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ABSTRACT

Body esteem, self-esteem, and sexual satisfaction in-
fluence people’s well-being so it is important to look 
for psychological factors that may contribute to their 
improvement. However, men and women differ in 
the factors that affect their body esteem, self-esteem, 
and sexual satisfaction. We analyzed links between 
men’s and women’s self-esteem, body esteem, sexual 
satisfaction, and self-compassion. The research in-
volved 716 heterosexual participants (365 men and 
351 women). All measured variables correlated pos-
itively; however, some correlations were stronger 
among women than among men. Mediation analy-
ses revealed that sexual satisfaction directly affected 
women’s body esteem but did not directly affect men’s 
body esteem. Self-compassion and sexual satisfaction 
explained more variance in self-esteem and body es-
teem among women than among men. We explained 
observed differences in the contexts of the self-per-
ception theory and the objectification theory.
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INTRODUCTION

Body esteem, self-esteem, and sexual satisfaction are factors affecting people’s well-being 
(Paradise & Kernis, 2002; Olenik-Shemesh et al., 2018; Vasconcelos et al., 2022) and 
their low level contributes to reduced satisfaction with life (Vasconcelos et al., 2022; Pelc 

et al., 2023). However, body esteem, self-esteem, and sexual satisfaction are related (Castel-
lini et al., 2017; Claudat & Warren, 2014; Taleporos & McCabe, 2002), so it is important 
to look for psychological factors that may contribute to their parallel improvement. On 
the other hand, body esteem in women and men is based on different factors (Franzoi & 
Shields, 1984). Moreover, women more often have lower body esteem and self-esteem than 
men (Prichard & Tiggemann, 2005; Harrison & Fredrickson, 2003; Lowery et al., 2005) and 
such discrepancies are regulated by cultural norms and standards of femininity (Brannon, 
2016). Therefore, gender differences should be considered in research on the links between 
body esteem, self-esteem, and sexual satisfaction.

In the current study, we analyzed links between self-esteem, body esteem, sexual satis-
faction, and self-compassion among men and women. Many studies have shown that body 
esteem and self-esteem positively influence sexual satisfaction (e.g., Castellini et al., 2017; 
Claudat & Warren, 2014). However, the opposite direction has also been analyzed, where 
sexual satisfaction translates into more positive body esteem and self-esteem (cf. Taleporos 
& McCabe, 2002). In addition, different factors influence men’s and women’s sexual satis-
faction (Smith et al., 2011; Stephenson et al., 2011). The complexity of the relationships be-
tween self-esteem, body esteem, and sexual satisfaction is even higher because self-esteem 
and body esteem are linked with self-compassion (cf. Albertson et al., 2015), which affects 
their growth.

SELF-ESTEEM AND BODY ESTEEM

Self-esteem is a relatively constant positive or negative attitude toward oneself (Rosenberg, 
1965). Self-esteem is associated with adaptive skills (Pyszczynski et al., 2004), and is de-
termined by how people are perceived by others and by how others react to them (Leary 
& Baumeister, 2000). Self-esteem links to body image (Olivardia et al., 2004; Paxton et al., 
2006), which represents individual experiences and positive or negative feelings toward one’s 
body (Cash & Pruzinsky, 2002). Cultural patterns also form the context in which body im-
age develops (López-Guimerà et al., 2010).

Body esteem differs across genders (Franzoi & Shields, 1984). In men, body esteem is 
affected by physical attractiveness, upper body strength, and physical condition. In women, 
body esteem is affected by sexual attractiveness, weight concerns, and physical condition. 
Moreover, body esteem differs more among women than among men (Franzoi & Shields, 
1984). Women experience sexual objectification and perceive themselves as objects to be 
looked at and judged based on their body appearance more often than men (Fredrickson 
& Roberts, 1997). The effects of such sexual objectification include negative body image 
(Prichard & Tiggemann, 2005), eating disorders (Muehlenkamp & Saris-Baglama, 2002), 
symptoms of depression and lower self-esteem (Harrison & Fredrickson, 2003; Lowery 
et al., 2005), and sexual dysfunctions (Steer & Tiggemann, 2008).

https://doi.org/10.21697/sp.2020.20.1.01
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SELF-COMPASSION

Self-compassion is an accepting attitude toward oneself, even in situations of experiencing 
failure or having a sense of imperfection (Neff, 2011). Self-compassion includes openness 
and sensitivity to one’s suffering, accompanied by a feeling of caring and kindness toward 
oneself, adopting an understanding and nonjudgmental attitude about one’s imperfections 
and failures, and realizing that one’s experiences are part of the universal human experience 
(Neff, 2003a, 2003b). Compared to self-esteem, self-compassion provides greater emotional 
resistance and stability and is associated with a weaker focus on ego defense and self-im-
provement (Neff, 2011). Self-compassion also mitigates negative emotions after receiving 
ambiguous feedback, especially in people with low self-esteem (Leary et al., 2007).

A higher self-compassion is associated with lower body shame, lower body dissatisfaction, 
lower tendency to objectified body consciousness, lower body surveillance, and less negative 
eating attitudes (Liss & Erchull, 2015; Mosewich et al., 2011; Wollast et al., 2021). Among 
women, higher self-compassion predicts fewer body and weight concerns along with lower 
body preoccupation (Wasylkiw et al., 2012). Among men, self-compassion moderate rela-
tionship between gender role stress and the self-stigma of seeking help (Booth et al., 2019). 
In romantic relationships, self-compassion correlates positively with perceived quality of re-
lationships ( Jacobson et al., 2018) and predicts positive relationship behaviors (Neff & Be-
retvas, 2013). Higher self-compassion also helps deal with distress regarding sexual problems 
and is associated with higher sexual satisfaction (Ferreira et al., 2020).

SEXUAL SATISFACTION

Sexual satisfaction is a subjective evaluation of aspects associated with one’s sexual relation-
ships (Lawrance & Byrnes, 1995). Sexual satisfaction is shaped by being in close relation-
ships, as well as by individual traits (Sánchez-Fuentes et al., 2014). Sexual satisfaction pos-
itively correlates with satisfaction with the relationship (Henderson et al., 2009; Litzinger 
& Gordon, 2005), quality of communication with partner (MacNeil & Byers, 2009), mental 
and physical conditions (Scott et al., 2012), and well-being (Davison et al., 2009).

Sexual satisfaction also correlates positively with self-esteem (cf. Lin & Lin, 2018) and 
people with higher body esteem have fewer appearance-based distracting thoughts dur-
ing sexual activity, which leads to greater sexual pleasure (Pujols et al., 2010). On the other 
hand, self-objectification decreases the quality of sexual activity and body shame and body 
self-consciousness during sexual activity negatively correlate with sexual satisfaction (Clau-
dat & Warren, 2014). Reduced mindfulness, which is an aspect of self-compassion, correlates 
with a negative perception of one’s own body in a sexual context and translates into lower 
sexual satisfaction (Fink et al., 2009). Moreover, among couples in which women suffer from 
vulvodynia (pain during intercourse), partners with higher self-compassion report higher 
satisfaction with relationship and lower sexual distress (Santerre-Baillargeon et al., 2018).

CURRENT STUDY

In the current study, we wanted to analyze links between self-esteem, body esteem, sexual 
satisfaction, and self-compassion. We formulated six hypotheses regarding the relationships 
between these variables (see Table 1). We decided to check our hypotheses in the overall 
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sample and in groups of men and women because body appearance has different functions 
among sexes (Buss, 1989; Puts, 2010). Such approach is also justified from the perspective 
of objectification theory (Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997), which states that women, more than 
men, are socialized to internalize the observer’s perspective as their primary view of their 
physical selves and monitor the outward appearance of their bodies which results in in-
creased feelings of shame, poor body image, and self-loathing (Lowery et al., 2005; Prichard 
& Tiggemann, 2005).

We also conducted mediation analyses including sexual satisfaction and self-compassion 
as exogenous variables, self-esteem as a mediator, and body esteem as an outcome. We based 
our model on the following assumption that self-compassion is a general attitude toward 
oneself (Neff, 2003a, 2011); thus, it may affect self-esteem and body esteem. Subsequently, 
sexual satisfaction is perceived as a desired aspect of people’s life (Sánchez-Fuentes et al., 
2014) and is related to physical functions of the body (Scott et al., 2012); thus, it may affect 
self-esteem and body esteem. Moreover, self-esteem is a general, relatively constant trait 
(Rosenberg, 1965); thus, it may affect many specific aspects of people’s self-evaluation, such 
as body esteem.

