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Abstract We investigated the relationship between per-
sonality and quality of life (QoL) considering emotion
regulation and self-efficacy beliefs as mediating factors. A
total of 409 participants from the French-speaking regions
of Switzerland and from France completed questionnaires
on personality, emotion regulation, self-efficacy beliefs,
and QoL. Our findings revealed that specific personality
traits have significant direct and indirect effects on QoL,
mediated by emotion regulation and self-efficacy. Particu-
larly, neuroticism was strongly and negatively related to
emotion regulation and QoL, but not significantly linked
to self-efficacy, whereas extraversion and conscientious-
ness were positively associated with all variables. This is
the first study to demonstrate that both emotion regulation
and self-efficacy are important mechanisms that link spe-
cific personality traits to QoL, suggesting that they channel
and modulate the personality effects. However, more work
is needed to understand these relationships in more detail
(e.g., how the personality traits concurrently influence each
other as well as emotion regulation and self-efficacy).

Keywords Personality - Emotion regulation - Self-
efficacy beliefs - Quality of life

Introduction
Quality of life

The World Health Organization defines Quality of Life
(QoL) as individuals’ perception of their position in life in
the context of the culture and value systems in which they
live and in relation to their goals, expectations, standards,
and concerns. It is a broad ranging concept affected in a
complex way by the person’s physical health, psychologi-
cal state, level of independence, social relationships, per-
sonal beliefs, and their relationship to salient features of
their environment (Skevington et al. 2004). Although sev-
eral authors have studied how different personality profiles
and self-regulating factors such as emotions or self-efficacy
beliefs influence QoL, little is known about how these char-
acteristics may work together simultaneously. For instance,
some personality psychologists have explored the personal-
ities of happy and unhappy people and how adaptation and
varying standards influence their QoL (Lucas and Diener
2015). They showed that personality factors influence QoL
by associated tendencies to interpret objective conditions
(such as behavior and environment) that might lead to
stability of self-reported life satisfaction (such as psycho-
logical well-being and perceived QoL; Keating and Gaudet
2012). For example, being faced with a serious illness such
as cardiovascular disease is likely to have implication on
his or her objective quality of life, for instance, due to con-
straining the individual’s autonomy. However, people with
the same illness may differ in terms of life satisfaction,
independent from their objective health and life conditions,
due to the interpretative tendencies related to, for example,
their personality. Thus, both objective and subjective com-
ponents are assumed to explain unique proportions of vari-
ance in people’s QoL (Wrosch and Scheier 2003).



Personality and quality of life

Among the personality dimensions, neuroticism, extraver-
sion, and conscientiousness are particularly important and
are most frequently studied in relation to QoL (Lucas et al.
2000; Wismeijer and van Assen 2008). These three per-
sonality traits are the best predictors of mental health, life
satisfaction, and positive affects (Finch et al. 2012). Spe-
cifically, neuroticism and extraversion predict long-term
(over 10 years) the negative and positive affects (Costa
and McCrae 1980) and, together, these two components of
emotional well-being influenced overall the QoL (Diener at
al. 2003; Kokkonen and Pulkkinen 2001; Lucas and Fujita
2000). Neuroticism is linked to the frequency and duration
of negative affects and therefore to a lower QoL. This per-
sonality dimension can be considered as a system of per-
ception of the “threat”, real or symbolic, and of reactivity to
this threat. A high level of neuroticism predisposes people
to more negative experience and distress (Watson and Clark
1984). People with higher neuroticism experience more
stress, and are more responsive to negative aspects of situa-
tions than those emotionally stable (e.g., Costa and McCrae
1980; Charles et al. 2001). These people also experience
fewer positive affects and are more prone to diseases such
as depression and generalized anxiety. Extravert people,
instead, will feel more positive affect with high activation
(Lucas and Fujita 2000; Yik et al. 2011). Extraverts and
introverts would spend as much time in social interactions,
but individuals with a high level of extraversion experience
more pleasure (Lucas and Baird 2004). Extravert people
implement more active and dynamic specific processes and
mechanisms, which was associated with increase in QoL
(Wilt et al. 2012). At the level of activation, extraverts seek
stimulation and more exciting activities, whereas intro-
verted individuals may be less motivated to increase their
happiness in situations requiring an increase in motiva-
tional commitment to a task requiring effort (Tamir 2009).
Some studies also have shown that high conscientious-
ness explains significant amounts of variance in people’s
QoL (e.g., Pocnet et al. 2016b). Conscientious individuals
seem to overcome unexpected obstacles more easily than
individuals who are less dedicated to achieving important
life tasks. These people are oriented towards life situa-
tions that are beneficial to QoL, notably by setting higher
goals and a higher level of motivation. They encounter
fewer stressors because they put in place more preventive
and organizational efforts to avoid them (e.g., DeNeve and
Cooper 1998). Conscientious individuals are better able to
anticipate and prepare for future consequences of potential
adversities, more organized, and self-disciplined (Pocnet
et al. 2016a). They seem also be more successful in estab-
lishing objective indicators of QoL (e.g., having a success-
ful career, good health) (Barrick et al. 2001; Roberts et al.

