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Supplemental Methods
Second Order Quantitative Review of Meta-Analyses
We systematically extracted key descriptive statistics, including the source, name, and description of a relevant variable, its total number of independent samples (i.e., k), total sample size (i.e., N), mean sample-size weighted observed effect size (e.g., , , or ), and an index of between-studies variance (e.g., standard error standard deviation, confidence or credibility intervals). We also coded or estimated information about predictor and/or criterion reliability. Because some meta-analyses did not report complete descriptive statistics, some estimation was required. We provide complete details below.
Estimating . Some meta-analyses reported z-values as their effect size of interest. Using Fisher’s (1915) z-to-r transformation, we converted these values to correlation coefficients. 
Estimating SDr. Some meta-analyses did not report observed (i.e., uncorrected) between-studies standard deviations (SDr). However, most reported other indices of variability, which we used to estimate SDr.
For meta-analyses reporting confidence intervals (CI) or credibility intervals (CR) around observed effects (), we converted these values to standard deviation units based on the degree of certainty reported for that interval (e.g., 80% or 95%). Because SDr is used in computing CR, it is straightforward to estimate it (i.e., CR =  ). Estimating SDr from SE is also possible in random effects meta-analysis because SE is incorporated into the computation of CI (i.e., CI ≈ ). Thus, for meta-analyses reporting SE around a meta-analytic correlation (or a CI based on SE), we used an approximation formula for estimation (i.e., SDr ≈ ; Schmidt & Hunter, 2015; also cf. Whitener, 1990). 
For meta-analyses reporting CI or CR around corrected effects (), we first attenuated the estimate using reliability estimates reported for the Big Five traits and/or the GCB variable. For meta-analyses reporting corrected effects, but not reporting reliability coefficients used to correct them, we estimated the reliability based on the attenuation factor (i.e., ) of the reported relations to that particular GCB variable, as well as the square root of each trait’s frequency-weighted meta-analytic internal consistency estimate from Viswesvaran and Ones (2000b, Table 1). Afterward, we converted values to SDr units based on the degree of certainty reported for that particular interval (e.g., 80%, 90%, or 95%).
Finally, for meta-analyses that failed to report any index of between-studies variance, we computed an estimate of variance due to sampling error (i.e., 2]2]; Hunter & Schmidt, 2014). Studies are marked accordingly in the tables where we use these estimates. 
Evaluations of Publication Bias and Sensitivity Analyses
Evaluations of publication bias and sensitivity analyses. Publication bias can aversely influence management scholarship. Meta-analyses are not exempt from these biasing effects and techniques have been developed to test for them (Carter et al., 2019; Siegel et al., 2021). Thus, following Wilmot and Ones (2022, 2019), we conducted publication bias and sensitivity analysis evaluations for meta-analyses contributing to our review. We provide complete details below. 
Publication bias and sensitivity analyses in meta-analyses. Reporting and publication bias can threaten the reliability and validity of meta-analysis. As a result, it is relevant to evaluate whether potential biases threaten the accuracy of records included in our review. Publication and reporting bias concerns including nonrepresentative studies in a meta-analysis, which may skew findings and lead to erroneous inferences (Cooper, 2016; Rothstein et al., 2005). A meta-analyst does not always have access to all studies; to the extent that inaccessible studies systematically differ compared to accessible studies, the corresponding meta-analytic estimate will be biased. 
The concern about studies examining relations of the Big Five traits and GCB variables is that the accessible studies may exaggerate the true magnitudes of effect sizes. The reason for the exaggeration is that the published literature may be distorted due to the “file drawer problem” (Greenwald, 1975; Rosenthal, 1979), which posits that statistically nonsignificant results tend to stay unpublished (in file drawers), but statistically significant results tend to appear in scholarly journals. Although publication bias primarily occurs at the primary study level, it can also impact meta-analysis. If significant findings are published, but nonsignificant findings stay unpublished, then a meta-analysis of the published literature will result in an estimate that is upwardly biased. 
Methodologists have listed several possible sources of publication bias (Sutton, 2009). Regardless of etiology, two broad sets of approaches can be used to assess and guard against it. 
Post hoc approaches. The first set of approaches involves assessing and addressing bias after the meta-analysis has been conducted. Contributing data and results are tested to evaluate (a) whether there is evidence of publication bias, and (b) whether the results would change if the contributing data were composed of differently. The first subset of approaches includes assessing the magnitudes of effect sizes included in a meta-analysis, inspecting the publication status of contributing studies, and using cumulative meta-analysis, forest plots, or other symmetry-based methods (i.e., Begg and Mazumdar’s rank correlation, Egger’s test of intercept, funnel plots; for details, see Kepes et al., 2012). The second subset of approaches includes procedures that impute “missing” studies to estimate what results would look like if such studies had been included (e.g., Duval and Tweedie’s trim-and-fill, p-uniform method; for details, again, see Kepes et al., 2012), or that separately evaluate the magnitudes of effect sizes from different sources (i.e., published vs unpublished records). In the preceding approaches, the main objective of sensitivity analyses is to test a given set of meta-analytic estimates for robustness to publication bias. 
To evaluate the reporting of publication bias analyses in our qualifying records, we coded for conventional (e.g., failsafe N) and advanced methods of bias assessment (e.g., funnel plots, cumulative meta-analysis, Egger’s test of the intercept, Begg and Mazumdar’s rank correlation test, and precision-effect test and precision-effect estimate with standard errors [PET-PEESE]). 
Preventative approaches. The second set of approaches defends against publication bias from the beginning, instead of dealing with it afterward. Preventative approaches involve efforts to proactively include relevant published and unpublished studies in a meta-analysis. Including as many unpublished sources as possible, especially when they are proportionately large, is key to limiting potential publication bias. It is also a common best practice for reducing the impact of file drawer effects in meta-analysis (for details, see Banks et al., 2012; Schmidt & Hunter, 2015).
Centrality considerations. A third consideration that may protect a meta-analysis against publication bias is determining whether a certain variable is of central interest to the research question. Some meta-analyses examine effects that incidental (e.g., demographic variables), but are not central to the research question or hypotheses. Publication bias is far less likely in these circumstances because there is no incentive to distort reporting of effects for incidental variables (Wilmot & Ones, 2022, 2019; see also Schmidt & Hunter, 2015). Because meta-analyses that report effects of personality tend to report effects for all the Big Five traits, or other personality traits, non-centrality considerations may be relevant.   
Evaluations of contributing meta-analyses. Accordingly, we utilized both post hoc and preventive approaches to address possible publication bias in meta-analytic records included in our review. We also utilized several ways to determine whether the Big Five traits were central variables in these meta-analyses. We coded the full set of 46 contributing meta-analyses for (a) general descriptive information, (b) post hoc approaches that assess and address publication bias and sensitivity analyses, (c) preventive approaches that guard against publication bias, and (d) features relevant to centrality considerations (cf. Wilmot & Ones, 2019). To ensure consistency, the first and second authors coded 10 meta-analyses. Intercoder agreement was good (i.e.,  = .91) and coders resolved discrepancies by discussion and jointly checking coded meta-analyses. Tables S2 and S3 respectively provide descriptions of the coding information and the data.  
Sensitivity analyses in second order meta-analyses. Evaluations of publication bias should be supplemented by considerations for sensitivity analyses for applicable second order meta-analyses, specifically, small-k meta-analyses. 
Small-k meta-analyses. Though more meta-analyses are better, it is possible to combine results from as few as two meta-analyses (Schmidt & Oh, 2013). However, because second order meta-analysis methods utilize inverse variance weights in combining effects (i.e., ), sampling error can have an exaggerated effect when k and m (i.e., the number of meta-analyses) are small. Namely, when k = 2 or 3, second order grand mean population parameters tend to be biased toward the meta-analysis with the smaller k and SDr (Wilmot & Ones, 2019; Wilmot et al., 2019). Because these estimates are also more susceptible to sampling error a way to alleviate these effects is to substitute the observed SDr with that from the meta-analysis with the largest k via imputation (Wilmot & Ones, 2019). We compared observed and imputed results for applicable GCB variables in our second order meta-analyses (see Table S16).
Outlier meta-analyses. Outliers can also influence parameter estimates of second order meta-analysis. To reduce their influence, we imputed the observed SDr with SDr from the meta-analysis with the largest variance via imputation (Wilmot & Ones, 2021; 2019; Wilmot et al., 2019). Thus, we compared both sets of results across relevant analyses (see Table S16).

Sensitivity Analyses in Meta-Analytic Criterion Profile Analysis 
As a regression-based procedure, CPA suffers some of the limitations of regression. That is, overfitting and unstable regression coefficients. However, MACPA incorporates procedures that address these two limitations. Concerning the first, in the context of CPA, overfitting causes overestimation of the pattern effect, resulting in a positive bias in  (Davison & Davenport, 2002). To address this, MACPA uses a statistically shrunken-R2 estimator to estimate the cross-validity R2 for the regression model (Shieh, 2008). Concerning the second, because the pattern effect is contingent on the relative pattern of regression coefficients, it is important to evaluate the robustness of this pattern before making substantive interpretations about its shape. Waller (2008) showed that the relative pattern of larger and smaller regression weights can sometimes change dramatically with only a small loss in model fit. For example, if one reduces R2 by a tiny amount (e.g., R2 = .005, a value within sampling error and unlikely to alter interpretations), some sets of possible regression weights yielding that reduced R2 value may differ greatly from OLS coefficients. Accordingly, Waller and Jones (2009) developed the fungible weights algorithm to evaluate the sensitivity of the pattern of regression weights given a loss in model fit by adapting it to the criterion pattern. MACPA builds on this algorithm by utilizing fungible profile analysis, which identifies alternative contrastive patterns with a specified R2 reduction that is maximally dissimilar from the observed criterion pattern. Corrections for overfitting and sensitivity analyses via fungible profile analysis are based on extensive data analytic and simulation evidence (see Shieh, 2008; Waller, 2008; Waller & Jones, 2009), and both are used in the present investigation.
Supplemental Results
Evaluations of Publication Bias
Descriptive statistics. Table S3 presents descriptive statistics for the 46 meta-analyses qualifying for our quantitative review (see columns 2 through 6). First, most meta-analyses were published in the last decade; mean publication year is M = 2017 (SD = 7.56 years). In addition, the number of records (i.e., sources, not studies) contributing to the average meta-analysis is M = 66.37 (SD = 64.27), and the average k (i.e., number of studies) involving the Big Five traits per meta-analysis is M = 64.39 (SD = 80.29). Because this value includes meta-analyses that report effects for multiple variables in the same investigation (some of which we did not include), we examined two additional datapoints: (a) the total number of external variables reporting Big Five effects, regardless of whether we included them in our review (i.e., NV), and (b) the total number of variables that we did include (i.e., NB5). Altogether, the average number of reported external effects is M = 3.87 (SD = 4.85); approximately 43% were included in our review (M = 1.65, SD = 1.45). Adjusting for the number of effects, the average number of studies per effect size is kM = 38.97 (i.e., 64.39 / 1.65). This value is noteworthy because meta-analyses with k ≥ 20 effects produce more robust parameter estimates and reduce sampling error (Hunter & Schmidt, 2014). 
Post hoc approaches. Table S3 shows descriptive statistics for post hoc publication bias analyses available in contributing meta-analyses and their associated conclusions (see columns 7 through 12). Overall, N = 26 meta-analyses (or 57%) report using at least one post hoc approach. Regarding conventional methods, N = 7 meta-analyses (or 15%) report failsafe N. However, this procedure is no longer recommended because the more that publication bias exists in a published literature, the greater the indication from failsafe N that that meta-analysis is robust (Banks et al., 2012). Beyond this, N = 23 meta-analyses (or 50%) use advanced publication bias analyses and N = 13 (or 28%) use multiple methods. When findings converge across multiple publication bias methods, their conclusions are more credible. Critically then, in N = 26 meta-analyses (or 100%) for which publication bias analyses are available, the reported conclusion is no or negligible bias. 
Sensitivity analyses involve the question of whether results would be different if the data contributing to a meta-analysis were different. Thus, they show the robustness of a meta-analysis to publication bias. A total of N = 8 meta-analyses (or 17%) use outlier analyses, and N = 12 (or 26%) use trim-and-fill methods to estimate the magnitudes of effects by synthetically imputing “missing” studies (see columns 7 and 8). For 67% of meta-analyses using trim-and-fill methods, there is no evidence of a difference; for the other N = 4 meta-analyses, reported differences are small (af Wåhlberg et al., 2017; Allen & Walter, 2018; Luo et al., 2023; Strømme et al., 2021). Also, N = 5 meta-analyses (or 11%) examine effects of published and unpublished studies, and there is no difference. Finally, information about where publication bias analyses are reported is found in column 9; N = 20 records (or 43%) report analyses in the article of record, N = 6 (or 13%) in the supplement, and N = 4 (or 9%) are available on request or on an OSF project page.
Preventative approaches. Systematic searches for and inclusion of unpublished studies in a meta-analysis provide confidence that its estimates accurately reflect population parameters and minimize publication bias. Table S3 (column 11) shows that N = 30 meta-analyses (or 65%) explicitly discuss publication bias and steps toward preventing it (e.g., requesting and including unpublished records, including doctoral dissertations, master’s theses, conference presentations, working papers, raw data; not including studies that only report statistically significant findings [i.e., screened results]). Further, as column 12 shows, for N = 44 records (or 96%), it is possible to calculate the proportion of unpublished contributing studies. Among them, N = 9 (or 20%) include published studies only and only N = 3 meta-analyses (or 7%) include unpublished (e.g., archival) studies. For the remaining N = 32 records, the mean proportion of unpublished research is 23% (SD = 18%); finally, for N = 13 records, > 20% of contributing studies are unpublished. 
Centrality considerations. The final consideration for protecting a meta-analysis against publication bias is determining whether the included variables (i.e., Big Five traits) are of central interest to a research question or a hypothesis. As a result, the first consideration is determining whether personality traits are central or a secondary consideration (i.e., to serve as covariates or controls in models, or to provide evidence of discriminant or convergent validity). As Table S3 (column 13) shows, personality traits are central in N = 39 contributing meta-analyses (or 85%). The second consideration is determining whether the Big Five traits are the sole set of constructs included or if other constructs are also considered. All records report Big Five relations, but N = 15 (or 33%) report relations to other traits (i.e., lower order facets, HEXACO, miscellaneous). 
Sensitivity Analyses 
Tables S14 presents results of sensitivity analyses for second order meta-analyses for selected variables. For N = 3 variables reporting a small-k meta-analysis (i.e., k = 2 to 3 studies), and N = 1 meta-analysis with an outlying SDr, imputing the SDr from the largest-k meta-analysis stabilized effects of second order parameter estimates. The absolute difference between imputed and observed SDr ranges from nil to small (|| = .01 to .09; M = .04, SD = .04), and the average estimated population variance decreased by 67% (VARTrue = .0021 vs .0007). Also, the average percentage of variance attributable to second order sampling error increased from 54% to 66%. 
Conclusion
Evaluations of approaches to assessing and guarding against publication bias indicate that meta-analyses included in our review tend to be robust to publication bias. Further, the relatively large proportion of unpublished research included in the qualifying meta-analyses suggests that preventing publication bias was a major consideration in culling primary studies for the included meta-analyses. Although some evidence exists that a centrality consideration could function as an incentive to distort reporting (i.e., personality is central in most records), constructs other than the Big Five traits were also included in 33% of records. Consequently, the preponderance of evidence from publication bias analyses provides no clear, specific evidence of systematic bias.
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In addition, results of our sensitivity analyses for second order meta-analyses indicate that imputing SDr from the largest-k meta-analysis substantially mitigated the biasing effect of sampling error from small-k meta-analyses. Indeed, this method produced estimates that reflect more stable and accurate population parameters. In the final analysis, we found no evidence of bias, publication or otherwise, that threatens the validity of our results or associated inferences.

Supplemental Tables

Table S1
Descriptions and Meta-Analytic Sources of General Counterproductive Behavior and Counterproductivity Adjacent Variables
	Variable
	Rating source and description
	Meta-analytic source(s)

	General counterproductive behaviors
	
	

	Institutional
	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk102136070]   Academic dishonesty
	Self-reported measures of cheating, plagiarism, or unauthorized help in academic settings.
	Lee et al. (2020); Zettler et al. (2020)

	   Counterproductive academic behavior
	
	

	      Overall
	Self-reported measures of behavior contrary to the legitimate interests of the academic institution, its goals, and its members.
	Cuadrado et al. (2020)

	      Absenteeism
	Self-reported measures of absence from or lateness to class.
	Cuadrado et al. (2020)

	      Breach of rules
	Self-reported measures of breaking rules established by the institution or the instructor defining appropriate behavior.
	Cuadrado et al. (2020)

	      Cheating
	Self-reported measures of receiving or providing unpermitted help during tests or tasks meant to be individually completed.
	Cuadrado et al. (2020)

	      Deception
	Self-reported measures of obtaining academic advantages through false excuses or lying.
	Cuadrado et al. (2020)

	      Low effort
	Self-reported measures of working below one’s potential.
	Cuadrado et al. (2020)

	      Misuse of resources
	Self-reported measures of improper use of academic resources.
	Cuadrado et al. (2020)

	      Plagiarism
	Self-reported measures of plagiarizing others’ or one’s past work.
	Cuadrado et al. (2020)

	   Applicant faking
	Self-reported measures of personality by actual applicants in high-stakes versus low-stakes situations. 
	Hu & Connelly (2021)

	   Counterproductive work behavior
	
	

	      Overall
	Self-reported and objective measures of deviant behavior at work (e.g., theft, disciplinary issues, property damage, rule breaking).
	Darr (2011); Pletzer et al. (2019); Pletzer et al. (2020); van Aarde et al. (2017)

	      Other ratings
	Other-rated measures of deviant behavior at work (e.g., theft, disciplinary issues, substance abuse, property damage).
	Berry et al. (2012)

	      Organizational
	Self-reported measures of deviant behavior targeted at the organization (e.g., working slowly, damaging property).
	Mackey et al. (2019); Pletzer et al. (2020)

	   Irresponsible behavior
	Other-rated and objective measures of poor attendance, disciplinary actions, counterproductive behavior, failure to follow directions, absenteeism, or substance use.
	Hough (1992)

	   Cyberloafing
	Self-reported measures of using technology to idle instead of work.
	Mercado et al. (2017)

	   Withdrawal behavior
	Self-reported and other-rated measures of avoidance of or disengagement from work environment, tasks, or the organization.
	Carpenter & Berry (2017)

	   Absenteeism
	Self-reported measures of absence from or lateness to work. 
	Li et al. (2014)

	Interpersonal
	
	

	   Management by exception
	Other-rated measures of behavior involving setting performance standards and monitoring deviations, acting on as-needed basis. 
	Bono & Judge (2002); Do & Minbashian (2020)

	   Passive leadership
	Other-rated measures of behavior involving passive leadership and intervening only when problems become serious.
	Bono & Judge (2002); Do & Minbashian (2020)

	   Counterproductive work behavior: 
   Interpersonal
	Self-reported and objective measures of deviant behavior targeted at other coworkers (e.g., violence, gossip, social undermining).
	Mackey et al. (2019); Pletzer et al. (2020)

	   Antisocial behavior
	Self-reported, other-rated, and objective measures or clinical interviews assessing criminal and antisocial behavior (e.g., stealing, stalking, bullying), delinquency, and conduct disorder. 
	Jones et al. (2011); Miller & Lyman (2001); Zettler et al. (2020)

	   Aggressive behavior
	Self-reported and objective measures of deviant behavior targeted at others (e.g., violence, gossip) in lab or field settings. 
	Hyatt et al. (2019); Jones et al. (2011); Zettler et al. (2020)

	   Aggressive driving
	Self-reported measures of driving with the intent to injure or harm other road users physically or psychologically (e.g., flashing lights or yelling at other drivers, cutting off vehicles).
	Luo et al. (2023)

	   Cyberbullying
	Self-reported measures of intentionally and repeatedly targeting relatively vulnerable individuals or groups using information technology to inflict harm.
	Xu et al. (2024)

	   Risky sexual activity
	
	

	      Aggregate
	A combination of self-reported high-risk sexual encounters, unprotected sex, and number of lifetime sexual partners.
	Allen & Walter (2018); Zettler et al. (2020)

	      Casual sex
	Self-reported measures of engaging in casual sex (e.g., one-night stands).
	Allen & Walter (2018); Zettler et al. (2020)

	      Lifetime sexual partners
	Self-reported measures of total number of lifetime sexual partners.
	Allen & Walter (2018)

	      Risky sexual behavior
	Self-reported measures of engaging in high-risk sexual encounters (e.g., unprotected sex).
	Allen & Walter (2018)

	      Hypersexual behavior
	Self-reported measures of exaggerated frequency or focus on sexual behavior, often perceived to be outside the direct control of the individual, that leads to distress or impairment in interpersonal domains of functioning (e.g., sexual compulsivity)
	Allen & Walter (2018)

	      Sexual infidelity 
	Self-reported measures of cheating on one's romantic partner.
	Allen & Walter (2018)

	      Sexual aggression
	Self-reported measures of behaviors such as sexual harassment, sexual coercion, and sexual assault.
	Allen & Walter (2018)

	Individual
	
	

	   Coping styles
	
	

	      Broad disengagement
	Self-reported measures of a broad category of responses oriented away from the stressor or reactions to the stressor. 
	Connor-Smith & Flachsbart (2007)

	      Mixed emotion focus
	Self-reported measures of responses to emotional distress involving a mix of controlled and uncontrolled emotion regulation and expression strategies.
	Connor-Smith & Flachsbart (2007)

	      Negative emotion focus
	Self-reported measures of emotion regulation and expression strategies that suggest loss of control (e.g., hitting, throwing objects), distress (e.g., crying, yelling), or hostility.
	Connor-Smith & Flachsbart (2007)

	      Substance use
	Self-reported measures of use of alcohol, nicotine, or illegal drugs to cope with stress.
	Connor-Smith & Flachsbart (2007)

	   Problematic use
	
	

	      Mobile phone 
	Self-reported measures of addictive-like symptoms and/or self-regulatory difficulty in mobile phone use.
	Gao et al. (2022)

	      Internet 
	Self-reported measures of addictive-like symptoms and/or self-regulatory difficulty in internet use. 
	Kayiş et al. (2016)

	      Facebook 
	Self-reported measures of addictive-like symptoms and/or self- regulatory difficulty in Facebook use.
	Akbari et al. (2023); Huang (2022)

	      Social media 
	Self-reported measures of addictive-like symptoms and/or self- regulatory difficulty in social media use (excluding Facebook).
	Huang (2022)

