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ABSTRACT - This study aimed to test the predictive capacity of pathological traits of personality and career adaptability
on four constructs that compose the well-being at work: work engagement, job satisfaction, burnout, and workaholism.
A total of 204 Brazilian working adults (M age = 34.02, SD = 10.39) participated in the study, which responded to scales
measuring pathological traits, career adaptability resources, and well-being components at work. Our findings indicate that
pathological traits are, in general, negatively related to job satisfaction and work engagement and positively associated
with burnout and workaholism. After the insertion of career adaptability, there was an increase in most of the models’
explanation. The contribution of adaptability was significant only for job satisfaction prediction.
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Tracos Patologicos e Adaptabilidade como
Preditores do Engajamento

RESUMO - Este estudo teve como objetivo testar a capacidade preditiva de tragos patologicos da personalidade e
adaptabilidade de carreira sobre quatro construtos que compdem o bem-estar no trabalho: engajamento no trabalho, satisfagdo
no trabalho, burnout e workaholism. Participaram 204 adultos brasileiros trabalhadores (M idade = 34,02; DP =10,39) que
responderam instrumentos que mensuram tragos patoldgicos, recursos de adaptabilidade de carreira e componentes do bem-
estar no trabalho. Nossos achados indicaram que os tragos patoldgicos estdo, de modo geral, relacionados negativamente
com satisfag@o no trabalho e engajamento no trabalho e positivamente com burnout e workaholism. Ap6s a insercéo
da adaptabilidade de carreira houve aumento da explica¢do na maioria dos modelos, sendo que a contribuigdo tinica de
adaptabilidade foi significativa apenas para predi¢do de satisfacao no trabalho.

PALAVRAS-CHAVE: personalidade patologica; psicologia organizacional; orientagdo profissional e de carreira; bem-estar.

Workplace well-being has been a concern of companies
of different segments due to its influence on the quality of
services provided, employees’ productivity, and mental
health (Bendassolli, 2016; Couto & Paschoal, 2017; Wright
& Cropanzano, 2000).

Salanova et al. (2014) developed a taxonomic model for
well-being at work. The model consists of a circle divided
by two axes. The horizontal axis is related to the intensity
of pleasure, and the vertical one is related to the energy
given off by the subject carrying out the activities. The
authors suggest a model with four fundamental constructs
for well-being at work: work engagement, job satisfaction,
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burnout, and workaholic. These constructs are allocated in
the model as follows: work engagement and job satisfaction
(positive pole), and burnout and workaholic (negative
pole). Our scope was to investigate the predictive capacity
of pathological personality traits and career adaptability
factors on the components of well-being at work. The
following paragraphs present the components of well-being
at work and the previously observed associations of these
components with pathological traits and career adaptability.

Work engagement is associated with positive work-
related behavior, where high energy is given off to carry out
activities resulting in high levels of dedication and focus on
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work (Schaufeli, & Bakker, 2010). People with high levels
of work engagement have more energy and enthusiasm in
carrying out work activities (Bakker & Albrecht, 2018),
leading to a better performance of employees (Alessandri
et al., 2015). Studies also indicate that work engagement is
associated with better workers’ well-being in organizations
(Schaufeli, 2018; Shimazu et al., 2015).

Job satisfaction can be thought of as the level at which an
employee is satisfied with the job. In other words, it shows
how much the individual is satisfied with elements of daily
work, such as the type of activity performed, the relationship
with colleagues, with the bosses, with the expectations of
the work, and remuneration for the activity performed (Kim
et al., 2005; Mueller & McCloskey, 1990). It refers to the
individual’s feeling that his work-related needs are being
met (Evans, 2001). Studies indicate that job satisfaction is
positively related to productivity or performance (Folami
et al., 2014; Judge et al., 2000; Platis et al., 2015), and
well-being at work (Felstead et al., 2015).

At the opposite pole, burnout consists of a prolonged
response to chronic emotional and interpersonal stressors
related to the work environment (Salanova et al., 2005;
Schaufeli & Taris, 2005). The low expectation of achieving
specific goals at work (enthusiasm towards job), high
physical and emotional exhaustion generated by work
activity (psychological exhaustion), and high negative
attitudes of indifference and cynicism towards people in the
work environment (indolence) describe burnout. In addition
to these characteristics, burnout can be characterized by
the feeling of guilt experienced by individuals at work,
especially about interpersonal relationships (Gil-Monte et
al., 2010). Burnout has been negatively related to well-being
at work (Hall et al., 2016; Rothmann, 2008).

