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ABSTRACT
In the present study, we aimed to explore the dynamic relationships among 
self-esteem, self-efficacy in managing negative emotions (SRN), and expres-
sing positive emotions (SEP) in a short-term, daily framework. We used data 
collected over 10 days from 101 Italian and 237 Spanish young adults. Results 
from a Random-Intercept Cross-Lagged Panel Model indicated that the 
relationships were mostly at the trait-level, since the positive correlations 
among the latent random intercepts of self-esteem, SRN, and SEP were 
medium-to-large in size. At the state-level, we found a similar pattern of 
correlations (although their size was smaller than the correlations at the trait- 
level) in which higher-than-expected levels of self-esteem on a given day 
(e.g., Monday) were related to higher-than-expected levels of SRN and SEP at 
the same day. Interestingly, we also found that higher-than-expected levels 
of SRN on a given day predicted slightly higher-than-expected levels of self- 
esteem the next day (but not vice-versa). These results did not change when 
the effects of country, age, gender, and daily events were included in the Ri- 
CLPM. The theoretical, methodological, and practical implications of our 
findings for informing clinical and personality psychologists about the daily 
dynamics between emotion regulatory processes and self-esteem are 
discussed.

KEYWORDS 
Self-esteem; self-efficacy 
beliefs in emotion 
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Self-esteem (i.e., a general evaluation of personal worth; Rosenberg, 1965) is a key construct in the 
research agenda of many personality and clinical psychologists given its importance for individuals’ 
mental health (Sowislo & Orth, 2013). People with a good appreciation of themselves, indeed, tend to 
be happy (Coffey & Warren, 2020) and experience lower negative emotions (Sowislo & Orth, 2013). 
Hence, it is not surprising that several scholars have devoted their efforts to clarify the factors that 
could affect people’s self-esteem. For instance, Leary and Baumeister (2000) stressed the social nature 
of self-esteem by highlighting how being socially excluded could hurt one’s evaluation of personal 
value. Other authors, instead, focused on individual characteristics such as the (dis)satisfaction with 
one’s body image as an important predictor of people’s self-esteem (e.g., Morin et al., 2011). 
Interestingly, despite their different nature, many predictors of self-esteem share an emphasis on the 
emotional valence of such evaluations as a possible threat (e.g., feelings of social rejection and/or 
dissatisfaction with one’s body) or protection (e.g., feelings of social acceptance and/or satisfaction 
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with one’s body) for people’s perceptions of their value. Accordingly, the capacity to efficaciously 
manage one’s negative and positive emotions appears to be a key factor in helping people have a good 
evaluation of themselves. For instance, Caprara et al. (2013) found longitudinal reciprocal positive 
associations between self-esteem and their perceived self-efficacy beliefs in regulating their negative 
emotions (SRN) and expressing their positive ones (SEP) over eight years. Interestingly, as highlighted 
by the authors, self-esteem had the strongest predictive effect, thereby suggesting that the primary role 
was played by one’s general evaluation of personal worth in predicting more specific self-efficacy 
beliefs (Caprara et al., 2013).

However, less is known whether the positive relations among these two core components of the 
self-system also operate in a shorter temporal framework when individuals routinely face events that 
could challenge their self-esteem and emotional self-efficacy on a daily basis (e.g., possible conflicts at 
work and/or at home). In the present study, we aimed to contribute to this line of research by 
examining the day-to-day associations among individuals’ self-esteem, SRN, and SEP as they unra-
veled in the normal life of a sample of young adults followed over ten days. Importantly, we also aimed 
to identify the level(s) at which these relationships could occur by analyzing the association among 
self-esteem and the two emotional self-efficacy beliefs both at the between-person level (i.e., trait-like, 
stable individual differences) and the within-person level (i.e., state-like, momentary deviations from 
the trait-level). Ascertaining whether the relation between self-esteem and emotional self-efficacy 
involves their stable components (i.e., their general baseline level) and/or their temporary fluctuations 
is important to clarify the possible paths through which adults build their perceptions of value and 
emotional capability in their daily life.

Self-esteem and emotional regulatory self-efficacy

Although both self-esteem (Kernis, 1995) and self-efficacy (Bandura, 2008) are two core aspects of the 
broader self-system, they have distinct conceptual characteristics. While self-esteem represents 
a general self-evaluation of worth across several domains of functioning, self-efficacy reflects people’s 
perceived capabilities in specific spheres relevant to their life (Bandura, 2008). In an attempt to clarify 
the relations between these two self-evaluations, in the last years, several personality psychologists 
have focused on understanding how self-esteem and domain-specific self-efficacy beliefs could influ-
ence each other.

Given the relevance of emotion regulation for the maintenance of positive self-esteem (Brown, 
1993, 1998; Brown et al., 2001; Kernis et al., 2000), individuals’ self-efficacy in the emotional domain 
(i.e., the perceived capability to manage one’s emotions) likely reflects an important self-belief for their 
satisfaction with themselves. Several studies, indeed, have shown that individuals with low or blurred/ 
unstable self-acceptance are more prone to fluctuate in their mood (Santangelo et al., 2017; Zeigler– 
Hill & Abraham, 2006) and experience a wide array of negative emotions, ranging from anger/hostility 
(Santangelo et al., 2020) to sadness (Wood et al., 2009). Hence, the construct of regulatory emotional 
self-efficacy (Bandura et al., 2003) in managing negative emotion and expressing positive emotion has 
received particular attention in relation to self-esteem. More in detail, SRN refers to the beliefs 
regarding the perceived capability to control one’s unpleasant emotions once they are experienced 
in response to negative events (e.g., the capability to manage quickly feelings of anger/irritation after 
being treated unfairly), whereas SEP refers to the perceived capability to effectively express one’s 
pleasant emotions in response to positive events (e.g., the capability to share feelings of joy/happiness 
after succeeding in an important goal; Caprara et al., 2008).

From a theoretical perspective, it is reasonable to expect reciprocal effects among self-esteem, SRN, 
and SEP. Indeed, as noted by Caprara et al. (2013), higher levels of self-esteem could offer a positive, 
broad self-evaluation that could further strengthen more fine-grained efficacy beliefs in the regulatory 
emotional domain. At the same time, people’s capability to efficaciously manage their negative 
emotions (e.g., sadness, anger) and successfully express their positive emotions (e.g., joy, happiness) 
could help them achieve a sense of emotional fulfillment and competence that could favor their 
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appreciation with themselves. Empirical findings confirmed the expected positive association between 
self-esteem and regulatory emotional self-efficacy both when self-esteem was the predictor of regula-
tory emotional self-efficacy (Wang et al., 2018) and vice versa (Dogan et al., 2013). Yet, these studies 
treated regulatory emotional self-efficacy as a single construct (i.e., there was no distinction between 
SRN and SEP) as well as their cross-sectional nature did not allow the researchers to properly test the 
direction of the effects between the two self-appraisals. To the best of our knowledge, only Caprara 
et al. (2013) investigated the effects among self-esteem, SRN, and SEP in a longitudinal framework. In 
their 8-year study, results from a cross-lagged panel model (CLPM) showed reciprocal positive 
influences among the three constructs from adolescence (16 years of age) to early adulthood 
(24 years of age). In line with their hypotheses assigning a primary role to self-esteem given its stable 
and partial genetically-based nature (e.g., Caprara et al., 2009), they found that self-esteem had 
a stronger effect on both SRN and SEP 2 years apart (β ≈ .20) compared to the effects of SRN and 
SEP on self-esteem over the same time-lag (β ≈ .09).