	      Online gaming
	Self-reported measures of addictive-like symptoms and/or self- regulatory difficulty in online game playing.
	Akbari et al. (2021); Chew (2022); Ji et al. (2022)

	      Gambling
	Self-reported or clinically diagnosed problems with gambling. 
	Dudfield et al. (2022); Strømme et al. (2021)

	   Problematic substance use
	
	

	      Smoking
	Self-reported measures of current smoking status.
	Graham et al. (2017); Hakulinen, Hintsanen et al. (2015)

	      Cannabis 
	Self-reported and clinician-rated measures assessing problematic cannabis use (e.g., total amount).
	Winters et al. (2022)

	      Problematic alcohol consumption
	Self-reported measures assessing problematic alcohol consumption (e.g., drinking status, frequency of drinking/drunkenness, quantity or volume of alcohol). 
	Liu et al. (2022)

	      Risky/hazardous alcohol drinking
	Self-reported measures assessing whether individuals engage in binge drinking and its frequency.
	Liu et al. (2022)

	   Maladaptive risk-taking
	Self-reported measures of engaging in maladaptive risk-taking behavior (e.g., gambling, speeding).
	Highhouse et al. (2022)

	   Risky driving
	Self-reported measures of driving involving selfish motives, but without harmful intentions toward others, (e.g., speeding, frequent lane changes, tailgating, running red lights).
	Luo et al. (2023)

	   Criminality
	Self-reported measures of experiencing criminality. 
	Beck & Jackson (2022)

	Counterproductivity adjacent variables
	

	Outcomes
	
	

	   Turnover
	
	

	      Turnover/tenure
	Objective measures of voluntary quitting, discharges, or length of time with an organization (reverse scored).
	Barrick & Mount (1991)

	      Turnover
	Objective measures of voluntary quitting and discharge.
	Zimmerman (2008)

	      Voluntary turnover
	Objective measures of voluntary quitting.
	Rubenstein et al. (2018)

	   Accidents
	
	

	      Occupational
	Self-reported and objective measures assessing safety incidents resulting in worker injury or property damage at work. 
	Beus et al. (2015)

	      Vehicular
	Self-reported and objective measures assessing vehicular accidents or injuries taking place in traffic. 
	af Wåhlberg et al. (2017)

	   Negative alcohol consequences
	Self-reported or clinician-related measures of personal or social problems associated with alcohol, including disorder diagnoses.
	Liu et al. (2022)

	   Divorce
	Self-reported measures of experiencing divorce.
	Beck & Jackson (2022)

	   Unemployment
	Self-reported measures of experiencing unemployment.
	Beck & Jackson (2022)

	   Adverse childhood experiences
	Self-reported measures of overall adverse childhood experiences.
	Credé et al. (2023)

	Attitudes
	
	

	   Turnover intentions
	Self-reported measures of intention to turnover from an employer. 
	Harari et al. (2018); Zimmerman (2008)

	   Social dominance orientation
	Self-reported measures of tendencies for hierarchical intergroup relations, in-group dominance, and superiority over out-groups.
	Berry (2023); Blais-Rochette et al. (2021)

	   Right-wing authoritarianism
	Self-reported measures of tendencies for conventionalism, authoritarian aggression, and authoritarian submission.
	Blais-Rochette et al. (2021); Zettler et al. (2020)

	   Prejudice
	Self-reported measures of preconceived opinions or feelings toward a particular target, which is often unfavorable.
	Blais-Rochette et al. (2021); Zettler et al. (2020)

	   Conspiracy beliefs
	Self-reported measures of tendencies to hold conspiracy theory beliefs.
	Stasielowicz (2022)
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Table S2
Description of Evaluations of Publication Bias and Sensitivity Analyses
	Characteristic
	Description

	Descriptive statistics

	(1)
	Author(s) of meta-analysis 

	(2)
	Year of publication

	(3)
	Total number of contributing sources (i.e., j) 

	(4)
	Total number of studies (i.e., maximum k across Big Five traits)

	(5)
	Total number of external variables (i.e., NV) reporting meta-analytic effects to the Big Five traits whether included in quantitative review or not

	(6)
	Total number of GCB variables (i.e., NB5) included in quantitative review

	Post hoc and preventative approaches

	(7)
	Publication bias analyses reported (if blank, no analysis was reported):

	
	1 = failsafe N; 2 = cumulative meta-analysis; 3 = funnel plot or similar analysis; 4 = Egger’s test of intercept or similar; 5 = Begg and Mazumdar rank correlation; 6 = correlation with publication status; 7 = forest plot; 8 = precision-effect test and precision-effect estimate with standard errors (PET-PEESE).

	(8)
	Sensitivity analyses reported (if blank, no analysis was reported):

	
	1 = outlier analyses; 2 = Duval and Tweedie’s trim-and-fill or similar; 3 = comparison of published versus unpublished effects; 4 = p-curve analyses.

	(9)
	Reporting of publication and/or sensitivity bias analyses information, if applicable.

	
	AFA = available from author or OSF project page upon request; AOR = reported in article of record; SUP = supplemental online materials.

	(10)
	Conclusion about publication bias (0 = none; 1 = negligible; 2 = small; if blank, no conclusion mentioned)

	(11)
	Publication bias and/or approaches to addressing it are discussed (Y = 1, N = 0)

	(12)
	Percentage of unpublished studies cumulated in meta-analysis (out of 100%)

	Centrality considerations

	(13)
	Personality traits are of central consideration to the meta-analysis (Y = 1, N = 0)

	(14)
	Personality constructs other than the Big Five traits are included in meta-analysis:

	
	FAC = lower-order facet(s); HEX = HEXACO factors; MISC = miscellaneous traits.



Table S3
Evaluations of Publication Bias and Sensitivity Analyses for Qualifying Meta-Analyses
	Descriptive statistics
	Post hoc and preventative approaches
	Centrality considerations

	Author
	Year
	j
	k
	NV
	NB5
	PB
	SA
	Report 
analysis
	Conclude
	Discuss 
PB
	% 
	Traits
central
	Other traits

	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)

	af Wåhlberg et al.
	2017
	62
	57
	1
	1
	
	1, 2
	AOR
	
	1
	0
	1
	

	Akbari et al.
	2023
	78
	85
	2
	1
	4
	
	AOR
	0
	1
	12
	1
	

	Akbari et al. 
	2021
	17
	17
	1
	1
	4
	2
	AOR
	0
	1
	18
	1
	

	Allen & Walter
	2018
	137
	115
	22
	7
	3, 5 ,7
	2
	SUP
	1
	1
	1
	1
	

	Barrick & Mount
	1991
	117
	320
	15
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	31
	1
	

	Beck & Jackson
	2022
	10
	10
	14
	2
	
	
	SUP
	0
	0
	100
	1
	FAC, MISC

	Berry
	2023
	3
	4
	3
	1
	
	2
	AOR
	0
	1
	0
	0
	FAC, MISC

	Berry et al.
	2012
	40
	13
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	38
	0
	

	Beus et al.
	2015
	69
	36
	3
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	14
	1
	

	Blais-Rochette et al.
	2021
	190
	163
	4
	3
	4, 5
	
	AOR
	0
	1
	NR
	1
	

	Bono & Judge
	2004
	26
	70
	2
	2
	
	
	
	
	0
	46
	1
	

	Carpenter & Berry
	2017
	45
	11
	4
	1
	
	1
	
	
	0
	31
	0
	

	Chew
	2022
	12
	13
	1
	1
	4
	2
	AOR
	0
	1
	0
	1
	

	Connor-Smith & Flachsbart
	2007
	165
	327
	16
	4
	
	
	
	
	1
	0
	1
	

	Crede et al.
	2023
	32
	32
	6
	1
	4
	
	AFA
	0
	2
	13
	1
	FAC, MISC

	Cuadrado et al.
	2020
	73
	151
	8
	8
	1, 2, 6, 7
	1, 3
	AOR
	0
	1
	15
	1
	

	Darr
	2011
	18
	22
	4
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	94
	1
	

	Do & Minbashian
	2020
	27
	63
	2
	2
	3
	
	NR
	0
	1
	15
	1
	

	Dudfield et al.
	2022
	19
	20
	1
	1
	1
	2
	AOR
	0
	1
	0
	1
	

	Gao et al.
	2022
	36
	36
	1
	1
	3, 4, 5
	
	AOR
	0
	1
	11
	1
	

	Graham et al.
	2017
	15
	26
	2
	1
	7
	
	AOR
	
	0
	100
	1
	

	Hakulinen et al.
	2015
	9
	5
	1
	1
	7
	
	SUP
	0
	1
	100
	1
	

	Harari et al.
	2018
	43
	89
	5
	1
	2, 4
	2
	AFA
	0
	1
	35
	1
	

	Highhouse et al.
	2022
	133
	42
	3
	1
	3, 8
	1, 2
	SUP
	0
	1
	7
	1
	

	Hough
	1992
	237
	339
	14
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	NR
	1
	FAC, MISC

	Hu & Connelly
	2021
	17
	20
	1
	1
	
	3
	AOR
	0
	1
	40
	1
	

	Huang
	2022
	63
	74
	2
	2
	
	
	
	
	0
	14
	1
	

	Hyatt et al. 
	2019
	54
	12
	1
	1
	8
	
	AOR
	1
	1
	17
	1
	MISC

	Ji et al.
	2022
	153
	15
	1
	1
	1, 4
	
	AOR
	0
	1
	15
	0
	FAC, MISC

	Jones et al.
	2011
	53
	66
	2
	2
	
	1
	
	
	0
	19
	1
	FAC

	Kayiş et al.
	2016
	12
	12
	1
	1
	1
	
	AOR
	0
	1
	33
	1
	

	Lee et al.
	2020
	75
	19
	1
	1
	3, 4
	3
	SUP
	0
	1
	31
	1
	MISC

	Li et al.
	2014
	13
	13
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	0
	1
	

	Lui et al.
	2022
	64
	80
	3
	3
	
	
	
	
	0
	17
	1
	FAC

	Luo et al.
	2023
	34
	34
	3
	2
	3, 4
	2
	AOR
	1
	1
	0
	1
	

	Mackey et al.
	2019
	112
	72
	2
	2
	3
	1, 3
	SUP
	0
	1
	10
	0
	HEX, FAC, MISC

	Mercado et al.
	2017
	54
	11
	1
	1
	
	1
	
	
	0
	22
	0
	MISC

	Miller & Lynam
	2001
	43
	53
	1
	1
	1
	
	AOR
	0
	1
	7
	1
	MISC

	Pletzer et al.
	2019
	70
	49
	4
	3
	4, 5
	
	AOR
	1
	1
	3
	1
	HEX

	Rubenstein et al.
	2018
	316
	16
	1
	1
	
	1
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	

	Stasielowicz
	2022
	87
	127
	1
	1
	4
	3
	AOR
	0
	1
	21
	1
	MISC

	Strømme et al.
	2021
	28
	25
	1
	1
	3, 7
	2
	AOR
	1
	1
	4
	1
	

	van Aarde et al.
	2017
	33
	47
	10
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	52
	1
	

	Winters et al. 
	2022
	5
	8
	1
	1
	1, 3 
	2
	AOR
	0
	1
	0
	1
	

	Xu et al. 
	2024
	68
	74
	1
	1
	1, 4
	2
	AOR
	0
	1
	16
	1
	MISC

	Zimmerman
	2008
	86
	69
	3
	2
	
	
	
	
	0
	29
	1
	

	Descriptive statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   M
	2017
	66.37
	64.39
	3.87
	1.65
	
	
	
	
	65%
	23%
	85%
	

	   SD
	7.56
	64.27
	80.29
	4.85
	1.45
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Table S4
Sample Characteristics of Participants in Phase 1 of Content Validation: Naïve Raters
	Variable
	N
	%

	Gender 
	
	

	   Women
	197
	51.4%

	   Men 
	184
	48.0%

	   Other/Not reported
	2
	.6%

	      Total reporting
	383
	

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	

	   Asian 
	22
	5.8%

	   Black
	86
	22.5%

	   Hispanic/Latino
	17
	4.5%

	   Native American 
	2
	.5%

	   White/Caucasian
	241
	63.1%

	   Biracial
	7
	1.8%

	   Multiracial
	7
	1.8%

	      Total reporting
	382
	

	Education 
	
	

	   Some high school
	2
	.7%

	   High school or equivalent
	55
	19.6%

	   Some college 
	63
	22.4%

	   Vocational, trade, or technical school
	10
	3.6%

	   Associate’s degree
	34
	12.1%

	   Bachelor’s degree
	134
	47.7%

	   Some graduate school
	4
	1.4%

	   Master’s degree (MA, MS)
	66
	23.5%

	   Doctor of jurisprudence (JD)
	1
	.4%

	   Graduate degree (Unspecified)
	3
	1.1%

	   Doctor of Philosophy or Education (PhD or EdD)
	9
	3.2%

	   Total reporting
	381
	


Note. Demographic details are presented for participants whose data were included in the content validation analyses (i.e., participants who passed all four attention checks).

Table S5
Summary of Results of Phase 1 of Content Validation: General Counterproductive Behavior Variables 
	Variable
	N raters
	Maladaptive
	Contingently 
maladaptive
	Adaptive
	None
	Best fit category

	
	
	psa
	csv
	psa
	csv
	psa
	csv
	psa
	csv
	

	General counterproductive behaviors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Academic dishonesty
	107
	.73
	.46
	.24
	-.51
	.03
	-.94
	.00
	-1.00
	Maladaptive

	   Counterproductive academic behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	108
	.78
	.56
	.15
	-.70
	.04
	-.93
	.04
	-.93
	Maladaptive

	      Absenteeism
	104
	.71
	.42
	.16
	-.67
	.06
	-.88
	.07
	-.87
	Maladaptive

	      Breach of rules
	108
	.73
	.46
	.18
	-.65
	.07
	-.85
	.02
	-.96
	Maladaptive

	      Cheating
	109
	.67
	.34
	.22
	-.56
	.09
	-.82
	.02
	-.96
	Maladaptive

	      Deception
	111
	.76
	.51
	.18
	-.64
	.03
	-.95
	.04
	-.93
	Maladaptive

	      Low effort
	113
	.55
	.10
	.33
	-.35
	.04
	-.91
	.08
	-.84
	Maladaptive

	      Misuse of resources
	113
	.65
	.31
	.27
	-.45
	.04
	-.93
	.04
	-.93
	Maladaptive

	      Plagiarism
	110
	.74
	.47
	.17
	-.65
	.05
	-.89
	.04
	-.93
	Maladaptive

	   Applicant fakingb
	104
	.69
	.38
	.20
	-.60
	.07
	-.87
	.04
	-.92
	Maladaptive

	   Counterproductive work behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	110
	.84
	.67
	.08
	-.84
	.07
	-.85
	.01
	-.98
	Maladaptive

	      Other ratings
	105
	.74
	.49
	.13
	-.73
	.02
	-.96
	.10
	-.79
	Maladaptive

	      Organizational
	111
	.76
	.51
	.17
	-.66
	.05
	-.91
	.03
	-.95
	Maladaptive

	   Irresponsible behavior
	112
	.84
	.68
	.13
	-.73
	.02
	-.96
	.01
	-.98
	Maladaptive

	   Cyberloafing
	100
	.45
	-.10
	.37
	-.26
	.07
	-.86
	.11
	-.78
	Maladaptive + Contingently

	   Withdrawal behavior
	107
	.62
	.23
	.29
	-.42
	.06
	-.89
	.04
	-.93
	Maladaptive

	   Absenteeism
	102
	.72
	.43
	.15
	-.71
	.04
	-.92
	.10
	-.80
	Maladaptive

	   Management by exceptionb
	106
	.30
	-.40
	.46
	-.08
	.20
	-.60
	.04
	-.92
	Contingently 

	   Passive leadershipb
	106
	.69
	.38
	.23
	-.55
	.07
	-.87
	.02
	-.96
	Maladaptive

	   Counterproductive work behavior:
   Interpersonal
	109
	.83
	.67
	.08
	-.83
	.06
	-.89
	.03
	-.94
	Maladaptive

	   Antisocial behavior
	111
	.80
	.60
	.11
	-.78
	.07
	-.86
	.02
	-.96
	Maladaptive

	   Aggressive behavior
	113
	.81
	.61
	.15
	-.70
	.04
	-.91
	.00
	-1.00
	Maladaptive

	   Aggressive driving
	100
	.88
	.76
	.08
	-.84
	.02
	-.96
	.02
	-.96
	Maladaptive

	   Cyberbullying
	106
	.90
	.79
	.08
	-.83
	.02
	-.96
	.00
	-1.00
	Maladaptive

	   Risky sexual activity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Aggregateb
	107
	.72
	.44
	.20
	-.61
	.04
	-.93
	.05
	-.91
	Maladaptive

	      Casual sexb
	106
	.59
	.19
	.35
	-.30
	.01
	-.98
	.05
	-.91
	Maladaptive

	      Lifetime sexual partnersb
	106
	.52
	.04
	.36
	-.28
	.06
	-.89
	.07
	-.87
	Maladaptive

	      Risky sexual behavior
	106
	.73
	.45
	.19
	-.62
	.05
	-.91
	.04
	-.92
	Maladaptive

	      Hypersexual behaviorab
	106
	.64
	.28
	.27
	-.45
	.04
	-.92
	.05
	-.90
	Maladaptive

	      Sexual infidelity 
	100
	.85
	.70
	.11
	-.78
	.03
	-.94
	.01
	-.98
	Maladaptive

	      Sexual aggressiona
	110
	.77
	.53
	.17
	-.66
	.05
	-.91
	.02
	-.96
	Maladaptive

	   Coping styles
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Broad disengagement
	109
	.75
	.50
	.16
	-.69
	.06
	-.87
	.03
	-.94
	Maladaptive

	      Mixed emotion focusb
	118
	.78
	.56
	.17
	-.66
	.03
	-.93
	.02
	-.97
	Maladaptive

	      Negative emotion focus
	105
	.77
	.54
	.13
	-.73
	.08
	-.85
	.02
	-.96
	Maladaptive

	      Substance use
	109
	.64
	.28
	.27
	-.47
	.08
	-.83
	.01
	-.98
	Maladaptive

	   Problematic use 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Mobile phone 
	101
	.63
	.27
	.28
	-.45
	.03
	-.94
	.06
	-.88
	Maladaptive

	      Internet 
	112
	.66
	.32
	.25
	-.50
	.05
	-.89
	.04
	-.93
	Maladaptive

	      Facebook 
	102
	.65
	.29
	.26
	-.47
	.05
	-.90
	.04
	-.92
	Maladaptive

	      Social media 
	110
	.62
	.24
	.23
	-.55
	.09
	-.82
	.06
	-.87
	Maladaptive

	      Online gaming
	108
	.70
	.41
	.21
	-.57
	.06
	-.87
	.02
	-.96
	Maladaptive

	      Gambling
	118
	.71
	.42
	.19
	-.61
	.06
	-.88
	.03
	-.93
	Maladaptive

	   Substance use
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Smoking
	109
	.74
	.49
	.20
	-.60
	.03
	-.94
	.03
	-.94
	Maladaptive

	      Cannabis
	102
	.69
	.37
	.25
	-.51
	.06
	-.88
	.01
	-.98
	Maladaptive

	      Problematic alcohol consumption
	107
	.87
	.74
	.10
	-.79
	.02
	-.96
	.01
	-.98
	Maladaptive

	      Risky/hazardous alcohol drinking
	106
	.79
	.58
	.17
	-.66
	.02
	-.96
	.02
	-.96
	Maladaptive

	   Maladaptive risk-taking
	104
	.79
	.58
	.16
	-.67
	.05
	-.90
	.00
	-1.00
	Maladaptive

	   Risky driving
	118
	.68
	.36
	.25
	-.49
	.02
	-.97
	.05
	-.90
	Maladaptive

	   Criminality
	100
	.89
	.78
	.08
	-.84
	.03
	-.94
	.00
	-1.00
	Maladaptive

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Descriptive statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   M
	107.58
	.72
	.43
	.20
	-.60
	.05
	-.90
	.03
	-.93
	

	   SD
	4.52
	.11
	.23
	.08
	.17
	.03
	.06
	.03
	.05
	


Note.  Indices of content validity: To quantify agreement among raters, we computed two indices: proportion of substantive agreement (psa) and substantive validity coefficient (csv); psa ranges from 0 to 1, with 1 attained in the presence of unanimous agreement; csv ranges from -1 and 1; the minimum occurs when all raters unanimously misclassify an item, whereas the maximum occurs when all raters unanimously agree on its classification. In evaluating psa and csv values, we used benchmarks of Colquitt et al. (2019), which indicates that psa ≥ .72 and csv ≥ .51 reflects moderate or stronger agreement (bolded); italicized values indicate weaker agreement (psa  = .40–.71 and csv = .05–.50); values in italicized and underlined font represent very weak agreement.
a Due to a transcription error, two variables (i.e., hypersexual behavior, sexual aggression) were mistakenly omitted from the content validation study. Because both variables are relevant to GCP and it would be problematic to omit them arbitrarily, we retained these variables and imputed content validity indices for each of them. For hypersexual behavior, we imputed mean content validity indices across the risky sexual activity variables (except for infidelity); for sexual aggression, we imputed mean indices across the risky sexual activity variables and aggressive behavior. 
b Variable showed weaker rater consensus and/or was questioned in the review process; thus, it was submitted to subject matter expert (SME) evaluation. 

