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Abstract 

In today’s work environments, employees encounter negative work events which significantly 

affect their well-being and performance. Negative work events can have a variety of effects 

on employees’ self-esteem. This study aimed to examine if negative work events account for a 

decrease in employees’ daily self-esteem. It was also investigated whether openness to 

experience influences the relationship between negative work events and daily self-esteem. 

The conservation of resources theory by Hobfoll (1989) provided the theoretical framework 

for this study. The study consisted of a baseline survey and a 10-day diary survey. Convenient 

and snowball sampling methods were applied, resulting in a sample of 96 employees from 

various industries, with 62.5% female and 36.5% male participants. The hypotheses were 

tested using hierarchical multiple regression analysis. The results indicate that negative work 

events do not significantly predict a decrease in employees’ daily self-esteem and that 

openness to experience does not significantly influence the strength of the relationship 

between negative work events and daily self-esteem. Future studies could apply different 

measures and other research designs to explore different predictors accounting for a decrease 

in self-esteem. This study is a contribution to the literature on occupational well-being and 

self-esteem in the work context. 

Keywords: negative work events, daily self-esteem, openness to experience, daily 

diary survey 

 

  



  4 

The Impact of Negative Work Events on Daily Self-Esteem of Employees: Examining 

the Role of Openness to Experience as a Moderator 

Imagine Anne is your colleague from work who reports that she feels worthy and 

values herself even after a particularly stressful day at work at which she faced a heated 

discussion with her manager. You may think: how can she handle all the yelling by the 

manager in this dysfunctional work environment so well? Meanwhile, you are facing the same 

discussion with the manager since Anne and you work in the same department. You come 

home, feel discouraged and text Anne. She says that she is still motivated and sees the 

discussion as feedback rather than criticism. Maybe it is her character, you reason. After all, 

you consider her a very open-minded person.  

In this study, I will investigate how daily negative work events, such as a heated 

discussion, predict self-esteem in employees and how personality traits help to explain 

interindividual differences. More precisely, I will examine whether a relationship exists 

between negative work events and daily self-esteem and, whether personal characteristics 

influence the response to negative work events in terms of employee’s self-esteem. Are 

personality traits an indicator of how you feel about yourself? It will be studied whether 

openness to experience plays a role in determining the decrease or increase of daily self-

esteem after experiencing a negative work event. 

The impact of the work environment plays a significant role in both the overall success 

of individuals and how they feel about themselves. Most people take pride in their work, but 

may also experience stress at work (Reitz et al., 2022). The study by Reitz et al. (2022) is 

particularly interesting because it focuses on the effects work events have on well-being, in 

this case self-esteem. The present study will investigate the question whether negative work 

events influence self-esteem in more detail. In recent years, there has been an increasing 
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amount of literature on how overall work experiences influence self-esteem (Krauss & Orth, 

2022; Pindek, 2020; Reitz, 2022; Semmer et al., 2019; Tharenou, 1979). 

Not everyone feels a decrease in self-esteem when experiencing negative work events. 

Openness to experience, one of the Big Five personality characteristics (Costa & McCrae, 

1992), may be a relevant personality characteristic because individuals who score high on this 

trait tend to be more tolerant of different situations and perspectives, including negative ones 

(Shi et al., 2016). Someone scoring higher on this trait, Anne for example, may even benefit 

from negative work events and therefore protect their self-esteem. Consequently, I argue that 

openness to experience is a useful personality trait to study. Most studies in the field of 

(negative) work events have not yet focused on how personality traits can explain differences 

in how people react to negative work events. It is an area of interest within the field of 

organizational and industrial psychology to examine openness to experience as a moderator in 

order to be able to find potential buffering factors against negative work events. 

The study aims to support and contribute to the existing literature on daily self-esteem 

and negative work events by investigating the impact of openness to experience. Moreover, 

the study provides an important opportunity to advance the understanding of how negative 

work events influence daily self-esteem. 

