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Abstract The relation between personality and subjective well-being (SWB) remains

involved in a considerable ambiguity and the numerous studies conducted have neglected

an approach at a more detailed level of analysis. This study explores the idea that neu-

roticism, extraversion and conscientiousness facets predict differentially each SWB

component. A battery of self-report questionnaires was used to assess personality and SWB

in 398 teachers of primary and high schools. Findings of a cross-sectional study showed

that neuroticism, extraversion and conscientiousness facets contributed to significantly

explain the variance in positive affect, negative affect and life satisfaction. Moreover, these

facets predicted differentially each of the three SWB components. At same time, this study

corroborates two important premises: the specificity of facets as discrete traits and the

independence of the three SWB components.

Keywords Personality � Traits � Subjective well-being

1 Introduction

During the last decades, we have witnessed the intersection between personality and

subjective well-being research fields. Subjective well-being has indeed been considered as

the ideal arena to explore the personality coherence problematic (Pavot et al. 1995).

In a literature review concerning the importance of personality predictive value to

various constructs, Ozer and Benet-Martinez (2006) highlighted that personality is a strong

predictor of subjective well-being (SWB) while contextual factors only show moderate

contributions. However, Lucas (2008), in a review concerning personality and SWB
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relations, concludes that it is still ambiguous whether each of the traits contributes with

unique variance to the prediction of SWB.

2 Personality Traits

Recently, Roberts (2009) suggested that traits still maintain their importance, since they

define, even if partially, how people experience the world and understand its development.

Therefore traits are critical for understanding crucial social outcome and key components

of human nature.

The most consistent model of the personality study relating to traits level is the Five

Factor Model (Costa and McCrae 1994; Golberg 1990, 1993; McCrae and John 1992; John

and Srivastava 1999) that describes five traits of stable personality characteristics that

organize individual’s differences in emotional and social life. McAdams (1995) argues that

the Big Five appear as a broad and consensual description of the traits domain.

The Five Factor Model is defined as ‘‘a hierarchical organization of personality traits in

terms of five basic dimensions: Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neurot-

icism, and Openness to Experience’’ (McCrae and John 1992, p. 175. Each five personality

factor includes six facets that are supposed to measure a discrete trait and to contribute

something above and beyond the five factors, since these facets contain valid specific

variance (Costa and McCrae 1992). McCrae and Costa (2008, p. 285) consider ‘‘that an

analysis that incorporates NEO-PI-R facets and their combinations can lead to detailed

information that goes far beyond the five factors’’. Several others authors have equally

suggested that the prediction of numerous variables could be improved by using facets

instead of global Big Five dimensions (Ekehammar and Akrami 2007; Paunonen and

Ashton 2001; Paunonen et al. 2003; Reynolds and Clark 2001).

Studies have emphasized that this personality structure emerges in different cultures

(McCrae and Costa 1997), that there is a continuum in the medium level of the traits from

adolescence to old age (McCrae et al. 1999) and that gender differences occur homoge-

neously in diverse cultures (Costa et al. 2001). These conclusions led McCrae and Costa

(2003) to interpret personality traits as biological rooted dispositions that characterize the

entire human species. Other authors (Hooker and McAdams 2003; Little 1996, 2008; Little

and Joseph 2007; McAdams and Pals 2006) concerned with the study of the structure,

functioning and coherence of personality share this conception of personality traits as basic

more or less stable dispositions that explain part of our singularity, with genetic and

evolutionary roots, and which influence is founded on neurophysiologic mechanisms.