Table 1. Hypotheses regarding links between self-esteem, body esteem, sexual satisfaction, and self-compassion
Hypothesis Background

(H1) Sexual satisfaction would positively correlate with body esteem. If people had a satisfactory sexual life, they might judge their body 
not so much in terms of what it looks like, but rather in terms of how 
much pleasure it gives them and their sexual partners.

(H2) Self-esteem would positively correlate with body esteem. People with higher self-esteem may tend to make more positive 
judgments about their bodies.

(H3) Higher self-compassion would correlate with higher sexual 
satisfaction (e.g., by accepting the possibility that there are better and 
worse moments in one’s sexual life).

Self-compassion manifests through a greater understanding and 
acceptance of one’s own’s imperfections, weaknesses, and failures.

(H4) Self-compassion would positively correlate with self-esteem (e.g., 
through a more accepting attitude toward the actual self).
(H5) Self-compassion would positively correlate with body esteem 
(e.g., because higher self-compassion may lead to a greater accept-
ance of the body)
(H6) Self-esteem and body esteem would display a higher correlation 
among women than among men

Body appearance has different functions among sexes. Moreover, 
women, more than men, are socialized to internalize the observer’s 
perspective as their primary view of their physical selves and 
monitor the outward appearance of their bodies which results in 
increased feelings of shame, poor body image, and self-loathing.

METHOD

PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE

We conducted our study on a Polish sample of heterosexual men and women collected with 
snowball sampling method. The participants provided answers by paper and pencil or by 
an online survey module. The participants did not provide any information that would al-
low for the identification of individual participants or link specific responses to a specific 
person. The respondents were informed about the purpose of the study and participated in 
it voluntarily and without remuneration.

The study involved 716 heterosexual participants, including 365 men and 351 women. 
The mean age was 27.53 years (SD = 9.38 years). Men and women did not differ in terms 
of age (t = -0.64, p = .53, d = .05). Sample size was satisfactory concerning the a priori likeli-
hood of the effects posited in the hypotheses being revealed, here with a threshold value of p 
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of .05 in the two-tailed tests and power of .80 of the tests used. For the parameters adopted, 
significant correlation coefficients ≥ .20 should be found in a sample of 191 respondents, and 
weak intergroup differences (d = .20) in a sample of 310 respondents. The size of the study 
sample exceeded both the threshold values mentioned above.

MEASURES

We measured self-esteem using the Self-Esteem Scale (SES; Rosenberg, 1989; Polish ad-
aptation by Łaguna et al., 2007). The participants were asked how much they agreed (1 = 
strongly disagree; 4 = strongly agree) with 10 items corresponding to their general evaluations 
of themselves. Cronbach’s α reliability coefficients were as follows: overall sample α = .87, 
men α = .87, and women α = .88).

To measure body esteem, we used the Body Esteem Scale (BES; Franzoi & Shields, 
1984; Polish adaptation by Lipowska & Lipowski, 2013), which consists of 35 items regard-
ing an individual’s perceptions of their body. The respondents were asked to identify their 
feelings about specific parts of their body using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = I have a strong 
negative feeling; 5 = I have a strong positive feeling. The tool’s reliability was as follows: overall 
sample α = .94, men α = .94, and women α = .94.

We measured self-compassion using the Polish translation of the Short Form 
of Self-Compassion Scale (SCS-SF; Raes et al., 2011), which consists of 12 statements con-
cerning the components of self-compassion: self-kindness, common humanity, and mind-
fulness. The respondents gave their answers on a 5-point scale (1 = Almost never; 5 = Almost 
always). The reliability of the tool was as follows: overall sample α = .81; men α = .77; women 
α = .84.

To measure sexual satisfaction, we used the Sexual Satisfaction Scale by Davies et al. 
(2006; Polish translation by Szumski & Małecka, 2009); this scale consists of 21 statements, 
on which the respondents answered using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = I strongly disagree; 5 = 
I strongly agree). The reliability of the tool was satisfactory: overall sample α = .87; men α = 
.87; women α = .87.

We averaged the scores of all measures used. We performed statistical analyses using 
JAMOVI software (version 2.3.2).

RESULTS

Descriptive statistics and pairwise comparisons among men and women are presented in 
Table 2. Men displayed higher self-esteem (p < .05), body esteem (p < .001), and self-com-
passion (p < .001) than women. However, sexual satisfaction did not differ across genders.

Table 2. Measured variables – Descriptive statistics and gender differences

Variable Overall sample Men Women t d
M SD M SD M SD

Sexual satisfaction 3.36 0.63 3.40 0.63 3.33 0.63 1.54 .12
Body esteem 3.64 0.60 3.74 0.56 3.54 0.61 4.58** .34
Self-esteem 3.03 0.54 3.07 0.55 2.98 0.53 2.32* .17
Self-compassion 3.02 0.68 3.13 0.64 2.90 0.70 4.68** .35

Note: *p < .05, ** p < .001

https://doi.org/10.21697/sp.2020.20.1.01
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Correlation analysis (see Table 3) confirmed the positive relationship between sexual sat-
isfaction and body esteem (p < .001), as posited in Hypothesis 1. However, this relationship 
was stronger in women than in men (p < .05). Consistent with Hypothesis 2, participants 
revealed positive links between self-esteem and body esteem (p < .001). We also observed 
positive relationship between sexual satisfaction and self-compassion (p < .01), as posited 
in Hypothesis 3. Consistent with Hypothesis 4, self-compassion linked with self-esteem 
positively (p < .001); however, this relationship was stronger in women than in men (p < 
.05). We also observed positive correlations between self-compassion and body esteem (p < 
.001), as posited in Hypothesis 5. Hypothesis 6 was also accurate since we observed higher 
correlation between self-esteem and body esteem among women than among men (p < .01).

Table 3. Correlation coefficients in the overall sample and groups of men and women

Overall sample Sexual satisfaction Body esteem Self-esteem
Body esteem .26***
Self-esteem .26*** .50***
Self-compassion .19*** .45*** .57***
Men Sexual satisfaction Body esteem Self-esteem
Body esteem .16**
Self-esteem .21*** .42***
Self-compassion .14** .38*** .51***
Women Sexual satisfaction Body esteem Self-esteem
Body esteem .34***
Self-esteem .31*** .57***
Self-compassion .22*** .47*** .62***
Difference between men and women 
(Fischer z, two-tailed)

Sexual satisfaction Body esteem Self-esteem

Body esteem -2.57*
Self-esteem -1.43 -2.66**
Self-compassion -1.10 -1.47 -2.16*

Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01; ***p < .001

We carried out mediation analyses separately for men and women (see Figure 1). We cal-
culated 95% confidence intervals using the bootstrapping method with 10,000 samples (see 
Appendix). Among women, all effects were significant. However, among men, direct effect 
of sexual satisfaction on body esteem turned out to be insignificant. The model explained 
37.21% of women’s body esteem and 42.08% of women’s self-esteem, as well as 22.13% 
of men’s body esteem and 29.91% of men’s self-esteem.

Figure 1. Regression model of body esteem with sexual satisfaction and self-compassion  
as predictors and self-esteem as a mediator

Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; D.E. = direct effect, ID.E. = indirect effect, T.E. = total effect.
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DISCUSSION

Our results showed that sexual satisfaction, self-compassion, self-esteem, and body esteem 
were positively correlated. However, the correlations between sexual satisfaction and body 
esteem, self-esteem and body esteem, and self-compassion and self-esteem were stronger 
among women than among men. Mediation analyses also revealed that although sexual sat-
isfaction and self-compassion had significant total effects on self-esteem and body esteem, 
these effects were stronger among women than among men. Moreover, the model explained 
more variance in body esteem and self-esteem among women than among men.

Our results suggest that people with higher sexual satisfaction may treat their experi-
ences as a context that elevates their self-perception and use judgments concerning the sex-
ual sphere when referring to other aspects related to self-satisfaction These results refer 
to the self-perception theory (Bem, 1972) and the evaluative subjective well-being model 
(Schwartz & Strack, 1999). According to the self-perception theory, people form beliefs 
about themselves based on observations of their own activities (e.g., sexual activity). Ac-
cording to the evaluative subjective well-being model, people rate their overall satisfaction 
in the context of their specific experiences (e.g., related to sexual aspects). Other research 
has shown that sexual life and sexual satisfaction influence higher self-esteem among older 
people (Choi et al., 2011). Our results also are consistent with the results showing that sex-
ual satisfaction is a positive predictor of self-esteem among people with physical disabilities 
(Taleporos & McCabe, 2002) and correlate with higher self-esteem among patients with 
relapse-remitting multiple sclerosis (Furmańska et al., 2017). Therefore, our results support 
more open communication and higher fulfillment of people’s sex-related needs, which may 
contribute to an improvement in self-esteem and satisfaction with one’s appearance.