Daily Self-Esteem 

Self-esteem refers to a person’s overall sense of worth and value based on self-

evaluation (Semmer et al., 2019). It encompasses a person’s beliefs and feelings about 

themselves, as well as their judgments of their abilities, qualities, and achievements (Gardner 

& Pierce, 1998). Self-esteem is closely related to a person’s sense of identity and is influenced 

by a range of factors, including social factors and environmental influences, such as 

sociocultural norms and life transitions (Reitz, 2022). Social factors, like interpersonal 

relationships, have a strong influence on self-esteem, for instance when there is a break-up or 
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divorce involved (Bleidorn et al., 2021; Luciano & Orth, 2017). Sociocultural norms, like 

gender roles, also cause changes in self-esteem over the course of a life time (Reitz & 

Staudinger, 2017). Life transitions influence self-esteem through childhood experiences and 

other life course adjustments, like “education-to-work” (Reitz, 2022). Those factors can 

increase or decrease self-esteem. Self-esteem can be distinguished into trait self-esteem and 

state self-esteem. Self-esteem has mostly been investigated from a trait perspective, but it can 

also be conceptualized as a state (Gardner & Pierce, 1998; Leary, 1999; Nezlek & Plesko, 

2001; Reitz et al., 2022). State self-esteem refers to the temporary and situational fluctuations 

in self-esteem, whereas trait self-esteem represents the more enduring and stable overall 

evaluation of oneself (Ninot et al., 2006; Reitz et al., 2022). In this study I will focus on state 

self-esteem, namely on a day-to-day basis, which I term daily self-esteem. 

Negative Work Events as Predictors of Daily Self-Esteem 

In the workplace, the experience of negative work events leads to decreased self-

esteem (DeHart & Pelham, 2007). Negative work events refer to experiences or incidents that 

have a harmful or adverse impact on an individual’s job performance, job satisfaction, and 

overall well-being at work (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). A study by Eisenberger and 

Stinglhamber (2011) found that negative feedback from a supervisor can lead to decreased 

self-esteem and feelings of incompetence.  

Negative work events can be divided into social negative work events and task-related 

negative work events (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Social negative work events refer to 

events in the workplace that involve social interactions with other people, such as bullying, 

harassment, discrimination and conflicts with fellow employees or the supervisor. Task-

related negative work events involve situations that deal with the actual work that is done, 

such as a difficult project, excessive workload or a strict deadline. Negative work events, 

whether they are task- or social-related, can have severe consequences for the individual 
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employee, leading to stress, low motivation, and potentially even mental health issues or 

burnout (Ohly & Schmitt, 2015; Volmer & Fritsche, 2016). 

The relationship between negative work events and self-esteem will be investigated 

based on the conservation of resources (COR) theory by Hobfoll (1989). The COR theory 

states that people strive to maintain and protect their resources, including emotional and social 

resources. According to this theory, when people experience negative events, they are more 

likely to experience a loss of resources.  

Resources are internal and external assets that individuals possess or access when they 

have to cope with stressful experiences to maintain their well-being (Bakker & Demerouti, 

2008; Hobfoll et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2020). Hobfoll's COR theory provides a definition of 

resources within the context of psychological well-being and stress. According to Hobfoll 

(1989), resources refer to objects, personal characteristics, or conditions that are valued and 

can be beneficial for individuals in achieving their goals and addressing stressful situations. 

Hobfoll's definition of resources highlights their significance in buffering against the negative 

impact of stress and promoting adaptation. For example, if an employee experiences a 

negative work event such as being criticized by a supervisor or failing to meet a deadline, they 

may feel that they have lost resources such as their sense of competence (e.g., self-esteem) 

and control over their work (Schmitt & Weigelt, 2023).  

