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ABSTRACT: The intention of the study among 100 nurses in Pakistan’s hospitals was to decide the moderating role of 

personality traits (i.e. extraversion vs. introversion and neuroticism vs. emotional stability) for defining job demands as 

hindrances or challenges in job demand resource model. It was hypothesized that moderating effect of some personal 

resources will define some job demands (i.e. time pressure, workload) as hindrances which will lead to exhaustion (i.e. 

burnout) and some job demands (cognitive ability) will become challenges which will lead to vigor (i.e. work engagement). 

SPSS 20 was used to analyze the hypotheses. Test analysis showed that cognitive ability became job challenge when extravert 

and emotional stability moderated between cognitive ability and vigor. On the contrary, time pressure was proved as job 

hindrance when introvert and neuroticism moderated between time pressure and exhaustion. 

 

Key words: burnout, exhaustion, vigor, work engagement, extraversion, introversion, neuroticism, emotional stability, time 

pressure, workload and cognitive ability. 

 

INTRODUCTION 
The job demand and resources model (JD-R Model) is 

developed to assimilate and elaborate previously developed 

job characteristics models i.e. Demand control model [1] and  

[2] Effort Reward Imbalance model. JD-R Model is an 

extensive job characteristics model, its purpose is to clarify 

employees’ ill health (i.e. burnout) and well-being (i.e. 

engagement) [3, 4]. It classifies the health impairing facets in 

the work setting (e.g., workload, emotional demands) as job 

demands and the inspiring job characteristics as job resources 

(e.g., task autonomy, positive feedback). 

According to JDR model job characteristics can be organized 

into two particular categories i.e. job demands and job 

resources. Job Demands are physical, social, organizational 

aspects of the job or employees personal capacities [3, 5] that 

involve physical or mental effort of the individual and are 

linked with certain psychological costs that is exhaustion 

cynicism (e.g. burnout) and includes characteristics like 

workload, time pressure, cognitive ability difficult physical 

environment, role ambiguity, work home interference. Job 

Resources are those aspects that are useful in achieving work 

goals and can also overcome the job demands and are also 

helpful to stimulate personal growth and development (e.g., 

task autonomy, positive feedback). Some studies by Bakker, 

Demerouti [6] and Mauno, Kinnunen [7], related to job 

demand and resources model have shown that some specific 

job demands (i.e. workload, cognitive demands) are 

positively related to positive outcomes such as engagement. It 

indicates that some times job demands are hindrances that 

leads to exhaustion (i.e. burnout is usually defined as a 

“syndrome of exhaustion, cynicism, and reduced professional 

efficacy”) and some are challenges that leads to vigor (i.e. 

work engagement which is defined as a “positive, fulfilling, 

work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, 

dedication, and absorption” [8] such as workload so, as per 

our understanding, it’s a haphazard concept.  

This study aims to provide cause and explanation for these 

unexpected outcomes as explained by Xanthopoulou, Bakker 

[9] and Van den Broeck, De Cuyper [10], it may be due to the 

Individual differences i.e. personality types, personality or 

personal resources such as faith and confidence. Now 

according to the trait theory (also called dispositional theory) 

which can be defined as “in psychology, it is habitual 

patterns of behavior, thought and emotion” [11]. Traits are 

relatively stable over time and differ across individuals (e.g. 

some people are outgoing whereas others are shy), and 

influence behavior, traits are something a person either has or 

does not have, but in many other theories traits are 

dimensions such as extraversion (Warmth, Assertiveness), 

introversion (i.e. Introverts are typically more reserved or 

reflective.), neuroticism (i.e. Anxiety, Angry,) and emotional 

stability (i.e. relatively calm and resilient and secure), with 

each person rating somewhere along this spectrum”. In 

present study we are going to use these four personality types 

i.e. neuroticism emotional stability, extraversion and 

introversion as a moderator. 

As initially proposed in JD-R model we claim that job 

demand resources model is not homogeneous so Job demands 

can be categorize into two subcategories [12, 13] namely; 

health-impairing job demands that thwart or hinder the ideal 

functioning of an individual and are threatening obstacles, 

exhaust or drain individual or employees’ energy, when 

provoked with these job demands employee feel negative 

emotions lack of control and in result lean towards emotion-

focused copying style, they would interfere with employees’ 

well-being and their work goal engagement so these job 

demands are called “job hindrances” and they include work 

characteristics such as role ambiguity, job insecurity, and 

interpersonal conflicts [14-16], on the other hand some job 

demands may be energy/strength- draining/exhausting and 

also thought-provoking this final feature can be credited as 

job resources. Though job demands comprises of potential 

gains and also require energy and demand employees’ 

curiosity, competence they also provoked individual 

problem-focused copying style, helps to achieve the work 

goals and also produce the chances for individuals for their 

growth and development all these job characteristics are 

called “job challenges” and [14, 15, 17] it include workload 

(i.e. “the relative capacity to respond” [18]. “Workload is a 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Extraversion_vs._introversion
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Extraversion_vs._introversion
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multidimensional and complex construct, that is affected by 

external task demands, environmental, organizational and 

psychological factors, and perceptive and cognitive abilities” 

[19], cognitive demand (i.e. general cognitive ability or g 

refers to “individual differences in information processing 

capacity or the ability to learn” [20-22] also time pressure 

(i.e. according to dictionary “The psychological stress that 

results from having to get things done in less time than is 

needed or desired”). 