The present study

Although the positive relation between self-esteem and both types of regulatory emotional beliefs has 
been already established in previous studies, the extent to which their effects could operate on a day-to 
-day basis remains unexplored. We believe this is an important research gap since confirming whether 
self-esteem, SRN, and SEP could also reciprocally influence each other in a short time frame can help 
researchers understand how people dynamically build their perceptions of personal worth and 
emotional efficacy during their daily life when several events may threaten (e.g., possible conflicts at 
home) or boost (e.g., work-related success) their self-appraisals.

Moreover, we aim to clarify at which level(s) the effects among self-esteem, SRN, and SEP occur by 
clearly disentangling their relations at the between-person level (i.e., trait-like or stable/enduring 
dispositional differences in self-esteem, SRN, and SEP) and the within-person level (i.e., state-like or 
occasion-specific fluctuations in self-esteem, SRN, and SEP) using a Random-Intercept Cross-Lagged 
Panel Model (Hamaker et al., 2015). Methodologists have recently highlighted the importance of the 
RI-CLPM compared to the standard CLPM to obtain more precise estimates of the cross-lagged effects 
in the presence of stable trait factors (Mulder & Hamaker, 2021; Usami, 2021). Also, the RI-CLPM 
usually provides a better fit to the data compared to the CLPM, which confirms the relevance of 
considering both trait-like and state-like components in the analysis of longitudinal data (Hamaker 
et al., 2015). Additionally, from a conceptual perspective, the possibility to separate the within-person 
effects from the stable individual differences allows the researcher to access the intra-individual 
dynamics among the different variables of interest (i.e., the three self-beliefs, in our case) that, in the 
long run, could trigger more permanent changes at the trait level (Hamaker, 2012). To the best of our 
knowledge, the dynamic relations between self-esteem and regulatory emotional self-efficacy that 
occur at the within-person level have not been empirically investigated so far. In sum, we use the RI- 
CLPM approach to clarify three distinct research questions: (1) are stable, trait-like components of 
self-esteem, SRN, and SEP positively related to each other?; (2) are momentary peaks in self-esteem on 
a given day (e.g., Monday) associated with momentary peaks in SRN and/or SEP on the same day?; and 
(3) do momentary peaks in self-esteem on a given day (e.g., Monday) predict subsequent peaks in SRN 
and SEP the next day (e.g., Tuesday) and/or vice versa?.

To answer these research questions, we followed a sample of young adults from Italy and Spain over 
10 days. Furthermore, to offer a more complete picture of the relation between self-esteem and 
regulatory emotional self-efficacy beliefs, we also took into account the daily events (both positive 
and negative) that could affect individuals’ evaluation of their personal worth and regulatory emo-
tional capabilities during their normal life. Previous studies, indeed, showed that daily fluctuations of 
self-esteem (Alessandri et al., 2016; Greenier et al., 1999) or, in general, its instability (Greenier et al., 
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1999; Meier et al., 2011; Zeigler–Hill & Abraham, 2006), are susceptible to the influence of both 
positive and negative events (Alessandri et al., 2016) such as daily hassles (Greenier et al., 1999) and 
interpersonal stress (Zeigler–Hill & Abraham, 2006).

Finally, from a developmental perspective, we focus on the young adulthood phase since it is 
a period of challenges (e.g., the willingness to reach financial independence, the involvement in more 
stable romantic relationships, etc.; see, Arnett, 2007) that could easily cause momentary drops in one’s 
sense of acceptance and competence.

Method

Sample and design

Participants were 338 young adults (age ranged from 18 to 35 years) enrolled in a University degree in 
Italy (n = 101, 91% women, Mage = 22.35, SD = 2.43) and Spain (n = 237, 77% women, Mage = 21.76, 
SD = 2.58). Data were collected during the academic years 2017–2018 and 2018–2019, and participants 
were compensated with partial course credit.

The ethical approval for this study was granted by the ethics committee at the author’s institution. 
After providing informed consent, participants filled out an online daily diary across ten days (hence-
forth, T1-T10). Following previous studies (e.g., Alessandri et al., 2016), participants reported how they 
felt on that specific day about their self-esteem, SRN, SEP, and their daily events (each scale was adapted 
and preceded by the wording “Think about today . . . ”). These reports were collected online at a 24-h 
interval (each day from 8:00 pm to 12:00 pm). The retention rate was relatively high with 73.1% of the 
participants providing data for at least six days (n = 247). In detail, 138 participants (40.8%%) provided 
data for all 10 days, 51 participants missed only one day (15.1%), 30 participants missed two days 
(8.9%), 17 participants missed three days (5%), and 11 participants missed four days (3.3%). Participants 
who answered 5 or fewer days were as follows: seven participants provided data for five days (2.1%), 10 
participants for 4 days (3%), 19 participants for three days (5.6%), 18 participants for two days (5.3%), 
and 37 participants for 1 day only (10.9%). We handled missing data with full information maximum- 
likelihood estimation in MPlus 8.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998 ̶ 2019).

Instruments

The following instruments were administered each day.

Self-esteem
Participants rated their daily self-esteem (from 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree) using the 10- 
item Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (1965; “On the whole, I was satisfied with myself”). Omega 
reliability coefficients were .67 and .94 at the within-person and between-person levels, respectively 
(Geldhof et al., 2014).