2005) and therefore experience high levels of subjective
well-being (Duckworth et al. 2012; Wrosch et al. 2007).

Emotion regulation and its relationships
with personality and QoL

Often, individuals’ behaviors, cognitions, and feelings are
influenced by basic regulatory tendencies that are associ-
ated with the personality of the person. These self-regulat-
ing tendencies are related to processes of emotion regula-
tion (DeYoung et al. 2010). Emotion regulation has been
defined as a process of initiating, avoiding, inhibiting,
maintaining, or modulating the occurrence, form, intensity,
or duration of affective states, emotion-related physiologi-
cal or attentional processes, and/or behavioral concomi-
tants of emotion (Reicherts et al. 2012). Emotion regulation
has been found to be of high importance when it comes to
adapting to various situations in order to meet the expec-
tations of social and cultural environments (Eisenberg and
Spinrad 2004).

Considering the relationship between personality and
emotion regulation, studies indicate that individuals high in
neuroticism, which encompasses impulsivity, are often low
in self-control and impulse regulation and show a tendency
to act without thought or planning (Hoyle 2006; Wismei-
jer and van Assen 2008). Neurotic people also exhibit high
behavioral inhibition and negative self-evaluation, which
can lead to underestimating progress in goal pursuit (Lit-
tle and Chambers 2004). As such, poor self-regulation may
stem from either under- or overcontrol (Hoyle and Gal-
lagher 2015). Moreover, neuroticism is associated with a
style of self-reflection that is ruminative and ego involved
that could negatively influence the individual’s QoL
(Norem and Chang 2002; Field et al. 2010).

Extraversion, besides indicating the tendency of being
open towards others and appreciating social contact, is
also characterized by experiencing positive emotions that
include energy and optimism (Costa and McCrae 1992;
Schaefer et al. 2004). These emotional resources are
required to initiate and persist in coping efforts, which
should facilitate the better use of coping strategies such as
problem solving and seeking support (\Vollrath 2001). For
example, an extroverted person may become less quickly
frusterated and may remain focused during problem solving
because may rely more easily on emotional social support
to regulate emotions (Kokkonen and Pulkkinen 2001). Suls
and Martin (2005) found that extraversion was associated
with low stress-reactivity and positive appraisals of avail-
able coping resources. Moreover, extraversion is related to
subjective well-being, which seems to be associated with
the fact that extravert people are more likely to selectively
attend to positive information and dwell on positive events,



all of which are strategies that promote and increase in pos-
itive affect, and therefore their QoL (Tamir 2009).
Conscientiousness concerns the ways in which people
manage their behavior and cognitions. Its facets—com-
petence, orderliness, dutifulness, achievement striving,
self-discipline, and deliberation—reflect different behavio-
ral tendencies that characterize successful self-regulation
(Roberts et al. 2005; McCrae and Ldckenhoff 2010) and
predict the use of effective strategies involving behavioral
engagement such as problem solving as well as cognitive
restructuring that could influence the individual’s QoL
(Augustine et al. 2010). Some authors explained this link
between conscientiousness and effective strategies by the
fact that high levels of conscientiousness may be rooted
in attentional systems that influence the ability to focus
on boring or unpleasant tasks or to disengage from high
negative intensity stimuli (Derryberry et al. 2003). Given
that conscientious individuals should be able to resist the
impulse to give up or vent emotions inappropriately (Voll-
rath 2001), conscientiousness should predict lower levels of
disengagement and negative emotion-focused coping.

Self-efficacy beliefs and their relationships
with personality and QoL

Self-efficacy represents an important resource as it reflects
the unique capability of humans to learn from experience
to handle challenging life situations. Self-efficacy is defined
as a person’s belief of being able to successfully reach
a desired outcome (Bandura 1993). Self-efficacy beliefs
have an impact on the feeling of accomplishment, leading
to a virtuous circle: if a person experiences a success, this
will contribute to building up self-efficacy, enhance his/
her motivation and capabilities and broaden his/her inter-
est (Bandura 1997). In this context, specific personality
traits may play an important role. High self-efficacy has
been found to be more likely for individuals with higher
conscientiousness and extraversion, and lower neuroti-
cism (Hoyle and Gallagher 2015). A few empirical studies
have investigated how personality traits and self-efficacy
beliefs work in concert in order to promote QoL (Maddux
and Volkmann 2010). For example, extraverts may have
advantages in verbal information processing that support
their sociability. Good language skills, speed of response
as well as resistance to distraction are supported by self-
efficacy, enhancing their adaptive value that might lead to a
feeling of well-being (Matthews and Gilliand 1999). How-
ever, several studies on stress show that neuroticism leads
to an overestimation of threats and an underestimation of
personal agency, to ineffective forms of emotion-focused
coping such as self-criticism and maladaptive meta-cogni-
tion which strengthen negative self-beliefs, and to perse-
verative and unproductive worry, resulting in feelings of