Now a days Job demand and resources model is involve in 

every field of job like nurses field etc. managers in the 

organization require employees who consider these job 

demands as a challenging not hindering and also require 

employees who are emotionally stable and positive, calm, 

feel secure, excitement seeking and can handle the job ideally 

so personality judgment is important [23] to hire employees 

in any field specially nurses (i.e. if a nurse is neurotic, how 

he/she perceives the job demands and if the nurse is extravert, 

how he/she can perceives the job demands )as their role is 

more important which include health care provider to health 

educator, diagnostic assistant, post care supporter, Health 

advisor, Physician’s Assistant, Operation Theatre Assistant 

etc. there should not be any risk involve as from patient point 

of view. 

PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The Subjected Study is being conducted for the following 

meticulous statement, to find under what situation and 

conditions some job demands becomes hindrances which lead 

to exhaustion and some becomes challenges which lead to 

vigor by keeping the job resources same we assume that 

situation and condition can be personality types. 

OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY 
To see the impact of job demands on exhaustion/burnout 

To see the impact of job demands on employee 

engagement/vigor 

To see the impact of job demands on employee engagement 

when different personality types are placed as a moderator 

To see the impact of job demands on burnout when different 

personality types are placed as a moderator. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
JOB DEMANDS AS JOB HINDRANCES AND JOB 
CHALLENGES 
As according to the Folkman and Lazarus [13] some job 

demands becomes difficult for the employees and on 

provoking to these negative emotions employees losses 

control over the job and develop negative emotions and these 

negative emotions hinder employees’ to achieve the work 

goals on the other hand job demands may be considered as a 

strength-draining or motivating that leads to work 

engagement (i.e. due to job resources) [14, 15].  LePine, 

Podsakoff [15] and Podsakoff, LePine [12] explained that job 

hindrances are negatively related to job satisfaction, 

performance and work engagement job challenges are 

positively related to employee engagement (i.e. vigor). Selye 

[24] explained that the hindrances are negative feelings of 

stress called as “distress” which stimulates the negative 

emotions and challenges are positive feeling of stress called 

“eustress” in which employees consider the job demands as a 

challenge and motivates the employee. LePine, LePine [25] 

explained the different relationships of job challenges and job 

hindrances according to the Expectancy Value Theory; 

“employees when provoking to job demands, to achieve the 

desire outcome they assess the job demands, their personal 

capacities and chances of success” According to this; they 

feel they are capable to handle the job demands with 

challenge which would leads to growth and development and 

also work goal achievement for example; employees, by 

considering job demand as a challenge they can overcome the 

high workload by increasing their personal capacities and by  

doing the work on time so they can get an opportunity to 

work on a new project. Job hindrances are negatively related 

to motivation and leads to exhaustion and job challenges are 

positively related to motivation and leads to work 

engagement. However, job hindrances hinder the employee 

satisfaction but when environment is challenging, employees 

feel satisfied on getting opportunity. In previous studies 

workload is considered to be positive to satisfaction [26]. 

According to Cavanaugh, Boswell [14] job challenges are 

those stressful demands that have potential to stimulate and 

motivate employees it includes time pressure, workload and 

cognitive demand. Considering the job demands as 

hindrances or challenges depends on how employees 

appraises job demands [27]. 

RELATIONSHIP OF JOB DEMANDS WITH 
BURNOUT AND WORK ENGAGEMENT  
Job demands and resources model explains the relationship of 

job demands and resources with work engagement (I.e. vigor) 

and burnout (i.e. exhaustion) [3, 28]. Due to high job 

demands employees’ try to increase their effort in order to 

meet the work goal so feel worn out and perceive the job 

demands as strength-draining therefore, job demands are 

positively related to burnout. Several studies explain that 

some job demands are positively related to exhaustion (i.e. 

