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STUDENT WELL - BEING: IDENTIFYING THE CONTRIBUTION OF
OPTIMISM AND LOCUS OF CONTROL

Anita Cuze & Ana Aleksic
University of Zagreb, Croatia

Abstract: Studies have shown that personality characteristics play a significant role in
explaining the differences in well-being. To better understand the effect of personality traits,
the study explored the role of locus of control and optimism for student college-related well-
being. In a sample of 187 university students in Croatia, who responded to a set of personality
questionnaires, it was found that both locus of control and optimism correlated with well-
being. Moreover, results also revealed that optimism moderated the relationship between
external locus of control and well-being. Our findings suggest that positive thinking may
buffer the adverse effects of external locus of control on student well-being.
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INTRODUCTION

Growing evidence in recent years stresses the importance of student well-being for their
education and success, with educational institutions prioritizing well-being as an essential
aspect of student development (Beynon, 2019; Waters, 2017) that helps students prosper in
both the academic environment and various social relations. Specifically, higher levels of
student well-being are associated with positive education-related outcomes such as increased
engagement in schooling (Lewis, Huebner, Malone, & Valois, 2011), better mental health
(Gilman & Huebner, 2006), and better academic performance (Lyons & Huebner, 2016).
Moreover, higher well-being can positively impact later life achievements such as future
income and relationship satisfaction (Waters, 2017).

Life satisfaction is a critical constituent of well-being (Ho, Cheung, & Cheung, 2010).
However, there are individual differences in youth's life satisfaction (e.g., DeNeve & Cooper,
1998; Di Fabio & Kenny, 2019; Huebner, 1991; Park, 2004). The contribution of various
personality traits to well-being has been investigated in many studies (e.g., Avey, Luthans,
Smith, & Palmer, 2010; Cole & Korkmaz, 2013; DeNeve & Cooper, 1998; McCrae & Costa,
1987; Myers & Diener, 1995; Spector, Cooper, Sanchez, O' Driscoll, & Sparks, 2002). Locus
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of control and optimism feature as important factors in shaping subjective well-being (e.g.,
Ayyash-Abdo & Alamuddin, 2007; DeNeve & Cooper, 1998). Studies have shown that
internal locus of control has beneficial effects on well-being, while external locus of control
has a detrimental impact on well-being (e.g., Klonowicz, 2001; Li, Lepp, & Barkley, 2015;
Pu, Hou, & Ma, 2017; Spector et al., 2002). Regarding optimism, previous studies have
shown that optimism is associated with high levels of well-being (e.g., Ferguson & Goodwin,
2010; Ho et al., 2010; Khoo & Bishop, 1997; Scheier et al., 1999). Furthermore, optimism is
related to well-being in a way that buffers the effects of stressful events and supports an
active coping style that promotes healthy behaviors (Ben-Zur, 2003). Optimism also plays a
moderating role on the effects of perceived stress on psychological well-being (Chang, 1998),
negative life experiences on suicide ideation and attempts (Hirsch, Wolford, LaLonde, Brunk,
& Parker, 2007), and neuroticism and distress on life satisfaction (Jibeen, 2014).

Furthermore, optimism has a protecting effect against adverse psychological and
physical problems. Although previous studies examined the effect of locus of control and
optimism on well-being independently, the question of how locus of control and optimism in
concertration contribute to well-being is still underexplored, particularly when it comes to
student education-related well-being, a completely neglected domain. Specifically, the
present study aimed to investigate whether optimism plays a moderating role between locus
of control and student well-being.

Well-being

Well-being is a multidimensional concept that has been mainly studied in organizational
research because of its importance to healthy physical and psychological functioning.
Subjective and psychological well-being are recognized as two main dimensions of one's
well-being (Chen, Jing, Hayes, & Lee, 2013). According to Diener (1984), subjective well-
being is conceptualized as the prevalence of positive over negative affect in one's life as well
as satisfaction with life in general. Therefore, subjective well-being is essentially reduced to
happiness. Psychological well-being, on the other hand, is broader and comprises self-
acceptance, autonomy, social connections with others, aspiration in life, personal
development, and environmental superiority (Ryff, 1989). Studies usually focus on one
component of well-being, subjective or psychological, but there is need for additional studies
that would incorporate both dimensions of well-being (Brouzos, Vassilopoulos, &
Boumpouli, 2016; Gonzalez-Carrasco et al., 2019). A definition of well-being that
incorporates both dimensions is the one by Demo and Paschoal (2016), stating that well-
being is the experience of more often positive than negative affects and development of
personal potential. Positive affects include positive emotional states such as alertness, joy,
excitement, and confidence, while negative affects are composed of emotional states such as
fear, guilt, contempt, and sadness (Ben-Zur, 2003).
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Locus of control

