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Abstract 

The present study examined the Big Five dimension of Emotional Stability and 

explored its relationship to work outcomes. Six archival data sets were used. Pearson 

correlation coefficients were calculated between the Big Five dimensions of personality 

and job performance, job satisfaction, and career satisfaction. Results demonstrated that 

all Big Five personality dimensions were significantly, positively related to job 

performance, job satisfaction, and career satisfaction. Additionally, part correlations 

between Emotional Stability and job performance, job satisfaction, and career satisfaction 

were calculated controlling for the other Big Five dimensions of Extraversion, Openness, 

Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness. Emotional Stability demonstrated unique 

variance, continuing to have a significant, positive correlation with all criteria. In order to 

examine how Emotional Stability is related to job performance, job satisfaction, and 

career satisfaction in jobs with varying stress levels, data sets were sorted by job 

categories and Spearman Rank Order Correlations were calculated between job stress 

measures and Emotional Stability-Criteria correlations. No significant results were found. 

Emotional Stability mean scores were also compared for job categories using one-way 

ANOVA and independent groups t-tests. Individuals in jobs that were considered “high 

stress” had higher mean scores on Emotional Stability. In addition to supporting previous 

research findings, this study contributed unique information by demonstrating that 

Emotional Stability contributes unique information to the prediction of job outcomes.
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Chapter 1 

Introduction and Review of the Literature 

Personality and Work Outcomes 

The proposition that personality relates to vocational outcomes has been a topic of 

much research in past years. However, until recent decades, the link between personality 

and work behaviors was somewhat tenuous. While some research indicated that there was 

a link between personality and work behavior, the nexus was still rather questionable. In 

recent years, a great deal of evidence has accrued regarding the link between personality 

and career outcomes (Judge, Higgins, Thoresen, & Barrick, 1999). Of interest to 

researchers and organizational managers alike are questions such as: What personal 

qualities make an individual more or less likely to succeed in a work environment? Does 

the presence or absence of some personality dimension make it more or less likely that an 

individual will be successfully able to get and keep a job? Researchers have begun to 

explore the psychological processes that might underlie dispositional sources of work 

performance, success, and satisfaction. 

Until recently, many psychologists have taken a skeptical view of personality 

measures as predictors of workplace outcomes for several reasons: 1) early literature 

often gave a negative review of the topic (e.g., Guion & Gottier, 1965), 2) challenges 

appeared in the late 1960’s and 1970’s with regard to how “scientific” the study of 

personality was (e.g., Mischel, 1968), and 3) there were concerns over low validities and 

the possibility of faking (e.g., Reilly & Warech, 1993). 
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Since the 1980’s, however, this link has been strengthened by a growing body of 

research, and there has been a return to the idea that personality can predict workplace 

outcomes. Now a number of researchers are turning to personality measures as a way of 

predicting employee behavior (Hogan, Hogan, & Roberts, 1996). 

Many researchers contend that personality does, in fact, predict various workplace 

behaviors such as occupational choices, job performance, or satisfaction in the 

workplace. It seems logical that qualities such as "follows through with commitments," 

"seeks learning opportunities," "works well with others," "works well under pressure," all 

of which refer to behaviors anchored in personality, are also qualities that affect how an 

employee performs, succeeds, and responds to the job. 

The Big Five 

While there are still differing views of personality most psychologists agree that 

personality is made up of various traits, or tendencies to behave in certain ways. 

Individuals differ on these traits and individual differences can be organized. No 

consensus exists as to exactly what these traits are, how many there are, or what names 

they should be given. There are many differing views on the structure of personality traits 

(Tokar, Fischer, & Subich, 1998). However, one common view is the Five-Factor Model 

(FFM) of personality. Tupes and Christal’s (1961) analysis of trait ratings provides the 

current foundation for the Big Five. A good definition for the FFM comes to us from a 

review by Tokar, Fischer, and Subich (1998) and states that,  

“When a broad domain of personality attributes, assessed for a large and 

representative sample of adults, is factor analyzed, the resultant covariance 

structure most often is comprised of five orthogonal, superordinate dimensions of 



 

 

3

normal personality – most often labeled Extroversion, Agreeableness, 

Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness to Experience……Based on 

research supporting the FFM’s robustness, generalizability, and 

comprehensiveness, we contend, as have others that the Big Five taxonomy 

provides a useful preliminary organizational framework for most, if not all, 

nontrivial personality features” (p. 117). 

One of the greatest advances in the field of personality-job research was the emergence 

and acceptance of the Five-Factor Model (FFM) of personality traits. 

Five Factors Defined 

The FFM, or "Big Five" as it is often referred to, includes five, bipolar, broad 

factors believed by many researchers to contain all facets of personality (Digman, 1990; 

Hogan, Hogan, & Roberts, 1996). The labels most commonly accepted are those of Costa 

and McRae (1992) and include Extroversion, Neuroticism, Agreeableness, 

Conscientiousness, and Openness.  

"Neuroticism concerns the degree to which the individual is insecure, anxious, 

depressed, and emotional versus calm, self-confident, and cool. Extroversion 

concerns the extent to which individuals are gregarious, assertive, and sociable 

versus reserved, timid, and quiet. Openness to experience defines individuals who 

are creative, curious, and cultured versus practical with narrow interests. 

Agreeableness concerns the degree to which individuals are cooperative, warm, 

and agreeable versus cold, disagreeable, and antagonistic. Conscientiousness 

measures the extent to which individuals are hardworking, organized, dependable, 

and persevering versus lazy, disorganized, and unreliable" (Salgado, 1997, p. 30). 
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Arguments for the Big Five 

There is much disagreement concerning the number of personality factors needed 

to predict and understand work behavior (Hogan  & Holland, 2003). Research supports 

the robustness and generalizability of the Big Five across assessments, rating sources, 

language, and culture. 

Since the introduction and general acceptance of the FFM in the early 1990’s, 

many researchers agree that these “broadly defined traits are better in predicting job 

performance as well as in explaining behaviors, than narrowly defined personality traits” 

(Ones & Viswesvaran, 1996, p. 610) and have shown them to be valid predictors of job 

performance through over a decade of research in applied and academic settings (Murphy 

& Lee, 1994).  

Recent research evidence indicates that FFM personality variables are 

significantly related to various job criteria. Numerous studies have correlated these broad 

traits with measures of job performance in a variety of job contexts (Borman, Hanson, & 

Hedge, 1997). Research in the past decade has demonstrated that personality 

measurement contributes unique information to the prediction of job performance, adding 

incrementally in most cases to that offered by methods like cognitive abilities testing 

(Goffin, Rothstein, & Johnston, 1996). Recent data provides sufficient evidence that a 

well-constructed measure of personality can be a valid predictor of success on the job 

(Hogan, Hogan, & Roberts, 1996; Borman, Hanson, & Hedge, 1997; Barrick & Mount, 

1991; Robertson, 1993; Irving, 1993; Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991; Salgado, 1997). 

There is broad consensus that these five, bipolar, broad factors can adequately 

describe the most prominent aspects of personality (Digman, 1990; Hogan, Hogan, & 
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Roberts, 1996). Elements of the Big Five can be seen in nearly all personality 

measurement systems. For example, Dependability relates back to Conscientiousness, 

Flexibility to Openness, or Anxiety to Neuroticism.  Goldberg (1981), impressed with the 

consistency of results, suggested "it should be possible to argue the case that any model 

for structuring individual differences will have to encompass- at some level-something 

like these 'Big Five' dimensions" (p. 159).  

      Numerous studies have investigated the relationship of specific personality 

measures to the Big Five. Byravan and Ramanaiah (1995) examined the factor structure 

of the 16 PF (Fifth Edition) from the perspective of the FFM and found strong support for 

four factors (Neuroticism, Extroversion, Openness, and Conscientiousness) and moderate 

support for Agreeableness. Cattell (1995) also found that a factor analysis of the 16 PF 

and the NEO Personality inventories administered to 630 subjects resulted in the five 

facets of the revised NEO Personality Inventory correlating with the five 16 PF scales. 

Furnham (1996) examined the relationship between the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator 

(MBTI) and NEO-PI FFM of personality and found indications that the NEO-PI 

Agreeableness score was correlated with the MBTI Thinking-Feeling dimension; the 

NEO-PI Conscientiousness score was correlated with both the Thinking-Feeling and 

Judging-Perceiving dimensions; and the NEO-PI Extroversion score was strongly 

correlated with the Extroversion-Introversion dimensions.  

      Other personality measures that have been studied in conjunction with the FFM 

are the Jackson Personality Inventory and the Personality Research Form. The 

Personality Research Form (PRF) and Jackson Personality Inventory (JPI) scales were 

jointly factor analyzed on a sample of 528 undergraduate students (Ashton, Jackson, 
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Helmes, & Paunonen, 1998).  The goal was to compare them to the Big Five personality 

factors. Comparisons revealed that three of the PRF-JPI factors had strong relations to the 

Big Five dimensions of Extroversion, Conscientiousness, and Openness. The other two 

PRF-JPI factors were strongly related to Agreeableness and Emotional Stability. Detwiler 

(1996) sought to apply the Five-Factor Model to the scales of the Jackson Personality 

Inventory. Factor analysis indicated that the JPI measures four of the Big Five: 

Neuroticism, Extroversion, Openness, and Conscientiousness.  

      Further, the Big Five factors have been shown to be stable over time and are 

robust (Costa & McCrae, 1988b; Costa, McCrae, & Norris, 1981; Digman, 1990; McCrae 

& Costa, 1987, 1990; Piedmont, McCrae, & Costa, 1991; Digman, 1989). With regard to 

its robustness, the Five-Factor Model has been shown to provide similar results across 

cultures. In a review that summarized the state of empirical research on the Five-Factor 

Model, Ostendorf and Angleitner (1994) focused on the structural validity of the FFM 

across several languages. They summarized that the FFM provides a robust description of 

personality that proves to be highly replicable. In one cross-cultural study by Mabon 

(1998), a Swedish version of the Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI; R. Hogan, 1992), a 

Big Five personality measure, was administered to several hundred employees, job 

applicants, and students in a range of organizations. Despite cultural differences, the 

Swedish norms and factor structures were remarkably similar to those of the US, 

confirming that Big Five measures can be used in different environments and across 

cultures. When compared with the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, the results also 

confirmed that the construct validity had endured the transformation to a new culture and 

language (Mabon, 1998). Another cultural study assessed the reliability and validity of 
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the Nonverbal Personality Questionnaire (NPQ; H. A. Murray, 1938) and its factor 

structure in data from 6 cultures: Canada, Finland, Poland, Germany, Russia and Hong 

Kong. Results indicated that the NPQ had good levels of internal consistency, reliability 

and convergent validity across samples. Further, the factors found in each culture's data 

resembled the Big Five factors of personality: Extroversion, Agreeableness, 

Conscientiousness, Neuroticism and Openness to experience (Paunonen, Keinonen, 

Trzebinski, & Forsterling, 1996).    

      The stability and replicability of the Five-Factor Model of personality across 

samples and testing purposes remains a significant issue in personnel selection and 

assessment. In research that explored the stability of a new, Greek Big Five personality 

measure across different samples in order to explore the suitability of the measure in 

personnel selection and assessment, the factor structure of the measure across three 

samples (students, employee, and job applicants) was examined (Tsaousis & Nikolaou, 

2001). The results of exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses showed that the five-

factor structure remained intact for the students', the applicants' and the employees' 

samples. A review of studies on the cross-cultural generalizability of the Five-Factor 

Model found that comparisons of varimax structures in 16 different cultures clearly show 

the cross-cultural generalizability of Neuroticism, Openness, and Conscientiousness. 

Extroversion and Agreeableness appeared to be more sensitive to cultural context 

(Rolland, 2002). In other cultural research, Benet and John (1998) conducted three 

studies to evaluate a Spanish version of the Big Five Inventory (BFI) and explore the 

generalizability of the Big Five factor structure in Latin cultural groups. Results indicated 

that the Spanish BFI served as an efficient, reliable, and valid measure of the Big Five for 
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Spanish-speaking individuals and that there was little evidence for substantial cultural 

differences in personality structure at the broad level of abstraction represented by the 

Big Five dimensions. 

 McCrae and Costa (1997) assessed the cross-cultural generalizability of the FFM 

using data from studies using six translations of the Revised NEO Personality Inventory 

(Costa & McCrae, 1992) and comparing them to the U.S. factor structure. Versions in 

German, Portuguese, Hebrew, Chinese, Korean, and Japanese showed similar structures 

to the FFM. The median cross-language factor congruence coefficients were .96, .95, .94, 

.96, and .96 for Emotional Stability, Extroversion, Openness, Agreeableness, and 

Conscientiousness, respectively, and only 2 out of 105 coefficients failed to reach .90, 

and both of those were .89. They concluded that there is evidence for a common human 

structure of personality based on the FFM.  

      With regard to its stability over time, longitudinal studies have shown that similar 

results for an individual are found on Big Five measures of personality throughout the life 

span. In a longitudinal study that followed 163 men for over 45 years, individuals were 

rated on personality traits at the end of their college careers and subsequently took the 

NEO-Personality Inventory (NEO-PI) at approximately ages 67-68 years of age. The 

college traits were transformed, via a rating procedure, to scales assessing each of the Big 

Five dimensions and related to the NEO-PI. Three traits: Neuroticism, Extroversion, and 

Openness, exhibited significant correlations across the 45-year interval. Furthermore, the 

trait profiles remained relatively stable over that interval (Soldz & Vaillant, 1999). In a 

meta-analysis, Ardelt (2000) sought to assess the stability of personality over time. It was 

found that studies assessing any of the "Big Five NEO" personality traits tended to find 
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higher personality stability coefficients. In another study that sought to assess the stability 

of personality, measures of Big Five dimensions vs. traits were compared over a two-year 

period (Vaidya, Gray, Haig, & Watson, 2002). Specifically, they retested on a Big Five 

personality measure and a trait inventory over a two and one half year period. Results 

provided clear evidence of differential stability: results on the trait measure were 

consistently less stable than the Big Five measure.  

      Costa and McCrae posit that personality is stable after the age of 30 (Costa & 

McCrae, 1988; McCrae & Costa, 1994). This was supported by a 6-year longitudinal 

study that measured personality on the Big Five dimensions for individuals and their 

spouses. It was found that retest stability was quite high for all five dimensions in self-

reports and for the three dimensions in spouse ratings. They concluded that the data 

supported the position that personality is stable after age 30 based upon a Big Five 

measure.  

      With regard to occupational outcomes, personality traits are enduring 

predispositions that relate either directly to occupational outcomes or lead individuals to 

behave in certain ways or to seek out certain situations associated with occupational 

outcomes (Boudreau, Boswell, Judge, & Bretz, 2001). Since the introduction and general 

acceptance of the FFM in the early 1990’s, many researchers agree that these “broadly 

defined traits are better in predicting job performance as well as in explaining behaviors, 

than narrowly defined personality traits” (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1996, p.610) and have 

shown them to be valid predictors of job performance through over a decade of research 

in applied and academic settings (Murphy & Lee, 1994).   
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 In particular, the Big Five is useful in occupational research because it provides 

the following advantages in that it: 1) is an efficient taxonomy, 2) provides a useful 

framework for combining results of many studies carried out to investigate the 

relationships between personality and work behaviors, and 3) advances the understanding 

of work outcomes by offering a group of personality dimensions that are commonly 

related to all jobs and criteria (Salgado, 1997).  

Arguments Against the Big Five 

Despite its growing support, there are critics of the FFM. Some researchers 

contend that the Big Five as an incomplete classification and have suggested that 

important relationships are buried when research is limited to the Big Five and suggest 

that a six- or seven-factor taxonomy may be more appropriate (Hogan & Hogan, 1995; 

Hough, 1992). Hough (1992) suggested the factors of Surgency, Adjustment, 

Agreeableness, Dependability, Intellectance, Affiliation, and added a category called 

Miscellaneous. Of this 7-factor model, five factors correspond to the Big Five, with two 

additional factors. Hogan (1986) suggested six factors: Sociability, Ambition, 

Adjustment, Likeability, Prudence, and Intellectance. Schneider and Hough (1995) have 

identified narrower personality traits, such as Locus of Control, that have been shown to 

correlate with job performance but cannot be easily fit into a category of the FFM.  

Many researchers feel that narrow traits are more useful in predicting job 

performance. In a critique of Ones and Viswesvaran, Schneider, Hough, and Dunnette 

(1996) argue that the optimal criterion-related validity will be attained if a construct-

oriented approach is used to match narrow traits to specific job performance dimensions. 

Paunonen (1993) demonstrated the potential loss in validity that may occur as a result of 
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using only broad personality traits; Paunonen found that various self-report behavioral 

criteria were better predicted by lower-level traits than by the Big Five. Paunonen's 

results were confirmed in a subsequent study by Ashton, Jackson, Paunonen, Helmes and 

Rothstein (1995). Ashton (1998) found that broad personality measures were slightly less 

correlated with workplace delinquency than were narrow measures. Mershon and 

Gorsuch (1988) found that sixteen factors were better predictors of occupational 

outcomes than were six primary scales that resembled the FFM. Such criticisms were 

answered by Costa and McCrae (1995) and by Goldberg and Saucier (1995) who argued 

for the Big Five based on the fact that it has been replicated many times with different 

methods, by different researchers, with different instruments, and in different languages, 

with additional factors only being found in isolated samples. 