The positive effects of self-compassion on self-esteem and body esteem suggest that 
the development of skills that allow people to distance themselves from their weaknesses 
and failures can provide a starting point for increasing their level of self-esteem and satis-
faction with their bodies. A positive correlation between self-compassion and sexual satis-
faction was consistent with previous studies ( Jacobson et al., 2018; Neff & Beretvas, 2013). 
Moreover, previous studies have shown that a higher ability to develop such component 
of self-compassion as mindfulness is important for a better quality of sexual life, especially 
among women (Fink et al., 2009; Leavitt et al., 2019).

Observed differences between men and women may be explained by objectification the-
ory (Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997). Cultural norms force women more than men to be at-
tractive (Parker et al., 2017) and to show satisfaction during sex (Chadwick & van Anders, 
2017). Moreover, women’s sexual dissatisfaction and other sexual problems are attributed 
to their internal characteristics (Angel, 2010). Therefore, a low level of sexual satisfaction 
can lower women’s self-esteem and body esteem. On the other hand, a high self-compassion 
may protect women from the influence of cultural demands and patterns related to sex and 
body. Compared with women, men judge themselves less often in the context of their ap-
pearance (cf. Furnham et al., 2002). Therefore, men’s self-esteem may be less related to their 
body esteem. From a different perspective, men perceive successful and satisfactory sexual 
activity as an indicator of self-esteem; for example, men with erectile dysfunction treated 
with Sildenafil experienced a significant improvement in self-esteem, self-confidence, and 
satisfaction with their close relationships (O’Leary et al., 2006).

Our study revealed gender as an important factor that affects relationships between 
self-compassion, self-esteem, body esteem, and sexual satisfaction among men and women. 
These gender differences may be associated with reduced well-being among women, which 
may result in difficulties such as eating disorders (Harrison & Fredrickson, 2003), affective 
disorders (Gao et al, 2022), and self-perception disorders (Lowery et al., 2005). Therefore, 
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our results support psychoeducational and psychotherapeutic interventions that would de-
velop self-compassion, self-esteem, and body-esteem, taking into account the need to adapt 
these interventions to the gender of their participants (Alleva et al., 2015).

LIMITATION AND CONCLUSION

Our study is not without limitations. Firstly, the measurement of body esteem was not ac-
companied by an investigation of other body-related aspects, e.g., weight normativity and 
perceived body attractiveness. Secondly, we measured only general level of self-esteem; how-
ever, it would be useful to include a more specific indicator of self-esteem related to sexual 
aspects, e.g. sexual self-esteem (Kong et al., 2023). Thirdly, although our mediation model 
described the relationships between measured variables, data collected in cross-sectional 
studies do not allow for cause-and-effect conclusions (Maxwell & Cole, 2007). Future stud-
ies should verify our results using an experimental or longitudinal methodology. Fourthly, 
we focused on Polish heterosexual people, and we did not include participants’ relationship 
status in our analyses. Future research should include samples of nonheterosexual people 
and people with different relationship statuses as well as people from other cultural contexts 
to check whether the relationships between variables are universal or rather culture-depend-
ent. Finally, in our model, we included sexual satisfaction as a predictor of self-esteem and 
body esteem. Although such an approach appears in psychological research (Taleporos & 
McCabe, 2002), esteem aspects are often mentioned as affecting sexual satisfaction (e.g., 
Castellini et al., 2017; Claudat & Warren, 2014). We do not postulate one-way relationships 
between sexual satisfaction and self-esteem and body esteem. However, considering possi-
ble impact of sexual satisfaction on self-esteem and body esteem is justified in the context 
of theories indicating the importance of individual experiences in shaping general beliefs 
about oneself (Bem, 1972, Schwarz & Strack, 1999).

We conducted a study of correlations and mediation effects between sexual satisfaction, 
self-compassion, self-esteem, and body esteem among men and women. Our results suggest 
that people may judge their self-esteem and body esteem in the context of self-compassion 
and the quality of their sexual lives. However, links between mentioned variables differ 
across genders. Moreover, self-compassion and sexual satisfaction explained more variance 
in self-esteem and body esteem among women than among men.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

Supplementary Table 1. Regression coefficients in the mediation model

Effect
Men Women

b (SE) 95% C.I. β b (SE) 95% C.I. β
Total
SS  BES .10 (.04) .01–.18 .11* .24 (.05) .14–.33 .24***
SC  BES .32 (.04) .24–.41 .37*** .37 (.04) .29–.49 .42***
Direct
SS  BES .06 (.05) -.03–.15 .07 .17 (.05) .08–.26 .17***
SC BES .19 (.05) .08–.29 .22*** .16 (.05) .06–.27 .19***
SS  SES .12 (.04) .04–.20 .14** .15 (.04) .08–.22 .18***
SC  SES .43 (.04) .36–.50 .49*** .44 (.03) .38–.50 .59***
SES  BES .30 (07) .17–.45 .30*** .46 (.07) .32–.59 .40***
Indirect
SS  SES  BES .04 (.02) .01–.07 .04* .07 (.02) .03–.11 .07***
SC  SES  BES .13 (.03) .07–.20 .15*** .20 (.04) .13–.27 .23***

Note: * p < .050, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; SS = sexual satisfaction, SC = self-compassion, SES = self-esteem, BES 
= body esteem
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ABSTRACT

This study aimed to determine the validity and re-
liability of the Polish version of the New General 
Self-Efficacy Scale (NGSE). In four different samples 
(N = 1,837), adult respondents completed the Polish 
version of NGSE (NGSEpl) in combination with 
questionnaires assessing personality, motivation, and 
behavioral tendencies. Confirmatory factor analysis 
demonstrated a good fit for the one-factor struc-
ture. Cronbach’s alpha was above .87 in all samples, 
and the stability of the scale was .68. Measurement 
invariance of NGSEpl calculated for different age 
groups confirmed that the scale measures the same 
construct in both samples. NGSEpl scores were pos-
itively related to the frequency of active coping strat-
egies, mastery-goal orientation, and Big Five model 
traits and negatively to passive coping strategies. Re-
sults supported the reliability, stability, and validity 
of the NGSEpl.
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INTRODUCTION

With regard to the factors shaping human action, Bandura (1977, 1992) described be-
liefs in one’s capabilities to exercise control over events and successfully execute 
the behavior. Such beliefs form perceived self-efficacy, influencing people’s thoughts, 

behaviors, and emotional experiences (Bandura, 1997). Self-efficacy has been studied in 
organizational research (e.g., Chen et al., 2001; Yao et al., 2018), health (e.g., Blank et al., 
2016; Bonsaksen et al., 2018), and education (e.g., Ahmad & Safaria, 2013; Dehyadegary et 
al., 2014; Sharma & Nasa, 2016), however, the need to conduct research in this area using 
the valid and reliable methods still exists.

Perceived self-efficacy can be analyzed as a trait-like or a state-like construct. The former 
reflects beliefs about the ability to act effectively across a wide range of different situations 
(general self-efficacy; GSE), while the latter indicates beliefs about the individual ability 
to perform in specific tasks or contexts (specific self-efficacy or task self-efficacy; SSE). GSE 
and SSE are based on the same four sources of information: past performance, vicarious ex-
perience, verbal information from others, and physiological arousal (Chen et al., 2001; Eden, 
2012; Scholz et al., 2002).

General self-efficacy comprises individual experiences of success and failure (Sherer et al., 
1982). Shelton (1990) argues that people with high GSE develop a mastery-oriented attitude 
toward challenges, which means they rather take credit for successes than blame themselves 
for the failures in their lives. In contrast, people with low GSE more often blame themselves 
for failures and rarely take credit for the successes, which leads to a helpless attitude toward 
challenges. GSE explains the variance of the behavior, especially in ambiguous or new sit-
uations (Tipton & Worthington, 1984), and is more useful in the analysis of simultaneous-
ly performed actions (Luszczynska et al., 2004). Previous studies show that GSE predicts, 
among others: adjustment to social changes in life ( Jerusalem & Mittag, 1995) and levels 
of anxiety and depression (Bonetti et al., 2001).

Specific self-efficacy contains experiences of success and failure in particular domains 
(Sherer et al., 1982) and accounts for the variance of behavior in well-known, unambiguous 
contexts (Tipton & Worthington, 1984). Meta-analyses of SSE studies indicate the use-
fulness of this construct as a predictor of work-related performance (Stajkovic & Luthans, 
1998), academic performance, and persistence (Multon et al., 1991), and also as a predictor 
of changes in intention towards health behavior and health behavior itself (Sheeran et al., 
2016).