Locus of control can be defined as "the extent to which people believe that they have control
over their fate" (Ng, Sorensen, & Eby, 2006, p. 1057). Rotter (1966) distinguishes internal
and external locus of control. People develop an internal or external locus of control through
learning (Rotter, 1966). People with an internal locus of control believe that they are in
control over events in their lives because good outcomes are the result of their own behavior
or characteristic. On the contrary, people with external control perceive all events in their life
as being the outcome of luck, fate, or chance and that they have no control over them.
Internals believe that they can influence their environment while externals do not perceive
any connection between their behavior and its outcome (Ng et al., 2006). Locus of control is
connected to well-being by emboldening feelings of competence and effective coping (Fisher,
1989; Parkes, 1984, as cited in Daniels and Guppy, 1997), especially in difficult and stressful
situations. Successful coping with such situations, provides the individual with a sense of
achievement that is associated with well-being. Based on their interaction with the
environment, individuals learn from their behavior and the behavior of others that personal
events may be more or less controllable (Daniels & Guppy, 1997). Moreover, prior
experiences impact the expectation that a future encounter will be challenging or threatening,
which consequently influences coping (Folkman, 1984). Internals are more prone to use
active coping mechanisms, which helps them to deal with stress (Folkman, 1984) while
externals use passive coping mechanisms and show less resistance to stress (Arslan, Dilmac,
& Hamarta, 2009).

Previous studies have supported the notion that control beliefs influence well-being
(Ng et al., 2006; Spector et al., 2002; Wang, Bowling, & Eschleman, 2010). Specifically,
Spector et al. (2002) concluded that internality is connected with higher levels of positive
well-being. Also, Ng et al. (2006) demonstrated that individuals with an internal locus of
control experience greater general well-being in terms of better mental well-being, life
satisfaction, and physical health. Furthermore, Klonowicz (2001) showed that externality is
associated with lower levels of subjective well-being in a way that externals experience more
often negative affects, less positive affects, and have lower life satisfaction. Moreover,
Daniels and Guppy (1997) have found an association between high levels of depression and
external locus of control, while Schmitz, Neumann, and Oppermann (2000) have shown that
external locus of control is linked to burnout. In their meta-analysis, DeNeve and Cooper
(1998) had found locus of control as one of the traits among 137 personality constructs that
are most closely related to subjective well-being.

Studies on student samples have also demonstrated that internal locus of control is
related to higher levels of life satisfaction (Huebner, 1991) and lower levels of stress (Au,
2015; Roddenberry & Renk, 2010). Ben-Zur (2003) showed that mastery or sense of control
and optimism are negatively correlated with negative affect and positively correlated with
positive affect. For external locus of control, the findings are in the opposite direction.The
stronger the students' tendency for external locus of control, the weaker their sense of
subjective well-being (Li et al., 2015; Pu et al., 2017).
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Optimism

Optimism is defined as "generalized expectations of the occurrence of good outcomes in
one's life" (Scheier & Carver, 1985, p. 239). It is associated to positive thinking, which is
essential for students' motivation because it helps them achieve their goals and performance
outcomes due to their positive attitude and striving for excellence (Phan, 2016). It influences
their emotional states, educational experience, and well-being (Phan, 2016). In two different
studies, students who scored high on the optimism scale at the beginning of the semester
reported better subjective well-being, better physical health (Scheier & Carver, 1985), and
less psychological distress (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1992) at the end of the semester. Ayyash-
Abdo and Alamuddin (2007) confirmed a positive correlation between students’ optimism
and subjective well-being. Ho et al. (2010) also found an association between adolescents'
optimism and well-being operationalized as life satisfaction as a positive indicator and
psychosocial problems as a negative indicator. Specifically, optimism was positively related
to life satisfaction and negatively to psychosocial issues.

Thus, optimism is associated with positive outcomes and positive anticipation about
the future, just as locus of control does. Although optimism and locus of control are distinct
constructs, they are still partially overlapping (Reker & Wong, 1984; as cited in Injeyan et al.,
2011). Both include cognition and express individual life orientation toward the future (Ben-
Zur, 2003) but differ in the sense that optimism does not imply control over events in one’s
life (Mikikangas, Feldt, Kinnunen, & Mauno, 2013). Since the two characteristics share
commonalities, it is important to test their joint effect on well-being. This is so because as
Reker and Wong (1984; as cited in Peacock & Wong, 1996), argue, an individual's
expectation of positive outcomes is based either on the expectation of good fortune or belief
in one's own self-efficacy. If a person has an external locus of control but still believes in
good luck, this expectation might buffer the adverse effect of external locus of control on
well-being.