A loss of resources, decreased self-esteem for example, may make individuals feel less 

confident in their abilities and less valued as an employee. The COR theory also suggests that 

individuals who have already experienced a loss of resources may be more vulnerable to 

further losses (Hobfoll et al., 2018). Therefore, if an individual is already experiencing low 

self-esteem, negative work events may have an even stronger negative effect on their self-

esteem. Drawing on these theoretical arguments, I postulate that experiencing negative events 

at work, such as criticism, conflict, or failure, can lead to a decrease in an individual’s self-
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esteem. When individuals experience negative work events, they may begin to doubt their 

abilities and feel less confident in themselves. This, in turn, can impact their daily self-esteem. 

Hypothesis 1: Negative work events have a negative effect on daily self-esteem.  

Openness to Experience as a Protective and Buffering Factor 

Openness to experience is a personality trait that refers to an individual's tendency to 

be receptive to new and diverse experiences as well as to engage in creative and imaginative 

thinking (Costa & McCrae, 1992). This trait has been studied extensively in psychology and 

is considered one of the five major dimensions of personality, often referred to as the Big Five 

personality traits (Feist, 2019; Roccas et al., 2002). Research has consistently shown that 

individuals who score high on openness to experience are more likely to engage in creative 

thinking, have a broader range of interests, and are more tolerant of diverse viewpoints and 

cultures (Shi et al., 2016; Tidikis & Dunbar, 2019). Furthermore, individuals scoring high on 

this trait may be more likely to have diverse resources to draw upon, for example mental 

strength, which can help them cope better with negative work events (Robins et al., 2001). 

Individuals who score high on openness to experience seem to appreciate all kinds of 

happenings, changes and situations – even the negative ones (Costa & McCrae, 1992; 

DeYoung et al., 2014).  

In contrast, individuals who score low on openness to experience tend to be more 

conservative and conformist in their thinking and behavior (Nekljudova, 2019). People low in 

openness to experience are more rigid in their beliefs and less willing to consider other 

perspectives, making it more difficult for them to adapt to changes or setbacks at work, 

leading, in term, to lower self-esteem (Williams et al., 2013). They also prefer familiar 

environments, people, and experiences (Carrillo et al., 2001; Chiappelli et al., 2021; 

Nekljudova, 2019; Williams et al., 2009). Individuals less open to experience may feel 

uncomfortable or anxious in a new environment and may have a harder time adapting to 
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negative situations or learning from them. Therefore, individuals who score low on openness 

to experience are more vulnerable to the impact of negative work events on their self-esteem. 

This raises the question whether someone with low openness to experience has lower daily 

self-esteem and fewer available resources when confronted with negative work events.  

Applying the COR theory, I can infer that individuals who score high on openness to 

experience may have more resources to draw upon when experiencing negative work events 

(Bono et al., 2013; Hobfoll et al., 2018). The first corollary of the COR theory states that 

those with greater resources are less vulnerable to resource loss and more capable of resource 

gain. Conversely, individuals who lack resources are more vulnerable to resource loss and less 

capable of resource gain (Hobfoll et al., 2018).  

Based on this corollary, it appears that individuals who score high on openness to 

experience may have more resources to draw upon when experiencing negative work events, 

which can help them cope and maintain their self-esteem. Those resources can be seen as a 

buffering factor for daily self-esteem and a protective factor against the negative impact of 

negative work events. Individuals scoring high on openness to experience may have a more 

adaptive coping style that allows them to reframe negative events in a more positive light or 

to engage in activities that restore their sense of self-worth. In contrast, individuals with lower 

scores on openness to experience may potentially face a decline in their daily self-esteem 

when confronted with negative work events. This could be attributed to their tendency to 

possess a fixed sense of self, which can make the experience of such events more challenging 

for them. 