3 Subjective Well-Being

In the past decades, SWB has emerged as one of the most prevalent concepts in happiness

assessment, being perceived more as a general area of scientific interest rather than a single

specific construct (Diener et al. 1999). SWB is a multidimensional entity that involves a

cognitive component, concerning how we evaluate our life satisfaction, and an affective

component, related to our positive or negative emotional reactions (Diener and Lucas

1999). Therefore, an operational definition of SWB should be interpreted to mean expe-

riencing a high level of positive affect, a low level of negative affect and a high degree of

satisfaction with one life (Deci and Ryan 2008; Diener 2000; Diener et al. 2005). This

threefold structure has been empirically confirmed by several studies that have shown
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some degree of empirical independence between them (Albuquerque et al. 2011; Arthaud-

Day et al. 2005; Lucas et al. 1996).

Since the 60s, there has been a growing development in the study of SWB, evolving

from an initial interest in bottom-up factors (e.g. social demographical variables, external

events, situations) to an emphasis on top-down factors (psychological processes) (Diener

et al. 1999). More recently, some authors (Lyubomirsky et al. 2005; Sheldon and

Lyubomirsky 2004) argue that happiness is influenced by three principal factors: set point,

circumstantial or contextual, and intentional activity factors. The set point is genetically

determined and represents the happiness level experienced if the remaining two factors

could be neutralized. The circumstances or contexts of life include the social demographic

variables, but also the geographic and environmental variables, whereas intentional activity

refers to the actions that people engage in their lives. A recent study on the etiology of

SWB (Bartels and Boomsma 2009, p. 613) suggests that ‘‘…although it can be assumed

that each individual has its, probably genetically determined, setpoint of SWB (Lykken

1999), influences of environmental factors unique to each individual are important’’.

4 The Relation Between Traits and Subjective Well-Being

Since Costa and McCrae (1980) highlighted that happiness is associated with high levels of

extraversion and low levels of neuroticism, the relation between traits and SWB has been

persistently documented in various studies. Some researchers have suggested the existence

of a set point in SWB that may only be disturbed for short periods of time (Lykken and

Tellegen 1996; Lyubomirsky et al. 2005). According to these authors this relative stability

in SWB levels reflects the influence of traits and seems to be confirmed in a recent study

with twins (Weiss et al. 2008). Research has shown that all the Big Five domains are

associated to ‘‘happiness’’ in different degrees (DeNeve and Cooper 1998; Diener et al.

1999; Gutiérrez et al. 2005; Hayes and Joseph 2003; Steel et al. 2008).

Furthermore, results suggest that extraversion and neuroticism are the traits more

consistently correlated with SWB (Argyle 1999; Cheng and Furnham 2001; Diener and

Lucas 1999; Gutiérrez et al. 2005; McCrae and John 1992; Vittersø and Nilsen 2002).

Nevertheless, conscientiousness has also exhibited replicable and moderately strong

associations with SWB (Lucas 2008) and can be seen as an additional personality

dimension relevant to its understanding (Hayes and Joseph 2003).

The two affective components of SWB (positive and negative affect) emerge persis-

tently related to neuroticism and extraversion (Fujita 1991; Gutiérrez et al. 2005; Lucas

and Fujita 2000; McCrae and John 1992). These results suggest that extraversion and

neuroticism may be conceived as primary links between personality and SWB.

Concerning the relation between traits and cognitive component (life satisfaction),

results from a longitudinal study along 17 years period (Fujita and Diener 2005) reveal that

personality traits seem to be more stable than satisfaction with life, indicating that the latter

is more vulnerable to the influence of external life events. Neuroticism and extraversion

emerge as the strongest predictors of life satisfaction (Diener and Lucas 1999; Schimmack

et al. 2002), but also conscientiousness is an important predictor (DeNeve and Cooper

1998; Hayes and Joseph 2003).

In a meta-analysis study, DeNeve and Cooper (1998) concluded that personality, despite

being a predictor of SWB, only explained 4% of the variance for all its indices. None-

theless, Steel et al. (2008) argue that the relation between personality and SWB has been

underestimated and results from a meta-analysis conducted by these authors showed that
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personality measured by the Big Five explains a larger percentage of variance in quality of

life measures, pointing out to the key role traits play in SWB levels. Additionally, Steel

et al. (2008) refer that understanding SWB implies an approach that allows the detailed

comprehension of the way personality traits are related with SWB and that requires an

approach at the facets level.