burnout) [29-31].  Demerouti, Bakker [30] and Bakker and 

Demerouti [3] classifies work-setting features such as 

workload and emotional demands as health-impairing 

characteristics however in some studies some job demands 

are positively related to work engagement/vigor e.g. work 

oad and cognitive ability  (i.e., the amount of sustained 

mental effort a job requires) [6, 7, 26, 29, 32, 33]. In previous 

studies by LePine, Podsakoff [15] and Podsakoff, LePine [12] 

two job demands workload and time pressure are considered 

as challenges they also discussed that both workload and time 

pressure are positively related to work engagement. In recent 

experimental study by  Broeck, Vansteenkiste [34] which was 

conducted in Belgium and the Netherlands, examined that job 

demands that are considered to be as challenges (i.e. 

workload time pressure), stimulates motivation in employees 

but job demands that are considered to be as hindering (i.e. 

role ambiguity, role conflict), prevent employees to achieve 

the desired goals. Eventually, a study in Japan stated that job 

demands such as high workload and time pressure both 

exhibits the positive relation towards work-engagement (i.e. 

vigor) [35]. Time pressure (i.e., the extent to which 

employees feel they have insufficient time to develop creative 

ideas at work). Teng, Shyu [36] described that time pressure 

is positively related to burnout and negatively related to work 

engagement. Employees when find limited time to complete 

the desired task they feel stress and develop negative 

emotions for example nurses roles are important as they do 
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many task so if the find limited time to do their desired task, 

there will be consequences related to patients i.e. their ability 

to discover the patient needs and to perform the clinical task 

reduce which will leads to error [37]. According to Roe and 

Zijlstra [38] research on time pressure, they considered time 

pressure as a job challenge which can be defined as, 

individual/employees uses their cognitive and physical ability 

to get the work done on time as desired. LePine, Podsakoff 

[15] defined the time pressure as a stress stimulator because 

employee uses his/her high personal capacity to achieve goals 

within the time required, to get appreciation or to motivate. 

Therefore, time pressure is positively related to exhaustion 

(i.e. burnout) and might also be positively related to work-

engagement (i.e. vigor). 

Crawford, LePine [39] explained the relationship of job 

demand and resources model with work engagement and 

exhaustions by updating the theory that in previous studies 

job demands are positively relate to stress and job resources 

are negatively related to exhaustion whereas in several 

studies constantly positive relationship have been seen 

between job resources but relationship between work 

engagement and job demands depends on the nature of job 

demands so the employees who perceive the job demands as 

a hindrances are negatively related to vigor whereas 

employees who perceive the job demands as a challenge are 

positively related to vigor. 

H 1a: Job demands are positively related to 

(burnout/exhaustion) and are negatively related to (burnout 

/exhaustion) 

H 1b: Job demands are positively related to 

(vigor/exhaustion) and are negatively related to 

(vigor/exhaustion) 

INCORPORATING PERSONALITY INTO THE JD-R 
MODEL 
Big five personality dimensions or types become point of 

attention for researchers in last two decades along with its 

positive and negative affect affectivity [40-44]. Major studies 

related to stress and coping have focused their interest to 

personality traits such as extraversion (i.e. positive emotions) 

and neuroticism (i.e. negative emotions) [45].  Personality 

may have impact on individual that is, he/she may fail to cope 

the situation due to stress or mental disturbance [46]. 

According to Xanthopoulou, Bakker [9] and Van den Broeck, 

De Cuyper [10], employees or individual perceive the job 

demands as hindrances or challenges may be, because of, 

every person have different personality (according to trait 

theory) or perception, which is also the gab of our study (i.e. 

if a person is extravert or introvert how he/she perceives the 

job demands and if a person is neurotic or emotionally stable 

then how he/she perceive the job demands). A person who is 

neurotic experiences the negative emotions (i.e. anxiety, 

angry hostility, depression, self-consciousness 

,impulsiveness, vulnerability on the other hand emotionally 

stable person (opposite of neuroticism)  experience the 

positive emotions; they are considered to be sociable, 

friendly, calm and feel secure [47]. A person who is 

extravert experiences; gregariousness, assertiveness, activity 

on the other hand introvert (opposite of extraversion) person 

experience more positive emotions than emotional stable 

person [48]. 

Extraversion and neuroticism both, to some extent, are related 

to the job satisfaction psychological distress (i.e. work related 

aspects)  [49, 50]. A neurotic person is unable to handle the 

stress or to deal with the stress in the working environment 

because of his/her negative emotions and emotional 

instability however a highly extravert person tend to be 

confident, outgoing and have positive emotions [48] we 

purpose that neuroticism is negatively related to work- related 

aspects and extraversion is positively related to positive 

outcomes. 