Hypothesis 2: Openness to experience moderates the relationship between negative 

work events and daily self-esteem, such that individuals higher in openness to experience will 

experience a weaker negative impact of negative work events on their daily self-esteem 

compared to individuals lower in openness to experience. 
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Method 

Procedure and Participants  

Data for the study were collected in 2022 and 2023 by bachelor and master students of 

psychology from the University of Groningen. The study consisted of a baseline survey and a 

daily diary survey. Inclusion criteria for the study required participants to be fluent in English 

and work for a minimum of 20 hours per week. A custom-made flyer was created, featuring 

both a link and a QR-code to access the baseline survey. The study employed convenient and 

snowball sampling, asking participants to invite additional individuals to participate in the 

study. As an incentive for participation, the study participants received a feedback report on 

the study results and could win one of three vouchers of €50. The 10-day diary survey was 

conducted by the students via email inviting participants to use the Qualtrics link forwarding 

them to the daily diary survey. 

The baseline survey was a screening of about 10 minutes assessing demographic 

variables like age, gender, and education as well as general health, sensory processing 

sensitivity, and Big Five facets. In the end, the participants had to fill in their email address to 

get a daily invitation to the diary survey. The daily diary survey was conducted in the 

afternoon or evening after the employees finished their workday, which also took about 10 

minutes to fill in. It consisted of questionnaires as well as statements of work events, emotions 

of the moment, and state self-esteem. This study was given ethical approval by the Ethical 

Committee Psychology (ECP) connected to the University of Groningen, the Netherlands. 

In total, 141 people participated in the baseline survey. Of those, nine failed the 

attention check, therefore they were removed and one participant was removed due to the lack 

of a valid email address. The final baseline sample consisted of 131 participants, of which 63 

filled in the survey in 2022 and 68 who completed it in 2023.  
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In the second part of the study, the daily diary survey, a total of 553 observations were 

gathered from 98 individuals during a span of 10 work days. The diary surveys were 

aggregated to the person level. A scale mean for each study variable was created. Because 

participants were not working or had a day off, 21 observations were removed.  

Finally, the aggregated daily data were matched with the baseline data and a few 

participants were removed who only participated at baseline and not in at least one of the 

daily studies and two participants were removed because they participated in the diary 

surveys, but not in the baseline survey. As a consequence, the final sample consists of 96 

participants, with baseline data and aggregated daily data (n = 54 from 2022 and n = 42 from 

2023). 

Participants formed a heterogenous sample and were from various industries. The 

participants worked as teachers, nurses, consultants, and engineers, among other professions. 

The participants’ age ranged from 19 to 62 years, with a mean age of 35.76 (SD = 13.30). Of 

these, 36.5% indicated to be male, 62.5% were female and one (1%) indicated gender as 

otherwise defined or undefined, or preferred not to say. In terms of education, 60.4% (n = 58) 

of the participants have achieved a university degree, 15.6% (n = 15) have completed 

secondary school, 11 participants (11.5%) have a (technical) secondary school diploma, and 3 

individuals (3%) possess a doctorate degree. Out of all the participants, about half of the 

sample (n = 52, 54.2%) indicated that they were born in the Netherlands, 16.7% (n = 16) 

originated from Germany, and the remaining 29.2% (n = 28) reported being born in other 

countries. There were no significant differences in key demographics: age (t(93) = .384 , p = 

.702), gender (t(94) = .869 , p = .387), and highest achieved level of education (t(94) = .827 , 

p = .410). And no significant differences were found in the key study variables: negative work 

events (t(91) = -1.434 , p = .155), daily self-esteem (t(94) = 1.784 , p = .078), and openness to 

experience (t(94) = .137 , p = .892) between participants who participated in 2022 and 2023.  
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Measures  

 Survey items were presented in English. Although the survey comprised several scales 

to measure different variables, only scales relevant to the hypotheses investigated in this 

thesis will be described. 

