Rode et al., 

2012). 

CSE was originally conceived of as an individual difference which could help explain 

individuals’ evaluations of their external world (Judge, Locke, Durham, & Kluger, 1998). In 

other words, it was theorized that individuals’ inward evaluations (e.g., of one’s competence) 

could help to explain their evaluations of various aspects of their external world. Satisfaction 

with one’s job, and one’s life in general, are two examples of such “external evaluations;” in 

fact, job and life satisfaction have been the overwhelmingly dominant forms of external 

evaluations under consideration in the CSE literature. Additional research into CSE’s 

relationship with different types of external evaluations (e.g., evaluations of other people and 

the world in general) has been called for (Chang et al., 2012). 

Beyond questions of country culture, there does not seem to have been much, if any, 

overt consideration of the role of a setting’s socioeconomic development on CSE’s 

relationship with outcome variables. As explained in more depth below, socioeconomic 

development is a key contextual variable, often measured by average levels of income, which 

differentiates countries in North America and Western Europe from much of the rest of the 

world. Perhaps the lack of attention to socioeconomic development is not surprising given 

Gelfand, Leslie, and Fehr’s (2008) observation that “modern organizational psychology has 

developed within a wealthy, industrialized, and stable context” (p. 489). Yet this gap in the 

literature seems important to fill in light of the “substantial variability” that potentially exists 

in behavioral-science experimental results when those experiments are conducted either in 
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high-income Western settings like the United States or settings that are not Western, highly-

educated, industrialized, high-income, and/or democratic (Heinrich, Hein, & Norenzayan, 

2010, p. 61). As an important example of this variability, the personality variables of 

conscientiousness, extraversion, openness to experience, agreeableness, and emotional 

stability – itself a constituent part of CSE – have been shown to have differential 

relationships with one another across socioeconomic gradients (Meade, Thompson, Kuo, 

Kosinski, & Stillwell, 2013).  

In light of the relative dearth of studies which have looked at CSE’s relationships 

with objective outcomes in collectivistic countries or in countries with low socioeconomic 

development, this proposed study utilizes a population from a country in Southeastern 

Europe to test the relationship of CSE with employment status. This country is characterized 

by socioeconomic development lower than that typically found in the United States and 

Western Europe and is high in the cultural value of collectivism. Moreover, in response to 

calls from the literature, this proposed study explores CSE’s relationship with new forms of 

external evaluations – namely, satisfaction with local employment conditions. Finally, 

because of the potentially important role of socioeconomic development on the expression of 

individual differences, this study tests the potential effects of local (intra-country) 

socioeconomic development on CSE’s relationships with employment status and satisfaction 

with local employment conditions. The specific hypotheses and research questions of this 

proposed study are explored below. 

Core self-evaluation and employment status 
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In previous research, CSE has been positively tied to various measures of career 

success. This includes the attainment of employment and the rate of career progression. For 

example, in a longitudinal analysis, CSE demonstrated a positive relationship with both early 

career success and more advanced career trajectories as measured by job satisfaction, pay, 

and occupational status – a measurement of occupational prestige (Judge & Hurst, 2007). 

More generally, meta-analytic findings have established CSE’s relationship with factors that 

relate to both performing well at work and maintaining interest in work, including: task 

performance, goal commitment, intrinsic motivation, and affective job commitment; in 

addition, CSE has been correlated with lowered turnover intention and reduced stress and 

strain (Chang et al., 2012). The positive effects of CSE also extend to those who experience 

career setbacks as higher levels of CSE are tied to more intense and prolonged job search 

during periods of unemployment (Wanberg et al., 2005). 

Taken together, the above findings indicate that, on average, people with higher CSEs 

are more likely to be employed than those with lower CSEs. These differential levels of 

employment status emerge via at least four causal pathways. First, people with higher CSEs 

will more often aspire to, and work towards, active employment. This is in alignment with 

self-verification theory and existing findings in the CSE literature which suggest that people 

seek out and shape their realities to match their views of self (Judge & Hurst, 2007). Based 

upon the high societal value typically placed on employment, people with higher CSEs are 

presumably more likely to find verification of their favorable views of self while employed – 

as opposed to unemployed. Second, because of CSE’s ties to enhanced motivation, 

organizational commitment, and performance (Chang et al., 2012), people with higher CSEs 
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are ostensibly more likely to be successful at work – thus likely increasing the chances that 

they will be retained in active employment by their employers. Third, because of CSE’s ties 

to greater job satisfaction and workplace health/well-being (Chang et al., 2012), people with 

higher CSEs are probably less likely to leave the workplace due to dissatisfaction or burnout. 

