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BACKGROUND

According to the Big Five theory, personality can be clas-
sified into five traits (i.e., extraversion, neuroticism, con-
scientiousness, agreeableness, and openness), and past
research showed that situations impact personality. In the
present study, (1) we measured which of these five per-
sonality traits changed according to different situations
and (2) tested whether the across-situation variability
(ASV; i.e., a continuous variable showing how much people
change their personality traits according to situations) was
significantly connected with specific personality domains,
revealing a potential marker of personality disturbance.

PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE

We recruited 80 participants (40 women) to complete
the five situation-version (family, work, friends, romantic
partner, and hobbies/leisure) of the Big Five Inventory to
measure whether personality traits significantly changed
across these situations. In addition, we ran a network anal-
ysis to reveal how the ASV is related to personality traits.

RESULTS

The findings showed that all traits significantly changed
across the situations, except openness, which remained
stable. The network analysis revealed that the ASV vari-
able was especially connected with conscientiousness (in
romantic partner and family situations).

CONCLUSIONS

Most personality traits were flexible, showing how impor-
tant it is to consider the role of situations in the study of
personality. Openness appeared to be particularly stable
and understanding its nature represents a challenge for
future studies. Finally, the network analysis demonstrat-
ed that the ASV shows specific connections with consci-
entiousness and might be a potential psychopathology
marker.
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Personality and situations

BACKGROUND

Personality has been defined as “the dynamic organi-
zation within the individual of the psychobiological
systems that modulate his or her unique adaptations
to a changing internal and external environment”
(Cloninger & Svrakic, 2016, p. 538), and several au-
thors have demonstrated that personality traits are
stable across age (Allport & Odbert, 1936; Donnellan
& Lucas, 2008; McCrae et al., 2005; Mroczek & Spi-
ro, 2003; Roberts & DelVecchio, 2000; Roberts et al.,
2006; Soto et al., 2011). With this meaning, some au-
thors also refer to ipsative stability, which is the trait
configuration continuity within the individual, pro-
viding information on the patterning of traits within
a person across time (De Fruyt et al., 2006; Terraccia-
no et al., 2010).

MEAN-LEVEL AND RANK-ORDER STABILITY

A crucial distinction concerning the stability of
personality traits is the difference made between
mean-level stability and rank-order stability (Don-
nellan & Lucas, 2008; McCrae et al., 2005; Mroczek
& Spiro, 2003; Roberts & DelVecchio, 2000; Roberts
et al., 2006; Soto et al., 2011; Terracciano et al., 2010;
Twenge, 2001; Twenge & Campbell, 2008). The for-
mer refers to the amount of change in absolute levels
of personality traits over time or age. For instance, if
everyone in a community displays increasing agree-
ableness with age, we would see increases in indi-
vidual agreeableness levels and the mean level across
the population (Edmonds & Hill, 2020).

On the other hand, rank-order stability corre-
sponds to a correlation between personality traits
at two points in time (at least): a decrease in cor-
relational magnitude reveals substantial changes in
a personality trait and an increase reveals higher sta-
bility levels. For example, from a developmental per-
spective, Specht et al. (2014) observed significant per-
sonality changes in young children and adolescents
(i.e., the correlational magnitude is smaller during
these life periods). Later, personality becomes quite
stable in adults and finally turns out to be changeable
again in older adults. In other words, the correlation-
al magnitude of personality traits is smaller in young
children and adolescents, increases in adulthood, and
becomes again smaller in older adults (see also Rob-
erts & DelVecchio, 2000).

Closely related to the above, a meta-analysis
showed that all personality traits demonstrated small
mean-level changes at all points in the lifespan, sug-
gesting that there is no specific moment when per-
sonality traits stop changing (Roberts et al., 2006).
In a recent 50-year longitudinal study, Damian et al.
(2019) found average rank-order stability across
50 years of .31; in parallel, about 98% of participants
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showed reliable changes. Therefore, most people
showed reliable changes in one or more personality
traits, but it appears that people change differently
despite some normative trends.

SITUATION AND PERSONALITY

Fifty years ago, Mischel (1969) challenged the stabil-
ity of personality traits across situations, and since
then, authors have claimed that it is important to
consider the situation to achieve the most accurate
prediction of human behavior (Funder, 2006; Ziegler
& Horstmann, 2015). Indeed, the situation in which
the person lives and evolves plays a significant role
in behaviors.