The present study

The main objective of this study was to identify the relationships between locus of control as
a control belief trait, optimism as an expectancy belief trait, and student well-being. Notably,
the aim was to examine the potential moderating role of optimism between locus of control
and well-being. Since internal and external locus of control can be seen as two different poles
of a single dimension, we decided to test external locus of control in relation to well-being.
Because optimism represents a positive attitude towards the future, it might moderate the
relationship between external locus of control and well-being. However, to the best of our
knowledge, no research examined optimism as a potential moderator between external locus
of control and well-being.The assumption was that students with an external locus of control
would experience lower levels of college-related well-being and that optimism would buffer
this relationship. The hypotheses were the following:
H1: External locus of control is negatively related to college-related well-being.
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H2: Optimism moderates the relationship between external locus of control and
college-related well-being. Specifically, optimism buffers the negative effect of external
locus of control to college-related well-being.

METHOD

Participants and procedure

To test the relationship between well-being, locus of control, and optimism, we conducted a
cross-sectional empirical study. A convenience sample of students from the University of
Zagreb in Croatia was used. The data was collected in December 2019 using an online
survey. In total, 238 students completed the survey, but due to content non-responsivity
(Nichols, Greene, & Schmolck, 1989), the final sample included 187 respondents. The mean
age of respondents was 22.84 (SD = 2.52). Most of the respondents were female (76.5%).
They were mostly graduate students in economics (47.1%) and participated in extracurricular
activities such as student job, sport, volunteering, or learning foreign languages (82%).

Measures

Locus of control

The questionnaire used for the survey was based on previously used scale from the literature
and validated in the Croatian language.The questionnaire, originally in the English language,
was translated into the Croatian and back translated into English by language experts as well
as experts in the field. Locus of control was measured using the 28-item Academic Locus of
Control Scale (Trice, 1985) in a true-false format adjusted for college students and their
academic achievements. The total score ranged from a minimum of O (internal locus of
control) to a maximum of 28 (external locus of control). A sample item for internal locus of
control is "College grades most often reflect the effort you put into classes"”, while for
external locus of control is: "I came to college because it was expected of me". For the locus
of control, we examined Kuder-Richardson Reliability Formula 20 (KR-20), which was . 69,
above the prescribed threshold.

Optimism

Optimism was measured with the 12-item Life Orientation Test Scale (Scheier & Carver,
1985), where respondents were asked to assess their level of agreement with the statements
using a Likert 5-point scale (1- strongly disagree, 5 - strongly agree). Sample item is "In
uncertain times, | usually expect the best". Confirmatory factor analysis showed acceptable
model fit: y*(N = 187) = 24, p < .05, TLI = .91, CFI = .94, RMSEA = .06 with 90% ClI [ .02,
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.11] and SRMR = .07. All factor loading were within acceptable range. Composite reliability
for optimism was .80. Construct reliability was established by Dijkstra-Henseler's rho (rhoa),
pA= .66.

Student college-related well-being

Student college-related well-being was measured using the 29-item Well-Being at Work
Scale (Demo & Paschoal, 2016) that was adjusted for the student environment. Respondents
were asked to assess their level of agreement with the statements using a Likert 5-point scale
(1- strongly disagree, 5 - strongly agree). The scale measures positive affect (sample item:
Over the past six months, my college made me feel happy), negative affect (sample item:
Over the past six months, my college made me feel anxious), and personal fulfillment
(sample item: In my college, | develop abilities that | consider important).The student
college-related well-being construct was modeled as three-factorial as per other studies
(Brathen & Ommundsen, 2018; Demo & Paschoal, 2016). Confirmatory factor analysis
indicated that the model fit the data well: ¥*(N = 187) = 274, p < .001, TLI = .91, CFI = .92,
RMSEA = .05 with 90% CI [0.04, 0.06] and SRMR = .06. All factor loadings were
considered satisfactory. Composite reliability for the positive affect was .86, negative affect
.85, and personal fulfillment .87, which is considered satisfactory. Construct reliability was
established by Dijkstra-Henseler's rho (rhoa): negative affect pa= .80, positive affect pa =
.82, and personal fulfillment pa = .84.