Fourth, because those with higher CSEs are more diligent and sustained in their job search 

activities (Wanberg et al., 2005), when individuals with higher CSEs do become 

unemployed, it seems that they will be more likely to find work than those with lower CSEs. 

The justification for these pathways emerges primarily from research findings in 

individualistic, as opposed to collectivistic countries (Chang et al., 2012). Continued cross-

cultural research into CSE’s relationship with objective outcomes like career success have 

been called for (Rode et al., 2012). Research in collectivistic countries, especially outside of 

the United States and Western Europe, is important because CSE is an inherently self-

focused construct. Collectivistic countries and countries with more traditional values are 

arguably less likely to hold the individualistic and self-centered frames of reference (Gelfand, 

Erez, & Aycan, 2007) that underlie CSEs. However, it should be noted that tentative support 

for CSE’s relationship with employment status does exist within collectivistic Western-

European settings. Salmela-Aro and Nurmi (2007) used a longitudinal design in Finland, a 

collectivistic country, to show that levels of self-esteem, a constituent part of CSE, predicted 

employment status 10 years later. Assuming that this finding generalizes from self-esteem to 

CSE, then it appears likely that employed individuals in collectivistic settings will tend to 

exhibit higher levels of CSE than unemployed individuals, as is the case in individualistic 

settings. Finland is a high-income country and therefore does not provide evidence that CSE 
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is related to employment in settings of low socioeconomic development. Additional research 

is needed to establish CSE’s relationship to employment in settings with average levels of 

income lower than that found in the United States and Western Europe. 

Hypothesis 1: Within a lower-income collectivistic setting, individuals who are 

employed will tend to have higher core self-evaluations than those who are 

unemployed. 

Core self-evaluation and satisfaction with local employment conditions 

As mentioned previously, CSEs were originally conceptualized as a way to help 

explain individuals’ evaluations of their external world. Individuals with higher CSEs tend to 

have greater job and life satisfaction and this relationship has been observed in both 

individualistic countries like the United States and more collectivistic cultures like Israel and 

Japan (Judge et al., 1998; Piccolo, Judge, Takahashi, & Locke, 2005). However, a broader 

understanding of CSE’s relationship with other forms of such “external evaluations” is 

lacking. 

One especially important external evaluation in countries of lower socioeconomic 

development is satisfaction with local employment conditions; that is, for example, 

satisfaction with the availability of jobs and the attractiveness of those jobs. Individuals’ 

satisfaction with local employment conditions are studied as indicators of investment, 

spending, and economic growth (United States Agency for International Development, 

2012). Outside of their economic implications, local employment conditions like the 

availability and attractiveness of alternative jobs can help to shape job embeddedness and job 

commitment (Lee, Mitchell, Sablynski, Burton, & Holton, 2004; Meyer & Herscovitch, 
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2001). Thus, satisfaction with local employment conditions has practical importance to a 

wide range of issues. 

CSE is thought to affect external evaluations via at least two pathways: (1) the 

generation of positive affect and (2) the formation of positive “frames of reference.” In terms 

of the former pathway, an individual’s higher level of self-esteem can lead to generalized 

positive affect which in turn leads to an enhanced focus on more positive aspects of the 

external subject under evaluation (Brief, Butcher, & Roberson, 1995). In terms of the latter 

pathway, Judge et al. (1998) demonstrated that high CSE can creative positive explanatory 

frames of reference for a given situation, event, person, or object. These frames of reference 

are composed of positive interpretations of a given target’s generalized (e.g., overall 

attractiveness) and/or specific attributes (e.g., amount of autonomy in a job). While the 

former pathway draws greater attention to aspects of a situation that are already thought to be 

positive, the latter pathway can add a positive interpretation to aspects of a situation that 

would otherwise be perceived as neutral or negative. Both of these pathways help to explain 

why more positive “internal evaluations” (e.g., higher CSE) can tend to help create more 

positive “external evaluations” (e.g., greater satisfaction with local employment conditions). 

If CSE helps to shape an individual’s satisfaction with local employment conditions, 

then, for example, economic surveys commonly conducted to measure economic conditions 

in a given area might partially reflect individual differences instead of objective realities. 