According to the meta-analysis conducted by Clark et
al. (2016), there is no agreement in literature regarding the
definition of workaholism (and workaholic). Workaholism
can be understood as an addiction (Ng et al., 2007; Porter,
2006; Robinson, 2000), a pattern of behavior (Scottl et
al., 1997), or as a syndrome (Aziz & Zickar, 2006). The
most used assessment scales are based on the concept that
workaholism is an addiction to work, namely, Workaholism
Battery (Spence & Robbins, 1992), the Work Addiction Risk
Test (WART; Robinson, 1999), and the Dutch Workaholism
Scale (DUWAS; Schaufeli et al., 2009).

Our study adopted the following definition for
workaholism: the addiction to work that implies negative
results for the worker in different areas of life as interpersonal,
individual, and in the organization. People with high levels
of workaholism are overly concerned with work, failing to
perform leisure activities, not worrying about relationships
or their health (Andreassen & Pallesen, 2016). A workaholic
worker may have negatively affected performance and poor
work-related well-being (Salanova et al., 2014; Shimazu &
Schaufeli, 2009).

Previous studies have investigated relationships
between work engagement, job satisfaction, burnout, and

workaholism with healthy and pathological personality
traits (Andreassen et al., 2016; Carvalho et al., 2019; Mroz
& Kaleta, 2016; Zecca et al, 2015) and career adaptability
(Rudolph et al., 2017; Rudolph, Lavigne, & Zacher, 2017).
Evidence on pathological traits indicates an inverse (or
negative) relationship with work engagement (Carvalho et
al.,2019; Zecca et al., 2015). Pathological personality traits
are negatively related to job satisfaction and positively to
burnout (Bianchi et al., 2018; Carvalho et al., 2019; Wille
et al., 2013), in addition to being positively related to
workaholism (Andreassen et al., 2016; Jackson et al., 2016).

Specifically, regarding career adaptability, high levels
in this construct have been positively related to work
engagement, and job satisfaction. It is also negatively
associated with burnout (Rudolph et al., 2017; Rudolph,
Lavigne, & Zacher, 2017). This means that the more
resources of career adaptability, the more the worker is
satisfied and engaged, and the lower the burnout levels. We
did not find studies investigating the relationship between
career adaptability and workaholism in which the latter was
considered an addiction to work.

This study aimed to test the predictive ability of
pathological personality traits and career adaptability on work
engagement, job satisfaction, burnout, and workaholism in
Brazilian workers. Besides, we sought to verify whether
adding career adaptability as a predictor would increase
the predictive model of pathological personality traits
and well-being components at work. In order to achieve
the objectives of this study, factors from the Dimensional
Clinical Personality Inventory 2 (IDCP-2; Carvalho & Primi,
in press) were used to measure pathological personality traits
and the dimensions of the Career Adapt-Abilities Scale +
Cooperation scale (CAAS+C; Ambiel et al., in press) to
measure career adaptability resources. We developed five
hypotheses, as follows.

H1) The IDCP-2 Compulsion for Work factor, indicated
in literature as a characteristic of workaholism (Andreassen
& Pallesen, 2016), in addition to the Concern, Control,
Curiosity, Confidence, and Cooperation dimensions of
CAAS+C, representing the resources of career adaptability,
should be a positive predictor of work engagement and
the Impulsivity, Self-depreciation, Emotional Apathy, and
Hopelessness factors of the IDCP-2 negative predictors of
work engagement (Bakker & Albrecht, 2018; Bakker et
al., 2014; Rudolph, Lavigne, & Zacher, 2017; Schaufeli, &
Bakker, 2010; Torp et al., 2012; Zecca et al., 2015).

H2) the Concern, Control, Curiosity, Confidence, and
Cooperation dimensions of CAAS+C, representing the
resources of career adaptability, should be positive predictors
of'job satisfaction, and Self-devaluation, Emotional Apathy,
Despair, and Anxious Concern factors of IDCP-2, which
represent pathological traits, negative predictors of it
(Bradley, & Roberts, 2004; Judge et al., 2000; Newbury-
Birch & Kamali, 2001; Rudolph et al., 2017; Rudolph,
Lavigne, & Zacher, 2017).