Statistical analyses

As the data were collected through self-report measures that tapped related constructs, we
tested for the possible presence of common method bias. As suggested by Kock (2015), after
conducting confirmatory factor analysis, we generated variance inflation factors (VIFs) for
locus of control, optimism and college-related well-being. If the value of VIF is greater than
3.3, a model might be affected by common method bias (Kock, 2015). Two items from the
negative affect scale had VIF value just above 3.3, so they were excluded from the analysis.
Confirmatory factor analyses were carried out with the Lava an package in R
(Rosseel, 2012). Our models, as depicted in Figures 1 and 2, were analyzed using partial least
squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) in SmartPLS 3. The advantage of using
PLS-SEM for this study is fourfold: it minimizes the error term of the college-related well-
being, it is appropriate for small sample sizes, it is highly efficient in parameter estimation,
and makes no assumption about the data distribution (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt,
2014). The minimum sample size for PLS-SEM with a statistical power of 80%, at a
significance level of 5%, and minimum R? of 0.10 and with maximum two predictor variables
is 110 respondents, which is below our sample size (Hair et al., 2014, p. 21). We applied the
bootstrapping procedure using 500 subsamples to make sure that the results are not sample-
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specific. Since both hypotheses indicate a direction of the effect, we used a one-tailed test.
All variables were standardized and measured reflectively, so we used the orthogonalizing
approach (Hair et al., 2014). In the current study, the PLS-SEM algorithm converged after 20
iterations.

In the process of evaluation of the reflective measurement model, beside reliability
indices that have been mentioned, one has to also check convergent and discriminant validity
(Hair et al., 2014). To check the extent to which the measures used in our study correlated
positively with alternative measures of the same construct, we analyzed the convergent
validity of each measure with outer loadings and average variance extracted (AVE) (Hair et
al., 2014).Standardized outer loadings, also representing indicator reliability, were above .40
except for one item from Negative Affect, so it was excluded from the analysis as suggested
by Hair et al. (2014). Considering AVE, for our only endogenous variable (college-related
well-being), it was 0.22, which is below the rule of thumb (Hair et al., 2014).

To check whether each measure in our model represents a unique construct,we looked
into discriminant validity using Fornell-Larcker criterion that focuses on each construct’s
AVE (Hair et al., 2014). In our model, the square root of each construct’sAVE was greater
than its highest correlation with any other construct. Thus, each contruct shared more
variance with its associated indicators than with any other constructs and therefore
discriminant validity was established (Hair et al., 2014).

RESULTS

Descriptive statistics of the examined variables is presented in Table 1, including means and

standard deviations for each variable in the model.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics

Variable M SD N

Locus of control 0.48 0.44 187
Optimism 2.94 1.19 187
College-related well-being 2.84 1.21 187

Note: Locus of control is coded 0 = internal locus of control and 1 = external locus of control. Optimism and
college related well-being scale of response: 1- strongly disagree, 5 - strongly agree.

Further, we tested the effect of control variables in our model, which were age, gender, year
of study, and participation in an extracurricular activity. No significant differences were
found in college-related well-being across all control variables.

In order to test the hypotheses, through two separate models, we examined: (i) the
direct effect of external locus of control on college-related well-being and (ii) the moderating
effect of optimism on the relationship between external locus of control and college-related
well-being. As shown in Figure 1, the path from external locus of control to college-related
well-being was negative and moderate (coefficient = -0.358). The coefficient of
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determination (R?) was 0.128, meaning that an external locus of control explained a small
amount of variance in college-related well-being.

-0.358

External locus of control College-related well-being

Figure 1. Relationship between external locus of control and college-related well-being

In addition, we assessed the > effect size and predictive relevance Q2 Since our
model had only one dependent variable, we did not examine g* effect size. F? effect size
represents a change in the R? value when the independent variable is omitted from the model
(Hair et al., 2014). In our model, f* effect size was 0.147, which is considered as a medium
effect of the independent variable (Hair et al., 2014). Stone-Geisser's Q2 value was 0.025,
implying that a model has a predictive relevance for a dependent variable (Hair et al., 2014).
To test whether the relationship in the model is significant, we employed a bootstrapping
procedure. A significance level of 5% was used, meaning that the t-values in the one-tailed
test should be above 1.658. The 95% confidence interval shows the stability of the coefficient
estimate (-0.468, -0.226), the t-value is 4.872, which is above 1.658, and the p-value is below
.05, concluding that the relationship was significant and that our first hypothesis was
supported.

Moderation was tested in accordance with the procedure described by Hair et al.
(2014). That is, we observed the interaction of external locus of control and optimism as a
separate variable and estimated its joint effect on our main dependent variable — college-
related well-being. We analyzed both direct and indirect relationships. As shown in Figure 2,
the path from external locus of control to college-related well-being was still negative, but the
effect was weaker (coefficient = -0.295). The relationship between optimism and college-
related well-being was weak and positive (coefficient = 0.247). The moderating variable had
a negative and weak impact, meaning that it changed the strength of the relationship between
external locus of control and college-related well-being (coefficient = -0.161). The R? value
was 0.214, which is considered weak, but more of the variance in college-related well-being
was explained by adding optimism in the model.