This possibility highlights the fact that that there are likely at least two influences on 

satisfaction with local employment conditions: CSE and the objective nature of those 
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conditions. In order to capture the unique effects of CSE on satisfaction with employment 

conditions, an objective measure of those conditions will be controlled for.   

Hypothesis 2: Controlling for an objective measure of local employment conditions, 

individuals with higher core self-evaluations will tend to report higher satisfaction 

with those conditions. 

The moderating role of socioeconomic development 

The vast majority of CSE research has been conducted in the United States (Piccolo 

et al., 2005) and, more generally, the vast majority of research in the behavioral sciences has 

been conducted within Western, educated, industrialized, rich, and democratic settings 

(Heinrich et al., 2010). A large amount of societal change along social, educational, 

industrial, and political dimensions is explained by variation in socioeconomic development. 

Socioeconomic development is often measured via indices of economic prosperity. For 

example, relatively high-income “developed” countries are differentiated from lower-income 

“developing” countries based upon those countries’ gross domestic product or income per 

capita. From a theoretical perspective, socioeconomic development can also be understood as 

the degree to which individuals are able to live the lives that they have reason to value (Sen, 

1999). Thus, socioeconomic development can be understood as a form of “freedom” of 

action and choice. As an illustration, consider the limitations inherent in low levels of 

income, education, and health – from not being able to afford basic goods and services, and 

not having an education sufficient to read and write, to being physically limited in mobility 

due to health issues. Arguably, these limitations to personal freedom take on even greater 

strength when the region or country one resides in is defined by such constraints. 
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Variation in average income, education, and health are only a few aspects of 

socioeconomic development. A richer conceptualization emerges from an appreciation of 

variation in physical security and personal values that generally accompanies socioeconomic 

development. Settings low in socioeconomic development tend to bear far lower levels of 

personal security resulting from higher levels and/or greater vulnerability to human and 

environmental threats including warfare, environmental disasters, violent crime, civil strife, 

and famine (United Nations Development Programme, 1994). In addition, socioeconomic 

development over the course of generations is accompanied by predictable changes in 

societal values – transitioning from the prioritization of physical well-being, economic 

security, and societal order (materialist values) to the greater consideration of individual self-

expression and self-actualization (post-materialist values; Inglehart & Welzel, 2005). 

The organizational sciences have been artificially constrained to the priorities, 

perspectives, and populations of regions with relatively high socioeconomic development 

(Gelfand et al., 2008). Are there indications that this constraint has any meaningful impact on 

CSE’s known relationships with important outcomes like career success? Because of its 

relationship with the concept of freedom, one potential way that socioeconomic development 

might affect the relationships between CSE and attitudinal/objective outcomes is through 

situational strength. As defined by Meyer, Dalal, and Hermida (2010) “situational strength 

pertains to the idea that various characteristics of situations have the ability to restrict the 

expression and, therefore, the criterion-related validity of individual differences” (p. 121). 

According to these same authors, the strength of any given situation has been envisioned to 

include at least four facets: “constraints” – the extent to which an individual’s freedom of 
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decision and action is limited by forces outside his or her control; “clarity” – the extent to 

which cues regarding responsibilities or requirements are available and easy to understand; 

“consistency” – the extent to which cues regarding responsibilities or requirements are 

compatible with each other; and “consequences” – the extent to which decisions or actions 

have important or positive/negative implications. 

The potential for situational strength to meaningfully restrict the expression of 

fundamental individual differences has been demonstrated in the case of the personality trait 

of conscientiousness (Meyer, Dalal, & Bonaccio, 2009). Moreover, perceptions of the work 

environment (e.g., of organizational politics) have been shown to alter CSE’s relationship 

with job performance (Kacmar, Collins, Harris, & Judge, 2009). Thus, it is plausible for 

situational strength to affect the relationships of CSE with employment status and/or 

evaluations of local employment conditions. 