5 The Present Study

Even though the association between life satisfaction and extraversion and neuroticism

facets has already been investigated (Schimmack et al. 2004), it is relevant to broaden this

study to other SWB dimensions and to conscientiousness facets. Therefore, we set out to

explore the relations between personality and SWB, studying the predictive power of

neuroticism, extraversion and conscientiousness facets on each SWB components. Our

hypotheses are that there are differences in the way of these facets predict each SWB

components and that these facets contribute to explain more variance than the broad-traits.

6 Method

6.1 Participants

The sample included in this study consisted of 398 teachers (287 woman and 111 men) of

primary and high schools from Viseu district (Portugal), randomly selected by clusters

corresponding to the schools they worked in. Mean age was 41.09 years (SD = 7.71). The

majority of subjects were married, 75.6% (N = 301) and 78.95% graduated (N = 314).

The average of years of teaching experience was 16.85 (SD = 8.00).

6.2 Procedure

The first author of this study contacted the schools boards and obtained permission for data

collection. With the collaboration of school staff, the author gave participants a battery of

self-report questionnaires related to personality and well-being measures and socio-

demographic and professional data, as well as script information about the research goals

and filling instructions. In line with ethical requirements, it was emphasized that partici-

pants cooperation was voluntary and that answers were confidential and only used for the

purpose of the study.

7 Measures

7.1 Personality Traits

Personality traits were measured with self-report version of NEO Personality Inventory—

Revised (NEO PI-R), that was developed by Costa and McCrae (1992) and validated to

Portuguese population by Lima (1997). The integral version includes a 240-item ques-

tionnaire that assesses Big Five personality domains (Neuroticism—N, Extraversion—E,

Openness to Experience—O, Agreeableness—A, and Conscientiousness—C), as well as 6
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more specific traits facets within each domain. Each facet was measured in a set of 8 items.

Answers were given in Likert scale ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly

agree). Costa, McCrae and Dye (1991) indicated an internal consistency measured by

Cronbach’s alpha of .92 for N, .89 for E and .90 for C and Lima (1997), with a Portuguese

sample, found values in Cronbach’s alpha of 85 for N, .86 for E and .80 for C. In this study,

results of internal consistency for these three personality domains and their facets can be

observed in Table 1.

7.2 Subjective Well-Being

SWB was assessed by two self-report measures: Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) and

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS).

7.2.1 SWLS

SWLS was designed by Diener et al. (1985) and appraises the cognitive component of

SWB. The version used in the present study was validated to the Portuguese population by

Simões (1992). The scale includes 5 items that evaluate our life satisfaction and the

Table 1 Means, standard deviations (SD) for all subjects N = 398) and independent t-test for gender
differences

Total Males Females p Cronbach a

(N = 398) (n = 111) (n = 287)