The F? effect size of external locus of control (effect size = 0.102) was medium and
the effect size of optimism (effect size = 0.072) and moderator variable (effect size = 0.032)
were small. Stone-Geisser's Q2 value was 0.04, demonstrating that an expanded model also
had a predictive relevance for college-related well-being (Hair et al., 2014). As shown in
Table 3, the path coefficient from a moderating variable to college-related well-being was
significant (p-value below 0.05), indicating that the second hypothesis was supported.
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Optimism
Moderating effect of O
optimism

0.247

External locus of control College-related well-being

Figure 2. Moderating effect of optimism

Table 2. Significance analysis of the direct and indirect effects

95% Confidence Interval t-value p
External LOC ->College-related well-being [-0.409, -0.178] 4.123 <.001
Optimism ->College-related well-being [0.156, 0.366] 3.913 <.001
Moderating effect of optimism ->
College-related well-being [-0.286,- 0.081] 2.173 .015
DISCUSSION

To better understand factors contributing to student well-being, this study explored the
contribution of locus of control and optimism to college-related student well-being. We
applied PLS-SEM to test the direct role of external locus of control on college-related well-
being and the moderating role of optimism. Our empirical research confirmed the negative
relationship with well-being, which is in line with previous findings (Klonowicz, 2001; Ng et
al., 2006; Pu et al., 2017). Studies have shown that because of their belief that uncontrollable
outer events determine everything, externals become passive and are less resistant to stress.
Consistent with previous findings (e.g., Aspinwall & Taylor, 1992; Ayyash-Abdo &
Alamuddin, 2007; Ben-Zur, 2003; Ho et al., 2010; Scheier & Carver, 1985), optimism has
beneficial effects on well-being. That is, students who believe that the future will bring
positive outcomes for themselves are more likely to experience high levels of well-being.
However, in contrast to previous studies, our study examined the mutual effect of the
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predicting variables in the student academic environment. The results showed that the effect
size of external locus of control on college-related well-being was stronger than the effect of
optimism on college-related well-being. In other words, control over future events might be
more important to college-related well-being than expectations about future. Furthermore, the
moderating effect of optimism was confirmed. Thus, we may say that optimism buffers the
negative impact of external locus of control to college-related well-being. Higher levels of
optimism protect externally oriented students from lower well-being. Even if students might
think that everything is determined by fortune or fate, our results show that if they still have
an optimistic view of the future, it will lead to higher well-being. Previous studies with
college students have also supported the notion that optimism buffers the negative effect of
stress on psychological well-being (Chang, 1998) and negative life experiences on suicide
ideation (Hirsch et al., 2007).We emphasize that nourishing positive thinking and trusting in
their ability to influence future leads to higher college-related well-being. Finally, analysis of
control variables and their relation to college-related well-being indicates that demographic
variables are less important than personality characteristics to well-being, which is consistent
with previous findings (e.g., Diener, 1984; Huebner, 1991; Huebner, Drane, & Valois, 2000).

Limitations

There are, however, limitations of the current research that should be acknowledged. The
study was cross-sectional with a convenience sample, so it is not possible to draw inferences
about causal relations between variables. Hence, a longitudinal study would be helpful to
gain more in-depth knowledge about relationships between locus of control, optimism, and
well-being. Another limitation is related to sample characteristics. Our research was
conducted with a relatively small sample size, it was gender-biased, and graduate students
were predominant in the sample. Due to those facts, we can not generalize our results to the
whole student population. Therefore, it would be valuable to repeat the study with a more
balanced sample. Another limitation is that all variables were self-reports, although we did
examine the model for common method bias. Besides, future research should strive to
incorporate additional variables in the model. For instance, school climate and social relations
have also been found to enhance student well-being (e.g., Cole & Korkmaz, 2013). Our
model is parsimonious, as the aim was to observe just the moderating effect of optimism on
the relationship between external locus of control and college-related well-being. Thus, in the
main model, we only had three independent variables. Well-being is a complex phenomenon,
and it would be difficult to expect to explain part of its variability by just three variables.
Compared to other known determinants of well-being (such as school climate), the impact of
the variables in our study was indeed expected to below. Still, the study provided important
evidence to the field that could be used as starting point for future research.
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CONCLUSION

Student well-being might be threatened during college time because of high pressure and
demands students may experience. Although such stressful situations may give rise to mental
health problems and depression, high levels of student well-being counteract the negative
effects. As our research has shown, well-being is influenced by individual difference factors
such as personality traits rather than demographic characteristics. We confirmed that an
optimistic view towards the future impacts the strength of the relationship between external
locus of control and college-related well-being. Our results can be of interest to educators and
relevant stakeholders in the education system as they indicate the importance one should give
to personal student characteristics when trying to enhance student well-being. Educators
could specifically pay attention to students with low levels of optimism associated with
external locus of control. Interventions and practices that address locus of control or
optimism might prove helpful.