Bearing in mind the four facets of situational strength (constraints, clarity, 

consistency, and consequences), a review of findings in development economics presents 

potential parallels between those facets and prototypical situations in settings of high- or low-

socioeconomic development. Traditionally, situational strength is often conceptualized on an 

organizational level of analysis and focuses on work-related behavior; however, due to the 

regional nature of socioeconomic development, this review hypothesizes connections 

between a particular geographic region’s characteristics and individual behavior both at 

work, and in life more generally. First, it appears that high levels of poverty, illiteracy, and 

poor health – both on an individual and regional level – present direct “constraints” upon 

freedom of choice or action and might lead to increased situational strength in less 
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socioeconomically developed settings. Second, it appears that the post-materialist social 

norms that emphasize individual choice and self-actualization and which accompany greater 

levels of socioeconomic development reduce “clarity” as to expected and tolerated social 

behavior and therefore reduce situational strength in more socioeconomically developed 

settings. Third, and related to clarity, socioeconomic development carries with it a reduction 

in “consistency” of expected and tolerated social behavior as variation in personal behavior is 

more likely to be tolerated and accepted by those with post-materialist values. Finally, 

settings low in socioeconomic development exhibit greater situational strength due to more 

severe “consequences” resulting from variations of social and economic behavior outside of 

what is expected, tolerated, or tied to economic/physical well-being. For example, voluntary 

and involuntary turnover in settings of low socioeconomic development tend to carry far 

greater consequences for health and well-being in the absence of public assistance programs 

(e.g., welfare and unemployment insurance) that tend to predominate in both prevalence and 

effectiveness in more socioeconomically developed settings. In summary, socioeconomic 

development possibly leads to lessened situational strength through reduced income, 

educational, and health constraints, diminished social clarity and consistency, and moderated 

consequences of variations in work and social behavior. 

The hypothesized reduced situational strength resulting from a setting’s 

socioeconomic development (herein referred to as socioeconomic strength) is likely related 

to, but distinct from, a society’s cultural tightness or looseness (Gelfand, 2012). A society’s 

tightness/looseness is an indication of the extent to which various countries either have 

strong norms and a low tolerance for deviant behavior or weak norms and a high tolerance 
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for such behavior (Gelfand et al., 2011). Socioeconomic strength is comparable to 

tightness/looseness because they both represent gradients of restraint on personal behavior. In 

addition, societal tightness emerges in response to perceived societal threats to the social and 

physical integrity of a population. Because physical security is related to socioeconomic 

development, settings of lower socioeconomic development are likely to exhibit greater 

cultural tightness due to enhanced threats to physical/social safety. However, the restrictions 

on personal behavior from socioeconomic strength are broader than those from cultural 

tightness/looseness. Socioeconomic strength is not limited to social restrictions on behavior 

like tightness/looseness is; indeed socioeconomic strength includes literal restrictions on 

potential actions resulting from diminished income, education, and health. Moreover, many 

threats that might lead to societal tightness operate independently of socioeconomic 

development. For example, some tight societies perceive threats from aggressive neighboring 

countries not due to their socioeconomic development, but due to their geographic location. 

Finally, tightness/looseness can also be distinguished from socioeconomic strength because 

the former concept operates on the level of cultures which are commonly viewed as being 

related to countries while socioeconomic development exhibits meaningful fluctuation within 

countries and across country boundaries. For example, the country of Montenegro exhibits 

considerable socioeconomic diversity among its various constituent regions.  

In light of the proposed thesis that greater socioeconomic development carries with it 

weaker situational constraints, and therefore, allows for greater expression of individual 

differences, the following research questions are explored: 
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Research Question 1: Will observed relationships between core self-evaluation and 

employment status be stronger in regions with higher socioeconomic development? 

Research Question 2: Will observed relationships between core self-evaluation and 

satisfaction with local employment conditions be stronger in regions with higher 

socioeconomic development? 

Method 

The proposed study utilizes data collected from a survey funded by the United States 

Agency for International Development (USAID; 2012) and executed in cooperation with the 

East-West Management Institute, the American Chamber of Commerce in Montenegro, CHF 

International, and the Montenegrin Statistical Office. These entities undertake an annual 

survey to develop important measures of good governance and economic growth in the 

country of Montenegro.  

Setting 

Montenegro is a country in Southeastern Europe with a population of approximately 

650,000 people (Central Intelligence Agency, 2013). It is categorized as upper-middle-

income by the World Bank (2014) – indicating that the country is one level below the high-

income countries that are traditionally thought of as “developed.” Montenegro’s gross 

domestic product per capita, a measurement of economic development is $11,900 – less than 

one fourth that of the United States at $52,800 (Central Intelligence Agency, 2013). 