Regarding relations between GSE and SSE, global beliefs about the ability to perform 
effectively can influence expected success in a specific domain (Chen et al., 2001). Research 
shows that people with high GSE feel they can execute their behaviors successfully across 
various tasks and situations (Sherer et al., 1982). Additionally, in the model proposed by 
Shelton (1990), SSE affected by global self-efficacy determines the initiation of the particu-
lar behavior, the amount of effort dedicated to performing it, and persistence in acting when 
confronted with obstacles. Observable positive or negative outcomes of that behavior con-
tribute to self-attribution of success or failures in the particular task (SSE) and all self-at-
tributed successes and failures (GSE). Thus, the results of task-specific experience influence 
both SSE and GSE. It is also possible for GSE to moderate the relation between external 
influences and SSE – people with high GSE tend to have SSE more resistant to challenging 
situations and negative feedback, while for people with low GSE, adverse circumstances can 
pose a threat to their SSE (Eden, 2012; Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008). 

Referring to GSE as a relatively stable trait has been, however, criticized. Bandura (1997, 
p. 42) suggests that GSE constitutes “a decontextualized conglomerate” and cannot pre-
dict individual performance in a given task. In response, Chen et al. (2001) state that GSE 
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should be treated as an addition to models of SES and that the utility of GSE in predicting 
behaviors is limited to general performance, proven in research (Eden & Aviram, 1993; Eden 
& Granat-Flomin, 2000). Further critique involved questioning whether GSE constitutes 
a construct different from self-esteem (Stanley & Murphy, 1997), which is also connect-
ed to the evaluation of failures and successes important to the self. Studies addressing this 
matter confirm the distinctive character of self-esteem and global self-efficacy – the former 
relates highly to affective variables and the latter to motivational variables (Chen et al., 2001; 
Chen et al., 2004). Actions taken by individuals depend on what they want to achieve (e.g., 
goal) and how confident they are that the goal is achievable (self-efficacy; Latham & Locke, 
1991). Bandura (1997) suggested that people need more than just high self-esteem to act 
to achieve their goals. Self-esteem undoubtedly promotes perseverance but is not related 
to individual abilities or potential, thus not necessarily affects the pursuit of achievements. 
Therefore, self-efficacy allows initiating action, while self-esteem helps to maintain the ac-
tion already taken. Some doubts were also raised about the reliability of GSE questionnaires; 
however, these reservations do not seem justified when juxtaposed with previous empirical 
analyses (e.g., Scherbaum et al., 2006).

MEASURES OF GLOBAL SELF-EFFICACY 

The first scale measuring GSE was the General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES), developed by 
Sherer et al. (1982) to provide a valuable tool for researchers and therapists. It consists of 17 
items measuring self-efficacy without reference to a particular behavior domain. Exemplary 
statements include “I give up easily” and “Failure just makes me try harder”. In the valida-
tion study, the scale obtained an internal consistency of .86 and the best fit of the one-factor 
solution explaining 26.5% of the variance. Research showed that scores obtained in GSES 
predicted residualized depression levels (Mehler et al., 2018), pulmonary rehabilitation re-
sponse (Blackstock et al., 2018), and well-being (Soysa & Wilcomb, 2015). The reliability 
of the scale remains consistently high in analysis (Calogero et al., 2017; Chen et al., 2001); 
however, its factor structure differs between studies which report a good fit of the unidimen-
sional solution ( Juárez & Contreras, 2008), two-factor solution (Zhou, 2016), and three-fac-
tor solution (Bosscher & Smit, 1998). 

Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s General Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale (1995) contains ten items 
such as: “Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen situations” and 

“It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals”. Reliability analysis results 
from 25 countries showed high internal consistency of the scale (the lowest .75 and the high-
est .91) and its unidimensional structure (Scholz et al., 2002). General self-efficacy meas-
ured with this scale was related to affective psychological reactance (De las Cuevas & Peñate, 
2015), mental work capacity (Löve et al., 2012), and lower risk of self-diagnosed depression 
(Bonsaksen et al., 2018). In Poland, GSE is most often measured (see: Rode & Rode, 2018; 
Ślebarska, 2014; Zawadzka et al., 2018) with an adaptation of Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s 
General Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale ( Juczyński, 1997) which requires a fee for usage.

In 2001 Chen et al. developed New General Self-Efficacy Scale (NGSE) to address Sher-
er et al. (1982) General Self-Efficacy Scale limitations and to capture the conceptualization 
of the GSE, defined as “one’s belief in one’s overall competence to effect requisite perfor-
mance across a wide variety of achievement situations” (Eden, 2012). The scale consists 
of eight items which examples are: “Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well” 
and “In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me”. In a valida-
tion study, the scale’s internal consistency ranged from .86 to .90, and factor analysis revealed 
the best fit of the unidimensional structure, as it explained 52 and 59 percent of the vari-
ance. Further research confirmed factor structure and high internal consistency of the scale 
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(Chen et al., 2004) and showed that its overall score predicted work engagement (Bosch et 
al., 2018), differentiated entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs (Markman et al., 2002), and 
correlated with self-judgment, self-responding, and over-identification (Neff et al., 2018).

THE AIM OF THE STUDY

The objectives of this research were to prepare and validate the Polish version of Chen et al. 
(2001) New General Self-Efficacy Scale resulting from a desire to provide Polish researchers 
with a new, freely available, reliable, and valid tool enabling GSE measurement. Measur-
ing general self-efficacy also allows exploring the connections between global beliefs about 
the ability to perform behaviors effectively and personality traits, achievement goals, or cop-
ing. Choosing the New General Self-Efficacy Scale was motivated by its slight psychometric 
advantage over the other described methods in terms of item discrimination, item informa-
tion, and relative efficiency of the test information function (Scherbaum et al., 2006) and 
consistent factor structure (Aamir et al., 2017).

METHOD

DEVELOPMENT OF THE ORIGINAL SCALE

The New General Self-Efficacy Scale consists of eight items to which participants answer on 
a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). A high score on the scale indicates 
a high level of general self-efficacy. The scale’s reliability in validation studies (Chen et al., 
2001) was satisfactory: internal consistency above .80 and test-retest coefficients above .60. 
Factor analysis in all three samples showed a unidimensional structure of the scale. Content 
validity assessed by eight graduate psychology students resulted in sorting 98% of the scale 
items to the category general self-efficacy, defined as: “one’s estimate of one’s overall abili-
ty to perform successfully in a wide variety of achievement situations, or to how confident 
one is that she or he can perform effectively across different tasks and situations” (Chen et 
al., 2001, p. 79). Overall results correlated positively with scores obtained from the Gener-
al Self-Efficacy Scale (.78 and .74) and predicted specific exam self-efficacy (β = .44, p < .01).

DEVELOPMENT OF THE POLISH VERSION

Six psychologists working as university faculty members translated the original items (Chen 
et al., 2001) into Polish. The first author compared the translations and chose the final ver-
sion based on their compatibility with the original meaning and consistency in phrasing be-
tween all translators. The next step involved back-translation of the Polish items to English 
carried out by a certified translator and a comparison of the original and back-translated 
versions performed by an English native speaker with a psychology degree. All back-trans-
lated items were evaluated as consistent in meaning with their original versions. The final 
items are available in the Appendix. Below we describe the results of scale analyses conducted 
on data obtained from four samples. 
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PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE

Sample 1
Data (N = 716; 344 women, 233 men, 139 missing data; Mage = 23.32, SDage = 8.13) were col-
lected from the general Polish population recruited by undergraduate psychology students 
as a part of the course assignment. Respondents received a set of tests from students and 
filled them out alone or accompanied by the students conducting research.

Sample 2
Three hundred and ninety Polish students (290 women; Mage = 23, SDage = 3.39) of social 
sciences (66 persons), humanities (48 persons), business and law (84 persons), medical sci-
ence (90 persons) and natural and formal science (95 persons; 7 missing data) participated 
in the study. Participants were evenly distributed in terms of year of study, with a slightly 
higher number of third-year students. Data were collected for three months through Lime-
Survey online platform to maximize the anonymity of the participants. A link to the survey 
with a short project description was sent to 28 Polish universities. 

Sample 3
Data were collected from 201 people from the general Polish population (176 women; Mage 
= 25, SDage = 4.18). Concerning years of education, one participant studied for less than ten 
years, 88 participants for more than ten but less than 13 years, and 112 participants for more 
than 13 years. The measurement was conducted online via the LimeSurvey platform. Invita-
tion to participate in the study was published on student social platforms and social media 
(e.g., Facebook).