REFERENCES

Arslan, C., Dilmac, B., & Hamarta, E. (2009). Coping with stress and trait anxiety in terms of
locus of control: A study with Turkish university students. Social Behavior and
Personality: An International Journal, 37(6), 791-800.
d0i:10.2224/sbp.2009.37.6.791.

Aspinwall, L. G., & Taylor, S. E. (1992). Modeling cognitive adaptation: A longitudinal
investigation of the impact of individual differences and coping on college adjustment
and performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63(6), 989-1003.
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.63.6.989.

Au, E. W. (2015). Locus of control, self-efficacy, and the mediating effect of outcome
control: Predicting course-level and global outcomes in an academic context. Anxiety,
Stress, & Coping, 28(4), 425-444. doi:10.1080/10615806.2014.976761.

Avey, J. B., Luthans, F., Smith, R. M., & Palmer, N. F. (2010). Impact of positive
psychological capital on employee well-being over time. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 15(1), 17-28. doi:10.1037/a0016998.

Ayyash-Abdo, H., & Alamuddin, R. (2007). Predictors of subjective well-being among
college youth in Lebanon. The Journal of Social Psychology, 147(3), 265-284.
doi:10.3200/SOCP.147.3.265-284.

Ben-Zur, H. (2003). Happy adolescents: The link between subjective well-being, internal
resources, and parental factors. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 32(2), 67-79.
d0i:10.1023/A:1021864432505.

Beynon, C. (2019). Supporting the mental wellbeing of children and young people in the
school environment: A qualitative study. The Lancet, 394(S25).
doi:10.1016/S0140-6736(19)32822-3.

Brathen, C., & Ommundsen, M. (2018).The "dark side"of projectification: The impact of

29


https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2009.37.6.791
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.63.6.989
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2014.976761
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0016998
https://doi.org/10.3200/SOCP.147.3.265-284
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(19)32822-3

A. Cuze & A. Aleksic

project work on the employees'well-being (Master thesis, University of Agder,
Kristiansand, Norway).
Retrieved from https://uia.brage.unit.no/uia-xmlui/handle/11250/218128

Brouzos, A., Vassilopoulos, S. P., & Boumpouli, C. (2016). Adolescents' subjective and
psychological well-being: The role of meaning in life. Hellenic Journal of
Psychology, 13(3), 153-169.

Chang, E. C. (1998). Does dispositional optimism moderate the relation between perceived
stress and psychological well-being? A preliminary investigation. Personality and
Individual Differences, 25(2), 233-240. doi:10.1016/S0191-8869(98)00028-2.

Chen, F. F., Jing, Y., Hayes, A., & Lee, J. M. (2013). Two concepts or two approaches? A
bifactor analysis of psychological and subjective well-being. Journal of Happiness
Studies,14(3), 1033-1068. d0i:10.1007/s10902-012-9367-x.

Cole, J.S., & Korkmaz, A. (2013). First-year students' psychological well-being and need for
cognition: Are they important predictors of academic engagement? Journal of College
Student Development,54(6), 557-569. doi:10.1353/csd.2013.0082.

Daniels, K., & Guppy, A. (1997). Stressors, locus of control, and social support as
consequences of affective psychological well-being. Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 2(2), 156-174. doi:10.1037/1076-8998.2.2.156.

Demo, G., & Paschoal, T. (2016). Well-being at work scale: Exploratory and confirmatory
validation in the USA. Paidéia, 26(63), 35-43.
d0i:10.1590/1982-43272663201605.

DeNeve, K. M., & Cooper, H. (1998). The happy personality: A meta-analysis of 137
personality traits and subjective well-being. Psychological Bulletin, 124(2), 197-229.
d0i:10.1037/0033-2909.124.2.197.

Diener, E. (1984). Subjective well-being. Psychological Bulletin, 95(3), 542-575.
doi:10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542.

Di Fabio, A., & Kenny, M. E. (2019). Resources for enhancing employee and organizational
well-being beyond personality traits: The promise of emotional intelligence and
positive relational management. Personality and Individual Differences, 151, 1-11.
doi:10.1016/j.paid.2019.02.022.

Ferguson, S. J., & Goodwin, A. D. (2010). Optimism and well-being in older adults: The
mediating role of social support and perceived control. The International Journal of
Aging and Human Development, 71(1), 43-68. doi:10.2190/AG.71.1.c.

Fisher, S. (1989). Stress, control, worry prescriptions and the implications for health at work:
A psychobiological model. In S. L. Sauter, J. J. Hurrell, & C. L. Cooper (Eds.), Job
control and worker health (pp. 114-123). Chichester, UK: Wiley, Fox.