Another argument against the Big Five is not necessarily that there is 

disagreement that there are fewer broad factors, but which broad factors (or whose broad 

factors) should be included in the taxonomy? Are there three (Eysenck, 1991), eight 

(Comrey & Backer, 1970), or sixteen (Cattell, Eber, & Delhees, 1968)? There is not 

complete agreement in the interpretation of the Big Five (Hofstee, de Raad, & Goldberg, 

1992). Norman’s (1963) early labels of the Big Five included Extroversion, 

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Stability, and Culture. Later findings led to the 

abandonment of Culture in favor of Openness (McCrae & Costa, 1985) or Intellect 

(Peabody & Goldberg, 1989). However, some researchers still did not consider either 

label satisfactory. While there is general agreement with regard to Extroversion and 

Emotional Stability, researchers disagree over the other three. Agreeableness has been 

interpreted as Likeability, Friendliness, Social Conformity, and Compliant. 
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Conscientiousness has been interpreted alternately as Conformity, Dependability, Will to 

Achieve, and Work; as the disparity in labels suggests, there is apparently some 

disagreement with regard to the essence of this dimension. The most extensive 

disagreement, however, seems to be with regard to the dimension commonly labeled 

Openness. It has been variously interpreted as Intellectence, Openness to Experience, or 

Culture (Barrick & Mount, 1991). In addition to difficulty agreeing upon labels for the 

Big Five, other researchers found a “big four.” For example, in a factor analytic study of 

the MMPI, Costa, Zonderman, McCrae, and William (1985) found four factors, with 

Conscientiousness excluded. In a similar study, Johnson, Butcher, Null, and Johnson 

(1984) found four factors, with Agreeableness excluded. Eysenck (1991) consistently 

described his system as a three-factor system made up of Psychoticism, Extroversion, and 

Neuroticism (PEN). Although various numbers and labels have been suggested, the most 

commonly accepted are those of Costa and McCrae. Factor analysis and content analysis 

of a large number of personality measures indicates that there is general agreement 

regarding the meaning of the factors and the differences among authors is minor and 

should not be considered an issue (Mount & Barrick, 1998; Salgado, 1997). Despite such 

criticism, the usefulness of the FFM in the realm of studying the relationship between 

personality and job criteria has been well established in the literature (Digman, 1990; 

Goldberg, 1993; Wiggins & Trapnell, 1997) and, as such, it will serve as the model for 

the current research. 

Strongest Predictors of Job Outcomes 

Many different studies have reported a relationship between the Big Five and job 

behaviors. The Big Five factors have been found to predict outcomes relevant to job 
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performance/success and to job and career satisfaction. Most of this research has focused 

on the relationship between Conscientiousness and job performance. Conscientiousness 

repeatedly surfaces as a strong predictor of various job performance criteria and does so 

in a variety of job contexts. Conscientiousness embodies characteristics such as 

responsibility, dependability, and reliability, all of which are generally perceived as 

important characteristics for success in most jobs (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Murphy & 

Lee, 1994; Salgado, 1997). Conscientiousness could be called the “GMA” (General 

Mental Ability) of personality testing, in that it is a “universal” predictor, predicting 

performance for all jobs in all contexts. 

Despite the fact that Conscientiousness seems to be the most predictive factor, it 

is generally agreed that the others also contribute unique information since the Big Five 

traits seem to be only minimally correlated. The other four personality dimensions have 

also been shown to be good predictors of job outcomes in certain contexts and for certain 

performance criteria (Barrick & Mount, 1991). In particular, Extroversion and Emotional 

Stability emerge as other strong predictors of many job criteria in a variety of job 

contexts (Murphy & Lee, 1994; Salgado, 1997; Barrick & Mount, 1991; Judge, Higgins, 

Thoresen, & Barrick, 1999). Salgado (1997) concluded, “the estimated true validity for 

Emotional Stability has a size very close to that for Conscientiousness. Moreover, as in 

the case of Conscientiousness, the validity of Emotional Stability is generalizable across 

jobs and criteria” (p. 36). 

It is difficult to determine exactly which of the Big Five factors holds the most 

promise as a sound predictor of job outcomes.  Despite the fact that Conscientiousness 
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seems to be the most predictive factor, the other Big Five traits also contribute unique 

validity information.  

Emotional Stability 

Emotional Stability has been identified by many names, including Low 

Neuroticism, Adjustment, or Positive Emotionality, with all referring to the same general 

qualities: resilient, stable, hardy, not easily depressed, unreactive, steady, assured, 

untroubled, as opposed to anxious, easily depressed emotionally reactive, worried, 

negative affect or insecure (Barrick & Mount, 1991). I will use the term Emotional 

Stability hereafter. 

Individuals who are low in Emotional Stability will focus primarily on those 

negative aspects of themselves, their life, and others around them. Regardless of the 

label, researchers have sought to establish a link between Emotional Stability and the 

workplace. 

Emotional Stability has emerged as the most consistent predictor of work 

outcomes in the literature on the Big Five (Barrick & Mount, 1991). Emotional Stability 

encompasses traits such as nervousness, anxiety, stress resilience, and affect. It seems 

logical that these qualities would have some bearing on job outcomes. An individual who 

is easily depressed, who cannot tolerate a very high stress level, who is highly anxious, or 

who has a negative affect is not likely to have job outcomes that are as favorable as an 

individual who is resilient, stress tolerant, and has a positive affect.  In particular, 

Emotional Stability affects work outcomes for several reasons: 1) it relates to how well 

one can adjust to work demands, 2) it determines how resilient one is to work stressors, 
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and 3) it is related to negative affectivity, which colors how one perceives and reacts to 

job situations. 

Seibert and Kramer (2001) define Emotional Stability as indicative of adjustment 

versus maladjustment with individuals low in Emotional Stability demonstrating high 

levels of anxiety, hostility, depression, and self-consciousness. Within the Five-Factor 

Model framework, Emotional Stability distinguishes individuals who are well adjusted 

from those who are prone to experience high levels of psychological distress (i.e., 

negative affective states, such as anxiety, fear, hopelessness, and vulnerability) 

(Hollenbeck, Moon, Ellis, West, Ilgen, Sheppard, Porter, & Wagner, 2002). As defined 

by Boudreau et. al. (2001), “Neuroticism (i.e., low Emotional Stability) represents the 

tendency to exhibit poor emotional adjustment and experience negative affect such as 

anxiety, insecurity, and hostility” (p. 56). Judge, Higgins, Thoresen, and Barrick (1999) 

state that low Emotional Stability generally refers to a “lack of positive psychological 

adjustment” (p. 624). Hogan and Holland (2003) defined it through the following 

characteristics, “remains even tempered,” “manages people, crisis, and stress,” “shows 

resiliency,” and “demonstrates patience.”   

      Emotional Stability, often referred to as Neuroticism, can be interpreted as an 

individual’s ability to adjust to the surrounding world. It was one of the earliest of the 

five-factor personality traits identified by researchers (Roberts & Hogan, 2001). 

      One indication of low Emotional Stability is negative reaction to life and work 

situations, particularly those that are demanding or stressful. People with low Emotional 

Stability (i.e., high Neuroticism) tend to be anxious, become depressed, have poor self-

concept, and experience negative emotions. Such individuals are likely to be insecure, 
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guilty, or timid. Low emotional stability also makes one more prone to tendencies to fear 

novel or unfamiliar situations and have feelings of dependence or helplessness (Costa & 

McRae, 1988). Individuals who are low in Emotional Stability often focus primarily on 

those negative aspects of themselves, their life, and others around them. These 

individuals are more likely to report the experience of emotional distress (Decker & 

Borgen, 1993). Thoms, Moore, and Scott (1996) state that, “Neuroticism has been 

described in the literature on the Big Five as a person’s degree of Emotional Stability, 

anxiety, self-confidence, pessimism, and self-consciousness” (p. 352). Salgado (1997) 

calls Emotional Stability the “degree to which the individual is insecure, anxious, 

depressed, and emotional versus calm, self-confident, and cool” (p.30). 

      Emotional Stability has been considered the most pervasive personality trait 

across personality measures (Costa & McCrae, 1988) and is highly related to anxiety and 

well-being.  Judge and Bono (2001) contend that Emotional Stability should be 

conceptualized even more broadly, also incorporating negative emotionality, along with 

other tendencies related to core self-evaluation, such as self-esteem, generalized self-

efficacy, and locus of control. 

      Negative affectivity is often viewed as being related to Emotional Stability, and, 

in fact, research indicates that they are closely related concepts (Larsen & Ketelaar, 1991; 

Judge, Cable, Boudreau, & Bretz, 1995; Watson & Clark, 1997). Emotional Stability has 

been described as the primary source of negative affectivity (Judge, Heller, & Mount, 

2002). Judge, et. al. (1998) conclude that “Negative affect and Neuroticism act as a 

negative lens through which the environment is interpreted…” with emotionally unstable 

individuals experiencing more negativity than other individuals (Magnus, Diener, Fujita, 
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& Pavot, 1993). They also tend to select themselves into situations that foster negative 

affect (Emmons, Diener, & Larson, 1985). High negative affect is represented by terms 

such as “distressed, fearful, nervous….” (George, 1989), all of which are also descriptors 

of Emotional Stability. 

      In addition to negative affect, Costa and McCrae (1992b) deconstruct Emotional 

Stability into: anxiety, hostility, depression, self-consciousness, vulnerability, and 

impulsiveness. Individuals who are lower in Emotional Stability tend to experience more 

negative moods (anxiety, fear, depression, irritability) and physical symptoms. They are 

also more likely to be affected by negative life events and persistent bad moods  (Suls, 

Green, & Hills, 1998). Boudreau, et. al. (2001) include pessimism, low self-confidence, 

low self-assurance, lack of achievement motivation, and indecisiveness as sub-factors of 

Emotional Stability. 

      Watson and Clark (1984) describe Emotional Stability in terms of “negative 

affectivity,” calling it a “stable personality trait that includes anxiety, depression, low 

self-esteem, fear, nervousness, guilt, anger, contempt, disgust, sadness, loneliness, and 

self-dissatisfaction” (p. 9- 10). Neckowitz and Roznowski also describe Emotional 

Stability in terms of negative affectivity and refer to it as “the tendency to experience 

unpleasant emotional states and to have a negative self-concept. …. report more distress, 

discomfort, and dissatisfaction over time and across situations, even in the absence of 

objective stressors. They also tend to focus more on negative aspects of themselves, other 

people, and the world in general, and tend to interpret ambiguous stimuli more 

negatively” (p. 271). Spector, Jex, and Chen (1995) refer to Emotional Stability as “Trait 
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Anxiety,” a tendency to view the world in a negative light and to experience distress, 

even in the absence of stressors.  

      Considering that Emotional Stability embodies adjustment, stress tolerance, and 

affect, there are good reasons for positing a linkage between Emotional Stability and 

work outcomes.  The research bearing on this topic will be considered below. 

Personality and Job Performance 

With regard to job performance or job success, recent data indicate that a well-

constructed measure of personality can be a valid predictor of success on the job (Hogan, 

et.al, 1996; Borman, et. al., 1997; Barrick & Mount, 1991; Robertson, 1993; Irving, 1993; 

Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991; Salgado, 1997). Further, research in the past decade has 

demonstrated that personality measurement contributes unique information to the 

prediction of job performance, adding incrementally in most cases to that offered by 

methods like cognitive abilities testing (Goffin, Rothstein, & Johnston, 1996; Salgado, 

Viswesvaran, & Ones, 2002). Conducting research that examined the incremental validity 

of personality over cognitive ability in predicting job performance, Avis, Kudisch, and 

Fortunato (2002) found that Conscientiousness provided incremental validity over 

cognitive ability in the prediction of several performance criteria. Black (2000) also 

demonstrated that personality added incremental validity to cognitive testing in a study 

that looked at predictors of job performance for police officers. Particularly, recent 

evidence from research indicates that FFM personality variables are significantly related 

to job outcomes. Numerous studies have found relationships between the Big Five traits 

and job performance in a variety of job contexts (Borman, et. al., 1997).   
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The Big Five and Job Performance 

      Support for the relationship between Big Five personality traits and performance 

predictors can be attributed to many recent meta-analyses based on the FFM. These 

recent meta-analyses provide evidence of the personality-job performance link using the 

Five-Factor Model.  Two of the earliest meta-analyses are those of Barrick and Mount 

(1991) and Tett, Jackson, and Rothstein (1991), which present findings from over 200 

studies and provide evidence for the personality-job performance link. These two meta-

analyses were groundbreaking because, prior to this time, support for the link between 

the Big Five and job performance had primarily been conducted using studies that 

included measures that were not designed to assess the Big Five and support was 

inconsistent (Salgado, 1997). 

      Tett, Jackson, and Rothestein (1991) found that all Big Five personality 

dimensions are valid predictors of job performance. They found relationships between 

job performance and Neuroticism (r = -.22), Extroversion (r = .15), Openness (r = .27), 

Agreeableness (r = .33), and Conscientiousness (r = .18).Additionally, they found the 

overall relationship between personality and job performance to be .24, considering it a 

significant effect.  

      Barrick and Mount (1991) analyzed 117 validity studies and included sample 

sizes that ranged from over 14,000 to over 19,000 subjects. They found that 

Conscientiousness is a valid predictor (r = .22) across occupations and across criteria and 

that the other personality factors are valid predictors for certain occupations and some 

criteria. In their study, Conscientiousness demonstrated an estimated true validity from 

.21 to .23 for five different occupational groups. Extroversion was a valid predictor for 
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managers (r = .18); Emotional Stability was a valid predictor for police (r = .10); and 

Agreeableness was a valid predictor for police and managers (r = .10). With regard to 

performance criteria, Conscientiousness was found to have validities from .20 to .23 for 

three different job criteria (job proficiency, training, and personnel data). The other four 

were valid predictors of training proficiency: Extroversion (r = .26), Emotional Stability 

(r = .07), Agreeableness, and Openness (r = .25). Barrick and Mount (1991) concluded 

that, in particular, Conscientiousness demonstrates a positive correlation with job 

performance across job types. They report that Conscientiousness is a consistent predictor 

of job performance across contexts with true score correlations ranging from .20 to .23. 

      In later meta-analytic research, Mount, Barrick, and Stewart (1998) report a 

relationship between various Big Five factors and job performance. Using supervisor 

ratings as a measure of performance, Conscientiousness (r = .26), Emotional Stability (r 

= .18), and Agreeableness (r = .21) were related to overall performance in jobs involving 

interactions with others. In another meta-analysis, Hough and colleagues (1992) also 

found a relationship between Agreeableness and performance (r = .17, p <.01) as well as 

between dependability and performance (r =.14, p <.01).  Finally, in a meta-analysis 

based upon samples from the European community, Salgado (1997) demonstrated 

relationships between job performance and Conscientiousness (r = .25) and Emotional 

Stability (r = .19). 

Barrick and Mount (1991) found Extroversion to be a valid predictor for 

managers and sales. Also, Stewart and Carson (1995) found that, in addition to 

Conscientiousness, Extroversion was a valid predictor of overall performance for service 

workers. Additionally, Salgado (1997) found Extroversion to be a valid predictor for 
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managers and police; Openness to be a valid predictor for police and skilled labor; and 

Agreeableness to be a valid predictor for professionals, skilled labor, and managers. 

Mount, Barrick, and Stewart (1998) demonstrated that Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, 

and Emotional Stability are valid predictors in jobs that involve interpersonal interaction 

and teamwork. Finally, Blake, Potter, and Slimak (1993) found that scales of the CPI 

predict overall performance for military academy students.  

These reviews show that the Big Five is a predictor of job performance. Although 

results are not completely consistent, the general consensus drawn by researchers is that 

the Big Five personality factors do hold some utility in predicting job performance. There 

is a lack of consensus, however, on which of the Big Five is the best predictor of job 

performance. 

      According to Stewart and Carson (1995), "Because there are few published 

validity studies incorporating scales based specifically on factor markers of the 'Big Five,' 

relationships between construct valid measures of the five traits and performance have 

not been clearly established. It is therefore difficult to determine which of the 'Big Five' 

traits holds the most promise for becoming a robust predictor of job performance" (p. 

368). It is their belief that Conscientiousness is the most robust of the Big Five traits, with 

the others adding incrementally. 

If Conscientiousness alone is a good predictor of job performance in all job 

contexts, one might consider discounting the other FFM dimensions when attempting to 

predict job performance. However, this would be unwise. According to Hogan, Hogan, 

and Roberts (1996), other dimensions should be included because 
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"…the domains of personality and occupational performance are multifaceted. 

Many employers want to make personnel decisions that are based on, for 

example, Conscientiousness scores alone. This practice is risky because most 

performance criteria are best predicted by a combination of scales" (p. 470). 

To investigate the contributions that other FFM dimensions add to 

Conscientiousness when predicting job performance, Stewart and Carson (1995) 

conducted a concurrent validity study that examined the relationship between direct 

measures of "Big Five" traits and job performance for service workers. They investigated 

the usefulness of the "Big Five" personality dimensions as employee selection tests, 

specifically looking at (1) the relationship between explicit measures of Big Five and 

performance, (2) the relationships between Big Five and two domains of performance 

(job relevant behaviors and work outcomes), and (3) the incremental validity of 

personality traits beyond the measurement of a single trait dimension. With regard to the 

relationship between explicit measures of the Big Five and performance, they found that 

Conscientiousness was the strongest predictor of overall performance (r = .33, p <.001). 

Extroversion was also a significant predictor of overall performance (r = -.18, p <.05), as 

was Agreeableness (r = .19, p <.05). With regard to relationships between the Big Five 

and job behaviors, they found that Conscientiousness was correlated with higher levels of 

dependability (r = .28, p <.01) and Extroversion was correlated with both citizenship (r = 

-.17, p <.05) and dependability (r = -.22, p <.01). When they looked at work outcomes, 

they found that Conscientiousness predicted successful work outcomes (r = .32, p <.001). 