Baseline Survey 

Openness to Experience. To measure how high participants score on openness to 

experience, the baseline survey adapted items from the Mini-IPIP developed by Donnellan et 

al. (2006). The Mini-IPIP assesses each of the Big Five personality factors (extraversion, 

agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness to experience) using four items 

per factor (Donnellan et al., 2006), comprising a total scale of 20 items. Openness to 

experience makes use of one positively keyed item (“I have a vivid imagination.”). The three 

negatively keyed items are: “I have difficulty understanding abstract ideas.”; “I am not 

interested in abstract ideas.”; “I do not have a good imagination.”. I recoded the negatively 

keyed items. Participants rated how well the statement described them on a 5-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate). Cronbach’s alpha was .589.  

Diary Survey 

Negative Work Events. Negative work events were assessed in the daily diary survey 

using the 32 work events taxonomy by Schmitt and Scheibe (2022). The events are divided 

into positive (13 items) and negative (19 items) events, further subdivided into categories: 

task, social-self, social-others, and personal events. Participants were asked about situations 

that might have occurred at work that day. Participants rated the events on a 5-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (did not experience this situation; no impact) to 5 (situation 

experienced; very significant impact). The initial response option 1 was treated as negative 

work event did not occur, and subsequently, the scale was recoded into a 1 to 4 answer scale 
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to measure the level of impact caused by negative events. A sample item is: “You received 

negative feedback about your own or your team’s or organization’s work.” 

Self-Esteem. State self-esteem was measured with three modified items from the 

Rosenberg self-esteem scale (Rosenberg, 1989) adapted from the study by Eatough et al. 

(2016). A sample item is: “Today, I felt that I have a number of good qualities.” The three 

items are on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely). Cronbach’s 

alpha was .894. 

Control Variable 

Multiple studies indicate the importance of age in the workplace (Hsu, 2018; Mauno et 

al., 2013; Scheibe, 2021). Older workers were found to have more experience in dealing with 

negative work events and reported a greater ability to preserve their self-esteem than their 

younger coworkers (Scheibe, 2021). Accordingly, I controlled for age in the analysis. Age 

was measured in years. 

Data Analysis 

All data were analyzed with IBM SPSS statistics (version 28). The following steps 

were taken to study the data. Descriptive statistics were conducted to examine the mean, 

standard deviation, and minimum as well as maximum of each variable. Data were checked 

for outliers. The assumptions for conducting a hierarchical multiple regression analysis were 

checked. This included examining the linearity and homoscedasticity of the relationship 

between the predictor and outcome variables, as well as checking for multicollinearity among 

the predictor variables. Skewness and kurtosis were examined to assess the normality of the 

data. Correlations between study variables were examined using Pearson’s correlation 

coefficient to assess the strength and direction of the relationships. 

The hypotheses were tested using hierarchical multiple regression analysis to test the 

effect of negative work events on daily self-esteem and the moderating role of openness to 
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experience on the relationship between negative work events and daily self-esteem. The 

regression coefficients and their corresponding p-values were examined to determine the 

significance of the relationships between the negative work events, daily self-esteem, and 

openness to experience. The overall fit of the model was assessed using relevant goodness-of-

fit statistics, like R-squared, to determine how well the model explained the variation in daily 

self-esteem. 

Results 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations  

Table 1 displays the means and standard deviations of the study variables. Daily self-

esteem had a mean of 3.23 (SD = .64), indicating moderately high levels among participants. 

Negative work events had a mean of 1.70 (SD = .50), suggesting a low occurrence of such 

events. Openness to experience had a mean of 3.73 (SD = .66), suggesting moderately high 

levels among participants. 

Table 1 also presents the correlations between the study variables. Negative work 

events and daily self-esteem showed a statistically non-significant relationship (r = -.07, p = 

.503). The relationship between openness to experience and daily self-esteem was also non-

significant (r = -.05, p = .646). Openness to experience and negative work events had a non-

significant relationship as well (r = -.17, p = .10). The control variable age had no significant 

influence on the dependent variable daily self-esteem (r = .09, p = .388) and on the 

independent variables (negative work events: r = -.15, p = .164; openness to experience: r = -

.14, p = .188). Therefore, it was not further considered in the analyses. Assumptions were 

assessed using appropriate tests and no assumption violations were found, see Appendix. 