Folkman, S. (1984). Personal control and stress and coping processes: A theoretical
analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 46(4), 839-852.
d0i:10.1037/0022-3514.46.4.839.

Gilman, R., & Huebner, E. S. (2006). Characteristics of adolescents who report very high life
satisfaction. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 35(3), 293-301.
doi:10.1007/s10964-006-9036-7.

Gonzalez-Carrasco, M., Vaqué, C., Malo, S., Crous, G., Casas, F., & Figuer, C. (2019). A

30


https://uia.brage.unit.no/uia-xmlui/handle/11250/218128
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(98)00028-2
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/1076-8998.2.2.156
https://doi.org/10.1590/1982-43272663201605
https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1037%2F0033-2909.124.2.197?_sg%5B0%5D=J_sL_jvumppig_mivNUiI_pjhsL65P2127XF_LwfchHVlBTwaOMslhF9TlZqFJ-DRXEV-V97uvNFV4uZjpKJDJR2Wg.5_RmkbgiR7dlJ0p4Ffrx5m4rvqAB3ibUm1gVunz7F_qJEpxJh-f9NUHy6WcaL8G-EJ3h1CExt3S9tqCUywb6Gw
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.02.022
https://doi.org/10.2190%2FAG.71.1.c
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.46.4.839

Student well-being, optimism, and locus of control

qualitative longitudinal study on the well-being of children and adolescents. Child
Indicators Research, 12(2), 479-499. doi:10.1007/s12187-018-9534-7.

Hair Jr., J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C., & Sarstedt, M. (2014). A primer on Partial Least
Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Hirsch, J., Wolford, K., LaLonde, S. T., Brunk, L., & Parker, M. A. (2007). Dispositional
optimism as a moderator of the relationship between negative life events and suicide
ideation and attempts. Cognitive Therapy & Research, 31(4), 533-546.
doi:10.1007/s10608-007-9151-0.

Ho, M. Y., Cheung, F. M., & Cheung, S. F. (2010). The role of meaning in life and optimism
in promoting well-being. Personality and Individual Differences, 48(5), 658-663.
doi:10.1016/j.paid.2010.01.008.

Huebner, E. S. (1991). Correlates of life satisfaction in children. School Psychology
Quarterly, 6(2), 103-111. doi:10.1037/h0088805.

Huebner, E. S., Drane, W., & Valois, R. F. (2000). Levels and demographic correlates of
adolescent life satisfaction reports. School Psychology International, 21(3), 281-292.
doi:10.1177/0143034300213005.

Injeyan, M. C., Shuman, C., Shugar, A., Chitayat, D., Atenafu, E. G., & Kaiser, A. (2011).
Personality traits associated with genetic counselor compassion fatigue: The roles of
dispositional optimism and locus of control. Journal of Genetic Counseling, 20(5),
526-540. d0i:10.1007/s10897-011-9379-4.

Jibeen, T. (2014). Personality traits and subjective well-being: Moderating role of optimism
in university employees. Social Indicators Research, 118(1), 157-172.
d0i:10.1007/s11205-013-0416-6.

Khoo, S.-A., & Bishop, G. D. (1997). Stress and optimism: Relationships to coping and well-
being. Psychologia: An International Journal of Psychology in the Orient, 40(1), 29-
40.

Klonowicz, T. (2001). Discontented people: Reactivity and locus of control as determinants
of subjective well-being. European Journal of Personality, 15(1), 29-47.
doi:10.1002/per.387.

Kock, N. (2015). Common method bias in PLS-SEM: A full collinearity assessment
approach. International Journal of e-Collaboration, 11(4), 1-10.
d0i:10.4018/ijec.2015100101.

Lewis, A. D., Huebner, E. S., Malone, P. S., & Valois, R. F. (2011). Life satisfaction and
student engagement in adolescents. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 40(3), 249-
262. doi:10.1007/s10964-010-9517-6.

Li, J., Lepp, A., & Barkley, J. E. (2015). Locus of control and cell phone use: Implications
for sleep quality, academic performance, and subjective well-being. Computers in
Human Behavior, 52, 450-457. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2015.06.021.

Lyons, M. D., & Huebner, E. S. (2016).Academic characteristics of early adolescents with
higher levels of life satisfaction. Applied Research in Quality of Life, 11(3), 757-771.
do0i:10.1007/s11482-015-9394-y.

Makikangas, A., Feldt, T., Kinnunen, U., & Mauno, S. (2013). Does personality matter? A

31


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.01.008
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/h0088805
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0143034300213005
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.387
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.06.021

A. Cuze & A. Aleksic

review of individual differences in occupational well-being.In A. B. Bakker (Ed.),
Advances in positive organizational psychology, (Vol. 1, pp. 107-143). Bingley, UK:
Emerald.