Sample 4
The study design included two measurements of GSE among Polish women conducted 
shortly after their return to work (up to one month) after the maternity leave and after 
the re-adaptation period (13 to 15 weeks later). The first survey was completed by 530 wom-
en, and the second one by 166 women. The average age was 31 (SD = 3.8), and most partici-
pants had a university degree (90%). The NGSEpl was completed both times online, using 
Google Forms®, available through a link sent by email.

MEASURES

General self-efficacy was measured with the NGSEpl. 
The Brief COPE scale (Carver, 1997; Polish version Juczyński & Ogińska-Bulik, 2009) 

was used to assess a broad range of coping reactions during difficult situations. It consists 
of 28 items (e.g., “I’ve been criticizing myself ”) describing 14 coping strategies. Every item 
is rated on a four-point scale (0 = I do this almost never, 3 = I do this almost always). Higher 
summed scores indicate higher levels of particular coping strategies. 

We used the Polish translation (Baran, 2020) of the Achievement Goal Question-
naire-Revised (AGQR; Elliot & Murayama, 2008) to evaluate goal orientation. AGQR con-
sists of 12 items measuring mastery (six items, e.g., “My aim is to completely master the ma-
terial presented in this class”) and performance (six items, e.g., “My aim is to perform well 
relative to other students”) goals on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree). Higher summed scores on the scale indicate higher mastery and performance goals. 

The declared frequency of committing acts of academic dishonesty was measured with 
the Academic Dishonesty Scale (Sanecka & Baran, 2015), including 16 types of dishonest be-
haviors. Participants evaluated on a 5-point scale (0 = not once, 4 = many times) how often 
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they have committed each form of academic dishonesty (e.g., using crib notes on a test or 
helping someone else cheat on a test) during their studies. A high summed score on the scale 
indicates a high declared frequency of academic dishonesty. 

The Polish version (Sorokowska et al., 2014) of the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (Gos-
ling et al., 2003) was used to assess personality traits. The 10-item scale measures the Big 
Five personality dimensions (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional sta-
bility, openness to experience) on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (disagree strongly) to 7 (agree 
strongly). High averaged scores indicate a high level of the particular personality trait. 

RESULTS

RELIABILITY AND FACTOR STRUCTURE

Reliability analyses were conducted in IBM SPPP Statistics 28.0.1.0. All calculations were 
run first on the pooled data (N = 1837; 1340 women; Mage = 25.6, SDage = 6.84) and then sepa-
rately on data from particular samples. Descriptive statistics, sex differences, and Cronbach’s 
αs for NGSEpl are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics, sex differences, and Cronbach’s α for NGSEpl scores in pooled data and four samples
M SD t d α [95%CI]

Pooled data 30.24 5.66 -1.39 -.08 .89 [.88; .90]
Sample 1 29.78 5.38 -5.49* -.47 .87 [.85; .88]
Sample 2 30.45 5.85 1.80 .21 .89 [.97; .92]
Sample 3 28.71 6.50 -0.93 -.20 .91 [.89; .93]
Sample 4 T1 31.29 5.35 - - .90 [.89; .92]
Sample 4 T2 30.98 5.57 - - .92 [.90, .94]

Note. T1 – first measurement, T2 – second measurement
* p < .05

Results show high internal consistency of the Polish version on NGSE for the pooled 
data and in all samples. To assess the scale’s structure, we conducted a series of confirmatory 
factor analyses in JASP 0.17.1.0. We chose maximum likelihood (ML) as an estimator for 
pooled data and sample 1. For samples 2, 3, and 4, we used diagonally weighted least squares 
(DWLS) because it is recommended for calculating model fit in cases when the sample is 
small and variables have skewed distribution of scores (Li, 2016; Mîndrilă, 2010; Rhemtulla 
et al., 2012). Bootstrap was set at 10,000 samples. The results in Table 2 indicate a good fit 
of the one-factor solution for pooled data and all samples (Nye & Drasgow, 2011).

Table 2. Results of confirmatory factor analysis in pooled data and four samples
χ2 χ2/df NFI CFI GFI RMR RMSEA [90% CI]

Pooled data 318.07* 15.90 .95 .96 1 .03 .09 [.08;.10]
Sample 1 84.19* 4.21 .96 .97 1 .03 .07 [.05,.08]
Sample 2 16.17 0.80 .99 1 1 .04 .00 [.00,.03]
Sample 3 11.65 0.60 .99 1 1 .05 .00 [.00,.02]
Sample 4 29.55 1.48 .99 1 .99 .04 .03 [.00,.05]

* p < .05
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MEASUREMENT INVARIANCE

Because the data from the presented studies were obtained from participants aged 15 to 65, 
we could calculate the measurement invariance (MI) of NGSEpl across different age groups. 
The purpose of testing MI is to establish whether, under different conditions, the measure-
ment provides results of the same attributes (Horn & McArdle, 1992). Conducting tests 
for MI includes several stages, each characterized by specific restrictions of the factor mod-
els. The initial model tests configural invariance, and model parameters from all groups are 
treated as potentially independent. The next model tests metric invariance in which factor 
loadings for items are invariant across groups. In the scalar invariance model, we hypothesize 
that factor loadings and intercepts of items’ regressions on the latent variable are invariant 
across groups. Finally, in the strict invariance model, restrictions are placed on the items’ 
unique variances, which are expected to be invariant across groups (Grygiel, 2016; Vanden-
berg & Lance, 2000). 

For the purpose of the analysis, NGSEpl polled data have been divided into two age 
groups with a split point at age 24. The decision to compare groups created in this way 
was caused by the fact that GSE comprises all individual experiences of success and fail-
ure (Sherer et al., 1982) and thus should vary between younger and older participants due 
to a different amount of previously experienced successes and failures. If NGSEpl data 
proved to be invariant for those groups, any differences in GSE obtained for them would 
result from actual differences in GSE and not from different properties of the scale itself. 
Additionally, a data distribution analysis showed that a selected split point allows the crea-
tion of groups of even sizes, which is important in calculating measurement invariance. Be-
cause of the missing information about age 30, participants have to be excluded from this 
analysis. Descriptive statistics for both groups are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for global self-efficacy in two age samples

Group
N Age GSE

t-test Cohen’s d [95% CI]
Women Men M SD M SD

1 642 289 20.66 1.64 29.64 5.74 -4.914* -.234 [-.324;-.139]

2 763 113 30.98 6.22 30.94 5.53

*p < .001

Measurement invariance was calculated in the R Studio program with the lavaan pack-
age. Results are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Tests of measurement invariance for NGSEpl results in two age samples

Model χ2

(df)
Δχ2

(Δdf)
RMSEA RMSEA 

90% CI
ΔRMSEA CFI ΔCFI TLI SRMR

Configural 
invariance

65.172** (40) .026 .014-.038 .997 .995 .036

Metric invariance 71.526* (47) 6.354 (7) .026 .014-.038 .000 .997 .000 .996 .038

Scalar invariance 105.752*** (54) 34.226*** (7) .033 .023-.042 .007 .993 -.004 .993 .043

Stricte invariance 123.443*** (62) 17.691* (8) .033 .025-.042 .007 .992 -.005 .993 .050

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001

According to the criteria of evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes for measurement invar-
iance in large samples (over 300 participants), CFI should not decrease by more than .01 
and RMSEA by more than .007 (Byrne & Van de Vijver, 2010; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; 
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Meade et al., 2008). The results presented in Table 4 did not exceed those limits at any lev-
el, which indicates metric, scalar, and strict NGSEpl measurement invariance for both age 
groups. Confirming equivalence enables us to interpret intergroup differences in NGSESpl 
scores as caused by actual differences in GSE between age groups and not by differences in 
the scale statistical properties in those groups. At the computational level, it means we are 
allowed to test relations between GSE and other variables and to test differences in latent 
group means (Lubiewska & Głogowska, 2018). 

STABILITY

The stability of NGSEpl results was examined in a specific group (Sample 4) of women 
who returned to work after giving birth to a child. The purpose of assessing scale stability 
in this sample was to evaluate them in work-related contexts in which most self-efficacy 
studies took place in the past. The stability of the scale measured with Pearson’s r coefficient 
(calculated in IBM SPPP Statistics 28.0.1.0) was .68 (p < .001). Results of the t-test for 
dependent samples reveal a significant difference between the first (M = 31.74, SD = 5.18) 
and the second (M = 30.98, SD = 5.57) measurement (t = 2.26, p = .01), with effect size d = 
.18. The obtained results showed that stability of the scale was satisfactory, especially consid-
ering that participants were going through a transitional period in a work context during 
which overall GSE level had decreased, probably due to difficulties in adapting to the new 
situation. These results suggest that NGSEpl is sensitive to changes in GSE and helpful in 
measuring differences in their levels through time.