Regulatory emotional self-efficacy beliefs
Participants rated 12 items (from 1 = not well at all to 5 = very well) measuring their daily SRN and SEP 
(Bandura et al., 2003; Caprara et al., 2013). In detail, 8 items captured the participants’ perceived 
capability to manage their negative emotions (e.g., anger, irritation, sadness, despondency; e.g., “Think 
about today, to what extent have you felt capable of getting over irritation quickly for wrongs you have 
experienced?) whereas 4 items tapped into participants’ perceived ability to express their joy and 
satisfaction (e.g., “Think about today, to what extent have you felt capable of expressing joy when good 
things happened to you?”). Omega reliabilities were .80 (within-person) and .98 (between-person) for 
SRN, and .86 (within-person) and .98 (between-person) for SEP.
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Daily life events
Participants were asked to complete (from 0 = it did not happen to 5 = it happened and it was extremely 
important) a 17-item checklist adapted from Gable et al. (2000) assessing the occurrence and relevance of 
daily social-related, achievement-related, financial-related, and health-related events. Nine events were 
negative (e.g., “heavy study/workload”; “conflict with friends”) and 8 events were positive (e.g., “good 
interaction with my parents”; “good health”). Since both positive and negative events could occur in a daily 
life, in our analysis we used a difference score given by the subtraction of positive events minus negative 
events (i.e., higher scores meant that more positive events than negative ones happened on that day).

Data analytic plan

To clarify the nature of the relations among self-esteem, SRN, and SEP, we used a RI-CLPM (Hamaker 
et al., 2015). As detailed by Hamaker et al. (2015), the RI-CLPM decomposes the score of participant 
i at time t on the variable of interest (e.g., SRN) into three components: the group mean (μt) of SRN at 
a given time point (e.g., Monday); the stable, time-invariant trait-like deviation from the group-mean 
represented by the latent random intercept (κi); and the momentary deviation (ρit) of each participant 
at a given time point (i.e., SRNit = μt + κi + ρit).

Hence, the RI-CLPM was particularly suitable for our research goals as it allowed us to distinguish the 
effects: (1) at the trait-level or between-person (time-unspecific associations; e.g., did participants who, in 
general, had higher self-esteem across the ten days also reported higher SRN and/or SEP than their 
counterparts?); and (2) at the state-level or within-person (e.g., time-specific associations). Specifically, at 
the within-level, three different relations concerning the participants’ deviations from their expected levels 
could be considered (Hamaker et al., 2015)1: (a) simultaneous, time-specific covariations (e.g., were higher/ 
lower than expected levels of SRN related to higher/lower than expected levels of self-esteem/SEP at the 
same day?); (b) carry-over effects or inertia (e.g., did participants with higher/lower than expected levels of 
SRN on a given day [e.g., Monday] report higher/lower than expected levels of SRN at the next day [e.g., 
Tuesday]?); and (c) spill-over effects (did higher/lower than expected levels of SRN on a given day [e.g., 
Monday] predict higher/lower than expected levels of self-esteem at the next day [e.g., Tuesday] and/or 
vice-versa?). Moreover, we also tested whether each within-person effect was consistent over time by 
comparing the fit of the unconstrained RI-CLPM (in which the within-person effects were allowed to freely 
vary over time) to the fit of the constrained RI-CLPM in which the parameters were constrained to equality 
(e.g., SRNT1 → SEPT2 = SRNT2 → SEPT3 = . . . = SRNT9 → SEPT10; Mulder & Hamaker, 2021) through the 
chi-square difference test for nested models (Δχ2). An example of the RI-CLPM is graphically displayed in 
Figure 1.

Finally, in additional RI-CLPMs, we followed the steps indicated by Mulder and Hamaker (2021) to 
check the robustness of the effects while controlling for both time-invariant covariates (i.e., age, gender, 
and country) and time-varying covariates (i.e., daily events). We evaluated the fit of our models using 
conventional criteria for structural equation modeling (Kline, 2010). In detail, beyond a nonsignificant 
χ2, we also considered values of Comparative Fit index (CFI) and Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) higher than 
.95, and the Root-Mean-Square-Error-of-Approximation (RMSEA; with its 90% confidence interval) 
values lower than .08 as indicative of good model fit. All parameters were estimated with maximum- 
likelihood with robust standard errors (MLR) in Mplus 8.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2019).

Results

Zero-order correlations

As reported in the online supplemental materials (see Table S1), self-esteem, SRN, and SEP were all 
positively and moderately correlated both concurrently and over time. The anonymized dataset and outputs 
are available at the following link: https://osf.io/nhdzc/?view_only=ef8eeb030ae145aaa37cb18aab383007.
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RI-CLPM

The constrained RI-CLPM (Model 1) in which the unstandardized within-person parameters were 
constrained to equality over time showed a good fit, χ2(414) = 533.880, p <.001, CFI = .975, TLI = .974, 
RMSEA = .029 (90%CI: .021, .036) and was not statistically different, Δχ2(96) = 107.324, p = .202, from 
the unconstrained RI-CLPM. Hence, the size of the time-specific covariations, carry-over effects, and 
spill-over effects did not change across the 10 days. As reported in Table 1, the results from the 
constrained RI-CLPM indicated that the relations were mostly at the trait-level (between-person stable 
differences) since the positive correlations among the latent random intercept of self-esteem, SRN, and 
SEP were essentially medium-to-large in size (i.e., rs ranged from .483 to .620, ps <.001).

At the state-level (within-person), we found a similar pattern of positive time-specific correlations 
but their size was smaller than the correlations at the between-person level. More in detail, higher-than 
-expected levels of self-esteem on a given day (e.g., Monday) were related to higher-than-expected 
levels of SRN (rs ranged from .248 to .372, ps <.001) and SEP (rs ranged from .290 to .476, ps <.001) at 
the same day, as well as higher-than-expected levels of SRN were related to higher-than-expected levels 
of SEP (rs ranged from .279 to .518, ps <.001) on the same day. We also found positive and statistically 
significant day-to-day carry-over effects for self-esteem (β ≈ .16, p <.001), SRN (β ≈ .25, p <.001), and 
SEP (β ≈ .13, p <.01). Hence, higher-than-expected levels of a given self-evaluation (e.g., self-esteem) 
on a given day (e.g., Monday) were consistently followed by higher-than-expected levels of the same 

Figure 1. Illustrative Random Intercept Cross-Lagged Panel Model (RI-CLPM) for two Variables: Self-Esteem (EST) and Self-efficacy in 
Regulating Negative Emotion (SRN). Note. For the sake of simplicity, the figure only displays the RI-CLPM for EST and SRN. At the 
between-person level (trait-like), the depicted RI-CLPM estimates the correlation (↔) between the latent random intercepts (I) of 
I_EST and I_SRN. At the within-person level (state-like) the depicted RI-CLPM estimates the following parameters: Correlations (↔) 
between the residual components of EST (R_EST), and SRN (R_SRN), from time 1 (T1) to time 10 (T10); within-person carry-over 
effects (→) for R_EST and R_SRN; within-person spill-over effects (→) for R_EST and R_SRN.

IDENTITY 41



Ta
bl

e 
1.

