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Supplemental Method
Content Validation 
We conducted an extensive content validity study, which enabled us to better qualify variables associated with life success and classify them into groups relevant for our review. Our content validation study followed Anderson & Gerbing’s (1991) methodology, as modified and described by Colquitt et al. (2019). We followed a methodological process to content validation to determine the extent to which variables qualifying for our review are: (a) associated with life success; and (b) to ascertain which substantive category of life success they fit with best. 
Samples
We recruited participants from an online platform (i.e., Prolific) to sort all life success variables. Following Colquitt et al. (2019), we opted for naïve judges over subject matter experts. This also follows the recommendation of Anderson and Gerbing, who state that “. . . rather than being experts, judges in the pretest samples should be representative of the main study sample and population of interest;” authors also advocate for the use of untrained respondents “with no formal training in psychology to make judgments about content validity” (1991, p. 734). 
Overall, we recruited N = 1,577 participants across 11 waves of data collection. However, only 1,320 (or 84%) completed the study and were paid $8.50 per hour for participation. During the sorting task administered to participants, we included four attention checks, which were instructions to place specific variables into a specified category (note: attention check item responses were not used for content validation). Participants who failed to correctly respond to more than two attention checks were excluded from analyses. After implementing this exclusion criterion, the final sample consisted of N = 1,121 participants who passed our attention checks.
Table S2 reports sample characteristics for gender, race/ethnicity, and educational level. Participants had diverse demographic backgrounds and all major sub-groups were represented. Mean age of participants was 37.14 years (SD = 12.58; range = 18 to 80) and 74% of them were employed (N = 753; of these, 73.7% were employed full time, 26.3% were employed part time). 
Procedures
For the first phase of the content validity study, we provided participants with names and lay definitions of all variables and asked them to sort them, indicating whether the variable described could be considered as relevant to life success. Participants were also prompted to rate whether each variable was best described in terms of one of three exploratory life success subcategories: (a) a “success factor”; (b) a “success detractor”; or (c) a “success contingent.” Definitions for each of these subcategories were also provided.
For the second phase of the study, we provided participants with names and definitions of 14 life success categories. These categories were based on nine life success categories that we derived by combining two theoretically relevant organizational schemes: variable type (i.e., attitudes, behaviors, outcomes; Campbell & Wiernik, 2015) and variable content (i.e., individual, interpersonal, institutional; Ozer & Benet-Martinez, 2006). Further, considering cybernetic trait constellations and basic fitness strategies for life success goals (see Figure 1 in article of record) and feedback from three subject matter experts, as well as discussion and independent coding among authors, the final list was expanded to 14 categories (see Table 2 in article of record). 
Because 206 variables needed sorting, we sought to reduce the cognitive load of sorting on participants by presenting a subset of variables (i.e., 50 to 60), which could be sorted into one of the two categories (or, an “Other” option). Using this approach, each variable was ultimately sorted into a substantive category of life success by a mean N = 100.6 participants (SD = 12.10).
Second Order Quantitative Review of Meta-Analyses
We systematically extracted the name, source, and description of a relevant life success variable, its total number of independent samples (i.e., k), its total sample size (i.e., N), its mean sample-size weighted observed effect size (e.g., , , or ), and an index of between-studies variability (e.g., SE, standard deviation, confidence or credibility intervals). However, certain meta-analyses did not report complete information, so some estimation was required. Below, we provide explanations for all estimation procedures that we used. 
Estimating N. Several meta-analyses reported k and N for an overall meta-analysis (e.g., overall loneliness; Buecker et al., 2020), but did not report corresponding sample size data for moderator analyses for more specific variables (e.g., social vs emotional loneliness). Thus, we estimated these specific variable Ns using the total sample ().
Estimating . Some meta-analyses reported z-values as effect sizes. We converted these values to correlation coefficients using Fisher’s (1915) z-to-r transformation. 
Estimating SDr. Several meta-analyses did not report observed (uncorrected) between-studies standard deviation (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 effect (), we converted these values to standard deviation units based on the degree of certainty reported for that particular interval (i.e., 80%, 95%). Because SDr is used in computing CR, it is straightforward to estimate (i.e., CR =  ). Estimating SDr from SE is also possible in random effects meta-analysis, because SE is incorporated into the calculation of CI (CI ≈ ). Accordingly, for meta-analyses reporting SE around the 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 reported reliability coefficients for the Big Five traits and the life success variable. For meta-analyses reporting corrected effects, but not reporting reliability coefficients used to correct them, we estimated the reliability from the attenuation factors () of the reported external relations of that life success variable and the Big Five traits, as well as the square root of the meta-analytic internal consistency estimate of each Big Five trait as reported in Viswesvaran and Ones (2000, Table 1). Then, we converted values to SDr units based on the certainty reported for a given 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]; Schmidt & Hunter, 2015). Studies are marked accordingly in the tables where these estimates are used. 
Evaluations of Publication Bias and Sensitivity Analyses
Publication bias can adversely influence the psychological record. Publication bias is a form of reporting bias such that reports with non-predicted findings are published less often than predicted findings (Johnson, 2021). Meta-analyses are not immune from these effects and several procedures have been offered to test for them (Carter et al., 2019). In response, we conducted evaluations of publication bias for meta-analyses contributing to our review. Following Wilmot and Ones (2022, 2019), we conducted evaluations of publication bias and sensitivity analyses for the meta-analyses contributing to our quantitative review. The details below go beyond the scope of summary information that is reported in the article of record (see Results, Table 2). 
Publication bias and sensitivity analyses in meta-analyses. Publication and reporting bias can threaten the accuracy and veracity of meta-analysis. As a result, it is relevant to evaluate whether these potential biases threaten the validity of records included in our review. Publication and reporting bias refer to the inclusion of nonrepresentative studies in a meta-analysis that may skew results and contribute to erroneous conclusions (Cooper, 2016; Rothstein et al., 2005). Not all studies are available to the meta-analyst; to the extent that unavailable studies systematically differ compared with the available studies, the subsequent meta-analytic estimate will be biased. 
The main concern about studies investigating relations of Big Five traits and life success variables is that available studies may overstate the true magnitudes of effect sizes. The reason for this overstatement is that the published record may reflect the so-called “file drawer problem” (Greenwald, 1975; Rosenthal, 1979), which posits that statistically nonsignificant results tend to remain unpublished, whereas statistically significant findings tend to appear in peer-reviewed journals. Publication bias mainly occurs at the primary study level, but it can also impact meta-analysis. That is, if significant results are published, but nonsignificant results stay unpublished, then a meta-analysis of the published literature would produce an upwardly biased estimate. 
Scholars have enumerated several potential 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 assess and address publication bias after the meta-analysis has been conducted. The contributing data and results are examined to evaluate (a) whether there is evidence of publication bias, and (b) whether the results would change if the contributing data were differently composed. The first subset of approaches includes assessing the magnitudes of effect sizes included in a meta-analysis, scrutinizing the publication status of contributing studies, and using cumulative meta-analysis, forest plots, or other symmetry-based procedures (i.e., Begg and Mazumdar’s rank correlation, Egger’s test of intercept, funnel plots; for details, see Kepes et al., 2012). A second subset of approaches includes methods that impute “missing” studies to estimate what the results would be 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 effects taken from different sources (i.e., published vs unpublished records). In all the foregoing approaches, the primary goal of sensitivity analyses is to test the robustness of a given set of meta-analytic results to publication bias. 
Many of the above methods were proposed in the 1990s, but were only popularized in the past two decades. Rothstein et al. (2005) provides a seminal resource to address publication bias. However, because several of our qualifying records were published before the methods were popularized, a subset of them do not report advanced publication bias or sensitivity analyses. To evaluate the reporting of publication bias analyses in qualifying records, we coded for traditional (e.g., failsafe N), as well as advanced methods of assessing bias (e.g., funnel plots, cumulative meta-analysis, Egger’s test of the intercept, Begg and Mazumdar’s rank correlation test, and the precision-effect test and precision-effect estimate with standard errors [PET-PEESE]). 
Preventive approaches. The second set of approaches protects against publication bias from the start, instead of dealing with it after the fact. Preventive approaches involve proactive efforts to include all relevant published and unpublished studies in a meta-analysis. Including as many unpublished sources as possible, especially when they are proportionately large, is critical to limiting potential publication bias in meta-analysis. It is a common best practice for reducing the impact of file drawer effects in meta-analysis (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 primary interest to the research question. Some meta-analyses examine effects that are not central, but are reported incidentally (e.g., demographic variables are often reported, but may not pertain to hypotheses). Publication bias is far less likely in these circumstances because there is little-to-no incentive to distort the reporting of effects for incidental variables (Wilmot & Ones, 2022, 2019; see also Schmidt & Hunter, 2015). Because meta-analyses reporting personality relations tend to report effects for all Big Five traits, or other personality constructs, non-centrality considerations may be relevant.   
Evaluations of contributing meta-analyses. We utilized both post hoc and preventive approaches to address potential publication bias in the meta-analyses included in our review. We also used several approaches to determine whether Big Five traits were central variables in these meta-analyses. We coded the full set of 111 contributing meta-analyses. Authors coded for (a) general descriptive information, (b) post hoc approaches to assessing and addressing publication bias and sensitivity analyses, (c) preventive approaches to guard against publication bias, and (d) features relevant to centrality considerations (Wilmot & Ones, 2019). To ensure consistency, the first and third authors coded 11 meta-analyses (10% of total). Intercoder agreement was good ( = .90; or 286 out of 300 coded characteristics relevant to publication bias) and coders resolved discrepancies by discussion and jointly checking coded meta-analyses. Tables S2 and S3 provide descriptions of the coding details and the data, respectively.  
Sensitivity analyses in second order meta-analyses. Discussions of publication bias should be supplemented also by considerations for sensitivity analyses for applicable second order meta-analyses. Specifically, small-k meta-analyses and outlier meta-analyses. 
Small-k meta-analyses. Although more is better, it is reasonable and possible to combine results from as few as two meta-analyses (Schmidt & Oh, 2013). However, because second order meta-analysis procedures use inverse variance weights in cumulating effects (i.e., ), sampling error can have an outsized effect when k and m (i.e., the number of meta-analyses to be cumulated) are small. Namely, when k = 2, 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 such estimates are also more susceptible to sampling error, a way to mitigate these effects is to replace the observed SDr with the SDr from the meta-analysis with the largest k by imputation (Wilmot & Ones, 2019). Thus, we compared observed and imputed results for applicable variables in second order meta-analyses for each of the Big Five traits (see Tables S11–S20).