VALIDITY

Concerning scale validity, we hypothesized that GSE measured with the NGSEpl would 
be related to coping strategies (Sample 1), goal orientation, academic dishonesty (Sample 2), 
and personality traits (Sample 3). Previous studies showed that active coping and planning 
correlate positively with goal commitment and goal progress and negatively with self-dis-
traction, denial, and disengagement (Monzani et al., 2015). In light of those results and 
the fact that self-efficacy affects the initiation and persistence of coping behavior (Bandura, 
1977), it may be assumed that it corresponds to the frequency of active coping strategies in 
stressful situations, such as solving problems or planning (Chodkiewicz & Gruszczyńska, 
2013; Piergiovanni & Depaula, 2018), and it is negatively related to counterproductive ones, 
such as problem avoidance or self-blaming (Luque Salas et al., 2017).

The GSE’s specificity also involves its relation to motivational traits and states, such as 
the need for achievement or SSE in a particular domain (Kanfer & Heggestad, 1997). Pre-
vious researches show that individuals with high GSE are oriented more toward the learn-
ing goals based on the need for achievement and less or not at all on the performance goals 
based on the reduction of anxiety (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Chen et al., 2000; Phillips & 
Gully, 1997). Moreover, through SSE, GSE indirectly influences specific performance, such 
as students’ academic performance (Chen et al., 2004; Phillips & Gully, 1997). Some anal-
ysis of the relationship between global self-efficacy and goal orientation also suggests that 
a perceived competence to be effective, as a component of self-efficacy, precedes the motiva-
tion for achievements which in turn influences behavior (Elliot & Church, 1997). Thus, we 
wanted to determine whether general self-efficacy measured with NGSEpl will be related 
to mastery-goal orientation (but not to performance-goal orientation), which in turn will 
be associated with the frequency of particular behavior – committing academic dishonesty. 
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Academic fraud among students is a common phenomenon (McCabe, 2005) caused very 
often by unfavorable situational factors such as pressure or lack of time to study (Beasley, 
2014; Whitley, 1998) but also by a specific set of motivational traits. Students focused on 
mastery goals, who study to acquire knowledge, cheat less frequently than those focused on 
performance goals, who study to prove their competence and ability to others (Bong et al., 
2014; Rettinger & Kramer, 2009; Yang et al., 2013). In line with mentioned above relation 
between goal orientation and self-efficacy, we hypothesize that individuals with a high gen-
eral self-efficacy focused on the mastery-goals will engage in less dishonest academic behav-
iors because of strong beliefs in their ability to succeed and an orientation toward mastery in 
studies resulting from them (Bong et al., 2014; Cerino, 2014; Murdock & Anderman, 2006).

Finally, previous research shows a specific pattern of relations between personality traits 
and GSE involving its positive correlation with extraversion, conscientiousness, emotional 
stability, and openness to experience (Chen et al., 2004; Judge et al., 2002; Noe et al., 2013; 
Yao et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2014). This means that people with high GSE tend to explore 
and learn through new experiences, may appear more dominant, efficient, hardworking, and 
less prone to unstable emotional reactions driven by anxiety. In the case of agreeableness, 
the results are somewhat inconclusive, showing strong positive (Noe et al., 2013), weak nega-
tive (Ebstrup et al., 2013), or no relation (Kaczmarek & Kaczmarek-Kurczak, 2014) to GSE. 
Since agreeableness is associated with the tendency to cooperate or compete with others, 
its association with individual beliefs about effectiveness might be moderated by contextual 
factors such as occupation or professional position. Extensive studies by Judge et al. (2002) 
suggest that although the relationships between GSE, conscientiousness, and extraversion 
are stronger than between GSE, openness to experiences, and agreeableness, all of those 
traits are related to GSE and can be treated as an indicator of its level.

CORRELATION ANALYSIS

Correlation analysis was conducted in IBM SPPP Statistics 28.0.1.0. Because of the missing 
data, analyses concerning coping styles and GSE (Sample 1) were conducted on data from 
573 participants (336 women, 231 men, 6 no data). Descriptive statistics and correlations be-
tween GSE and other variables are presented in Table 5.

Results of NGSEpl correlated positively with active coping planning, positive refram-
ing, acceptance, humor, mastery-goal orientation, all personality traits, and negatively with 
religion, use of instrumental support, denial, venting, substance use, behavioral disengage-
ment, and self-blame. They did not correlate significantly with the use of emotional support, 
self-distraction, performance-goal orientation, or declared academic dishonesty. 

We conducted structural equation modeling using JASP 0.17.1.0 with DWLS as an es-
timator and 10000 bootstrap samples to confirm expected relations between GSE, mas-
tery-goal orientation and declared academic dishonesty. The obtained model showed good fit 
indexes: χ2= .30 (df = 1; p = .58); χ2/df = .30; NFI = .994; GFI = .994; CFI = 1; RMR = .013; 
RMSEA = .000 [.000, .110] (Nye & Drasgow, 2011). GSE was positively related to mas-
tery-goal orientation (β = .21; p < .001), which was negatively related to declared academic 
dishonesty (β = -.38; p < .001).
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics and Pearson’s r coefficients for global self-efficacy and coping strategies,  
goal orientations, declared academic dishonesty, and personality traits

M SD r
Active coping 4.28 1.21 .44**
Planning 4.28 1.25 .34**
Positive reframing 3.42 1.44 .24**
Acceptance 3.61 1.50 .10*
Humor 2.26 1.52 .18**
Religion 1.93 2.03 -.09*
Use of emotional support 3.66 1.66 -.05
Use of instrumental support 3.62 1.60 -.11**
Self-distraction 3.27 1.46 -.05
Denial 1.51 1.46 -.20**
Venting 3.04 1.40 -.15**
Substance use 1.26 1.64 -.10*
Behavioral disengagement 1.48 1.31 -.54**
Self-blame 3.15 1.67 -.32**
Mastery-goal orientation 22.29 4.05 .23**
Performance-goal orientation 19.56 5.23 .04
Declared academic dishonesty 13.12 10.21 -.05
Extraversion 4.88 1.63 .51**
Agreeableness 5.31 1.25 .15*
Conscientiousness 5.05 1.73 .22**
Emotional stability 3.79 1.85 .55**
Openness to experience 4.80 1.25 .40**

* p < .05, ** p < .01 

DISCUSSION

Results of all four presented studies confirm good psychometric properties of the Polish ver-
sion of the New General Self-Efficacy Scale. The obtained data showed high internal consist-
ency and a unidimensional structure of NGSEpl in various populations and measurement 
invariance of the scale. The previously described relations of GSE measured with NGSE 
with behavioral tendencies, personality, and motivational traits were confirmed by validity 
analysis. 

As previously (Chodkiewicz & Gruszczyńska, 2013; Freire et al., 2020; Luque Salas et al., 
2017; Piergiovanni & Depaula, 2018), relations between global self-efficacy and active coping 
strategies were positive, and with passive coping strategies were negative. This means that 
people who believe they can act in a particular way to achieve goals may perceive stressful 
situations as a problem to solve and engage in planning and specific actions to do that, or 
if something is out of their control – accept it, reframe the problem positively or engage in 
humor. On the other hand, people with low self-efficacy who do not believe in their ability 
to face challenges effectively may feel helpless in stressful situations and thus engage in be-
havioral disengagement, denial, or self-blame. As a result, people with high GSE may not 
only cope better with the challenges but also gain experiences in handling problems that 
might reinforce their GSE. The passive strategies used by people with low GSE reduce their 
chances of facing difficult situations and thus strengthen the belief that coping successfully 
with them is beyond their capabilities.

Our findings are also consistent with the thesis formulated by Elliot and Church (1997) 
about the indirect effect of GSE on behavioral tendencies and with previous research re-
porting a significant relationship between GSE and goal orientation (Bell & Kozlowski, 
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2002; Diseth, 2011). For individuals with high GSE, who believe in their global competence 
to deal with a variety of situations effectively, the academic context seems to offer an op-
portunity to master the knowledge and to become as good as possible in the chosen area 
of study. The common property of GSE and mastery-goal orientation, probably responsible 
for their relation, is the focus on personal resources in striving for excellence and acquiring 
new skills or knowledge. By contrast, GSE and performance-goal orientation do not cor-
relate with each other significantly, probably because performance-oriented people are mo-
tivated to achieve a certain level of task performance compared to others (better, the same, 
or not worse as them) which does not allow them to shape global and stable belief about 
their efficiency. Moreover, students who experience a high sense of global self-efficacy tend 
to incorporate mastery-oriented goals in their studies and, thus, less frequently engage in 
academic dishonesty. The small and non-significant correlation between GSE and the fre-
quency of committing academic fraud supports a theoretical model in which GSE, as a gen-
eral tendency, is to a lesser degree or not at all related directly to a specific behavior (Kulik 
& Frańczyk, 2016) and instead influence it through other variables such as SSE or goal ori-
entation in a particular domain (Shelton, 1990). 