Finally, when they looked at the incremental validity of personality traits beyond the 

measurement of a single trait dimension, Stewart and Carson found that Extroversion 
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added incremental validity to the prediction of dependability based only on 

Conscientiousness.  

In summary, it appears all Big Five personality dimensions, not just 

Conscientiousness, have value as predictors of job performance.  

Emotional Stability and Job Performance 

One personality dimension that has received less attention than Conscientiousness 

in job performance research is that of Emotional Stability. While some research has 

shown a link between Emotional Stability and the workplace, not much research has been 

done on the relationship between Emotional Stability/Neuroticism and Job performance 

or between Emotional Stability/Neuroticism and other job outcomes.  

 While most evidence in research points to the predictive value of 

Conscientiousness in relation to job performance, there is also evidence to indicate for a 

relationship between Emotional Stability and job performance in certain contexts. As 

early as the 1930’s, Emotional Stability has been linked to occupational outcomes (i.e., 

performance, job satisfaction, or career satisfaction). In 1932, Hersey demonstrated a 

relationship between emotional affect and daily performance levels among a small group 

of skilled workers. He also found a relationship between employees’ emotional lives at 

home and their subsequent work behaviors.  

More recently, Emotional Stability has been shown to be a valid predictor for job 

performance in several meta-analytic studies. Barrick and Mount (1991) found Emotional 

Stability to be a marginally significant predictor of job performance for Police (r = .06, p 

<. 10). In his 1992 meta-analysis, Hough found an observed validity of .13 for Emotional 

Stability where job proficiency served as the criterion. In addition, Salgado’s (1997) 



 

 

24

meta-analytic study compared Big Five dimensions to three job performance criteria 

(supervisory ratings, personnel data, and training ratings) and found that Emotional 

Stability was a valid predictor for all performance criteria for most occupational groups 

studied (professionals, police, managers, sales, and skilled labor). Tett, Jackson, and 

Rothstein (1991) also found a significant relationship between job performance and 

Emotional Stability (r = -.22).  Additionally, Mount, Barrick, and Stewart (1998) 

reported a significant relationship between supervisor ratings of performance and 

Emotional Stability (r  = .18).  

In response to these meta-analyses, Hurtz and Donovan (2000) performed their 

own meta-analysis examining the relationship between personality and performance 

using only personality measures actually designed to measure the Big Five. Their results 

closely paralleled prior meta-analytic results. They found true score correlations between 

Emotional Stability and overall performance (.14), job performance (.15), training 

performance (.09), task performance (.14), and job dedication (.14).  

Following a summary of these meta-analytic studies, Hogan and Holland (2003) 

conclude that, “The most robust Big Five predictors of subjective performance criteria 

(e.g., overall job-performance ratings) are Emotional Stability and Conscientiousness. 

Persons who seem calm, self-confident, and resilient…..will be evaluated more 

positively…” (p. 104). In their own meta-analysis, Hogan and Holland’s (2003) results 

exceeded previously reported values for the Emotional Stability construct. The criterion 

variables used in each archived study were reviewed by subject matter experts (SMEs) 

and were classified into one of two “global” performance categories: getting along or 

getting ahead. Additionally, all individual performance criteria from the individual 
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studies were matched by SMEs to the one personality construct they were deemed most 

relevant to. Hogan and Holland reported an estimated true validity of .43 between 

Emotional Stability and the specific job performance criteria matched to that personality 

construct (i.e., Remains even tempered: Manages people, crisis, and stress; Shows 

resiliency; and Demonstrates patience). For the global criterion measures, they found 

validities of .19 (getting along) and .14 (getting ahead). They concluded that, “these 

analyses suggest that measures of Emotional Stability—for example, the HPI Adjustment 

scale—are much more potent and general predictors of occupational performance than 

previously realized” (p. 109).  They also stated that, “These findings are an important 

qualification to the view that conscientiousness is the personality variable of greatest 

practical importance in applied psychology. The broad domain of neuroticism, widely 

studied in clinical psychology, may also prove useful for understanding such 

occupational outcomes as job satisfaction, commitment, and productivity” (p. 109). 

In addition to the meta-analytic studies correlating Emotional Stability with 

overall job performance, Emotional Stability has also been linked to specific job 

behaviors indicative of performance. Piedmont and Weinstein (1994) found a significant 

relationship between Emotional Stability and supervisors’ performance ratings of 

“interpersonal relations” (r = -.16, p <.05) and “adaptive capacity” (r = -17, p <.05).  

Hogan, Hogan, and Busch (1984) reported a positive association between service 

orientation (made up of Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability) and 

job success in service jobs. They found that people who were higher in cooperation, self-

control, dependability, and emotional adjustment scored higher on service orientation. 

Dunn, Mount, Barrick, and Ones (1995) found that Conscientiousness and Emotional 
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Stability were the most important factors that influence hirability. Also, Wright and 

Cropanzano (1998) found that emotionality was negatively related to job performance 

and positively related to job burnout in social welfare workers. Judge and Bono (2001) 

found a positive correlation between Emotional Stability and overall job performance (r 

= .19) in a meta-analytic study that evaluated the relationship of core self-evaluation 

traits to job satisfaction and performance. 

In addition, Emotional Stability has emerged as a predictor of success in 

teamwork. Thoms, Moore, and Scott (1996) found that Emotional Stability significantly 

predicted efficacy in self-managed work groups, with workers higher in Emotional 

Stability being more suitable for self-managed workgroups. Mount, Barrick, and Stewart 

found Emotional Stability to be a valid predictor (r =.18, p < .01) for all jobs in their 

1998 study, with the relationship being stronger for jobs involving teamwork.  In another 

study examining the relationship between personality and teamwork, Barrick, Stewart, 

Neubert, and Mount (1998) found that teams higher in Emotional Stability were better 

performers in manufacturing jobs.  

Emotional Stability has also emerged as a predictor of performance in other 

specific contexts. Hormann and Maschke (1996) found that personality variables related 

to Neuroticism predicted variance in the performance of pilots; poor pilots were higher in 

Neuroticism than successful pilots. In their study on sales performance in 1996, Mughal, 

Walsh, and Wilding found a positive correlation between Neuroticism (trait anxiety) and 

work effort and sales performance in two samples of insurance salespersons. For semi-

truck drivers, Barrick and Mount (1996) found that Emotional Stability positively 

correlated with supervisor ratings, even when adjusted for impression management and 
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self-deception. In research on customer service occupations, Stewart, Carson, and Cardy 

(1996) studied the relationship between personality and self-directed customer service 

behavior. Emotional Stability was positively correlated with supervisor ratings of 

employees’ self-directed behavior. Finally, Turban and Dougherty (1994) researched 

Emotional Stability and performance in 147 managers and professionals. They found that 

those with greater Emotional Stability were more likely to initiate mentoring 

relationships. 

      Emotional Stability has also been found to be related to career 

performance/success. Judge, Higgins, Thoresen, and Barrick (1999) found a negative 

relationship between Emotional Stability and career success. Specifically, they reported a 

negative correlation between Neuroticism and: job income (r =-.26, p <.01), occupational 

status (r =-.26, p <.01), and overall career success (r =-.34, p <.01)   Piedmont (1995) 

found that Neuroticism correlated positively with a fear of success (r =.29, p <.01) and 

fear of failure (r =.21, p <.01) and correlated negatively with achievement scores (r =-

.30, p <.01).  

      Holland, Johnston, Asama, and Polys (1993) compared scores on the NEO (Big 

Five personality measure) to the Career Beliefs Inventory (CBI, Krumboltz, 1994). 

Holland, et. al., found that the certain beliefs that individuals hold about career success 

were correlated with levels of Emotional Stability: Career Plans was positively correlated 

with Neuroticism (r = .26, p <.01); achievement was negatively correlated with 

Neuroticism (r = -.25, p <.01); control was negatively correlated with Neuroticism (r = -

.35, p <.01); responsibility was negatively correlated with Neuroticism (r = -.19, p <.01); 

persisting while uncertain was negatively correlated with Neuroticism (r = -.28, p <.01); 
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taking risks was negatively correlated with Neuroticism (r = -.25, p <.01).; 

negotiating/searching was negatively correlated with Neuroticism (r = -.26, p <.01); 

overcoming obstacles was negatively correlated with Neuroticism (r = -.31, p <.01); and 

working hard was negatively correlated with Neuroticism (r = -.51, p <.01).  

      Boudreau, Boswell, and Judge (2000) examined the relationship between career 

success and personality in both U.S. and European samples. They posited that, “Traits 

associated with low Neuroticism “such as ‘optimism,’ ‘self-confidence,’ ‘self-assurance,’ 

achievement motivation, and decisiveness have been correlated positively with 

managerial advancement, occupational level, executive pay, and job success” (p. 58). 

Their subjects included executives from an international search firm. They found that 

Neuroticism in the U.S. sample correlated with two measures of success: pay (r = -.31, p 

<.01) and promotions (r = -.21, p <.01). Corresponding results were not significant in the 

European sample.  

 Thus, there is cumulative evidence across studies that Emotional Stability, along 

with other Big Five personality dimensions, has predictive value in relation to work 

performance, in general contexts and in specific contexts.  

Personality and Job Satisfaction 

In addition to its link to job performance, personality has also been linked to job 

satisfaction in recent years. Job satisfaction is generally thought of as “how workers feel 

about their jobs” and therefore lends itself to be studied in terms of feeling, affect, moods, 

emotions, or temperament (Brief & Weiss, 2002). Since the 1980’s, researchers have 

sought to link personality to job satisfaction data. In 1985, Staw and Ross analyzed data 

on job satisfaction for over 5,000 45-59 year-old men in order to investigate the concept 
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that job attitudes (assessed by a one-item satisfaction measure) are consistent within 

individuals, showing stability both over time and across situations. Data were collected 

longitudinally, with the majority of the sample assessed on job satisfaction between 1966 

and 1971. Results indicated significant stability of attitudes (satisfaction) over a five-year 

time period. There was also significant cross-situational attitudinal consistency when 

individuals changed employers and/or occupations- job satisfaction remained fairly 

consistent. Previously held attitudes (job satisfaction measured in 1966) were also a 

stronger predictor of subsequent job satisfaction (job satisfaction measured in 1971) than 

either changes in pay or the social status of the job.  

Staw, Bell, and Clausen (1986) subsequently examined the influence of emotional 

disposition on job attitudes over long periods of time. Data were taken from a 

combination of three separate longitudinal studies that investigated the lives of selected 

individuals for over fifty years. Measures of emotional disposition from as early as 

adolescence were used to predict job attitudes later in life. Results indicated that 

dispositional measures significantly predicted job attitudes over the fifty-year time span.  

This research gave impetus to other studies. In 1989, Arvey, Bouchard, Segal, and 

Abraham conducted an extensive study in which they looked at monozygotic twins who 

were raised separately from an early age. They tested the hypothesis that there is a 

significant genetic component to job satisfaction. Results indicated that approximately 

30% of the observed variance in general job satisfaction was due to genetic factors. 

Additional analysis indicated that these results were obtained even when job 

characteristics were held constant. In their 1993 research, Watson and Slack investigated 

the extent to which job satisfaction is related to emotional affect. They found that affect 
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was not only significantly correlated with several aspects of concurrent employee 

satisfaction, but it also predicted some facets of job satisfaction that were assessed two 

years later. Their analysis indicated that emotional temperament, major job changes, and 

occupational quality variables each made independent contributions to the prediction of 

job satisfaction. Watson and Slack thus concluded that job satisfaction and personality 

influence one another. 

As a result of these studies and others like them, most researchers recognized that 

job satisfaction was influenced by personality traits by the 1990’s (Brief, 2002). From 

this interest and general agreement that personal dispositions contributed to job 

satisfaction, a multitude of personality traits have been studied as possible determinants 

of job satisfaction. 

The Big Five and Job Satisfaction 

Although the Big Five has been studied in relation to the workplace, it has most 

commonly been studied in relation to job performance. The relationship between the Big 

Five and occupational satisfaction is much less studied. While there is a great deal of 

research on the link between the Big Five and job performance, there is very little on the 

Big Five and job satisfaction. While many studies have investigated the relationship 

between one factor of the Big Five (e.g., Emotional Stability) and job satisfaction, 

research on the Big Five as a whole is scarce (Judge, Heller, p;& Mount, 2002). Further, 

while many meta-analyses have examined the relationship between the Big Five and 

performance, there is a dearth of meta-analytic research on the Big Five-satisfaction 

relationship. However, some early research has led to recent interest in this relationship 

as a source for research. 
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      Early research surfaced in the 1930’s when Hoppock (1935) and Fisher and 

Hannah (1931) examined relationships between workers’ satisfaction and dispositions. 

After that early research, with a few exceptions, the research in this area lay dormant 

(Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002). In the 1980’s several studies led to a renewed interest in 

the subject (Arvey, Bouchard, Segal, & Abraham, 1989; Staw, Bell, & Clausen, 1986; 

Staw & Ross, 1985). Since the 1980’s, researchers have once again attempted to link 

personal qualities to job satisfaction data. Early research indicated that job satisfaction 

was significantly related to personality (Staw & Ross, 1985; Staw, Bell, & Clausen, 

1986; Arvey, Bouchard, Segal, & Abraham, 1989). Since Staw, Bell, & Clausen (1986) 

linked childhood personality to job satisfaction later in life, there has been a great deal of 

research interest in personality and satisfaction. Watson and Slack (1993) investigated the 

extent to which job satisfaction is related to emotional affect. They found that affect was 

not only significantly correlated with several aspects of concurrent employee satisfaction, 

but it also predicted some facets of job satisfaction that were assessed two years later. 

Emotional temperament also made an independent contribution to the prediction of job 

satisfaction. Watson and Slack concluded that job satisfaction and personality influence 

one another. 

      As a result of these and other similar studies, most researchers recognized that job 

satisfaction was influenced by personality traits by the 1990’s (Brief, 2002). This led to 

research on the Big Five as possible determinants of job satisfaction. Boudreau, et. al. 

(2001) examined career success by relating traits from the Five-Factor Model of 

personality to several dimensions of career success, including career satisfaction. Data 

were collected from 2 large samples of American and European executives. They found 
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that Extroversion was positively related to career satisfaction in both the American 

sample (r =.18, p <.05) and the European sample (r =.32, p <.01). They also found that 

Neuroticism related negatively to career satisfaction in both the American sample (r =-

.39, p  <.01) and the European sample (r =-.17, p <.01). Finally, they found that both 

Conscientiousness and Agreeableness were negatively related to career satisfaction in the 

American sample (r =-.13, p <.05 and r =-.18, p <.01).  In related research, Seibert and 

Kraimer (2001) examined the relationship between the Big Five personality dimensions 

and career success by surveying a sample of almost five hundred employees in a diverse 

set of occupations and organizations. Results showed that Extroversion was related 

positively to career satisfaction and that Neuroticism and Agreeableness were related 

negatively to career satisfaction. 

 Judge, Heller, and Mount (2002), using the Barrick and Mount (1991) meta-

analysis linking the Big Five to job performance as a guide, conducted a similar meta-

analysis linking the Big Five to job satisfaction. Three of the Big Five demonstrated 

statistically significant relationships to job satisfaction. They found Neuroticism to be the 

strongest predictor (r = -.29), followed closely by Conscientiousness (r = .26) and 

Extroversion (r = .25). Agreeableness was correlated to job satisfaction (r = .17), but the 

relationship was not statistically significant. Openness demonstrated a weak relationship 

with job satisfaction (r = .02). 

Emotional Stability and Job Satisfaction 

Unlike the scarcity of research on the Emotional Stability-job performance link, 

there is a great deal of research on the Emotional Stability-job satisfaction relationship. 

One of the most commonly studied personality dimensions in relation to job satisfaction 
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has been Emotional Stability, with other Big Five dimensions receiving less emphasis 

(Tokar, et. al. 1998).  

Dispositions have been shown to affect job satisfaction (Judge & Larsen, 2001; 

Levin & Stokes, 1989), both across time (Staw, et. al., 1986; Gerhart, 1987) and across 

jobs (Staw & Ross, 1985). Emotional Stability has been consistently linked to employee 

well-being and satisfaction (Tokar, et. al., 1998). Studies investigating the relationship 

between low Emotional Stability and job satisfaction have consistently found a 

significant negative correlation (Furnham & Zacherl, 1986; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983; 

Tokar & Subich, 1997). In the view of some researchers, Emotional Stability is the 

strongest predictor of job satisfaction among the Big Five traits, (e.g., Tokar, et. al. 1998). 

Individuals low in Emotional Stability tend to be less satisfied in their jobs than 

those higher in Emotional Stability (Brief, Burke, George, Robinson & Webster, 1988; 

Levin & Stokes, 1989). McCrae and Costa (1991) noted that Emotional Stability is 

related to satisfaction because individuals who score low in Emotional Stability are 

predisposed to experience more negative life events.  Less emotionally stable individuals 

may tend to dwell more on the negative aspects of their job. They may also have more of 

a tendency to interpret ambiguous stimuli in a negative way. These individuals have a 

tendency to recall more negative aspects than others may when they are thinking about 

their work (Neckowitz and Roznowski, 1994).  