Table S6
Summary of Results of Phase 1 of Content Validation: Counterproductivity Adjacent and Comparison Variables
	Variable
	N raters
	Maladaptive
	Contingently 
maladaptive
	Adaptive
	None
	Best fit category

	
	
	psa
	csv
	psa
	csv
	psa
	csv
	psa
	csv
	

	Counterproductivity adjacent variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcomes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Turnover
	106
	.56
	.11
	.30
	-.40
	.04
	-.92
	.10
	-.79
	Maladaptive

	      Turnover/tenure
	105
	.30
	-.41
	.48
	-.05
	.12
	-.75
	.10
	-.79
	Contingently

	      Turnover
	112
	.35
	-.30
	.52
	.04
	.07
	-.86
	.06
	-.88
	Contingently

	      Voluntary turnover
	113
	.24
	-.52
	.52
	.04
	.14
	-.72
	.10
	-.81
	Contingently

	   Accidents
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Occupational
	101
	.64
	.29
	.19
	-.62
	.06
	-.88
	.11
	-.78
	Maladaptive

	      Vehicular
	113
	.74
	.49
	.15
	-.70
	.02
	-.96
	.09
	-.82
	Maladaptive

	   Negative alcohol consequences
	106
	.77
	.55
	.19
	-.62
	.03
	-.94
	.01
	-.98
	Maladaptive

	   Divorce
	105
	.12
	-.75
	.57
	.14
	.11
	-.77
	.19
	-.62
	Contingently

	   Unemployment
	104
	.29
	-.42
	.43
	-.13
	.07
	-.87
	.21
	-.58
	Contingently

	   Adverse childhood experiences
	103
	.40
	-.20
	.33
	-.34
	.09
	-.83
	.18
	-.63
	Maladaptive + Contingently

	Attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Turnover intentions
	111
	.24
	-.51
	.51
	.03
	.11
	-.78
	.14
	-.73
	Contingently

	   Social dominance orientation
	101
	.35
	-.31
	.36
	-.29
	.16
	-.68
	.14
	-.72
	Maladaptive + Contingently

	   Right-wing authoritarianism
	112
	.54
	.09
	.29
	-.43
	.08
	-.84
	.09
	-.82
	Maladaptive

	   Prejudice
	101
	.64
	.29
	.22
	-.56
	.04
	-.92
	.10
	-.80
	Maladaptive

	   Conspiracy beliefs
	109
	.33
	-.33
	.39
	-.22
	.09
	-.83
	.19
	-.62
	Maladaptive + Contingently

	Descriptive statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   M
	106.36
	.43
	-.15
	.37
	-.27
	.09
	-.83
	.12
	-.76
	

	   SD
	4.33
	.20
	.41
	.14
	.29
	.04
	.08
	.06
	.11
	

	Comparison variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dispositions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Machiavellianism 
	113
	.70
	.40
	.20
	-.59
	.06
	-.88
	.04
	-.93
	Maladaptive

	   Narcissism
	113
	.68
	.36
	.21
	-.58
	.06
	-.88
	.04
	-.91
	Maladaptive

	   Psychopathy
	103
	.73
	.46
	.18
	-.63
	.05
	-.90
	.04
	-.92
	Maladaptive

	   Hubristic pride 
	102
	.59
	.18
	.27
	-.45
	.08
	-.84
	.06
	-.88
	Maladaptive

	Descriptive statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   M
	107.75
	.67
	.35
	.22
	-.56
	.06
	-.87
	.04
	-.91
	

	   SD
	6.08
	.06
	.12
	.04
	.08
	.01
	.02
	.01
	.02
	

	Experienced maltreatment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Workplace ostracism
	110
	.59
	.18
	.29
	-.42
	.04
	-.93
	.08
	-.84
	Maladaptive

	   Workplace bullying
	113
	.80
	.59
	.09
	-.82
	.07
	-.86
	.04
	-.91
	Maladaptive

	   Workplace incivility
	118
	.64
	.27
	.19
	-.61
	.07
	-.86
	.10
	-.80
	Maladaptive

	   Abusive supervision
	111
	.72
	.44
	.16
	-.68
	.05
	-.89
	.06
	-.87
	Maladaptive

	Descriptive statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   M
	106.00
	.69
	.37
	.18
	-.63
	.06
	-.89
	.07
	-.85
	

	   SD
	3.56
	.09
	.18
	.08
	.17
	.02
	.03
	.02
	.05
	

	Adaptive variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Personal accomplishment
	112
	.08
	-.84
	.23
	-.54
	.63
	.25
	.06
	-.88
	Adaptive

	   Academic performance
	108
	.04
	-.93
	.45
	-.09
	.44
	-.13
	.07
	-.85
	Adaptive + Contingently

	   Training performance
	215
	.03
	-.94
	.10
	-.80
	.84
	.67
	.04
	-.93
	Adaptive 

	   Job performance
	106
	.03
	-.94
	.26
	-.47
	.68
	.36
	.03
	-.94
	Adaptive 

	   Technical performance 
	208
	.04
	-.92
	.12
	-.76
	.80
	.60
	.04
	-.91
	Adaptive 

	   Contextual performance
	219
	.03
	-.94
	.11
	-.79
	.85
	.70
	.01
	-.97
	Adaptive 

	   Disease avoidance
	105
	.09
	-.83
	.53
	.07
	.37
	-.26
	.01
	-.98
	Adaptive + Contingently

	   Interpersonal organizational citizenship behavior
	216
	.06
	-.89
	.10
	-.81
	.82
	.65
	.02
	-.95
	Adaptive 

	   Leadership effectiveness
	218
	.06
	-.88
	.21
	-.58
	.69
	.39
	.04
	-.93
	Adaptive 

	   Safety performance
	111
	.05
	-.91
	.24
	-.51
	.65
	.30
	.06
	-.87
	Adaptive 

	Descriptive statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   M
	161.80
	.05
	-.90
	.24
	-.53
	.68
	.35
	.04
	-.92
	

	   SD
	56.40
	.02
	.04
	.15
	.30
	.17
	.33
	.02
	.04
	


Note.  Indices of content validity: To quantify agreement among raters, we computed two indices: proportion of substantive agreement (psa) and substantive validity coefficient (csv); psa ranges from 0 to 1, with 1 attained in the presence of unanimous agreement; csv ranges from -1 and 1; the minimum occurs when all raters unanimously misclassify an item, whereas the maximum occurs when all raters unanimously agree on its classification. In evaluating psa and csv values, we used benchmarks of Colquitt et al. (2019), which indicates that psa ≥ .72 and csv ≥ .51 reflects moderate or stronger agreement (bolded); italicized values indicate weaker agreement (psa  = .40–.71 and csv = .05–.50); values in italicized and underlined font represent very weak agreement.

Table S7
Summary of Results of Phase 2 of Content Validation: Subject Matter Expert (SME) Evaluations of Questionable Variables
	Variable
	% Agreement
	Content validity indices
	Best fit category

	
	GCB
	Contingently 
GCB
	Not a GCB
	psa
	csv
	

	General counterproductive behaviors
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Applicant fakinga
	0.00
	62.5
	37.5
	.63
	.25
	Possibly GCB

	   Management by exception
	25.0
	62.5
	12.5
	.88
	.75
	GCB

	   Passive leadership
	25.0
	50.0
	25.0
	.75
	.50
	GCB

	   Risky sexual activity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Aggregateb
	50.0
	37.5
	12.5
	.88
	.75
	GCB

	      Casual sex
	25.0
	37.5
	37.5
	.63
	.25
	Possibly GCB

	      Lifetime sexual partnersa
	12.5
	25.0
	62.5
	.38
	-.25
	Not a GCB

	      Hypersexual behavior
	50.0
	50.0
	0.00
	1.0
	1.0
	GCB

	   Coping styles: Mixed emotion focus
	62.5
	25.0
	12.5
	1.0
	.75
	GCB

	Counterproductivity adjacent variables
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcomes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Turnover
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Turnover/tenure
	37.5
	25.0
	37.5
	.63
	.25
	Possibly adjacent

	      Turnover
	25.0
	62.5
	12.5
	.88
	.75
	GCB adjacent

	      Voluntary turnover
	25.0
	37.5
	37.5
	.63
	.25
	Possibly adjacent

	   Accidents
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Occupational
	50.0
	37.5
	12.5
	.88
	.75
	GCB adjacent

	      Vehicular
	37.5
	50.0
	12.5
	.88
	.75
	GCB adjacent

	   Negative alcohol consequences
	37.5
	12.5
	50.0
	.50
	.00
	Possibly adjacent

	   Divorce
	12.5
	25.0
	62.5
	.38
	-.25
	Not GCB adjacent

	   Unemployment
	0.00
	25.0
	75.0
	.25
	-.50
	Not GCB adjacent

	   Adverse childhood experiences
	0.00
	25.0
	75.0
	.25
	-.50
	Not GCB adjacent

	Attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Turnover intentions
	12.5
	25.0
	62.5
	.38
	-.25
	Not GCB adjacent

	   Social dominance orientation
	37.5
	25.0
	37.5
	.63
	.25
	Possibly adjacent

	   Right-wing authoritarianism
	37.5
	12.5
	50
	.50
	.00
	Possibly adjacent

	   Prejudice
	12.5
	50.0
	37.5
	.63
	.25
	Possibly adjacent

	   Conspiracy beliefs
	12.5
	12.5
	75.0
	.25
	-.50
	Not GCB adjacent


Note.  Indices of content validity: To quantify agreement among raters, we computed two indices: proportion of substantive agreement (psa) and substantive validity coefficient (csv); psa ranges from 0 to 1, with 1 attained in the presence of unanimous agreement; csv ranges from -1 and 1; the minimum occurs when all raters unanimously misclassify an item, whereas the maximum occurs when all raters unanimously agree on its classification. In evaluating psa and csv values, we used benchmarks of Colquitt et al. (2019), which indicates that psa ≥ .72 and csv ≥ .51 reflects moderate or stronger agreement (bolded); italicized values indicate weaker agreement (psa = .40–.71 and csv = .05–.50); values in italicized and underlined font represent very weak agreement.
a Variables ultimately excluded from main analyses due to operational problems. Counterproductivity domain SMEs noted that applicant faking captures a socially desirable, artifactual bias that reflects higher mean levels of Big Five trait scores in high stakes (vs low stakes) contexts; it does not capture the frequency and/or severity of engaging in actual faking behavior. Also, as operationalized, lifetime sexual partners is not behavioral, but a descriptive count variable. 
b Aggregate risky sexual behavior was ultimately excluded from main analyses. SMEs noted that it is functionally redundant with other variables in the dataset (i.e., it is a composite of its constituent component variables).



Table S8
Second Order Meta-Analytic Interrelations of Big Five Personality Traits from Park et al. (2020)
	Variable
	m
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	
	SDρ
	95% CI
	80% CR

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LO
	HI
	LO
	HI

	Big Five interrelations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Emotional stability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Agreeableness
	26
	2,561
	1,233,436
	.22
	.07
	.28
	.07
	.21
	.22
	.19
	.37

	         Conscientiousness
	26
	2,729
	1,383,077
	.25
	.08
	.31
	.08
	.25
	.26
	.21
	.42

	         Extraversion
	31
	3,006
	1,424,207
	.21
	.07
	.26
	.07
	.21
	.22
	.18
	.35

	         Openness
	26
	2,285
	1,024,863
	.09
	.06
	.12
	.05
	.09
	.10
	.06
	.18

	   Agreeableness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Conscientiousness
	25
	2,448
	1,004,243
	.27
	.07
	.35
	.07
	.27
	.27
	.26
	.43

	         Extraversion
	25
	2,287
	953,645
	.16
	.10
	.21
	.11
	.16
	.17
	.07
	.35

	         Openness
	25
	2,048
	901,708
	.14
	.07
	.18
	.07
	.13
	.14
	.09
	.26

	   Conscientiousness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Extraversion
	25
	2,758
	1,541,859
	.14
	.11
	.15
	.13
	.13
	.14
	-.01
	.31

	         Openness
	25
	2,218
	1,128,953
	.09
	.12
	.10
	.14
	.08
	.09
	-.09
	.29

	      Extraversion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Openness
	25
	2,352
	1,050,175
	.26
	.11
	.33
	.13
	.26
	.26
	.17
	.50


Note.  m = number of independent meta-analyses; k = number of independent samples; N = total sample size;  = sample-size weighted observed correlation; SDr = observed standard deviation;  = estimated population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability; SDρ = standard deviation of population correlation; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval around observed correlation; 80% CR = 80% credibility interval around population correlation. 

Table S9
Meta-Analyses of Big Five Personality Traits and General Counterproductive Behavior Variables
	Variable
	m
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	
	SDρ
	95% CI
	80% CR

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LO
	HI
	LO
	HI

	   Academic dishonesty
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	19
	6,025
	-.05
	.07
	-.06
	.05
	-.08
	-.02
	-.13
	.001

	         Agreeableness
	1
	16
	5,253
	-.10
	.10
	-.13
	.11
	-.15
	-.05
	-.26
	.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	18
	6,368
	-.19
	.12
	-.24
	.14
	-.25
	-.13
	-.41
	-.06

	         Extraversion
	1
	16
	5,308
	.03
	.10
	.04
	.10
	-.02
	.08
	-.10
	.17

	         Openness
	1
	14
	4,940
	-.05
	.08
	-.06
	.08
	-.09
	-.01
	-.16
	.03

	   Counterproductive academic behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	61
	25,207
	-.01
	.09
	-.01
	.10
	-.03
	.01
	-.14
	.11

	         Agreeableness
	1
	56
	24,436
	-.10
	.10
	-.13
	.10
	-.12
	-.08
	-.26
	.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	77
	31,473
	-.20
	.17
	-.25
	.20
	-.24
	-.16
	-.50
	.004

	         Extraversion
	1
	59
	25,151
	.01
	.08
	.01
	.08
	-.01
	.03
	-.09
	.12

	         Openness
	1
	50
	23,420
	-.05
	.09
	-.06
	.10
	-.08
	-.02
	-.19
	.07

	      Absenteeism   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	24
	5,764
	-.03
	.11
	-.04
	.11
	-.07
	.01
	-.18
	.10

	         Agreeableness
	1
	21
	5,251
	-.07
	.10
	-.09
	.09
	-.11
	-.03
	-.21
	.03

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	23
	5,655
	-.21
	.11
	-.26
	.12
	-.26
	-.16
	-.41
	-.11

	         Extraversion
	1
	25
	5,869
	.05
	.10
	.06
	.09
	.01
	.09
	-.05
	.17

	         Openness
	1
	20
	5,053
	-.01
	.13
	-.01
	.14
	-.07
	.05
	-.19
	.17

	      Breach of rules
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	4
	1,124
	-.01
	.04
	-.01
	.00
	-.05
	.03
	-.01
	-.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	1,124
	-.17
	.11
	-.22
	.11
	-.28
	-.06
	-.36
	-.07

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	1,400
	-.16
	.03
	-.20
	.00
	-.18
	-.14
	-.20
	-.20

	         Extraversion
	1
	4
	1,124
	.08
	.03
	.10
	.00
	.05
	.11
	.10
	.10

	         Openness
	1
	4
	1,124
	-.05
	.05
	-.06
	.00
	-.10
	-.002
	-.06
	-.06

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Cheating
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	9
	2,264
	.02
	.09
	.02
	.09
	-.04
	.08
	-.09
	.14

	         Agreeableness
	1
	8
	2,263
	-.17
	.10
	-.22
	.11
	-.24
	-.10
	-.35
	-.08

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	12
	3,448
	-.23
	.07
	-.29
	.05
	-.27
	-.19
	-.35
	-.22

	         Extraversion
	1
	7
	1,882
	.13
	.10
	.16
	.10
	.05
	.21
	.03
	.29

	         Openness
	1
	6
	1,773
	-.03
	.04
	-.04
	.00
	-.07
	.01
	-.04
	-.04

	      Deception
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	7
	889
	-.10
	.08
	-.12
	.00
	-.16
	-.04
	-.12
	-.12

	         Agreeableness
	1
	9
	1,244
	-.05
	.14
	-.06
	.14
	-.14
	.04
	-.24
	.11

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	12
	1,541
	-.09
	.08
	-.11
	.00
	-.13
	-.05
	-.11
	-.11

	         Extraversion
	1
	7
	909
	.04
	.07
	.05
	.00
	-.01
	.09
	.05
	.05

	         Openness
	1
	6
	829
	-.02
	.11
	-.03
	.10
	-.11
	.07
	-.15
	.10

	      Low effort
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	8
	11,765
	.04
	.04
	.05
	.04
	.01
	.07
	-.001
	.10

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	11,478
	-.08
	.02
	-.10
	.00
	-.10
	-.06
	-.10
	-.10

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	8
	14,339
	-.20
	.21
	-.25
	.26
	-.35
	-.05
	-.58
	.08

	         Extraversion
	1
	8
	11,765
	-.02
	.04
	-.02
	.04
	-.05
	.01
	-.07
	.02

	         Openness
	1
	6
	11,478
	-.04
	.03
	-.05
	.03
	-.07
	-.01
	-.09
	-.01

	      Misuse of resources
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	4
	1,124
	.07
	.05
	.09
	.00
	.02
	.12
	.09
	.09

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	1,124
	-.21
	.03
	-.27
	.00
	-.24
	-.18
	-.27
	-.27

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	1,400
	-.20
	.07
	-.25
	.05
	-.26
	-.14
	-.31
	-.19

	         Extraversion
	1
	4
	1,124
	.06
	.06
	.07
	.00
	.00
	.12
	.07
	.07

	         Openness
	1
	4
	1,124
	.04
	.05
	.05
	.00
	-.01
	.09
	.05
	.05

	      Plagiarism
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	5
	1,620
	-.08
	.09
	-.10
	.08
	-.16
	-.002
	-.21
	.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	1,620
	-.03
	.08
	-.04
	.07
	-.10
	.04
	-.13
	.05

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	7
	2,258
	-.12
	.10
	-.15
	.10
	-.19
	-.05
	-.28
	-.02

	         Extraversion
	1
	5
	1,620
	.01
	.09
	.01
	.09
	-.07
	.09
	-.10
	.12

	         Openness
	1
	5
	1,620
	-.07
	.04
	-.09
	.00
	-.11
	-.03
	-.09
	-.09

	   Applicant faking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	12
	2,327
	.27
	.13
	.29
	.13
	.19
	.34
	.13
	.46

	         Agreeableness
	1
	12
	2,326
	.23
	.16
	.27
	.16
	.14
	.32
	.06
	.47

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	18
	3,346
	.28
	.23
	.32
	.25
	.18
	.39
	.003
	.63

	         Extraversion
	1
	13
	2,490
	.21
	.14
	.24
	.13
	.14
	.29
	.07
	.41

	         Openness
	1
	12
	2,357
	.22
	.27
	.26
	.30
	.07
	.38
	-.13
	.64

	   Counterproductive work behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	3
	36
	10,666
	-.17
	.11
	-.20
	.05
	-.21
	-.13
	-.27
	-.14

	         Agreeableness
	3
	41
	13,280
	-.28
	.11
	-.36
	.05
	-.32
	-.25
	-.42
	-.29

	         Conscientiousness
	3
	48
	15,161
	-.29
	.11
	-.37
	.08
	-.33
	-.27
	-.47
	-.27

	         Extraversion
	3
	29
	8,173
	-.05
	.17
	-.07
	.00
	-.12
	.01
	-.07
	-.07

	         Openness
	3
	29
	8,299
	-.09
	.14
	-.11
	.00
	-.14
	-.04
	-.11
	-.11

	      Other ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	12
	2,975
	-.04
	.09
	-.06
	.09
	-.09
	.01
	-.17
	.06

	         Agreeableness
	1
	9
	2,246
	-.18
	.16
	-.26
	.22
	-.28
	-.08
	-.54
	.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	13
	3,332
	-.15
	.13
	-.22
	.17
	-.22
	-.08
	-.43
	-.005

	         Extraversion
	1
	7
	1,066
	.03
	.13
	.04
	.15
	-.07
	.13
	-.14
	.23

	         Openness
	1
	6
	890
	-.10
	.06
	-.15
	.00
	-.15
	-.05
	-.15
	-.15

	      Organizational
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	28
	8,227
	-.16
	.13
	-.20
	.14
	-.21
	-.11
	-.38
	-.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	30
	7,871
	-.25
	.10
	-.32
	.10
	-.29
	-.21
	-.45
	-.19

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	39
	11,830
	-.33
	.15
	-.41
	.18
	-.38
	-.28
	-.64
	-.19

	         Extraversion
	1
	19
	5,993
	-.01
	.09
	-.01
	.09
	-.05
	.03
	-.12
	.10

	         Openness
	1
	17
	4,324
	.04
	.15
	.05
	.17
	-.03
	.11
	-.17
	.28

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Irresponsible behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	9
	21,431
	-.15
	.02
	-.21
	.00
	-.16
	-.14
	-.21
	-.21

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	24,259
	-.08
	.01
	-.12
	.00
	-.09
	-.07
	-.12
	-.12

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	37
	59,076
	-.25
	.02
	-.37
	.00
	-.26
	-.24
	-.37
	-.37

	         Extraversion
	1
	8
	19,623
	-.03
	.02
	-.05
	.00
	-.05
	-.02
	-.05
	-.05

	         Openness
	1
	2
	1,414
	-.15
	.04
	-.22
	.00
	-.20
	-.10
	-.22
	-.22

	   Cyberloafing
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	8
	2,253
	-.13
	.08
	-.15
	.06
	-.19
	-.07
	-.24
	-.07

	         Agreeableness
	1
	7
	2,205
	-.09
	.06
	-.11
	.03
	-.13
	-.05
	-.14
	-.08

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	11
	3,212
	-.09
	.07
	-.11
	.05
	-.13
	-.05
	-.17
	-.05

	         Extraversion
	1
	7
	2,206
	.00
	.10
	.00
	.10
	-.07
	.07
	-.13
	.13

	         Openness
	1
	7
	2,206
	.01
	.07
	.01
	.05
	-.04
	.06
	-.05
	.08

	   Withdrawal behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	6
	1,470
	-.17
	.11
	-.21
	.11
	-.26
	-.08
	-.36
	-.07

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	863
	-.12
	.06
	-.15
	.00
	-.18
	-.06
	-.15
	-.15

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	11
	2,774
	-.21
	.19
	-.27
	.23
	-.32
	-.10
	-.56
	.03

	         Extraversion
	1
	5
	1,140
	-.16
	.10
	-.20
	.10
	-.25
	-.07
	-.32
	-.08

	         Openness
	1
	3
	506
	-.08
	.04
	-.10
	.00
	-.13
	-.03
	-.10
	-.10

	   Absenteeism
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	10
	1,326
	-.09
	.08
	-.11
	.00
	-.14
	-.04
	-.11
	-.11

	         Agreeableness
	1
	9
	1,076
	-.05
	.08
	-.06
	.00
	-.10
	.002
	-.06
	-.06

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	13
	1,582
	-.13
	.11
	-.16
	.08
	-.19
	-.07
	-.25
	-.06

	         Extraversion
	1
	10
	1,326
	.07
	.13
	.08
	.11
	-.01
	.15
	-.06
	.23

	         Openness
	1
	9
	1,076
	-.03
	.08
	-.04
	.00
	-.08
	.02
	-.04
	-.04

	   Risky driving behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	18
	4,426
	-.10
	.20
	-.12
	.24
	-.19
	-.01
	-.43
	.18

	         Agreeableness
	1
	20
	4,658
	-.22
	.20
	-.28
	.24
	-.31
	-.13
	-.59
	.03

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	24
	5,279
	-.19
	.20
	-.24
	.24
	-.27
	-.11
	-.55
	.07