Finally, our results confirm the hypothesized and previously reported relations between 
GSE and emotional stability, extraversion, and openness to experience ( Judge et al., 2002; 
Noe et al., 2013; Yao et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2014). Regarding conscientiousness, its rela-
tionship with GSE was significant and positive, as expected, although lower than this ob-
tained in Judge et al. (2002) meta-analysis. The correlation coefficient for agreeableness and 
GSE were similar to the one in the studies reporting its magnitude of up to .20 (Ebstrup et 
al., 2011; Strobel et al., 2011) and its positive direction (Djigić et al., 2014; Noe et al., 2013). 
Similarly to our results, previous research in Poland concerning personality traits and GSE 
did not confirm a significant relationship between GSE and agreeableness. However, they 
revealed heterodox correlations between personality traits and GSE depending on the types 
of participants. For example, among teachers, the relationships between GSE, openness 
to experience, and extraversion were weaker compared to a sample of unemployed persons 
(Zawadzka et al., 2018; Zięba et al., 2018) and a sample from the general population report-
ed by Judge et al. (2002). Thus, it seems that the relationship between GSE and personality 
traits may be influenced by the character of the sample or by specific cultural differences. 

Described project is not free of limitations. First, the research groups consisted main-
ly of young adults, so obtained relations between self-efficacy and other variables could be 
slightly different in other age groups, which should be explored in future studies. Second, 
based on age division of the data used for measurement invariance tests has more empirical 
than theoretical character, and thus further confirmation of MI could be obtained among 
groups distinguished based on clear theoretical criteria. Third, validity analysis may be some-
what limited by measuring the declared behavior frequency, which the participants might 
underestimate or overestimate. Finally, the results of the structural equation modeling need 
to be interpreted cautiously since all variables were measured at the same time. Future re-
search should attempt to replicate those results in experimental design and longitudinal 
analysis. 

Despite those limitations, obtained results have practical implications for psychological 
interventions in health, educational, and occupational domains, which seem to be worth fur-
ther exploration. Described GSE associations with personality traits may be important for 
psychological counseling and coaching in which shaping the client’s self-efficacy is a crucial 
element leading to behavioral change, such as smoking cessation (Mudde et al., 1995) or 
change of eating habits (Schwarzer & Renner, 2000). Dealing with academic dishonesty and 
student motivation to learn require individual and group interventions in which developing 
the described relation between GSE and achievement goals could be considered. Creat-
ing opportunities for students to develop their academic self-efficacy, for example, through 
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adaptive learning and testing, might lead to setting more mastery-oriented goals and also 
to better overall academic performance (see Dehyadegary et al., 2014; Honicke & Broadbent, 
2016; Talsma et al., 2019). It also seems important to address the observed decrease in GSE 
among women who return to work after maternity leave, perhaps through psychoeducation, 
psychological counseling, or self-efficacy training during the return-to-work phase. Inter-
ventions of those types seem particularly important in light of the described relationships 
between self-efficacy and passive coping strategies. Individuals who act counterproductive-
ly in the face of challenges might have difficulties undertaking actions strengthening SSE, 
which affects the level of GSE (Chen et al., 2001; Shelton, 1990).

In sum, based on the obtained data, we established psychometric properties 
of the NGSEpl, confirming the usefulness of that measure in assessing general self-effi-
cacy. We described relationships between global self-efficacy measured with NGSEpl and 
various psychological characteristics in different contexts, and we have indicated research 
areas for further exploration in which self-efficacy is a significant predictor of individual 
psychological functioning.
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APPENDIX

NGSEpl
Na skali od 1 do 5 określ, na ile zgadzasz się z każdym z poniższych stwierdzeń.
Przyjmij, że poszczególne cyfry oznaczają:
1 – zdecydowanie nie zgadzam się
2 – raczej się nie zgadzam
3 – nie mam zdania
4 – raczej się zgadzam
5 – zdecydowanie się zgadzam

Jestem w stanie osiągnąć większość celów, które sobie wyznaczyłem/łam. 1 2 3 4 5
Gdy staję przed trudnymi zadaniami, jestem pewny/a, że uda mi się je zrealizować. 1 2 3 4 5
Generalnie uważam, że jestem w stanie osiągnąć rezultaty, które są dla mnie ważne. 1 2 3 4 5
Wierzę, że mogę osiągnąć sukces w prawie każdym przedsięwzięciu, którego się podejmę. 1 2 3 4 5
Jestem w stanie skutecznie sprostać wielu wyzwaniom. 1 2 3 4 5
Jestem pewny/a, że potrafię skutecznie wykonać wiele różnych zadań. 1 2 3 4 5
W porównaniu do innych ludzi, potrafię wykonać większość zadań bardzo dobrze. 1 2 3 4 5
Nawet, gdy sytuacja jest trudna, potrafię działać całkiem dobrze. 1 2 3 4 5
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ABSTRACT

Recently, we identified 24 factors (e.g., appearance, 
conformity) that may capture whether people want 
to be similar or different from their sexual and roman-
tic partners on different qualities in 274 (nWomen = 225) 
Italians (Marchi et al., 2023; Personality and Individu-
al Differences). Here we reanalyzed that data, turning 
to relationship beliefs we also assessed. Participants 
believed similarity was more important than com-
plementary in relationships but beliefs that physical 
attractiveness was important trumped both. Howev-
er, beliefs that physical attractiveness was important 
were unrelated to any of the compatibility factors and 
complementarity beliefs were only related to three 
of them, while nearly two-thirds of the correlations 
with similarity beliefs were significant (e.g., residence, 
speech). We discussed our results in terms of how dif-
ferent generalized relationship beliefs may manifest 
themselves in how similar people want their roman-
tic/sexual partners to be.
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INTRODUCTION

While the question of what people want in relationships reaches back at least to Freud 
( Jones, 1953) when he asked what a woman wanted, research attempting to an-
swer this question(s) has focused more on the features that people want or not 

in their romantic or sexual partners (Csajbók et al., 2023; Jach et al., 2022) as opposed 
to the qualities shared between the pair which may influence compatibility (Marchi et al., 
2023). Whether two people are compatible will influence rates of marital discord and may 
even increase reproductive fitness (Dijkstra & Barelds, 2008; Wu et al., 2020): thus, it seems 
like an important, albeit neglected, area of research. We recently identified 24 features that 
may define the relationship compatibility space, but we focused on factor analyses and love 
styles (Marchi et al., 2023) while the beliefs people have a about relationships may also be 
informative. 

In this study, we focus on three relationship beliefs. First, we consider the belief that 
“opposites attract” or the complementarity hypothesis (Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994). While 
there is limited evidence about this belief promoting relationship success, people continue 
to believe it (Vohs et al., 2011). It is possible that differences are valued in short-term rela-
tionships as opposed to long-term ones because it may increase excitement and drama but 
most research focuses only on serious relationships. Second, we consider beliefs that “birds 
of a feather flock together” or the similarity hypothesis (Luo, 2017). This should be the more 
common belief relative to complementarity beliefs because (1) is fits better with common 
sense predictions and (2) predicts desirable relationship outcomes, at least in long-term re-
lationships (Wu et al., 2020). And last, we also consider beliefs about how important phys-
ical attractiveness is in relationships. Despite some protestations, physical attractiveness is 
the first factor that operates in mate selection; acting as a threshold trait (March & Jonason, 
2023). If so, beliefs about the importance of physical attractiveness should be stronger than 
the others but the preference for physical attractiveness is likely orthogonal to compatibility 
( Jonason & March, 2022). 

In this study, we add to our recent research on compatibility in sexual/romantic mate 
preferences. We contend that people have beliefs about relationships which may be relat-
ed to how similar or different they want their partners to be on 24 different compatibility 
metrics. We explore how these patterns may differ in those who were single as compared 
to those in committed relationships and long-/short-term nature of the relationship being 
considered.

METHOD

PARTICIPANTS & PROCEDURE

Our analyses relied on 274 participants (49 men, 225 women), aged 19 to 64 years old (M = 
27.89, SD = 8.39), mostly heterosexual (84%) in committed relationships (62%). They pro-
ceeded through a standard, online self-report study that was approved by the Ethical Com-
mittee for Psychological Research at the University of Padua (#4500). Data can be found 
on the Open Science Framework.1

1  Data is available at https://osf.io/w9p2n/
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MEASURES

Participants were provided an ad hoc list of 153 items, that were reduced to 24 factors, de-
scribing the preference (1 = very different; 7 = very similar) they had in a long-term (n = 
152) or short-term (n = 122) relationship toward an ideal partner. The scales had moder-
ate-to-good internal consistency as measured with correlations for two-item factors (rs = 
.24 to .73) and multi-item factors (Cronbach’s αs = .56 to .82) and captured aspects of com-
patibility like emotions, sociality, opinions, and origins. 