Individuals lower in Emotional Stability may also be less able to cope with 

normal stress and strain on the job, resulting in feelings of dissatisfaction. Osipow (1991) 

states, “…the work environment places individuals in roles that create a perception of 

stress, that people use various methods to resolve (cope with) these stresses, and the 
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degrees of success of these methods in combination with the intensity of the stress as well 

as a number of personal variables interact” (p. 324). Lower Emotional Stability is 

characterized by a greater perception of stress and anxiety and a diminished ability to 

cope with it (Decker & Borgen, 1993). 

Numerous studies have demonstrated a negative relationship between low 

Emotional Stability and job satisfaction (Furnam & Zacherl, 1986; Smith, Organ & Near, 

1983; Seibert & Kraimer, 2001). As early as the 1930’s, researches have linked 

Emotional Stability to job satisfaction. In their book, The Dissatisfied Worker, Fisher and 

Hanna (1931) concluded that life dissatisfaction, in part, could be linked to emotional 

maladjustment. They felt that, vocational maladjustment in American industry was due to 

maladjustive emotional predispositions within the individual that created discord between 

the employee and his job. On the heels of Fisher and Hannah’s work, Hoppock conducted 

research in 1935 using surveys and interviews from workers in New Hope, PA and 

concluded that emotional maladjustment influenced job satisfaction.  

In other early research, Guha (1965) correlated job satisfaction with a variety of 

personality and demographic factors in a population of shoe factory workers. A negative 

correlation was found between Neuroticism and job satisfaction. Later, Furnham and 

Zacherl (1986) examined the relationship between various personality dimensions, 

including Neuroticism, and dimensions of job satisfaction in a group of computer 

employees. They found that Neuroticism was negatively correlated with job satisfaction. 

In yet another study, Kirkcaldy, Thome, and Thomas (1989) assessed the job satisfaction 

profiles of individuals in counseling professions and related them to personality scores. 

They found that Neuroticism was positively correlated with job dissatisfaction.  
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More recently, Tokar and Subich (1997) found that a combination of Big Five 

dimensions predicted only a small amount of variance in job satisfaction, with 

Neuroticism being a unique contributor to higher levels of satisfaction as measured by the 

Hoppock Job Satisfaction Blank (Hoppock, 1935). Similarly, Day and Bedeian (1995) 

correlated job satisfaction to personality variables of Extroversion, Conscientiousness, 

and Agreeableness, finding no relationship between Agreeableness and satisfaction and 

finding very weak relationships between Conscientiousness and satisfaction and 

Extroversion and satisfaction. Emotional Stability has risen as the most promising Big 

Five dimension in relation to job satisfaction (Tokar, et. al. 1998). Judge et. al. (1999) 

found a negative relationship between Emotional Stability and job satisfaction (r =-.22, p 

<.05). Judge and Locke (1993) found that employees with low Emotional Stability were 

more likely to experience dysfunctional job-related thought processes such as 

overgeneralization, perfectionism, and dependence on others, and were less satisfied in 

their jobs. 

In their review of the literature on personality and job behavior from 1993-1997, 

Tokar, Fischer, and Subich (1998) state that, “Greater job satisfaction is related to lower 

Neuroticism and its variants…” (p.144). In their meta-analysis looking at the Big Five 

and Job satisfaction, Judge, Heller, & Mount (2002) found that of all the Big Five 

personality traits, Neuroticism was the strongest predictor of job satisfaction (r = -.29). 

They viewed Emotional Stability as a key aspect of a “happy personality” and that 

emotionally stable individuals tend to be happy in life which leads them to be happy in 

their jobs (p. 535). Judge et al. (ibid) concluded that their results support previous 

findings linking Emotional Stability to job satisfaction.  
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 Meir, Melamed, and Dinur (1995) found a significant negative relationship 

between Neuroticism and satisfaction with person-environment fit. In a study that 

examined the relationship between congruence and measures of well-being, Meir et. al. 

included 6 measures of well-being: Occupational Choice Satisfaction, Work Satisfaction, 

, Burnout, Anxiety Level, Somatic Complaints, and Self-Esteem. The four latter measures 

are all elements of Emotional Stability. The first three measures are elements of job 

satisfaction. When these 6 measures were correlated with one another, several 

relationships were found. Negative correlations were found between Work Satisfaction 

and Anxiety (r = -.58) and between Work Satisfaction and Somatic Complaints (r = -.47). 

A positive correlation was found between Work Satisfaction and Self-Esteem (r = .63). 

Positive correlations were found between Burnout and Anxiety (r = .70) and between 

Burnout and Somatic Complaints (r = .61). A negative correlation was found between 

Burnout and  Self-Esteem (r = -.65). Significance levels were not indicated in the 

research. However, high levels of anxiety, numerous somatic complaints, and low self-

esteem are all descriptors of low Emotional Stability (Meir, et. al. 1995). Based on this 

research, those individuals exhibiting qualities of low Emotional Stability indicated less 

Work Satisfaction and higher likelihood of Burnout. 

 In a study that examined the prediction of life satisfaction using a sample of 479 

police officers, Hart (1999) reported a negative correlation between Neuroticism and job 

satisfaction (r = -.17, p <.05). He also found that the experience of “work hassles” was 

related to higher levels of Neuroticism (r = .44, p <.05). Judge and Bono (2001) found a 

positive correlation between job satisfaction and Emotional Stability (r = .24) in a meta-
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analysis based on 274 correlations, concluding that it was “among the best predictors of 

job satisfaction” (p. 80). 

Further support for the link between Emotional Stability and job satisfaction came 

from the research of Leong and Boyle (1997), who used a longitudinal data set to identify 

major personality and individual differences variables that predict midlife career 

adjustment. They found that for women, lower Neuroticism predicted job stability. 

Gustafson and Mumford (1995) sampled 357 Navy enlisted men and found that 

individuals high in anxiety (Neuroticism) tended to be dissatisfied in their jobs and were 

more likely to withdraw. They concluded that high anxious personality types and low 

anxious personality types differed according to the job outcomes of satisfaction, 

performance, and withdrawal from work. 

Several other studies have linked Emotional Stability with job satisfaction. 

Cropanzano, James, and Konovsky, 1993; Decker and Borgen, 1993; Necowitz and 

Roznowski, 1994: and Parkes, Mendham, and von Rabenau, 1994, all found that facets of 

Neuroticism predicted aspects of lower job satisfaction. Alpass, Long, Chamberlain, and 

MacDonald (1997) found that facets of Neuroticism predicted unique variance in job 

satisfaction for a large military sample. Bellani, Furlani, Gnecchi, and Pezotta (1996) 

reported that high anxiety was correlated positively with burnout and negatively with 

feelings of job accomplishment. Noor (1997) found that facets of Neuroticism were 

correlated with job strain. Decker and Borgen (1993) found that individuals high in 

negative affectivity had lower levels of intrinsic job satisfaction (r= -.20, p <.01), 

extrinsic job satisfaction (r= -.16, p <.05), and general job satisfaction (r= -.21, p <.001). 

In a study that examined the role of social support in the context of the demand-discretion 
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theory of job stress, Parkes et. al. (1994) found Neuroticism to be a predictor of job 

satisfaction (r = -.33, p <.05) and accounted for a substantial portion of the explained 

variance. Boudreau, et. al. (2001) found a negative correlation between Emotional 

Stability and job satisfaction (r=-.41, p <.01) in his study relating the Big Five to career 

success in American and European executives. Cropanzano, James, and Konovsky (1993) 

concluded that negative affectivity was negatively correlated with global job satisfaction 

(r=-.24, p <.01).  

Judge, Locke, Durham, and Kluger (1998) researched the relationship between 

self-esteem, self-efficacy, locus of control, and non-Neuroticism (Emotional Stability) 

and job and life satisfaction in a sample of physicians, college graduates, and Israeli 

college students. Using both self ratings and ratings from significant others, they found a 

correlation of -.37 between Neuroticism and job satisfaction when the same source 

(self/self or significant other/significant other) was used to report the predictor and 

criterion and a correlation of -.29 when a different source was used (self/significant 

other). In a follow-up to that study, Judge, Bono, and Locke (2000) evaluated the same 

personality characteristics in relation to job satisfaction and intrinsic job characteristics. 

They reported a correlation of -.29 (p <.05) between a composite measure of job 

satisfaction and Neuroticism.  

The data seem convincing that there is cumulative evidence for a link between 

Emotional Stability and job satisfaction. These conclusions, based on a multitude of 

studies, are the result of mounting evidence in the literature that support the link between 

Emotional Stability and job satisfaction. 
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Personality and Career Satisfaction 

Related to the research on job satisfaction is that of career satisfaction. Whereas 

job satisfaction indicates contentment with the current position of employment, career 

satisfaction refers to a broader satisfaction with one’s career choice and outcomes. It 

embodies elements such as satisfaction with career decisions, satisfaction with career and 

life balance, less stress associated with career choices, and greater congruence between 

one’s career desires and one’s career outcomes. 

The Big Five and Career Satisfaction 

Like job satisfaction, career satisfaction has also been linked to personality 

variables, although not as extensively. Boudreau, et. al. (2001) examined career success 

by relating traits from the Five-Factor Model of personality to several dimensions of 

career success, including career satisfaction. Data were collected from two large samples 

of American and European executives. They found that Extraversion related positively to 

career satisfaction in both the American sample (r=.18, p <.05) and the European sample 

(r=.32, p <.01). They also found that Neuroticism related negatively to career satisfaction 

in both the American sample (r=-.39, p <.01) and the European sample (r=-.17, p <.01). 

Finally, they found that both Conscientiousness and Agreeableness were negatively 

related to career satisfaction in the American sample (r=-.13,p <.05 and r=-.18,p <.01).  

Seibert and Kraimer (2001) examined the relationship between the "Big Five" personality 

dimensions and career success by surveying a sample of almost five hundred employees 

in a diverse set of occupations and organizations. Results showed that Extraversion was 

related positively to career satisfaction and that Neuroticism and Agreeableness were 
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related negatively to career satisfaction. Of interest is that in both of the above studies, 

lower Emotional Stability was found to contribute to less career satisfaction. 

Emotional Stability and Career Satisfaction 

Career satisfaction has also been linked to Emotional Stability.   In their review of 

research on career processes, Tokar et. al. (1998) concluded that, “greater Neuroticism is 

related to…less congruence, and greater career indecision…” (p 144). They further state 

that, “personality dimensions reflecting Neuroticism…tend to predict more negative 

perceptions of occupational stressors and strain or distress; further, Neuroticism appears 

to moderate (or inflate) the relation between stress and strain” (p. 144).   Decker and 

Borgen (1993) assert that Neuroticism is a personality variable that may influence self-

reports of occupational stressors and subsequent perceptions of stress or dissatisfaction. It 

seems clear that low Emotional Stability, or a negative affect, could influence an 

individual’s perception of career satisfaction. Brief and Atieh (1987) state that, “if an 

individual reports the existence of unfavorable job conditions and also that he or she is 

distressed, it is possible that both of these responses may be indicative or this underlying 

personality disposition” (p.122). There is some research that supports the relationship 

between Emotional Stability (or traits closely associated to it) and career satisfaction: 

Spector, Jex, and Chen (1995) related anxiety and pessimism (facets of Emotional 

Stability) to job measures in civil service employees in 129 different jobs. Their finding 

was that individuals high in anxiety and pessimism (low in Emotional Stability) tended to 

be in jobs characterized by low autonomy, variety, identity, significance, and complexity. 

Neuroticism is related to a person’s choice of routine, less complex, and less independent 

work. In other research, Holland, Johnston, Asama, and Polys (1993) found that low 
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Emotional Stability correlated negatively with beliefs about the importance of risk taking, 

working hard, and persisting in the face of obstacles. Low Emotional Stability also 

correlated negatively with beliefs about the importance of achievement and Openness.  

While these findings do not specifically relate Emotional Stability to career 

satisfaction, they relate lower levels of Emotional Stability to other behaviors, traits, or 

beliefs that may explain why these individuals experience less career satisfaction. 

Individuals who feel no autonomy in their career; choose uninteresting or routine work; 

don’t take career risks, work hard, or persist; or do not believe that achievement is 

important do not sound like individuals who are seeking satisfaction in their careers. 

      Boudreau, et. al. (2001) found that Neuroticism related negatively to career 

satisfaction in both an American sample (r=-.39, p <.01) and a European sample (r=-.17, 

p <.01). Seibert and Kramer (2001) found that Neuroticism was negatively correlated to 

career satisfaction (r  = -.21, p <.01) among a diverse set of occupations and 

organizations.  

Similarly, a number of studies have focused on the relationship between career 

indecision and Emotional Stability. Again, while this does not specifically relate 

Emotional Stability to career satisfaction, it lends support in that individuals who are 

indecisive or anxious about their career choice are not likely to report career satisfaction. 

One such study was that of Chartrand, Rose, Elliot, Marmarosh, et. al. (1993), where they 

related the Big Five to problem-solving and decision-making style. They found that 

Neuroticism was the strongest predictor of any of the Big Five and that high Neuroticism 

predicted decision-making problems, dependent decision making styles, and career 

indecision. Meyer and Winer (1993) found a direct positive correlation between 
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indecision and Neuroticism in a sample of undergraduate students. Betz and Serling 

(1993) related Neuroticism to career decisional processes in samples of college students. 

Their research results indicated that high Neuroticism correlated positively with career 

indecisiveness and decision-making. Others who found relationships between 

Neuroticism and career decidedness are Meldahl and Muchinsky (1997) and Multon, 

Heppner, and Lapan (1995). 

 More specific to career satisfaction, Lucas and Wanberg (1995) found that 

Neuroticism predicted less comfort with career status. Additionally, Meir et. al. (1995) 

found negative correlations between Occupational Satisfaction and Anxiety (r = -.46), a 

facet of Emotional Stability. Mughal, Walsh, and Wilding (1996) found that employees 

with higher Neuroticism reported higher levels of occupational strain and unhappiness. 

 While evidence supporting the link between Emotional Stability and career 

satisfaction is not as abundant in the research as evidence supporting the links between 

Emotional Stability and other vocational outcomes, the extant research does support a 

relationship. Such results suggest that this is a fruitful area for research and provides a 

basis for a tentative link between Emotional Stability and career satisfaction.  

Occupational Stress 

 The term “stress” is shrouded in a great deal of conceptual confusion and 

divergence of opinion. Many authors have noted the lack of consensus on even a 

definition of stress (Motowidlo, Packard, & Manning, 1986). Stress can be defined as an 

unresolved environmental demand requiring adaptive social readjustment (Holmes & 

Rahe, 1967). Since the 1980’s, there has been a growing interest in studying stress-related 

factors as possible predictors of both positive and negative organizational outcomes 
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(Bhagat, McQuaid, Lindholm, & Segovis, 1985). Despite the increase in studies of stress 

in the workplace, definitions of occupational stress and operationalization of measures 

have no consensus and tend to differ from study to study (Vagg & Spielberger, 1998). 

Most theories of occupational stress view excessive job demands as a feature of the 

environment that influences individual reactions through mediating psychological 

mechanisms. One theoretical premise is that job stress is so aversive that it will result in 

negative behaviors such as disinterest, dissatisfaction, lack of involvement, tardiness, 

absenteeism, poor work performance, or even leaving the job altogether. Alternatively, 

the absence of job stress will result in more satisfied and effective employees (Bhagat, et. 

al., 1985).  

Frequently studied occupational stressors include work overload, role overload, 

and relationships at work (Decker & Borgen, 1993); time pressures and autonomy 

(Parkes, Mendham, & von Rabenau, 1994); role conflict, role ambiguity, resource 

inadequacy, underutilization of skills, information flow, and career advancement 

opportunities (Bhagat, et. al, 1985); interpersonal conflict at work, inadequate leadership, 

and poor resources (Spector & Jex, 1998); supervisory misbehavior (Kohli, 1985); and 

job insecurity (Strazdins, D’Souza, Lim, Broom, & Rodgers, 2004).  Although many 

definitions for job stress have been proposed, it is typically conceptualized as a condition 

where job related factors interact with the individual to change (positively or negatively) 

his/her psychological or physical condition to the point that he/she is forced to deviate 

from normal behavior (Beehr & Newman, 1978).  

 Occupational stress theories try to explain how job stress affects job outcomes. 

The most common theoretical perspective posits that stressful work produces a condition 
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of psychological strain; this psychological strain then causes the employee to display 

negative behavioral reactions resulting in diminished work performance and satisfaction 

(de Croon, Sluiter, Blonk, Broersen, & Frings-Dresen, 2004). Several predominant 

theories of job stress are available. In the demand-control model, job stress is caused by 

job demands (physical, social, or organizational demands that require sustained mental or 

physical effort) and job control (the degree to which the job provides freedom, 

independence, and discretion in scheduling the work and determining the procedures to 

be used to carry the work out) (de Croon, et. al., 2004; Rau, 2004; Karasek, 1990). 

Sauter, Hurrell, and Cooper (1989) note that support for this model has been mixed and 

that “fundamental questions remain concerning the conceptualization and 

operationalization of the construct” (p. xvi). In the effort-reward imbalance model, job 

stress is caused by high work or effort demands paired with poor rewards (Siegrist, 

1996). A combination of strong effort in response to extrinsic work pressures when there 

is low potential for reward leads to work stress (Vagg & Spielberger, 1998). A criticism 

of this model has been that it focuses primarily on general demands and not enough on 

specific job pressures (Vagg & Spielberger, 1998). The person-environment fit theory has 

also been widely accepted with regard to the study of occupational stress. This theory 

proposes that stress in the workplace results from the “interaction of the individual with 

her or his work environment. Occupational stress occurs when job demands that pose a 

threat to the worker contribute to incompatible person-environment fit, producing 

psychological strain” (Vagg & Spielberger, 1998, p. 295). Criticism of the person-

environment fit model are that it has not yielded a “highly focused approach” to the 

assessment of occupational stress (Chemers, Hays, Rhodewalt, & Wysocki, 1985, p. 628) 
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and that it is “repeatedly plagued with serious theoretical and methodological 

problems…..[that] include inadequate distinction between different versions of fit, 

confusion of different functional forms of fit, poor measurement of fit components, ad 

inappropriate analysis of the effects of fit” (Edwards & Cooper, 1990, p. 294). All of 

these prevailing theories of occupational stress have both merit and limitations, with each 

one offering something toward the understanding and conceptualization for 

understanding stress in the workplace. 