Outlier meta-analyses. Outlier meta-analyses can also influence parameter estimates of second order meta-analysis. To reduce their influence, we imputed the observed SDr with the SDr from the meta-analysis with the largest variance (Wilmot & Ones, 2021; 2019; Wilmot et al., 2019). Next, we re-ran analyses without the outlier(s), and then compared results across all three analyses (see Table S21).
Sensitivity Analyses in Meta-Analytic Criterion Profile Analysis 
As a regression-based procedure, criterion profile analysis (CPA) suffers the limitations of regression. That is, overfitting and unstable regression coefficients. However, meta-analytic criterion profile analysis (MACPA) incorporates procedures that address these two limitations. Concerning the first, in the CPA context, overfitting causes overestimation of the pattern effect, resulting in a positively biased  (Davison & Davenport, 2002). To address this, MACPA uses a statistically shrunken-R2 estimator to estimate a 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 minor 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 ordinary least squares (OLS) coefficients. Accordingly, Waller and Jones (2009) developed the fungible weights algorithm to evaluate the sensitivity of the pattern of regression coefficients 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 several 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
Phase 1: Evaluations of Publication Bias
Descriptive statistics. Table S3 presents descriptive statistics for the 111 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 = 2014 (SD = 6.57 years). In addition, the number of records (i.e., sources, not studies) contributing to the average meta-analysis is M = 96.75 (SD = 128.25), and the average number of studies (i.e., k) pertaining to the Big Five traits per meta-analysis is M = 71.28 (SD = 99.44). Because this estimate includes meta-analyses that report effects for multiple life success variables in the same record, we also examined two further pieces of information: (a) total number of external variables reporting Big Five relations, regardless of whether they were included in our review (i.e., NEV), and (b) total number of life success variables included (i.e., NLS). Overall, the average number of reported relations is M = 4.27 (SD = 4.42), whereas approximately half were included in our review (M = 2.30, SD = 1.99). Adjusting for the number of success criterion variables, the average number of studies per effect is kM = 30.99 (i.e., 71.28 / 2.30). This value is notable because meta-analyses with k ≥ 20 effects produce more robust estimates and reduce sampling error (Schmidt & Hunter, 2015). 
Post hoc approaches. Table S3 shows descriptive statistics for post hoc publication bias assessments available in contributing records and their associated conclusions (columns 7 to 11). Altogether, N = 42 meta-analyses (or, 39%) report one (or more) post hoc approach. Regarding conventional methods, N = 12 meta-analyses (or, 11%) report failsafe N. However, this method is no longer recommended because the more that publication bias exists in a published literature, the greater the indication from failsafe N that the meta-analysis is robust (see Banks et al., 2012). Beyond this, N = 38 meta-analyses (or, 35%) report an advanced publication bias analysis and N = 23 (or, 21%) utilize multiple methods. Further, when results converge across multiple methods, subsequent conclusions are more credible. Critically, then, in N = 42 meta-analyses (or, 100%) for which publication bias analyses are available, the reported conclusion is no or negligible bias. 
Sensitivity analyses address the question of whether results would be different if the data contributing to a meta-analysis were differently composed. Thus, they reveal the robustness of a meta-analysis to publication bias. As columns 8 and 9 indicate, N = 8 meta-analyses (or, 7%) use outlier analyses, and N = 21 (or, 19%) use trim-and-fill methods to estimate the magnitudes of effects if “missing” studies are imputed synthetically. For 76% of meta-analyses using trim-and-fill methods, there is no evidence of a difference; for the remaining five meta-analyses, reported differences are negligible (Range = .01 to .03 correlation points; Barańczuk, 2019; Dickens & Robins, 2020; Saroglou, 2010; Tehrani & Yamini, 2020; Thielmann et al., 2020). In addition, N = 12 meta-analyses (or, 11%) examine the effects of published versus unpublished studies. For 75% of these meta-analyses, there is no evidence of a difference; for the remaining three records, reported differences are nil-to-small (Range = .02 to .08 correlation points; Buecker et al., 2020; Harari et al., 2015; Shaffer & Postlethwaite, 2012). However, in all these cases, 95% CI and/or 80% CRs overlap one another. Further, in two of them, unpublished effects are nominally larger than published effects. Finally, column 9 provides information about where publication bias analyses are reported: N = 20 meta-analyses (or, 18%) are found in the article of record, N = 21 (or, 19%) in the online supplement, and N = 6 (or, 6%) are available on request.
Preventive approaches. Systematic searches for and inclusion of unpublished studies in a meta-analysis provide confidence that publication bias has been minimized and its estimates accurately reflect population parameters. Accordingly, Table S3 (column 11) shows that N = 66 meta-analyses (or, 59%) discuss publication bias and N = 52 (or, 47%) report steps to prevent it (e.g., requesting and including unpublished records, including doctoral dissertations and theses, conference presentations, working papers, or raw data; and not including studies reporting only statistically significant findings/screened results). In addition, as column 12 shows, for N = 107 meta-analyses (or, 97%), it is possible to calculate the proportion of contributing studies that are unpublished. Among them, N = 18 (or, 19%) include only published studies (notably, N = 8 of these use advanced publication bias or sensitivity analyses and report no evidence of bias), and N = 21 meta-analyses (or, 19%) include unpublished (e.g., archival) studies only. For the remaining N = 69 records, the mean proportion of unpublished research is 25% (SD = 19%). Further, for N = 22 (or, 32%) of these meta-analyses, ≥ 30% of the contributing studies are unpublished. 
Centrality considerations. The final consideration for protecting a meta-analysis against publication bias is determining whether included variables (i.e., Big Five traits) are of primary interest to a research question or a hypothesis. As a result, the first consideration is determining whether personality traits are central constructs of interest or a secondary consideration (i.e., to function as covariates or controls in models, or to provide supplemental evidence of discriminant or convergent validity). As Table S3 (column 13) indicates, personality traits are not a central consideration in N = 32 of the contributing meta-analyses (or, 29%). The second consideration is determining whether Big Five traits are the sole set of personality constructs included in a meta-analysis, or if other personality constructs are included. All N = 111 meta-analyses (or, 100%) report effects for most or all Big Five traits, and N = 40 meta-analyses (or, 36%) report relations to other personality constructs (i.e., lower-order facet, HEXACO, or other miscellaneous traits). Altogether, there is no evidence of a centrality consideration that would act as an incentive to distort the reporting of Big Five trait relations to available success criterion variables. 
Phase 2: Content Validation
To quantify agreement among raters, we computed two specific indices: the proportion of substantive agreement (psa) and the substantive validity coefficient (csv; Colquitt et al., 2019). The psa index ranges from 0 to 1, with 1 being attained only when there is unanimous agreement. The csv index ranges from -1 and 1; the minimum value occurs when all raters unanimously misclassify an item, and the maximum value occurs when raters unanimously agree on its classification. Thus, the former index quantifies definitional correspondence, and the latter quantifies definitional distinctiveness. 
This systematic approach enabled us to make an objective evaluation of whether each variable in our meta-analytic database pertains to life success, and in what manner the variable functions (e.g., as a success factor, detractor, or contingent). In evaluating psa and csv values, we used benchmarks of Colquitt et al. (2019), which indicates that psa ≥ .72 and csv ≥ .51 reflect moderate (or stronger) agreement. Variables with weaker indices were flagged for later review.
[bookmark: _Hlk149433430]Overall, Nv = 200 variables showed good substantive agreement (mean psa = .91, SD = .06) and definitional distinctiveness (mean csv = .82, SD = .12) as being associated with life success. However, Nv = 6 variables had indices with values that fell below the threshold (mean psa = .68; mean csv = .36). Namely, (a) walking speed; (b) testosterone levels; (c) political orientation; (d) political involvement: political interest; (e) assessment center exercise: role play; and (f) job characteristic perceptions: task variety. However, 95% one-tailed upper confidence intervals for substantive agreement for all these variables exceeded .72, a level identified as moderate by Colquitt et al. (2019). Specifically, these upper confidence interval values were .74 for walking speed, .76 for testosterone levels, political orientation (.77 for liberal and .79 for conservative), .78 for political interest, and .77 for role play and task variety. For these variables, data from Table S5 clearly indicates that most participants viewed them as life success factors or success contingents (i.e., walking speed, testosterone levels, role play, task variety, political interest). Only for political orientation did participants indicate that a liberal or a conservative political orientation would entirely be considered a life success contingent variable. 
 Accordingly, we submitted these six variables to subject matter expert review. Five subject matter experts (SMEs) read the names and descriptions of these variables. We recruited three external SMEs with doctorates and extensive publication records (i.e., an industrial-organizational psychologist in academia; an organizational behavior scholar in academia; and a differential psychologist in industry). The two internal SMEs were co-authors of this article who were not involved in the content validation study described above. Altogether, these five SMEs were asked to rate whether each variable pertained to life success. In addition, they were asked to justify their rating based on their expert knowledge of the relevant scientific literature.
All five SMEs indicated that (a) walking speed; (c) political involvement: political interest; (c) assessment center exercise: role play; and (d) job characteristic perceptions: task variety should be considered a life success variable. By contrast, insufficient agreement and/or justification existed for testosterone levels and political orientation. Ultimately, the four variables with 100% agreement were retained and the other two were excluded from subsequent analyses. 
Justifications provided by the SMEs shed light on how each of these variables is viewed in relation to life success; we summarize these accounts below. 
For walking speed, multiple SMEs noted that walking speed is a key marker of physical health, which is a crucial asset for life success. Faster walking speed is associated with better cardiovascular health and lower risk of chronic disease, leading to a more active and productive life. Conversely, slower walking speed may be an indicator of aging, decreased muscle strength, and/or chronic health conditions (e.g., arthritis or heart disease). Associated physical challenges hinder an individual’s ability to achieve life success goals across multiple domains of life. The organizational behavior SME commented that the variable depends on an individual’s personal goals and circumstances: “For instance, for individuals in roles less dependent on physical mobility, the impact of walking speed on life success might be minimal.” 
For political involvement: political interest, SMEs noted that politics, for better or worse, is a part of the workplace and a challenge of navigating organizational status hierarchies. As a result, individuals who are more attuned to the political arena and/or are more interested in political goings-on may be more likely to move up the ladder, get better project opportunities, and so forth, than those with low interests. Also, they noted that five other political involvement and trust variables were considered relevant, so it seems inappropriate to omit this variable.
For assessment center exercise: role play, external SMEs noted that it is a maximal performance assessment of problem-solving, communication, and social interaction skills, which is an indicator of psychological and relational effectiveness. They also noted that five other assessment center exercise were considered relevant, so it seems odd to omit this variable. 
For job characteristic perceptions: task variety, SMEs identified it as an occupational asset. They stated that individuals who perceive their jobs as having diverse tasks would be more satisfied and inclined to develop further skills, which, in turn, promotes personal growth and career opportunities. Conversely, SMEs noted that the perceived lack of task variety can lead to diminished engagement and motivation, which limit psychological and occupational wellbeing. Finally, they also noted that five other task-related job characteristic perceptions were considered relevant, so it seems inappropriate to omit this variable.