 R
an

do
m

 In
te

rc
ep

t 
Cr

os
s-

La
gg

ed
 P

an
el

 M
od

el
 o

f S
el

f-
es

te
em

 (E
ST

), 
Se

lf-
effi

ca
cy

 in
 R

eg
ul

at
in

g 
N

eg
at

iv
e 

Em
ot

io
n 

(S
RN

), 
an

d 
Ex

pr
es

si
ng

 P
os

iti
ve

 E
m

ot
io

ns
 (S

EP
).

Pa
ra

m
et

er
s

St
d(

U
ns

t)
SE

p-
va

lu
e

Pa
ra

m
et

er
s

St
d(

U
ns

t)
SE

p-
va

lu
e

Pa
ra

m
et

er
s

St
d(

U
ns

t)
SE

p-
va

lu
e

Be
tw

ee
n-

le
ve

l
Be

tw
ee

n-
le

ve
l

Be
tw

ee
n-

le
ve

l
I_

ES
T 

↔
 I_

SR
N

.4
83

(.1
39

)
.0

56
<

.0
01

I_
ES

T 
↔

 I_
SE

P
.6

20
(.2

00
)

.0
49

<
.0

01
I_

SR
N

 ↔
 I_

SE
P

.5
37

(.2
36

)
.0

51
<

.0
01

W
ith

in
-le

ve
l

W
ith

in
-le

ve
l

W
ith

in
-le

ve
l

Co
rr

el
at

io
ns

Co
rr

el
at

io
ns

Co
rr

el
at

io
ns

R_
ES

T 
T1

 ↔
 R

_S
RN

 T
1

.3
06

(.0
68

)
.0

73
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T1

 ↔
 R

_S
EP

 T
1

.2
90

(.0
72

)
.0

88
.0

01
R_

SR
N

 T
1 

↔
 R

_S
EP

 T
1

.2
79

(.1
16

)
.0

77
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T2

 ↔
 R

_S
RN

 T
2

.2
48

(.0
60

)
.0

35
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T2

 ↔
 R

_S
EP

 T
2

.3
89

(.0
85

)
.0

37
<

.0
01

R_
SR

N
 T

2 
↔

 R
_S

EP
 T

2
.4

18
(.1

75
)

.0
39

<
.0

01
R_

ES
T 

T3
 ↔

 R
_S

RN
 T

3
.2

86
(.0

60
)

.0
36

<
.0

01
R_

ES
T 

T3
 ↔

 R
_S

EP
 T

3
.4

19
(.0

85
)

.0
38

<
.0

01
R_

SR
N

 T
3 

↔
 R

_S
EP

 T
3

.4
46

(.1
75

)
.0

35
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T4

 ↔
 R

_S
RN

 T
4

.3
49

(.0
60

)
.0

38
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T4

 ↔
 R

_S
EP

 T
4

.4
48

(.0
85

)
.0

40
<

.0
01

R_
SR

N
 T

4 
↔

 R
_S

EP
 T

4
.4

75
(.1

75
)

.0
38

<
.0

01
R_

ES
T 

T5
 ↔

 R
_S

RN
 T

5
.2

86
(.0

60
)

.0
37

<
.0

01
R_

ES
T 

T5
 ↔

 R
_S

EP
 T

5
.3

66
(.0

85
)

.0
40

<
.0

01
R_

SR
N

 T
5 

↔
 R

_S
EP

 T
5

.4
13

(.1
75

)
.0

37
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T6

 ↔
 R

_S
RN

 T
6

.3
28

(.0
60

)
.0

40
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T6

 ↔
 R

_S
EP

 T
6

.4
51

(.0
85

)
.0

48
<

.0
01

R_
SR

N
 T

6 
↔

 R
_S

EP
 T

6
.4

47
(.1

75
)

.0
36

<
.0

01
R_

ES
T 

T7
 ↔

 R
_S

RN
 T

7
.3

29
(.0

60
)

.0
38

<
.0

01
R_

ES
T 

T7
 ↔

 R
_S

EP
 T

7
.4

71
(.0

85
)

.0
36

<
.0

01
R_

SR
N

 T
7 

↔
 R

_S
EP

 T
7

.4
82

(.1
75

)
.0

40
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T8

 ↔
 R

_S
RN

 T
8

.3
72

(.0
60

)
.0

41
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T8

 ↔
 R

_S
EP

 T
8

.4
76

(.0
85

)
.0

35
<

.0
01

R_
SR

N
 T

8 
↔

 R
_S

EP
 T

8
.4

84
(.1

75
)

.0
38

<
.0

01
R_

ES
T 

T9
 ↔

 R
_S

RN
 T

9
.2

99
(.0

60
)

.0
34

<
.0

01
R_

ES
T 

T9
 ↔

 R
_S

EP
 T

9
.3

78
(.0

85
)

.0
32

<
.0

01
R_

SR
N

 T
9 

↔
 R

_S
EP

 T
9

.4
44

(.1
75

)
.0

38
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T1

0 
↔

 R
_S

RN
 T

10
.3

43
(.0

60
)

.0
40

<
.0

01
R_

ES
T 

T1
0 

↔
 R

_S
EP

 T
10

.4
26

(.0
85

)
.0

39
<

.0
01

R_
SR

N
 T

10
 ↔

 R
_S

EP
 T

10
.5

18
(.1

75
)