 Reasonably consistent correlations have been found to relate various job stressors 

with work outcomes such as role conflict and ambiguity (Jackson & Schuler, 1985), 

control and autonomy (Spector, 1986a), and workload (Spector, 1987a; Ganster, Fusilier, 

and Mayes, 1986). Spector (1987a) found significant positive correlations of 

interpersonal conflict at work with anxiety, frustration, symptoms, and dissatisfaction. 

Finally, research has shown that organizational constraints can lead to adverse affective 

reactions (O'Connor, Peters, Rudolf, & Pooyan, 1982). 

 According to Vagg and Spielberger (1998), “a major problem with most theories 

of workplace stress resides in how occupational stress and strain are defined and 

measured” (p. 295). The almost total reliance on subject self-report data on both stressors 

and outcomes makes definitive conclusions difficult. What is certainly well established is 

that perceptions of the work environment are correlated with self-reported outcomes. 

However, a major concern is the issue of what the job incumbent's perceptions of job 

conditions actually represent and what other variables cause them. Most stress research 

using subject self-reports is based on an implicit assumption that the self-reports are valid 

indicators of environmental conditions.  
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Because of different methods of measuring job stress, varying results using self-

report measures of job stress, and the use of simple occupational group indices to rate 

stressful jobs, Rau (2004) recommends using job analysis experts to measure the stress 

aspects of jobs. Using judgments by experts to analyze jobs based on job characteristics, 

the problems of what to measure, self-rater bias by job incumbents, and difficulties 

associated with job-title methods are eliminated (Rau, 2004). The main interest of this 

method is to identify the objective, person-independent, stress elements of the job by 

using job analysis professionals measuring jobs on defined scales (Voskuijl & van 

Sliedregt, 2002; Rau, 2004). Job stress can be measured by looking at three types of 

stressors that make up job stress: emotional stressors, physical stressors, and mental 

stressors (Peeters, de Jonge, Janssen, & van der Linden, (2004). Emotional stressors 

include those emotionally demanding aspects of the job including interpersonal conflict 

or demands, potential for confrontations with others, dealing with difficult people, or 

being exposed to emotionally traumatic events at work like death or suffering. Physical 

stressors include those physically demanding aspects of the job such as being required to 

do heavy work, having to stand in one place, carrying heavy loads, or do other physically 

taxing activities. Mental stressors include those cognitively demanding aspects of the job 

such as having to do highly detailed work, work that requires a great deal of 

mathematical calculations, or work that requires a high level of specialized knowledge. 

Occupational Stress and Personality 

In organizational settings, employees are exposed to a variety of conditions and 

events that may cause stress. The subjective experience of stress, however, may differ in 

individuals exposed to the same stressors because of differences in personality, coping 



 

 

47

style, or values (Mikkelsen & Gundersen, 2003). Motowidlo, Packard, and Manning 

(1986) posit that individuals with certain characteristics are more likely than others to 

behave in ways that increase/decrease the likelihood of stressful events and that affect the 

individuals reactions to such events. Occupational stress is often viewed as an interaction 

between external circumstances (stressors at work) and personal characteristics 

(personality); this determines the individual’s experience of stress (Newman & Beehr, 

1979; Rodney & Salovey, 1989). As such, several theories of stress have evolved that 

include personality as a determinant of how one experiences and deals with stress. 

According to the “dynamic equilibrium” theory of stress, “stress results from a 

broad system of variables that include personality characteristics, environmental 

characteristics, coping processes, positive and negative experiences, and various indexes 

of psychological well being,” (Hart, 1999, p. 565). The theory posits that stress is not 

found in any one of these variables, but results when there is disequilibrium within the 

system of variables that relates one to one’s environment, provided that this state of 

disequilibrium brings about a change in one’s normal psychological well-being (Hart, 

1999).  

 Another theory of workplace stress, that of Osipow and Spokane (1987) 

speculates that the work environment places individuals in roles that create the perception 

of stress, based on the intensity of the perceived stressor and the personal characteristics 

through which the individual interprets the stress. Occupational stress is the result of 

perceived stress in relation to the individual’s coping resources that allow him/her to deal 

with the stress. If the demands (stressors) exceed the individual’s resources for coping, 

the individual cannot effectively manage the stress. 
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 The most studied personality type with regard to occupational stress is the “Type 

A” personality (Friedman, 1996). Type A personality is typically characterized by a sense 

of time urgency, aggressive striving, and a high level of hostility (Ross & Altmaier, 

1994). It has been theorized that individuals with Type A personalities are more likely to 

experience occupational stress and are less likely to deal appropriately with that stress 

due to the very nature of their personalities (Ross & Altmaier, 1994). 

 Additionally, recent research shows that other personality characteristics, like 

Emotional Stability, are also part of the stress process (Costa & McCrae, 1990; Lazarus, 

1993). Enduring personality characteristics such as Emotional Stability participate in 

determining the meaning that one ascribes to an event (Brief, Butcher, George, & Link, 

1993). Emotional Stability has been related to negative life experiences, emotion-focused 

coping mechanisms, and psychological distress (Hart, 1999).  Latack (1986) states that 

“the level of stress a person experiences, and perhaps the extent to which deleterious 

effects occur, depends on how and how well the person copes in stressful situations” (p. 

377). Such findings indicate that Emotional Stability could be an informative and 

important part of the process that allows one to interpret and respond to environmental 

stressors.  

 Bhagat, et. al. (1985) found that negative stress events were significantly 

correlated with three separate measures of feelings of distress and negative affect. The 

first measure was based on a 22-item scale and demonstrated a .33 correlation with stress 

(p < .01). The second measure was based on a self-rating from an interview and 

demonstrated a .42 correlation with stress (p < .01). The final measure was based on a 

peer rating and demonstrated a .20 correlation with stress (p < .01). Al-Mashaan (2001) 
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examined job stress and job satisfaction and their relation to measures of personality, 

including Neuroticism in a sample of Kuwaiti employees. Analysis yielded significant 

and positive correlations of job stress with Neuroticism. Knussen and Niven (1999) 

sought to determine the extent to which Neuroticism explained stressor-work outcome 

relationships in a sample of health care workers. Their analysis indicated that 

Neuroticism explained between 53% and 5% of the sources of stress-health relationships 

and between 57% and 1% of the sources of stress-job dissatisfaction relationships. 

Gunthert, Cohen, and Armeli (1999) examined the influence of Neuroticism on the 

occurrence of different types of stress events, using a sample of college students. When 

reporting their most stressful event of each day, high Neuroticism individuals reported 

more interpersonal stressors, had more negative appraisals, and reacted with more 

distress than low Neuroticism individuals. 

 Emotional Stability has been defined as one’s resilience to stress (Hogan & 

Holland, 2003). It follows that an individual low in Emotional Stability has less ability to 

manage or tolerate stress, and as such, will less successfully manage workplace stress. 

This would lead to lower levels of job performance and satisfaction. Despite what 

appears to be a logical link between Emotional Stability, job stress, and the result on 

performance and satisfaction, Emotional Stability has been largely ignored in twenty-five 

years of stress research and has rarely been measured in studies of occupational stress 

(Payne, 1988).   

Occupational Stress and Job Performance 

 Several major hypotheses have been proposed to explain the relationship between 

occupational stress and job performance. The first hypothesis, the “inverted U” 
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relationship between stress and performance, suggests that at low levels of stress, 

individuals are not stimulated enough to bring about high performance. Likewise, at very 

high stress levels, individuals are required to expend energy coping with stressors rather 

than directing efforts towards job performance. As a result, job performance is at its best 

when a moderate amount of stress is present. Another hypothesis suggests that 

occupational stress and job performance have a positive, linear relationship. When stress 

levels are low, the individual isn’t likely to perform due to a lack of challenge. At 

moderate levels of stress, the individual will have average performance due to some 

challenge being present. However, when stress levels are high, the result is heightened 

challenge and job performance. A third hypothesis suggests that stress and performance 

have a negative, linear relationship. From this perspective, stress is seen as negative to 

both individuals and organizations. When faced with stressors, the individual will expend 

time and energy on coping strategies or in undesirable activities like wasting time. A final 

hypothesis posits that there is no relationship between job stress and performance. From 

this perspective, individuals are viewed as being concerned with performance because 

they are paid for performing and they will ignore organizational stressors that would 

hinder their productivity (Jamal, 1985; Sullivan & Baghat, 1992). The most “popular” 

theory is that of the inverted-U, however each theory has received some support in the 

literature, and findings are relatively inconsistent (Sullivan & Baghat, 1992). 

Occupational stress has been widely studied with regard to work outcomes, 

however, most of this research has focused on job stress as it relates to health (Cooper & 

Marshall, 1976; Theorell & Karasek, 1995). There is less available research, however, on 
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the relationship of job stress and job performance. However, as noted by Ryland and 

Greenfield (1991),  

“Numerous studies have linked stress to impaired performance in the workplace 

due to such factors as health problems, absenteeism, turnover, industrial 

accidents, the use of drugs and alcohol on the job, and counterproductive 

behaviors such as spreading rumors, doing inferior work on purpose, stealing 

from employers, purposely damaging property, equipment and products, and 

various kinds of white collar crime” (p. 43). 

In their study on the effects of job stress on job performance in a sample of 

nurses, Motowidlo, Packard, and Manning (1986) found that job performance correlated 

significantly with stress. Frequency of stressful events was correlated with composure (r 

= -.22, p < .01), warmth toward other nurses (r = -.17, p < .05), and tolerance with nurses 

and doctors (r = -.27, p < .01). Intensity of stressful events was correlated with 

composure (r = -.22, p < .01). Subjective stress was correlated with composure (r = -.30, 

p < .01), quality of patient care (r = -.24, p < .01), tolerance with patients (r = -.19, p < 

.05), warmth toward other nurses (r = -.18, p < .05), tolerance with doctors and nurses (r 

= -.21, p < .01), and interpersonal effectiveness (r = .21, p < .01). Similarly, Jones 

(1981a) found that job stress was correlated to poor job performance in nurses. Nurses 

who reported higher levels of stress also reported more counterproductive work behaviors 

(correlations ranged from .20 to .30, p < .05). Hsieh, Huang, and Su (2004) investigated 

the relationship of work stress and job performance among hi-tech employees and found 

a significant negative correlation between work stress and job performance. They 

concluded that job performance could be predicted by work stress levels. 
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Occupational Stress and Job/Career Satisfaction 

 A variety of variables have been studied as potential mediators of the personality-

job satisfaction relationship: identity, variety, feedback, autonomy, significance, job 

complexity,  (Judge, Bono, & Locke, 2000). Occupational stress has also been widely 

researched as a variable linked to job satisfaction. Brief and Atieh (1987) reported that 

one of the most frequently used indexes of job stress is job satisfaction. A review by 

Jackson and Schuler (1985) cited more than thirty studies in which job satisfaction was 

used in relation to job stress. This relationship should not be surprising when one 

considers the commonalities in the conceptual definitions of job stress and job 

satisfaction.  Much of the research on organizational stress has focused on its relationship 

with job satisfaction. These studies generally indicate that job stress and satisfaction are 

inversely related (e.g., Miles, 1976). 

Within the domain of work, an individual’s level of satisfaction results from the 

experience and reaction to positive and negative events. More stressful work 

environments that involve more “hassles,” that is, daily experiences that an individual 

would apprise as potentially harmful to well –being such as interpersonal conflict, heavy 

workloads, strict deadlines, or high levels of accountability or responsibility, would likely 

place more strain on an individual and require greater coping. An individual with lower 

Emotional Stability is less likely to cope effectively, is more likely to perceive the added 

stress as negative, and is more likely to translate this into lower satisfaction with one’s 

job (Hart, 1999). The relationship between personality and satisfaction may be mediated 

through experience of stressful or non-stressful events (Hart, 1999).  
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 In support of this, Hart (1999) found that Neuroticism was moderately correlated 

with job satisfaction in a sample of police officers. The results also indicated that the 

relationship between personality and satisfaction may have been mediated through the 

police officers’ daily experiences of stressful and non-stressful events.  

 In a study that examined the relationships between workplace stress, Emotional 

Stability, and satisfaction, Decker and Borgen (1993) found that higher job stress was 

related to lower job satisfaction and that lower Emotional Stability was also related to 

lower job satisfaction. While this study did not look at stress as a moderator of the 

Emotional Stability – satisfaction relationship, the findings lend support that these 

variables are related. Sarason and Johnson (1979) found that negative stress events were 

significantly related to lower levels of job satisfaction with regard to supervision, pay, 

and the work itself.  

 Bhagat, et. al. (1985), in a study that examined the effects of life stress on 

organizational outcomes found that negative job stress was negatively correlated with job 

satisfaction (r = -.39, p < .01) and organizational commitment (r = -.32, p < .01) and was 

positively correlated with job strain (r = .42, p < .01), job alienation (r = .30, p < .01), and 

turnover (r =.19, p < .01). Using 370 employees, (e.g., faculty, administrators, staff), 

from a large southeastern university, Kemery, Mossholder, and Bedeian (1987)  found 

that job stress as a result of role conflict and ambiguity exert a direct influence on job 

satisfaction, leading to physical symptoms and turnover intentions. In a similar study, 

Kemery, Bedian, Mossholder, and Touliatos (1985) used three samples of accountants, 

and a sample of hospital employees to examine the relationship between role ambiguity 

and conflict, job stress, satisfaction, and intention to leave. They found that stress exerted 
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an indirect influence on turnover intentions through job satisfaction. They also found that 

stress exerted a direct influence not only on job-related stress and job satisfaction, but on 

the propensity to leave the organization. 

Summary and Conclusions 

The Five-Factor Model is viewed by many current researchers as the best 

available framework for representing normal personality traits in vocational research. Its 

stability and robustness allows for many potential research applications including 

application to important job outcomes such as job performance and satisfaction. Recent 

investigations have indicated that the model is useful in predicting job performance 

(Barrick & Mount, 1991; Barrick et al. 2001; Tett et al. 1991). There exists ample 

evidence to justify the use of personality measurement in predicting job performance. 

The research cited in this paper indicates that the relationship between personality 

assessment and job performance is modest, ranging from .12 to .25, depending on the 

personality measure used and the criterion of job performance to be predicted.  

      It is still unclear exactly which personality traits are the most predictive of job 

performance. For example, Barrick and Mount (1991) reported that Conscientiousness 

was the only trait to correlate with job performance across occupational group and job 

performance criteria; however, Tett et al. (1991) found that Agreeableness was most 

strongly related to job performance. A more recent review by Barrick, et. al., (2001) also 

supported Conscientiousness as the fundamental personality variable in studies of 

workplace behavior. Despite contradictions with respect to which personality measure or 

which dimension of personality is most predictive, the current consensus is that 

personality is predictive of job performance.  
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      The research cited in this paper demonstrates a consistent link between the Five-

Factor Model and job performance, with the strongest predictors being Conscientiousness, 

Extraversion, and Emotional Stability. Additionally, research clearly establishes that the 

Five-Factor Model is correlated with overall levels of job satisfaction experienced by 

employees.  

      With regard to the Big Five factor of Emotional Stability, it appears to be a 

relatively stable individual difference variable that affects important job outcomes. A 

number of studies indicate that it is a valid predictor of job performance and job 

satisfaction. Low Emotional Stability can manifest itself as anxiety, nervousness, 

propensity for negative experiences, negative affect, lack of motivation, low confidence, 

and the tendency to experience distress in the absence of stressors. These qualities can 

affect one’s ability to perform successfully on the job and lead to lower job satisfaction. 

In general, more emotionally stable workers are likely to perform better on the job and 

experience greater job satisfaction. More satisfied employees are more likely to remain in 

a position and to avoid absences than are dissatisfied employees, leading to greater 

overall work adjustment. 

      Many researchers propose explanations as to why Emotional Stability leads to 

poor work outcomes. For example, individuals who experience more negativity in 

general will feel more negative about their jobs (Spector, 1997). Another theory is that 

emotionally unstable individuals perceive more situations as stressful and work to avoid 

those stressful situations; the result being that the avoidant behavior interferes with job 

performance (Magnus, et. al., 1993; Costa & McCrae, 1988). It is possible that 

individuals with low Emotional Stability actually self-select into situations that foster 
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negative affect (Emmons, Diener, & Larsen, 1985), actually choosing jobs at which they 

are likely to be unsuccessful and dissatisfied. It may simply be because low Emotional 

Stability is characterized by dissatisfaction in general and this dissatisfaction spills over 

into the realm of work (Clark & Watson, 1991). While many theories abound as to why 

Emotional Stability is a predictor of work outcomes, this remains an unanswered question 

and an area for future research possibilities.  

 Additionally, research has demonstrated that job stress is related to personality 

(Mikkelsen & Gundersen, 2003; Motowidlo, Packard, & Manning, 1986; Newman & 

Beehr, 1979) and can be predictive of job performance (Ryland & Greenfield, 1991; 

Motowidlo, Packard, & Manning, 1986; Hsieh, Huang, Su, 2004) and satisfaction (Brief 

& Atieh, 1987; Jackson & Schuler, 1985).  