	         Extraversion
	1
	19
	4,289
	.06
	.15
	.08
	.17
	-.01
	.13
	-.14
	.29

	         Openness
	1
	19
	4,182
	-.07
	.14
	-.09
	.16
	-.13
	-.01
	-.30
	.11

	   Maladaptive risk-taking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	9
	2,925
	-.14
	.17
	-.19
	.22
	-.25
	-.03
	-.47
	.09

	         Agreeableness
	1
	8
	2,420
	-.18
	.22
	-.25
	.29
	-.33
	-.03
	-.63
	.12

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	8
	2,420
	-.22
	.18
	-.30
	.24
	-.35
	-.09
	-.61
	.004

	         Extraversion
	1
	9
	2,925
	.03
	.08
	.04
	.07
	-.02
	.08
	-.05
	.14

	         Openness
	1
	7
	2,093
	.00
	.07
	.00
	.06
	-.05
	.05
	-.08
	.08

	   Criminality
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	5
	4,149
	.00
	.00
	-.01
	.00
	-.01
	-.001
	-.01
	-.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	4,149
	-.01
	.00
	-.02
	.00
	-.01
	-.01
	-.02
	-.02

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	4,149
	-.01
	.00
	-.01
	.00
	-.01
	-.01
	-.01
	-.01

	         Extraversion
	1
	5
	4,149
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	         Openness
	1
	4
	3,818
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.01
	.01
	.01

	    Management by exception
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	13
	2,354
	-.03
	.08
	-.05
	.00
	-.08
	.01
	-.05
	-.05

	         Agreeableness
	2
	12
	2,291
	-.06
	.07
	-.09
	.00
	-.10
	-.03
	-.09
	-.09

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	12
	2,291
	.02
	.07
	.03
	.04
	-.02
	.06
	-.02
	.07

	         Extraversion
	2
	11
	2,037
	-.03
	.08
	-.04
	.00
	-.07
	.02
	-.04
	-.04

	         Openness
	2
	12
	2,291
	-.03
	.07
	-.05
	.00
	-.07
	.01
	-.05
	-.05

	    Passive leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	15
	2,738
	-.02
	.06
	-.03
	.00
	-.05
	.01
	-.03
	-.03

	         Agreeableness
	2
	13
	2,522
	-.09
	.09
	-.13
	.00
	-.14
	-.04
	-.13
	-.13

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	13
	2,522
	-.08
	.12
	-.11
	.00
	-.15
	-.02
	-.11
	-.11

	         Extraversion
	2
	13
	2,421
	-.05
	.08
	-.07
	.00
	-.09
	-.01
	-.07
	-.07

	         Openness
	2
	13
	2,522
	-.01
	.07
	-.02
	.05
	-.05
	.02
	-.08
	.04

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Counterproductive work behavior: 
      Interpersonal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	28
	8,474
	-.13
	.11
	-.16
	.11
	-.17
	-.09
	-.30
	-.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	32
	8,413
	-.31
	.10
	-.39
	.10
	-.34
	-.28
	-.52
	-.26

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	33
	10,426
	-.19
	.11
	-.23
	.12
	-.23
	-.15
	-.39
	-.08

	         Extraversion
	1
	19
	6,240
	.02
	.09
	.02
	.09
	-.02
	.06
	-.09
	.14

	         Openness
	1
	17
	4,571
	-.02
	.13
	-.03
	.15
	-.08
	.04
	-.21
	.16

	   Antisocial behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	79
	30,684
	-.17
	.05
	-.21
	.05
	-.18
	-.16
	-.27
	-.15

	         Agreeableness
	2
	44
	14,859
	-.37
	.04
	-.46
	.05
	-.38
	-.35
	-.52
	-.40

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	44
	14,892
	-.24
	.05
	-.30
	.00
	-.26
	-.23
	-.30
	-.30

	         Extraversion
	2
	82
	31,574
	.06
	.04
	.07
	.03
	.05
	.07
	.03
	.11

	         Openness
	2
	45
	14,895
	.00
	.06
	.00
	.02
	-.02
	.02
	-.02
	.02

	   Aggressive behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	43
	11,102
	-.16
	.07
	-.19
	.03
	-.18
	-.14
	-.23
	-.15

	         Agreeableness
	2
	44
	9,905
	-.32
	.07
	-.40
	.03
	-.34
	-.29
	-.44
	-.35

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	44
	11,149
	-.16
	.06
	-.19
	.05
	-.17
	-.14
	-.25
	-.13

	         Extraversion
	2
	42
	10,589
	-.02
	.07
	-.02
	.01
	-.04
	.002
	-.04
	-.003

	         Openness
	2
	42
	10,573
	-.10
	.08
	-.12
	.00
	-.12
	-.07
	-.12
	-.12

	   Aggressive driving
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	17
	4,675
	-.25
	.14
	-.30
	.15
	-.32
	-.18
	-.49
	-.10

	         Agreeableness
	1
	16
	4,558
	-.36
	.12
	-.44
	.13
	-.42
	-.30
	-.61
	-.27

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	20
	5,401
	-.25
	.16
	-.30
	.18
	-.32
	-.18
	-.54
	-.07

	         Extraversion
	1
	15
	4,263
	-.05
	.13
	-.06
	.14
	-.12
	.02
	-.24
	.12

	         Openness
	1
	15
	4,263
	-.07
	.08
	-.09
	.07
	-.11
	-.03
	-.17
	-.002

	   Cyberbullying
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	22
	27,986
	-.14
	.10
	-.16
	.11
	-.18
	-.10
	-.30
	-.03

	         Agreeableness
	1
	18
	16,602
	-.19
	.08
	-.22
	.08
	-.23
	-.16
	-.32
	-.12

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	17
	14,195
	-.16
	.07
	-.18
	.07
	-.20
	-.13
	-.28
	-.09

	         Extraversion
	1
	17
	14,195
	-.03
	.08
	-.03
	.09
	-.07
	.01
	-.15
	.08

	         Openness
	1
	17
	14,195
	-.04
	.09
	-.05
	.10
	-.09
	.01
	-.18
	.09

	   Risky sexual activity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	1
	23
	32,281
	-.01
	.05
	-.01
	.05
	-.03
	.01
	-.08
	.05

	         Emotional stability
	1
	19
	31,182
	-.10
	.04
	-.13
	.04
	-.12
	-.08
	-.19
	-.07

	         Agreeableness
	1
	19
	31,182
	-.05
	.04
	-.06
	.04
	-.07
	-.03
	-.12
	-.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	24
	32,619
	.17
	.05
	.21
	.05
	.15
	.19
	.15
	.28

	         Extraversion
	1
	19
	31,182
	.04
	.04
	.05
	.05
	.02
	.06
	-.01
	.11

	         Openness
	1
	23
	32,281
	-.01
	.05
	-.01
	.05
	-.03
	.01
	-.08
	.05

	      Casual sex
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	6
	18,008
	.00
	.02
	.00
	.02
	-.02
	.02
	-.02
	.03

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	18,008
	-.19
	.02
	-.23
	.02
	-.21
	-.17
	-.26
	-.21

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	6
	18,008
	-.05
	.02
	-.07
	.02
	-.07
	-.03
	-.09
	-.04

	         Extraversion
	1
	6
	18,008
	.14
	.02
	.17
	.02
	.12
	.16
	.15
	.20

	         Openness
	1
	6
	18,008
	.03
	.02
	.03
	.02
	.01
	.04
	.01
	.06

	      Lifetime sexual partners
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	6
	6,993
	-.05
	.02
	-.06
	.00
	-.07
	-.03
	-.06
	-.06

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	6,495
	-.05
	.02
	-.06
	.00
	-.07
	-.03
	-.06
	-.06

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	6,495
	-.01
	.02
	-.01
	.00
	-.03
	.01
	-.01
	-.01

	         Extraversion
	1
	8
	7,538
	.22
	.03
	.26
	.00
	.20
	.24
	.26
	.26

	         Openness
	1
	5
	6,495
	.15
	.02
	.19
	.00
	.13
	.17
	.19
	.19

	      Risky sexual behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	20
	12,102
	-.05
	.04
	-.06
	.02
	-.07
	-.03
	-.09
	-.03

	         Agreeableness
	1
	13
	4,165
	-.11
	.04
	-.13
	.00
	-.13
	-.09
	-.13
	-.13

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	12
	3,877
	-.07
	.03
	-.09
	.00
	-.09
	-.05
	-.09
	-.09

	         Extraversion
	1
	19
	11,833
	.18
	.04
	.21
	.02
	.16
	.20
	.19
	.24

	         Openness
	1
	11
	3,576
	.05
	.03
	.06
	.00
	.03
	.06
	.06
	.06

	      Hypersexual behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	5
	2,626
	-.30
	.17
	-.36
	.20
	-.45
	-.14
	-.62
	-.10

	         Agreeableness
	1
	3
	2,411
	-.18
	.13
	-.23
	.16
	-.33
	-.03
	-.43
	-.02

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	3
	2,411
	-.08
	.14
	-.10
	.17
	-.24
	.08
	-.32
	.12

	         Extraversion
	1
	3
	2,411
	.01
	.10
	.01
	.12
	-.11
	.13
	-.14
	.16

	         Openness
	1
	3
	2,411
	.02
	.07
	.02
	.07
	-.06
	.09
	-.07
	.11

	      Sexual infidelity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	11
	20,641
	-.05
	.03
	-.06
	.03
	-.07
	-.03
	-.10
	-.03

	         Agreeableness
	1
	10
	18,350
	-.18
	.03
	-.23
	.03
	-.20
	-.16
	-.26
	-.19

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	11
	18,456
	-.17
	.03
	-.21
	.03
	-.19
	-.15
	-.25
	-.18

	         Extraversion
	1
	11
	18,355
	.09
	.03
	.11
	.03
	.07
	.11
	.07
	.14

	         Openness
	1
	9
	17,810
	.03
	.03
	.04
	.02
	.01
	.05
	.005
	.07

	      Sexual aggression
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	12
	2,866
	-.10
	.12
	-.12
	.12
	-.17
	-.04
	-.27
	.02

	         Agreeableness
	1
	10
	2,090
	-.20
	.16
	-.25
	.19
	-.30
	-.10
	-.49
	-.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	9
	1,890
	-.14
	.11
	-.17
	.11
	-.21
	-.07
	-.31
	-.03

	         Extraversion
	1
	10
	2,183
	.04
	.16
	.04
	.18
	-.06
	.13
	-.18
	.27

	         Openness
	1
	9
	2,009
	-.05
	.07
	-.06
	.00
	-.09
	-.01
	-.06
	-.06

	   Coping styles
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Broad disengagement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	86
	20,009
	-.27
	.09
	-.35
	.09
	-.29
	-.25
	-.46
	-.23

	         Agreeableness
	1
	29
	9,063
	-.13
	.05
	-.17
	.00
	-.15
	-.11
	-.17
	-.17

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	35
	13,236
	-.15
	.06
	-.20
	.04
	-.17
	-.13
	-.25
	-.15

	         Extraversion
	1
	57
	16,337
	-.04
	.08
	-.05
	.06
	-.06
	-.02
	-.13
	.03

	         Openness
	1
	29
	8,770
	-.02
	.05
	-.03
	.00
	-.04
	-.001
	-.03
	-.03

	      Mixed emotion focus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	27
	3,109
	-.22
	.05
	-.28
	.00
	-.24
	-.20
	-.28
	-.28

	         Agreeableness
	1
	8
	645
	-.09
	.03
	-.12
	.00
	-.11
	-.07
	-.12
	-.12

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	8
	645
	-.13
	.03
	-.17
	.00
	-.15
	-.11
	-.17
	-.17

	         Extraversion
	1
	20
	2,369
	.08
	.04
	.10
	.00
	.06
	.10
	.10
	.10

	         Openness
	1
	10
	1041
	.10
	.03
	.13
	.00
	.08
	.12
	.13
	.13

	      Negative emotion focus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	54
	9,994
	-.41
	.07
	-.53
	.05
	-.43
	-.39
	-.59
	-.46

	         Agreeableness
	1
	16
	4,877
	-.09
	.04
	-.12
	.00
	-.11
	-.07
	-.12
	-.12

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	19
	6,800
	-.14
	.04
	-.18
	.00
	-.16
	-.12
	-.18
	-.18

	         Extraversion
	1
	36
	9,392
	-.05
	.06
	-.06
	.00
	-.07
	-.03
	-.06
	-.06

	         Openness
	1
	20
	5,370
	.03
	.04
	.04
	.00
	.01
	.05
	.04
	.04

	      Substance use
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	24
	7,110
	-.28
	.05
	-.36
	.00
	-.30
	-.26
	-.36
	-.36

	         Agreeableness
	1
	11
	3,279
	-.18
	.03
	-.24
	.00
	-.20
	-.16
	-.24
	-.24

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	14
	6,810
	-.18
	.04
	-.24
	.00
	-.20
	-.16
	-.24
	-.24

	         Extraversion
	1
	17
	6,774
	-.04
	.04
	-.05
	.00
	-.06
	-.02
	-.05
	-.05

	         Openness
	1
	12
	2,983
	.04
	.03
	.05
	.00
	.02
	.06
	.05
	.05

	   Problematic use 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Mobile phone 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	35
	15,260
	-.27
	.06
	-.31
	.04
	-.29
	-.25
	-.37
	-.26

	         Agreeableness
	1
	31
	13,933
	-.13
	.06
	-.15
	.03
	-.15
	-.11
	-.19
	-.10

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	32
	14,444
	-.18
	.06
	-.21
	.04
	-.20
	-.16
	-.26
	-.16

	         Extraversion
	1
	33
	14,538
	.07
	.06
	.08
	.04
	.05
	.09
	.03
	.13

	         Openness
	1
	31
	13,933
	-.02
	.06
	-.02
	.04
	-.04
	.00
	-.07
	.02

	      Internet 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	12
	11,849
	-.25
	.06
	-.30
	.06
	-.29
	-.22
	-.37
	-.22

	         Agreeableness
	1
	12
	11,849
	-.23
	.05
	-.28
	.05
	-.26
	-.20
	-.35
	-.21

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	12
	11,849
	-.19
	.05
	-.22
	.04
	-.22
	-.16
	-.28
	-.17

	         Extraversion
	1
	12
	11,849
	-.19
	.10
	-.22
	.11
	-.25
	-.13
	-.37
	-.08

	         Openness
	1
	12
	11,849
	-.10
	.05
	-.12
	.05
	-.13
	-.07
	-.18
	-.06

	      Facebook 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	52
	24,715
	-.17
	.06
	-.20
	.00
	-.19
	-.15
	-.20
	-.20

	         Agreeableness
	2
	46
	22,269
	-.06
	.06
	-.07
	.00
	-.08
	-.04
	-.07
	-.07

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	46
	22,269
	-.15
	.10
	-.18
	.00
	-.18
	-.12
	-.18
	-.18

	         Extraversion
	2
	51
	24,040
	-.05
	.13
	-.06
	.00
	-.09
	-.01
	-.06
	-.06

	         Openness
	2
	44
	21,735
	-.06
	.06
	-.07
	.00
	-.08
	-.04
	-.07
	-.07

	      Social media 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	20
	8,660
	-.22
	.16
	-.26
	.18
	-.29
	-.15
	-.49
	-.03

	         Agreeableness
	1
	18
	7,794
	-.04
	.13
	-.05
	.14
	-.10
	.02
	-.23
	.13

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	19
	8,227
	-.08
	.18
	-.10
	.20
	-.16
	.00
	-.36
	.17

	         Extraversion
	1
	20
	8,660
	-.04
	.19
	-.05
	.22
	-.13
	.05
	-.33
	.23

	         Openness
	1
	16
	6,928
	.01
	.12
	.01
	.14
	-.05
	.07
	-.16
	.19

	      Online gaming
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	3
	33
	32,383
	-.20
	.13
	-.24
	.04
	-.25
	-.16
	-.30
	-.19

	         Agreeableness
	3
	18
	19,827
	-.20
	.08
	-.25
	.00
	-.24
	-.16
	-.25
	-.25

	         Conscientiousness
	3
	18
	19,909
	-.21
	.09
	-.26
	.01
	-.26
	-.17
	-.28
	-.25

	         Extraversion
	3
	31
	26,117
	-.09
	.06
	-.11
	.03
	-.11
	-.06
	-.14
	-.07

	         Openness
	2
	12
	17,481
	-.05
	.09
	-.06
	.00
	-.10
	.00
	-.06
	-.06

	      Gambling
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	33
	39,571
	-.26
	.23
	-.32
	.00
	-.34
	-.18
	-.32
	-.32

	         Agreeableness
	2
	29
	36,630
	-.16
	.24
	-.20
	.00
	-.25
	-.07
	-.20
	-.20

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	28
	35,895
	-.25
	.23
	-.31
	.00
	-.34
	-.17
	-.31
	-.31

	         Extraversion
	2
	32
	38,836
	-.08
	.12
	-.10
	.00
	-.13
	-.04
	-.10
	-.10

	         Openness
	2
	26
	34,425
	-.06
	.17
	-.08
	.05
	-.13
	.00
	-.15
	-.01

	   Problematic substance use
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Smokinga
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	20
	93,289
	-.02
	.02
	-.03
	.02
	-.03
	-.01
	-.05
	-.003

	         Agreeableness
	2
	15
	83,655
	-.01
	.03
	-.01
	.01
	-.02
	.01
	-.02
	.004

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	15
	83,655
	-.01
	.02
	-.01
	.01
	-.02
	.003
	-.02
	-.004

	         Extraversion
	2
	18
	88,600
	.03
	.02
	.03
	.03
	.02
	.04
	-.001
	.07

	         Openness
	2
	15
	83,655
	.00
	.02
	.00
	.01
	-.01
	.01
	-.02
	.01

	      Cannabisb
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	6
	1,497
	-.12
	.05
	-.15
	.00
	-.16
	-.08
	-.15
	-.15

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	1,497
	-.18
	.09
	-.24
	.08
	-.25
	-.11
	-.35
	-.13

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	6
	1,497
	-.22
	.07
	-.28
	.05
	-.27
	-.16
	-.34
	-.22

	         Extraversion
	1
	6
	1,497
	-.06
	.08
	-.08
	.06
	-.12
	.01
	-.15
	.004

	         Openness
	1
	6
	1,497
	.06
	.06
	.08
	.00
	.01
	.11
	.08
	.08

	   Alcohol consumption
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	46
	45,334
	.02
	.11
	.03
	.15
	-.01
	.06
	-.16
	.22

	         Agreeableness
	1
	46
	45,334
	-.09
	.15
	-.12
	.19
	-.14
	-.05
	-.37
	.13

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	46
	45,334
	-.16
	.15
	-.20
	.19
	-.20
	-.11
	-.44
	.04

	         Extraversion
	1
	46
	45,334
	.17
	.17
	.21
	.22
	.12
	.21
	-.06
	.49

	         Openness
	1
	46
	45,334
	.02
	.13
	.02
	.16
	-.02
	.05
	-.19
	.23

	   Risky/hazardous alcohol drinking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	14
	13,797
	.01
	.17
	.01
	.00
	-.09
	.10
	.01
	.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	14
	13,797
	-.10
	.16
	-.12
	.00
	-.18
	-.01
	-.12
	-.12

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	14
	13,797
	-.15
	.10
	-.20
	.00
	-.21
	-.10
	-.20
	-.20

	         Extraversion
	1
	14
	13,797
	.07
	.14
	.08
	.00
	-.01
	.14
	.08
	.08

	         Openness
	1
	14
	13,797
	-.04
	.21
	-.05
	.00
	-.14
	.07
	-.05
	-.05


Note.  m = number of independent meta-analyses; k = number of independent samples; N = total sample size;  = M sample-size weighted observed correlation; SDr = M observed standard deviation;  = estimated population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability; SDρ = standard deviation of population correlation; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval around observed correlation; 80% CR = 80% credibility interval around population correlation. 
a Following medical conventions, effects of demographic characteristics (i.e., sex, age, race/ethnicity, and education) have been partialed out.
b Study included in article of record (i.e., Dash et al., 2019) contains an outlier; results reported here are meta-analyses without that outlying study. 

Table S10
Second Order Meta-Analyses of Emotional Stability and General Counterproductive Behavior Variables
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	VAR2
	M
	VAR2M
	VAR2SE
	VARTrue
	%

	Behaviors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Counterproductive work behavior: Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Darr (2011)
	3
	965
	-.23
	.08
	-.28
	.0035
	-.20
	.0035
	.0011
	.0025
	30

	         Pletzer et al. (2019)
	31
	9,533
	-.17
	.12
	-.21
	.0006
	 
	(.06)
	(.03)
	(.05)
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	168
	.07
	.13
	.08
	.0100
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Management by exceptionc
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	7
	1,532
	-.02
	.07
	-.03
	.0015
	-.05
	.0003
	.0010
	-.0007
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	6
	822
	-.05
	.09
	-.08
	.0024
	 
	(.02)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	   Passive leadershipc
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	8
	1,627
	-.04
	.07
	-.06
	.0012
	-.03
	.0002
	.0004
	-.0003
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	7
	1,111
	-.01
	.05
	-.02
	.0006
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Antisocial behavior 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Jones et al. (2011)
	50
	20,497
	-.20
	.04
	-.24
	.0000
	-.21
	.0030
	.0011
	.0019
	36

	         Miller & Lynam (2001)
	29
	10,187
	-.09
	.05
	-.11
	.0001
	 
	(.05)
	(.03)
	(.04)
	 

	   Aggressive behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hyatt et al. (2019)
	9
	935
	-.04
	.10
	-.05
	.0016
	-.19
	.0012
	.0002
	.0010
	14

	         Jones et al. (2011)
	34
	10,167
	-.17
	.06
	-.20
	.0001
	 
	(.03)
	(.01)
	(.03)
	 

	   Problematic gaming 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Akbari et al. (2021)a
	7
	9,477
	-.25
	.08
	-.30
	.0012
	-.24
	.0026
	.0009
	.0017
	35

	         Chew (2022)
	11
	16,595
	-.20
	.08
	-.24
	.0009
	 
	(.05)
	(.03)
	.04
	 

	         Ji et al. (2022)
	15
	6,311
	-.10
	.17
	-.12
	.0027
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Problematic gambling 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dudfield et al. (2022)a
	8
	21,190
	-.20
	.25
	-.26
	.0123
	-.32
	.0008
	.0032
	-.0024
	100

	         Strømme et al. (2021)
	25
	18,381
	-.27
	.22
	-.34
	.0032
	 
	(.03)
	(.06)
	(.00)
	 

	   Problematics smoking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2017)
	15
	44,094
	-.01
	.02
	-.01
	.0000
	-.03
	.0003
	.0000
	.0003
	11

	         Hakulinen, Hintsanen et al. (2015)b
	5
	49,195
	-.05
	.02
	-.07
	.0001
	 
	(.02)
	(.01)
	(.02)
	 


Note.  k = number of independent samples; N = total sample size;  = M sample-size weighted observed correlation; SDr = observed standard deviation;  = estimated population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability; VAR2 = second order sampling error variance associated with meta-analytic correlation; M = second order grand mean population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability in predictor and criterion; VAR2M = M observed variance and standard deviation (in parentheses) across estimated population correlations, which includes corrections for sampling and measurement error; VAR2SE = expected M second order sampling error variance and standard error (in parentheses); VARTrue = estimated residual (i.e., true) population variance and standard deviation (in parentheses) across estimated population correlations after accounting for variance attributable to expected M second order sampling and measurement error (negative values set to zero); % = percentage of observed variance across estimated population correlations attributable to second order sampling error and measurement error.
a Because authors reported complete data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
b Data from four longitudinal studies (i.e., HRS, MIDUS, WLS-G, WLSS) were included in Graham et al. (2017). Because Hakulinen, Hintsanen et al. (2015) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.