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Neuroticism .91

Anxiety 19.51 4.62 18.51 4.25 19.89 4.71 .007 .71

Anger 13.34 4.29 12.93 3.95 13.49 4.42 .218 .70

Depression 15.20 5.39 13.92 5.06 15.69 5.44 .003 .79

Self-consciousness 16.69 4.16 16.24 3.70 16.87 4.31 .173 .62

Impulsiveness 15.98 4.36 16.67 3.88 15.72 4.51 .051 .65

Vulnerability 12.90 4.56 11.91 4.23 13.28 4.63 .007 .76

Extroversion .88

Warmth 22.44 4.9 22.08 3.52 22.57 3.81 .238 .68

Gregariousness 17.06 4.76 16.48 4.43 17.29 4.87 .127 .69

Assertiveness 14.65 4.08 14.97 3.99 14.52 4.12 .321 .62

Activity 17.86 3.62 17.38 3.81 18.04 3.95 .129 .60

Excitement seeking 16.46 4.06 17.63 3.91 16.00 4.03 .000 .55

Positive emotions 20.45 5.14 20.51 4.73 20.42 5.29 .873 .80

Conscientiousness .90

Competence 21.78 3.18 22.00 3.39 21.69 3.09 .381 .61

Order 20.17 5.21 18.81 5.54 20.69 4.99 .001 .79

Dutifulness 24.25 3.30 23.75 3.55 24.30 3.19 .131 .57

Achievement striving 20.81 3.90 20.42 4.39 20.96 3.69 .255 .68

Self-discipline 20.08 4.24 19.19 4.39 20.42 4.14 .009 .72

Deliberation 18.76 4.16 18.46 3.77 18.87 4.30 .381 .70
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Portuguese version was measured on a rating scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly

agree). Diener and colleagues (1985) observed an internal consistency (measured by

Cronbach’s alpha) of .87, Simões (1992), in a Portuguese sample, found an alpha value of

.77 in the same parameter.

7.2.2 PANAS

PANAS was developed by Watson et al. (1988) and integrates two subscales, Positive

Affect (PA) and Negative Affect (NA) that assess the affective component of SWB and

was measured on a rating scale from 1 (very slightly or not of all) to 5 (extremely). Watson

et al. (1988) presented an internal consistency of .86–.90 for PA and .84–.87 for NA.

Simões (1993), in a first validation to Portuguese population, found a Cronbach’s alpha of

.82 for PA and .85 for NA.

The Portuguese versions of SWLS (Simões 1992) and PANAS (Simões 1993) used

in the present study were validated by Albuquerque et al. (2011) who, using a con-

firmatory factorial analysis with this same sample, had evidence to accept a three

factor model with 5 items in SWLS, 9 items in PA of PANAS and 9 items in NA of

PANAS. These authors found a Cronbach’s alpha of .84 for SWLS, .79 for PA and .86

for NA.

8 Results

Concerning reliability analysis, measures in this study have Cronbach’s alphas ranging

from .79 (depression and order) to .55 (excitement seeking). Two facets, excitement

seeking and dutifulness, were excluded from posterior analysis because their internal

consistency indices were lower than the recommended cut point for psychological scales

(.60) (Nunnally 1978).

The means and standard deviations for neuroticism, extraversion and conscientiousness

facets are presented in Table 1. We conducted independent t-test to explore gender dif-

ferences in the variables under consideration. Results show that women have statistically

significant higher scores in anxiety, depression and vulnerability, as well as in order and

self-discipline.

When we compare the current facets’ means with the mean values reported in the

Portuguese NEO PI R validation (Lima 1997), we find, in general, a similar pattern.

To explore the relationship between neuroticism, extraversion and conscientiousness

facets and subjective well-being components, Pearson product-moment correlations were

conducted (Table 2).

Results showed statistically significant correlations between the facets of each of the

three personality domains and subjective well-being variables (positive affect, negative

affect and life satisfaction), with the exception of the relation between impulsiveness and

life satisfaction, and activity and achievement striving with negative affect.

Despite these findings, all facets were maintained in the regression models to test the

equation with the same predictors for the three constructs of SWB, because this option

would enable us to better compare the results.

We conducted multiple regression analyses using neuroticism, extraversion and con-

scientiousness facets to predict positive affect, negative affect and life satisfaction

(Table 3).
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Regression analyses were conducted to explore the impact of personality (facets) on

SWB. Before this procedure, multiple regression assumptions were assessed (including

residuals normality, linearity, homoscedasticity and multicollinearity), and these showed

no important constrains to the use of the current data for regression analysis. The results

revealed that all facets (predictor variables) produce significant models in each SWB

component.