Models such as the DIAMONDS (Rauthmann
et al., 2014), the Situation Five (Ziegler et al., 2019),
or the CAPTION (Parrigon et al., 2017) frameworks
gave a specific role to the situation and showed that
it predicts a broad range of psychological outcomes,
including personality expression. More particularly,
situations are critical when assessing personality
(Rauthmann et al., 2014; Ziegler et al., 2019). Another
study showed that romantic relationships and work
induce personality changes (Bleidorn et al., 2018):
significant changes were found in neuroticism and
extraversion in the romantic relationship situation
and significant changes in agreeableness, conscien-
tiousness, openness, and neuroticism at work.

Therefore, overall, we can consider that a situation
is an environmental setting through which the per-
son interacts, and specific cues present in this situa-
tion might produce personality changes.

OBJECTIVES

Whereas many studies focus on personality stabil-
ity (Robert & DelVecchio, 2000; Roberts et al., 2006;
Soto et al., 2011; Terracciano et al., 2010), only sparse
works demonstrate significant personality changes
across situations. Therefore, the present study has
a primary objective: investigating whether personal-
ity (assessed by the Big Five Inventory) significantly
changes according to five major situations of life (i.e.,
work, family, friends, romantic partner, and leisure/
hobbies).

As mentioned, Bleidorn et al. (2018) found sig-
nificant changes in neuroticism and extraversion in
the romantic relationship situation and significant
changes in agreeableness, conscientiousness, open-
ness, and neuroticism at work. Therefore, we hypoth-
esize that similar findings will be obtained for those
two situations.

Furthermore, there are many occupational set-
tings, ranging from industrial and organizational to
clinical psychology, in which there is strong interest
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in distinguishing some personality profiles, e.g. in re-
cruitment (Childs et al., 2017) or for adapting support
and therapy for patients who have personality disor-
ders (Clark et al., 2020). Therefore, we created a new
continuous across-situation variability (ASV) variable
thanks to our five-situation design. While low ASV
refers to people presenting low across-situation vari-
ability levels of personality traits, high ASV describes
people presenting high across-situation variability
levels. This first investigation will reveal that ASV
might offer a new understanding of interindividual
differences in personality expression. Hence, as a sec-
ond objective, we aim to explore whether the ASV
exhibits significant relations with personality traits.

PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE
PARTICIPANTS

Eighty subjects (40 women and 40 men) voluntarily
participated in the study. Participants were recruited
online and through advertisements. All participants
gave their consent to be included in the study.

The mean age of participants was 24.40 years
(SD = 2.73). Our sample was composed of 36 un-
dergraduate students (Mage = 23.00, SDage = 2.41) and
44 workers (Mage = 25.50, SDage = 2.46), most of whom
were European (99%). 39% of our participants were fi-
nancially independent and described their perceived
socioeconomic status as “average” (54%). Those who
were not financially independent reported their per-
ceived parents’ socioeconomic status and described
it mostly as “average” as well (62.5%). None of the
participants self-reported any psychiatric or neuro-
logical histories.

Concerning the main analysis (MANOVA),
G*Power 3.1.9.7 (Faul et al., 2007) determined that to
achieve a power of 0.80 with an a-error of 0.05 and
an estimated effect size of 0.25, we would require at
least 45 participants.

MATERIALS

Situations. The five situations were developed from
a pilot experiment where twenty participants were
invited to report a list of the five most frequent situ-
ations they experienced in life. We collected all par-
ticipants’ responses and classified those according
to five supra-categories (i.e., work, family, friends,
significant others, and hobbies/leisure). Here are ex-
amples of situations described by participants: “T of-
ten spend time with my family by watching a movie”
was defined as a family situation, or “Most of the
time, I am at work” was defined as a work situation.

Personality assessment. We based our experiment
on the Big Five Inventory (BFL John et al., 1991;

French version: Plaisant et al., 2010), a briefer version
(45 items) of the NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992),
to assess personality across the five situations. The
BFI assesses five personality domains (i.e., extraver-
sion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism,
and openness). In the present study, we created five
versions of the BFIL, one for each situation (see Ta-
ble S1 in Supplementary materials), used a 7-point
Likert scale to get a larger range of the data, and cal-
culated mean scores for each domain.