dissatisfaction (Matthews and Zeidner 2004). At the same
time, conscientiousness defined as the disposition to be pur-
poseful, determined, organized, and controlled (Costa and
McCrae 1992) may be especially interesting in this context
because individuals who are higher in conscientiousness
have been found to hold also higher self-efficacy beliefs
for a given behavior. For example, Chamorro-Premuzic
and Furnham (2003) reported in their study that indidivu-
dals with high conscientiousness were better able to build
up self-efficacy by task effort and performance, persistence,
resilience in the face of failure, effective problem solving,
and efficiency of time use. Complementing these findings,
Kelly and Johnson (2005) found that given their higher lev-
els of self-efficacy, conscientious people were more likely
to successfully engage in acts that were important to them,
arguing that self-efficacy beliefs were directly responsible
for the level of QoL that these people experienced.

Purpose of this study

The main focus of our study was to examine more closely
the impact of personality on QoL considering emotion
regulation and self-efficacy beliefs as mediating factors.
Given prior findings, we expected that specific personality
would be linked to emotion regulation, self-efficacy, and
QoL. Particularly, conscientiousness and extraversion were
assumed to be positively, whereas neuroticism to be nega-
tively linked to emotion regulation, self-efficacy, and QoL.

Furthermore, emotion regulation was expected to medi-
ate the effect of three personality traits on self-efficacy.

Also, self-efficacy was expected to mediate the effect of
emotion regulation as well as the three personality traits on
QoL but the individual effects are expected to be differen-
tial. Specifically, neuroticism was assumed to be negatively
linked to emotion regulation and to self-efficacy beliefs,
while extraversion and conscientiousness were expected
to be positively linked to the same variables. Additionally,
emotion regulation was expected to be positively associated
with self-efficacy beliefs.

Methods
Characteristics of the sample and procedure

A total of 409 individuals [including 211 women (51.6%)
and 198 men (48.4%), ages ranging from 20 to 65 years,
Mage = 39.72, SDage = 12.87] representing a community-
based sample of the French-speaking regions of Switzer-
land and of France (Aix en Provence region) participated
in this study. Of the 409 participants, 254 (62.1%) were
recruited in Switzerland and 155 (37.9%) were recruited in
France. The subjects were recruited in the community by



psychology students as part of a practical assignment. The
participants were professionally active and employed in
various institutions. They completed the paper—pencil ques-
tionnaires on personality, emotion regulation, self-efficacy
beliefs, and QoL. Informed consent was obtained from all
participants included in the study. As there were no sub-
stantial differences between the two samples, we combined
the Swiss and French participants for the analysis.

Measures
Personality

We used the French version of the NEO-FFI-R, a short ver-
sion of the Revised NEO Personality Inventory (Costa and
McCrae 1992), measuring the five main personality dimen-
sions of the five-factor model (neuroticism, extraversion,
openness to experience, agreeableness, and conscientious-
ness). The participants were asked to respond to 60 items
using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (strongly disa-
gree) to 4 (strongly agree). Internal consistency coefficients
of the French version of the NEO-FFI-R ranged from 0.70
to 0.82 for the five scales (Mdn = 0.76) (Aluja et al. 2005).
In this study, we used only three domains: neuroticism
(example item: When | am under the pressure of very diffi-
cult situations, I sometimes feel like I’m going to collapse)
extraversion (example item: | like to have many people
around me), and conscientiousness (example item: | have a
well-defined set of goals and | work to achieve them in an
orderly way). Internal consistency coefficients in this study
were high (neuroticism: = 0.81, extraversion: = 0.76,
and conscientiousness: = 0.82).

Self-efficacy

The General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES; Jerusalem and
Schwarzer 1992) translated into French (Dumont et al.
2000) consists of 10 items, which are answered on a Likert
scale ranging from 1 (not at all true) to 4 (completely true).
An example item is: | can always manage to solve difficult
problems if | try hard enough. This scale is designed to
assess self-beliefs related to solving a variety of challeng-
ing demands of life. In contrast to other scales, the GSES
explicitly refers to personal agency, i.e. the belief that one’s
actions are responsible for successful outcomes. In our
study, internal consistency was high ( =0.84).