Hypotheses Testing  

The results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis are presented in Table 2. 

Hypothesis 1 stated that negative work events have a negative effect on daily self-esteem. To 
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test this main effect, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted. The results 

indicate that negative work events do not have a significant effect on daily self-esteem (B = -

.088, SE = .130, t = -.070, p = .503). Hypothesis 1 was therefore not supported. 

Hypothesis 2 proposed that openness to experience moderates the relationship between 

negative work events and daily self-esteem. Specifically, for individuals high in openness to 

experience, negative work events are hypothesized to have a lower impact on daily self-

esteem compared to individuals with low openness to experience. I centered the independent 

and moderator variable to compute the interaction effect. To test the moderation, the 

interaction effect was added to the regression model in the step-wise regression analysis. The 

results indicate that the moderation of openness to experience on the relationship between 

negative work events and daily self-esteem was weak (B = -.098, SE = .102, t = -.964, p = 

.338). Hypothesis 2 was therefore also not supported. The complete model including predictor 

variables and the interaction accounted for 2.2% of variance (R2 = .022), see Table 2.  

Discussion 

Summary of Findings 

 The present study aimed to investigate whether the experience of negative work events 

would decrease daily self-esteem and examine the role of openness to experience as a 

moderator. This was done within the theoretical framework of the COR theory (Hobfoll, 

1989). However, the findings indicate that there is no evidence to support the hypothesized 

relationships. Negative work events do not significantly decrease daily self-esteem and 

openness to experience does not significantly moderate the relationship between negative 

work events and daily self-esteem. The results did not show any significant correlation or 

association. 

These results suggest, however, that there may be other, independent variables or 

moderators, not considered in this study, which might play a more substantial role in 
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influencing daily self-esteem. Those predictors (independent variables, moderator) could be, 

for example, individual or social support, physical health, or even positive work events.  

Theoretical Implications 

 Given the results, I was unable to find support for the COR theory’s first corollary 

with this specific sample. My hypothesis development was based on the reasoning that 

openness to experience holds resources which protect against negative work events. That 

would suggest that negative work events would account for resource losses, that is, a 

decreased self-esteem on the day a negative work event was experienced. Although the broad 

theory does not apply to the proposed relationships it is crucial to note that the absence of 

support for the COR theory in this study does not discredit the theory at all.  

One conceptual explanation as to why the results did not support the COR theory 

could be that I only focused on the moderator openness to experience, a personality trait 

holding greater resources. If I had taken other personality traits, neuroticism for example, 

which, conversely would hold fewer resources, the relationship might have been significant 

(Wrzus et al., 2021). This lack of support suggests that other personality traits or mechanisms 

may be at play in influencing resource loss (Reitz et al., 2022).  

Another conceptual explanation could be that the dynamics of resources were not 

taken into account. Based on the COR theory resources are not fixed concepts, but can change 

and interact with other resources over time. For example, the experience of a resource gain 

(e.g., promotion) can influence the experience of a resource loss (e.g., self-confidence), and 

vice versa (Hobfoll et al., 2018). Moreover, individuals will treat resources differently and 

have less or more to draw upon when compared to other individuals. Future studies could 

implement this in different research models.  

Based on the findings, the Effort-Reward Imbalance concept (ERI; Siegrist and 

Wahrendorf, 2016) could have formed the theoretical framework of this study as well 
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(Semmer et al., 2019). The ERI concept, proposed by Siegrist and Wahrendorf (2016), refers 

to a theory that examines the relationship between the effort individuals put into their work 

and the rewards they receive in return. The ERI concept uses self-esteem as an outcome 

variable. Results by van Vegchel et al. (2002) suggest that when self-esteem functions as a 

reward it may have a positive effect on employee’s health. The ERI concept could be applied 

on this research model using negative work events as demands and testing whether daily self-

esteem is a reward worthy of further investigation. 