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (1987).Validation of the five-factor model of personality
across instruments and observers. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 52(1), 81-90. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.52.1.81.

Myers, D. G., & Diener, E. (1995). Who is happy? Psychological Science, 6(1), 10-

19. d0i:10.1111/j.1467-9280.1995.tb00298.x.

Ng, T. W., Sorensen, K. L., & Eby, L. T. (2006). Locus of control at work: A meta-
analysis. Journal of Organizational Behavior: The International Journal of Industrial,
Occupational and Organizational Psychology and Behavior, 27(8), 1057-1087.
doi:10.1002/job.416.

Nichols, D. S., Greene, R. L., & Schmolck, P. (1989). Criteria for assessing inconsistent
patterns of item endorsement on the MMPI: Rationale, development, and empirical
trials. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 45(2), 239-250.
doi:10.1002/1097-4679(198903)45:2<239::AID-JCLP2270450210>3.0.CO;2-1.

Park, N. (2004). The role of subjective well-being in positive youth development. The Annals
of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 591(1), 25-39.
doi:10.1177/0002716203260078.

Peacock, E. J., & Wong, P. T. P. (1996). Anticipatory stress: The relation of locus of control,
optimism, and control appraisals to coping. Journal of Research in Personality, 30(2),
204-222. doi:10.1006/jrpe.1996.0014.

Phan, H. P. (2016). Longitudinal examination of optimism, personal self-efficacy and student
well-being: A path analysis. Social Psychology of Education, 19(2), 403-426.
doi:10.1007/s11218-015-9328-4.

Pu, J., Hou, H., & Ma, R. (2017). The mediating effects of self-esteem and trait anxiety
mediate on the impact of locus of control on subjective well-being. Current
Psychology, 36(1), 167-173. d0i:10.1007/s12144-015-9397-8.

Roddenberry, A., & Renk, K. (2010). Locus of control and self-efficacy: Potential mediators
of stress, illness, and utilization of health services in college students. Child
Psychiatry & Human Development, 41(4), 353-370. doi:10.1007/s10578-010-0173-6.

Rosseel, Y. (2012). Lavaan: An R package for structural equation modeling and more.
Version 0.5-12 (BETA). Journal of Statistical Software, 48(2), 1-36.
doi:10.18637/jss.v048.i02.

Rotter, J. B. (1966). Generalized expectancies for internal versus external control of
reinforcement. Psychological Monographs: General and Applied, 80(1), 1-28.
d0i:10.1037/h0092976.

Ryff, C. D. (1989). Happiness is everything, or is it? Explorations on the meaning of
psychological well-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57(6), 1069-
1081. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.57.6.1069.

Scheier, M. F., & Carver, C. S. (1985). Optimism, coping, and health: Assessment and
implications of generalized outcome expectancies. Health Psychology, 4(3), 219-247.
doi:10.1037/0278-6133.4.3.219.

Scheier, M. F., Matthews, K. A., Owens, J. F., Schulz, R., Bridges, M. W., Magovern, G. J.,

32


https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.52.1.81
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1467-9280.1995.tb00298.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.416
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-4679(198903)45:2%3C239::AID-JCLP2270450210%3E3.0.CO;2-1
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0002716203260078
https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.1996.0014
http://dx.doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/h0092976
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.57.6.1069
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0278-6133.4.3.219

Student well-being, optimism, and locus of control

& Carver, C. S. (1999). Optimism and rehospitalization after coronary artery bypass
graft surgery. Archives of Internal Medicine, 159(8), 829-835.
doi:10.1001/archinte.159.8.829.

Schmitz, N., Neumann, W., & Oppermann, R. (2000). Stress, burnout and locus of control in
German nurses. International Journal of Nursing Studies, 37(2), 95-99.
d0i:10.1016/S0020-7489(99)00069-3.

Spector, P. E., Cooper, C. L., Sanchez, J. I., O'Driscoll, M., & Sparks, K. (2002). Locus of
control and well-being at work: How generalizable are Western findings? Academy of
Management Journal, 45(2), 453-466. doi:10.5465/3069359.

Trice, A. D. (1985). An academic locus of control scale for college students. Perceptual and
Motor Skills, 61, 1043-1046. doi:10.2466/pms.1985.61.3f.1043.

Wang, Q., Bowling, N. A., & Eschleman, K. J. (2010). A meta-analytic examination of work
and general locus of control. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(4), 761-768.
doi:10.1037/a0017707.

Waters, L. (2017). Visible wellbeing in schools: The powerful role of instructional
leadership. Australian Educational Leader, 39(1), 6-10.

33


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0020-7489(99)00069-3
https://doi.org/10.5465/3069359
https://doi.org/10.2466%2Fpms.1985.61.3f.1043
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0017707