Emotion regulation

We used a subscale from the Dimensions of Emotional
Openness questionnaire (DOE-20) to assess emation regu-
lation (Reicherts 2007). In this measure, the regulation of
emotion dimension represents one’s capacity to regulate

and monitor emotions. The four items of this subscale
were: At moments I’m overwhelmed by strong emotions; I
am able to alleviate or postpone the effects of a strong emo-
tion; My feelings can sometimes cause me to break down;
I manage to calm my feelings even in difficult situations.
Answers were given on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely). Prior work has shown satis-
factory reliability of the 4-item sub-scale (Reicherts et al.
2012). In our study the internal consistency for the emotion
regulation dimension was satisfactory ( =0.67).

Quality of life

We used a 12-item version of the World Health Organi-
zation Quality of Life questionnaire (WHOQOL-12) to
assess QoL, which was recently validated in French using
the participants in the present study (Dupuis et al. 2016).
This self-reported questionnaire consists of 12 items (3
per factor) related to 4 dimensions of the WHO Quality
of Life Inventory WHOQOL-100, namely: physical health
( =0.73), psychological health ( = 0.64), social relation-
ships ( = 0.61), and environment ( = 0.69). The four-
factor converged into a higher-order factor of overall QoL,
which had a high internal consistency ( = 0.84). Example
items for each dimension are: Do you have enough energy
for everyday life? is representative of the physical dimen-
sion; How much do you enjoy life? corresponds to the psy-
chological dimension; How satisfied are you with your per-
sonal relationships? belongs to the subscale covering social
relations, and How healthy is your physical environment?
corresponds to the QoL dimension covering environment.
Items are answered using a 5-point Likert scale, allowing
the evaluation of own feeling (ranging from 1 =not at all
to 5 = extremely), according to the questions. Analyses of
internal consistency, item-total correlations, criterion valid-
ity, construct validity, and measurement invariance through
confirmatory factor analysis, indicate that the overall
WHOQOL-12 has good psychometric properties (Dupuis
et al. 2016).

Statistical analysis

After evaluating descriptive findings for demographic and
psychological characteristics, we computed the Pearson
correlations between key study variables to examine zero-
order relationships. We then tested three structural equation
models (SEM) in order to determine the specific effects of
the three personality dimensions (i.e., neuroticism, extra-
version, and conscientiousness, respectively) on QoL con-
sidering emotion regulation and self-efficacy as mediators
(Fig. 1). In those models, we also tested whether the effect
of emotional regulation on QoL was mediated by self-effi-
cacy. Given that including all personality traits would have
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Fig. 1 Theoretical model of the relations between personality, emotional regulation, self-efficacy, and quality of life

resulted in a too complex model, we chose to test the effect
of each personality trait separately. Thus, each model speci-
fied both direct and indirect effects of one personality trait
(neuroticism, extraversion, or conscientiousness, respec-
tively) on emotion regulation, self-efficacy, and QoL.

QoL was measured by a general latent variable com-
posed of the four dimensions of the WHOQOL-12. Fur-
thermore, the determination coefficient, which indicates
the amount of the variance in QoL explained by specific
variables, was computed. To evaluate the model fit, the
following indices were calculated using the Maximum
Likelihood Robust estimation method (MLR): the x 2/
df ratio, the comparative fit index (CFI) and the Tucker-
Lewis non-normed index (TLI), the root mean square

error of approximation (RMSEA), and the standardized
root mean square residual (SRMR). The x ?/df ratio is
considered acceptable when lower than 5, and indicates
an excellent fit when it is below 3 (Kline 2011). Hu and
Bentler (1999) suggested that models presenting CFI or
TLI indices greater than 0.90 are generally considered to
be acceptable. A RMSEA below 0.07 indicates a good
model fit and is acceptable as long as the confidence
interval of its estimate is lower than 0.08 (MacCallum
et al. 1996). The SRMR is acceptable when it is lower
than 0.08 (Kline 2011). All analyses were performed with
R; the structural equation model was tested using the R
package ‘Lavaan’ (Rosseel 2012).



Results
Descriptive findings and zero-order correlations

Descriptive statistics and correlations for all central varia-
bles are presented in Table 1. As the main variable of inter-
est, QoL had a mean score of 48.30 £ 5.78 indicating a high
overall level (range 12-60). Gender, age, and income were
not significantly correlated with QoL. However, national-
ity was negatively linked to all components of QoL. The
correlations between QoL and psychological variables were
moderate. Specifically, all QoL domains correlated posi-
tively with extraversion, conscientiousness, and self-effi-
cacy and negatively with neuroticism. Moreover, it appears
that emotion regulation was linked to all QoL domains,
except social relationships. In addition, neuroticism was
negatively associated with emotion regulation and self-
efficacy, while the links between the two others personality
dimensions and emotion regulations as well as self-efficacy
were significantly positive.