Neuroticism through influencing the workplace discernment, 

inspire the work-related stress directly and indirectly. In 

former case, this effect was perceived, due to the high 

unpleasant motivation and stress but in latter case a person 

who is neurotic (i.e. negative emotions) he/she perceive the 

work setting as hindering or aggressive [43]. Individual who 

is more neurotic exhibit negative emotions and also perceive 

others negatively [51]. There is a positive relationship 

between neuroticism and well-being outcomes, supported by 

Both cross-sectional and longitudinal results, while negative 

relation is supported due to the relation between neuroticism 

and work setting discernment explained by Hart, Wearing 

[49], he explained that through negative work-place 

perception, there is a negative pathway from neuroticism to 

emotional stress. Zellars, Hochwarter [52]  find in their 

research that nurses who are higher in neuroticism are 

supposed to have emotional or psychological exhaustion due 

to this reason they perform ineffectively to handle stress 

situations. Bolger [53] and McCrae [54] explained that a 

person who is neurotic, try to avoid self-blame, aspiring 

thinking which increase their stress level. Therefore, we 

purpose that neuroticism is positively related to job demands 

and health-impairing aspects so the possible hypothesis are; 

H2a: Neuroticism is positively related to 

(burnout/exhaustion) and negatively related to 

(vigor/engagement) 

H2b: Neuroticism has positive impact on 

(burnout/exhaustion) and has negative impact on 

(vigor/engagement) 

H 2c: Emotional stability is negatively related to 

(burnout/exhaustion) and positively related to 

(vigor/engagement) 

H 2d: Emotional stability has negative impact on 

(burnout/exhaustion) and has positive impact on 

(vigor/engagement)            

Extraversion like neuroticism, through influencing the 

workplace discernment, inspire the work-place setting 

directly and indirectly therefore a person or individual who is 

sociable are generally willing to experience the psychological 

conditions positively and consider the work setting positive 

more than introverts [55]. Extraversion like neuroticism, 

through influencing the workplace discernment, inspire the 

work-place setting directly and indirectly therefore a person 

or individual who is sociable are generally willing to 

experience the psychological conditions positively and 

consider the work setting positive more than introverts  [55]. 

Extraversion directly inspire the work-related wellbeing [50]. 

Furthermore Hart, Wearing [49] explained that through 

positive work-place perception, there is a positive pathway 

from extraversion to work-related wellbeing. John, Donahue 
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[56] explained that people who are more extravert tend to be 

enthusiastic and joyful because they try to involve themselves 

in several activities to lower down their nerve-wracking 

situations. [57] people who are highly extravert experience 

less burnout (i.e. exhaustion).  According to the research on 

nurses by Zellars, Hochwarter [52], nurses who are higher in 

extraversion are supposed to achieve their goals or personal 

accomplishments in their job because of their social, joyful 

and energetic behavior, which give them chances to work 

with individuals who motivates their (nurses) achievements 

by providing support and feedback therefore we purpose that 

extraversion is positively related to organizational 

commitment or work engagement so the possible 

hypothesis are; 

H3a: Extraversion is negatively related to 

burnout/exhaustion and positively related to 

vigor/engagement 

H3b: Extraversion has negative impact on 

burnout/exhaustion and has positive impact on 

vigor/engagement 

H3c: Introversion is positively related to burnout/exhaustio) 

and negatively related to vigor/engagement 

H3d: Introversion has positive relation with 

burnout/exhaustion and has negative impact on 

vigor/engagement 

H 4a: Job demands negatively impact burnout/exhaustion 

when personality types are placed as a moderator      

H4b: Job demands have negative impact on 

burnout/exhaustion when personality types are placed as a 

moderator  

H4c: Job demands are positively/negatively related to 

vigor/engagement when personality types are placed as a 

moderator 

H4d: Job demands negatively impact vigor/engagement when 

personality types are placed as a moderato 

 

 

Theoretical Framework 

 

METHODOLOGY 

PARTICIPANT AND PROCEDURE 
There are 100 participants (nurses) from five different 

hospitals working in Lahore were selected. 5.1% of the 

sample was male and 94.9% were female of the sample. The 

range of ages of participants is also broad, that is, 80.6% of 

the sample were between 20 to 30 age, 17.3% of the sample 

were between 30 to 40 age and 2.0% were between 40 to 50 

age. Relevant qualification of participants (nurses) in the 

hospitals were, 14.3% of the sample have done matric or 

intermediate, 48.0% of the sample have done graduation, 29.0  

% of the sample have done masters and 8.2% have done MS 

or MPhil. 

STUDY AND DATA TYPE 
It was a cross sectional study which was non-contrived in 

nature. Primary survey i.e. questionnaire was used to collect 

the data. 

SOTWARE USED 
IBM SPSS 20 was used for test analysis and End Note was 

used for reference management for this study. 

TEST ANALYSIS 
Descriptive statistics, correlation and regression analysis 

were used to interpret the data. 

MEASURES 
WorkLoad was measured by Hoonakker, Carayon [58] 

(       ). According to Hoonakker, Carayon [58] for 

health care center, its most valid and reliable questionnaire to 

conduct research. In past, this questionnaire was introduced 

and used by Hart and Staveland [59]. Later after 20 years, 

[60] NASA-TLX were used to provide resources to new 

users. 