Table S11
Second Order Meta-Analyses of Agreeableness and General Counterproductive Behavior Variables
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	VAR2
	M
	VAR2M
	VAR2SE
	VARTrue
	%

	Behaviors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Counterproductive work behavior: Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Darr (2011)
	6
	1,012
	-.06
	.14
	-.08
	.0051
	-.36
	.0032
	.0009
	.0023
	29

	         Pletzer et al. (2019)
	36
	12,147
	-.31
	.11
	-.38
	.0006
	 
	(.06)
	(.03)
	(.05)
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	3
	965
	-.15
	.11c
	-.19
	.0059
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Management by exceptiond
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	6
	1,469
	-.09
	.07
	-.13
	.0014
	-.09
	.0007
	.0007
	.0000
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	6
	822
	-.04
	.07
	-.05
	.0015
	 
	(.03)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	   Passive leadershipd
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	7
	1,564
	-.09
	.08
	-.13
	.0019
	-.13
	.0000
	.0011
	-.0011
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	6
	958
	-.09
	.09
	-.12
	.0030
	 
	(.00)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	   Antisocial behavior 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Jones et al. (2011)
	15
	4,673
	-.41
	.03
	-.51
	.0001
	-.46
	.0025
	.0001
	.0025
	3

	         Miller & Lynam (2001)
	29
	10,186
	-.31
	.05
	-.39
	.0001
	 
	(.05)
	(.01)
	(.05)
	 

	   Aggressive behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hyatt et al. (2019)
	12
	1,068
	-.20
	.11
	-.25
	.0016
	-.40
	.0013
	.0002
	.0011
	14

	         Jones et al. (2011)
	32
	8,837
	-.33
	.05
	-.41
	.0001
	 
	(.04)
	(.01)
	(.03)
	 

	   Problematic gaming 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Akbari et al. (2021)a
	5
	7,803
	-.19
	.05
	-.24
	.0007
	-.25
	.0004
	.0007
	-.0003
	100

	         Chew (2022)
	9
	10,211
	-.17
	.11
	-.21
	.0020
	 
	(.02)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	         Ji et al. (2022)
	4
	1,813
	-.23
	.06
	-.29
	.0014
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Problematic gambling 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dudfield et al. (2022)a
	8
	21,190
	-.16
	.23
	-.20
	.0101
	-.20
	.0000
	.0041
	-.0041
	100

	         Strømme et al. (2021)
	21
	15,440
	-.16
	.25
	-.20
	.0045
	 
	(.00)
	(.06)
	(.00)
	

	   Problematics smoking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2017)
	10
	34,460
	.01
	.03
	.01
	.0002
	-.01
	.0002
	.0001
	.0001
	55

	         Hakulinen, Hintsanen et al. (2015)b
	5
	49,195
	-.02
	.02
	-.03
	.0002
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.01)
	 


Note.  k = number of independent samples; N = total sample size;  = M sample-size weighted observed correlation; SDr = observed standard deviation;  = estimated population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability; VAR2 = second order sampling error variance associated with meta-analytic correlation; M = second order grand mean population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability in predictor and criterion; VAR2M = M observed variance and standard deviation (in parentheses) across estimated population correlations, which includes corrections for sampling and measurement error; VAR2SE = expected M second order sampling error variance and standard error (in parentheses); VARTrue = estimated residual (i.e., true) population variance and standard deviation (in parentheses) across estimated population correlations after accounting for variance attributable to expected M second order sampling and measurement error (negative values set to zero); % = percentage of observed variance across estimated population correlations attributable to second order sampling error and measurement error.
a Because authors reported complete data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
b Data from four longitudinal studies (i.e., HRS, MIDUS, WLS-G, WLSS) were included in Graham et al. (2017). Because Hakulinen, Hintsanen et al. (2015) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
c We imputed SDr from the meta-analysis with the largest k to reduce the biasing effects of sampling error from small-k first-order meta-analyses (cf. Wilmot & Ones, 2019). 



Table S12
Second Order Meta-Analyses of Conscientiousness and General Counterproductive Behavior Variables
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	VAR2
	M
	VAR2M
	VAR2SE
	VARTrue
	%

	Behaviors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Counterproductive work behavior: Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Darr (2011)
	4
	1,427
	-.19
	.09
	-.23
	.0032
	-.37
	.0065
	.0007
	.0058
	11

	         Pletzer et al. (2019)
	42
	13,566
	-.33
	.11
	-.40
	.0004
	 
	(.08)
	(.03)
	(.08)
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	168
	.12
	.14
	.15
	.0149
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Management by exceptiona
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	6
	1,469
	-.02
	.06
	-.03
	.0014
	.03
	.0020
	.0008
	.0013
	37

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	6
	822
	.07
	.07
	.10
	.0017
	 
	(.04)
	(.03)
	(.04)
	 

	   Passive leadershipa
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	7
	1,564
	-.09
	.08
	-.13
	.0019
	-.11
	.0003
	.0015
	-.0012
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	6
	958
	-.05
	.15
	-.06
	.0075
	 
	(.02)
	(.04)
	(.00)
	

	   Antisocial behavior 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Jones et al. (2011)
	14
	4,584
	-.25
	.04
	-.31
	.0002
	-.30
	.0001
	.0001
	.0000
	100

	         Miller & Lynam (2001)
	30
	10,308
	-.23
	.05
	-.29
	.0001
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	   Aggressive behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hyatt et al. (2019)
	9
	935
	-.04
	.07
	-.05
	.0008
	-.19
	.0023
	.0002
	.0022
	7

	         Jones et al. (2011)
	35
	10,214
	-.18
	.06
	-.22
	.0001
	 
	(.05)
	(.01)
	(.05)
	 

	   Problematic gaming 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Akbari et al. (2021)a
	5
	7,803
	-.21
	.03
	-.26
	.0002
	-.26
	.0004
	.0003
	.0001
	77

	         Chew (2022)
	9
	10,293
	-.29
	.12
	-.36
	.0025
	 
	(.02)
	(.02)
	(.01)
	 

	         Ji et al. (2022)
	4
	1,813
	-.20
	.05
	-.25
	.0008
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Problematic gambling 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dudfield et al. (2022)a
	8
	21,190
	-.18
	.21
	-.22
	.0079
	-.31
	.0032
	.0039
	-.0007
	100

	         Strømme et al. (2021)
	20
	14,705
	-.30
	.25
	-.36
	.0044
	 
	(.06)
	(.06)
	(.00)
	 

	   Problematics smoking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2017)
	10
	34,460
	.00
	.02
	.00
	.0001
	-.01
	.0001
	.0001
	.0000
	67

	         Hakulinen, Hintsanen et al. (2015)b
	5
	49,195
	-.03
	.03
	-.03
	.0002
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.01)
	 


Note.  k = number of independent samples; N = total sample size;  = M sample-size weighted observed correlation; SDr = observed standard deviation;  = estimated population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability; VAR2 = second order sampling error variance associated with meta-analytic correlation; M = second order grand mean population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability in predictor and criterion; VAR2M = M observed variance and standard deviation (in parentheses) across estimated population correlations, which includes corrections for sampling and measurement error; VAR2SE = expected M second order sampling error variance and standard error (in parentheses); VARTrue = estimated residual (i.e., true) population variance and standard deviation (in parentheses) across estimated population correlations after accounting for variance attributable to expected M second order sampling and measurement error (negative values set to zero); % = percentage of observed variance across estimated population correlations attributable to second order sampling error and measurement error.
a Because authors reported complete data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
b Data from four longitudinal studies (i.e., HRS, MIDUS, WLS-G, WLSS) were included in Graham et al. (2017). Because Hakulinen, Hintsanen et al. (2015) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.



Table S13
Second Order Meta-Analyses of Extraversion and General Counterproductive Behavior Variables
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	VAR2
	M
	VAR2M
	VAR2SE
	VARTrue
	%

	Behaviors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Counterproductive work behavior: Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Darr (2011)
	3
	965
	-.09
	.09
	-.11
	.0020
	-.07
	.0006
	.0026
	-.0019
	100

	         Pletzer et al. (2019)
	24
	7,040
	-.04
	.18
	-.05
	.0039
	 
	(.03)
	(.05)
	(.00)
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	168
	-.03
	.18c
	-.04
	.0244
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Management by exceptiona
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	5
	1,215
	-.02
	.06
	-.03
	.0016
	-.04
	.0001
	.0010
	-.0009
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	6
	822
	-.04
	.08
	-.05
	.0022
	 
	(.01)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	   Passive leadershipa
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	6
	1,310
	-.07
	.09
	-.10
	.0024
	-.07
	.0002
	.0008
	-.0006
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	7
	1,111
	-.04
	.06
	-.06
	.0011
	 
	(.01)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	   Antisocial behavior 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Jones et al. (2011)
	53
	21,387
	.07
	.03
	.09
	.0000
	.07
	.0009
	.0000
	.0009
	3

	         Miller & Lynam (2001)
	29
	10,187
	-.01
	.05
	-.02
	.0001
	 
	(.03)
	(.01)
	(.03)
	 

	   Aggressive behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hyatt et al. (2019)
	9
	935
	.04
	.09
	.05
	.0013
	-.02
	.0004
	.0002
	.0002
	48

	         Jones et al. (2011)
	33
	9,654
	-.03
	.06
	-.03
	.0002
	 
	(.02)
	(.01)
	(.01)
	 

	   Problematic gaming 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Akbari et al. (2021)a
	7
	9,057
	-.10
	.04
	-.12
	.0003
	-.11
	.0012
	.0003
	.0009
	23

	         Chew (2022)
	10
	11,000
	-.15
	.08
	-.18
	.0010
	 
	(.04)
	(.02)
	(.03)
	 

	         Ji et al. (2022)
	14
	6,060
	-.05
	.06
	-.06
	.0003
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Problematic gambling 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dudfield et al. (2022)a
	8
	21,190
	-.09
	.19
	-.10
	.0064
	-.10
	.0000
	.0007
	-.0007
	100

	         Strømme et al. (2021)
	24
	17,646
	-.08
	.09
	-.10
	.0005
	 
	(.00)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	

	   Problematics smoking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2017)
	13
	39,405
	.00
	.02
	.01
	.0001
	.03
	.0007
	.0000
	.0007
	7

	         Hakulinen, Hintsanen et al. (2015)b
	5
	49,195
	.06
	.02
	.08
	.0001
	 
	(.03)
	(.01)
	(.03)
	 


Note.  k = number of independent samples; N = total sample size;  = M sample-size weighted observed correlation; SDr = observed standard deviation;  = estimated population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability; VAR2 = second order sampling error variance associated with meta-analytic correlation; M = second order grand mean population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability in predictor and criterion; VAR2M = M observed variance and standard deviation (in parentheses) across estimated population correlations, which includes corrections for sampling and measurement error; VAR2SE = expected M second order sampling error variance and standard error (in parentheses); VARTrue = estimated residual (i.e., true) population variance and standard deviation (in parentheses) across estimated population correlations after accounting for variance attributable to expected M second order sampling and measurement error (negative values set to zero); % = percentage of observed variance across estimated population correlations attributable to second order sampling error and measurement error.
a Because authors reported complete data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
b Data from four longitudinal studies (i.e., HRS, MIDUS, WLS-G, WLSS) were included in Graham et al. (2017). Because Hakulinen, Hintsanen et al. (2015) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
c We imputed SDr from the meta-analysis with the largest k to reduce the biasing effects of sampling error from small-k first-order meta-analyses (cf. Wilmot & Ones, 2019). 


Table S14
Second Order Meta-Analyses of Openness and General Counterproductive Behavior Variables
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	VAR2
	M
	VAR2M
	VAR2SE
	VARTrue
	%

	Behaviors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Counterproductive work behavior: Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Darr (2011)
	4
	1,427
	-.10
	.05
	-.13
	.0010
	-.11
	.0007
	.0011
	-.0004
	100

	         Pletzer et al. (2019)
	23
	6,704
	-.06
	.15
	-.07
	.0015
	 
	(.03)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	168
	-.18
	.15c
	-.23
	.0178
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Management by exceptiona
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	6
	1,469
	-.03
	.06
	-.04
	.0014
	-.05
	.0000
	.0008
	-.0008
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	6
	822
	-.04
	.08
	-.05
	.0021
	 
	(.00)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	   Passive leadershipa
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	7
	1,564
	.03
	.07
	.04
	.0013
	-.02
	.0029
	.0008
	.0021
	26

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	6
	958
	-.08
	.08
	-.12
	.0020
	 
	(.05)
	(.03)
	(.05)
	 

	   Antisocial behavior 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Jones et al. (2011)
	14
	4,584
	-.03
	.06c
	-.04
	.0004
	.00
	.0004
	.0001
	.0003
	33

	         Miller & Lynam (2001)
	31
	10,311
	.01
	.06
	.02
	.0002
	 
	(.02)
	(.01)
	(.02)
	 

	   Aggressive behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hyatt et al. (2019)
	9
	935
	-.11
	.12
	-.14
	.0026
	-.12
	.0000
	.0002
	-.0002
	100

	         Jones et al. (2011)
	33
	9,638
	-.10
	.06
	-.12
	.0002
	 
	(.00)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	   Problematic gaming 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Akbari et al. (2021)a
	5
	7,803
	-.05
	.04
	-.06
	.0005
	-.06
	.0000
	.0005
	-.0005
	100

	         Chew (2022)
	7
	9,678
	-.05
	.11
	-.06
	.0026
	 
	(.00)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	

	   Problematic gambling 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dudfield et al. (2022)a
	8
	21,190
	-.04
	.05
	-.05
	.0005
	-.08
	.0033
	.0005
	.0028
	15

	         Strømme et al. (2021)
	18
	13,235
	-.22
	.20
	-.28
	.0034
	 
	(.06)
	(.02)
	(.05)
	 

	   Problematic smoking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2017)
	10
	34,460
	.01
	.03
	.01
	.0001
	.00
	.0002
	.0001
	.0001
	39

	         Hakulinen, Hintsanen et al. (2015)b
	5
	49,195
	-.02
	.02
	-.02
	.0001
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.01)
	 


Note.  k = number of independent samples; N = total sample size;  = M sample-size weighted observed correlation; SDr = observed standard deviation;  = estimated population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability; VAR2 = second order sampling error variance associated with meta-analytic correlation; M = second order grand mean population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability in predictor and criterion; VAR2M = M observed variance and standard deviation (in parentheses) across estimated population correlations, which includes corrections for sampling and measurement error; VAR2SE = expected M second order sampling error variance and standard error (in parentheses); VARTrue = estimated residual (i.e., true) population variance and standard deviation (in parentheses) across estimated population correlations after accounting for variance attributable to expected M second order sampling and measurement error (negative values set to zero); % = percentage of observed variance across estimated population correlations attributable to second order sampling error and measurement error.
a Because authors reported complete data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
b Data from four longitudinal studies (i.e., HRS, MIDUS, WLS-G, WLSS) were included in Graham et al. (2017). Because Hakulinen, Hintsanen et al. (2015) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
c We imputed SDr from the meta-analysis with the largest k to reduce the biasing effects of sampling error from small-k first-order meta-analyses (cf. Wilmot & Ones, 2019). 




Table S15
Sensitivity Analyses for Selected Second Order Meta-Analyses of Selected General Counterproductive Behavior Variables
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	
	M
	VARTrue
	%
	
	M
	VARTrue
	%
	|| 
diff

	
	Input values
	
	Observed SDr
	
	Imputed SDr
	

	Counterproductive work behavior: 
Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Agreeableness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Darr (2011)
	6
	1,012
	-.06
	.14
	-.08
	
	-.27
	.0078
	7
	
	-.36
	.0023
	29
	.09

	         Pletzer et al. (2019)
	36
	12,147
	-.31
	.11
	-.38
	
	
	(.09)
	 
	
	
	(.05)
	
	

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	3
	965
	-.15
	.03
	-.19
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Extraversion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Darr (2011)
	3
	965
	-.09
	.09
	-.11
	
	-.05
	.0000
	100
	
	-.07
	.0000
	100
	.02

	         Pletzer et al. (2019)
	24
	7,040
	-.04
	.18
	-.05
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	168
	-.03
	.05
	-.04
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Openness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Darr (2011)
	4
	1,427
	-.10
	.05
	-.13
	
	-.12
	.0001
	91
	
	-.11
	.0000
	100
	.01

	         Pletzer et al. (2019)
	23
	6,704
	-.06
	.15
	-.07
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	168
	-.18
	.09
	-.23
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Antisocial behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Openness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Jones et al. (2011)
	14
	4,584
	-.03
	.03
	-.04
	
	-.02
	.0004
	17
	
	.00
	.0003
	33
	.02

	         Miller & Lynam (2001)
	31
	10,311
	.01
	.06
	.02
	
	
	(.02)
	 
	
	
	(.02)
	 
	

	Descriptive statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   M
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.12
	.0021
	54
	
	-.14
	.0007
	66
	.04

	   SD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	(.028)
	 
	 
	 
	(.018)
	 
	 (.04)


Note. Observed SDr correlations (bold), imputed SDr correlations (bold and italics), || diff = absolute difference between correlations (italics). k = number of independent samples; N = total sample size;  = M sample-size weighted observed correlation; SDr = observed standard deviation;  = estimated population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability; VAR2 = second order sampling error variance associated with meta-analytic correlation; M = second order grand mean population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability in predictor and criterion; VARTrue = estimated residual (i.e., true) population variance and standard deviation (in parentheses) across estimated population correlations after accounting for variance attributable to expected M second order sampling and measurement error (negative values set to zero); % = percentage of observed variance across estimated population correlations attributable to second order sampling error and measurement error.
Table S16
Results of K-Means and Hierarchical Clustering Algorithms: Comparative Cluster Solutions
	Cluster
	Cluster solution
	NVar
	Evaluation
	Final cluster

	
	K2
	h2
	K3
	h3
	K7b
	h7
	
	
	

	Cluster 1a
	1
	1
	2
	1
	4
	1
	5
	Subcluster
	Institutional antagonism: Educational

	Cluster 2a
	1
	1
	3
	1
	6
	2
	8
	Subcluster
	Institutional antagonism: Occupational

	Cluster 3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1
	3
	6
	Cluster
	Impulsive disinhibition

	Cluster 4a
	1
	1
	3
	1
	2
	4
	3
	Subcluster
	Institutional antagonism: Miscellaneous

	Cluster 5
	1
	1
	3
	1
	3
	5
	8
	Cluster
	Interpersonal antagonism

	Cluster 6b
	2
	2
	2
	2
	5
	6
	7
	No cluster
	Weak personality prediction and level effect only group

	Cluster 7
	2
	2
	1
	3
	7
	7
	7
	Cluster
	Avoidant disinhibition


Note.  Clusters correspond to the order described in the Results. Cluster solution: Clusters found in two-, three-, and seven-cluster solutions using K-means (i.e., K) and hierarchical clustering (i.e., h) algorithms; NVar = number of variables in each cluster; evaluation: evidence-based determination of whether an ostensible cluster is a standalone cluster or a subcluster. 
a Mean profile correlation between three subclusters of institutional antagonism (r = .78; range = .72 to .83). 
b Cluster 6 of the hierarchical solution was comprised of variables that were excluded from cluster interpretation due to weak profile pattern effects (i.e., sorted into either weak personality prediction or profile level effect only groups).   



Table S17
Meta-Analyses of HEXACO Personality Traits and General Counterproductive Behavior Variables
	Variable
	Research context
	Study descriptives
	Population correlations

	
	
	m
	kM
	NH
	HH
	LEM
	eX
	AG
	CO
	OP

	Institutional
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Academic dishonesty
	Educational
	1
	22
	2,725
	-.28
	.04
	.06
	-.03
	-.05
	-.11

	   Counterproductive work behavior 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	Occupational
	1
	20
	6,075
	-.44
	.09
	-.09
	-.22
	-.41
	-.07

	      Organizational
	Occupational
	1
	9
	2,145
	-.37
	.04
	-.21
	-.25
	-.46
	-.07

	Interpersonal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Counterproductive work behavior:
   Interpersonal
	Occupational
	1
	8
	2,046
	-.35
	.12
	-.14
	-.31
	-.33
	-.17

	   Antisocial behavior
	Life/Nonwork
	1
	9
	1,931
	-.46
	.15
	-.06
	-.31
	-.32
	-.09

	   Aggressive behavior
	Life/Nonwork
	1
	16
	3,968
	-.39
	.12
	-.07
	-.36
	-.27
	-.10

	   Risky sexual activity: Overall
	Life/Nonwork
	1
	16
	10,876
	-.31
	.19
	-.08
	-.17
	-.26
	-.07

	   Risky sexual activity: Casual sex
	Life/Nonwork
	1
	13
	5,540
	-.39
	.21
	.15
	-.11
	-.16
	.00

	Individual
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Coping styles: Substance use
	Life/Nonwork
	1
	4
	1,108
	-.19
	.13
	.08
	-.06
	-.26
	.01

	   Problematic gambling
	Life/Nonwork
	1
	3
	540
	-.31
	.18
	-.04
	-.17
	-.24
	-.11

	   Problematic substance use
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Smoking
	Life/Nonwork
	1
	3
	1,853
	-.15
	-.02
	-.02
	-.05
	-.13
	.00

	      Alcohol consumption
	Life/Nonwork
	1
	4
	2,457
	-.19
	.13
	.17
	-.08
	-.21
	.05

	   Maladaptive risk-taking
	Life/Nonwork
	1
	10
	6,043
	-.40
	.17
	-.04
	-.17
	-.48
	-.07


Note.  m = average number of independent meta-analyses; kM = average number of independent samples; NH = harmonic mean sample size;  = estimated population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability in the predictor and criterion; honesty–humility (HH), low emotionality (LEM), eXtraversion (eX), agreeableness (AG), conscientiousness (CO), and openness (OP). 