H3) Self-devaluation, Emotional Apathy, Vulnerability,
Anxious Concern, Hopelessness, Antagonism, Impulsivity,
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and Routine Need factors of IDCP-2, representing
pathological traits, should be positive predictors of burnout,
and the Concern, Control, Curiosity, Confidence, and
Cooperation dimensions of CAAS+C, representing career
adaptability resources, negative predictors of it (Armon et
al., 2012; Carvalho et al., 2014; Dahlin & Runeson, 2007,
Hakanen et al., 2008; Maslach & Leiter, 2016; Muscatello et
al., 2006; Rudolph et al., 2017; Rudolph, Lavigne, & Zacher,
2017; Winstanley & Whittington, 2002).

H4) Concern with Details, Compulsion for Work,
Impulsivity and Need for Routine factors of the IDCP-
2, representing pathological traits, should be positive

predictors of workaholism (Bartczak, & Oginska-Bulik,
2012; Carvalho et al., 2014; Clark et al., 2016; Sharma et
al., 2013; Stoeber et al., 2013).

HS) Predictive models composed by IDCP-2 factors,
representing pathological traits, as predictors, and work
engagement, job satisfaction, burnout, and workaholism as
predicted variables, should have an increment in the variance
explained when Concern, Control, Curiosity, Confidence,
and Cooperation dimensions of CAAS+C were added to
the model (Rudolph et al., 2017; Rudolph, Lavigne, &
Zacher, 2017).

METHODS

Participants

The sample consisted of 204 working adults, aged
18 to 67 years (M = 34.02; SD = 10.39), the majority of
females (59.8%), and residing in the Southeast region of
Brazil (84.8%). Most of the participants declared to have
a postgraduate degree (49.5%), followed by a graduate
degree (27%). Besides, most reported having a formal job
(35.3%) or being self-employed (22.5%). Regarding mental
health indicators, 53.5% reported having already undergone
psychotherapy, 15.2% psychiatric treatment, and about 8%
reported having a psychiatric diagnosis.

Instruments

Dimensional Clinical Personality Inventory 2 - IDCP-2;
(Carvalho & Primi, in press). The IDCP-2 is a self-report
scale composed of 206 items to evaluate pathological traits.
The higher the score achieved on the factors, the greater the
chances of pathological functioning. The answer key is given
on a four-point Likert scale, ranging from “1 - nothing to do
with me” to “4 - everything to do with me”. For this study,
we selected 12 factors (53 items) that would theoretically be
related to well-being components at work. The factors are as
follows: Self-devaluation, Antagonism, Emotional Apathy,
Impulsivity, Vulnerability, Anxious Concern, Hopelessness,
Need for Routine, and Compulsion for Work. The internal
consistency reliability of this study’s factors was considered
satisfactory, with alphas ranging from 0.74 (Compulsion for
Work) to 0.89 (Self-devaluation).

Career Adapt-Abilities Scale + Cooperation scale —
CAAS+C (Ambiel et al., in press; Audibert & Teixeira,
2015). The CAAS+C evaluates career adaptability through
30 items that are equally divided into five dimensions,
namely Concern, Control, Curiosity, Confidence, and
Cooperation. The answer key is given on a five-point Likert
scale that ranges from “1 - I developed little or nothing” to
“5S - I developed extremely well”. The internal consistency
reliability for this study’s dimensions was satisfactory, with
alphas ranging from 0.86 (Control) to 0.92 (Concern and
Confidence).
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Work Satisfaction Scale - Reduced — EST-R (Siqueira,
2008). The EST-R is composed of 15 items evaluating worker
satisfaction with the work. The items are distributed in five
factors: Satisfaction with Colleagues, Satisfaction with
Salary, Satisfaction with Management, Satisfaction with
the Nature of Work, and Satisfaction with Promotions. The
answer key is given on a seven-point Likert scale, ranging
from “1 - totally dissatisfied” to “7 - totally satisfied”. The
internal consistency reliability of this study’s factors were
all satisfactory, with alphas ranging from 0.84 (Satisfaction
with the Nature of Work) to 0.96 (Satisfaction with Salary).

Utrecht Work Engagement Scale - UWES-9 (Ferreira et
al., 2016). The UWES-9 evaluates work engagement through
nine items, composing a single factor. The answer key is
given on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from “0 - never”
to “6 - always”. The internal consistency reliability of the
UWES-9 in this study was considered satisfactory, with an
alpha of 0.95.