Time Pressure  was measured by Rothblum, Solomon [61] 

(       ).  on Five Likert scale and were also and used by 

many researchers in their study [62]. It includes 32 items for 

example item eighteen was; “Due to a lot of work, I Say yes 

when I later wish I had said no”. Point 1 indicates “Strongly 

Agree” and point 5 indicated “Strongly Disagree”. 

Cognitive Ability was measured  by Wells and Cartwright-

Hatton [63] “The Meta-Cognition Questionnaire 30 (MCQ-

30)” (       ). Several studies used these [64, 65]. It 

includes 30 items for example item one was “I do not trust 

my memory”. It’s a Four POINT Likert Scale Questionnaire 

point 1 indicates “I Do Not Agree” and point 4 indicates 

“Very Much Agree”.  

Personality neuroticism, emotional stability, extraversion 

and introversion a questionnaire “Big Five Inventory (BFI)” 

developed by John and Srivastava [66] and used by many 

PERSONALITY 

TYPES 

1. Neuroticism 

2. Emotional Stability 

3. Extraversion 

4. Introversion  JOB DEMANDS 

1. Work Load 

2. Cognitive Demands 

3. Time Pressure    

Exhaustion 

/Burnout 

Vigor/Work 

Engagement 
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researchers [67-69]. It consist of five personality dimensions 

namely; Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, 

Neuroticism, Openness to experience having 44 questions. 

For research, item related to neuroticism for example item 

four was “ I see myself as someone who is depressed and 

blue” (       )., were chosen including reverse score 

items for example item 9 was “I see myself as someone who 

can handle the stress well” (       ). Items related to 

extraversion for example item 1 was “I see myself as someone 

who is talkative” (       )., were chosen including 

reverse scored items for example item 6 was “I see myself as 

someone who is reserved” (       ).. These items were 

chosen on Five point Likert Scale. Point 1 indicates 

“Disagree Strongly” and point 5 indicates “Agree Strongly”.   

Exhaustion/Burnout was measured by Kristensen, Borritz 

[70] “The Copenhagen Burnout inventory” (       )  also 

used by many researchers in their researches [71, 72]. 

According to Kristensen, Borritz [70] there is unclear 

relationship (i.e. methodological and conceptual problems) 

between MBI (Maslach Burnout Inventory) and burnout but 

in CBI (The Copenhagen Burnout Inventory) include core 

elements of burnout i.e. fatigue and exhaustion. The 

Copenhagen Burnout inventory includes 16 items for 

example question number one was “I often feel tired”. Its 

Five point Likert Scale questionnaire, Point 1 indicates 

“Always Or To A Very High Degree” and point 5 indicates 

“Never/ Almost Never Or To A Very Low Degree”.  

Vigor/Work Engagement  was measure by Schaufeli, 

Salanova [8] “UWES Utrecht Work Engagement Scale” 

(       ). It comprises of two versions i.e. student version 

and employee version consist of three factors namely; Vigor, 

Dedication and Absorption and containing total 24 items. For 

current research items related to vigor of employee version 

were used it contains 6 items for example item 1 was “When 

I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work” also used 

by many researchers in their studies as by [8, 73-76]. Its on 

Seven Likert Scale point 0 to point 6. Point 1 indicates 

“Never” and point 6 indicates “Always (Every Day)”. 

 

Table 1.0 

Mean, standard deviation and Pearson Correlation 
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Workload 2.12 0.62 0.727         

Time 

pressure 

2.56 0.44 0.500** 0.764        

Cognitive 

ability 

2.22 0.42 -0.191 -0.393** 0.829       

Neuroticism 2.9 0.48 -0.334** -0.146 -0.087 0.842      

Emotional 

stability 

2.74 0.36 0.381** 0.261** -0.031 -0.574** 0.643     

Extraversion 2.97 0.43 0.269** 0.107 0.318** -0.511** 0.452** 0.680    

Introversion 2.50 0.40 -0.184 -0.150 -0.178 0.598** -0.396** -0.619** 0.658   

Vigor 3.94 0.79 -0.165 -0.137 0.260** -0.332** -0.025 0.292** -0.497** 0.517  

Burnout 2.9 0.60 0.307** 0.484** -0.407** -0.477** 0.348** 0.175 -0.379** 0.210* 0.854 

 *p<0.05, r=0.10 small effect, r=0.30 medium effect, r=0.50 large effect  

 

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

In present research mean, standard deviation was computed 

for variables then Pearsons Correlation, regression analysis 

and interaction was also performed   

As shown in the Table 1.0 there is a significantly negative 

correlation between workload and neuroticism, (r= -0.33, 

p<.05) but there is significantly positive correlation (with 

medium effect) between workload and emotional stability, 

(r= 0.38, p<.05). Workload has significantly positive 

relationship with extraversion, (r= 0.26, p<.05) and with 

exhaustion (r= 0.30, p<.05). 