Neuroticism and its links to emotion regulation,
self-efficacy, and QoL

The Structural Equation Model (SEM) testing the relations
between neuroticism, emotion regulation, self-efficacy,
and QoL explained 32.8% of variance in QoL. The model
fit was good as indicated by a RMSEA of 0.059, 95% IC =

[0.049, 0.070], a SRMR of 0.055, a CFI of 0.942, and a TLI
of 0.927. The x ?/df ratio was 2.43. Our model confirmed
both direct and indirect significant effects of the variables
(Table 2): Neuroticism showed direct effects, which stand-
ardized values ranging from —0.80 to 0.46, and indirect
effects ranging from —0.37 to —0.04 on the other variables.
As illustrated in Fig. 2 and indicated in Table 2, a large
direct negative effect of neuroticism on emotion regulation
was found (P =-0.80, p <0.001), indicating that more neu-
rotic individuals demonstrated less emotion regulation, but
in contrast, the effect of emotion regulation on self-efficacy
was positive but only approached significance (P=0.46,
p = 0.052), suggesting that individuals with better emotion
regulation scored higher in self-efficacy. Consequently, the
indirect effect of neuroticism on QoL, mediated by self-effi-
cacy, was negative but not significant due to large standard
errors of estimate (/J =-0.37, p = 0.075). Neuroticism had a
small negative direct effect on self-efficacy that was not sig-
nificant (P =—-0.11, p = 0.614). Self-efficacy in turn, had a
positive and significant effect on QoL (P=0.32, p <0.001),
resulting in a negligible negative indirect effect (/3 =—0.04,
p = 0.618). Given both positive and strong effect of self-
efficacy on QoL and a moderate positive effect of emotion
regulation on self-efficacy, the indirect effect of emotion
regulation on QoL via self-efficacy was positive, but only
with an approached significance (P = 0.15, p = 0.065). Nev-
ertheless, the total effect of neuroticism on QoL was nega-
tive and very significant (/J =—0.50, p <0.001).

Table 1 Zero-order correlations among sample characteristics and key study variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Gender!
Nationality? 0.06
Age 0.01 —0.06
Income 0.35**  —0.10 0.31**
Neuroticism —0.01 —-0.07 002 —0.15
Extraversion —0.02 —0.12* 0.01 0.01 —0.24**
Conscientiousness 0.03 —0.11* 0.07 0.09 -0.21%* 0.22*%*
Emotion regulation 0.03 —0.19** —0.03 0.12* —0.51** 0.09*  0.14**
General self-efficacy 0.06 005 —0.02 0.16* —0.39** 0.34** 0.34** 0.36**
Physical health 0.01 —0.15*%* 0.06 0.04 -0.36** 0.34** 0.38** 0.17** 0.37**
Psychological health 0.05 —0.17*%* 0.07 0.02 -0.36** 0.23** 0.36** 0.21** 0.35** 0.53**
Social relationships 0.01 —0.12%* 0.07 -0.06 —0.30** 0.34** 0.16** 0.07 0.17** 0.42** 0.47**
Environment -0.06 —0.24** 0.08 0.07 -0.26** 0.19** 0.28** 0.12* 0.27** 0.50** 0.53** 0.33**
Mean — - 39.72 — 20.94 29.58 3436 1302 3173 1197 1223 1156 1251
Standard deviation - - 12.87 - 7.90 6.47 6.70 3.07 448 1.88 1.88 2.00 177
Skewness - - 0.20 - 0.17 -029 -035 —0.09 -0.08 —-0.60 -0.66 -0.45 -0.42
Kurtosis - - -1.22 - -020 -0.11 -0.13 -0.15 039 074 113 019 -0.10

10=Women, 1=Men

2 0=Swiss/French nationality, 1=non-Swiss/French nationality

*p<0.05, **p<0.01



Table 2 Summary of direct and indirect effects among neuroticism, emotional regulation, self-efficacy, and quality of life

B SE p B
Direct effects
Neuroticism (N)
Emotional regulation (ER) -1.167 0.159 <0.001 —0.80
General self-efficacy (GSE) -0.171 0.339 0.614 -0.11
Quality of life (QOL) —-0.901 0.212 <0.001 -0.35
Emotional regulation
General self-efficacy 0.483 0.248 0.050 0.46
General self-efficacy
Quality of life 0.536 0.126 <0.001 0.32
Indirect effects
N on GSE mediated by ER —0.563 0.316 0.075 -0.37
N on QOL mediated by GSE —0.092 0.184 0.618 —0.04
ER on QOL mediated by GSE 0.259 0.140 0.065 0.15
N on QOL mediated by ER and by GSE —0.302 0.176 0.086 —0.12
Total effects
Total indirect effect of N on QOL -0.393 0.101 <0.001 -0.15
Total effect of N on QOL -1.295 0.194 <0.001 -0.50
Loadings
Physical health 0.934 0.084 <0.001 0.73
Psychological health 1.000 0.79
Social relationships 0.765 0.078 <0.001 0.56
Environment 0.801 0.071 <0.001 0.66
Model fit rdf CFI TLI RMSEA (95% ClI) SRMR
243 0.942 0.927 0.059 (0.049-070) 0.055