To test the role of lay beliefs in romantic relationships, we created three items. To meas-
ure the importance people placed in the compatibility in romantic and sexual relationships, 
we asked participants how much they believed opposites attract and people who are similar 
are best suited (1 = not at all; 5 = very much). To measure the centrality of physical attrac-
tiveness in who people think form couples, participants rated how important they believed 
physical attractiveness to be (1 = not important at all; 5 = very important). Complementarity 
beliefs were positively correlated with perceived physical attractiveness centrality (r[274] = 
.15, p = .01) but negatively with similarity beliefs (r[274] = -.28, p < .001). Similarity beliefs 
did not correlate with perceived physical attractiveness (r[274] = -.02, p = .79).

RESULTS

Our sample had few men, we ignored sex differences/moderations and instead, focused on 
a 2 (relationship status) × 2 (relationship context) × 3 (lay beliefs) mixed model ANOVA. 
A main effect for lay beliefs (F[2, 270] = 101.99, p < .001, ηp

2 = .03) suggested that partici-
pants believed that similar individuals are better suited (M = 2.53, SD = 0.73) more (p < .001) 
than they believed that opposites attract (M = 1.71, SD = 0.90) but less (p = .04) than they 
perceived physical attractiveness was central (M = 2.67, SD = 0.77). In addition, we tenta-
tively found (F[1, 270] = 3.33, p = .07, ηp

2 = .01) that single participants (M = 2.35, SD = 0.90) 
had slightly stronger (p = .07) lay beliefs than those in a relationship (M = 2.25, SD = 0.91).

We then correlated the three lay beliefs with the compatibility indexes (Table 1). Over-
all, we found no correlations for beliefs about the importance of physical attractiveness and 
only three for complementarity beliefs. Participants who believed that opposites attract per-
ceived a partner as compatible when different from them in lifestyle, intellect, and activity. 
In contrast we found 15 (63%) positive correlations for similarity beliefs with, for instance, 
opinions, emotions, and romanticism. 

We found few cases of moderation (Fisher’s z) of these correlations by relationship 
context and relationship status (ps ≤ .05).2 The belief that physical attractiveness is central 
was stronger in the short-term (r[122] = .16, p = .04) than in the long-term context (r[152] 
= -.15, p = .04) among those preferring a similar partner in opinions (z = -2.54), and in 
the short-term (r[122] = .14, p = .06) than in the long-term context (r[152] = -.12, p = .07) 
among those preferring a similar partner in sociality (z = -2.13). The same belief was also 
stronger in the short-term (r[122] = .21, p = .01) than in the long-term context (r[152] = 

-.08, p = .17) among those preferring a similar partner in class (z = -2.39), and in the short-
term (r[122] = .16, p = .04) than in the long-term context (r[152] = -.14, p = .05) among 
those preferring a similar partner in empathy (z = -2.46). The belief that opposites attract 
was stronger (z = 2.47) in the long-term (r[152] = .21, p = .01) than in the short-term context 
(r[122] = -.09, p = .17) among those preferring a similar partner in morale, but it was weaker 
(z = -2.73) in the long-term (r[152] = -.25, p = .001) than in the short-term context (r[122] 
= .08, p = .18) among those preferring a similar partner in activity. Turning to moderation 

2  All the moderated correlations are on the OSF site for this study.
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by relationship status, among participants preferring a similar partner in residence, those 
who were single (r[172] = .12, p = .05) compared to those who were in a relationship (r[168] 
= -.11, p = .08) differed in the belief that opposites attract (z = 1.84). 

DISCUSSION

What people believe about relationships should be related to their mate preferences, includ-
ing how similar they want their romantic or sexual partners to be. However, there is alarm-
ingly little research on compatibility let alone in relation to relationship beliefs. Importantly, 
we provided strong evidence that people think being similar is more important than being 
different or complementary and that it is the former that affects patterns in preferences 
for compatible partners. In our study the belief that physical attractiveness is central was 
the strongest relationship belief, but it did not correlate with any of the 24 factors of com-
patibility. The belief that opposites attract was the weakest and it correlated with preference 
for a partner who differed in lifestyle, intellect, and activity. 

On the other hand, the belief that similar individuals are better suited correlated with 
preference for a similar partner in multiple factors. Participants who supported this belief 
preferred a partner like them in factors concerning the emotional sphere (e.g., emotions, 
romanticism, enthusiasm, and empathy), social values (e.g., opinions and conformity), prac-
tical life details (e.g., lifestyle, class, leisure, job, and residence), and personal features (e.g., 

Table 1. Correlations between the 24 ways to be compatible and beliefs about the importance of physical 
attractiveness (PA) and attraction of opposite/similar individuals

Index PA Opposite Similar
Lifestyle .01 -.14* .15**
Opinions .10 -.06 .24**
Emotions .07 -.02 .12*
Origins -.04 -.09 .04
Sociality -.01 -.05 .11*
Romanticism .04 -.07 .15*
Morale -.03 .06 .05
Family .04 .06 -.05
Food .02 .03 .01
Sensation <.01 -.09 .10*
Class .03 -.07 .18**
Religion -.02 -.08 .09
Conformity -.09 -.01 .13*
Leisure <.01 -.01 .15**
Appearance .08 -.09 .06
Job .05 -.03 .11*
Conflict .01 -.08 .07
Empathy -.01 -.06 .11*
Humor <.01 -.02 .10
Residence -.09 -.02 .12*
Speech <.01 -.02 .13*
Intellect -.08 -.24** .22**
Enthusiasm -.07 -.03 .18**
Activity -.01 -.10* .08

Note. Correlations are uncorrected.
* p < .05, ** p < .01
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sociality, speech, and intellect). People who believe in similarity might prefer a similar part-
ner in social values, emotions, and personal features both because they are positive feedback 
on their vision of the world and common grounds for conversation and mutual under-
standing (Baxter & West, 2003). Moreover, they might prefer a similar partner in practical 
life details because it facilitates life sharing and increases chances of doing things together 
(Kalmijn, 1994). Surprisingly, participants did not prefer similarity for morals and religion, 
but they do for comparable factors such as opinions and conformity. Those who preferred 
similarity in opinions, sociality, class, and empathy perceived physical attractiveness more 
central only when in the short-term context. People’s relationship beliefs might become 
stronger depending on the specific relationship context.

LIMITATIONS & CONCLUSIONS

As a secondary use of this data, we will not repeat, at length, the limitations of this data 
like the WEIRD sample, the new compatibility factors not having been tested fully, the fe-
male-biased nature of the sample, and internal consistency concerns. Instead, we draw at-
tention to the limitations of this specific study. First, we only used single-item measures 
of relationship beliefs. While they can be trusted for narrow-band constructs that are not 
subject to high levels of social desirability biases or self-knowledge short-comings, more 
psychometrically robust measures are preferable. Second, these three beliefs surely do not 
represent the full range of lay beliefs about relationships. For instance, beliefs about desti-
ny, love at first sight, and the centrality of sexual desires may be worth investigating. Third, 
we found only three correlations with complementarity beliefs which might be an artifact 
of range restriction given how people overwhelmingly think similarity and attractiveness 
are more important. Fourth, it seems reasonable that different societies would have differ-
ent relationship beliefs given the culture of love found therein (Goodwin & Gaines, 2004) 
which could then lead to different mate preferences in compatibility. Lastly, the high num-
ber of correlations might result in Type I error inflation. Future studies should use a higher 
statistical power.

In sum, we focused on one of the most under-researched areas of mate preference: com-
patibility. First, we compared beliefs in three relationship beliefs revealing that (1) people 
especially think physical attractiveness matters but (2) they agreed that similarity was more 
important than complementarity in their relationship partners. Second, we tracked how 
these relationship beliefs were correlated with how desirable people thought hypothetical 
long-term and short-term partners might be when characterized by 24 different features 
that may define the compatibility space (Marchi et al., 2023). Overwhelmingly, beliefs that 

“birds of a feather flock together” were correlated with many preferences in compatible part-
ners. Future studies could also examine actual experience of compatibility within existing 
relationships.

Authors’ notes: The second author is supported by the Czech Science Foundation grant (23-05379S) and was partially 
funded by a grant from the National Science Center of Poland (2019/35/B/HS6/00682).  
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