Time pressure has significantly positive correlation with 

emotional stability (r= 0.26, p<.05) and with exhaustion (r= 

0.48, p<.05). Cognitive Ability has significantly positive 

correlation with extraversion (r= 0.31, p<.05) and with vigor 

(r= 0.26, p<.05). There is significantly negative correlation 

between cognitive ability and exhaustion (r= -0.40, p<.05). 

Extraversion has significant positive relation with vigor (r= 

0.29, p<.05). Introversion has significantly negative 

correlation with vigor (r= -0.49, p<.05) and with exhaustion 

(r= -0.37, p<.05). Neuroticism has significantly negative 

correlation with vigor (r= -0.33, p<.05) and with exhaustion 

(r= -0.47, p<.05). Emotional Stability but has significant 

positive relation with exhaustion (r= 0.34, p<.05).  
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RESULTS 
Table 1.1 outlines the linear regression models. In regression 

model 1, regression equation was found (F (3, 94) = 2.790, 

P<.05) with an adjusted R
2 

of 0.052. Participants predicted 

that workload is not a predictor of vigor and also are not 

significant (β= -0.16, P=0.2).  

Table 1.1 

Regression Model 1 (Dependent Variable Vigor) and Model 2 (dependent variable exhaustion) 

Regression Model 1 Regression Model 2 

 
Adjusted 

R2 

Mean 

Squares 
F df β Sig. 

Adjusted 

R2 

Mean 

Squares 
F df β Sig. 

 0.052 1.69 2.79 3  0.000 0.274 3.451 13.18 3  0.000 

workload     -0.131 0.253     0.089 0.377 

Time pressure     0.025 0.839     0.339 0.002 

cognitive ability     0.244 0.25     -0.25 0.008 

a. Dependent variable Vigor (model 1) 

b. Dependent variable Exhaustion (model 2) 

c. Predictors: (constant), Workload, Time Pressure, Cognitive Ability 

 

Time pressure and cognitive ability are the predictors of vigor 

but are not significant (β= 0.025, P=0.83) and (β=0.024, P= 

0.25) respectively. In regression model 2, regression 

equation was found (F (3, 94) = 13.18, P<.05) with an 

adjusted R
2 

of 0.274. Participants predicted that workload is a 

predictor of exhaustion, but is not significant (β=0.089, P= 

0.377) and Time pressure is a significant predictor of 

exhaustion (β=0.33, P<.05) but cognitive ability is 

significantly not a predictor of exhaustion (β= -0.257, P<.05). 

Table 1.2 outline the moderating effect of neuroticism on job 

demands. In model 1, the interaction term was found (F (3, 

94) = 6.315, P<.05), with adjusted R
2
=0.142. Neuroticism 

significantly is not moderating the relation between workload 

and vigor (β= -0.22, P<.05) and between time pressure and 

vigor (β= -0.260, P<.05). Neuroticism moderates the 

relationship between cognitive ability and vigor (β= 0.057, 

P=.555) but not significantly. In model 2, interaction equation 

was found (F (3, 94) = 22.36, P<.05), with adjusted 

R
2
=0.398. Neuroticism is moderating the relation between 

workload and exhaustion (β= 0.005, P=.955) and relation of 

time pressure with exhaustion, but not significantly (β= -

0.135, P=.142). Neuroticism, significantly is not moderating 

the relation of cognitive ability with exhaustion (β= -0.656, 

P<.05).  

 

Table 1.2 

Interaction (Interaction effect of Neuroticism with Job Demands) 

Interaction  Model 1 Interaction Model 2 

 
Adjusted 

R2 

Mean 

Squares 
F df β Sig. 

Adjusted 

R2 

Mean 

Squares 
F df β Sig. 

 0.142 3.487 6.351 3 0.000 0.000 0.398 4.855 22.37 3  0.000 

workload     -.223 0.040     0.005 0.955 

cognitive ability     0.057 0.555     -0.656 0.000 

Time pressure     -0.26 0.019     0.135 0.142 

a. Dependent Variable Vigor (model 1) 

b. Dependent Variable Exhaustion (model 2) 

c. Predictors: Workload and Neuroticism, Cognitive ability and Neuroticism, Time pressure and Neuroticism 

               

Table 1.3 outlines the moderating effect of emotional stability 

(opposite of neuroticism) with job demands. In model 3 

interaction item was found (F (3, 94) = 2.463, P<.05), with 

adjusted R
2
=0.043. Emotional stability is not moderating the 

relation of workload with vigor (β= -0.209, P=.151). 