Table S18
MACPA Parameters of HEXACO Personality Traits and General Counterproductive Behavior Variables
	Variable 
	Multiple correlation
	Profile level effect
	Profile pattern effect
	lev,pat

	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	2
	
	

	Institutional
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Academic dishonesty
	.32
	.10
	-.14
	.02
	-.16
	.28
	.08
	.29
	.05

	   Counterproductive work behavior: 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.55
	.30
	-.41
	.17
	-.42
	.35
	.12
	.36
	.02

	      Organizational
	.56
	.31
	-.44
	.20
	-.43
	.35
	.12
	.34
	-.03

	Interpersonal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Counterproductive work behavior:
   Interpersonal
	.49
	.24
	-.45
	.20
	-.44
	.21
	.04
	.20
	-.01

	   Antisocial behavior
	.55
	.31
	-.44
	.19
	-.45
	.33
	.11
	.34
	.02

	   Aggressive behavior
	.50
	.25
	-.42
	.17
	-.41
	.29
	.08
	.28
	-.02

	   Risky sexual activity: Overall
	.42
	.18
	-.34
	.12
	-.36
	.22
	.05
	.25
	.08

	   Risky sexual activity: Casual sex
	.51
	.26
	-.23
	.05
	-.27
	.43
	.19
	.46
	.08

	Individual
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Coping styles: Substance use
	.37
	.13
	-.17
	.03
	-.20
	.31
	.09
	.32
	.08

	   Problematic gambling
	.41
	.17
	-.33
	.11
	-.35
	.21
	.05
	.24
	.08

	   Problematic substance use:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Smoking
	.18
	.03
	-.10
	.01
	-.10
	.15
	.02
	.15
	-.02

	      Alcohol consumption
	.39
	.15
	-.12
	.02
	-.15
	.36
	.13
	.37
	.07

	   Maladaptive risk-taking
	.60
	.36
	-.42
	.18
	-.45
	.41
	.16
	.43
	.06

	Descriptive statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   M
	.45
	.214
	-.31
	.113
	-.32
	.30
	.095
	.31
	.04

	   SD
	.12
	.097
	.14
	.077
	.13
	.08
	.049
	.09
	.04


Note.  Multiple correlation:  = estimated multiple correlation adjusted for the harmonic mean sample size;  = estimated accountable variance; Profile level effect and profile pattern effect:  = zero-order correlation between profile level effect (or profile pattern effect) and criterion;  = standardized regression coefficient for the model including both profile level effect and profile pattern effect; lev,pat = the intercorrelation between profile level effect and profile pattern effect. For readability, 95% confidence intervals for all values have been omitted. The 2 of the profile level effect is equivalent to the  of the unit weighted regression model, whereas the 2 of the profile pattern effect is equivalent to the increment in variance (or Δ) of using an optimally weighted versus unit weighted regression model (i.e., optimally-weighted  minus unit-weighted ).
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Table S19
Meta-Analyses of HEXACO Personality Traits and General Counterproductive Behavior Variables
	Variable
	m
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	
	SDρ
	95% CI
	80% CR

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LO
	HI
	LO
	HI

	Institutional
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Academic dishonesty
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	25
	3,073
	-.22
	.10
	-.28
	.06
	-.26
	-.18
	-.36
	-.20

	         Low emotionality
	1
	21
	2,659
	.03
	.09
	.04
	.03
	-.01
	.07
	.004
	.07

	         eXtraversion
	1
	21
	2,678
	.05
	.09
	.06
	.03
	.01
	.09
	.03
	.10

	         Agreeableness
	1
	21
	2,666
	-.02
	.09
	-.03
	.03
	-.06
	.02
	-.06
	.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	21
	2,658
	-.04
	.09
	-.05
	.03
	-.08
	-.001
	-.08
	-.02

	         Openness
	1
	21
	2,660
	-.09
	.09
	-.11
	.03
	-.13
	-.05
	-.15
	-.08

	   Counterproductive work behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	27
	8,875
	-.35
	.14
	-.44
	.16
	-.40
	-.30
	-.65
	-.23

	         Low emotionality
	1
	18
	5,714
	.08
	.11
	.09
	.12
	.02
	.13
	-.06
	.24

	         eXtraversion
	1
	18
	5,714
	-.08
	.12
	-.09
	.13
	-.13
	-.02
	-.26
	.08

	         Agreeableness
	1
	18
	5,714
	-.17
	.08
	-.22
	.08
	-.21
	-.13
	-.32
	-.11

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	18
	5,714
	-.33
	.12
	-.41
	.13
	-.38
	-.27
	-.57
	-.24

	         Openness
	1
	18
	5,714
	-.05
	.13
	-.07
	.14
	-.11
	.005
	-.25
	.12

	      Organizational
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	12
	3,472
	-.30
	.16
	-.37
	.19
	-.39
	-.21
	-.62
	-.13

	         Low emotionality
	1
	8
	1,993
	.03
	.10
	.04
	.10
	-.04
	.10
	-.10
	.17

	         eXtraversion
	1
	8
	1,993
	-.17
	.10
	-.21
	.09
	-.24
	-.11
	-.33
	-.10

	         Agreeableness
	1
	8
	1,993
	-.20
	.06
	-.25
	.01
	-.24
	-.15
	-.26
	-.23

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	8
	1,993
	-.37
	.11
	-.46
	.11
	-.44
	-.29
	-.61
	-.31

	         Openness
	1
	8
	1,993
	-.06
	.12
	-.07
	.12
	-.14
	.02
	-.23
	.09

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interpersonal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Counterproductive work behavior: Interpersonal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	12
	3,686
	-.28
	.22
	-.35
	.27
	-.40
	-.15
	-.69
	-.004

	         Low emotionality
	1
	7
	1,879
	.10
	.09
	.12
	.08
	.03
	.16
	.02
	.22

	         eXtraversion
	1
	7
	1,879
	-.11
	.06
	-.14
	.01
	-.16
	-.07
	-.15
	-.13

	         Agreeableness
	1
	7
	1,879
	-.25
	.06
	-.31
	.01
	-.29
	-.20
	-.31
	-.30

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	7
	1,879
	-.27
	.12
	-.33
	.13
	-.36
	-.18
	-.50
	-.16

	         Openness
	1
	7
	1,879
	-.13
	.10
	-.17
	.10
	-.21
	-.06
	-.30
	-.04

	   Antisocial behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	12
	2,483
	-.37
	.17
	-.46
	.20
	-.47
	-.27
	-.72
	-.20

	         Low emotionality
	1
	11
	2,333
	.12
	.10
	.15
	.09
	.06
	.18
	.03
	.26

	         eXtraversion
	1
	7
	1,702
	-.05
	.05
	-.06
	.00
	-.09
	-.01
	-.06
	-.06

	         Agreeableness
	1
	10
	2,250
	-.25
	.06
	-.31
	.00
	-.29
	-.21
	-.32
	-.30

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	7
	1,702
	-.26
	.16
	-.32
	.18
	-.38
	-.14
	-.55
	-.09

	         Openness
	1
	6
	1,524
	-.07
	.07
	-.09
	.05
	-.13
	-.01
	-.15
	-.03

	   Aggressive behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	16
	4,013
	-.31
	.16
	-.39
	.19
	-.39
	-.23
	-.63
	-.15

	         Low emotionality
	1
	16
	4,013
	.10
	.12
	.12
	.13
	.04
	.16
	-.04
	.29

	         eXtraversion
	1
	15
	3,815
	-.06
	.08
	-.07
	.06
	-.10
	-.02
	-.14
	-.002

	         Agreeableness
	1
	17
	4,160
	-.29
	.16
	-.36
	.19
	-.37
	-.21
	-.61
	-.12

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	16
	4,013
	-.22
	.12
	-.27
	.13
	-.28
	-.16
	-.44
	-.11

	         Openness
	1
	15
	3,815
	-.08
	.12
	-.10
	.12
	-.14
	-.02
	-.26
	.06

	   Risky sexual activity: Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	19
	11,797
	-.25
	.13
	-.31
	.16
	-.31
	-.19
	-.51
	-.11

	         Low emotionality
	1
	15
	10,580
	.15
	.11
	.19
	.13
	.10
	.21
	.03
	.35

	         eXtraversion
	1
	15
	10,580
	-.07
	.20
	-.08
	.24
	-.17
	.03
	-.38
	.22

	         Agreeableness
	1
	16
	10,747
	-.14
	.11
	-.17
	.13
	-.19
	-.08
	-.34
	.00

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	17
	11,076
	-.21
	.13
	-.26
	.15
	-.27
	-.15
	-.45
	-.07

	         Openness
	1
	15
	10,580
	-.06
	.11
	-.07
	.13
	-.11
	.00
	-.23
	.09

	   Risky sexual activity: Casual sex
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	14
	6,280
	-.31
	.11
	-.39
	.13
	-.37
	-.25
	-.55
	-.22

	         Low emotionality
	1
	13
	5,553
	.17
	.11
	.21
	.12
	.11
	.23
	.06
	.37

	         eXtraversion
	1
	12
	5,322
	.12
	.14
	.15
	.16
	.04
	.20
	-.06
	.35

	         Agreeableness
	1
	13
	5,553
	-.09
	.07
	-.11
	.07
	-.13
	-.05
	-.20
	-.03

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	12
	5,322
	-.13
	.10
	-.16
	.11
	-.19
	-.07
	-.31
	-.01

	         Openness
	1
	12
	5,322
	.00
	.07
	.00
	.06
	-.04
	.04
	-.08
	.08

	Individual
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Coping styles: Substance use
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	4
	1,108
	-.14
	.11
	-.19
	.12
	-.25
	-.04
	-.35
	-.03

	         Low emotionality
	1
	4
	1,108
	.10
	.12
	.13
	.13
	-.02
	.21
	-.04
	.30

	         eXtraversion
	1
	4
	1,108
	.06
	.08
	.08
	.07
	-.02
	.14
	.00
	.16

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	1,108
	-.05
	.11
	-.06
	.12
	-.15
	.06
	-.21
	.09

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	4
	1,108
	-.20
	.14
	-.26
	.17
	-.34
	-.06
	-.48
	-.04

	         Openness
	1
	4
	1,108
	.01
	.10
	.01
	.11
	-.09
	.11
	-.13
	.15

	   Problematic gambling
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	3
	540
	-.25
	.10
	-.31
	.08
	-.36
	-.14
	-.42
	-.20

	         Low emotionality
	1
	3
	540
	.14
	.11
	.18
	.11
	.02
	.27
	.04
	.32

	         eXtraversion
	1
	3
	540
	-.03
	.10
	-.04
	.08
	-.15
	.08
	-.15
	.07

	         Agreeableness
	1
	3
	540
	-.14
	.13
	-.17
	.13
	-.28
	.01
	-.34
	.00

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	3
	540
	-.19
	.10
	-.24
	.08
	-.30
	-.09
	-.34
	-.14

	         Openness
	1
	3
	540
	-.09
	.10
	-.11
	.08
	-.20
	.03
	-.22
	.00

	   Problematic smoking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	3
	1,853
	-.11
	.14
	-.15
	.18
	-.27
	.05
	-.38
	.08

	         Low emotionality
	1
	3
	1,853
	-.02
	.08
	-.02
	.08
	-.10
	.07
	-.13
	.09

	         eXtraversion
	1
	3
	1,853
	-.02
	.06
	-.02
	.06
	-.08
	.05
	-.09
	.05

	         Agreeableness
	1
	3
	1,853
	-.04
	.15
	-.05
	.19
	-.20
	.13
	-.29
	.19

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	3
	1,853
	-.10
	.12
	-.13
	.15
	-.23
	.03
	-.32
	.06

	         Openness
	1
	3
	1,853
	.00
	.07
	.00
	.07
	-.08
	.08
	-.09
	.09

	   Problematic alcohol consumption
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	4
	2,457
	-.14
	.06
	-.19
	.07
	-.21
	-.08
	-.27
	-.11

	         Low emotionality
	1
	4
	2,457
	.10
	.07
	.13
	.08
	.03
	.17
	.03
	.23

	         eXtraversion
	1
	4
	2,457
	.13
	.07
	.17
	.07
	.06
	.20
	.08
	.26

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	2,457
	-.06
	.05
	-.08
	.05
	-.11
	-.01
	-.14
	-.02

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	4
	2,457
	-.16
	.08
	-.21
	.09
	-.24
	-.08
	-.32
	-.10

	         Openness
	1
	4
	2,457
	.04
	.07
	.05
	.08
	-.03
	.11
	-.05
	.15

	   Maladaptive risk-taking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	11
	6,125
	-.29
	.11
	-.40
	.14
	-.35
	-.22
	-.58
	-.22

	         Low emotionality
	1
	11
	6,211
	.12
	.15
	.17
	.20
	.03
	.21
	-.09
	.43

	         eXtraversion
	1
	10
	5,995
	-.03
	.10
	-.04
	.13
	-.09
	.03
	-.21
	.13

	         Agreeableness
	1
	10
	5,999
	-.12
	.09
	-.17
	.10
	-.17
	-.07
	-.30
	-.04

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	10
	5,948
	-.35
	.15
	-.48
	.20
	-.44
	-.25
	-.74
	-.22

	         Openness
	1
	10
	5,986
	-.05
	.08
	-.07
	.09
	-.10
	.00
	-.18
	.04


Note.  m = number of independent meta-analyses; k = number of independent samples; N = total sample size;  = M sample-size weighted observed correlation; SDr = M observed standard deviation;  = estimated population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability; SDρ = standard deviation of population correlation; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval around observed correlation; 80% CR = 80% credibility interval around population correlation. 



Table S20
Meta-Analyses of Big Five Personality Traits and Counterproductivity Adjacent Variables
	Variable 
	Research context
	Study descriptives
	Population correlations

	
	
	m
	kM
	NH
	ES
	AG
	CO
	EX
	OP

	Outcomes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Turnover
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Turnover/tenure
	Occupational
	1
	14
	1,733
	-.01
	-.09
	-.13
	.04
	.12

	      Turnover
	Occupational
	1
	17
	1,626
	-.19
	-.27
	-.22
	-.04
	.11

	      Voluntary turnover
	Occupational
	1
	10
	2,536
	-.20
	-.09
	-.18
	.02
	.16

	   Accidents
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Occupational
	Occupational
	1
	11
	2,418
	-.10
	-.12
	-.18
	.17
	.09

	      Vehicular
	Life/Nonwork
	1
	38
	15,434
	-.06
	-.12
	-.14
	.11
	.03

	   Negative alcohol consequences
	Life/Nonwork
	1
	33
	32,523
	-.15
	-.15
	-.20
	.01
	-.01

	   Divorce
	Life/Nonwork
	1
	10
	13,295
	.00
	.02
	.01
	.01
	.01

	   Unemployment
	Life/Nonwork
	1
	9
	32,852
	-.01
	.00
	-.01
	.00
	.01

	   Adverse childhood experiences
	Life/Nonwork
	1
	16
	32,650
	-.26
	.02
	-.16
	-.06
	.08

	Attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Turnover intentions
	Occupational
	2
	25
	5,695
	-.28
	-.18
	-.13
	-.10
	-.01

	   Social dominance orientation
	Life/Nonwork
	2
	51
	43,733
	.02
	-.32
	-.04
	-.03
	-.25

	   Right-wing authoritarianism
	Life/Nonwork
	1
	54
	37,420
	.00
	.01
	.20
	.00
	-.41

	   Prejudice
	Life/Nonwork
	1
	17
	4,042
	.02
	-.23
	.04
	-.05
	-.30

	   Conspiracy beliefs
	Life/Nonwork
	1
	35
	47,665
	-.05
	-.08
	-.04
	.02
	.02


Note.  m = average number of independent meta-analyses; kM = average number of independent samples; NH = harmonic mean sample size;  = estimated population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability in the predictor and the criterion; emotional stability (ES), agreeableness (AG), conscientiousness (CO), extraversion (EX), and openness (OP). For readability, 95% confidence intervals for all values have been omitted. 



Table S21
Content Validation and Meta-Analytic Criterion Profile Analyses of Big Five Personality Traits and Counterproductivity Adjacent Variables
	Variable 
	Content validity indices
	Multiple 
correlation
	Profile level 
effect
	Profile pattern 
effect
	lev,pat

	
	psa
	csv
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	2
	
	

	Outcomes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Turnover
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Turnover/tenure
	.77
	.54
	.20
	.04
	-.02
	.00
	-.01
	.20
	.04
	.20
	-.05

	      Turnover
	.87
	.73
	.36
	.13
	-.20
	.04
	-.18
	.31
	.10
	.30
	-.06

	      Voluntary turnover
	.76
	.52
	.31
	.10
	-.09
	.01
	-.08
	.30
	.09
	.29
	-.05

	   Accidents
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Occupational
	.83
	.66
	.30
	.09
	-.05
	.00
	-.04
	.30
	.09
	.30
	-.02

	      Vehicular
	.89
	.79
	.22
	.05
	-.06
	.00
	-.06
	.21
	.04
	.21
	-.01

	   Negative alcohol consequences
	.96
	.92
	.24
	.06
	-.16
	.03
	-.16
	.18
	.03
	.18
	-.02

	   Divorcea
	.70
	.39
	.02
	.00
	.02
	.00
	.02
	.02
	.00
	.02
	.01

	   Unemploymenta
	.72
	.44
	.02
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.02
	.00
	.02
	-.04

	   Adverse childhood experiencesa
	.73
	.46
	.32
	.10
	-.12
	.01
	-.11
	.30
	.09
	.29
	-.03

	Attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Turnover intentions
	.83
	.66
	.30
	.09
	-.23
	.05
	-.21
	.21
	.04
	.20
	-.06

	   Social dominance orientation
	.89
	.79
	.41
	.17
	-.20
	.04
	-.21
	.35
	.12
	.36
	.02

	   Right-wing authoritarianism
	.96
	.92
	.49
	.24
	-.06
	.00
	-.09
	.48
	.23
	.49
	.06

	   Prejudice
	.70
	.39
	.39
	.15
	-.17
	.03
	-.18
	.34
	.12
	.35
	.03

	   Conspiracy beliefs
	.72
	.44
	.10
	.01
	-.04
	.00
	-.04
	.09
	.01
	.09
	-.05


Note.  Content validity indices: To quantify agreement among raters, we computed two indices: the proportion of substantive agreement (psa) and the substantive validity coefficient (csv); psa values range from 0 to 1, with 1 being achieved in the presence of unanimous agreement; csv values range from -1 and 1; the minimum occurs when all raters unanimously misclassify an item, and the maximum occurs when all raters unanimously agree on its classification. In evaluating psa and csv values, we used benchmarks of Colquitt et al. (2019), which indicates that psa ≥ .72 and csv ≥ .51 reflects moderate or stronger agreement; italicized values indicate weaker agreement (psa = .40–.71 and csv = .05–.50). Multiple correlation:  = estimated multiple correlation adjusted for the harmonic mean sample size;  = estimated accountable variance; Profile level effect and profile pattern effect:  = zero-order correlation between profile level effect (or profile pattern effect) and criterion;  = standardized regression coefficient for the model including both profile level effect and profile pattern effect; lev,pat = the intercorrelation between profile level effect and profile pattern effect. For readability, 95% confidence intervals for all values have been omitted. The 2 of the profile level effect is equivalent to the  of the unit weighted regression model, whereas the 2 of the profile pattern effect is equivalent to the increment in variance (or Δ) of using an optimally weighted versus unit weighted regression model (i.e., optimally-weighted  minus unit-weighted ).
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a Variable excluded following results of the content validation study.
Table S22
Meta-Analyses of Big Five Personality Traits and Counterproductivity Adjacent Variables
	Variable
	m
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	
	SDρ
	95% CI
	80% CR

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LO
	HI
	LO
	HI

	Outcomes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Turnover/tenure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	13
	1,495
	-.01
	.15
	-.01
	.16
	-.09
	.07
	-.22
	.19

	         Agreeableness
	1
	15
	1,838
	-.06
	.09
	-.09
	.00
	-.11
	-.01
	-.09
	-.09

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	19
	2,759
	-.09
	.10
	-.13
	.08
	-.13
	-.05
	-.23
	-.03

	         Extraversion
	1
	13
	1,437
	.03
	.12
	.04
	.11
	-.04
	.10
	-.10
	.19

	         Openness
	1
	12
	1,628
	.08
	.09
	.12
	.06
	.03
	.13
	.05
	.19

	   Turnover
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	19
	1,824
	-.16
	.10
	-.19
	.00
	-.20
	-.12
	-.19
	-.19

	         Agreeableness
	1
	15
	1,532
	-.22
	.13
	-.27
	.12
	-.29
	-.15
	-.42
	-.13

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	17
	1,631
	-.18
	.10
	-.22
	.01
	-.23
	-.13
	-.23
	-.21

	         Extraversion
	1
	18
	1,608
	-.03
	.12
	-.04
	.05
	-.08
	.02
	-.11
	.03

	         Openness
	1
	16
	1,563
	.09
	.12
	.11
	.08
	.03
	.15
	.01
	.22

	   Voluntary turnover
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	16
	7,593
	-.17
	.19
	-.20
	.22
	-.26
	-.08
	-.49
	.08

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	2,449
	-.07
	.09
	-.09
	.09
	-.14
	.00
	-.20
	.02

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	8
	3,409
	-.15
	.13
	-.18
	.15
	-.24
	-.06
	-.38
	.01

	         Extraversion
	1
	13
	6,795
	.02
	.08
	.02
	.07
	-.02
	.06
	-.07
	.12

	         Openness
	1
	5
	1,009
	.13
	.12
	.16
	.13
	.02
	.24
	-.001
	.33

	   Accidents
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Occupational
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	15
	2,346
	-.06
	.10
	-.10
	.09
	-.11
	-.01
	-.21
	.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	9
	4,239
	-.07
	.05
	-.12
	.00
	-.10
	-.04
	-.12
	-.12

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	9
	2,163
	-.11
	.07
	-.18
	.05
	-.16
	-.06
	-.25
	-.12

	         Extraversion
	1
	16
	3,018
	.10
	.13
	.17
	.17
	.04
	.16
	-.05
	.39

	         Openness
	1
	6
	1,633
	.05
	.06
	.09
	.00
	.002
	.10
	.09
	.09

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Vehicular
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	49
	23,452
	-.04
	.07
	-.06
	.08
	-.06
	-.02
	-.17
	.04