PROCEDURE

All participants received a brief situation description
and were invited to answer all questions according
to this situation: all items displayed an introduc-
tory sentence related to their situation (e.g., work';
item 1: “When I am at work, I see myself as someone
who... 1. ...is talkative”; item 2: “When I am at work,
I see myself as someone who... 2. ...tends to find fault
with others”; see Supplementary materials for more
information). Cronbach’s alphas were > .75 for the
five-situation version (see Table S2 in Supplementary
materials). All five questionnaires were distributed
randomly, with an interval of 5 to 7 days between
successive questionnaires (see Figure S1 in Supple-
mentary materials).

STATISTICAL ANALYSES

A repeated measures MANOVA with five situations
(within-factor) and five domains (between-factor)
was performed to determine whether significant per-
sonality changes occur according to the five situa-
tions. Due to significant sphericity indices, we ran
all MANOVA analyses by performing the Green-
house-Geisser correction. Tukey’s post hoc analy-
ses tested the Situations x Dimensions comparisons.
In addition, intra-domain Spearman’s correlations
across situations were run to investigate the rank-
order stability of domains between situations. We
also ran a network analysis to identify whether the
ASV*? showed significant associations with personal-
ity traits.

A network analysis was performed on the 25 per-
sonality and ASV variables. This analysis creates
a graphical representation of the interconnections
between all these variables. All variables are depicted
as nodes, and the relations are represented as edges
(lines) that can be seen as predictors (the larger the
edge, the stronger the predictor). In addition, edges
represent the partial correlations between two nodes
after controlling all other nodes. We applied the Least
Absolute Shrinkage and Selection Operator (LASSO)
to reduce the number of false-positive edges, produc-
ing replicable and interpretable results (Epskamp
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et al, 2018). This technique creates a conservative
model because small or unstable correlations are es-
timated as zero. In addition, the Extended Bayesian
Information Criterion (EBIC) was applied to reveal
the true network structure (Foygel & Drton, 2010).
Finally, we estimated 95% confidence intervals of
the edge weight through bootstrapping (1000 boot-
straps), empowering the results’ consistency and rep-
licability.

All statistical analyses were performed using JASP
(version 0.16.3.0; JASP Team, 2022; van Doorn et al.,
2021), which is software based on the network mod-
ules in the bootnet (Epskamp et al., 2017) and ggraph
(Epskamp et al., 2012) packages of R (R Core Team,
2017).

RESULTS
THE BIG FIVE ACROSS THE FIVE SITUATIONS3

As expected, the repeated-measures MANOVA show-
ed a significant Domains x Situations interaction
(F(10,46) = 14.60; p< .001; r]zp =.16; see Tables S3 and S4
in Supplementary materials).

Tukey’s post hoc analyses performed on the in-
teraction between Domains and Situations (see Fig-
ure 1) showed that levels of extraversion significantly
differed between work and family, work and friends,
work and romantic partner, and work and hobbies
(ps = .010): the lowest levels of extraversion were
found in the work situation. Levels of agreeable-
ness significantly differed between work and family
and family and hobbies (ps = .009). No significant
difference in agreeableness was found between the
romantic partner and hobbies situations (p = .063).
Levels of conscientiousness significantly differed be-
tween work and family, work and romantic partner,
family and hobbies, romantic partner and hobbies
(ps = .002), work and friends, and family and friends
(ps =< .05). Finally, levels of neuroticism significantly
differed between work and friends; work and hob-
bies; friends and romantic partner; and hobbies and
romantic partner (ps < .005). No significant differ-
ences were found in openness between all situations.

INTRA-DOMAIN CORRELATIONS

We found strong intra-domain Spearman’s correla-
tions for all domains (see Table S4 in Supplementary
materials): agreeableness (mean r = .64), extraversion
(mean r = .64), conscientiousness (mean r = .67), neu-
roticism (mean r = .61), and openness (mean r = .76).
Significant correlations were also found between
ASV and extraversion at work (r = -.33) and in fam-
ily situations (r = -.28); ASV and neuroticism at work
(r = .35); and ASV and conscientiousness in family

112 CURRENT ISSUES IN PERSONALITY PSYCHOLOGY

situations (r = —.35), with friends (r = -.30), and with
a romantic partner (r = —.42).

NETWORK ANALYSIS

The network model is stable, showing interpretable
and replicable findings (see Figures S2 and S3 in Sup-
plementary materials). On a global level, the network
structure can be divided into five clusters (one for
each personality domain), showing the intra-domain
proximity and the moderate connections they exhibit
(thicker lines), especially openness (see Figure 2 and
Table S4 in Supplementary materials). Furthermore,
the network structure also revealed some small in-
ter-domain connections and proximity (e.g., between
conscientiousness and neuroticism).