.0
42

<
.0

01
Ca

rr
y-

ov
er

 e
ffe

ct
s

Ca
rr

y-
ov

er
 e

ffe
ct

s
Ca

rr
y-

ov
er

 e
ffe

ct
s

R_
ES

T 
T1

 →
 R

_E
ST

 T
2

.1
67

(.1
66

)
.0

37
<

.0
01

R_
SE

P 
T1

 →
 R

_S
EP

 T
2

.1
45

(.1
33

)
.0

47
.0

02
R_

SR
N

 T
1 
→
 R

_S
RN

 T
2

.2
27

(.2
60

)
.0

41
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T2

 →
 R

_E
ST

 T
3

.1
79

(.1
66

)
.0

38
<

.0
01

R_
SE

P 
T2

 →
 R

_S
EP

 T
3

.1
32

(.1
33

)
.0

46
.0

04
R_

SR
N

 T
2 
→
 R

_S
RN

 T
3

.2
75

(.2
60

)
.0

48
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T3

 →
 R

_E
ST

 T
4

.1
83

(.1
66

)
.0

42
<

.0
01

R_
SE

P 
T3

 →
 R

_S
EP

 T
4

.1
28

(.1
33

)
.0

43
.0

03
R_

SR
N

 T
3 
→
 R

_S
RN

 T
4

.2
86

(.2
60

)
.0

52
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T4

 →
 R

_E
ST

 T
5

.1
48

(.1
66

)
.0

34
<

.0
01

R_
SE

P 
T4

 →
 R

_S
EP

 T
5

.1
24

(.1
33

)
.0

40
.0

02
R_

SR
N

 T
4 
→
 R

_S
RN

 T
5

.2
46

(.2
60

)
.0

44
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T5

 →
 R

_E
ST

 T
6

.1
88

(.1
66

)
.0

39
<

.0
01

R_
SE

P 
T5

 →
 R

_S
EP

 T
6

.1
42

(.1
33

)
.0

48
.0

03
R_

SR
N

 T
5 
→
 R

_S
RN

 T
6

.2
60

(.2
60

)
.0

44
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T6

 →
 R

_E
ST

 T
7

.1
65

(.1
66

)
.0

40
<

.0
01

R_
SE

P 
T6

 →
 R

_S
EP

 T
7

.1
40

(.1
33

)
.0

48
.0

03
R_

SR
N

 T
6 
→
 R

_S
RN

 T
7

.2
65

(.2
60

)
.0

56
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T7

 →
 R

_E
ST

 T
8

.1
77

(.1
66

)
.0

37
<

.0
01

R_
SE

P 
T7

 →
 R

_S
EP

 T
8

.1
26

(.1
33

)
.0

41
.0

02
R_

SR
N

 T
7 
→
 R

_S
RN

 T
8

.2
75

(.2
60

)
.0

51
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T8

 →
 R

_E
ST

 T
9

.1
40

(.1
66

)
.0

33
<

.0
01

R_
SE

P 
T8

 →
 R

_S
EP

 T
9

.1
27

(.1
33

)
.0

43
.0

03
R_

SR
N

 T
8 
→
 R

_S
RN

 T
9

.2
52

(.2
60

)
.0

48
<

.0
01

R_
ES

T 
T9

 →
 R

_E
ST

 T
10

.1
74

(.1
66

)
.0

40
<

.0
01

R_
SE

P 
T9

 →
 R

_S
EP

 T
10

.1
41

(.1
33

)
.0

48
.0

03
R_

SR
N

 T
9 
→
 R

_S
RN

 T
10

.2
81

(.2
60

)
.0

53
<

.0
01

Sp
ill

-o
ve

r 
eff

ec
ts

Sp
ill

-o
ve

r 
eff

ec
ts

Sp
ill

-o
ve

r 
eff

ec
ts

R_
ES

T 
T1

 →
 R

_S
RN

 T
2

.0
32

(.0
61

)
.0

33
.3

40
R_

ES
T 

T1
 →

 R
_S

EP
 T

2
.0

63
(.1

09
)

.0
37

.0
89

R_
SR

N
 T

1 
→
 R

_S
EP

 T
2

.0
69

(.0
71

)
.0

36
.0

56
R_

ES
T 

T2
 →

 R
_S

RN
 T

3
.0

33
(.0

61
)

.0
34

.3
33

R_
ES

T 
T2

 →
 R

_S
EP

 T
3

.0
63

(.1
09

)
.0

37
.0

85
R_

SR
N

 T
2 
→
 R

_S
EP

 T
3

.0
79

(.0
71

)
.0

42
.0

60
R_

ES
T 

T3
 →

 R
_S

RN
 T

4
.0

34
(.0

61
)

.0
35

.3
31

R_
ES

T 
T3

 →
 R

_S
EP

 T
4

.0
57

(.1
09

)
.0

34
.0

93
R_

SR
N

 T
3 
→
 R

_S
EP

 T
4

.0
73

(.0
71

)
.0

38
.0

56
R_

ES
T 

T4
 →

 R
_S

RN
 T

5
.0

29
(.0

61
)

.0
31

.3
41

R_
ES

T 
T4

 →
 R

_S
EP

 T
5

.0
48

(.1
09

)
.0

28
.0

90
R_

SR
N

 T
4 
→
 R

_S
EP

 T
5

.0
62

(.0
71

)
.0

33
.0

65
R_

ES
T 

T5
 →

 R
_S

RN
 T

6
.0

33
(.0

61
)

.0
35

.3
42

R_
ES

T 
T5

 →
 R

_S
EP

 T
6

.0
58

(.1
09

)
.0

34
.0

91
R_

SR
N

 T
5 
→
 R

_S
EP

 T
6

.0
70

(.0
71

)
.0

39
.0

72
R_

ES
T 

T6
 →

 R
_S

RN
 T

7
.0

30
(.0

61
)

.0
31

.3
40

R_
ES

T 
T6

 →
 R

_S
EP

 T
7

.0
54

(.1
09

)
.0

32
.0

85
R_

SR
N

 T
6 
→
 R

_S
EP

 T
7

.0
74

(.0
71

)
.0

41
.0

72
R_

ES
T 

T7
 →

 R
_S

RN
 T

8
.0

32
(.0

61
)

.0
33

.3
33

R_
ES

T 
T7

 →
 R

_S
EP

 T
8

.0
52

(.1
09

)
.0

31
.0

92
R_

SR
N

 T
7 
→
 R

_S
EP

 T
8

.0
69

(.0
71

)
.0

37
.0

58
R_

ES
T 

T8
 →

 R
_S

RN
 T

9
.0

29
(.0

61
)

.0
30

.3
44

R_
ES

T 
T8

 →
 R

_S
EP

 T
9

.0
47

(.1
09

)
.0

27
.0

88
R_

SR
N

 T
8 
→
 R

_S
EP

 T
9

.0
63

(.0
71

)
.0

33
.0

60
R_

ES
T 

T9
 →

 R
_S

RN
 T

10
.0

37
(.0

61
)

.0
38

.3
32

R_
ES

T 
T9

 →
 R

_S
EP

 T
10

.0
59

(.1
09

)
.0

35
.0

88
R_

SR
N

 T
9 
→
 R

_S
EP

 T
10

.0
69

(.0
71

)
.0

36
.0

57
R_

SR
N

 T
1 
→
 R

_E
ST

 T
2

.0
51

(.0
30

)
.0

26
.0

47
R_

SE
P 

T1
 →

 R
_E

ST
 T

2
.0

39
(.0

21
)

.0
38

.3
00

R_
SE

P 
T1

 →
 R

_S
RN

 T
2

−
.0

06
(−

.0
07

)
.0

32
.8

41

(C
on

tin
ue

d)

42 A. ZUFFIANÒ ET AL.



Ta
bl

e 
1.

 (C
on

tin
ue

d)
.