Spanish Burnout Inventory — SBI (Gil-Monte et al.,
2010). The SBI evaluates the level of burnout of workers
in different occupations. It consists of 20 items distributed
in four factors: Enthusiasm towards the job, psychological
exhaustion, Indolence, and Guilt. The answer key is given on
a five-point Likert scale ranging from “0 - never” to “4 - Very
often: every day”. The internal consistency reliability of the
SBI, in this study, was considered satisfactory, with alphas
ranging from 0.84 (Guilt) to 0.90 (Enthusiasm towards job).

Dutch Work Addiction Scale 10— DUWAS-10 (Carlotto &
Del Libano, 2010). The DUWAS-10 evaluates workaholism
through 10 items that are equally divided into two factors:
Working Excessively and Working Compulsively. Previous
studies report the possibility of evaluating workaholism
through a single factor structure due to the strong correlation
observed between the two factors of the DUWAS-10
(Carlotto & Del Libano, 2010; Vazquez et al., 2018). In
our study, a .99 correlation was observed between the two
factors. Therefore, we adopted the unifactor structure for
the scale. The answer key is given on a 4-points Likert-type
scale, being “1 - never” and “4 - every day”. This study’s
internal consistency reliability was considered satisfactory
and equal to 0.85 (alpha).
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Procedure

The research was approved by the Research Ethics
Committee (CAAE: 84826118.0.0000.5514). Data collection
was online through the Google Forms administration. The
invitations were sent on online social networks to potential
participants, informing them that only workers > 18 years
old and employed at the time of the survey could participate
in the research. The average response time to the instruments
was about 35 minutes.

Data analysis

We conducted the analyzes using the software SPSS
25 and MPlus 7. Initially, descriptive analyzes were
performed to characterize the sample. Then we tried to
predict the dependent variables work engagement, job

satisfaction, burnout, and workaholism using Structural
Equation Modeling (SEM). For each dependent variable,
we performed two analyzes. First, only the pathological
traits (Self-devaluation, Antagonism, Emotional Apathy,
Impulsivity, Vulnerability, Anxious Concern, Hopelessness,
Need for Routine, Compulsion for Work factors) were
included. Second, career adaptability dimensions (Concern,
Control, Curiosity, Confidence, and Cooperation) were also
included as predictor variables. The estimation method
used was the Weighted Least Square Mean and Variance
(WLSMYV), which uses a polychoric correlation matrix,
and the rotation was oblique (Geomin). The model fit was
verified employing the following fit indices: chi-square
and degrees of freedom ratio (X%/df<2), Confirmatory Fit
Index (CFI>.90), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI>. 90), and Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA; <.05) (Hu
& Bentler, 1999).

RESULTS

We tested two predictive models for each dependent
variable (work engagement, job satisfaction, burnout, and
workaholism). The first model was composed exclusively
of the IDCP-2 factors that represent pathological traits as
predictor variables. In the second model, in addition to the
IDCP-2 factors, we also included the career adaptability
dimensions as predictor variables. The values of the two
tested models are reported in the figures, with the values
between the parentheses referring to the first tested model
(IDCP-2) and the values outside the parentheses referring
to the second tested model (IDCP-2 and CAAS+C). It is
noteworthy that tested models had satisfactory fit indexes,
and the factorial loadings of the items were above 0.30.
Figure 1 presents the predictive model for work engagement.

Pathological traits were able to predict 31% of work
engagement. When the dimensions of career adaptability
were added, the model explained 43% of work engagement.
The model composed of pathological traits and career
adaptability explained more work engagement compared
to the model formed only by pathological traits. Self-
devaluation was a significant negative predictor, and
Impulsivity, Hopelessness, and Compulsion for work
were positive predictors. The Self-devaluation factor was
no longer a significant predictor when the dimensions
of career adaptability were inserted. The dimensions of
career adaptability were not significant predictors of work
engagement. Figure 2 presents the predictive model of job
satisfaction.