 The research seems reasonably clear that the Big Five dimension of Emotional 

Stability is a predictor of various job outcomes including Job performance, Job 

satisfaction, and Career satisfaction. There is also support for Emotional Stability as a 

predictor of performance and satisfaction in jobs that require higher levels of stress 

tolerance.  
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Chapter 2 

The Present Research 

Emotional Stability as a Predictor 

Current research demonstrates that the Five-Factor Model, Conscientiousness and 

Emotional Stability in particular, is a fruitful basis to examine dispositional sources of job 

performance, job satisfaction, and career satisfaction. While Conscientiousness has 

received a great deal of research attention, Emotional Stability has not. In view of results 

demonstrating that Emotional Stability has good predictive ability with regard to work 

and career success, this study will attempt to strengthen this link by examining the 

Emotional Stability-job performance relationship in particular, and by establishing that 

Emotional Stability adds incremental validity to the prediction of job performance. The 

current research will also attempt to more clearly establish a link between Emotional 

Stability and both job and career satisfaction. While research with regard to Emotional 

Stability is more plentiful in the area of satisfaction, the Emotional Stability-satisfaction 

relationship could be strengthened by further research. 

Emotional Stability also holds promise with regard to particular job contexts. It 

seems logical that Emotional Stability might be a greater predictor in job contexts that 

have some emotional or strain-related element, such as jobs that require more resilience 

to stress. Since Emotional Stability has at its core one’s ability to endure stressful 

situations, cope with strain, adjust to difficult circumstances, and perceive situations in a 

less negative light, it seems reasonable that an individual high in Emotional Stability 

would have greater resilience to job stress and would therefore have greater job 

performance in jobs that are considered more stressful. Likewise, an individual high in 
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Emotional Stability will have a more positive outlook, be less prone to anxiety or distress, 

and as such, should demonstrate greater job and career satisfaction in jobs that are 

considered more stressful. The current research seeks to examine the extent to which 

Emotional Stability is a predictor of job performance and satisfaction in jobs that  are 

considered more stressful. 

In light of the lack of research exploring the relationship between Emotional 

Stability and job outcomes, the present study examined the Big Five dimension of 

Emotional Stability and explored its relationship to Job performance, Job satisfaction, 

and Career satisfaction.  

Hypotheses 

The present study examined the relationship between Emotional Stability and Job 

performance, Job satisfaction, and Career satisfaction. Ten hypotheses were formulated 

regarding the potential relationships between Emotional Stability and job 

performance/satisfaction: 

1. There is a positive correlation between Emotional Stability and job 

performance. 

2. When the other Big Five dimensions are held constant, Emotional Stability 

will still be significantly, positively correlated with job performance.  

3. Emotional Stability will be more highly related to job performance in 

occupations that require more resilience to stress.    

4. There is a positive correlation between Emotional Stability and job 

satisfaction. 
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5. When the other Big Five dimensions are held constant, Emotional Stability 

will still be significantly, positively correlated with job satisfaction. 

6. Emotional Stability will be more highly related to job satisfaction in 

occupations that require more resilience to stress.  

7. There is a positive correlation between Emotional Stability and career 

satisfaction. 

8. When the other Big Five dimensions are held constant, Emotional Stability 

will still be significantly, positively correlated with career satisfaction. 

9. Emotional Stability will more highly related to career satisfaction in 

occupations that are more stressful. 

10. Individuals in occupations that are more stressful will have higher mean 

scores on Emotional Stability than individuals in occupations that are less 

stressful.   

Methods 

The data for this study came from several archival sources maintained by 

Resource Associates, Inc.  

Personality/Performance Samples 

Participants. Data sources representing personality and job performance data 

were derived from several samples that were originally collected in the process of 

concurrent validation studies conducted in five organizational settings by an industrial-

organizational employment testing firm:  (1) 325 workers in a statewide (southeastern 

U.S. state) agricultural extension service; (2) 103 entry-level skilled manufacturing 

workers in a tire production plant, (3) 164 employees of Southeastern U.S. bank –
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including tellers, financial service representatives, and loan officers, (4) 235 candidates 

for customer service representative positions for an international telecommunications 

company; and (5) 250 managerial candidates for a national fuel distribution and 

convenience store company. No other demographic data for these samples was available. 

Personality Measures. In all five personality/performance samples, the 

personality scales were part of a work-based personality inventory developed Lounsbury 

and Gibson (2004) and used in a variety of studies (e.g., Lounsbury, Loveland, 

Sundstrom, Gibson, Drost, & Hamrick, 2003; Williamson, Pemberton, & Lounsbury, In 

Press; Lounsbury, Park, Sundstrom, Williamson, & Pemberton, 2004; Lounsbury, 

Gibson, & Hamrick, 2004; Lounsbury, Gibson, Steel, Sundstrom, & Loveland, 2004; 

Lounsbury, Gibson, Sundstrom, Wilburn, & Loveland, 2003; Lounsbury, Loveland, & 

Gibson, 2003). The Big Five constructs of Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, 

Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness were all measured in the agricultural extension, 

the fuel distribution, and the tire production samples. In the bank sample, the preliminary 

job analysis did not indicate that Openness was important for successful job performance 

and it was not included; all others were included. A brief description of each of the 

personality constructs examined in the proposed research is given below along with the 

number of items in the scale. 

Conscientiousness—refers to a person’s dependability, dutifulness, reliability,  

trustworthiness, and readiness to internalize company norms and values. (8 

items). 
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Emotional Stability--overall level of adjustment and emotional resilience in the 

face of job stress and pressure. This can be conceptualized as the inverse of 

Neuroticism.  (6 items). 

Extraversion—tendency to be sociable, outgoing, gregarious, warmhearted, and 

talkative.   (7 items). 

Openness—receptivity and openness to change, innovation, new experience, and 

learning.  (9 items). 

Agreeableness— being amiable, participative, helpful, cooperative, and inclined 

to interact with others harmoniously, especially as part of a team at work.  (7 

items). 

These scales demonstrate internal consistency. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha (Nunnally & 

Berstein, 1994) coefficients for the five personality measures are .74 for 

Conscientiousness, .82 for Emotional Stability, .80 for Openness, .84 for Extraversion, 

and .83 for Agreeableness. 

In the customer service representative sample, the complete 16 PF Fifth Edition 

inventory (Cattell & Cattell, 1995) was administered. The 16 PF measures the following 

traits: 

Factor A Warmth (Reserved vs. Warm) 

Factor B Reasoning (Concrete vs. Abstract) 

Factor C Emotional Stability (Reactive vs. Emotionally Stable) 

Factor E Dominance (Deferential vs. Dominant) 

Factor F Liveliness (Serious vs. Lively) 

Factor G Rule-Consciousness (Expedient vs. Rule-Conscious) 
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Factor H Social Boldness (Shy vs. Socially Bold) 

Factor I Sensitivity (Utilitarian vs. Sensitive) 

Factor L Vigilance (Trusting vs. Vigilant) 

Factor M Abstractedness (Grounded vs. Abstracted) 

Factor N Privateness (Forthright vs. Private) 

Factor O Apprehension (Self-Assured vs. Apprehensive) 

Factor Q1 Openness to Change (Traditional vs. Open to Change) 

Factor Q2 Self-Reliance (Group-Oriented vs. Self-Reliant) 

Factor Q3 Perfectionism (Tolerates Disorder vs. Perfectionistic) 

Factor Q4 Tension (Relaxed vs. Tense)    

The 16PF has demonstrated internal consistency of .76 and validity studies 

presented in the 16PF Fifth Edition Technical Manual provide considerable evidence of 

the construct validity of the primary and global scales (Cattell & Cattell, 1995).  

Job Performance Measures.  In each of the five samples, supervisor ratings of job 

performance served as the performance measure. In each of the five validation samples, 

overall job performance was assessed by forming a unit-weighted linear composite of 

individual performance ratings made by the immediate supervisor.  The individual 

performance ratings were determined by job analysis and included such dimensions as 

productivity, quality, teamwork, and attendance.  In all samples, each rating was made on 

an 8-point scale ranging from 1 “Performance does not meet, or rarely meets, minimum 

job standards” to 8 “Single best performance I have ever observed”. 
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Personality/Satisfaction Sample 

Participants. Data representing personality and career and job satisfaction was 

collected via the Internet, through eCareerFit.com, on 5932 individuals who were 

receiving career transition services from an international human resources company. Of 

the total sample, 59% were male; 41% were female. Frequencies by age group were: 

Under 30 – 9%; age 30-39 – 28%; age 40-49 – 37%; age 50 and over – 26%.  

 Personality Measures. The personality measure used in these data sources was the 

same measure used in the personality/performance data set that was developed by 

Lounsbury and Gibson (2004).   

Satisfaction Measures. Following Judge, Cable, Boudreau, and Bretz (1995), 

overall career satisfaction in this sample was defined as a combination of satisfaction 

with present job and career as a whole.  Scarpello and Campbell (1983) found that such 

broad measures of satisfaction can be more valid than more narrowly defined measures. 

Owing to limitations of the data archive, only two satisfaction items were available. 

These are presented in Figure 1. 

 
Job satisfaction Item: 

I am (was) fully satisfied with 
my current (or most recent) job. 1 2 3 4 5 

I am (was) not fully satisfied 
with my current (or most 
recent) job. 

 
Career satisfaction Item: 

I am fully satisfied with my 
career to date. 1 2 3 4 5 

I am not very satisfied with my 
career to date. 

 

Figure 1. Satisfaction Items 
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For each of the above items, respondents were asked to choose one of the five boxes. 

Job Stress Measurement 

Job categories for the basis of stress measurement were derived from the 

Occupational Information Network (O*NET), an occupational database that was 

developed to replace the Dictionary of Occupational Titles (DOT). O*NET groups jobs 

into 23 job families based upon work performed, skills, education, training, and 

credentials. O*NET job families are: Architecture and Engineering; Arts, Design, 

Entertainment, Sports, and Media; Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance; 

Business and Financial Operations; Community and Social Services; Computer and 

Mathematical; Construction and Extraction; Education, Training, and Library; Farming, 

Fishing, and Forestry; Food Preparation and Serving; Healthcare Practitioner; Healthcare 

Support; Installation, Maintenance, and Repair; Legal; Life, Physical, and Social Science; 

Management; Military; Office and Administrative Support; Personal Care and Service; 

Production; Protective Service; Sales and Related; and Transportation and Material 

Moving.  

Each of the five samples representing the personality/performance data were 

placed into one of these O*NET categories by job analysis experts, based upon job 

category descriptions provided by O*NET. For these five data sets, the frequencies in 

each O*NET category were as follows: Business and Financial Operations – 164; 

Farming, Fishing, and Forestry – 325; Office and Administrative Support – 235;  

Management – 250; and Production – 103.  

The sample representing personality/satisfaction data were also sorted by job 

analysis experts based on the O*NET categories. Those job categories in the data set that 
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had a sample size > 100 were retained. For this data set, the frequencies for each job 

category were as follows: Business and Financial Operations – 1148; Office and 

Administrative Support – 122; Sales and Related – 724; Architecture and Engineering – 

379; Management – 800; Computer and Mathematical – 565; and Production – 342. 

Following Rau (2004), job stress for the corresponding job categories was 

measured using three job analysis experts who rated each job category on physical, 

emotional, and mental stress on a nine-point scale, ranging from 9 – “Extremely High” to 

1 – “Extremely Low.” Overall ratings for stress were also obtaining using an average of 

the three ratings (physical, emotional, and mental). Raters were provided with 

descriptions of each job category taken from the O*NET database. Raters were trained 

and inter-rater reliability was assessed using average measure intraclass correlation 

coefficients (ICC’s).  Intraclass correlations were used because they are particularly 

suited to the analysis of reliability and work well with small sample sizes (Shrout & 

Fleiss, 1979).  The inter-rater ICC was .86 (95% CI: .74 - .93). Occupational stress 

measures were then computed by averaging ratings for each job category, resulting in a 

measure of emotional stress, physical stress, mental stress, and overall stress for each job 

category. 

Results 

 SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, 1996) was used to analyze all 

data. In order to examine the relationship between Emotional Stability and Job 

performance, analyses using Pearson's correlation coefficients were calculated for each of 

the five personality-performance samples. Tables 1 – 5 show the means, standard 

deviations, and intercorrelations among the variables for each sample. 
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Table 1 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Variables, Emotional Stability 
and Job Performance, Agriculture Sample 
 
Variable Mean S.D. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

1. Agreeableness 3.88 0.64      

2. Performance 5.07 1.15 0.26   
 

  

3. Conscientiousness 3.42 0.67 0.60 0.18    

4. Emotional Stability 3.44 0.65 0.69 0.14 0.48   

5. Extraversion 3.78 0.69 0.63 0.25 0.46 0.59  

6. Openness 3.43 0.67 0.38 0.25 0.31 0.40 0.60 -- 

All correlations significant p<.01 
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Table 2 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Variables, Emotional Stability 
and Job Performance, Financial Sample 
 
Variable Mean S.D. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)  

1. Emotional Stability 3.64 0.71     

2. Performance 67.93 15.25 0.47    

3. Agreeableness 4.01 0.65 0.73 0.42   

4. Conscientiousness 3.81 0.72 0.60 0.29 0.64   

5. Extraversion 4.06 0.73 0.65 0.36 0.74 0.56 -- 

All correlations significant p<.01 
 
Note: Performance in this data set was presented as a sum rather than an average 
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Table 3 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Variables, Emotional Stability 
and Job Performance, Production Sample 
 
Variable Mean S.D. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

1. Agreeableness 3.64 0.45       

2. Performance 63.76 12.02 -0.06      

3. Conscientiousness 3.61 0.57 0.41** 0.17*     

4. Emotional Stability 3.44 0.60 0.50** 0.30** 0.51**    

5. Extraversion 3.50 0.58 0.38** -0.07 0.12 0.32**   

6. Openness 3.43 0.50 0.44** 0.07 0.34** 0.52** 0.49** -- 

* p < .10                ** p < .01 
 
Note: Performance in this data set was presented as a sum rather than an average 
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Table 4 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Variables, Emotional Stability 
and Job Performance, Managerial Sample 
 
Variable Mean S.D. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

1. Agreeableness 3.93 0.48       

2. Performance 3.59 0.91 0.19*      

3. Conscientiousness 4.07 0.53 0.51** 0.23*     

4. Emotional Stability 3.88 0.51 0.50** 0.34** 0.59**    

5. Extraversion 4.21 0.50 0.52** 0.21* 0.48** 0.55**   

6. Openness 4.05 0.49 0.37** 0.10 0.56** 0.48** 0.58** -- 

* p < .05               ** p < .01 
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Table 5 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Variables, Emotional Stability and Job Performance, CS Sample 
 
 
Var M SD (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) 

1.Perf 4.2 .99                 

2. A 5.7 1.98 -.02                

3. B 5.7 1.76 .31** -.06               

4. C 6.0 1.97 .23* .19 -.02              

5. E 6.2 1.77 .15 -.04 .20* .05             

6. F 6.4 2.12 -.02 .25* -.04 .23* .30**            

7. G 6.1 1.71 .19 -.07 .05 .12 .06 .03           

8. H 6.5 2.09 .02 .29** -.05 .37** .38** .44** .16          

9. I 5.2 1.64 .15 -.06 .10 .17 -.14 .17 .25* .16         

10. L 6.1 1.74 -.08 -.08 .04 -.25* .05 .05 .17 -.06 0        

11. M 4.3 1.76 .08 .05 .32** .17 .24* -.05 -.02 .01 -.15 -.14       

12. N 5.5 2.11 -.13 .12 -.24* -.09 -.25 -.27** .10 -.03 -.01 -.03 -.02      

13. O 5.8 2.16 .03 .11 -.11 .43** .15 .28** .19 .49** .09 -.23* -.03 -.07     

14.Q1 6.2 1.82 .13 .07 .02 .09 .12 -.16 .25* .12 .14 .06 .07 .10 -.02    

15.Q2 5.5 1.97 .19 -.19 .27** -.11 .30** -.21* .04 -.18 -.18 .08 .40** .12 -.13 .01   

16.Q3 6.5 1.90 -.03 .14 -.063 .34** .09 .05 .35** .35** .13 -.07 .04 .07 .29** .14 .01  

17.Q4 4.9 1.90 -.03 -.32** .12 -.48** -.11 -.28** -.21* -.48** -.17 .30** -.07 -.06 -.55** -.20* .24* -.45** 

* p < .05        ** p < .01 
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In all five samples, Emotional Stability demonstrated a significant, positive correlation 

with job performance, r = .14 - .48 (p <.01 - .05), supporting hypothesis 1. Further, the 

Big Five traits demonstrated a fair amount of multi-colinearity, with intercorrelations 

ranging in magnitude from .26 to .74 (p < .01 - .05). 

Of particular interest for the present study are the unique relationships between 

Emotional Stability and the other four Big Five traits. In order to estimate the unique 

relationship between Emotional Stability and job performance, a part correlation between 

Emotional Stability job performance was performed, controlling for Agreeableness, 

Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and Openness in the first four samples (agriculture, 

financial, production, and managerial) and controlling for all 16 PF dimensions except 

dimension PFC in the customer service sample. Tables 6 – 10 show the means, standard 

deviations, and part correlation coefficients for each of the five samples. 