Pa
ra

m
et

er
s

St
d(

U
ns

t)
SE

p-
va

lu
e

Pa
ra

m
et

er
s

St
d(

U
ns

t)
SE

p-
va

lu
e

Pa
ra

m
et

er
s

St
d(

U
ns

t)
SE

p-
va

lu
e

R_
SR

N
 T

2 
→
 R

_E
ST

 T
3

.0
63

(.0
30

)
.0

32
.0

49
R_

SE
P 

T2
 →

 R
_E

ST
 T

3
.0

39
(.0

21
)

.0
38

.3
00

R_
SE

P 
T2

 →
 R

_S
RN

 T
3

−
.0

06
(−

.0
07

)
.0

31
.8

40
R_

SR
N

 T
3 
→
 R

_E
ST

 T
4

.0
66

(.0
30

)
.0

33
.0

44
R_

SE
P 

T3
 →

 R
_E

ST
 T

4
.0

43
(.0

21
)

.0
41

.2
95

R_
SE

P 
T3

 →
 R

_S
RN

 T
4

−
.0

07
(−

.0
07

)
.0

34
.8

41
R_

SR
N

 T
4 
→
 R

_E
ST

 T
5

.0
53

(.0
30

)
.0

26
.0

45
R_

SE
P 

T4
 →

 R
_E

ST
 T

5
.0

39
(.0

21
)

.0
38

.2
94

R_
SE

P 
T4

 →
 R

_S
RN

 T
5

−
.0

07
(−

.0
07

)
.0

34
.8

41
R_

SR
N

 T
5 
→
 R

_E
ST

 T
6

.0
63

(.0
30

)
.0

32
.0

48
R_

SE
P 

T5
 →

 R
_E

ST
 T

6
.0

48
(.0

21
)

.0
46

.2
97

R_
SE

P 
T5

 →
 R

_S
RN

 T
6

−
.0

07
(−

.0
07

)
.0

36
.8

41
R_

SR
N

 T
6 
→
 R

_E
ST

 T
7

.0
63

(.0
30

)
.0

31
.0

43
R_

SE
P 

T6
 →

 R
_E

ST
 T

7
.0

44
(.0

21
)

.0
41

.2
88

R_
SE

P 
T6

 →
 R

_S
RN

 T
7

−
.0

07
(−

.0
07

)
.0

34
.8

41
R_

SR
N

 T
7 
→
 R

_E
ST

 T
8

.0
66

(.0
30

)
.0

33
.0

45
R_

SE
P 

T7
 →

 R
_E

ST
 T

8
.0

44
(.0

21
)

.0
42

.2
94

R_
SE

P 
T7

 →
 R

_S
RN

 T
8

−
.0

07
(−

.0
07

)
.0

34
.8

41
R_

SR
N

 T
8 
→
 R

_E
ST

 T
9

.0
52

(.0
30

)
.0

26
.0

43
R_

SE
P 

T8
 →

 R
_E

ST
 T

9
.0

39
(.0

21
)

.0
38

.2
98

R_
SE

P 
T8

 →
 R

_S
RN

 T
9

−
.0

07
(−

.0
07

)
.0

35
.8

41
R_

SR
N

 T
9 
→
 R

_E
ST

 T
10

.0
57

(.0
30

)
.0

28
.0

42
R_

SE
P 

T9
 →

 R
_E

ST
 T

10
.0

43
(.0

21
)

.0
41

.2
91

R_
SE

P 
T9

 →
 R

_S
RN

 T
10

−
.0

08
(−

.0
07

)
.0

39
.8

41

Th
e 

fo
llo

w
in

g 
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
 (s

td
) p

ar
am

et
er

s,
 th

ei
r s

ta
nd

ar
d 

er
ro

rs
 (S

E)
, a

nd
 p

-v
al

ue
s 

ar
e 

re
po

rt
ed

: B
et

w
ee

n-
le

ve
l c

or
re

la
tio

n 
(↔

) a
m

on
g 

th
e 

la
te

nt
 ra

nd
om

 in
te

rc
ep

ts
 (I

) o
f I

_E
ST

, I
_S

RN
, a

nd
 I_

SE
P;

 
w

ith
in

-le
ve

l c
or

re
la

tio
ns

 (↔
) a

m
on

g 
th

e 
re

si
du

al
 c

om
po

ne
nt

s 
of

 E
ST

 (R
_E

ST
), 

SR
N

 (R
_S

RN
), 

an
d 

SE
P 

(R
_S

EP
) f

ro
m

 ti
m

e 
1 

(T
1)

 to
 ti

m
e 

10
 (T

10
); 

w
ith

in
-le

ve
l c

ar
ry

-o
ve

r e
ffe

ct
s 

(→
) f

or
 R

_E
ST

, R
_S

RN
, 

an
d 

R_
SE

P;
 w

ith
in

-le
ve

l s
pi

ll-
ov

er
 e

ffe
ct

s 
(→

) f
or

 R
_E

ST
, R

_S
RN

, a
nd

 R
_S

EP
. U

ns
ta

nd
ar

di
ze

d 
pa

ra
m

et
er

s 
(U

ns
t)

 a
re

 r
ep

or
te

d 
in

 b
ra

ck
et

s.

IDENTITY 43



attribute the day after (e.g., Tuesday). In terms of spill-over effects, we found that higher-than- 
expected levels of SRN on a given day predicted (β ≈ .05, p <.04) slightly higher-than-expected levels 
of self-esteem the next day throughout the ten days of data collection. The results indicated neither 
statistically significant (p <.05) spill-over effects from self-esteem to SRN and SEP nor from SEP to 
SRN and self-esteem.

Finally, we checked the robustness of these effects while controlling for age, gender, country 
differences (Italy versus Spain), and daily events. Following Mulder and Hamaker’s suggestion 
(Mulder & Hamaker, 2021), we included the effects of the time-varying daily life events by treating 
them as a further latent random intercept in the RI-CLPM (Model 2). Hence, the final RI-CLPM 
included 4 latent random intercepts (self-esteem, SRN, SEP, and daily life events), their interrelations 
at the within-person level, and the effects of the three time-invariant covariates (age, gender, and 
country) on the observed variables. The results from this RI-CLPM, χ2(850) = 1168.084, p <.001, 
CFI = .956, TLI = .953, RMSEA = .033 (90%CI: .029, .038), did not show any major change in the 
relations among self-esteem, SRN, and SEP (both at the between-person and the within-person level) 
obtained in the previous RI-CLPM (i.e., the RI-CLPM without control variables). In terms of time- 
invariant covariates, we found that participants who were older and from Spain (0 = Spain, 1 = Italy) 
consistently reported higher self-esteem (i.e., β ≈ .11, p <.05 and β ≈ −.20, p <.001, respectively) and 
SRN (i.e., β ≈ .11, p <.05 and β ≈ −.17, p <.001, respectively) compared to their counterparts. We also 
found that women reported higher SEP than men each day (i.e., β ≈ .09, p <.05). Considering 
participants’ daily events, we found positive and statistically correlations with self-esteem, SRN, and 
SEP both at the between-person (i.e., rs ranged from .269 to .554) and the within-person level 
(rs ranged from .180 to .445). At the within-person level, we also found a small, yet statistically, 
significant spill-over effect from daily events to SEP (β ≈ .06, p <.05): If the participants had higher- 
than-expected positive events over negative ones on a given day (e.g., Monday) they also reported 
higher-than-expected levels of their SEP the next day (e.g., Tuesday).2