Emotional stability significantly moderating the relation of 

cognitive ability with vigor (β= 0.212, P<.05). Emotional 

stability is moderating the relation of time pressure with 

exhaustion, but not significant (β= 0.008, P=.956).  
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Table 1.3 

Interaction (Interaction effect of emotional stability with Job Demands) 

Interaction  Model 3 Interaction Model 4 

 
Adjusted 

R2 

Mean 

Squares 
F df β Sig. 

Adjusted 

R2 

Mean 

Squares 
F df β Sig. 

 0.043 1.508 2.463  3  0.000 0.300 3.749 14.85 3  0.000 

work load     -0.209 0.151     -0.006 0.960 

cognitive ability     0.212 0.037     -0.221 0.012 

Time pressure     0.008 0.956     0.552 0.000 

a. Dependent Variable Vigor (model 1) 

b. Dependent Variable Exhaustion (model 2) 

c. Predictors: Work load and Neuroticism, Cognitive ability and Neuroticism, Time pressure and Neuroticism 

In model 4, interaction equation was found (F (3, 94) = 14.85, 

P<.001), with adjusted R
2
=0.300. There is no moderating 

effect of emotional stability between relationship of workload 

with exhaustion (β= -0.006, P=.960). There is significantly no 

moderating effect of emotional stability between cognitive 

ability and exhaustion (β= -0.221, P<.05). Emotional stability 

significantly moderates the relation between time pressure 

and exhaustion (β= 0.552, P<.001). 

Table 1.4 outlines the moderating effect of extraversion with 

job demands. In model 5 interaction equation was found (F 

(3, 94) = 5.101, P<.003), with adjusted R
2
=0.113. 

Extraversion is not moderating the relation between workload 

and vigor (β= -0.247, P=.076). Extraversion is moderating the 

relation between cognitive ability and vigor (β= 0.357, 

P<.05). Extraversion is moderating the relation between time 

pressure and exhaustion (β= 0.165, P=.233), but not 

significant.

. Table 1.4 

Interaction (Interaction effect of Extraversion with Job Demands) 

Interaction  Model 5 Interaction Model 6 

 
Adjusted 

R2 

Mean 

Squares 
F df β Sig. 

Adjusted 

R2 

Mean 

Squares 
F df β Sig. 

 0.113 2.96 5.10 3  0.000 0.019 3.693 16.14 3  0.000 

Workload     -0.247 0.076     0.054 0.657 

cognitive ability     0.357 0.001     -0.356 0.000 

Time pressure     0.165 0.233     0.519 0.000 

a. Dependent Variable Vigor (model 1) 

b. Dependent Variable Exhaustion (model 2) 

c. Predictors: Workload and Neuroticism, Cognitive ability and Neuroticism, Time pressure and Neuroticism 

                     

In model 6, Relevant interaction equation was (F (3, 94) = 

16.14, P<.003), with adjusted R
2
=0.319. Extraversion is 

moderating the relation between workload and exhaustion, 

but not significantly (β= 0.054, P=.657). Extraversion is 

significantly not moderating the relation between cognitive 

ability and exhaustion (β= -.0356, P<.05) but significantly 

moderating relation between time pressure and exhaustion 

(β= 0.519, P<.05). 

Table 1.5 outlines the interaction effect of introversion on job 

demands. In model 7, Relevant interaction equation is (F (3, 

94) = 11.780, P<.05), with adjusted R
2
=0.25. There is no 

moderating effect of introversion between workload and 

vigor (β= -0.195, P=.078) and between cognitive ability and 

vigor (β= -0.064, P=.471). There is significantly no 

moderating effect of introversion between time pressure and 

vigor (β= -0.369, P<.05). In model 8, relevant interaction 

equation is (F (3, 94) = 17.06, P<.05), with adjusted 

R
2
=0.332. There is moderating effect of introversion between 

workload and exhaustion (β= -0.039, P=.706) and between 

time pressure and exhaustion (β= 0.137, P=.192) but not 

significantly. There is significantly no moderation of 

introversion between cognitive ability and exhaustion (β= -

0.594, P<.05).  
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Table 1.5 

Interaction (Interaction effect of Introversion with Job Demands) 

Interaction  Model 7 Interaction Model 8 

 
Adjusted 

R2 

Mean 

Squares 
F df β Sig. 

Adjusted 

R2 

Mean 

Squares 
F df β Sig. 

 0.250 5.652 11.78     3  0.000 0.332 4.110 17.07 3  0.000 

work load     -0.195 0.078     0.039 0.706 

cognitive ability     -0.064 0.471     -0.594 0.000 

Time pressure     -0.369 0.001     0.137 0.192 

a. Dependent Variable Vigor (model 1) 

b. Dependent Variable Exhaustion (model 2) 

c. Predictors: Work load and Neuroticism, Cognitive ability and Neuroticism, Time pressure and Neuroticism 

DISCUSSION 
The purpose of the study was to determine the role of 

personal factors in defining job hindrances and job challenges 

in job demand and resources model that is some job demands 

become hindrances which lead to exhaustion and some 

become challenges which leads to vigor. Job demands for 

study purpose includes work load, time pressure and 

cognitive ability.  