The results guide future research by narrowing down potential areas of focus. For 

example, future research could use different personality traits as moderators and reconsider 

negative work events as predictor for decreased self-esteem. Researchers can now explore 

alternative explanations, or re-evaluate existing theories. The findings emphasize the need for 

further research in order to refine and expand the understanding of resource dynamics and 

their implications for the workplace. 

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research Implications  

Although the study did not yield significant results, the null findings can contribute to 

scientific knowledge. It is important to acknowledge the limitations of this study to create 

implications for future studies.  

To begin with, the findings of this study might not be generalizable to other 

populations or contexts due to the specific characteristics of the sample and the study setting. 

The majority of this sample consists of women (62.5%) and higher educated employees 

(university degree: 60.4%). This could mean that motivation to participate in this study was 

higher because of scientific curiosity, possibly better coping strategies for negative work 

events, and therefore higher self-esteem. Replication studies with a different sampling method 

and more diverse samples would be valuable to validate these results and establish the 

generalizability of the findings. 
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A second limitation is that Cronbach’s alpha for the items of openness to experience 

was moderately low. This reliability issue could indicate that future studies should use a 

different openness to experience measure. On top of that, the number of items (four) maybe 

could not capture the true essence and variability of the construct. The measurement precision 

of the moderator could be a factor that might have influenced the results. Future studies could 

consider using a more comprehensive measure to increase the accuracy and reliability of the 

data collected. The Big Five Inventory (John & Srivastava, 1999) measures the Big Five 

personality factors. Openness to Experience has 10 items in that questionnaire and a stronger 

internal consistency (Han & Pistole, 2017). Future research could implement that 

questionnaire to assess personality traits. 

Thirdly, future research should make use of more objective measures to 

operationalize employee (mental) health (e.g., physiological and 

psychological health indicators; Danna & Griffin, 1999; Rönnblad et al., 2019). Also, peer 

measures should be taken into consideration (e.g., ratings by colleagues or supervisors), 

because self-reports, used in this study, in itself hold limitations, a biased memory for 

example, which could also address the non-significant results (Betts Razavi, 2001). 

Another future research implication could be applying a longitudinal design to study 

changes in self-esteem over longer periods of time. This would make a difference in time 

consumption and could yield different results because participants could be more committed 

to participate in the study (Taris & Kompier, 2014). 

Furthermore, in this study I made use of aggregated data. This could mean that the 

accumulated data took away the dynamics of daily self-esteem (Ninot et al., 2006). By that I 

mean that the aggregated data may fail to account for interindividual differences, leading to a 

less comprehensive and accurate representation of self-esteem. Since I focused primarily on 
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state self-esteem in response to various events, my focus was on the dynamic nature of self-

esteem.  

In relation to the above-mentioned limitation, the aggregated data also mask the 

interindividual differences in the samples’ score of openness to experience. Because openness 

to experiences is a personality trait different in all people. Personality traits, like the Big Five, 

are stable factors (Costa & McCrae, 1992). This makes it difficult to apply them to such 

dynamic variables as daily self-esteem. 

According to the findings, negative work events do not have a significant effect on 

daily self-esteem. However, negative work events may have a more powerful impact on 

perceived stress (levels) (Semmer et al., 2019). Especially with the events the present study 

covers, no distinction between social and task-related negative work events were made, this is 

a limitation to be aware of. The study has a limited perspective on work events. The 

taxonomy of Schmitt and Scheibe (2022) focuses on work events which take place 

exclusively in the workplace. Events happening outside of work, for example divorce or 

sickness, also have an impact on work (Bleidorn et al., 2021; Luciano & Orth, 2017; Wanberg 

et al., 2022). Future studies could make a distinction between social- and task-related events 

and events happening outside of work. 