In summary, four variables were retained. 
Next, we also examined the extent to which each variable belonged to a given category of life success. Overall, Nv = 190 variables sorted neatly into the definitionally distinct categories. Across categories, mean substantive agreement ranged from moderate to very strong (range = .69 to .98; mean psa = .83) and definitional distinctiveness ranged from weaker to very strong (range = .38 to .96; mean csv = .65; see Table 3). However, Nv = 14 variables were judged as fitting into multiple categories and were thus submitted to subject matter expert review. Based on 80% expert agreement and their justification from the scholarly literature, all variables were ceded to their best-fitting category of life success. Below, we describe these justifications. 
[bookmark: _Hlk149432107]First, Nv = 6 variables appear to have been misinterpreted by naïve content validation participants and were sorted into categories that were inconsistent with the literature (e.g., certain organizational citizenship behaviors and employee voice behaviors were sorted into the “societal attitudes” or “institutional adjustment” categories; also, outcomes of training [i.e., declarative knowledge and learning performance] were sorted into the “performance” category). However, the empirical substantive agreement and/or substantive validity for these alternative categories were relatively weak. In response, these variables were sorted into the category of life success that is the most theoretically consistent with the psychological literature. 
Second, reflecting a ‘jingle fallacy’, Nv = 3 variables were sorted into categories that match the name of the variable, but not its description (i.e., perceptions of transformational leadership and perceptions of passive leadership were sorted into the “leadership” category; also, transactional leadership: contingent rewards was sorted into the category of “extrinsic rewards”). Once again, the empirical evidence (i.e., psa and/or csv) for these alternatives was relatively weak, so these variables were also sorted into the category of life success that is the most theoretically consistent with the psychological literature. 
Third, Nv = 4 variables appear to have been misunderstood by a portion of participants and were sorted into categories that were inconsistent with targets mentioned in the description (e.g., negotiation performance and performance rating leniency behaviors were sorted into the “work attitudes” category; transformational leadership: charisma was sorted into the category of “social environment”; and expatriate cultural adjustment was sorted as a “societal attitude”). It is possible that descriptions of these variables were unclear, so, again, these variables were sorted into to the life success category that was the most consistent with the meta-analytic literature.
Finally, Nv = 1 variable (i.e., burnout: personal accomplishment) was sorted as fitting somewhat better, but not definitively so, in the “task environment” category instead of with its associated burnout components in the “psychological health” category. However, because the empirical evidence for this alternative was not sufficiently compelling (i.e., relatively weak psa and/or csv), it was retained with the latter category alongside its other burnout components.
Phase 3: Sensitivity Analyses 
Small-k meta-analyses. Tables S16 to S20 presents results of sensitivity analyses for second order meta-analyses for the Big Five traits. For the N = 16 variables reporting a meta-analysis with k = 2 studies for at least one trait, imputing SDr from the largest-k meta-analysis produced considerable stabilizing effects on second order parameter estimates. 
Emotional stability. Table S16 shows that the absolute correlational difference between imputed and observed SDrs range from zero to very large (|| = .01 to .37; M = .09, SD = .12), and the average estimated population variance increased by 87% (VARTrue = .0027 vs .0051). However, on inspection, the increase is attributable to the large effect for assessment center ratings of stress tolerance (s = .57 vs .20). Thus, after removal, average estimated population variances are equal for both observed and imputed values (both VARTrue = .0019). The average percentage of variance attributable to second order sampling error increased from 66% to 72%.
Agreeableness. Table S17 indicates that the absolute correlational difference between imputed and observed SDrs range from zero to moderate (|| = .00 to .19; M = .06, SD = .06), and the average population variance decreased by 26% (VARTrue = .0021 vs .0016). Further, the average percentage of variance due to second order sampling error increased from 41% to 62%. 
Conscientiousness. Table S18 shows that the absolute correlational difference between imputed and observed SDrs ranges from zero to moderate (|| = .01 to .14; M = .07, SD = .05), and the average population variance decreased by 44% (VARTrue = .0018 vs .0010). The average percentage of variance due to second order sampling error also increased from 45% to 78%.
Extraversion. Table S19 shows the absolute correlational difference between imputed and observed SDrs range from zero to small (|| = .00 to .11; M = .05, SD = .05). Although the average population variance increased by 88%, both estimates are small (VARTrue = .0004 vs .0007). On inspection, the increase is due to the assessment center ratings of stress tolerance (s = .15 vs .19). Thus, after removal, the average population variance decreased by 80% (adjusted VARTrue = .0003 vs .0001). Finally, the average corresponding percentage of variance attributable to second order sampling error increased from 62% to 95%.
Openness. Table S20 shows that the absolute correlational difference between imputed and observed SDrs ranges from zero to moderate (|| = .00 to .23; M = .07, SD = .07), and the average estimated population variance decreased by 67% (VARTrue = .0021 vs .0007). Relatedly, the average percentage due to second order sampling error increased from 59% to 68%.
Outlier meta-analyses. Table S21 presents results of sensitivity analyses for outlier meta-analyses. For N = 5 variables reporting an outlying effect, imputing SDr from the largest-k meta-analysis produced considerable stabilizing effects on second order parameter estimates. 
Table S21 shows that the absolute correlational difference between imputed and observed SDrs range from zero to small (|| = .00 to .11; M = .05, SD = .04). Though the average estimated population variance were equivalent (both VARTrue = .0015), the average percentage attributable to second order sampling error increased from 42% to 61%.
Despite a few exceptions, imputing SDr from the largest-k meta-analysis substantially mitigated the biasing effect of sampling error from small-k and outlier meta-analyses. Notably, the estimated population correlations more closely resembled the more reliable meta-analysis.
Conclusion
Overall, evaluations of the available evidence using post hoc approaches to assessing and guarding against publication bias indicate that meta-analyses included in our quantitative review tend to be robust to publication bias. Furthermore, 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. Publication bias is less likely to occur in these circumstances because there is little-to-no incentive to distort the reporting of effects for incidental variables. In the last analysis, our findings provide no evidence of publication bias that threatens the validity of our results or conclusions.
Further, content validation provided a rigorous and defensible organizational framework for life success variables. Our conceptualization of life success as a multidimensional construct domain, and the classification of its constituent variables into 14 theoretically grounded and empirically validated life success categories, provides the organizing framework necessary for our subsequent analyses. Results show evidence of strong substantive agreement and definitional distinctiveness for the Nv = 204 variables being relevant to life success (mean psa = .90, mean csv = .79) Findings also indicate evidence of moderate-to-strong agreement for the classification of variables into 14 definitionally distinct life success categories (mean psa = .80, mean csv = .60).
Finally, results of sensitivity analyses of second order meta-analyses show that imputing SDr from the largest-k meta-analysis reduced the biasing effect of sampling error from small-k meta-analyses and outlying meta-analyses. On both accounts, this method produced estimates that tend to reflect more stable and accurate population parameters. 
Supplemental Discussion
A Psychodynamic Account of Clusters of Life Success and Associated Personality Profiles
Examining the 10 clusters of life success and their associated personality profiles invites an important question: Successful for what? Empirical clustering of life success variables based on their Big Five criterion pattern deviations offers a multitiered answer to this question, which can be psychodynamically interpreted.
Meta-cluster I. Contentment contributes to life success in managing negative affect by pragmatically focusing on wellbeing and happiness while also eschewing intellectual curiosity. This cluster of life success involves stability, balance, and maintenance of the individual emotionally or as part of a group. However, achieving it comes at the expense of external exploration and/or engagement with possibilities and complexity. Its three constituent clusters provide further insights into different ways contentment is achieved. 
Cluster 1. Gratification attains to psychological wellbeing and happiness by focusing on the self rather than focusing on compassion or politeness to others, as well as attention to the intellectual arena. Considering this cluster’s profile pattern, this form of successful contentment is not achieved by industriousness or routine-seeking tendencies, but by behavioral exploration and engagement that impart positive emotionality (i.e., positive affect). 
Cluster 2. Balance describes successful adjustment to life’s circumstances (e.g., work conditions, romantic partners, college) by moving away from others and intellectual pursuits. Psychological resources are directed instead at managing and coping with external circumstances in pursuit of personal balance.  
Cluster 3. Deference success denotes contributing to harmony within one’s kin or social group. Humility and willingness to comply with established rules and norms results in courteous and submissive behaviors that contribute to collective harmony.
Meta-Cluster II. Agentic engagement describes successful achievement, performance, accomplishment, and influence. Success criterion variables included in this meta-cluster involve agentic traits (i.e., conscientiousness, extraversion, and openness), but may deplete psychological reservoirs of agreeableness or emotional stability. Its clusters are arranged around differing kinds of engagement: accomplishment, performance, citizenship, ingenuity, leadership, and influence. The labels in these clusters can be modified by an adjective to highlight how agentic engagement is executed. 
Cluster 4. Independent accomplishment indicates success in personal goal attainment and advancement for the benefit of the self versus communal well-being or social outcomes. It represents directing agentic resources to task accomplishment and status achievement, while foregoing affiliative investment.  
Cluster 5. High performance indicates success in accomplishing performance goals by prioritizing focal tasks (e.g., training, occupational tasks, and technical performance). It depicts prioritizing and protecting performance directed behavior from disruption from communion demands or defensive responses to uncertainty and threat. 
Cluster 6. Citizenship describes success by following tried-and-true approaches and adhering to institutional rules, without rocking the boat with exploratory and risky behaviors. It utilizes prudent, systematic, and principled, rather than social, means for goal directed action. 
Cluster 7. Individualistic engagement accomplishes goals pertaining to success via intellectual engagement with complexity (ingenuity). Success means moving toward cognitive exploration and engagement to pursue extrinsic rewards for the benefit of the individual.
Cluster 8. Individualistic engagement accomplishes goals pertaining to success via behavioral assertion (leadership). Success means moving toward behavioral exploration and engagement to pursue extrinsic rewards for the benefit of the individual.
Meta-Cluster III. Self-transcendence is concerned with success via contributing to the greater good: the other, society, the environment, and even humanity in general. Two clusters of success, support and inclusion, each provide insight into different ways this is achieved.
Cluster 9. Affiliative support denotes success in directing of one’s psychological attention and resources to other individuals and positive social exchanges. However, focus on contributing to the social fabric of communities appears to come at the cost of reduced cognitive exploration. 
Cluster 10. Universal inclusion indicates success in respecting and protecting cultures, diversity, and welfare of humanity as well as nature, variables which denote progressive beliefs, values, and behaviors. It prioritizes the environment and humanity in attitudes and behaviors, and has attendant elements of emotionality and sentimentalism.
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Supplemental Tables