In present study a significant positive correlation between 

extraversion and vigor and a significant negative correlation 

between introversion and vigor appeared [77] but significant 

positive correlation between extraversion and burnout and 

between introversion and burnout (i.e. exhaustion) did not 

appear on the other hand significant negative correlation 

between neuroticism and vigor appeared but significant 

positive correlation with burnout did not appear as predicted 

[77]. No significant correlation between emotional stability 

and vigor appeared but surprisingly significant positive 

correlation between emotional stability and exhaustion 

appeared which was not predicted (see Table 1.0). 

Some job demands are appeared to be positively related to 

vigor and negative to exhaustion that is cognitive ability 

significantly positively related and predictor of vigor and 

significantly negatively related to exhaustion but is not a 

predictor of exhaustion (Table 1.1) [10, 39]. Significant 

positive or negative relation between work load and vigor did 

not appear, significantly negative relation with exhaustion 

appeared but work load as a predictor of exhaustion, did not 

appeared on the other hand some job demands are negatively 

related to vigor and positively related to exhaustion that is 

significantly positive relation between time pressure and 

exhaustion appeared. Moreover, time pressure appeared to be 

a predictor of exhaustion (Table 1.1).  

Moderating effect of personality appeared in the present 

study that is significantly positive impact of extravert 

appeared between the relationship of cognitive ability and 

vigor and significant negative relation between cognitive 

ability and exhaustion appeared due to impact of extraversion 

and introversion (Table 1.4 and 1.5) [55]. Due to moderating 

effect of neuroticism significantly negative relation between 

cognitive ability and exhaustion appeared but significant 

relation with vigor did not appeared but due to moderating 

effect of emotional stability significant positive relation 

between cognitive ability and vigor as well as significant 

negative relation between cognitive ability and exhaustion 

appeared (Table 1.2 and Table 1.3)[55]. 

Cognitive ability appeared to have positively related to vigor 

and negatively related to exhaustion which means cognitive 

ability is job challenging in the present study [7, 10, 26]. 

On placing neuroticism as a moderator, a significant negative 

relation between time pressure and vigor but non-significant 

relation between time pressure and exhaustion appeared 

(Table 1.2). Opposite result appeared on placing emotional 

stability as moderator that is significantly positive relation 

between time pressure and exhaustion but non-significant 

relation between time pressure and vigor appeared (Table 

1.3). A positive and significant relation of time pressure with 

exhaustion but no significant relation with vigor appeared due 

to moderating effect of extraversion (Table 1.4) [55]. 

Opposite results appeared on placing introversion as a 

moderator between time pressure and vigor and between time 

pressure and exhaustion that is significant negative relation 

with vigor but no significant relation with exhaustion 

appeared (Table 1.5), unexpected results related to time 

pressure appeared, that is time pressure might be consider as 

job hindering which leads to exhaustion as moderating of 

neuroticism and extraversion appeared between time pressure 

and exhaustion. Due to moderating effect of neuroticism, 

significant positive relation between work load and vigor and 

non-significant relation between work load and exhaustion 

appeared (Table 1.2). No moderating effect of emotional 

stability did appear between work load and vigor and 

between work load ad exhaustion (Table 1.3) as well as no 

moderating effect of extraversion and introversion did appear 

between work load and vigor and between work load 

exhaustion (Table 1.4 and Table 1.5). Unexpected results 

related to work load appeared in the results. 

LIMITATIONS 
This study has some limitations; (1) The study was cross-

sectional in nature therefore no conclusion can be made 

related to job demands’ relation with vigor and exhaustion. 

(2) Job demands either Job challenges or job hindrances 

might predict exhaustion or work engagement [31] over time. 

(3) Results of current study may differ in other professions 

and sector. (4) Current study includes only two personality 

type and their opposites (I.e. extraversion vs. introversion and 

neuroticism vs emotional stability) from big five personality 

factors, to explore more accurate results remaining types 

might be helpful to find out further relations. (5) Current 
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study holds a small sample of 100, large sample might predict 

more relationships between personality traits and job 

demands. (6) Primary data was obtained on convenience 

based sampling. (7) Current study holds only three job 

demands (i.e. time pressure, cognitive ability, and work load).  

CONCLUSION 
The current study has shown that personality play important 

moderating role that is some job demands (i.e. cognitive 

ability) become challenging that leads to vigor and some job 

demands (i.e. time pressure) become hindering that leads to 

exhaustion. 
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