Montenegro’s cultural orientation is not classified by Hofstede’s (2001) inventories of 

country cultures so the cultural orientation of Serbia is used as a proxy because Montenegro 

gained independence from Serbia in 1996 and despite a long and complicated history, holds 
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close social, cultural, political, and economic ties to the Montenegrin population (Central 

Intelligence Agency, 2013). The Serbian culture is defined by low levels of individualism 

and relatively high levels of power distance and uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 2001). 

Design and Procedure 

The proposed study will utilize a cross-sectional design to determine statistically 

significant relationships between the variables involved in two hypotheses and two research 

questions. The study and its hypotheses and research questions will involve the independent 

variable of CSE, the two dependent variables of employment status and satisfaction with 

local employment conditions, and the moderating variable of regional socioeconomic 

development. In addition, an objective measure of local employment conditions and, where 

called for, the demographic factors of age, gender, education, and individual socioeconomic 

class will be controlled for. Survey questions were translated into Montenegrin from English 

by trained translators. Data were collected through direct interviews with respondents by 

trained Montenegrin interviewers. The number of respondents per region was predetermined 

at the country level while the actual number of those interviewed in each region was selected 

“somewhat randomly” (United States Agency for International Development, 2012, p. 7).  

Sample 

This study will utilize data from 1,089 adults (age 18+) living in the 21 regions of the 

country of Montenegro. Due to time and resource constraints, respondents in only 13 regions 

(n=599) were asked to complete a measure of CSE with 509 respondents completing the CSE 

measure. The average number of adults sampled who completed the CSE scale per region is 

39 with a minimum of 27 and a maximum of 52. 
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Measures 

Demographic variables. The survey included the demographic variables of age, 

gender, education, and individual socioeconomic class (see Appendix A). The variable for 

age was divided into six ordinal categories spanning different age classifications (1 = 18-25; 

… 6 = >66). The gender category was dichotomous (male = 1; female = 2). Education level 

was indicated by 6 categories of ascending educational attainment (1= no education; … 6 = 

Master’s/PhD). Finally, evaluations of individual socioeconomic class were divided into four 

categories (1 = upper class; … 4 = lower class). 

Core self-evaluation. The 9-item CSE scale included in the survey (see Appendix B) 

is a reduced version of Judge et al.’s (2003) 12-item scale. The scale was reduced by USAID 

due to time/resource limitations; the three items identified for elimination were determined 

based upon the translator’s belief that those items were least likely to be properly interpreted 

in Montenegrin. According to Judge et al. (2003), items in their scale pertain to more than 

one sub-facet of the CSE construct (e.g., self-esteem and locus of control). Table 1 lists all 

original 12 items and indicates the nine items retained in the survey used to collect data for 

this study. Even though Judge et al. (2003) do not formally connect items of their measure to 

any given sub-construct, an informal review of the content of the remaining nine items 

suggests that aspects of each of the four sub-constructs are included.  

Employment status. Employment status (see Appendix C) was divided into seven 

categories (1 = employed; 2 = unemployed – looking for employment; 3 = unemployed – not 

looking for employment; 4 = student; 5 = pensioner; 6 = entrepreneur/self-employed; 7 = 

seasonal worker). In order to reduce employment status to a dichotomous variable, categories 
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2 and 3 will be re-coded as unemployed (=0), categories 1, 6, and 7 will be re-coded as 

employed (=1), and individuals indicating they are in categories 4 and 5 will be excluded 

from analysis in the second hypothesis and the subsequent research question involving 

employment status. 

Satisfaction with local employment conditions. The survey includes Likert-type 

evaluations of individuals’ satisfaction with the current level, and satisfaction with the 

improvement from last year, of 20 different aspects of quality of life in the local community 

(e.g., satisfaction with the availability and accessibility of medical treatment). Current levels 

of satisfaction are evaluated on a 5-point scale (1 = very low; … 5 = very high) while 

satisfaction with improvement from last year is given on a different 5-point scale (1 = it is 

much worse; … 5 = it greatly improved). 

Three aspects of quality of life in the local community relate directly to local 

employment conditions (see Appendix C); they are: “offered/available jobs – open vacancy 

announcements and employers,” “the attractiveness of employment in public/private 

companies/institutions that offer jobs in your municipality,” and the “participation and 

contribution of companies in social life (donations, scholarships, support to sport, youth, etc.) 

in your municipality.” Because each of these three aspects of local employment conditions is 

evaluated both in terms of improvement from last year and current levels, there are 

potentially a total of six items related to local employment conditions. Exploratory factor 

analysis will be used to determine whether these items should be combined as one 

(combining all six items), two (separating items according to scale), three (separating items 
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according to the particular aspect of the local employment condition), or kept as six separate 

measures. 