Cutoff scores for acceptable fit index values: CFI>0.90; TL1>0.90; RMSEA<0.07; SR

Extraversion and its links to emotion regulation,
self-efficacy, and QoL

In the SEM including extraversion, emotional regulation,
self-efficacy, and QoL, a good fit was obtained with a
RMSEA of 0.052, 95% IC = [0.041, 0.063], and a SRMR of
0.045. The ,r /df ratio was 2.09, the CFI was 0.946, and TLI
was 0.932. The model explained a total of 30.3% of vari-
ance in QoL. Regarding the prediction of QoL, all direct
effects assumed by the model were significant, although
smaller for extraversion and emotional regulation relation-
ship (/3 = 0.20, p = 0.027) (Table 3). In addition, a signifi-
cant mediation of the effect of extraversion and emotion
regulation via self-efficacy on QoL was found (P=0.12,
p <0.001,and P=0.21, p<0.001, respectively). Moreover,
small but significant indirect effects of extraversion on self-
efficacy via emotion regulation were measured (/J = 0.11,
p = 0.020). The indirect effect of extraversion on QoL
mediated by emotion regulation and by self-efficacy was
also small, although still significant (P=0.04, p=0.025).
Consequently, the direct effect (/J =0.26, p <0.001), the
total indirect (P=0.16, p<0.001), and the total effect of

extraversion on quality of life (P=0.42, p<0.001) were
very significant.

Conscientiousness and its links to emotion regulation,
self-efficacy, and QoL

The third structural equation model testing the relations
between conscientiousness, emotion regulation, self-effi-
cacy, and QoL explained 34.8% of variance in QoL. The
model resulted in an RMSEA of 0.058, 95% IC = [0.047,
0.069], and a SRMR of 0.052. The ,r 2/df ratio was 2.37,
the CFI was 0.940 and the TLI was 0.924. All indices con-
firmed that the model fitted the data well. This last model
resulted in both direct and indirect significant effects
(Table 4). Conscientiousness showed direct effects ranging
from 0.24 to 0.35 and a total indirect effect of 0.15 on QoL.
As a consequence, the total effect of conscientiousness on
QoL was positive and strongly (P=0.51, p<0.001). As
depicted in Fig. 2, emotion regulation had a quite large pos-
itive effect on both self-efficacy (/J =0.53, p<0.001) and
QoL (P=0.34, p<0.001). These direct effects resulted in



Neurotieism

Extraversion

Self-efficacy

Self-efficacy

Physical
health

Psychological
health

Social
relationships

Environment

Physical
health

Psychological
health

Quality

Conscicntiousness,

Self-efficacy

of Life

Social
relationships

Environment

Physical
health

Psychological
health

Social
relationships

Environment

Fig. 2 Models displaying direct relations between personality, emotional regulation, self-efficacy, and quality of life. Note: For each step, stand-

ardized p are presented; n.s. not significant

a moderate but significant positive indirect effect on QoL
(P=0.18, p=0.002).

Discussion

This study examined the relationship between personal-
ity (i.e., neuroticism, extraversion, and conscientiousness)
and QoL, taking into account emotion regulation and self-
efficacy beliefs as mediating factors. More specifically,
we tested three models using each personality dimension
together with emotion regulation and self-efficacy, rep-
resenting factors mediating on QoL. Moreover, we tested
whether self-efficacy mediated the impact of emotion regu-
lation and personality on QoL, whereas emotion regulation
mediated the effect of personality on self-efficacy.
Regarding personality, we found that high neuroticism
was associated with poor QoL, while high extraversion

and conscientiousness were positively related to QoL. One
underlying reason for the negative association between
neuroticism and QoL may be the fact that more neurotic
individuals demonstrated less emotion regulation and low
self-efficacy, which may lead them to the conclusion that
life problems are beyond their control and therefore not
manageable, and that their efforts could not solve them.
In line with prior studies (Matthews and Zeidner 2004;
Hoyle and Gallagher 2015; Pocnet et al. 2016b), our find-
ings suggest that neurotic individuals may underestimate
their personal skills or resources, as represented by poor
self-efficacy, and that emotion regulation seems to channel
effect of this on QoL. Conversely, the positive link between
emotion regulation, self-efficacy, and QoL indicated that
emotionally stable individuals with high self-efficacy and
adaptive emotion regulation may experience higher QoL.
Therefore, although neuroticism negatively influenced the
QoL, the process of emotional regulation and self-efficacy