 
 
 
Table 6 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Part Correlations, Emotional Stability and Job 
Performance, Agricultural Sample 
 
Variable Mean S.D. (1) (2) 

1. Emotional Stability 3.43 0.66      ---         -.10 

2. Performance 5.07 1.15   

 
Note:  For the part correlation, the correlation between job performance and Emotional 
Stability controlled for Agreeableness. Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and Openness.  
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Table 7 

 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Part Correlations, Emotional Stability and Job 
Performance, Financial Sample 
 
Variable Mean S.D. (1) (2) 

1. Emotional Stability 3.63 0.72     --- .27 

2. Job Performance 67.99 15.49   

p < .01 

Note:  For the part correlation, the correlation between job performance and Emotional 
Stability controlled for Agreeableness. Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and Openness.  
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Table 8 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Part Correlations, Emotional Stability and Job 
Performance, Production Sample 
 
Variable Mean S.D. (1) (2) 

1. Emotional Stability 3.46 0.59      --- .33 

2. Performance 63.76 12.02   

p < .01 

Note:  For the part correlation, the correlation between job performance and Emotional 
Stability controlled for Agreeableness. Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and Openness.  
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Table 9 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Part Correlations, Emotional Stability and Job 
Performance, Managerial Sample 
 
Variable Mean S.D. (1) (2) 

1. Emotional Stability 3.86 0.50      ---     .22 

2. Performance 3.48 0.86   

p < .01 

Note:  For the part correlation, the correlation between job performance and Emotional 
Stability controlled for Agreeableness. Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and Openness.  
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Table 10 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Part Correlations, Emotional Stability and Job 
Performance, Customer Service Sample 
 
Variable Mean S.D. (1) (2) 

1. Emotional Stability 6.03 1.93      --- .26 

2. Performance 4.17 0.94   

p < .05 

Note:  For the part correlation, the correlation between job performance and Emotional 
Stability controlled for Agreeableness. Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and Openness.  
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All samples, except the agricultural sample, demonstrated positive significant 

correlations between Emotional Stability and Performance, even when all four of the 

other Big Five personality variables were controlled for (r = .23 - .34, p < .01 - .05). In 

the agricultural sample, no significant relationship was found. Thus, overall, hypothesis 2 

was supported in four out of the five samples.  

In order to assess whether Emotional Stability is more highly related to job 

performance in occupations that require more resilience to stress, each sample was placed 

into an O*NET job category by a job analysis expert. Owing to the small sample size, a 

Spearman’s rank-order correlation was then computed between the stress scores for each 

occupation and the correlation between Emotional Stability-job performance. Table 11 

presents the correlations between the variables. 

 

 

Table 11 

Correlations between Stress Scores and the Emotional Stability/Job Performance 
Correlation  
 
Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

1. Overall Stress  

2. Emotional Stress 0.10     

3. Physical Stress 0.27 -0.78    

4. Mental Stress 0.10 0.87** -0.87**   

5. Emotional 
Stability/Job 
performance 

-0.05 0.66 -0.82* 0.6 -- 

* p < .10           ** p < .05 
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There was a significant, negative relationship between physical job stress level 

and the Emotional Stability/job performance relationship (r = -.82, p < .10), however no 

other significant relationships were found between the Emotional Stability/job 

performance relationship and stress levels: therefore, hypothesis 3 was not supported. 

 In order to examine the relationship between Emotional Stability and job 

satisfaction, a zero-order Pearson correlation coefficient was computed between the Big 

Five personality variables and job satisfaction. Table 12 shows the means, standard 

deviations, and intercorrelations among variables. A significant, positive correlation was 

found between Emotional Stability and job satisfaction   (r = .29, p < .01), supporting 

hypothesis 4.  

 
 
Table 12 

 Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Variables, Emotional 
 
Stability and Job Satisfaction 
   
Variable Mean S.D. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

1. Conscientiousness 3.24 0.70       

2. Emotional Stability 3.46 0.71 0.19*      

3. Extraversion 3.83 0.76 0.06* 0.35*     

4. Job satisfaction 3.47 1.31 0.12* 0.28* 0.14*    

5. Openness 3.86 0.65 -0.12* 0.25* 0.38* 0.05*   

6. Agreeableness 3.56 0.78 0.00 0.21* 0.41* 0.09* 0.31* -- 

* p < .01 
 
 

 



 

 

78

Table 13 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Part Correlations, Emotional Stability and Job 
Satisfaction 
 
Variable Mean S.D. (1) (2) 

1. Emotional Stability 3.46 0.71 ---- .24 

2. Job satisfaction 3.47 1.31   

p < .01 

Note:  For the part correlation, the correlation between job performance and Emotional 
Stability controlled for Agreeableness. Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and Openness. 

 
 
 
In order to estimate the unique relationship, or validity coefficient, between 

Emotional Stability and job satisfaction, a part correlation between Emotional Stability 

job satisfaction was performed, controlling for Agreeableness, Extraversion, 

Conscientiousness, and Openness. Table 13 show the means, standard deviations, and 

part correlation coefficients. When all other Big Five dimensions were held constant, 

Emotional Stability still demonstrated a significant, positive relationship with job 

satisfaction (r = .24, p < .01), supporting hypothesis 5.  

In order to assess whether Emotional Stability is more highly related to job 

satisfaction in occupations that require more resilience to stress, each sample was placed 

into an O*NET job category by a job analysis expert. Due to the small sample size, a 

Spearman’s rank-order correlation was then computed between the stress scores for each 

occupation and the correlation between Emotional Stability-job satisfaction. Table 14 

presents the correlations between stress scores (overall, emotional, physical, and mental) 

and the Emotional Stability/Job Satisfaction correlation. 
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Table 14 
Correlations between Stress Scores and the Emotional Stability/Job Satisfaction 
Correlation  
 
Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

1. Overall Stress  

2. Emotional Stress 0.52     

3. Physical Stress 0.21 -0.48    

4. Mental Stress 0.77* 0.50 -0.21   

5. Emotional 
Stability/Job satisfaction 

0.16 0.39 -0.48 0.38 -- 

* p < .05       N = 7 

 

No significant relationships were found between the Emotional Stability/job satisfaction 

relationship and stress scores, therefore, hypothesis 6 was not supported. 

In order to examine the relationship between Emotional Stability and career 

satisfaction, a zero-order Pearson correlation coefficient was computed between the Big 

Five personality variables and career satisfaction. Table 15 shows the means, standard 

deviations, and intercorrelations among variables. A significant, positive correlation was 

found between Emotional Stability and career satisfaction   (r = .38, p < .01), supporting 

hypothesis 7.  

In order to estimate the unique relationship, or validity coefficient, between 

Emotional Stability and career satisfaction, a part correlation between Emotional Stability 

and career satisfaction was performed, controlling for Agreeableness, Extraversion, 

Conscientiousness, and Openness. Table 16 show the means, standard deviations, and 

part correlation coefficients. 
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Table 15 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Variables, Emotional Stability 
and Career Satisfaction 
 
Variable Mean S.D. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

1. Career satisfaction 3.64 1.12       

2. Conscientiousness 3.24 0.70 0.11*      

3. Emotional Stability 3.46 0.71 0.37* 0.19*     

4. Extraversion 3.83 0.76 0.22* 0.06* 0.35*    

5. Openness 3.86 0.65 0.14* -0.12* 0.25* 0.38*   

6. Agreeableness 3.561 0.78 0.17* 0.00* 0.21* 0.41* 0.31* -- 

* p < .01 
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Table 16 

 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Part Correlations, Emotional Stability and Career 
Satisfaction 
 
Variable Mean S.D. (1) (2) 

1. Career satisfaction 3.64 1.12 --- .30 

2. Emotional Stability 3.46 0.71   

p < .01 

Note:  For the part correlation, the correlation between job performance and Emotional 
Stability controlled for Agreeableness. Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and Openness.  
 
 

  

 

When all other Big Five dimensions were held constant, Emotional Stability still 

demonstrated a significant, positive relationship with career satisfaction (r = .30, p < .01), 

supporting hypothesis 8.  

In order to assess whether Emotional Stability is more highly related to career 

satisfaction in occupations that require more resilience to stress, each sample was placed 

into an O*NET job category by a job analysis expert. Due to the small sample size, a 

Spearman’s rank-order correlation was then computed between the stress scores for each 

occupation and the correlation between Emotional Stability-career satisfaction. Table 17 

presents the correlations between stress scores (overall, emotional, physical, and mental) 

and the Emotional Stability/Career Satisfaction correlation. No significant relationships 

were found between the Emotional Stability/Career satisfaction relationship and stress 

scores, therefore, hypothesis 9 was not supported. 
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Table 17 
 
Correlations between Stress Scores and the Emotional Stability/Career Satisfaction 
Correlation  
 
Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

1. Overall Stress  

2. Emotional Stress 0.52     

3. Physical Stress 0.21 -0.48    

4. Mental Stress 0.77* 0.50 -0.21   

5. Emotional 
Stability/Career 
satisfaction 

-0.00 -0.26 -0.01 0.23 -- 
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To assess whether individuals in occupations that are more stressful will have 

higher mean scores on Emotional Stability than individuals in occupations that are less 

stressful, occupations were grouped into High (6.1 – 9), Medium (3.1 – 6)  and Low (.1 – 

3) average stress categories based on their stress scores. Then, the average Emotional 

Stability scores in these three groups were compared. For overall stress scores, only two 

categories emerged: Medium (M = 3.45, SD = .71) and High (M = 3.55, SD = .72); no 

occupations fell into the Low category. The difference between the two groups on overall 

stress scores was tested using an independent groups t test, and was shown to be 

significant, (t = -4.09, p = .001) Similarly, only two categories emerged for mental stress 

scores: Medium (M = 3.43, SD = .65) and High (M = 3.49, SD = .73); no occupations fell 

into the Low Category. The difference between the two groups on mental stress scores 

was tested using an independent groups t test, and was shown to be significant, (t = -2.32, 

p = .02). For emotional stress scores, all three categories were used: Low (M = 3.44, SD = 

.64), Medium (M = 3.45, SD = .73), and High (M = 3.61, SD = .68). A one way between-

subjects (emotional stress(low vs. medium vs. high)) ANOVA on Emotional Stability 

scores was significant, F(2,4790) = 20.82, p < .001. For physical stress scores, all three 

categories were also used: Low (M = 3.45, SD = .74), Medium (M = 3.52, SD = .71), and 

High (M = 3.42, SD = .68). A one way between-subjects (physical stress(low vs. medium 

vs. high)) ANOVA on Emotional Stability scores was significant, F(2,4790) = 9.25, p < 

.001. Hypothesis 10 was supported. 
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Summary 

 The Big Five personality dimensions of Agreeableness, Openness, Extraversion, 

Conscientiousness, and Emotional Stability were positively, significantly correlated with 

job performance, job satisfaction, and career satisfaction. Additionally, when the Big 

Five dimensions of Agreeableness, Openness, Extraversion, and Conscientiousness were 

controlled for, Emotional Stability contributed uniquely, displaying a positive, significant 

correlation with job performance, job satisfaction, and career satisfaction. 

 With regard to occupational stress, job stress did not appear to have any 

significant effect on the relationships between Emotional Stability and job performance, 

job satisfaction, or career satisfaction. However, job stress did contribute unique 

information with regard to mean scores on Emotional Stability. The data demonstrated 

that individuals in higher stress jobs had significantly higher mean scores on Emotional 

Stability than individuals in lower stress jobs. 



 

 

85

Chapter 3 

Discussion and Conclusions 

Personality and Job Performance, Job Satisfaction, and Career Satisfaction 

The Big Five 

 The data supported prior research by demonstrating that all dimensions of the Big 

Five predict job performance, to some degree. Although Conscientiousness generally 

emerges as the strongest predictor, Emotional Stability actually demonstrated the highest, 

significant correlations: in the agricultural sample (r = .14, p < .01), financial sample (r = 

.47, p < .01), production sample (r = .30, p < .01), managerial sample (r = .35, p < .01), 

and customer service sample (r = .23, p < .05). Conscientiousness was the second most 

consistent predictor, yielding significant correlations in four of the five samples (r = .19, 

.30, .17, and .24); no significant results were found for the customer service sample. 

Extraversion and Agreeableness demonstrated significant correlations with job 

performance in three of the samples; no significant results were found in the production 

sample or the customer service sample. Finally, Openness demonstrated a significant 

correlation with job performance only in the agriculture sample (r = .25). Thus, it appears 

that the Big Five personality dimensions are predictors of job performance. In particular, 

Emotional Stability is a consistently valid predictor of job performance. 

 The data are also clear that the Big Five dimensions of personality are predictive 

of job satisfaction. All Big Five dimensions were positively, significantly correlated with 

job satisfaction. Again, Emotional Stability yielded the highest correlation with job 

satisfaction (r = .29, p < .01). Extraversion (r = .14, p < .01) and Conscientiousness (r = 

.13, p <.01) also demonstrated significant correlations with job satisfaction, although they 
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were not as high as Emotional Stability. Agreeableness (r = .09, p < .01) and Openness (r 

= .06, p < .01) yielded statistically significant, although low, correlations with job 

satisfaction. These findings are consistent with prior research that has shown Emotional 

Stability to be the Big Five dimension that most consistently predicts job performance, 

has demonstrated mixed results with regard to the predictive capabilities of Extraversion 

and Conscientiousness, and has found limited or no results with regard to Openness and 

Agreeableness (Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002; Day & Bedian, 1995). 

 Consistent with these findings, the data also demonstrated that the Big Five 

dimensions of personality can be useful in predicting satisfaction with one’s career. As 

with job performance and job satisfaction, Emotional Stability demonstrated the highest 

correlation coefficient with career satisfaction of the Big Five dimensions (r = .38, p < 

.01). Extraversion demonstrated a slightly lower correlation with career satisfaction (r = 

.23, p < .01), followed by Agreeableness (r = 18, p < .01), Openness (r = .14, p < .01), 

and Conscientiousness (r = .11, p < .01). Again, these results are consistent with previous 

research findings that have found Emotional Stability to yield higher correlations with 

career satisfaction than the other Big Five dimensions (Seibert & Kramer, 2001; 

Boudreau, et. al., 2001). 

Emotional Stability 

 Emotional Stability emerged as the most consistent predictor of job performance, 

job satisfaction, and career satisfaction, yielding higher correlations than the other Big 

Five dimensions and demonstrating more signification correlations with the criterion 

variables than the other Big Five dimensions. Additionally, when the other Big Five 

dimensions are held constant, Emotional Stability is still correlated with job performance, 
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job satisfaction, and career satisfaction, contributing unique information to the prediction 

of these work outcomes. 

 The part correlations that demonstrated that Emotional Stability was a significant 

predictor of job outcomes even when the other Big Five were controlled for was a 

particularly noteworthy result, because no other study could be located that demonstrated 

similar results. In the literature, the Big Five are highly intercorrelated. Further, the 

correlations found were not low, but were between .22 and .33 (p < .01). In four of the 

five personality/job performance samples, Emotional Stability yielded significant results: 

in the financial sample (r = .27, p < .01), production sample (r = .33, p < .01), managerial 

sample (r = .22, p < .01), and the customer service sample (r = .26, p < .01). Similar 

results were found in the personality/satisfaction sample, with Emotional Stability 

demonstrating a correlation of .24 (p < .01) with job satisfaction and a correlation of .30 

(p < .01) with career satisfaction. This means that Emotional Stability does contribute 

unique information, above and beyond the other Big Five dimensions, to the prediction of 

job performance, job satisfaction, and career satisfaction. 

There are many potential explanations for why Emotional Stability may be 

predictive of job outcomes. Emotional Stability appears to be a stable individual 

difference that determines the way in which individuals react to life and work situations, 

so one can expect it to influence job outcomes. 

The extant research seems to indicate that Emotional Stability provides one’s 

outlook on the world, the base from which one approaches his/her environment. An 

individual with low Emotional Stability approaches the world with fear, anxiety, and 

pessimism. This applies to the world of work as well. An emotionally unstable worker is 
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going to have less success at work because 1) he/she tends to view situations more 

negatively and will likely have a more negative view of work, 2) he/she tends to be 

fearful or anxious and this can cause avoidance of work situations, or 3) he/she is simply 

debilitated by the anxiety and distress and can’t function effectively. Disruptive emotions 

tend to interfere with adaptation to the workplace, and, because of this, individuals with 

low Emotional Stability do not cope as well as others do with work situations. There are 

several ways that low Emotional Stability appears to affect work outcomes.   

First, individuals with low Emotional Stability may be less successful and may 

experience less satisfaction because they tend to have more negative perceptions, 

skewing their view of the workplace. It has been said that personality dimensions 

reflecting Neuroticism tend to predict more negative perceptions of occupational stressors 

and strain or distress and even appear to inflate the relation between stress and strain on 

the job (Tokar, et. al., 1998).  Individuals high in Neuroticism are more likely to evaluate 

their jobs more negatively as a result of a tendency toward negative affective reactions 

(Seibert & Kraimer, 2001). Emotional Stability, Neuroticism, and negative affectivity 

have been linked  in research to higher recall of negative job-related information 

(Necowitz & Roznowski, 1994), excessive focus on work failures (Watson & Slack, 

1993), and behavior that estranges one from co-workers (Brief, Butcher, & Roberson, 

1995). Likewise, in their 1993 research, Decker and Borgen assert that Emotional 

Stability may influence self-reports of occupational stressors and subsequent perceptions 

of stress or dissatisfaction. It seems clear that low Emotional Stability, or Neuroticism, 

could influence an individual’s perception of the workplace. 
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Heady and Wearing (1989) found that individuals low in Emotional Stability 

experienced more adverse events. Similarly, Ormel and Wohlfarth (1991) found that 

individuals higher in Neuroticism experienced more distress. Brief and Atieh (1987) state 

that, “if an individual reports the existence of unfavorable job conditions and also that he 

or she is distressed, it is possible that both of these responses may be indicative or this 

underlying personality disposition” (p.122). It is interesting to note that neurotic 

individuals have the tendency to report more negative life events, but not fewer positive 

life events. So, it does not seem that neurotics are seeking-out negative events, but rather, 

that neurotics seemed to react to a wider variety of events in a negative way. Further, the 

negative emotions of neurotics lead them to create more negative events for themselves 

(Magnus, et. al., 1993).  