In Figure 2, the model composed of pathological traits
and career adaptability better explained the five factors of job
satisfaction. The predictors explained 53% of the variance
of Satisfaction with colleagues factor, being Emotional
Apathy, Anxious Concern and Concern significant and
negative predictors, and Hopelessness and Cooperation

significant positive predictors. Satisfaction with salary
had 27% of the variance explained, with Anxious Concern
as a significant negative predictor and Concern as a
significant positive predictor. Satisfaction with leadership
had 40% of the variance explained by the variables, with
Anxious Concern and Concern being significant negative
predictors, and Hopelessness and Confidence, positive
predictors. Satisfaction with the nature of the work had
42% of its variance explained by the predictor variables,
with a significant and negative contribution of Control,
and significant positive contribution of Impulsivity and
Curiosity. Finally, 34% of Satisfaction with promotion
was explained, with Anxious Concern being a significant
negative predictor and Impulsivity a significant positive
predictor. Figure 3 shows the predictive model of burnout.

The complete model (Figure 3) explained the four
burnout factors better than the model without all the
predictors. Enthusiasm towards the job had 33% of its
variance explained by the variables tested. However, only
Emotional Apathy was a significant negative predictor, and
Compulsion for Work was a significant positive predictor.
Psychological exhaustion had 32% of the variance explained,
with only Self-Devaluation factor being a significant positive
predictor. Thirty-four percent of Indolence was explained,
with Antagonism and Need for Routine factors being
significant positive predictors. Blame was 39% explained
by the variables, but only Impulsivity and Need for Routine
were significant positive predictors. No dimension of career
adaptability was significant predictor of burnout factors.
Figure 4 describes workaholism’s predictive model.

The workaholism variable had 62% of the variance
explained by the pathological traits (Figure 4). When we
entered the career adaptability dimensions as predictor
variables, explained variance dropped to 42%. The first
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Figure 1. Predictive model of pathological traits and career adaptability on work engagement

Note. Items representing the model were removed from the presentation of results. The figure shows the two predictive models tested, the first is formed
only by pathological personality traits as predictor variables and the second is presenting the dimensions of career adaptability added. Values from the
first model are in parentheses. Only the values of the variables that were significant predictors were presented (p<0.05); Fit indices of the models: (X%df
=1.34; CF1=0.97; TLI = 0.97, RMSEA = 0.04) X%df=1.21; CF1 = 0.97; TLI = 0.97; RMSEA = 0.03; SD = Self-devaluation; Ant = Antagonism; Emo
= Emotional Apathy; Imp = Impulsivity; Vul = Vulnerability; Anx = Anxious worry; Hop = Hopelessness; Need = Routine Need; Comp = Compulsion
to work; Engage = Engagement; Conc = Concern; Cont = Control; Curi = Curiosity; Conf = Confidence; Coop = Cooperation.

*0<0.05; **p<0.01

Figure 2. Predictive model of pathological traits and career adaptability on job satisfaction

Note. Items representing the model were removed from the presentation of results. The figure shows the two predictive models tested, the first is formed
only by pathological personality traits as predictor variables and the second is presenting the dimensions of career adaptability added. Values from the first
model are between parentheses. Only the values of the variables that were significant predictors were presented (p<0.05). Fit indices of the models: (X%df'
=1.24; CF1=0.97; TLI=0.97; RMSEA = 0.03) X%df=1.18; CF1=0.97; TLI = 0.97; RMSEA = 0.03; SD = Self-devaluation; Ant = Antagonism; Emo
= Emotional Apathy; Imp = Impulsivity; Vul = Vulnerability; Anx = Anxious worry; Hop = Hopelessness; Need = Routine Need; Comp = Compulsion
to work; Coll = Satisfaction with colleagues; Sala = Satisfaction with salary; Lead = Satisfaction with the boss; Natu = Satisfaction with the nature of
the work; Prom = Satisfaction with promotion; Conc = Concern; Cont = Control; Curi = Curiosity; Conf = Confidence; Coop = Cooperation.

*0<0.05; **p<0.01
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model is considered to be the best model to explain = Work was the significant and positive predictor. None of the
workaholism. Antagonism and Need for Routine factors  dimensions of career adaptability were significant predictors
were significant negative predictors, and Compulsion for  of workaholism.

Figure 3. Predictive model of pathological traits and career adaptability on burnout

Note. Items representing the model were removed from the presentation of results. In the figure, the two predictive models tested are represented, the
first formed only by pathological personality traits as predictor variables and in the second the dimensions of career adaptability were added. Values
from the first model are between parentheses. Only the values of the variables that were significant predictors were presented (p<0.05). Fit indices of
the models: (X%df=1.23; CFI = 0.95; TLI = 0.95; RMSEA = 0.03) X%df=1.17; CFI = 0.96; TLI = 0.96; RMSEA = 0.03; SD = Self-devaluation; Ant
= Antagonism; Emo = Emotional Apathy; Imp = Impulsivity; Vul = Vulnerability; Anx = Anxious worry; Hop = Hopelessness; Need = Routine Need;
Comp = Compulsion to work; Illu = Illusion for work; Psyc = Psychic wear; Indo = Indolence; Guil = Guilt; Conc = Concern; Cont = Control; Curi =
Curiosity; Conf = Confidence; Coop = Cooperation.