Table S1
Descriptions and Meta-Analytic Sources of Life Success Variables 
	Variable
	Rating source and description
	Meta-analytic source(s)

	Psychological health
	
	

	   Happiness
	Self-reported measures of happiness.
	Steel et al. (2008); Zettler et al. (2020)

	   Quality of life
	Self-reported measures of quality of life.
	Steel et al. (2008)

	   Subjective well-being
	
	

	      Life satisfaction
	Self-reported measures of satisfaction with life.
	Anglim et al. (2020); Seltzer et al. (2017)

	      Negative affect
	Self-reported measures of experienced negative emotions.
	Anglim et al. (2020)

	      Positive affect
	Self-reported measures of experienced positive emotions.
	Anglim et al. (2020)

	   Psychological well-being
	
	

	      Autonomy
	Self-reported measures of personal autonomy.
	Anglim et al. (2020)

	      Environmental mastery
	Self-reported measures of control over one’s environment.
	Anglim et al. (2020)

	      Personal growth
	Self-reported measures of interest in one’s personal growth. 
	Anglim et al. (2020)

	      Purpose in life
	Self-reported measures of purpose in life, optimism for the future.
	Anglim et al. (2020)

	      Self-acceptance
	Self-reported measures of self-acceptance.
	Anglim et al. (2020)

	   Subjective age
	Self-reported measures of how old or young one feels irrespective of their actual age.
	Stephan et al. (2022)

	   Pride
	
	

	      Authentic
	Self-reported measures of genuine positive emotions following success.
	Dickens & Robins (2020)

	      Hubristic
	Self-reported measures of generalized or self-aggrandizing self-importance.
	Dickens & Robins (2020)

	   Loneliness
	
	

	      Overall
	Self-reported measures of an absence of companionship, connectedness, or intimacy.
	Buecker et al. (2020)

	      Emotional
	Self-reported measures of an absence of a romantic partner.
	Buecker et al. (2020)

	   Burnout 
	
	

	      Emotional exhaustion 
	Self-reported measures of low energy, negative affect, and perceptions of depleted emotional resources due to work stress.
	Swider & Zimmerman (2010); You et al. (2015)

	      Depersonalization 
	Self-reported measures of attempts to cope with work stress by distancing from others through callous or uncaring responses.
	Swider & Zimmerman (2010); You et al. (2015)

	      Personal accomplishment
	Self-reported measures of self-evaluative feelings of competence and achievement at work.
	Swider & Zimmerman (2010); You et al. (2015)

	   Sense of coherence
	Self-reported measures of using internal or external resources to cope with stressors to maintain and develop health.
	Barańczuk (2021)

	   Coping styles: Broad engagement
	Self-reported measures of a broad category of approach-oriented responses directed at the stressor or reactions it.
	Connor-Smith & Flachsbart (2007)

	   Stress tolerance: Assessment center    
   ratings          
	AC-rated measures of assessee’s effectiveness in novel situations under pressure, opposition, or confronted with disappointment.
	Dilchert & Ones (2009); Meriac et al. (2008)

	Physical health
	
	

	   Disease avoidance
	Self-reported measures of disgust-related reactions to objects and situations that increase exposure to disease-bearing pathogens.
	Oosterhoff et al. (2018)

	   Physical activity
	Self-reported measures of engaging in exercise or other physical (i.e., non-sedentary) activities, frequency and quantity of exercise, or fitness level. 
	Sutin et al. (2016); Wilson & Dishman (2015); Zettler et al. (2020)

	   Walking speed
	Objective (i.e., timed) measures of walking speed.
	Stephan et al. (2018)

	   Sedentary behavior
	Self-reported measures of engaging in low energy expenditure activities (e.g., sitting, reclining).
	Allen et al. (2017)

	   Inflammatory markers
	Objective measures of markers of inflammation (i.e., C-reactive protein [CRP] and/or interleukin-6 [IL-6]).
	Luchetti et al. (2014)

	   Obesity 
	Self-reported or objective measures of height and weight (used to calculate body mass index [BMI]).
	Jokela et al. (2013)

	   Cortisol levels
	Objective measures of blood cortisol levels.
	Sundin et al. (2021)

	   Testosterone levels
	Objective measures of blood testosterone levels. 
	Sundin et al. (2021)

	   Sexual dysfunction
	Self-reported measures of frequent and persistent problems with normal sexual functioning. 
	Allen & Walter (2018)

	Longevity
	
	

	   Risk for conditions
	
	

	      Experiencing a major health event
	Self-reported measures of change between baseline and follow up—experiencing a major health event. 
	Beck & Jackson (2022)

	      Experiencing a mental health event
	Self-reported measures of change between baseline and follow up—experiencing a mental event.
	Beck & Jackson (2022)

	      Developing obesity
	Self-reported or objective measures of change between baseline and follow up—increased body mass index (BMI).
	Jokela et al. (2013)

	      Developing diabetes
	Self-reported measures of change between baseline and follow up—developing diabetes.
	Jokela, Elovainio et al. (2014)

	      Developing a disability
	Self-reported measures of change between baseline and follow up—developing a disability (as measured by the Activities of Daily Living scales [i.e., a measure of physical abilities]).
	Canada et al. (2021); Jokela et al. (2020)

	      Developing cancer
	Self-reported measures of change between baseline and follow up—receiving a cancer diagnosis.
	Jokela, Batty et al. (2014)

	      Experiencing cognitive dispersion
	Objective measures of change between baseline and follow up—relative variation in performance across three cognitive tasks.
	Yoneda et al. (2021)

	      Experiencing cognitive decline
	Self-reported, other-rated, and or objective measures of change between baseline and follow up—declining general cognitive status. 
	Graham et al. (2021); Luchetti et al. (2016)

	      Developing Alzheimer’s disease
	Self-reported measures of change between baseline and follow up—receiving a dementia diagnosis.
	Terracciano et al. (2014)

	   Risk of mortality
	
	

	      Death from all-causes
	Objective measures of change between baseline and follow up—death from all causes (as measured by a death certificate).
	Graham et al. (2017); Jokela et al. (2020)

	      Death from cancer
	Objective measures of change between baseline and follow up—death from cancer.
	Jokela, Batty et al. (2014)

	      Death from coronary heart disease
	Objective measures of change between baseline and follow up—death from coronary heart disease.
	Jokela, Pulkki-Raback et al. (2014)

	      Death from stroke
	Objective measures of change between baseline and follow up—death from stroke.
	Jokela, Pulkki-Raback et al. (2014)

	Interpersonal attitudes
	
	

	Interpersonal relations
	
	

	   Psychological well-being: Positive 
   relations with others
	Self-reported measures of positive relations with others. 
	Anglim et al. (2020)

	   Loneliness: Social
	Self-reported absence of a broader social network, quality friendships, or belongingness.
	Buecker et al. (2020)

	   Forgivingness
	Self-reported measures of a prosocial change in attitude, cognition, or behavior toward an offender.
	Riek & Mania (2012); Zettler et al. (2020)

	   Intimate partner satisfaction
	Other-reported measures of intimate relationship satisfaction. 
	Malouff et al. (2010)

	   Marital satisfaction
	Self-reported measures of marital satisfaction. 
	Heller et al. (2004)

	   Sexual satisfaction
	Self-reported measures of sexual satisfaction.
	Allen & Walter (2018)

	Social environment
	
	

	   Social support 
	Self-reported measures of general perceived availability of social support. 
	Barańczuk (2019)

	   Job characteristic perceptions: Social
	
	

	      Social overall
	Self-reported measures of characteristics that facilitate positive relationships within and outside an organization.
	Rubenstein et al. (2019)

	      Absence of conflict
	Self-reported measures of absence of social antagonism at work.
	Rubenstein et al. (2019)

	      Feedback from others
	Self-reported measures of interpersonal feedback at work.
	Rubenstein et al. (2019)

	      Interaction outside the organization
	Self-reported measures of contact with outside stakeholders.
	Rubenstein et al. (2019)

	      Interdependence
	Self-reported measures of interacting in a team setting or doing interdependent work.
	Rubenstein et al. (2019)

	      Social support
	Self-reported measures of receiving others’ assistance or advice.
	Rubenstein et al. (2019)

	   Experienced workplace mistreatment
	Self-reported measures of experienced negative interpersonal treatment at work.
	Dhanani et al. (2019)

	      Abusive supervision 
	Self-reported measures of experienced hostile verbal and/or nonverbal (e.g., physical) behavior at work by a supervisor.
	Wang et al. (2019)

	      Workplace incivility
	Self-reported measures of experienced workplace incivility.
	Han et al. (2021)

	      Workplace bullying 
	Self-reported measures of experienced bullying at work.
	Nielsen et al. (2017)

	      Workplace ostracism
	Self-reported measures of exclusion by others at work.
	Howard et al. (2020)

	   Leadership perceptions
	
	

	      Transformational leadership
	Self-reported measures of perceptions of transformational leadership. 
	Wang et al. (2019)

	      Passive leadership 
	Self-reported measures of perceptions of passive leadership. 
	Wang et al. (2019)

	   Social network site use
	Self-reported or objective measures of social network site use.
	Huang (2020)

	Societal attitudes
	
	

	   Political involvement
	
	

	      Internal efficacy
	Self-reported measures of self-efficacy in the political domain.
	Bromme et al. (2022)

	      Participation propensity
	Self-reported measures of willingness to participate in politics.
	Bromme et al. (2022)

	      Political interest
	Self-reported measures of the general interest in politics.
	Bromme et al. (2022)

	   Political trust
	
	

	      External efficacy
	Self-reported measures of expectations that the political system is responsive to citizens' demands. 
	Bromme et al. (2022)

	      Trust in institutions
	Self-reported measures of trust in political institutions and the political system. 
	Bromme et al. (2022)

	      Trust in politicians
	Self-reported measures of trust in politicians.
	Bromme et al. (2022)

	   Political orientation: Conservative
	Self-reported measures of political orientation (conservative vs liberal).
	Osborne et al. (2002); Zettler et al. (2020)

	   Cultural appreciation
	Self-reported measures of appreciation for other cultures. 
	Blais-Rochette et al. (2021)

	   Pro-environmental attitudes
	Self-reported measures of favor toward the natural environment.
	Soutter & Mõttus (2021); Soutter et al. (2020)

	   Pro-environmental behavior
	Self-reported measures of behavior that positively affects the natural environment.
	Soutter & Mõttus (2021); Soutter et al. (2020)

	   Spirituality
	Self-rated measures of spirituality, open religiosity, and mature religion and faith.
	Saroglou (2010)