Additional analyses

As per the suggestions of an anonymous reviewer, we also conducted a multiple-group RI-CLPM to 
explore possible differences in the parameters of interest between Italy and Spain. The fully con-
strained RI-CLPM across countries showed a barely acceptable fit, χ2(856) = 1332.761, p <.001, CFI = 
.913, TLI = .912, RMSEA = .057 (90%CI: .051, .063) and was statistically different from the uncon-
strained model Δχ2(210) =308.350, p <.001, thereby suggesting differences between Italy and Spain. 
A partially constrained RI-CLPM χ2(849) = 1244.049, p <.001, CFI = .928, TLI = .926, RMSEA = .052 
(90%CI: .046, .059) showed a slightly better fit than the fully constrained model and, of note, was not 
statistically different from the unconstrained model Δχ2(203) = 235.746, p = .057. In this partially 
constrained RI-CLPM the following parameters were let to vary freely across countries: the covariance 
between the latent random intercepts of self-esteem and SEP (between-person); the covariances 
among the state-like residual components of self-esteem, SRN, and SEP, as well as the unstandardized 
spill-over effects from self-esteem to SRN and the carry-over effects of SEP (within-person). In terms 
of covariation, we found that the covariance between the random intercepts of self-esteem and SEP 
was slightly lower in Italy than in Spain (cov= .151, p<.001 and cov= .233, p<.001, respectively), as well 
as we found that the within-person covariations between self-esteem and SRN (cov Italy = .015, p=.034 
and cov Spain = .085, p<.001), self-esteem and SEP (cov Italy = .044, p<.001 and cov Spain = .107, p<.001), 
and SRN and SEP (cov Italy = .085, p<.001 and cov Spain = .217, p<.001) were weaker in Italy compared 
to Spain. This RI-CLPM also showed that higher-than-expected levels of self-esteem consistently 
predicted higher-than-usual levels of SRN the day after in Italy (b= .184, p = .035) but not in Spain (b= 
.014, p = .841). The carry-over effect of SEP, instead, was only statistically significant in Spain (b= .141, 
p = .001) but not in Italy (b= .049, p = .431). Moreover, differently from the results obtained in the full 
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sample, the unstandardized spill-over effect from SRN to self-esteem was similar in size but no longer 
statistically significant (b= .030, p = .055 in both countries) in the multiple-group analysis. The full 
Mplus output of this RI-CLPM (see Model 4) is reported in the online supplementary materials.

Finally, we also repeated Model 2 while treating separately negative daily life events (Model 5 in the 
online supplementary materials) and positive daily events (Model 6 in the online supplementary 
materials). Overall, the relations (at both the between-person and within-person levels) among self- 
esteem, SRN, and SEP in these two RI-CLPMs were substantially identical to those obtained when the 
daily events were treated as a difference score.

Discussion

Personality and clinical psychologists have consistently highlighted how a scarce appreciation of one’s 
value is linked to emotional difficulties (Sowislo & Orth, 2013). Hence, several authors pointed out 
how regulatory emotional self-efficacy, a fine-grained set of self-beliefs reflecting the perceived 
capability to manage negative emotions and express positive ones, could be important for individuals’ 
self-esteem (e.g., Caprara et al., 2013; Dogan et al., 2013; Wang et al., 2018). Following previous long- 
term findings reporting positive reciprocal relations among self-esteem, SRN, and SEP (Caprara et al., 
2013), in the present study we aimed to contribute to this line of research by adopting a shorter 
temporal framework (i.e., ten days) to unravel the dynamic interplay among self-esteem, SRN, and 
SEP. Differently from long-term longitudinal works, indeed, the collection of short-term longitudinal 
data, such as daily diaries, can help the researcher obtain a more ecologically-valid picture of how these 
different self-evaluative constructs could predict each other in people’s everyday life. Of importance, 
the use of the RI-CLPM allowed us to have a clear understanding of the relations among self-esteem, 
SRN, and SEP by separating their effects at the between-person level (trait-like) and within-person 
level (state-like). Moreover, to offer a more stringent test of their relations, we also took into account 
the role that daily life events could exert on each self-appraisal.

In line with previous longitudinal evidence (Caprara et al., 2013), results from the present study 
confirmed the positive relations among self-esteem, SRN, and SEP in a short-term, daily framework. 
Our findings showed that the strongest relationships were at the trait level with the latent correlations 
being medium-to-large in size (Cohen, 1988). This finding suggests that there is a good level of 
coherence across these different stable components of the self-system: young adults who had a general 
higher self-esteem over 10 days also reported a general higher perceived regulatory emotional self- 
efficacy than their counterparts. Interestingly, the correlation between self-esteem and SEP (r = .62) 
was slightly stronger than the correlation between self-esteem and SRN (r = .48). Hence, although we 
cannot establish the direction of the effects at the between-person level (i.e., from self-esteem to SEP 
and/or vice versa), experiencing positive emotions and the individuals’ stable perceived capability to 
effectively express them appear to be particularly important for a good, enduring appreciation of 
themselves. As suggested by Caprara et al. (2013), individuals who feel emotionally efficacious to share 
their happiness/joy likely have better relationships with significant others (e.g., friends; Demir & 
Orthel, 2011), which are an important source of one’s self-esteem (e.g., Leary & Baumeister, 2000; 
Zuffianò et al., 2016).

Of importance, we also found similar correlational results at the within-person level, captur-
ing the daily dynamics among self-esteem, SEP, and SRN. Momentary positive peaks in self- 
esteem on a given day (e.g., Monday) were consistently associated with parallel positive peaks in 
regulatory emotional self-efficacy on the same day, thereby suggesting a coherent co-movement 
of these higher-than-usual levels of self-appraisals across the ten days of the study. Namely, 
when individuals were perceiving unusually high (or low) levels of their capabilities in managing 
their emotions they were also reporting momentary boosts (or drops) in the satisfaction with 
their value as persons. Of note, the average within-person correlation coefficient across the 
10 days between SEP and self-esteem (r within ≈ .41) was slightly stronger than the one for 
SRN (r within ≈ .31), mirroring the results obtained at the level of dispositional differences. Thus, 
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the relation between being capable to express one’s positive emotions and self-esteem does not 
only concern how individuals think and feel generally about themselves but also their occasion- 
specific variations.