*0<0.05; *p<0.01

Figure 4. Predictive model of pathological traits and career adaptability on workaholism

Note. Items representing the model were removed from the presentation of results. In the figure, the two predictive models tested are represented, the
first formed only by pathological personality traits as predictor variables and in the second the dimensions of career adaptability were added. Values
from the first model are between parentheses. Only the values of the variables that were significant predictors were presented (p<0.05). Fit indices of
the models: (X%df'=1.32; CFI = 0.95; TLI = 0.94; RMSEA = 0.04) X%df = 1.24; CFI = 0.95; TLI = 0.95; RMSEA = 0.03; SD = Self-devaluation; Ant
= Antagonism; Emo = Emotional Apathy; Imp = Impulsivity; Vul = Vulnerability; Anx = Anxious worry; Hop = Hopelessness; Need = Routine Need;
Comp = Compulsion to work; Work = Workaholism; Conc = Concern; Cont = Control; Curi = Curiosity; Conf = Confidence; Coop = Cooperation.
*0<0.05; **p<0.01
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DISCUSSION

This study aimed to test the predictive ability of
pathological traits and career adaptability on work
engagement, job satisfaction, burnout, and workaholism
in Brazilian workers. Our hypotheses were partially
corroborated: H1) the pathological traits were better
predictors of work engagement, while the resources of career
adaptability were not significant; H2) both pathological
traits and career adaptability resources were predictors
of job satisfaction; H3) and H4) pathological traits were
better predictors of burnout and workaholism, while career
adaptability resources were not significant; H5) career
adaptability resources increased the explained variance when
inserted in the model with pathological traits, except in the
explanation of workaholism. The findings are discussed in
detail in the following paragraphs.

In the tested model (H1), Impulsivity, Hopelessness,
and Compulsion at Work factors were positive predictors
of work engagement, while Self-devaluation factor was
a negative predictor. Individuals who are reckless and
make quick decisions without considering the possibilities
(Impulsivity) and believe that the future will not be
promising (Hopelessness) (Carvalho & Primi, in press)
obtained higher levels of work engagement. This finding is
opposed to this study’s hypothesis and to what is reported
in literature (Torp et al., 2012; Zecca et al., 2015). Although
not expected, these results may be understood based on the
frequency of emission of behaviors, i.e., more impulsive
people may tend to emit more behaviors as they are less
thoughtful. The same can happen with more engaged people,
as they are more engaged with the tasks. Future research
should seek to test this explanatory possibility. Regarding
the Despair factor, it is believed that the positive relationship
observed is due to the fact that individuals who face their
future with uncertainty seek to engage in their work activities
to increase their chances of professional success in the future.

Compulsion for Work factor refers to excessive focus on
work (Carvalho et al., 2014; Carvalho & Primi, 2014). The
positive relationship of this factor with work engagement
suggests that the more an employee directs his focus to the
work activity, the more engaged the individual is in carrying
out the task, confirming our hypothesis and literature
(Schaufeli, & Bakker, 2010). Self-devaluation factor is
related to low self-esteem to others and the feeling of guilt
(Carvalho & Pianowski, 2015). This factor was negatively
related to work engagement, which is similar to the findings
of Torp et al. (2012) and confirms our hypothesis.

The dimensions of career adaptability were not able
to significantly predict work engagement. These findings
contradict what was observed in the meta-analysis conducted
by Rudolph, Lavigne, and Zacher (2017). The hypothesis
for the divergent results is that pathological traits are better
predictors than career adaptability. Because of that, in a
model in which there is an interaction between independent
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variables, pathological traits suppressed the contributions
of career adaptability dimensions. This hypothesis must be
investigated in future studies.