In the first analyses, concerning neuroticism, the six facets of this global trait produce

three significant models accounting for 21% of the variance in positive affect, 44% in

negative affect and 21% in life satisfaction. Concerning adjusted R2 (that makes allowance

for the degree of freedom for each model) (Hair et al. 2006), it’s possible to see differences in

the percentage of variance explained, however these differences are modest. Regarding the

specific contribution of the neuroticism facets, we can see that vulnerability, depression and

self-consciousness are significant predictors of positive affect. Depression, vulnerability,

anger and anxiety make a statistical significant contribution to the prediction of negative

affect. The significant predictors for life satisfaction are depression and vulnerability.

In relation to extraversion facets, all three regression models have a significant impact

on the prediction of SWB accounting for 31% of the explained variance in positive affect,

17% in negative affect and 12% in life satisfaction with a slight decrease in adjusted R2.

The regression coefficients analysis reveals a significant impact of assertiveness, positive

emotions and activity facets as predictors of positive affect. In the prediction of negative

affect the significant facets are positive emotions, assertiveness and activity. Positive

emotions are the only facet with statistically significant positive impact on life satisfaction.

Table 2 Correlations (2-tailed Pearson r) between neuroticism, extraversion and conscientiousness facets
and SWB components

Variables Positive affect Negative affect Life satisfaction

Neuroticism -.41** .66** -.39**

Anxiety -.32** .54** -.30**

Anger -.24** .51** -.24**

Depression -.41** .60** -.43**

Self-consciousness -.35** .41** -.29**

Impulsiveness -.10 .27** -.08

Vulnerability -.42** .57** -.42**

Extroversion .45** -.31** .27**

Warmth .36** -.23** .17**

Gregariousness .18** -.17** .11*

Assertiveness .48** -.28** .24**

Activity .42** -.10 .18**

Positive emotions .45** -.36** .34**

Conscientiousness .42** -.31** .28**

Competence .38** -.35** .29**

Order .19** -.12* .09

Achievement striving .46** -.10 .25**

Self-discipline .42** -32** .26**

Deliberation .17** -.32** .21**

** p \ .01; * p \ .05
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The five conscientiousness facets also produced three significant models, accounting for

different amounts of variance explained in the three SWB components, as reported above.

So, the conscientiousness facets contribute to explain 27% of variance in positive affect,

22% in negative affect and 12% in life satisfaction. The differences between R2 and

adjusted R2 are small. In positive affect prediction, achievement striving, self-discipline,

competence and order emerged as significant predictors. In the prediction of negative

affect, the facets which have a significant impact are competence, self-discipline,

achievement striving and deliberation. All show the particularity of having a negative

impact in negative affect apart from achievement striving. The life satisfaction criterion

has as statistically significant predictors three facets: competence, self-discipline and order.

In order to compare the impact of personality factors at a global level with the impact of

the respective set of facets in SWB prediction, we conducted linear regression analyses

using each global personality factor as predictors. All regression models were statistically

significant. Neuroticism factor explained 17% of the variance in positive affect (R = .41;

R2 = .17; Adj. R2 = .16; F(1,396) = 77.986; p \ .001), 42% of the variance in negative

affect (R = .65; R2 = .42; Adj. R2 = .41; F(1,396) = 281.565; p \ .001), and 15% of life

satisfaction variance (R = .39; R2 = .15; Adj. R2 = .15; F(1.396) = 71.143; p \ .001).

Extraversion factor accounted for 25% of the variance in positive affect (R = .50;

R2 = .25; Adj. R2 = .25; F(1,396) = 131.281; p \ .001), 10% of the variance in negative

affect (R = .31; R2 = .10; Adj. R2 = .10; F(1,396) = 42.811; p \ .001), and 8% of the

variance in life satisfaction (R = .27; R2 = .08; Adj. R2 = .07; F(1,396) = 31.898;

p \ .001). Conscientiousness factor contributed to 18% (R = .42; R2 = .18; Adj.