Yet, the analysis of the spill-over effects (i.e., the cross-construct predictions from one day to 
another) offered an additional piece of information about the dynamic interplay among self-esteem, 
SRN, and SEP. Indeed, while taking into account the simultaneous occurrence between regulatory 
emotional self-efficacy beliefs and self-esteem at the same time point and their day-to-day carry-over 
effects, we found that those days in which the participants felt particularly capable to regulate their 
negative emotions were followed by slightly higher-than-usual levels of self-esteem the next day. 
Although this result is exploratory and caution must be taken in generalizing it without further 
replication, it suggests that the perceived efficacy in regulating one’s anger and despondency in daily 
life could be one of the mechanisms that may help individuals experience a higher self-worth. One may 
guess that, when individuals feel efficacious to control the unpleasant emotions associated with daily 
hassles/conflicts, the sense of success stemming from managing such emotionally challenging tasks 
could be so pervasive that does not only help people have a better consideration of themselves (i.e., 
higher-than-usual self-esteem) on the same day, but also the day after. Hence, differently from Caprara 
et al. (2013), in which the results of their long-term CLPM indicated that the general self-esteem had 
the primary role on SRN and SEP, our RI-CLPM enriched our understanding by showing that the 
daily dynamics underlying higher-than-usual levels of self-esteem may be partly driven by momentary 
enhanced SRN. We did not find the same spill-over effects for SEP. Since the experience of negative 
emotions is what challenges people’s regulatory capabilities in daily life, it is plausible to assume that 
high SRN is more salient and enduring than SEP in enhancing individuals’ self-esteem. Therefore, 
although SEP showed a slightly higher correlation with self-esteem than SRN at the cross-sectional 
level, the perceived capability to regulate one’s negative emotions could be more pervasive by exerting 
its effect both concurrently and from one day to another. Future research is needed to replicate this 
effect in confirmatory studies.

As a further check, we found the same set of results also while taking into account possible 
positive and negative events that could affect daily evaluations of self-esteem, SRN, and SEP. 
Interestingly, our findings also revealed a statistically significant spill-over effect from daily 
events to SEP, meaning that those days in which participants experienced more positive events 
over negative ones were followed by higher-than-usual SEP the day after. This result suggests 
when people experience positive events they likely maintain a positive focus that is beneficial for 
enhancing their SEP.

Our main results also showed country and age differences, with Spanish and older partici-
pants reporting slightly higher daily self-esteem and SRN compared to their counterparts. 
Although one may guess that the higher self-esteem and SRN among Spanish university students 
may derive from an optimal level of social and emotional vitality, this result should be confirmed 
in future ad hoc cross-cultural studies. From a developmental perspective, the positive effect of 
age on self-esteem is in line with previous works showing an expected normative increase in self- 
esteem during the transition from adolescence to adulthood (Orth & Robins, 2014). The effect of 
age on SRN seems to contradict previous studies reporting a decline in SRN from 14 to 25 years 
of age (Caprara et al., 2013). Yet, since our sample covered up to 35 years of age, this may 
suggest that moving toward adulthood could be associated with a rebound in one’s capability to 
regulate negative emotions, which could reflect the notion of mature personality characterized by 
higher emotional stability (Roberts & Mroczek, 2008). Future developmental studies are war-
ranted to identify the lifespan developmental trajectory of SRN. Lastly, we also found that 
women reported higher SEP than men. This result is in line with a large number of studies 
showing how women are more prone than men in expressing and sharing their positive 
emotions (e.g., LaFrance et al., 2003).
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Limitations and conclusion

Despite several strengths, our study was not without limitations. First, although we used 
a recommended, stringent statistical approach for testing longitudinal effects (Hamaker et al., 2015), 
the nature of our data did not allow us to establish firm conclusions about possible causal relations. 
Future intensive longitudinal studies may benefit from the implementation of instrumental variables 
to test the presence of within-person causal effects (e.g., Schmiedek & Neubauer, 2020). Second, we 
believe it is important to further stress that we did not have a specific a priori hypothesis about the 
within-person effect from SRN to self-esteem. Hence, this effect should be confirmed in future studies. 
This call for replication is particularly important since this spill-over effect was quite small in size and 
the associated p-values were just below the conventional level of statistical significance of .05. Third, 
although self-reports are the best tool to obtain information about individuals’ self-esteem and self- 
efficacy, the strength of the results could be inflated because of the same-informant method. Since 
previous studies reported a good degree of convergence between self- and friend-reports of self-esteem 
(Zuffianò et al., 2016), future research should consider adding another source of information to 
mitigate this possible bias in the results. Fourth, we only assessed the relationships among self- 
esteem, SRN, and SEP. Yet, other self-efficacy beliefs, such as those in the social domain, could be 
as relevant or even more relevant for individuals’ self-esteem since may help them increase their 
chances of being accepted and valued by others (e.g., Leary & Baumeister, 2000). Fifth, we recognize 
that some of the situations reported in the items composing the RESE may not always apply to the 
everyday life of the participants (e.g., there might be days on which some participants may not 
experience any wrongs that could trigger their anger). Future daily studies may consider adding 
a further answer option such as “today, this item does not apply to me.” Sixth, although our multiple- 
group analyses revealed possible intriguing differences between Italy and Spain in the relations among 
self-esteem, SRN, and SEP (e.g., the statistically significant spill-over effect from self-esteem to SRN in 
Italy), we urge future research to replicate these cross-countries differences with larger sample sizes in 
each group. Lastly, we only focused on the young adulthood period. Future research should explore 
whether the dynamic relations among self-esteem, SRN, and SEP could be different across younger 
and/or older age groups.

While recognizing these main limitations, we believe our results also have theoretical, methodolo-
gical, and practical implications. At the theoretical level, the positive relations existing among self- 
esteem, SRN, and SEP suggest that there is a good level of coherence across these three components of 
the self-system, both in terms of dispositional differences and daily fluctuations. At the methodological 
level, the use of the RI-CLPM is a useful statistical tool to separate the within-person dynamics effects 
from stable, time-invariant factors that affect individuals’ evaluations of their self-esteem and agentic 
beliefs. At the practical level, our findings may help psychologists design ecological interventions 
aimed at enhancing young adults’ self-esteem in everyday life. Although the strongest effects were 
found at the between-person level, psychologists may rely on individuals’ self-efficacy beliefs in the 
emotional domain to elicit daily boosts in their self-esteem that, in the long run, may trigger more 
permanent changes (i.e., at the trait-level) in their general evaluations of personal worth.

Notes

1. In the RI-CLPM the expected score consists of the time-specific group mean and the time-invariant trait-like 
score (see, Hamaker et al., 2015).

2. We also conducted a sensitivity analysis by re-estimating the models only considering those participants who 
provided at least data for five days (Model 3). The results were virtually identical. All the Mplus outputs 
(including the syntaxes) are reported in the online supplemental materials.
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