	   Religiosity
	Self-rated measures of intrinsic religiosity, general religiosity, prayer, and orthodoxy.
	Saroglou (2010)

	Interpersonal behaviors
	
	

	Collaboration
	
	

	   Interpersonal sensitivity
	Observer-rated measures of accurate judgment about or recall of others’ behavior or appearance.
	Hall et al. (2009)

	   Conflict resolution style
	
	

	      Avoiding
	Self-reported measures of avoiding others to resolve conflicts.
	Tehrani & Yamini (2020)

	      Compromising
	Self-reported measures of compromising with others to resolve conflicts.  
	Tehrani & Yamini (2020)

	      Dominating
	Self-reported measures of dominating others to resolve conflicts.  
	Tehrani & Yamini (2020)

	      Integrating
	Self-reported measures of integrating needs of self and others to resolve conflicts.  
	Tehrani & Yamini (2020)

	      Obliging
	Self-reported measures of deferring to others to resolve conflicts.  
	Tehrani & Yamini (2020)

	   Prosocial behavior
	Objective measures of prosocial behavior in economic games. 
	Thielmann et al. (2020); Zettler et al. (2020)

	   Volunteering
	Self-reported measures of experiencing volunteering. 
	Beck & Jackson (2022)

	   Assessment center exercises
	
	

	      Leaderless group discussion
	AC-rated measures of assessee’s performance in an unstructured group given a problem to resolve in a set time.
	Hoffman et al. (2015)

	      Role play
	AC-rated measures of assessee’s performance in a one-on-one conversation with a role-player resolving a given problem.
	Hoffman et al. (2015)

	   Assessment center ratings: 
   Consideration of others
	AC-rated measures of assessee’s consideration of others’ feelings, needs, awareness of implications of decisions for stakeholders.
	Dilchert & Ones (2009); Meriac et al. (2008)

	   Negotiation performance
	Supervisor- and other-rated measures of negotiation performance in lab or field settings.
	Sharma et al. (2013)

	   “Getting along” performance
	Supervisor-rated measures of criteria associated with getting along with others (e.g., showing interpersonal skill, helping).
	Hogan & Holland (2003); Hough (1992); Zettler et al. (2020)

	   Interpersonal citizenship behavior
	Other-rated measures of behavior aimed at maintaining and enhancing the organization, mainly directed at other individuals.
	Chiaburu et al. (2011)

	   Networking behavior
	
	

	      Overall
	Self-reported measures of building and cultivating informal relationships to obtain career-relevant resources.
	Bendalla & Wolff (2020); Zettler et al. (2020)

	      Internal
	Self-reported measures of engaging in internal networking situations that provide clarity regarding expected behavior.
	Bendalla & Wolff (2020)

	      External
	Self-reported measures of engaging in external networking situations that provide less clarity regarding expected behavior.
	Bendalla & Wolff (2020)

	   Social network roles
	
	

	      Expressive: Brokerage
	Sociometric measures of the number of social holes filled in expressive (i.e., socio-emotional) social networks.
	Fang et al. (2015)

	      Expressive: Indegree 
	Sociometric measures of the number of ties received from others in expressive (i.e., socio-emotional) social networks.
	Fang et al. (2015)

	      Instrumental: Brokerage
	Sociometric measures of the number of social holes filled in instrumental (i.e., advice or resource access) social networks.
	Fang et al. (2015)

	      Instrumental: Indegree
	Sociometric measures of the number of ties received from others in instrumental (i.e., advice or resource access) social networks.
	Fang et al. (2015)

	Leadership
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: 
   Influencing others
	AC-rated measures of assessee’s persuasion of others to act or adopt a viewpoint that produces desired results, as well as actions stemming from convictions rather than opinions of others.
	Dilchert & Ones (2009); Meriac et al. (2008)

	   Leadership
	
	

	      Overall 
	A mix of leadership emergence and effectiveness. 
	DeRue et al. (2011); Zettler et al. (2020)

	      Emergence
	Self-reported measures of leadership position occupation, other-rated rankings or nominations in leaderless groups, sociometric ratings, or participation in leadership activities. 
	Judge, Bono et al. (2002)

	      Effectiveness
	Other-rated measures of subordinates’ and supervisors’ ratings of leadership effectiveness.
	Judge, Bono et al. (2002); Do & Minbashian (2020)

	   Transformational leadership
	
	

	      Overall
	Other-rated measures of behavior involving meaningful leadership exchanges that produce vision-driven change.
	Bono & Judge (2002); Do & Minbashian (2020)

	      Charisma
	A combination of other-rated idealized influence (e.g., identification with a leader’s vision) and inspirational motivation (e.g., fostering optimism via verbal and symbolic action).
	Banks et al. (2017); Bono & Judge (2002)

	      Individualized consideration
	Other-rated measures of behavior providing followers with opportunities for growth and development, coaching, and personalized consulting.
	Bono & Judge (2002); Deinert et al. (2015); DeRue et al. (2011)

	      Intellectual stimulation
	Other-rated measures of behavior exhorting followers to reframe problems, develop novel ideas, or approach issues in new ways.
	Bono & Judge (2002); Deinert et al. (2015); DeRue et al. (2011)

	      Transactional leadership: 
      Contingent rewards
	Other-rated measures of behavior focused on exchanges of tangible or nontangible support and resources to followers based on their efforts and performance.
	Bono & Judge (2002); Do & Minbashian (2020)

	Family formation
	
	

	   Move in with partner
	Self-reported measures of experiencing moving in with a partner. 
	Beck & Jackson (2022)

	   Marriage
	Self-reported measures of experiencing marriage.
	Beck & Jackson (2022)

	   Childbirth
	Self-reported measures of experiencing childbirth.
	Beck & Jackson (2022)

	   Child moves out
	Self-reported measures of experiencing a child move out.
	Beck & Jackson (2022)

	Work attitudes
	
	

	Institutional adjustment
	
	

	   Adjustment to college
	
	

	      Overall
	Self-reported measures of the degree to which one has adapted to college in general.
	Credé & Niehorster (2012)

	      Academic
	Self-reported measures of the degree to which one has adapted to academic demands of college.
	Credé & Niehorster (2012)

	      Institutional attachment
	Self-reported measures of the degree to which one identifies with and is emotionally attached to the university community.
	Credé & Niehorster (2012)

	      Personal-emotional
	Self-reported measures of the degree to which one experiences low stress, anxiety, and/or physical reactions to college demands.
	Credé & Niehorster (2012)

	      Social
	Self-reported measures of the degree to which one has integrated themselves into the social environment of college.
	Credé & Niehorster (2012)

	   Expatriate adjustment
	
	

	      Overall 
	Self-reported measures of the degree to which one has adapted to expatriate life overall.
	Harari et al. (2018)

	      Cultural
	Self-reported measures of the degree to which one has adapted to everyday life in the new culture (e.g., food, weather). 
	Harari et al. (2018)

	      Interactional 
	Self-reported measures of the degree to which one has adapted to interacting with host-nationals.
	Harari et al. (2018)

	      Work
	Self-reported measures of the degree to which one has adapted to foreign work roles.
	Harari et al. (2018)

	   Job crafting
	Self-reported measures of behavior aimed at actively changing the perceived characteristics of one’s job. 
	Rudolph, Katz et al. (2017)

	Task environment
	
	

	   Job characteristic perceptions: Task
	
	

	      Task overall
	Self-reported measures of characteristics that facilitate intrinsic enrichment in one’s job.
	Rubenstein et al. (2019)

	      Task autonomy
	Self-reported measures of discretion and control over one’s job.
	Rubenstein et al. (2019)

	      Task feedback
	Self-reported measures of recognition or performance feedback. 
	Rubenstein et al. (2019)

	      Task identity
	Self-reported measures of completing tangible, identifiable work.
	Rubenstein et al. (2019)

	      Task significance
	Self-reported measures of meaningfully impacting others.
	Rubenstein et al. (2019)

	      Task variety
	Self-reported measures of ability to perform different work tasks.
	Rubenstein et al. (2019)

	   Leader-member exchange
	Self-reported measures of the quality of exchange relationship with a manager or supervisor.
	Dulebohn et al. (2012)

	   Job complexity
	Self-reported measures of the complexity of one’s job. 
	Zimmerman (2008)

	Work attitudes
	
	

	   Applicant attraction to organizations
	Self-reported measures of attitudinal attraction towards a prospective employer or organization (i.e., applicant attraction). 
	Swider et al. (2015)

	   Organizational commitment 
	
	

	      Global
	Self-reported measures of overall attachment to an organization. 
	Choi et al.  (2015)

	      Affective
	Self-reported measures of emotional attachment to an organization. 
	Choi et al. (2015)

	      Continuance
	Self-reported measures of the evaluation of costs and benefits associated with leaving an organization.
	Choi et al. (2015)

	      Normative
	Self-reported measures of felt obligation to remain with an organization.
	Choi et al. (2015)

	   Work-life balance
	
	

	      Family interference with work 
	Self-reported measures of the degree to which family role participation interferes with work role responsibilities. 
	Allen et al. (2012)

	      Work interference with family 
	Self-reported measures of the degree to which work role participation interferes with family role responsibilities. 
	Allen et al. (2012)

	      Work-nonwork spillover: Negative 
	Self-reported measures of the degree to which work (nonwork) role participation is worsened by participating in the other role.
	Michel et al. (2011)

	      Work-nonwork spillover: Positive
	Self-reported measures of the degree to which work (nonwork) role participation is improved by participating in the other role.
	Michel et al. (2011)

	   Training satisfaction
	Self-reported measures of satisfaction with one's training experience.
	Chung et al. (2021)

	   Job satisfaction
	Self-reported measures of overall job satisfaction.
	Judge et al. (2002b); Seltzer et al. (2017)

	   Career satisfaction
	Self-reported measures of satisfaction with one’s career.
	Ng & Feldman (2014b)

	   Career decision-making difficulties
	Self-reported measures of cognitive and affective difficulties in making career-related decisions.
	Martincin & Stead (2015)

	   Career adaptability
	Self-reported measures of preparation for, control over, curiosity about, and self-efficacy about one’s career opportunities.
	Rudolph, Lavigne et al. (2017)

	Performance
	
	

	   Academic attendance
	Self-reported measures of postsecondary class attendance.  
	Credé et al. (2010)

	   Academic performance
	Self-reported and objective measures of primary, secondary, or postsecondary grades or grade point average. 
	Mammadov (2021)

	   Academic performance: 
   Postsecondary
	Self-reported and objective measures of postsecondary grades or grade point average.
	Mammadov (2021); Salgado & Táuriz (2014); Stajkovic et al. (2018)

	   Second language learning
	Self-reported proficiency and objective measures of second language achievement (e.g., tests, grades). 
	Chen et al. (2021)