R2 = .17; F(1,396) = 84.107; p \ .001) of the variance explanation in positive affect, 10%

of negative affect explained variance (R = .31; R2 = .10; Adj. R2 = .10 F(1,396) = 42.709;

p \ .001), and 8% of the variance explained in life satisfaction (R = .28; R2 = .08; Adj.

R2 = .07; F(1,396) = 32.569; p \ .001). In all cases, and comparing adjusted R2s, the

regression models using the set of facets as predictors explain more variance in SWB

components, than the regression models using the respective global personality factors as

independent variables.

9 Discussion

Despite the existence of several studies about the relation between personality and sub-

jective well-being, the knowledge concerning the specific influences of facets in subjective

well-being or its components remains modest. The present study aimed at exploring the

relations between neuroticism, extraversion and conscientiousness facets and each SWB

components. Our hypothesis that there were differences in the way these facets predict

each SWB components was confirmed. Additionally, neuroticism, extraversion and con-

scientiousness facets contribute to explain more variance than the corresponding traits at a

global level, giving support to our second hypothesis.

The findings confirm that all sets of facets (neuroticism, extraversion, and conscien-

tiousness) influence the three SWB components. However, there are considerable differ-

ences in the magnitude of the variance explained by each set. Neuroticism facets are those

that better explained negative affect but also explained substantial and similar variance

both in positive affect and life satisfaction. Extraversion facets explained especially the

positive affect while conscientiousness facets explained positive and negative affect almost

at same level. Life satisfaction is the SWB component whose variance is explained by

either extraversion facets or conscientiousness at a lower level. Our results corroborated, at
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the facets level, findings of several researches that pointed neuroticism as the strongest

predictor of negative affect, whereas extraversion predicts strongly positive affect (Argyle

1999; Cheng and Furnham 2001; Diener and Lucas 1999; Fujita 1991; Gutiérrez et al.

2005; McCrae and John 1992; Vittersø and Nilsen 2002). Concerning life satisfaction,

several studies suggest that neuroticism and extraversion are also its strongest predictors

(Diener and Lucas 1999; Schimmack et al. 2002). The current findings partially corrob-

orate this conclusion at a facets level, since conscientiousness facets predict life satis-

faction almost the same level as extraversion facets. Finally, as some authors refer

concerning to factor level (DeNeve and Cooper 1998; Hayes and Joseph 2003), consci-

entiousness at a facets level emerges as a considerable predictor of the three SWB

components.

Facets are supposed to reflect a discrete trait and, according to Costa and McCrae

(2008), to contribute something above and beyond the five factors. Steel et al. (2008)

pointed that, mathematically, in the relationship between personality facets and SWB,

three events could occur that would affect the total variance accounted for at a global trait:

only some variables are related to SWB; all variables are pertinent; or variables within

same global trait may have correlations with inverse direction. The results of the present

study support the first and the third event, but not the second.

Actually, the fact that in all regression models not all facets appear as significant

predictors in SWB, could reveal that there are facets within the set that may be irrelevant

and only be adding ‘‘error’’ in the equation. Nevertheless, these findings should be care-

fully interpreted since different facets predict distinct SWB components: anxiety (N), and

anger (N) only predict negative affect, self-consciousness (N) only predicts positive affect,

or deliberation (C) that just predicts negative affect. Only four facets predict all three SWB

components: vulnerability (N), positive emotions (E) competence (C) and self-discipline

(C). Furthermore, there are facets within de same personality domain, and despite the

positive correlations between them, predict the same SWB component in opposite direc-

tion: activity (E) predicts positively negative affect, order (C) predicts inversely positive

affect and life satisfaction, and achievement striving predicts positively negative affect. An

intriguing finding is the positive predictive impact of achievement striving on the pre-

diction of positive affect and negative affect. Studies related to the influence of facets in

each SWB components are scarce, nonetheless Schimmack et al. (2004) found that

depression (N) and positive emotions (E) were the strongest and most consistent predictors

of life satisfaction. Our results are consistent with these but, in our study, vulnerability (N)

also emerges as a strong predictor of life satisfaction. Our data does not support the

Vittersø and Nilsen (2002) findings that suggested neuroticism contributes with all its six

facets and extraversion is weaker since it is mainly represented by its positive emotions

facet.