Local employment conditions. An objective measure of local employment 

conditions, namely a region’s level of unemployment, will be used as a control variable to 

test the second hypothesis. Regional unemployment is the percentage of those unemployed 

out of the region’s total workforce. Unemployment levels within a region were incorporated 

by USAID into the survey documentation (see Appendix D). Regions are coded categorically 

by name. 

Socioeconomic development. A region’s average individual earnings (in Euros) will 

be used as estimates of that region’s socioeconomic development in line with the standard 

practice of substituting economic measures of prosperity for levels of socioeconomic 

development (World Bank, 2014). Average earnings within a region were incorporated by 

USAID into the survey documentation (see Appendix D). 

Analyses 

The proposed study will be based on the 509 individuals who completed all 9 of the 

CSE items. The reliability of the measure will be determined via a Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient. All variables and their interrelationships will then be screened and inspected for 

data inaccuracy, nonlinearity, heteroscedasticity, non-normality, multicollinearity, and 

outliers according to procedures outlined in Tabachnick and Fidell (2013).  

Because the survey includes people (level 1) nested within regions (level 2), a 

preliminary analysis of variability between regions will be conducted to determine whether 

multi-level modeling is required. Multilevel models incorporate information at different 
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levels of analysis but do not violate the assumptions of homoscedasticity or independence of 

observations required by the general linear model (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). If sufficient 

variability is not present, traditional linear regression analyses will be utilized. If, as 

expected, multi-level modeling is warranted, the proposed study’s hypotheses and research 

question will be tested as follows. 

Hypothesis 1: Within a lower-income collectivistic setting, individuals who are 

employed will tend to have higher core self-evaluations than those who are unemployed. 

For hypothesis 1, the relationship between the independent variable of CSE (level 1) and the 

dependent variable of employment status (level 1) will be tested by the significance and 

direction of the appropriate coefficient in a “random coefficients regression” multi-level 

model (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). In support of the understanding of this relationship, the 

significance of the coefficients evaluating random error on level-2 (that of the region) will be 

evaluated to determine whether any observed association between the independent and 

dependent variables varies significantly between regions.  

Because of the potentially confounding influence of age, gender, educational 

attainment, and individual socioeconomic class these variables will be controlled for if they 

exhibit statistically significant bivariate correlations with employment status.  

Hypothesis 2: Controlling for an objective measure of local employment 

conditions, individuals with higher core self-evaluations will tend to report higher 

satisfaction with those conditions. For hypothesis 2, the relationship(s) between the 

independent variable of CSE (level-1) and the dependent variable(s) of satisfaction with local 

employment conditions (level-1) will be established through a random-coefficient regression 
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multilevel model or models. The number of models will be determined by the number of 

measures of satisfaction with local employment conditions that appear warranted from an 

exploratory factor analysis. In each model, hypothesis tests will emerge from the significance 

and direction of the coefficient tied to the independent variable. The significance of the 

coefficients evaluating random error on level-2 (that of the region) will also be assessed to 

determine whether any observed association between the independent and dependent 

variables varies significantly between regions. 

Because of the potentially confounding influence of age, gender, educational 

attainment, and individual socioeconomic class these variables will be controlled for if they 

exhibit statistically significant bivariate correlations with satisfaction with local employment 

conditions. In addition, in order to isolate the unique relationship, if any, between CSE and 

higher satisfaction with local employment conditions, a measure of local employment 

conditions, the regional unemployment rate, will be controlled for. 

Research questions 1 and 2: Will the observed relationship(s) of core self-

evaluation with employment status and/or satisfaction with local economic conditions 

be stronger in regions with higher socioeconomic development? For the research 

questions, each analysis will be repeated with the use of the “slopes and means as outcome” 

multi-level model (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) which includes an independent variable on 

level-2 – namely, that of a region’s average level of income. A significant coefficient related 

to the level-2 variable will indicate moderation by socioeconomic development on level-1 

relationships. Interpretation of moderation will be made by graphing the variables involved. 
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In support of the understanding of any significant moderating relationships, the 

coefficients evaluating random error on level-2 (that of the region) will be assessed to 

determine whether any observed associations vary significantly between regions. 
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