	   Expatriate language proficiency
	Self-reported and objective measures of expatriate language proficiency.
	Schlaegel et al. (2021)

	   Training performance
	Supervisor-rated measures of training performance.
	Barrick & Mount (1991); Darr (2011); Hurtz & Donovan (2000); Salgado (1997); Salgado & Táuriz (2014); van Aarde et al. (2017)

	   Training and job performance
	Supervisor-rated measures of training and overall job performance.
	Barrick & Mount (1991)

	   Situational judgment test performance
	
	

	      Behavioral tendency tests
	Self-reported measures of applicants’ likely behavioral responses to given work-related situations.
	McDaniel et al. (2007)

	      Knowledge tests
	Self-reported measures of applicants’ evaluations of effectiveness of possible responses to work-related situations.
	McDaniel et al. (2007)

	   Job search intensity
	Self-reported measures of the frequency and scope of job search behavior, and resources devoted toward the job search. 
	van Hooft et al. (2020)

	   Employment interviews
	
	

	      Behavioral/High structure 
      interviews
	Interviewer-rated measures of applicant performance in a behavioral or structured employment interview. 
	Salgado & Moscoso (2002); Roth et al. (2005)

	      Conventional/Low structure 
      interviews
	Interviewer-rated measures of applicant performance in a conventional or unstructured employment interview.
	Salgado & Moscoso (2002)

	   Assessment center exercises
	
	

	      Case analysis
	AC-rated measures of assessee’s performance in a given scenario describing a problem and preparing a set of recommended solutions to higher management in writing.
	Hoffman et al. (2015)

	      In-basket
	AC-rated measures of assessee’s performance in a scenario managing paperwork that arrives for the typical manager.
	Hoffman et al. (2015)

	      Oral presentation
	AC-rated measures of assessee’s performance in a scenario describing a problem, preparing recommended solutions, and delivering them orally to a group of supervisors or peers.
	Hoffman et al. (2015)

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	

	      Communication
	AC-rated measures of assessee’s conveyance of oral and written information, responding to questions and challenges.
	Dilchert & Ones (2009); Meriac et al. (2008)

	      Organizing and planning
	AC-rated measures of assessee’s systematic arrangement of work and resources, and that of others, for task achievement, as well as anticipation of and preparation for the future.
	Dilchert & Ones (2009); Meriac et al. (2008)

	      Problem solving
	AC-rated measures of assessee’s information gathering and analysis of technical information, selection of actions, use of resources in new ways, and generation or recognition of solutions.
	Dilchert & Ones (2009); Meriac et al. (2008)

	   Occupational performance
	Other-rated and objective measures of training or overall job performance, or outcomes of performance.
	Barrick & Mount (1991); Hurtz & Donovan (2000); Judge & Zapata (2015); Salgado (1997); Salgado & Táuriz (2014); van Aarde et al. (2017); Zettler et al. (2020)

	   Overall job performance
	
	

	      Supervisor-ratings
	Supervisor-rated measures of overall job performance.
	Darr (2011); Hogan & Holland (2003); Judge et al. (2013); Ones et al. (2012); Salgado & Táuriz (2014); Schmidt & Oh (2013); Shaffer & Postlewaite (2012); van Aarde et al. (2017)

	      Peer-ratings
	Peer-rated measures of overall job performance.
	Conway et al. (2001)

	      Subordinate-ratings
	Subordinate-rated measures of overall job performance.
	Conway et al. (2001)

	      Maximal performance
	Supervisor-rated or objective measures of maximum performance levels in a work-related activity. 
	Beus & Whitman (2012)

	      Typical performance
	Supervisor-rated or objective measures of typical performance levels in a work-related activity.
	Beus & Whitman (2012)

	   Technical performance
	Supervisor-rated measures of proficiency in performing activities formally recognized as part of the job, which contribute to the technical core of the organization.
	Hogan & Holland (2003); Judge et al. (2013); van Aarde et al. (2017)

	   Contextual performance
	Other-rated measures of discretionary behavior that, in aggregate, promote effective organizational functioning. 
	Judge et al. (2013); van Aarde et al. (2017) 

	   Organizational citizenship behavior
	
	

	      Overall
	A combination of other-rated measures of interpersonal, organizational, and/or change-based citizenship behavior. 
	Chiaburu et al. (2011); Pletzer (2021)

	      Global 
	Other-rated measures of behavior aimed at maintaining and enhancing organizational context that supports task performance. 
	Chiaburu et al. (2011)

	      Organizational
	Other-rated measures of behavior aimed at maintaining and enhancing the organization, mainly directed at the organization.
	Chiaburu et al. (2011)

	      Change
	Other-rated measures of behavior aimed at enhancing the organization by bringing about proactive and positive changes.
	Chiaburu et al. (2011)

	   Adaptive performance
	
	

	      Overall
	Other-rated measures of employee’s proficiency in altering their performance behavior in response to the demands of a new task, event, situation, or an environmental constraint.
	Huang et al. (2014)

	      Proactive
	Other-rated measures of employee’s proficiency in proactively altering their performance behavior in response to the demands of a new task, event, situation, or an environmental constraint.
	Huang et al. (2014)

	      Reactive
	Other-rated measures of employee’s proficiency in reactively altering their performance behavior in response to the demands of a new task, event, situation, or an environmental constraint.
	Huang et al. (2014)

	   Adaptive risk-taking
	Self-reported measures of engaging in adaptive risk-taking behavior (e.g., investing, entrepreneurship).
	Highhouse et al. (2022)

	   Employee voice
	
	

	      Overall
	Self-reported measures of discretionary expressions of organizationally relevant content intended to affect the work context and targeted at someone in the organization.
	Chamberlin et al. (2017)

	      Prohibitive
	Self-reported measures of discretionary expressions of organizationally relevant content regarding problems and concerns that could lead to harmful outcomes for the organization.
	Chamberlin et al. (2017)

	      Promotive
	Self-reported measures of discretionary expressions of organizationally relevant content regarding opportunities and initiatives to improve future organizational functioning.
	Chamberlin et al. (2017)

	   Employee green behavior
	Self-reported measures of behavior that avoids environmental harm, conserves resources, and contributes to sustainable work.
	Katz et al. (2022)

	   Creativity
	Other-rated and objective measures of product creation, idea innovation, divergent thinking, or number of patents.
	Hough (1992); Puryear et al. (2017); Zettler et al. (2020)

	   Safety performance 
	Self-reported measures of using safety equipment, showing regard for safety procedures, and following workplace safety programs.
	Beus et al. (2015)

	   Performance rating leniency
	Self-reported measures of leniency in performance ratings. 
	Harari et al. (2015)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Extrinsic rewards
	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk97213155]   Higher education
	Self-reported measures of experiencing higher education. 
	Beck & Jackson (2022)

	   Academic success
	Self-reported and objective measures of secondary or postsecondary grades or grade point average, and attendance.  
	Hough (1992)

	   Training outcomes
	
	

	      Declarative knowledge
	Objective measures of cognitive outcomes based on training material or results of quizzes, tests, or knowledge.
	Chung et al. (2021)

	      Learning performance
	Objective measures of training skill evaluation outcomes (e.g., course grades).
	Chung et al. (2021)

	   Training success
	Self-reported, other-rated, and objective measures of knowledge or skill acquired and applied to different settings, people, or situations, and changes from learning that persist over time, test scores, or measures of completed training. 
	Blume et al. (2010); Hough (1992)

	   Job search success
	
	

	      Employment quality
	Self-reported and objective measures of extrinsic factors and subjective attitudes about a new job vis-à-vis a prior position. 
	van Hooft et al. (2020)

	      Employment status
	Self-reported measure of whether a job seeker had found a new job or not after a given period of time. 
	van Hooft et al. (2020)

	   First job
	Self-reported measures of experiencing getting one's first job. 
	Beck & Jackson (2022)

	   Personnel data
	Objective measures of level changes in job positions, salary, turnover/tenure, or productivity. 
	Barrick & Mount (1991); Salgado (1997)

	      Commendable behavior
	Objective measures of commendations, or absence of disciplinary actions, demotions, and involuntary discharge.
	Hough (1992)

	      Status change
	Objective measures of level changes in job positions. 
	Barrick & Mount (1991)

	      Productivity
	Objective measures of productivity (e.g., units sold). 
	Barrick & Mount (1991); Salgado & Táuriz (2014); van Aarde et al. (2017)

	      Promotions
	Objective measures of number of promotions received.
	Ng et al. (2005)

	      Salary
	Objective measures of compensation received for work.
	Ng et al. (2005); Ng & Feldman (2014a)

	   Retirement
	Self-reported measures of experiencing retirement. 
	Beck & Jackson (2022)




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 independent samples (i.e., maximum k across Big Five traits)

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

	(6)
	Total number of life success variables (i.e., NLS) included in quantitative review

	Post hoc and preventive 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 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 = Big Five facet(s); HEX = HEXACO factors; MISC = miscellaneous other traits.



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

	Author
	Year
	j
	k
	NEV
	NLS
	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)

	Allen & Walter
	2018
	137
	115
	22
	2
	3, 5 ,7
	2
	SUP
	1
	1
	.01
	1
	

	Allen et al.
	2017
	26
	27
	1
	1
	3, 5, 7
	2
	SUP
	0
	1
	.00
	1
	

	Allen et al.
	2012
	68
	47
	2
	2
	
	
	
	
	0
	.35
	1
	FAC, MISC

	Anglim et al.
	2020
	377
	660
	9
	9
	3, 5
	
	SUP
	0
	1
	.12
	1
	FAC, HEX

	Banks et al.
	2017
	76
	10
	6
	1
	2, 3
	2
	AOR
	0
	1
	.30
	1
	

	Barańczuk
	2021
	19
	21
	6
	1
	1, 3, 4
	
	SUP
	0
	1
	.00
	1
	

	Barańczuk
	2019
	72
	84
	7
	1
	1, 3, 4
	2
	SUP
	1
	1
	.00
	1
	

	Barrick & Mount
	1991
	117
	320
	15
	6
	
	
	
	
	0
	.31
	1
	

	Beck & Jackson
	2022
	10
	10
	14
	9
	
	
	SUP
	0
	1
	1.0
	1
	FAC, MISC

	Bendella & Wolff
	2020
	41
	46
	5
	3
	2
	2
	NR
	0
	1
	.10
	1
	MISC

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

	Beus & Whitman
	2012
	21
	10
	2
	2
	
	
	
	
	0
	.14
	0
	MISC

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

	Blume et al.
	2010
	89
	5
	1
	1
	
	1, 3
	AOR
	
	1
	.35
	0
	MISC

	Bono & Judge
	2004
	26
	70
	7
	4
	
	
	