Table 3 Summary of direct and indirect effects among extraversion, emotional regulation, self-efficacy and quality of life

B SE p B
Direct effects
Extraversion (E)
Emotional regulation (ER) 0.385 0.175 0.027 0.20
General self-efficacy (GSE) 0.439 0.108 <0.001 0.30
Quality of life (QOL) 0.639 0.191 0.001 0.26
Emotional regulation
General self-efficacy 0.408 0.096 <0.001 0.55
General self-efficacy
Quality of life 0.649 0.128 <0.001 0.39
Indirect effects
E on GSE mediated by ER 0.157 0.067 0.020 0.11
E on QOL mediated by GSE 0.285 0.078 <0.001 0.12
ER on QOL mediated by GSE 0.265 0.083 0.001 0.21
E on QOL mediated by ER and by GSE 0.102 0.046 0.025 0.04
Total effects
Total indirect effect of E on QOL 0.387 0.191 <0.001 0.16
Total effect of E on QOL 1.026 0.193 <0.001 0.42
Loadings
Physical health 0.976 0.090 <0.001 0.74
Psychological health 1.000 0.77
Social relationships 0.793 0.082 <0.001 0.57
Environment 0.820 0.073 <0.001 0.66
Model fit rdf CFI TLI RMSEA (95% CI) SRMR
2.09 0.946 0.932 0.052 (0.041-0.063) 0.045

Cutoff scores for acceptable fit index values: CF1>0.90; TLI>0.90; RMSEA<0.07; SRMR<0.08

beliefs seems to temper its effect. Our findings support the
role of emotion regulation and self-efficacy as possible reg-
ulatory mechanisms which was also found in earlier studies
(Norem and Chang 2002; Judge et al. 2007), but for the first
time, self-efficacy and emotion regulation were examined
concurrently showing their effective interplay.

Moreover, QoL was significantly and positively influ-
enced by extraversion, directly or via self-efficacy beliefs
and emotion regulation as mediating factors. Self-efficacy
seems to channel the effect of extraversion on QoL, maybe
by reinforcing the tendency to experiencing positive emo-
tions that enhance self-assurance and self-esteem. Thus,
jovial individuals who enjoy the company of others may
experience themselves as particularly self-efficacious,
as situations with others may allow recognition of one’s
capacities and skills, which in turn may result in individuals
feeling more positive about their life and functioning (e.g.,
Jopp and Rott 2006). These results are similar to previous
findings about the influence of extraversion on QoL (Mat-
thews and Gilliand 1999; Diener et al. 2003; Lyubomirsky
et al. 2005; Lucas and Diener 2015), but to our knowledge,
the present study is the first that has empirically confirmed

the role of self-efficacy as a mediating factor between posi-
tive emotion regulation and high QoL. These positive con-
nections between emotion regulation and self-efficacy is in
line with theoretical assumptions (Maddux and Volkmann
2010) and could lead to a tendency to look on the bright
side of life. However, contrary to our expectations, extra-
version influenced QoL via emotional regulation and self-
efficacy only moderately. As emotion regulation involves
the ability to manage feelings in difficult situations, which
includes the management of interpersonal relationships
and the affectivity, we had expected at a more significant
effect. One possible explanation is that extravert people
are less likely to be affected by failure at a personal level,
thus, it could be that individuals high on extraversion have
a reduced need for emotion regulation. Also, as extravert
individuals often talk to someone about their feelings
and receive sympathy and understanding, they have been
found to use this as a strategy to receive emotion-focused
support and to activate their energy and social resources
(Tsai et al. 2007). Talking to a supportive, validating per-
son about one’s thoughts and emotions related to an acute
stressor facilitates adjustment by reducing the frequency of



Table 4 Summary of direct and indirect effects among conscientiousness, emotional regulation, self-efficacy, and quality of life

B SE p B
Direct effects
Conscientiousness (C)
Emotional regulation (ER) 0.520 0.181 0.004 0.24
General self-efficacy (GSE) 0.512 0.123 <0.001 0.32
Quality of life (QOL) 0.985 0.197 <0.001 0.35
Emotional regulation
General self-efficacy 0.381 0.091 <0.001 0.53
General self-efficacy
Quality of life 0.594 0.124 <0.001 0.34
Indirect effects
C on GSE mediated by ER 0.198 0.074 0.007 0.13
C on QOL mediated by GSE 0.304 0.086 <0.001 0.11
ER on QOL mediated by GSE 0.227 0.073 0.002 0.18
C on QOL mediated by ER and by GSE 0.118 0.049 0.016 0.04
Total effects
Total indirect effect of C on QOL 0.422 0.101 <0.001 0.15
Total effect of C on QOL 1.402 0.195 <0.001 0.51
Loadings
Physical health 0.942 0.084 <0.001 0.73
Psychological health 1.000 0.79
Social relationships 0.741 0.076 <0.001 0.54
Environment 0.805 0.071 <0.001 0.67
Model fit x?/df CFI TLI RMSEA (95% ClI) SRMR
2.37 0.940 0.924 0.058 (0.047-0.069) 0.052

Cutoff scores for acceptable fit index values: CF1>0.90; TLI>0.90; RMSEA<0.07; SRMR<0.08

distressing, intrusive thoughts (Lepore et al. 2000), which
may make “internal” emotion regulation less needed.