	         Agreeableness
	1
	29
	10,577
	-.07
	.06
	-.12
	.06
	-.10
	-.05
	-.20
	-.05

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	36
	23,873
	-.08
	.08
	-.14
	.12
	-.11
	-.06
	-.29
	.01

	         Extraversion
	1
	57
	43,884
	.06
	.07
	.11
	.10
	.05
	.08
	-.02
	.24

	         Openness
	1
	21
	8,190
	.02
	.07
	.03
	.08
	-.01
	.05
	-.08
	.13

	   Negative alcohol consequences
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	33
	32,523
	-.11
	.18
	-.15
	.00
	-.17
	-.05
	-.15
	-.15

	         Agreeableness
	1
	33
	32,523
	-.12
	.18
	-.15
	.00
	-.18
	-.06
	-.15
	-.15

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	33
	32,523
	-.16
	.18
	-.20
	.23
	-.22
	-.09
	-.49
	.09

	         Extraversion
	1
	33
	32,523
	.01
	.16
	.01
	.20
	-.05
	.06
	-.24
	.26

	         Openness
	1
	33
	32,523
	-.01
	.24
	-.01
	.00
	-.09
	.08
	-.01
	-.01

	   Divorce
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	10
	13,362
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	         Agreeableness
	1
	10
	13,362
	.01
	.01
	.02
	.00
	.01
	.02
	.02
	.02

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	10
	13,362
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.01
	.01
	.01

	         Extraversion
	1
	10
	13,362
	.01
	.01
	.01
	.00
	.003
	.01
	.01
	.01

	         Openness
	1
	9
	13,032
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.01
	.01
	.01

	   Unemployment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	9
	32,890
	-.01
	.00
	-.01
	.00
	-.01
	-.01
	-.01
	-.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	9
	32,890
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	9
	32,890
	-.01
	.01
	-.01
	.00
	-.01
	-.001
	-.01
	-.01

	         Extraversion
	1
	9
	32,890
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	         Openness
	1
	8
	32,702
	.01
	.01
	.01
	.00
	.003
	.01
	.01
	.01

	   Adverse childhood experiences
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	27
	45,193
	-.21
	.12
	-.26
	.15
	-.26
	-.16
	-.45
	-.07

	         Agreeableness
	1
	11
	25,790
	.02
	.12
	.02
	.14
	-.05
	.09
	-.16
	.21

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	13
	32,232
	-.13
	.16
	-.16
	.20
	-.22
	-.04
	-.42
	.09

	         Extraversion
	1
	18
	36,821
	-.05
	.16
	-.06
	.19
	-.12
	.02
	-.31
	.19

	         Openness
	1
	13
	29,366
	.06
	.10
	.08
	.12
	.01
	.11
	-.08
	.23

	Attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Turnover intentions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	48
	15,925
	-.23
	.10
	-.28
	.00
	-.26
	-.20
	-.28
	-.28

	         Agreeableness
	2
	17
	4,377
	-.14
	.10
	-.18
	.03
	-.19
	-.10
	-.22
	-.14

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	20
	5,165
	-.10
	.10
	-.13
	.04
	-.15
	-.06
	-.17
	-.08

	         Extraversion
	2
	21
	5,722
	-.08
	.09
	-.10
	.00
	-.12
	-.04
	-.10
	-.10

	         Openness
	2
	19
	4,580
	-.01
	.12
	-.01
	.00
	-.07
	.04
	-.01
	-.01

	   Social dominance orientation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	47
	42,097
	.02
	.08
	.02
	.00
	-.01
	.04
	.02
	.02

	         Agreeableness
	2
	55
	45,026
	-.26
	.09
	-.32
	.00
	-.28
	-.24
	-.32
	-.32

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	49
	43,418
	-.03
	.08
	-.04
	.00
	-.05
	-.01
	-.04
	-.04

	         Extraversion
	2
	47
	42,097
	-.03
	.07
	-.03
	.00
	-.05
	-.01
	-.03
	-.03

	         Openness
	2
	56
	46,338
	-.20
	.09
	-.25
	.00
	-.23
	-.18
	-.25
	-.25

	   Right-wing authoritarianism
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	48
	35,551
	.00
	.07
	.00
	.08
	-.02
	.02
	-.10
	.10

	         Agreeableness
	1
	54
	37,255
	.01
	.10
	.01
	.12
	-.02
	.04
	-.14
	.16

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	52
	36,916
	.16
	.07
	.20
	.08
	.14
	.18
	.10
	.30

	         Extraversion
	1
	48
	35,551
	.00
	.09
	.00
	.10
	-.02
	.02
	-.12
	.12

	         Openness
	1
	69
	42,679
	-.32
	.10
	-.41
	.12
	-.34
	-.30
	-.56
	-.26

	   Prejudice
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	15
	3,309
	.02
	.11
	.02
	.11
	-.04
	.08
	-.12
	.17

	         Agreeableness
	1
	14
	3,987
	-.18
	.14
	-.23
	.00
	-.25
	-.11
	-.23
	-.23

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	16
	3,345
	.03
	.10
	.04
	.08
	-.02
	.08
	-.07
	.15

	         Extraversion
	1
	14
	3,319
	-.04
	.10
	-.05
	.10
	-.09
	.01
	-.17
	.07

	         Openness
	1
	24
	11,944
	-.23
	.14
	-.30
	.00
	-.28
	-.18
	-.30
	-.30

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Conspiracy beliefs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	36
	51,015
	-.04
	.06
	-.05
	.06
	-.06
	-.02
	-.13
	.03

	         Agreeableness
	1
	32
	46,357
	-.07
	.06
	-.08
	.06
	-.09
	-.05
	-.15
	-.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	35
	46,960
	-.03
	.06
	-.04
	.06
	-.05
	-.01
	-.11
	.04

	         Extraversion
	1
	35
	46,960
	.02
	.06
	.02
	.06
	.00
	.04
	-.05
	.10

	         Openness
	1
	38
	47,315
	.02
	.06
	.02
	.07
	.00
	.04
	-.06
	.11


Note.  m = number of independent meta-analyses; k = number of independent samples; N = total sample size;  = M sample-size weighted observed correlation; SDr = M observed standard deviation;  = estimated population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability; SDρ = standard deviation of population correlation; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval around observed correlation; 80% CR = 80% credibility interval around population correlation. 



Table S23
Second Order Meta-Analyses of Big Five Personality Traits and Counterproductivity Adjacent Variables
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	VAR2
	M
	VAR2M
	VAR2SE
	VARTrue
	%

	Emotional stability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Turnover intentions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Harari et al. (2018)
	7
	850
	-.22
	.10
	-.27
	.0023
	-.28
	.0000
	.0004
	-.0004
	100

	         Zimmerman (2008)
	41
	15,075
	-.23
	.10
	-.28
	.0004
	 
	(.00)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Social dominance orientation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Berry (2023)a
	3
	1,864
	.00
	.03
	.00
	.0003
	.02
	.0002
	.0002
	.0000
	100

	         Blais-Rochette et al. (2021)
	44
	40,233
	.03
	.09
	.04
	.0002
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	Agreeableness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Turnover intentions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Harari et al. (2018)
	7
	850
	-.19
	.09
	-.24
	.0018
	-.18
	.0020
	.0011
	.0009
	53

	         Zimmerman (2008)
	10
	3,527
	-.10
	.10
	-.13
	.0017
	 
	(.04)
	(.03)
	(.03)
	 

	   Social dominance orientation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Berry (2023)a
	3
	1,864
	-.27
	.07
	-.32
	.0021
	-.32
	.0000
	.0003
	-.0003
	100

	         Blais-Rochette et al. (2021)
	52
	43,162
	-.26
	.09
	-.32
	.0002
	 
	(.00)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	

	Conscientiousness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Turnover intentions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Harari et al. (2018)
	7
	850
	.01
	.14
	.01
	.0042
	-.13
	.0020
	.0007
	.0013
	37

	         Zimmerman (2008)
	13
	4,315
	-.12
	.08
	-.15
	.0007
	 
	(.05)
	(.03)
	(.04)
	 

	   Social dominance orientation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Berry (2023)a
	3
	1,864
	-.11
	.17
	-.14
	.0131
	-.04
	.0001
	.0002
	-.0001
	100

	         Blais-Rochette et al. (2021)
	46
	41,554
	-.03
	.07
	-.04
	.0002
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	Extraversion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Turnover intentions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Harari et al. (2018)
	10
	1,068
	-.10
	.10
	-.12
	.0015
	-.10
	.0002
	.0007
	-.0005
	100

	         Zimmerman (2008)
	11
	4,654
	-.07
	.08
	-.09
	.0009
	 
	(.01)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	   Social dominance orientation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Berry (2023)a
	3
	1,864
	.02
	.07
	.02
	.0025
	-.03
	.0001
	.0002
	-.0001
	100

	         Blais-Rochette et al. (2021)
	44
	40,233
	-.03
	.07
	-.04
	.0002
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Openness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Turnover intentions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Harari et al. (2018)
	2
	4,776
	.32
	.16c
	.40
	.0195
	.15
	.0117
	.0056
	.0061
	48

	         Zimmerman (2008)
	7
	910
	.06
	.16
	.07
	.0056
	 
	(.11)
	(.07)
	(.08)
	 

	   Social dominance orientation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Berry (2023)a
	3
	1,864
	-.23
	.08
	-.29
	.0036
	-.25
	.0001
	.0003
	-.0002
	100

	         Blais-Rochette et al. (2021)
	53
	44,474
	-.20
	.09
	-.25
	.0002
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 


Note.  k = number of independent samples; N = total sample size;  = M sample-size weighted observed correlation; SDr = observed standard deviation;  = estimated population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability; VAR2 = second order sampling error variance associated with meta-analytic correlation; M = second order grand mean population correlation (bold) corrected for unreliability in predictor and criterion; VAR2M = M observed variance and standard deviation (in parentheses) across estimated population correlations, which includes corrections for sampling and measurement error; VAR2SE = expected M second order sampling error variance and standard error (in parentheses); VARTrue = estimated residual (i.e., true) population variance and standard deviation (in parentheses) across estimated population correlations after accounting for variance attributable to expected M second order sampling and measurement error (negative values set to zero); % = percentage of observed variance across estimated population correlations attributable to second order sampling error and measurement error.
a Because authors reported complete data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.



Table S24
Results of K-Means and Hierarchical Clustering Algorithms: Comparative Cluster Solutions for Supplemental Analyses
	Cluster
	Cluster solution
	NVar
	Evaluation
	Final cluster

	
	K3
	h3
	K4
	h4
	K7
	h7
	
	
	

	Cluster 1a
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	17
	Cluster + No cluster
	Impulsive disinhibition + weak personality prediction and level effect only group

	Cluster 2b
	1
	2
	1
	2
	7
	2
	2
	Subcluster
	Rigid homeostasis

	Cluster 3b
	1
	2
	1
	2
	2
	3
	1
	Subcluster
	Rigid homeostasis

	Cluster 4
	3
	1
	2
	3
	1
	4
	9
	Cluster
	Avoidant disinhibition

	Cluster 5c
	2
	3
	4
	4
	5
	5
	14
	Cluster
	Institutional antagonism

	Cluster 6
	2
	3
	3
	4
	3
	6
	8
	Cluster
	Interpersonal antagonism

	Cluster 7c
	2
	3
	3
	4
	6
	7
	4
	Subcluster
	Institutional antagonism: Miscellaneous


Note.  Cluster solution: Clusters found in three-, four-, and seven-cluster solutions using K-means (i.e., K) and hierarchical clustering (i.e., h) algorithms; NVar = number of variables in each cluster; evaluation: evidence-based determination of whether an ostensible cluster is a standalone cluster or a subcluster. 
a Cluster 1 of the hierarchical solution contained Nv = 9 variables that were excluded from cluster interpretation due to weak profile pattern effects (i.e., sorted into either weak personality prediction or profile level effect only groups).   
b Profile correlation between the two subclusters of rigid homeostasis (r = .66)
c Profile correlation between institutional antagonism and its associated subcluster (r = .72).



Table S25
Clusters of Counterproductivity 
	Cluster
	Nv
	Model predictive validity
	Cluster profile patterns

	
	
	M 
	
	
	ES*
	AG*
	CO*
	EX*
	OP*

	Metacluster I
	18
	.32
	-.18
	.25
	-.16
	.01
	-.06
	.14
	.07

	   Cluster 1
	9
	.27
	-.18
	.20
	-.06
	.02
	-.11
	.15
	.01

	   Cluster 2
	9
	.37
	-.19
	.31
	-.25
	-.01
	.00
	.13
	.13

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Metacluster II
	26
	.35
	-.17
	.29
	.05
	-.15
	-.12
	.17
	.05

	   Cluster 3
	18
	.34
	-.15
	.29
	.07
	-.11
	-.17
	.15
	.05

	   Cluster 4
	8
	.38
	-.20
	.30
	-.02
	-.23
	-.02
	.21
	.05

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Metacluster III/Cluster 5
	3
	.43
	-.16
	.40
	.09
	-.15
	.20
	.15
	-.28

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Profile level effect only
	3
	.35
	-.32
	.15
	-.04
	-.01
	-.05
	.01
	.09

	Weak personality prediction
	6
	.11
	-.06
	.09
	-.02
	-.04
	.01
	.03
	.03


Note.  Nv = Number of variables included. Model predictive validity: M = corrected multiple correlation; = mean profile level effect; = mean profile pattern effect. Cluster profile pattern: * = trait-specific regression coefficient less the mean coefficient; * ≥ .100 are highlighted in green and orange, respectively.
Table S26
Variables Included in Clusters of Counterproductivity 
	Variable
	Model predictive validity
	Criterion pattern deviations

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cluster 1: Impulsive disinhibition 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Absenteeism
	.22
	-.10
	.20
	-.06
	.03
	-.11
	.18
	-.03

	   Counterproductive academic behavior: Plagiarism
	.19
	-.13
	.15
	-.03
	.07
	-.10
	.12
	-.06

	   Counterproductive academic behavior: Deception
	.17
	-.09
	.15
	-.09
	.01
	-.05
	.14
	-.01

	   Irresponsible behavior
	.43
	-.33
	.30
	-.01
	.15
	-.24
	.20
	-.11

	   Problematic Facebook use
	.24
	-.19
	.15
	-.10
	.09
	-.07
	.07
	.01

	   Problematic gambling
	.39
	-.32
	.22
	-.13
	.05
	-.11
	.12
	.08

	   Accidents: Occupational 
	.30
	-.21
	.20
	-.07
	-.08
	-.14
	.23
	.07

	   Accidents: Vehicular 
	.22
	-.06
	.21
	-.02
	-.09
	-.10
	.17
	.03

	   Negative alcohol consequences 
	.24
	-.16
	.18
	-.04
	-.04
	-.10
	.12
	.06

	Cluster 2: Avoidant disinhibition
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Coping styles: Broad disengagement
	.37
	-.25
	.27
	-.24
	.02
	-.01
	.14
	.09

	   Coping styles: Substance use
	.42
	-.26
	.32
	-.23
	-.06
	-.03
	.12
	.19

	   Coping styles: Mixed emotion focus
	.37
	-.10
	.36
	-.26
	-.03
	-.06
	.19
	.16

	   Coping styles: Negative emotion focus
	.54
	-.26
	.47
	-.47
	.10
	.05
	.14
	.17

	   Problematic social media use
	.27
	-.14
	.22
	-.22
	.07
	.01
	.05
	.08

	   Hypersexual behavior
	.41
	-.20
	.35
	-.30
	-.12
	.12
	.18
	.11

	   Problematic mobile phone use
	.38
	-.19
	.33
	-.24
	.00
	-.06
	.26
	.03

	   Voluntary turnover 
	.31
	-.08
	.29
	-.15
	-.01
	-.11
	.06
	.22

	   Turnover intentions 
	.30
	-.21
	.20
	-.17
	-.04
	.05
	.04
	.12

	Cluster 3: Institutional antagonism
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Counterproductive work behavior: Overall
	.45
	-.35
	.27
	.06
	-.14
	-.15
	.17
	.06

	   Counterproductive academic behavior: Cheating
	.41
	-.12
	.39
	.15
	-.15
	-.25
	.28
	-.03

	   Risky/hazardous alcohol drinking
	.26
	-.09
	.24
	.10
	-.06
	-.17
	.17
	-.03

	   Problematic alcohol consumption
	.34
	-.02
	.34
	.07
	-.11
	-.21
	.27
	-.02

	   Counterproductive academic behavior: Breach of rules
	.32
	-.13
	.29
	.10
	-.16
	-.13
	.22
	-.03

	   Risky sexual activity: Sexual infidelity
	.32
	-.11
	.30
	.04
	-.18
	-.13
	.20
	.07

	   Academic dishonesty
	.27
	-.15
	.22
	.06
	-.02
	-.18
	.15
	-.01

	   Counterproductive academic behavior: Overall
	.27
	-.15
	.24
	.13
	-.02
	-.21
	.11
	.00

	   Counterproductive academic behavior: Absenteeism
	.28
	-.11
	.26
	.06
	.02
	-.24
	.14
	.02

	   Counterproductive academic behavior: Misuse of resources
	.40
	-.09
	.39
	.24
	-.25
	-.21
	.11
	.10

	   Maladaptive risk-taking
	.37
	-.22
	.29
	-.04
	-.10
	-.16
	.20
	.09

	   Counterproductive work behavior: Organizational
	.47
	-.27
	.38
	.02
	-.13
	-.25
	.16
	.20

	   Risky driving
	.37
	-.21
	.30
	.03
	-.17
	-.10
	.26
	-.02

	   Counterproductive work behavior: Other ratings
	.34
	-.22
	.27
	.10
	-.15
	-.09
	.22
	-.08

	   Counterproductive academic behavior: Low effort
	.29
	-.12
	.26
	.19
	.00
	-.24
	.04
	.01

	   Problematic cannabis use
	.35
	-.20
	.28
	.03
	-.11
	-.15
	.01
	.22

	   Turnover/tenure 
	.20
	-.01
	.20
	.04
	-.08
	-.12
	.03
	.14

	   Turnover 
	.36
	-.18
	.30
	-.05
	-.17
	-.07
	.05
	.23

	Cluster 4: Interpersonal antagonism
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Counterproductive work behavior: Interpersonal
	.42
	-.24
	.34
	.02
	-.29
	-.03
	.20
	.09

	   Aggressive driving
	.50
	-.37
	.32
	-.06
	-.24
	-.01
	.21
	.10

	   Antisocial behavior
	.53
	-.28
	.44
	-.01
	-.34
	-.07
	.28
	.13

	   Sexual aggression
	.29
	-.18
	.23
	.00
	-.16
	-.03
	.19
	.01

	   Cyberbullying
	.26
	-.20
	.16
	-.03
	-.10
	-.03
	.11
	.05

	   Risky sexual activity: Casual sex
	.32
	-.03
	.32
	.03
	-.27
	-.01
	.23
	.01

	   Aggressive behavior
	.42
	-.29
	.30
	.00
	-.28
	.05
	.21
	.02

	   Risky sexual activity: Risky sexual behavior
	.29
	.00
	.29
	-.07
	-.15
	-.06
	.26
	.01

	Cluster 5: Rigid homeostasis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Prejudice 
	.39
	-.18
	.35
	.13
	-.20
	.18
	.12
	-.24

	   Social dominance orientation 
	.41
	-.21
	.36
	.17
	-.28
	.12
	.15
	-.17

	   Right-wing authoritarianism 
	.49
	-.09
	.49
	-.03
	.03
	.28
	.17
	-.44


Note.  Model predictive validity:  = multiple correlation; = profile level effect;  = profile pattern effect; Criterion pattern deviation: β* = trait-specific regression coefficient less the mean coefficient; β*≥ .100 are highlighted in green and orange, respectively (values falling just short of that criterion are highlighted in lighter hues). Variables adjacent to general counterproductive behavior presented in bold font. 
Conspiracy theory beliefs did not meet cluster inclusion criteria for cluster interpretation; thus, it was placed into the weak personality prediction group.  

Figures

Figure S1
Hierarchical Model of the Externalizing Superspectrum[image: A diagram of a complex structure

Description automatically generated with medium confidence]
Note. Shaded lines in the syndromes/disorders section indicates that the categorical diagnoses do not belong to the model but represent how a dimensional model encapsulates clinical diagnoses. HiTOP = Hierarchical Taxonomy Of Psychopathology; ADHD = attention deficit/hyperactivity disorder; DSM = Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders.
Figure reproduced from “Validity and Utility of Hierarchical Taxonomy of Psychopathology (HiTOP): II. Externalizing Superspectrum,” by Krueger, Robert F., Kelsey A. Hobbs, Christopher C. Conway, Danielle M. Dick, Michael N. Dretsch, et al., 2021, World Psychiatry, 20(2), p. 175. Copyright 2021 by Wiley.

Figure S2
Results of K-Means and Hierarchical Clustering Algorithms for Supplemental Cluster Analyses

[image: ]
(A)
[image: ]
(B)
Note.  (A) Optimal number of clusters by algorithm and (B) cluster solutions projected into two-dimensional space via the Barnes–Hut t-Distributed Stochastic Neighbor Embedding (TSNE) algorithm (van der Maaten et al., 2008). 