Figure 2 reveals that the ASV (i.e., number 26 in
Figure 2) has small and negative connections with
conscientiousness in the romantic partner and fam-
ily situations.

DISCUSSION
SITUATIONS AND PERSONALITY TRAITS

A growing body of research stresses the importance
of the situation of personality traits (Parrigon et al.,
2017; Rauthmann et al., 2014; Ziegler et al., 2019).
Specifically, the perception of a situation can deter-
mine individuals’ behaviors, attitudes, and reactions
(Rauthmann et al., 2014), and significant psychologi-
cal outcomes can be predicted from situations (Par-
rigon et al., 2017).

The present study’s findings show a strong in-
teraction between personality traits and situations
(r]zp =.16): all personality domains exhibit significant
variation according to our five situations (except for
openness). The intra-domain correlations are consis-
tent with this finding: neuroticism, extraversion, con-
scientiousness, and agreeableness presented approxi-
mately the same correlation levels (mean r = .60/.67),
while openness displayed the highest intra-domain
correlations (mean r = .76). Hence, since these four
personality traits demonstrate more lability across
situations, they are relatively stable. In other words,
they are more adaptive and context-dependent. Our
findings partly complement (except for extraversion)
a recent meta-analysis showing that neuroticism,
agreeableness, and conscientiousness are the most
modifiable traits throughout the ages (Bleidorn et al.,
2022) and situations (our results).

Openness appears to be the most robust and stable
trait across situations (our findings) and age trends
(Bleidorn et al., 2022; Damian et al., 2019). The rea-
son openness to experience is the most robust and
stable personality trait is quite paradoxical because,



Figure 1

Domain differences across situations
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Figure 2

Network structure

Note. Dotted lines represent negative relations and full lines positive ones. The edges emerged as more stable considering the estimat-
ed confidence intervals, estimated over 1,000 bootstrap resampling events. The thicker the edge, the stronger the relation. Only edges
> 0.08 are shown. 1 — work, agreeableness; 2 — work, conscientiousness; 3 — work, extraversion; 4 — work, neuroticism; 5 - work, open-
ness; 6 — family, agreeableness; 7 — family, conscientiousness; 8 — family, extraversion; 9 — family, neuroticism; 10 — family, openness;
11 - friends, agreeableness; 12 — friends, conscientiousness; 13 — friends, extraversion; 14 - friends, neuroticism; 15 - friends, openness;
16 — romantic partner, agreeableness; 17 — romantic partner, conscientiousness; 18 — romantic partner, extraversion; 19 — romantic
partner, neuroticism; 20 — romantic partner, openness; 21 — hobbies, agreeableness; 22 — hobbies, conscientiousness; 23 — hobbies,
extraversion; 24 — hobbies, neuroticism; 25 — hobbies, openness; 26 — across-situation variability.

after adolescence, experiences (from situations or
ages) appear no longer to influence how people are
open to them. However, Schwaba et al. (2022) found
that some openness sub-domains (e.g., openness to
feelings, values, and fantasy, and self vs. close-others
ratings of unconventionality) displayed significant
modifications across adulthood development, sug-
gesting that some openness sub-domains may also
change across situations.

In our study, we found lower extraversion levels
at work as compared to other situations. This find-
ing could appear inconsistent with a recent meta-
analysis showing the pervasive advantage of extra-
version at work (Wilmot et al., 2019). For instance,
facets such as enthusiasm, positive emotions, asser-
tiveness, dominance, and activity were recognized to
provide motivational, emotional, interpersonal, and
performance advantages in work contexts (Wilmot
et al., 2019). Therefore, one may wonder why people
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described themselves as less extroverted in this situ-
ation compared to the other situations. Firstly, it’s
important to note that having higher extraversion
scores can still be advantageous at work, despite the
tendency for some people to restrain their extraver-
sion in this situation. Work is a polysemic term de-
scribing a particular social organization where some-
one performs tasks, acts, or actions. It is associated
with exhaustion (e.g., labor primarily means “toil”),
and the performed task generally involves retribu-
tions (Sarti et al., 2018). Therefore, because people
are assigned to perform tasks in a stricter and more
normative context, they are generally less outgoing
and demonstrative than in other situations. Most
of the time, workers have to endorse a social role
where performance, rigor, and precision are valued
and where other people are mostly strangers, leading
people to lower the expression of their extraversion.
However, people who maintain higher extraversion
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traits at work still benefit from several advantages, as
Wilmot et al. (2019) showed.