Instead, our findings clearly indicate that neuroti-
cism and conscientiousness dimensions of personality are
strongly associated with emotion regulation. Specifically,
neurotic people are likely to blame others and to underes-
timate goals progress, while conscientious individuals, who
have, as its negative expression, a tendency towards per-
fectionism or compulsive persistence tend to blame them-
selves when they fail in the pursuing of their goals. Some
authors suggest that the facet of impulsivity belongs within
this domain because it reflects a failure to be conscientious,
disciplined, or deliberate (McCrae and Ldckenhoff 2010).
So, both consciousness and neuroticism personality traits
are related to emotions that need to be regulated.

Moreover, conscientiousness had significant direct as
well as indirect effects on QoL, indicating that this per-
sonality dimension is an important factor in the context of
QoL. Conscientiousness was strongly and positively related
to self-efficacy, suggesting that being conscientious is
likely to come with feeling strong about one’s competence.
Moreover, self-efficacy beliefs mediated the relationship

between conscientiousness and QoL: Trusting in one’s abil-
ity to complete tasks and reach goals seems to be one of
the mechanisms linking conscientiousness to QoL, con-
firming findings by Judge et al. (2007). Our results suggest
that conscientious people might have a higher QoL because
they are organized, hard-working, and efficient, which
likely contributes to their ability to achieve personal goals,
as also suggested by other studies (Kelly and Johnson 2005;
Maddux and Volkmann 2010; Pocnet et al. 2016b). In addi-
tion, people with high conscientiousness tend to practice
healthy behaviors (e.g., engaging in physical exercise) and
avoid risky health behaviors (e.g., smoking), behaviors that
are part of the health dimension of QoL (e.g., Pocnet et al.
2016a). Conscientiousness was also positive linked to emo-
tion regulation, suggesting that this personality domain
seems to be a protective factor for the emotional impact of
environmental constraints (e.g., Pocnet et al. 2016b) and
that emotion regulation can be seen as an adjustment fea-
ture (Reicherts et al. 2012). Our findings further support
the assumption that tenacity in the pursuit of goals, which
characterizes conscientiousness, also involves patterns of
goal directed behavior that supports emotion regulation,



which in turn promotes QoL (Augustine and Larsen 2015).
In other words, adaptive emotion regulation includes
behavioral adjustment to initiate and maintain the pursuit
of goals instead of giving up, as also reported by Wrosch
et al. (2007).

A few important limitations should be noted. When con-
sidering all personality aspects of interest simultaneously,
our theoretical model would have become very complex
and the results of indirect effects, although significant,
become smaller (B standardized < 0.05). Given that this is
the first study to test the role of personality traits, self-effi-
cacy, and emotional regulation on QoL, we chose to con-
sider the three personality dimensions separately in order to
ensure good model properties. Future studies should further
develop the underlying theoretical model, considering the
more specific interplay between neuroticism, extraversion,
and conscientiousness, as well as self-efficacy and emotion
regulation. Such a model should then be tested including a
larger sample to enhance the statistical power and model fit.
Furthermore, this study was based on cross-sectional data.
Ideally, mediation effects should be tested longitudinally
for a better understanding on the causality of the effects.
Finally, in the present study, we were missing some infor-
mation that may be crucial, which should be considered
in future studies: besides including information on coping
strategies to disentangle the effects of emotion regulation,
context specificity should be taken into account, because
situational constraints (e.g., dealing with a specific event)
and individual differences (e.g., financial or health status)
might better explain the ways in which individuals imple-
ment regulation attempts to reach a life of high quality.

Conclusion

Considering the direct and indirect effects of specific per-
sonality profiles on QoL, this study has expanded prior
work on the relationship between personality and QoL by
including emotion regulation and self-efficacy. The present
study provides a promising approach for future inquiry that
could further advance a more comprehensive understand-
ing of how personality characteristics together with emo-
tion regulation skills and self-efficacy beliefs contribute to
QoL. As a starting point, our study demonstrates that both
emotion regulation and self-efficacy are central mecha-
nisms that link specific personality dimensions to QoL and,
therefore, suggests the chaining and modulation of these
complex effects. Given that these links have implications
for the ways in which people experience their daily life and
how they influence their affective experiences, more in-
depth prospective studies are promising avenues to further
our understanding.
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