In the model to predict job satisfaction (H2), Emotional
Apathy and Anxious Concern IDCP-2 factors were negative
predictors, confirming previous findings (Bradley & Roberts,
2004; Newbury-Birch & Kamali, 2001), as well as Control
dimension of CAAS+C. Hopelessness and Impulsivity
factors and the dimensions Concern, Curiosity, Confidence,
and Cooperation were positive predictors and confirmed
previous evidence (Bradley & Roberts, 2004; Rudolph et
al., 2017).

Another model (H3) tested the capacity of pathological
traits and career adaptability resources to predict burnout.
Compulsion for Work, Self-devaluation, Antagonism, Need
for Routine, and Impulsivity IDCP-2 factors were positive
predictors. These findings indicate that individuals who have
an excessive focus on work, interpersonal rigidity, feelings
of incapacity and guilt, aggressive conduct, impulsivity, and
difficulties in dealing with changes in daily life tend to have
more burnout issues, which is in accordance with previous
studies (Dahlin & Runeson, 2007; Hakanen et al., 2008 &
Muscatello et al., 2006). Emotional Apathy factor was a
negative predictor of burnout, although we hypothesized this
factor as a positive predictor. This finding can be explained
by the fact that Enthusiasm towards the job factor refers to
positive characteristics, for example, a source of personal
and professional fulfillment. Thus, individuals who have
expectations of reaching their work goals tend to have less
burnout issues, which is in line with literature (Hakanen et
al., 2008). The dimensions of career adaptability did not
demonstrate a significant predictive capacity for burnout,
although a negative relationship between the constructs is
presented in literature (Rudolph et al., 2017).

The last model we tested intended to predict workaholism
(H4). The findings indicate two IDCP-2 factors as negative
predictors, Antagonism, and Routine Need. Compulsion
for Work factor was the single positive predictor, indicating
that individuals who have an excessive focus on work and
interpersonal rigidity tend to have high workaholism levels,
confirming previous evidence (Mudrack, 2004).

Our H5, predicting an increase in the explained variance
when adding career adaptability resources, was partially
confirmed. Specifically, the capacity to predict work
engagement, job satisfaction, and burnout was increased by
inserting CAAS+C dimensions. This finding is in line with a
previous meta-analysis (Rudolph, Levigne, & Zacher, 2017).
However, our study demonstrated that career adaptability
resources are good predictors of job satisfaction, distinct
from the meta-analysis findings. This result may suggest that
career adaptability should be evaluated in conjunction with
personality traits, especially pathological traits, as explaining
the variance of relevant outcomes for the worker has been
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increased with these traits in the model. On the other hand,
when inserting career adaptability resources, the explained
variance of workaholism decreased concerning the model
only with pathological traits. This result may indicate that
due to the low association between adaptability resources
and the workaholism scale, when inserting these variables in
the model, the regression line represents the data with highest
error rate, causing the explained variance to decrease. We
suggest that future studies deepen the relationship between
career adaptability resources and workaholism.

Our study improves empirical findings on the self-
regulatory role of career adaptability, contributing to the
relationship between dispositions and behaviors (Brown &
Lent, 2016). This theoretical model has been extensively
tested in literature, employing the Five-Factor model
dimensions (Rudolph, Levigne, & Zacher, 2017). However,
no previous empirical reports tested the effects of career
adaptability along with pathological traits. Our study
showed that pathological traits are better predictors of the
components of well-being at work compared to resources
of career adaptability. We suggest that those interested
in promoting workers’ well-being evaluate and plan

interventions on pathological traits and career adaptability,
as these are possible predictors of well-being at work
(Andreassen et al., 2016; Bianchi et al., 2018; Carvalho et al.,
2019; Mréz & Kaleta, 2016; Jackson et al., 2016; Rudolph,
Levigne, & Zacher, 2017; Rudolph et al., 2017; Wille et al.,
2013; Zecca et al., 2015).

Due to the complexity of the tested model, the reduced
sample of our study may have impacted the stability of the
results. Therefore, we suggest new studies be conducted
with larger samples. Besides, we choose factors representing
pathological traits based on the empirical relationships with
well-being components at work. However, this selection
method restricts the number of pathological traits tested and
cannot verify if other pathological traits are associated with
well-being components at work. Moreover, due to several
concepts and the non-agreement on which the best to explain
workaholism would be, we recommend future studies to
use the Intensive Longitudinal Model method. It is a model
for the longitudinal study of daily measurements to assess
a group of people’s workaholism for a specific amount of
time. This implementation seeks to verify if workaholism
remains stable according to the work environment stimuli.
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