Lower levels of agreeableness were found in fam-
ily and romantic partner situations compared to work
and hobbies, suggesting that this other-oriented trait
strongly depends on the interaction partner. Jensen-
Campbell and Graziano (2001) stated that agreeable-
ness aims to maintain positive interpersonal relations,
but it seems especially true for people beyond a cer-
tain level of intimacy. For example, friends, hobby
partners, or co-workers appear as privileged targets
of our agreeableness, while primary caregivers (from
family) and intimate partners are part of a develop-
mental continuum (Dinero et al., 2008) where people
do not magnify agreeableness.

Conscientiousness reached its highest level at
work and hobbies, two situations mostly requiring
order, self-discipline, and goal achievement (espe-
cially work). In contrast, the lowest conscientious-
ness levels were observed in the family and romantic
partner situations. This trait is known as the most
potent noncognitive construct having extensive ap-
plication in job performances (Barrick et al., 2001;
Wilmot & Ones, 2019), which might also be true for
hobbies. In line with this idea, its most potent effects
were in orderly and well-structured occupational set-
tings, such as work or hobbies, presenting clear social
expectations (Wilmot & Ones, 2019).

Finally, neuroticism displayed higher levels in the
romantic partner situation and at work and lower
levels in the friends and hobbies situations. Scollon
and Diener (2006) demonstrated that neuroticism and
extraversion change over time at work and with ro-
mantic partners. They found that when satisfaction
increased, neuroticism decreased, and extraversion
increased. In our study, the average intra-domain cor-
relation of neuroticism was .61, the lowest compared
to the four other domains, showing that this trait
appears less consistent across situations than other
traits. For decades, studies have shown that neuroti-
cism strongly impacts work and romantic relation-
ships. For instance, neuroticism is the strongest nega-
tive predictor of job satisfaction (Judge et al., 2002)
and a threat to marital happiness or marital satisfac-
tion (Karney & Bradbury, 1997; Sayehmiri et al., 2020).
However, a few studies showed that specific situations
induce neuroticism modulations. For instance, Tong
et al. (2018) demonstrated that marriage increased
neuroticism, and Bleidorn et al. (2018) found that first
romantic relationships and work induce personality
changes. They reported a significant decrease in neu-
roticism and a significant increase in extraversion for
the former situation and significant increases in agree-
ableness, conscientiousness, openness, and a neuroti-
cism decrease for the latter. Our finding suggests that
environments containing stressful factors (e.g., dead-
lines, performances, work achievements, uncertainty)
are more likely to cause an increase in neuroticism.

NETWORK ANALYSIS AND ACROSS-SITUATION
VARIABILITY

Our second objective was to explore the relations be-
tween the ASV and all personality domains across
all situations. First, we found significant and nega-
tive Spearman’s correlations between ASV and ex-
traversion (in family and work situations) and ASV
and conscientiousness (in family, friends, and roman-
tic partner situations), and significant and positive
Spearman’s correlations between ASV and neuroti-
cism (at work). This shows that people changing the
most according to situations tend to present low lev-
els of extraversion and conscientiousness and higher
levels of neuroticism (especially at work), and vice
versa. The network analysis clarified these correla-
tions by showing that ASV was especially connected
with conscientiousness (in the family and romantic
partner situations). Clifton (2014) notably showed
that people behave less conscientiously with the
closest members of their social networks (and this
seems especially true for people presenting high
ASV), probably due to reduced efforts or motivation
to be conscientious. The author argued that people
might be more inclined to social desirability for pe-
ripheral members.

Creating five-situation questionnaires completes
our understanding of personality. Based on Fleeson’s
(2001) argument that people vary in their sensitivity
to environmental cues, we believe that individuals
present different ASV levels because of their sen-
sitivity to context variables. In line with this argu-
ment, Davidson’s emotional styles theory (Davidson
& Begley, 2012) also describes people presenting
a sensitivity to context style who regulate their emo-
tional responses by considering the context they find
themselves in. Indeed, depending on the interaction
partner, there are different rules and expectations,
leading people to behave and exhibit emotions dif-
ferently.