This relationship between Neuroticism and negative job outcomes is likely may 

be due to the negative cognitive processes associated with high Neuroticism (Judge, 

Higgins, Thoresen, & Barrick, 1999). These individuals are likely to remember the 

negative events at work, focus on negative events, and view benign events as negative. 

This may affect the person’s ability to succeed and to be satisfied. The more negatively 

he/she views the workplace, the more it will interfere with performance and the less 

satisfied he/she is likely to be.  

A second explanation for the link between Emotional Stability and work 

outcomes is that individuals who have low Emotional Stability experience less success 

and satisfaction at work because they tend to avoid work situations more than more stable 

individuals (George, 1989). Individuals low in Emotional Stability may 1) avoid certain 

work tasks that they perceive as stressful or anxiety producing, 2) exert less effort, and 3) 
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be more likely to withdraw when work situations become stressful or anxiety producing. 

Such individuals may have a higher tendency to expect failure or difficulty creating less 

confidence, and resulting in greater likelihood of withdrawal from tasks necessary for job 

success (Kammeyer-Mueller & Wanberg, 2003). A neurotic individual may seek to avoid 

certain situations because the situations cause anxiety, and the avoidance may cause 

negative events. For example, the neurotic individual avoids situations at work that cause 

anxiety or stress, the result is that he/she performs poorly at work. (Magnus, et. al., 1993).  

Piedmont (1995) indicated that Emotional Stability underlies all types of 

performance inhibition, stating that, “Indeed, inhibition of one’s performance in any 

achievement setting may be a function of one’s level of Neuroticism” (p. 143).  Persons 

lower in Emotional Stability are more anxious, depressive, and fearful, and may self-

select into situations that foster failure, may withdraw from activities at work that bring 

about anxiety, and may perform poorly because of this withdrawal or avoidance.  

Based on Bandura’s theories (1997) it can be noted that, “people avoid activities 

and environments they believe exceed their capabilities….” (p.160). Individuals with 

higher levels of Neuroticism are going to be less likely to believe in their ability to 

succeed and will thus avoid tasks that they believe will lead to failure, anxiety, or stress. 

Neuroticism has been shown to correlate (negatively) with beliefs about the importance 

of working hard, risking, and persisting when faced with obstacles (Holland, et. al., 

1993). Thus, individuals with lower Emotional Stability may be more likely to 

demonstrate voluntary absenteeism, tardiness, voluntary turnover, and retirement; all acts 

that can be seen as attempts to put physical and psychological distance between 

themselves and the work environment.  



 

 

91

This avoidance also affects job satisfaction. Neurotic individuals, due to their fear 

of failure and desire to avoid stressful situations, may select into jobs that are less 

satisfying. In their 1995 study, Spector, Jex, and Chen demonstrated that individuals high 

in anxiety and pessimism (low in Emotional Stability) tended to be in jobs characterized 

by low autonomy, variety, identity, significance, and complexity. Neuroticism seems 

related to a person’s choice of routine, less complex, and less independent work. In other 

research, Holland, Johnston, Asama, and Polys (1993) found that Neuroticism correlated 

negatively with beliefs about the importance of risk taking, working hard, and persisting 

in the face of obstacles. Neuroticism also correlated negatively with beliefs about the 

importance of achievement and Openness. 

A third reason that may explain the link between Emotional Stability and job 

outcomes is that individuals low in Emotional Stability may simply be debilitated by their 

distress and anxiety to the point that they are not effective on the job. They cannot handle 

the normal stress and strain of the workplace. Neuroticism can be conceptualized as 

emotional distress. This distress may be so intense that it interferes with one’s ability to 

perform well. Low Emotional Stability has been shown to correlate with emotion-focused 

coping and indexes of psychological distress. As such, Emotional Stability is an 

important part of the process that enables individuals to understand and react to their 

work environment (Judge & Bono, 2001). Individuals low on Emotional Stability (or 

high on Neuroticism) have been described as rigid, unadaptable, timid, insecure, 

submissive, indecisive, and lethargic (Judge & Cable, 1997). This indicates an overall 

tendency to experience maladaptive emotions. Individuals low in Emotional Stability are 

likely to experience emotions that may be disruptive, thereby further impairing their 
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ability to succeed. When faced with stressful situations or pressure, individuals who are 

not emotionally stable may not be able to function effectively on the job.  

In summary, low Emotional Stability may cause individuals withdraw from 

successful work behaviors because of fear, perceive the workplace more negatively, and 

are less tolerant of stress or pressure. Additionally, emotionally stable individuals tend to 

be more confident and positive, which appears to contribute to behaviors that lead to 

successful job performance and greater job satisfaction. 

Job Stress 

Individuals in job categories that were deemed “high stress” jobs demonstrated 

higher mean scores in Emotional Stability than individuals in job categories that were 

deemed “low stress” jobs. However, a statistically significant relationship was not found 

between job stress and the correlations between Emotional Stability and job performance, 

job satisfaction, and career satisfaction. However, several limitations to the study existed, 

including the small sample size, the fact that the job categories represented were all fairly 

“average” in stress level, and the fact that the data were archival and a proper stress 

measure could not be included in the data measurement; these limitations will be 

discussed in more detail below. While it is not clear whether job stress affects the 

relationship between performance and satisfaction, it is clear that individuals in higher 

stress jobs tend to have higher levels of Emotional Stability. 

It is possible that individuals who remain in high stress jobs require a higher level 

of Emotional Stability to succeed. Individuals lower in Emotional Stability may self-

select into lower stress jobs or may not succeed and remain in higher stress jobs. It is 

possible that individuals low in Emotional Stability cannot adequately tolerate stress and 
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adjust as the job requires. If this is the case, then work stress might be more debilitating 

to these individuals than it is to others (Hollenbeck, et. al., 2002). Further, this experience 

of disruptive emotion or excessive feelings of stress may lead emotionally unstable 

individuals to choose lower stress occupations. Conversely, individuals who are higher in 

Emotional Stability are likely to feel more assured, relaxed, and confident at work, 

resulting in behaviors that contribute to selecting and remaining in high stress 

occupations. Traits associated with Emotional Stability have been positively correlated 

with managerial advancement, occupation level, executive pay, and job success (Howard 

& Bray, 1988; Goldberg, 1990; Ghiselli, 1963, 1969; Siegel & Ghiselli, 1971; Harrell, 

1969; Harrell & Alpert, 1989). 

Limitations of Current Research 

 There were several limitations to the current research that may have affected 

results and could be improved in future research efforts. First, job satisfaction and career 

satisfaction were each measured with only one item. Results could be more meaningful if 

they could be replicated with a larger satisfaction scale. 

 There were also several limitations that may have affected the occupational stress 

results. First, the archival data sets only presented a small number of job categories, 

yielding a small sample size for the data analysis. Although the Spearman Rank Order 

Correlations did not yield significant results, the magnitudes were large enough in some 

cases to yield more significant results if larger samples sizes had been available.  

Also, since archival data were used, there was limited information available about 

the particular jobs included in the data sets. In placing the jobs into meaningful job 

categories, job analysis experts had only a limited job title to inform them about the job. 
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No additional information was available. So, it is possible that jobs were not grouped into 

categories in such a way that optimizes the opportunity to evaluate hypotheses 3, 6, and 

9. Further, the O*NET job categories were very broad. These were used in order to arrive 

at a consistent and established standard, however, each category encompassed so many 

different jobs that could represent varying stress levels if they were organized differently. 

For example, the Business and Financial category included human resources, bank tellers, 

accountants, and financial managers – all very different jobs with regard to stress levels. 

These results would be more meaningful if they could be replicated using a data set that 

provides clear job information. If occupational descriptors and stress ratings could be 

collected at the same time that the other data are collected, one could be assured of more 

meaningful and accurate job stress ratings and categories.  

 Additionally, all of the job categories included in the available data sets were 

“average” with regard to job stress. Mean overall stress scores only ranged from 4.89 to 

6.44 on a 9-point scale. This range restriction likely affected results. The results would be 

more meaningful if data were collected from occupations representing very low stress as 

well as very high stress in order to gather more useful and varied data. 

Implications for Future Research 

 Conscientiousness has often been suggested as the primary personality predictor 

of job outcomes (1998). While Emotional Stability has been included in many Big Five 

studies and meta-analyses, it has not often been investigated as an independent 

contributor and has not been a direct target of meta-analytic research. However, the 

evidence suggests that Emotional Stability has great merit as a predictor of the Emotional 

Stability-Job Performance-Satisfaction relationship (Judge & Bono, 2001; Judge, Erez, 
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Bono, & Thoresen, 2003; Bono & Judge, 2003). Judge and Bono (2001) suggest that 

Emotional Stability is one of the best dispositional predictors of both job satisfaction and 

job performance. The current research findings lend further support to this proposition, 

indicating that Emotional Stability contributes unique information above and beyond the 

other Big Five to the prediction of job performance and satisfaction, and justify its 

inclusion as one of the Big Five predictors of work outcomes. 

It is a unique proposition that Emotional Stability be examined as a factor in the 

job performance-job satisfaction relationship. Few researchers have examined the direct 

relationship between job performance and job satisfaction. Those that do find that job 

satisfaction and job performance are weakly related (Muchinsky & Iaffaldano, 1985; 

Argyle, 1989). The current research demonstrates that they are both related to Emotional 

Stability. On the basis of the current research, an integrative conceptual model could be 

proposed that seeks to explain why Emotional Stability may be a potent variable offering 

predictive information about the job performance-job satisfaction relationship. 

One such model is that Emotional Stability leads to negative work behaviors. 

These negative work behaviors result in poor work performance that, in turn, lessen the 

rewards associated with good job performance. This leads to diminished satisfaction with 

the job. Figure 2 illustrates this model. 

 

  

 

 

Figure 2. Emotional Stability – Performance – Satisfaction Model 

Low Emotional 
Stability – 

negative work 
behavior

 

Poor Work 
Performance – 
lack of rewards

 

Low Job 
Satisfaction 



 

 

96

An emotionally unstable employee will have more work difficulties because 1) 

he/she is likely to have a more negative view of work, 2) he/she is more likely to be 

depressive or anxious, and because 3) he/she may be unable to function appropriately due 

to disruptive emotions and reactions. Disruptive emotions tend to interfere with 

adaptation to the workplace, and, because of this, individuals with low Emotional 

Stability do not cope as well as others do with work situations. Because of this, a worker 

who is less emotionally stable is more prone to behaviors that lead to lower job 

performance.  For example, such an individual is more likely to choose work situations in 

which they experience negative outcomes (Diener, Larsen, & Emmons, 1984; Magnus, 

Diener, Fujita, & Pavot, 1993); is less likely to respond positively in work situations 

(Larsen & Ketelaar, 1991); is going to be more reactive in stressful situations (Judge, 

Locke, Durham, and Kluger, 1998); are even more likely to cause negative events to 

happen to themselves at work (Magnus, Diener, Fujita, & Pavot, 1993); and are more 

likely to demonstrate withdrawal, absenteeism, or turnover as a faulty coping mechanism. 

It is possible that these behaviors lead to poor performance, which then leads to lessened 

work rewards that results in less satisfaction with the job.  

An alternative model suggests that low Emotional Stability causes the employee 

to perceive work situations more negatively, to experience distress more often, and to 

have greater negative affect in general on the job. This negative outlook causes the 

individual to feel less job satisfaction. Lessened job satisfaction inhibits the individuals 

desire to perform well on the job, leading to diminished work performance. Figure 3 

illustrates this model. 
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Figure 3. Emotional Stability – Satisfaction – Performance Model 
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many practical implications for the workplace. 
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Figure 4. Emotional Stability – Performance/Satisfaction Model 
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that are typically included in a career planning battery to assess the level of Emotional 

Stability that an individual possesses and use that information to determine suitability 

with the current job and future job directions that would be appropriate for the individual. 

Individuals could be matched with jobs that are more suited to their particular levels of 

Emotional Stability, and this could lead to greater worker satisfaction as well as increased 

productivity. 

Additionally, many companies today are focusing heavily on employee wellness 

programs, particularly with the rise in health care costs. The American Institute of Stress 

estimates that illnesses related to stress, anxiety, and coping skills cost $150 billion per 

year in terms of lost productivity and health costs for organizations (Minter, 1991). 

Mental health care costs are a real expense for organizations. If Emotional Stability can 

be linked to job satisfaction and performance, employees who have lower levels of 

Emotional Stability may be among those employees who experience more emotional and 

mental distress on the job and are using more of the organization’s mental health 

resources. Programs to assist employees with reduced coping skills or who are 

emotionally unstable could have implications with regard to organizational wellness 

programs. This could be useful in developing primary interventions (identifying and 

reducing organizational-level elements that are debilitating to the less emotionally stable 

employee such as unnecessary work hassles, difficult communications, role ambiguity, 

poor leader relationships, etc.), secondary interventions (equipping the individuals to 

better cope through techniques like relaxation training, meditation, biofeedback, 

cognitive restructuring, and exercise), and tertiary interventions (directly assisting 

individuals who have llnesses related to poor coping, limited stress resistance, or 
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increased anxiety or depression as a result of low Emotional Stability through Employee 

Assistance Programs and wellness programs). Maintaining the health and well-being of 

employees is critical to productivity and employee satisfaction. Given the costs 

associated with this problem, both in terms of financial and human capital, employers 

must be pro-active in dealing with these issues. 

Finally, Employee Assistance Programs could be of particular benefit to 

emotionally unstable employees who are experiencing more anxiety, more depression, or 

more stress, and as a result are less satisfied in their jobs and are performing more poorly 

than their more emotionally stable co-workers. EAP programs could examine the 

Emotional Stability-Work relationship and provide testing, counseling, and assistance to 

affected employees. 

The results with regard to the contribution of job stress to the relationship 

between Emotional Stability and performance and satisfaction were inconclusive. These 

hypotheses should be retested using original data that provide accurate and meaningful 

measures of job categories and job stress.  

Conclusions 

 Emotional Stability is a generally consistent predictor of job performance, job 

satisfaction, and career satisfaction across multiple job sites and organizations. It is also 

suggested that individuals in higher stress jobs tend to have higher mean scores in 

Emotional Stability. There appear to be three mechanisms by which Emotional Stability 

might related to these job outcomes: 1) Emotional Stability may affect selection and 

placement into certain jobs or tasks, 2) Emotional Stability might affect behavior that in 

turn affects the work environment, and 3) Emotional Stability might affect perceptions of 
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the work environment that then affect behavior. In the first two models, Emotional 

Stability may actually determines, to some extent, the job settings and situations on the 

job into which individuals are selected, either by employers or by themselves. Individuals 

lower in Emotional Stability may not be chosen by employers to do certain jobs or to do 

certain tasks within a job, due to their tendencies to be overly anxious, moody, 

depressive, or less resilient to stress. Likewise, individuals low in Emotional Stability 

may exhibit certain behaviors like avoiding certain situations due to fear of failure, 

avoidance of stress inducing situations, or behaving in a negative, moody, or emotional 

manner. Having a reduced ability to perform in certain jobs or to perform certain tasks in 

a particular job leads to lower levels of job performance. An individual who avoids 

difficult projects, is not selected for challenging tasks, or reacts negatively to stress is not 

likely to be rated as a high performer. Further, an individual who does not receive the 

rewards of performance, does not receive opportunities, and who spends time and energy 

avoiding or fearing situations at work is not likely to report a high level of job or career 

satisfaction. Additionally, individuals lower in Emotional Stability self select out of, or 

be selected by employers out of, high stress jobs. The third mechanism hypothesizes that 

Emotional Stability colors the way in which the individual perceives his/her job and this, 

in turn, affects behavior on the job. An individual who is low in Emotional Stability may 

be more likely to perceive neutral situations as negative, may experience more stress than 

an emotionally stable individual, and may experience more distress in neutral/non-

threatening situations. This negative perception of the job may affect behavior and may 

lead to diminished work performance. Likewise, an individual who is more prone to 

perceive work as negative is more likely to experience less satisfaction with that job. 
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Further, individuals lower in Emotional Stability are more likely to perceive stressful jobs 

as negative, and gravitate to lower stress occupations. The data suggest future research 

should explore these potential models that explain the link between Emotional Stability-

performance and Emotional Stability-satisfaction and explore the contribution of job 

stress to these relationships. 

 In summary, the present study has contributed new information concerning the 

construct of Emotional Stability in employment research. This study found Emotional 

Stability to be the most consistent predictor of job performance, job satisfaction, and 

career satisfaction of the Big Five dimensions, yielding higher correlations than the other 

dimensions and yielding significant results in more samples than the other dimensions. 

Further, when the other Big Five were controlled for, Emotional Stability still revealed 

significant correlations with performance and satisfaction, establishing that Emotional 

Stability contributes unique information to the prediction of job performance and work 

related satisfaction. The present study also demonstrated that individuals who are in more 

stressful jobs have higher levels of Emotional Stability. Hopefully, future research will 

confirm and extend the present findings. 
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