	
	0
	.46
	1
	

	Bromme et al.
	2022
	43
	91
	6
	6
	
	
	SUP
	
	0
	.09
	0
	

	Buecker et al. 
	2020
	113
	134
	3
	3
	3, 4, 8
	2, 3
	SUP
	1
	1
	.30
	1
	

	Canada et al. 
	2021
	8
	5
	2
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	1.0
	1
	

	Chamberlin et al.
	2017
	166
	25
	3
	3
	
	
	
	
	1
	.16
	0
	

	Chen et al.
	2021
	31
	31
	1
	1
	3, 5
	1
	SUP
	0
	1
	.06
	1
	

	Chiaburu et al.
	2011
	77
	168
	5
	5
	
	3
	AFA
	0
	1
	.43
	1
	

	Choi et al.
	2015
	50
	84
	4
	4
	
	2, 3
	AFA
	0
	1
	.32
	1
	FAC

	Chung et al. 
	2022
	167
	28
	5
	3
	
	
	
	0
	1
	.22
	0
	FAC, MISC

	Connor-Smith & Flachsbart
	2007
	165
	327
	16
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	.00
	1
	

	Conway et al.
	2001
	71
	34
	2
	2
	
	
	
	
	0
	.25
	1
	FAC, MISC

	Credé & Niehorster
	2012
	237
	36
	5
	5
	
	
	
	
	1
	.05
	0
	FAC, MISC

	Credé et al.
	2010
	68
	8
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	.24
	0
	MISC

	Darr
	2011
	18
	22
	4
	2
	
	
	
	
	0
	.94
	1
	

	Deinert et al. 
	2015
	58
	11
	6
	2
	
	
	
	
	0
	.09
	1
	

	DeRue et al.
	2011
	79
	71
	6
	3
	
	
	
	
	0
	.25
	0
	

	Dhanani et al.
	2019
	201
	51
	10
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	.13
	0
	FAC

	Dickens & Robins
	2020
	93
	82
	2
	2
	1
	2
	AOR
	1
	1
	.59
	0
	FAC, MISC

	Dilchert & Ones
	2009
	2
	14
	7
	7
	
	
	
	
	0
	1.0
	1
	

	Do & Minbashian
	2020
	27
	63
	2
	4
	3
	
	NR
	0
	1
	.15
	1
	

	Dulebohn et al.
	2012
	247
	11
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	.23
	0
	FAC, MISC

	Fang et al.
	2015
	73
	234
	4
	4
	
	1, 3
	AFA
	0
	1
	.23
	1
	MISC

	Graham et al.
	2021
	4
	4
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	1.0
	1
	

	Graham et al.
	2017
	15
	26
	2
	1
	7
	
	AOR
	
	1
	1.0
	1
	

	Hall et al.
	2009
	96
	24
	1
	1
	
	
	AOR
	0
	1
	.00
	1
	FAC, MISC

	Han, Harold et al.
	2021
	219
	17
	1
	1
	
	3
	AFA
	0
	1
	.26
	0
	FAC

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

	Harari et al.
	2015
	21
	18
	1
	1
	3
	2, 3
	AFA
	0
	1
	.14
	1
	

	Heller et al. 
	2004
	55
	40
	4
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	.20
	1
	

	Highhouse et al.
	2022
	133
	42
	3
	1
	3, 8
	1, 2
	SUP
	0
	1
	.07
	1
	

	Hoffman et al.
	2015
	49
	31
	5
	5
	
	
	
	
	0
	.18
	0
	

	Hogan & Holland
	2003
	43
	111
	9
	3
	
	
	
	
	0
	1.00
	1
	FAC, MISC

	Hough
	1992
	237
	339
	14
	5
	
	
	
	
	0
	NR
	1
	FAC, MISC

	Howard et al.
	2020
	93
	8
	1
	1
	1, 4
	1, 2
	SUP
	0
	1
	.13
	0
	MISC

	Huang
	2019
	61
	64
	1
	1
	
	3
	AOR
	0
	1
	.25
	1
	

	Huang et al.
	2014
	77
	213
	12
	3
	
	
	
	
	0
	.94
	1
	FAC, MISC

	Hurtz & Donovan
	2000
	26
	47
	10
	2
	2, 3, 4, 5, 7
	2
	AORa
	0
	1
	.15
	1
	

	Jokela et al.
	2020
	10
	17
	2
	2
	7
	
	SUP
	
	1
	1.0
	1
	

	Jokela, Batty et al.
	2014
	6
	9
	2
	2
	7
	
	SUP
	
	1
	1.0
	1
	

	Jokela, Elovainio et al.
	2014
	5
	5
	1
	1
	7
	
	AOR
	
	1
	1.0
	1
	

	Jokela, Pulkki-Råback et al.
	2014
	3
	6
	2
	2
	7
	
	SUP
	
	1
	1.0
	1
	

	Jokela et al.
	2013
	9
	15
	2
	2
	7
	
	SUP
	
	1
	1.0
	1
	

	Judge & Zapata
	2015
	48
	105
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	.13
	1
	

	Judge et al.
	2013
	264
	211
	3
	3
	
	
	
	
	0
	.00
	1
	FAC

	Judge, Bono et al.
	2002
	78
	60
	3
	2
	
	
	
	
	0
	.18
	1
	FAC, MISC

	Judge, Heller et al.
	2002
	135
	92
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	.41
	1
	

	Katz et al.
	2022
	135
	10
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	.11
	0
	MISC

	Luchetti et al.
	2016
	3
	6
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	1.0
	1
	

	Luchetti et al.
	2014
	8
	11
	1
	1
	3, 4
	
	SUP
	0
	1
	1.0
	1
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Malouff et al.
	2010
	10
	19
	1
	1
	1
	
	AOR
	
	1
	.00
	1
	

	Mammadov
	2021
	228
	438
	4
	2
	1, 3, 4
	2, 3
	AOR
	
	1
	.10
	1
	

	Martincin & Stead
	2015
	23
	23
	1
	1
	3, 5, 7
	
	AOR
	0
	1
	.09
	1
	

	McDaniel et al.
	2007
	86
	55
	4
	2
	
	1, 2, 3
	AOR
	0
	1
	.28
	0
	

	Meriac et al.
	2008
	48
	67
	13
	7
	
	
	
	
	0
	.52
	0
	

	Michel et al.
	2011
	66
	60
	2
	2
	
	
	
	
	0
	.35
	1
	FAC, MISC

	Ng & Feldman
	2014a
	309
	28
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	.01
	0
	MISC

	Ng & Feldman
	2014b
	191
	18
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	.02
	0
	MISC

	Ng et al.
	2005
	143
	12
	3
	2
	
	
	
	
	1
	.00
	0
	MISC

	Nielsen et al.
	2017
	32
	13
	4
	1
	1, 2, 3, 4
	1, 2
	AOR
	0
	1
	.00
	1
	

	Ones et al.
	2012
	19
	19
	5
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	.00
	1
	MISC

	Oosterhoff et al.
	2018
	16
	20
	1
	1
	1, 3, 5, 7
	3
	SUP
	0
	1
	.56
	1
	

	Osborne et al.
	2022
	232
	232
	1
	1
	
	3
	AOR
	0
	1
	.60
	1
	

	Puryear et al.
	2017
	96
	104
	8
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	.00
	1
	

	Riek & Mania
	2012
	103
	25
	1
	1
	1
	
	AOR
	0
	1
	.04
	0
	FAC, MISC

	Roth et al.
	2005
	3
	7
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	.00
	0
	

	Rubenstein et al.
	2019
	824
	269
	13
	12
	
	
	
	
	0
	.12
	1
	

	Rudolph, Katz et al.
	2017
	108
	13
	5
	1
	2
	2
	AOR
	0
	1
	.32
	0
	MISC

	Rudolph, Lavigne et al.
	2017
	90
	7
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	.17
	0
	FAC, MISC

	Salgado
	1997
	36
	42
	8
	3
	
	
	
	
	0
	.08
	0
	

	Salgado & Moscoso
	2002
	75
	39
	2
	2
	
	
	
	
	0
	.21
	0
	

	Salgado & Táuriz
	2014
	93
	198
	5
	5
	
	
	
	
	1
	.15
	1
	

	Saroglou
	2010
	71
	75
	3
	2
	3
	2
	AOR
	0
	1
	.00
	1
	

	Schlaegel et al.
	2021
	70
	23
	4
	1
	1
	2
	
	0
	1
	.06
	0
	MISC

	Schmidt & Oh
	2013
	24
	23
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	1.0
	1
	

	Seltzer et al.
	2017
	23
	44
	2
	2
	
	
	
	
	0
	1.0
	1
	FAC

	Shaffer & Postlethwaite
	2012
	90
	37
	1
	1
	
	3
	AOR
	0
	1
	.36
	1
	

	Sharma et al.
	2013
	74
	12
	6
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	.05
	0
	FAC, MISC

	Soutter & Mõttus
	2020
	2
	2
	2
	2
	7
	
	
	
	1
	.00
	1
	FAC

	Soutter et al.
	2020
	38
	55
	2
	2
	3, 4, 7
	4
	SUP
	0
	1
	.05
	1
	HEX

	Stajkovic et al.
	2018
	5
	5
	3
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	1.0
	0
	

	Steel et al.
	2008
	249
	21
	6
	2
	
	1
	
	
	1
	.07
	1
	MISC

	Stephan et al.
	2022
	7
	7
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	1.0
	1
	

	Stephan et al.
	2018
	5
	5
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	1.0
	1
	

	Sundin et al.
	2021
	25
	50
	2
	2
	7
	
	
	
	1
	.44
	1
	

	Sutin et al.
	2016
	16
	15
	1
	1
	7
	
	AOR
	
	1
	1.0
	1
	

	Swider & Zimmerman
	2010
	115
	185
	3
	3
	
	
	
	
	0
	.29
	1
	

	Swider et al.
	2015
	85
	24
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	.00
	0
	

	Tehrani & Yamini
	2020
	20
	105
	5
	5
	1, 3, 4, 5
	2
	SUP
	1
	1
	.00
	1
	

	Terracciano et al.
	2014
	3
	5
	1
	1
	4, 5
	
	AOR
	0
	1
	1.0
	1
	

	Thielmann et al.
	2020
	770
	173
	6
	1
	4, 5, 7
	2
	SUP
	0
	1
	.54
	1
	FAC, HEX, MISC

	van Aarde et al.
	2017
	33
	47
	10
	7
	
	
	
	
	0
	.52
	1
	

	van Hooft et al.
	2020
	272
	65
	5
	3
	
	
	
	
	0
	.00
	0
	

	Wang et al. 
	2019
	479
	88
	26
	3
	
	
	
	
	1
	.15
	0
	

	Wilson & Dishman
	2015
	64
	88
	1
	1
	1, 3, 4, 7
	
	SUP
	0
	1
	.00
	1
	

	Yoneda et al.
	2021
	7
	6
	1
	1
	7
	
	
	
	1
	1.0
	1
	

	You et al.
	2015
	67
	201
	3
	3
	
	
	
	
	1
	NR
	1
	MISC

	Zimmerman
	2008
	86
	69
	3
	1
	
	
	
	
	0
	.29
	1
	

	Descriptive statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   M
	2014
	96.75
	71.28
	4.27
	2.30
	
	
	
	
	.60
	.35
	.72
	

	   SD
	6.57
	128.25
	99.44
	4.42
	1.99
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. See Table S2 for a description of information in columns and details about abbreviations used. 
a Publication bias and sensitivity analyses reported by Kepes et al. (2011).