Moreover, future research could consider using different personality traits and 

focusing on positive work events to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the 

influence on state self-esteem. Given the negative correlation between neuroticism and self-

esteem (Amirazodi & Amirazodi, 2011), future studies could prioritize investigating 

neuroticism within the Big Five framework as well as Eysenck's (1967) neuroticism. Positive 

work events are associated with self-esteem and could be studied further as an independent 

variable (Pierce and Gardner, 2004).  
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Overall, given the data from this study, it is not possible to draw any strong 

conclusions concerning the specific research model. The results call for further investigation 

using a different sample, more precise measurement techniques, and an alternative research 

design to better understand the relationship between negative work events, daily self-esteem 

and openness to experience and shed more light on the underlying mechanisms at play. 

Practical Implications 

 Because the present study did not yield significant results, I can only make a few 

general observations with regard to practical implications.   

Employers and organizations should take steps to address negative work events, it is 

clear that they occur, to ensure a safe and healthy work environment. Managers should be 

aware about the impact negative work events have on psychological well-being (Ohly & 

Schmitt, 2015; Volmer & Fritsche, 2016). Negative work events could have more influence 

on self-esteem and overall mental well-being than we know at this moment. It is important for 

organizations and managers to provide adequate support and offer resources to employees 

who experience negative work events. This support can take the form of counseling services, 

employee assistance programs, or supervisor support to ensure employees feel valued and 

supported (Hämmig, 2017).  

Having said that, positive work events should also be considered in the work 

environment because they could equally have an influence on daily self-esteem (Wang et al., 

2020). Applying the COR theory, one could see positive work events as an objective resource 

gain increasing daily self-esteem. 

The present study sheds light on the importance of individual traits in understanding 

the impact of negative work events on self-esteem (Reitz et al., 2022). Organizations can 

consider incorporating assessments of individual traits, such as the Big Five, during hiring or 
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employee development processes to better understand how individuals may respond to 

negative events in the workplace (Cui et al., 2022; Leutner & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2018). 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, this study found no significant relationship between negative work 

events and employees’ daily self-esteem. The findings suggest that other factors may have a 

stronger influence on employees’ self-esteem. In addition, there were no significant results 

indicating openness to experience has a moderating effect on the relationship between 

negative work events and daily self-esteem. It highlights the need for further research to 

explore other moderator variables that may have an influence on the relationship between 

negative work events and daily self-esteem. The study contributes to the literature on 

occupational well-being and self-esteem in the work context by emphasizing the complex 

interplay between work events, individual characteristics, and employees’ daily self-esteem. 
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Tables  

Table 1 

Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations for Study Variables 

Variable M SD 1. 2.  3.  
1. Age 35.76 13.31    

2. Daily self-
esteem  

3.23 .63 .09 
 

  

3. Negative 
work events  

1.70 .50 -.15 -.07  

4. Openness to 
experience  

3.73 .65 -.14 -.05 -.17 
 

Note. N1 = 95; N2 = 96; N3 = 93; N4 = 96 
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Table 2 

Regression Analysis 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 

  

Model  B Std. Error Beta     t P -
value 

R2 

1 (Constant) 3.232 .065  49.479 <.001 .015 
 Negative 

work 
events 

-.109 .132 -.088 -.829 .410  

 Openness 
to 
experience 

-.098 .102 -.102 -.964 .338  

2 (Constant) 3.224 .066  48.761 <.001 .022 
 Negative 

work 
events 

.377 .625 .303 .603 .548  

 Openness 
to 
experience 

-.098 .102 -.103 -.963 .338  

 Interaction 
effect 

-.133 .167 -.400 -.796 .428  

Note. Dependent variable: daily self-esteem 
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Appendix 

Graphs 

Figure 1 

Histogram: Assumption Check Normal Distribution 
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Figure 2 

P-P plot: Assumption Check Normality 
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Figure 3 

Scatterplot: Assumption Check Homoscedasticity 
 

 