These results concerning the predictive value of personality facets in SWB components

support the idea formulated by Costa and McCrae (2008) that facets can explain more than

factors since they contain valid specific variance, (i.e. meaningful individual differences

are unrelated to the common factors).

In addition, regarding SWB components, our results reinforce the independence of

positive affect, negative affect and life satisfaction found in other study concerning SWB

structure (Albuquerque et al. 2011); Arthaud-Day et al. 2005; Lucas et al. 1996). In fact, it

is possible to observe a clear and distinctive pattern of correlations in each SWB com-

ponent: neuroticism facets correlate positively to negative affect and inversely to positive

affect and life satisfaction, whereas extraversion and conscientiousness facets are inversely

correlated with negative affect and positively with positive affect and life satisfaction.
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Similarly, in general, facets showed specific predictive power depending on the SWB

component used as dependent variable.

Additionally, the current study supports the idea that the variance explained by the set of

facets is higher than the variance explained by the global factor at SWB components level.

So, these results corroborated the findings of several studies that suggest facets improve the

prediction of several variables (Ekehammar and Akrami 2007; Paunonen and Ashton 2001;

Paunonen et al. 2003; Reynolds and Clark 2001).

Two major implications can be drawn from the study of the relations between per-

sonality and subjective well-being. The first is that a comprehensive understanding of

these relations requires a detailed evaluation at a facet level, since facets predict each

SWB component with relative specificity. Effectively, if the three personality domains

(neuroticism, extraversion and conscientiousness) are relevant for the explanation of

each SWB component, their facets have indeed a specific and differentiated role in

explaining their variance. The second is the need of a complete SWB assessment that

includes all three components, because if the study of the personality impact focuses

merely on one SWB component, it may lead to an incomplete and biased view of this

relation. As authors stated, cognitive and affective components seem to be influenced by

distinct factors (Schimmack 2006) and differently by the same factors (Schimmack et al.

2002).

10 Limitations and Future Research

One methodological limitation of our study concerns the specificity of the population

studied composed only by teachers. Since the overrepresentation of certain groups limits

the generalization to other populations (Brewer 2000), additional studies should be

developed using larger and heterogeneous samples.

The cross-sectional design of the study doesn’t allow drawing conclusions about the

interrelationship between the facets across time or establishing if there is a causal effect

between predictor variables. Longitudinal studies can help to overcome this problem.

The present study merely explores the direct effects of facets on each SWB component.

However, we know that traits, either factors or facets, are only one level of personality

analysis and that an holistic understanding of the relations between personality and SWB

should considerer the personality as whole (Little 1996, 2008; McAdams 1995, 1996;

McAdams and Olson 2010; McAdams and Pals 2006; McCrae and Costa 1996, 2008;

Sheldon 2004). Future research should explore the moderator and mediator influences of

personality variables from other levels in the relation between traits and each SWB

component. Lucas (2008) refers that personality is relevant, but it is important to know

precisely what processes underlie these effects.

11 Conclusion

The current study clarifies the relationships between personality and SWB and contributes

to reduce the ambiguity in this realm. Results substantiate that the understanding of

relations between personality and subjective well-being implies the need of analyses at a

detailed level of personality and SWB, since that can help us understand how personality

traits are related to each specific SWB component. Our findings suggest that facets, within

the same personality domain, predict differentially each of the three SWB components and
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this corroborates, at same time, two important premises: the specificity of facets as discrete

traits and the independence of the three SWB components. Additionally, this study sup-

ports the premise that facets explain more variance than personality factors.
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