Supplemental Appendix A
Artifact Distributions Used in Corrections 
	Variable
	Source(s)
	r
	yy

	General counterproductive behaviors
	
	
	

	   Academic dishonesty
	Lee et al. (2020)
	1
	.80

	   Counterproductive academic behavior
	Cuadrado et al. (2020)
	1
	.81

	   Applicant faking
	Hu & Connelly (2021)
	0
	1.0

	   Counterproductive work behavior
	
	
	

	      Overall
	Pletzer et al. (2019)
	1
	.83

	      Other ratings
	Wilmot et al. (2014)
	2
	.60

	      Organizational
	Pletzer et al. (2019)
	1
	.81

	   Irresponsible behavior
	Wilmot et al. (2014)
	2
	.60

	   Cyberloafing
	Mercado et al. (2017)
	1
	.87

	   Withdrawal behavior
	Carpenter & Berry (2017)
	1
	.79

	   Absenteeism
	Li et al. (2014)
	1
	.88

	   Risky driving 
	Ozkan & Lajunen (2005)
	1
	.79

	   Maladaptive risk-taking
	Highhouse et al. (2022)
	1
	.66

	   Criminality
	Pletzer et al. (2019)
	1
	.83

	   Management by exception
	Wilmot et al. (2014)
	2
	.64

	   Passive leadership
	Wilmot et al. (2014)
	2
	.64

	   Counterproductive work behavior: 
   Interpersonal
	Pletzer et al. (2019)
	1
	.83

	   Antisocial behavior
	Pletzer et al. (2019)
	1
	.83

	   Aggressive behavior
	Pletzer et al. (2019)
	1
	.83

	   Aggressive driving 
	Ozkan & Lajunen (2005)
	1
	.86

	   Cyberbullying
	Patchin & Hinduja (2015)
	1
	.95

	   Risky sexual activity
	Pletzer et al. (2019)
	1
	.83

	   Coping styles
	Connor-Smith & Flachsbart (2007)
	1
	.74

	   Problematic use
	
	
	

	      Mobile phone
	Bianchi & Phillips (2005)
	1
	.93

	      Internet 
	Young (2004)
	1
	.90

	      Facebook 
	Young (2004)
	1
	.90

	      Social media 
	Young (2004)
	1
	.90

	      Online gaming
	Lemmens et al. (2009)
	1
	.84

	      Gambling
	Dudfield et al. (2022)
	1
	.83

	   Problematic substance use
	Connor-Smith & Flachsbart (2007)
	1
	.74

	Counterproductivity adjacent variables
	
	
	

	Outcomes
	
	
	

	   Turnover
	
	
	

	      Turnover/tenure
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	1
	.61

	      Turnover
	Salgado (2002)
	1
	.84

	      Voluntary turnover
	Salgado (2002)
	1
	.84

	   Accidents
	
	
	

	      Occupational
	Salgado (2002)
	1
	.45

	      Vehicular
	Salgado (2002)
	1
	.45

	   Divorce
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	1
	.61

	   Unemployment
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014
	1
	.61

	      Adverse childhood experiences
	Credé et al. (2023)
	1
	.83

	Attitudes
	
	
	

	   Turnover intentions
	Zimmerman (2008)
	1
	.81

	   Social dominance orientation
	Pratto et al. (1994)
	1
	.83

	   Right-wing authoritarianism
	Altemeyer (1998)
	1
	.87

	   Prejudice
	Ekehammar & Akrami (2007)
	1
	.80

	   Conspiracy beliefs
	Brotherton et al. (2013)
	1
	.93

	Personality 
	
	
	

	   Big Five traits
	
	
	

	      Emotional stability
	Park et al. (2020)
	1
	.82

	      Agreeableness
	Park et al. (2020)
	1
	.77

	      Conscientiousness
	Park et al. (2020)
	1
	.79

	      Extraversion
	Park et al. (2020)
	1
	.81

	      Openness
	Park et al. (2020)
	1
	.75

	   HEXACO traits
	
	
	

	      Honesty–humility 
	Zettler et al. (2020)
	1
	.77

	      Emotionality
	Zettler et al. (2020)
	1
	.78

	      eXtraversion
	Zettler et al. (2020)
	1
	.81

	      Agreeableness
	Zettler et al. (2020)
	1
	.78

	      Conscientiousness
	Zettler et al. (2020)
	1
	.79

	      Openness
	Zettler et al. (2020)
	1
	.77


Note.  r = type of reliability coefficient: 0 = none; 1 = internal consistency; 2 = inter-rater.

Appendix B
Optional Rationale Provided by Subject Matter Experts (SME) when Selecting Contingently GCB or Not a GCB
	Variable
	Optional rationale

	General counterproductive behaviors
	
	

	   Applicant faking
	I would say that it falls under the overall construct above, because by its nature it's going against the legitimate goals of organizations, groups, and others (organizations want to get the best talent, but applicant faking contaminates the information that organizations have making it harder to get the best talent, or in some cases hiring sub-par applicants). HOWEVER, I put a maybe down because it goes against applicants' legitimate goals (getting hired and paid) to not fake, especially since it's a widespread phenomenon. Meaning that the opposite side of this coin (not faking) would technically also fall under the definition provided for the overall construct. I'm assuming that both doing the action and not doing the action can't fall under this construct. In which case, the final decision would actually depend on what side of the coin is more important (harm toward the individual vs harm towards others). (This feels similar to whistleblowing, were doing it harms the organization so technically it's a CWB under some definitions.
	Severity of faking matters. Representing oneself in a way that aligns with the position can demonstrate understanding and suitability, potentially supporting validity. The definition should specify blatant or extreme misrepresentation.

	   Management by exception
	While this is certainly suboptimal, it does not fit with the others in terms of direct harm or negative impact. It suggests missed opportunities for positive impact. However, engaging in the specified behaviors (e.g., acting when a problem arises) will still likely result in benefit not harm.

	I don't see this as inherently harmful in the same way that the other variables within the construct domain are


	
	The part of this definition that says "only acting when problems arise" is very similar to "only intervening when problems become serious" for the Passive Leadership dimension. Might help to distinguish these two better.
	See my comments for Passive Leadership. Is this intentional misbehavior or a lack of leadership training/knowledge? If lack of training/knowledge, it would be better classified as poor job performance and not CB.

	
	
	

	   Passive leadership
	Passive leadership can be a byproduct of overly active/competent subordinates. If a leader does what they must when they are needed (in which case this definition would suggest that "intervening when problems become serious"), but they aren't needed all that often, then being seemingly inactive or negligent could just be a byproduct of the circumstance. If they are being inactive/ negligent in cases where their subordinates are asking for help, then it would definitely fall under the broader construct
	As described, passive leadership is clearly harmful and poses negative impact. However, your examples do not clearly illustrate behaviors. Other scholars use slightly more active language, such as ignoring problems, avoiding decisions, failing to enforce rules or reinforce behaviors, etc.

	
	This is a tricky one. I could see 'passive leadership' fitting in the domain if the leader was deliberate in their passivity, and if there was possibly an intention for counterproductivity. However, passivity can be caused by other factors which would exclude it from the domain. For example: 1. Organizational or social constraints might make it look like a leader is being passive, when in reality her hands are tied. For example, oppressively dysfunctional organizational politics might make it look like a leader is being passive when in fact she is struggling with all her might. 2. Alternatively, a good leader may at times be intentionally passive, even when problems become serious (i.e., sometime subordinates need to figure something out for themselves in order to gain capacity, and this might involve allowing them to make mistakes from which to learn). In these cases, the leader is intentionally allowing a negative impact on the SHORT-TERM legitimate goals of the institution as a sacrifice for the benefit of its LONG-TERM goals. 3. I also wonder whether a timid or indecisive leader's passivity should fall within the domain. Some people are simply not bold. If such a person was put in a position of leadership and was negligent, inactive or failed to intervene when problems became serious, I still have a hard time seeing how such behaviors fit in the same construct domain as the other types of misbehaviors listed.
	Intentionality is at issue here. One may genuinely believe that laissez-faire leadership is optimal. This makes them a bad leader but not necessarily a CWB offender. The same distinction can be applied within the larger criterion of poor performance; some of it may be (intentional) production deviance and some of it may be just the limitations of performance/ability/knowledge (e.g, lack of training) for an individual.

	   Risky sexual activity: Aggregate   
	
	

	
	This may be a useful measure and this cluster of behaviors may resolve into such a factor. However, again, number of lifetime sexual partners in and of itself is not a CB and should not be included simply because it covaries with these other behaviors. There may be other variables that would covary with high-risk sexual encounters and unprotected sex that also are not CB (e.g., age [weirdly, a U shaped relation with unprotected sex, as seniors tend not to use protection], being male, etc.).
	There are a lot of these variables related to sexual behavior! It seems like they could be consolidated. I've said enough in my responses to the other variables, but a definition could be provided that defines the way in which they are harmful.

	
	How is this different from "risky sexual behavior"? Also, potentially specify some examples of high-risk sexual encounters
	

	   Casual sex
	Depending on the decade and the culture, there is nothing at all objectionable or even unusual about this behavior and it certainly does not invariably entail harm to oneself or others. Skydiving or scuba diving or deer hunting [all quite dangerous pasttimes] would not be considered CB for the same reasons engaging in casual sex is not CB. However, if this category is meant to imply that engaging in casual sex emotionally hurts others, then the category should be respecified to indicate that and may be less about sex per se and more about taking emotional advantage of others.
	As with 'lifetime sexual partners', I do not understand this definition or why it is seen as a problem. If the variable is referring to promiscuity, then it should be more explicit about that and why promiscuity can be harmful. And if it is referring to promiscuity, how is that different from 'risky sexual behavior'? Could the variable of "risky sexual behavior' be broadened to include this?

	
	I believe the definition would improve by having some kind of marker for frequency, as well as a clarification on whether the casual sex is being done with how many partners. Having 30 "casual sex" encounters with 30 different people in a month, feels very different from 30 "casual sex" encounters from 4 individuals in a month.
	Although casual sex could pose negative impact, I expect those conditions are specified in the "risky sexual behavior" construct you mentioned elsewhere. This definition does not include a direct harm or negative impact.

	   Lifetime sexual partners
	Problematic for many reasons. In Nevada, prostitution is legal and workers likely have high numbers of lifetime sexual partners - in fact, the most valued performers in that job likely have the highest numbers of sexual partners. Additionally, recommendation to include this as CB may be based on conflating it with other related variables (as number of sexual partners is related to likelihood to sexually assault and related to risky sexual behaviors). However, number of sexual partners in and of itself is not CB. Further, if this is a behavior that is CB, the definition is faulty in that it doesn't specify the number of sexual partners at which CB is established versus non-CB sexual activity.
	I do not understand this definition or why it is seen as a problem. If the variable is referring to promiscuity, then it should be more explicit about that and why promiscuity can be harmful. And if it is referring to promiscuity, how is that different from 'risky sexual behavior'? Could the variable of "risky sexual behavior' be broadened to include this?

	
	The number of sexual partners alone does not suggest any harm or negative impact. More information would be necessary for this to fit with the broader construct.
	This is neither a behavior nor clearly resulting in harm or negative impact. Also, specify "high number" of sexual partners?

	      Hypersexual behavior
	Sexual norms in our society are varied and there are those who claim that people should be able to do whatever they want as long as they are not harming anyone else. While sexuality is natural, and norms vary between people and cultures, a case can also be made that sexual behavior has a proper place (like any other natural behavior). An overemphasis of sex in an individual life or in society becomes harmful in the same way that an overemphasis on any other kind of consumption (food, energy, etc.) can be damaging.
	I would rename this. Possibly "Sexually Compulsive Behavior". Being highly or 'hyper' sexual may not be problematic; the CB is at play when the compulsion to engage in these behaviors interferes with life functioning. (Caveat: Note that this may be a psychological disorder, much as drug addiction or alcoholism. Is there a distinction within the CB taxonomy between behaviors that are volitionally intentional versus those that are acts of compulsion - yet still intentional - such as addictive drug taking, addictive gambling, addictive sex behavior, or addictive shopping/debt incurring behaviors?)

	
	As with 'lifetime sexual partners' and 'casual sex', I do not understand how this variable is different from 'risky sexual behavior'. The definition is good because it begins to delineate why 'hypersexual behavior' is a problem, but it would be helpful to see more examples. I can imagine that some people would object to this being characterized within the same domain as other misbehaviors, so you'll have to make a clear case for it.
	This might just be me, but I can't necessarily think of an example of something like this (and sexual compulsivity doesn't really help me understand this) so potentially giving more/other examples of hypersexual behaviors could be beneficial.

	   Coping styles: Mixed emotion focus
	I selected 'maybe' because these behaviors are already in the taxonomy and because there is a secondary point to consider. Physical aggression (e.g., throwing objects), verbal aggression (e.g., yelling), and aggression in general (e.g., hostile behavior toward others) should already be well-covered in the CB taxonomy. This is old wine in new bottles. Regarding abusing substances, see my comments for Hypersexual Behavior. It may be worthwhile to include input from clinical psychologists and diagnosticians when it comes to sussing out the extent to which some of these behaviors are truly volitional to better locate them within the CB constellation. I think they do belong in the CB constellation but I think there is a 'compulsion' cluster that needs better examination/understanding.)
	I don't see 'mixed emotion focus coping' as a variable in itself, but the behaviors described in the definition would all fit within the broader construct domain.

	Counterproductivity adjacent variables
	

	Outcomes
	
	

	   Turnover/tenure
	Maybe trying to highlight how reverse scoring "length of time with an organization" is actually a measure of "quick quitters/leavers/discharges" would make it clearer that it fits.
	The causes for such outcomes are too varied for it to clearly fall within the construct domain.

	   Turnover
	Being fired is an outcome, not a behavior that one engages in. And leaving a job is not necessarily counterproductive (if staying would result in decreased performance through decreased job/role satisfaction or would otherwise be harmful to the individual). The caveat is that frequently changing jobs could be counterproductive depending on the career and the economic/marketplace environment. Also, what does "frequent" mean? Every three months or every three years or every five years? I apologize I can't think of a revised definition that addresses the issues with this.
	I do not see this variable as fitting the construct, but I can see how it might: 1. If someone's behavior resulted in turnover as an act of sabotage to the organization or to themselves (e.g., "Fine, if you're going to treat me like that, I'm going to take my ball and go home"). 2. If the turnover was the outcome of a lack of commitment/follow-through, or breaking a commitment.

	
	Turnover is not inherently negative and can benefit an organization and/or individuals. With enough conditions, frequent turnover could be problematic.
	In both these cases, the turnover is not the misbehavior. Again, it is the outcome of misbehavior.

	   Voluntary turnover
	Same as above turnover and turnover/tenure. If this is to fit the definition, have to specify why the turnover is harmful. Just a few potential reasons turnover could be harmful: too frequent to allow for ROI, violating competitive agreements, sabotage motives
	I do not see this variable as fitting the construct, but I can see how it might: 1. If someone's behavior resulted in turnover as an act of sabotage to the organization or to themselves (e.g., "Fine, if you're going to treat me like that, I'm going to take my ball and go home"). 2. If the turnover was the outcome of a lack of commitment/follow-through, or breaking a commitment.

	
	In both these cases, the turnover is not the misbehavior. Again, it is the outcome of misbehavior.
	

	   Accidents: Occupational
	Occupational accidents is an outcome. The antecedent/contributory behavior should be identified rather than the outcome of the behavior. For example, refusing to wear safety equipment or follow safety protocols would be counterproductive behaviors leading to accidents/incidents. Alternatively, intentionally causing accidents/incidents would be counterproductive behavior.
	Nobody engages in accidents on purpose. If this variable is to fit with the others, the definition would need to include some kind of carelessness or gross negligence...and those behaviors would be the variable. I see engaging in an accident as an outcome of a behavior, not the behavior itself.

	
	I don't like it but it technically falls in line with the provided definition. If this is supposed to be a CWB-esque construct I would like an addition of volitional/voluntary engagement in said behaviors to be added to the definition.
	

	   Accidents: Vehicular
	As with 'Accidents: Occupational', nobody engages in accidents on purpose. If this variable is to fit with the others, the definition would need to include some kind of carelessness or gross negligence...and those behaviors would be the variable. I see engaging in an accident as an outcome of a behavior, not the behavior itself.
	This needs to include "at fault" or "reckless driving" or "illegal" to demonstrate that the individual engaged in a harmful behavior and was not merely a victim.

	
	Accidents is an outcome. A better category would be: "Unsafe driving: engaging in driving behavior that causes unsafe conditions or results in driving-related accidents."
	

	   Negative alcohol consequences
	This is a set of outcomes, not a behavior. However, If alcohol consumption is key to this category, then see my comments for Hypersexual Behavior and Mixed Emotion Focused Coping regarding a space in the CB constellation for compulsive behaviors.
	Again, this is a variable that I see as an outcome of a behavior, not the behavior itself.

	
	This is a byproduct of a behavior that would fit the construct, not the actual behavior
	This is the outcome of your other behavioral construct, hazardous alcohol consumption.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	   Divorce
	While sad and not anybody's desired experience, divorce is not a CB. In fact, divorce can be the most efficient and sanest remedy for a situation in which CB is occurring (e.g., domestic abuse). In fact, divorce may be the best course of action/remedy in many situations (e.g., spouse murders the child, spouse gets convicted of bigamy, spouse or self realizes they are not attracted to the sex/gender of their partner, etc.) The marital vows sometimes still include the vow to obey. Would disobeying a spouse who does not ever let you leave the house or talk to any other people be considered CB because it is a breach of one's marriage vows? At the very least, it seems Divorce and Rightwing Authoritarianism can't both be CB or else we have a catch-22 logic problem.
	I think expanding the definition to including something like "separating" would be good here, because there are a bunch of marriages (especially where I come from) were both sides are functionally divorced (both parties live in separate homes, they split time with the kids, restraining orders have been put into effect), but the paper-work was never filled and so this wouldn't apply (I know of a more than one relationship that has been in this kind of state for multiple decades)

	
	Again, this is a variable where I think divorce is a possible outcome of a behavior(s) that fit within the domain, but divorcing is not clearly a misbehavior in itself.
	Neither a behavior nor inherently harmful or negative.

	   Unemployment
	1) Unemployment is a state not a behavior 2) There are many situations where one could be unemployed and not be harming anyone or going against some legitimate goals (in many cases they can be unemployed to work towards some legitimate goal/ reduce harm), for example: Stay at home parents would technically be unemployed, but they wouldn't fall under the broader construct. Someone who needs to take care of their sickly parents...etc.
	As with Turnover, I do not see this variable as fitting the construct, but I can see how it might: 1. If someone's behavior resulted in unemployment as an act of sabotage to the organization or to themselves (e.g., "Fine, if you're going to treat me like that, I'm going to take my ball and go home"). 2. If the unemployment was the outcome of a lack of commitment/follow-through, or breaking a commitment.

	
	In both these cases, the unemployment is not the misbehavior. Again, it is the outcome of misbehavior.
	Neither a behavior nor inherently harmful or negative.

	   Adverse childhood experiences
	This is asking about experiences one had faced during their childhood; the construct is about behaviors. I don't see how something one experienced would be a behavior...
	Not a behavior, and in this case, the self-reporter was likely a victim (contrasting with the perpetrator perspective in definition).

	
	I do not see how this fits with the other behaviors. Did a reviewer suggest this because it is a possible antecedent of misbehaviors? If so, that link if far too indirect in my mind.
	One interesting aspect of this one is that it might not be your choice. For example, being abused as a child might lead to increased risk of aggressive behavior in adulthood, but the relationship might be cause and effect vs. early/diverse sign of character, which is what many of the other facets seem to be.

	
	Does "experiences" have to specify whether they were 'caused' by the child or 'happened' to the child? What's the role of agency in this dimension? Does it matter whether it was the child's 'fault'?
	This is a set of experiences, not a behavior and certainly not a counterproductive behavior (ACES focuses on questions about the parents' behaviors, not those of the child).

	Attitudes
	
	

	   Turnover intentions
	The broad construct provided is about behaviors, not intentions/cognitions. If you think about quitting but none of your external behaviors changed, then it doesn't fit.
	This is not a behavior and might not cause harm or negative impact. It is not inherently wrong, and might be quite appropriate.

	   Social dominance orientation
	The definition kind of reads to me as a thought orientation instead of a behavioral orientation (if that's because it's actually a thought orientation, then sadly my response would need to be changes to "No" because the construct is directed towards behaviors, not beliefs [even if the beliefs make people more likely to do said behaviors]). So, kind of pointing out that this is a behavioral orientation would relieve my (and potential others') confusion. Maybe by doing something like turning "in-group dominance" to "in-group dominant behaviors" and/or "superiority over out-groups" to "expressed superiority over out-groups".

	I see why this is a problem. In fact, I see it as being at the root of many of the world's problems. However it is so common that many people might easily dismiss it.


	
	Current definition focuses more on belief than behavior. Revise to include the harmful behaviors caused by these beliefs, perhaps via examples.
	This is a trait/attitude (i.e., 'orientation'), not a behavior.

	   Right-wing authoritarianism
	Adding a disclaimer to the conventionalism might improve the definition. For example: "Tendencies for conventionalism (even when provided with proven superior alternatives)/(regardless of effectiveness) or something like that
	Conventionalism could be a belief, not a behavior, and is not as necessarily problematic as the other two. Remove or revise to: Tendency for authoritarian aggression and authoritarian submission to advance or uphold conventionalism.

	
	Rightwing authoritarianism is a philosophy/belief system/attitude. It is not a behavior in and of itself. There may be (are) behaviors driven by this belief system that are indeed counterproductive (e.g., stifling others' expression of their human rights through force or intimidation/coercion), but the philosophy in itself is not a behavior. The same would apply to Machiavellianism (or more apt, nihilism).
	

	   Prejudice
	Again, it feels wrong to say no, but this definition of prejudice is not a behavior. Someone can have these kinds of thoughts and opinions while never acting on them, so it doesn't necessarily fit. If it was prejudice driven behaviors (like using a racial slur, or refusing to hire someone because of their race, age..etc) then yes it would fit. But simply having terrible opinions and stances doesn't necessarily mean you will behave accordingly (you're definitely more likely to behave accordingly, but not guaranteed)
	This is a tendency (e.g., set of beliefs) and not a behavior. The specific behaviors that are driven by prejudice certainly can and should be (and generally are ) identified and categorized within CB, but this definition of prejudice reflects beliefs, not behaviors. Discrimination, on the other hand, would be a better word to reflect the behavior and the definition should describe those behaviors.

	
	This needs to be prejudiced behavior to meet definition and would thus need to specify actions not opinions.
	I see why holding prejudices is a problem, but since we all hold them (not that that excuses it), would it be helpful to broaden the definition to address those that deliberately maintain their prejudices as a form of aggression or harm? Maybe this is related to the 'prideful behavior' variable listed below?

	   Conspiracy beliefs
	I'm struggling with this one a little. Holding negative/conspiracy beliefs but never doing anything harmful or damaging with them/ because of them would suggest that it doesn't fit with the broader construct. In reality, they could have positive effect by giving some individuals a community. I remember once listening to a podcast in which one of the hosts had mentioned going to a "flat-earther" convention just to try and understand them. The host made the claim that there were the occasional "wackos", but a great deal of the people who went to the convention and believed were "normal" and claimed that the community had a positive influence on their livelihoods.
	Conspiracy beliefs in themselves are not harmful. I'm not clear on why this would fit with the other variables in the domain. The only explanation that I can imagine is if someone is pushing their conspiracy beliefs on others who don't want to hear them.


	
	Not a behavior. If translated into a behavior, such as disseminating conspiracy beliefs or lobbying based on conspiracy beliefs, those could possibly fit the definition.
	Like Rightwing Authoritarianism, this is an attitude or belief system or way of looking at the world. In and of itself, it is not CB because it does not describe actual behaviors.
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