In the present study, we used the ASV measure-
ment for the first time, and we suggest that it might
be a potential marker of psychopathology. Anastasi
(1983) explained that people adapt their behaviors
according to the demands of each situation. There-
fore, when people present moderate ASV levels in
their personality, it indicates effective and adaptive
flexibility. However, when individuals demonstrate
lower ASV levels, they might be more inclined to
present a dysfunctional rigidity. Therefore, lower
ASV individuals can be considered rigid because of
their lack of sensitivity to context variables, and they
might experience more social conflicts or social os-
tracism in the long run. On the other hand, people
presenting higher ASV levels might be more inclined
to lack consistency in their personality because of
a higher propensity to change according to context
variables, revealing a maladaptive form of personal-
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ity. In line with these arguments, in the Diagnostic
and statistical manual of mental disorders (DSM-5;
APA, 2013), several psychopathologies are associated
with a constant rigidity or an inflexible way of be-
having (e.g., obsessive-compulsive personality disor-
ders or autism spectrum disorder) or extreme lability
in affects or behaviors (e.g., borderline personality
disorder, hyperactivity disorder, bipolar and related
disorders, or general personality disorder).

Moreover, Kotov et al. (2010) found in their meta-
analysis that three personality domains (neuroticism,
extraversion, and conscientiousness) were associated
with psychopathology measurements (i.e., depres-
sion, dysthymic disorder, anxiety, PTSD, phobias,
obsessive-compulsive disorder, and substance use
disorders). These psychopathology measurements
were significantly and positively correlated with
neuroticism and negatively correlated with extra-
version and conscientiousness. Kotov et al’s (2010)
findings are concordant with the ones observed in
the present study in terms of significance, type (posi-
tive correlations between ASV and neuroticism;
negative correlations between ASV and extraversion
and conscientiousness), and magnitude (moderate
correlations). The network analysis clarified these
relations by showing that ASV is only connected to
conscientiousness when controlling other variables,
which, again, supports Kotov et al’s (2010) findings.
They mentioned that “the biggest surprise involved
conscientiousness, as it yielded consistently strong
effects, the majority of which remained unambigu-
ous after adjusting for neuroticism [...] This finding
highlights and extends the observations of Malouff
et al. (2005), who also noted the important role of low
conscientiousness in psychopathology” (Kotov et al.,
2010, p. 804). More recently, other authors (Naragon-
Gainey & Simms, 2017) also reported that conscien-
tiousness was consistently associated with internal-
izing (e.g., depression or anxiety) and externalizing
disorders (e.g., substance use disorders or antisocial
personality disorders). However, the reason why this
personality domain is related to psychopathology re-
mains unclear.

In conclusion, this study demonstrates that most
traits significantly differed across situations (except
openness), emphasizing the importance of consider-
ing situations when assessing personality. In clinical
psychology, these findings will provide a better un-
derstanding of which traits would display the most
substantial changes and how these changes might oc-
cur. Furthermore, it will give concrete situations that
can be exploited to potentiate some expected changes.

We also found significant correlations or connec-
tions between ASV and personality domains (espe-
cially with conscientiousness), indicating that ASV
might be a potential psychopathology marker (but
further investigations are needed to confirm this sug-
gestion).
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LIMITATIONS

This study’s main limitations were: (1) the study
sample comprised 80 participants. Despite being suf-
ficiently powered, false positives are not completely
excluded. Thus, replications in different populations
and broader age samples would be required to con-
firm our results; (2) there are well-known potential
biases associated with self-report completion of
questionnaires (e.g., social desirability), and there is
no certainty that participants completed the differ-
ent versions of the questionnaires according to the
instructions given by the situation. Therefore, these
limits should be taken into account when interpret-
ing the results.

ENDNOTES

1 Students received a specific instruction for the work
situation. They had to consider their academic ac-
tivities as work-related activities. As demonstrated
by Schaufeli and Taris (2005), education is a work-
like activity where students have to fulfill several
work-like requirements.

2 To create the ASV variable, we calculated each par-
ticipant’s variance for each personality domain
and ran a simple addition of domain variances to
obtain a total ASV score.

3 We conducted a MANOVA with repeated measures
(Situations [within-factor], Domains [between-
factor], and current status [between-factor] were
introduced as variables) and no significant inter-
action effects were found between undergraduate
students and workers: neither between situations
and status (F(75, 99) = 1.17, p = .193), nor between
domains and status (F(69, 46) = 1.12, p = .277), nor
between situations, domains, and status (F(226, 23)
=0.82, p = .959), suggesting that these populations
are homogeneous.

Supplementary materials are available on journal’s
website.
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