Table S4
Sample Characteristics of Content Validation Study
	Variable
	N
	%

	Gender 
	
	

	   Women
	560
	50. 0%

	   Men 
	527
	47.1%

	   Other/Not reported
	32
	2.8%

	      Total reporting
	1,119
	

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	

	   Asian 
	83
	7.5%

	   Black
	111
	10.0%

	   Hispanic/Latino
	99
	8.9%

	   Native American 
	4
	0.4%

	   White/Caucasian
	768
	69.4%

	   Biracial
	21
	1.9%

	   Multiracial
	21
	1.9%

	      Total reporting
	1,107
	

	Education 
	
	

	   Some high school
	4
	0.4%

	   High school or equivalent
	175
	15.7%

	   Some college 
	212
	19.0%

	   Vocational, trade, or technical school
	19
	1.7%

	   Associate’s degree
	100
	9.0%

	   Bachelor’s degree
	440
	39.4%

	   Some graduate school
	5
	0.5%

	   Master’s degree (MA, MS)
	128
	11.5%

	   Doctor of medicine (MD)
	3
	0.3%

	   Doctor of jurisprudence (JD)
	5
	0.5%

	   Professional degree (Unspecified)
	3
	0.3%

	   Graduate degree (Unspecified)
	5
	0.5%

	   Doctor of Philosophy or Education (PhD or EdD)
	18
	1.6%

	   Total reporting
	1,117
	



Table S5
Summary of Results of Content Validation for Life Success Variables and Exploratory Life Success Subcategories
	Variable 
	Overall life success
	Exploratory subcategory 
	Best fit subcategory

	
	
	Factor
	Detractor
	Contingent
	

	
	psa
	csv
	psa
	csv
	psa
	csv
	psa
	csv
	

	Psychological health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Happiness
	.99
	.98
	.88
	.77
	.01
	-.98
	.11
	-.79
	Factor

	   Quality of life
	.98
	.96
	.67
	.33
	.02
	-.96
	.31
	-.37
	Factor

	   Subjective well-being
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Life satisfaction
	.99
	.98
	.77
	.55
	.02
	-.96
	.21
	-.59
	Factor

	      Negative affect
	.97
	.94
	.02
	-.96
	.89
	.78
	.09
	-.82
	Detractor

	      Positive affect
	.99
	.98
	.74
	.48
	.02
	-.96
	.24
	-.51
	Factor

	   Psychological well-being
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Autonomy
	.95
	.90
	.63
	.25
	.03
	-.94
	.34
	-.31
	Factor

	      Environmental mastery
	.97
	.94
	.61
	.23
	.03
	-.94
	.36
	-.29
	Factor

	      Personal growth
	.99
	.98
	.82
	.63
	.03
	-.94
	.16
	-.69
	Factor

	      Purpose in life
	.96
	.92
	.76
	.52
	.04
	-.92
	.20
	-.60
	Factor

	      Self-acceptance
	1.0
	1.0
	.76
	.52
	.04
	-.92
	.20
	-.60
	Factor

	   Pride
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Authentic
	.96
	.92
	.79
	.58
	.02
	-.96
	.19
	-.62
	Factor

	      Hubristic
	.88
	.75
	.14
	-.71
	.60
	.21
	.25
	-.49
	Detractor

	   Loneliness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.96
	.92
	.06
	-.88
	.86
	.72
	.08
	-.84
	Detractor

	      Emotional
	.98
	.96
	.04
	-.92
	.87
	.74
	.09
	-.82
	Detractor

	   Burnout
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Emotional exhaustion 
	.98
	.96
	.07
	-.86
	.85
	.71
	.08
	-.84
	Detractor

	      Depersonalization 
	.97
	.94
	.01
	-.98
	.88
	.76
	.11
	-.78
	Detractor

	      Personal accomplishment
	.99
	.98
	.77
	.55
	.08
	-.84
	.15
	-.71
	Factor

	   Sense of coherence
	.96
	.92
	.65
	.29
	.03
	-.94
	.32
	-.35
	Factor

	   Coping styles: Broad engagement
	.92
	.84
	.57
	.14
	.07
	-.85
	.36
	-.28
	Factor

	   Assessment center ratings: Stress tolerance
	.96
	.92
	.36
	-.28
	.16
	-.68
	.48
	-.04
	Contingent

	Physical health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Disease avoidance
	.82
	.64
	.50
	.00
	.14
	-.71
	.36
	-.29
	Factor

	   Physical activity
	.80
	.60
	.51
	.01
	.03
	-.93
	.46
	-.08
	Factor 

	   Walking speed
	.65
	.30
	.43
	-.13
	.09
	-.83
	.48
	-.04
	Contingent

	   Sedentary behavior
	.83
	.65
	.11
	-.78
	.66
	.32
	.23
	-.54
	Detractor

	   Inflammatory markersa
	.73
	.45
	.14
	-.73
	.70
	.40
	.16
	-.68
	Detractor

	   Obesitya
	.86
	.72
	.06
	-.87
	.79
	.57
	.15
	-.70
	Detractor

	   Cortisol levels
	.78
	.56
	.19
	-.62
	.48
	-.04
	.33
	-.34
	Detractor

	   Testosterone levels
	.67
	.34
	.32
	-.36
	.11
	-.78
	.57
	.14
	Contingent

	   Sexual dysfunction
	.78
	.56
	.07
	-.86
	.87
	.74
	.06
	-.88
	Detractor

	Longevitya
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Risk for conditions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Experiencing a major health event
	.97
	.94
	.03
	-.94
	.82
	.64
	.15
	-.71
	Detractor

	      Experiencing a mental health event
	.99
	.98
	.03
	-.94
	.84
	.67
	.13
	-.73
	Detractor

	      Developing obesity
	.95
	.90
	.04
	-.91
	.88
	.77
	.07
	-.85
	Detractor

	      Developing diabetes
	.95
	.90
	.02
	-.96
	.87
	.74
	.11
	-.79
	Detractor

	      Developing a disability
	.96
	.92
	.02
	-.96
	.89
	.79
	.08
	-.83
	Detractor

	      Developing cancer
	.92
	.84
	.01
	-.98
	.90
	.80
	.09
	-.82
	Detractor

	      Experiencing cognitive dispersion
	.95
	.90
	.09
	-.83
	.78
	.55
	.14
	-.72
	Detractor

	      Experiencing cognitive decline
	.96
	.92
	.07
	-.85
	.88
	.77
	.04
	-.92
	Detractor

	      Developing Alzheimer’s disease
	.96
	.92
	.04
	-.92
	.88
	.77
	.07
	-.85
	Detractor

	   Risk of mortality
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Death from all-causes
	.92
	.84
	.03
	-.93
	.85
	.70
	.11
	-.77
	Detractor

	      Death from cancer
	.95
	.90
	.04
	-.91
	.85
	.69
	.11
	-.78
	Detractor

	      Death from coronary heart disease
	.89
	.78
	.05
	-.89
	.83
	.66
	.12
	-.77
	Detractor

	      Death from stroke
	.92
	.84
	.01
	-.98
	.89
	.77
	.10
	-.80
	Detractor

	Interpersonal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interpersonal relations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Psychological well-being: Positive relations 
   with others
	1.0
	1.0
	.74
	.48
	.02
	-.96
	.24
	-.51
	Factor

	   Loneliness: Social
	.98
	.96
	.05
	-.90
	.82
	.65
	.13
	-.75
	Detractor

	   Forgivingness
	.93
	.87
	.56
	.11
	.05
	-.90
	.39
	-.22
	Factor

	   Intimate partner satisfaction
	.94
	.88
	.65
	.30
	.01
	-.98
	.34
	-.32
	Factor

	   Marital satisfaction
	.97
	.94
	.60
	.21
	.03
	-.94
	.37
	-.27
	Factor

	   Sexual satisfaction
	.86
	.71
	.67
	.35
	.00
	-1.0
	.33
	-.35
	Factor

	Social environment 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Social support 
	.93
	.85
	.48
	-.05
	.01
	-.98
	.51
	.02
	Contingent

	   Job characteristic perceptions: Social
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Social overall
	.96
	.92
	.57
	.14
	.03
	-.93
	.40
	-.21
	Factor

	      Social absence of conflict
	.92
	.83
	.45
	-.10
	.17
	-.66
	.38
	-.24
	Factor 

	      Social feedback from others
	.86
	.72
	.21
	-.58
	.08
	-.85
	.71
	.43
	Contingent

	      Social interaction outside the organization
	.85
	.71
	.37
	-.26
	.04
	-.93
	.59
	.19
	Contingent

	      Social interdependence
	.87
	.74
	.33
	-.34
	.06
	-.88
	.61
	.22
	Contingent

	      Social support
	.93
	.85
	.48
	-.05
	.01
	-.98
	.51
	.02
	Contingent

	   Experienced workplace mistreatment
	1.0
	1.0
	.04
	-.92
	.92
	.83
	.04
	-.92
	Detractor

	      Abusive supervision
	.98
	.96
	.02
	-.96
	.91
	.83
	.06
	-.87
	Detractor

	      Workplace incivility
	.98
	.96
	.10
	-.80
	.78
	.56
	.12
	-.76
	Detractor

	      Workplace bullying
	1.0
	1.0
	.02
	-.96
	.91
	.81
	.07
	-.85
	Detractor

	      Workplace ostracism
	.98
	.96
	.03
	-.94
	.90
	.81
	.06
	-.87
	Detractor

	   Leadership perceptions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Transformational leadership
	.93
	.85
	.69
	.39
	.02
	-.95
	.28
	-.43
	Factor

	      Passive leadership 
	.91
	.83
	.16
	-.67
	.52
	.05
	.31
	-.37
	Detractor

	   Social network site use
	.76
	.52
	.15
	-.69
	.38
	-.25
	.47
	-.06
	Contingent

	Societal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Political involvement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Internal efficacy
	.81
	.62
	.35
	-.29
	.07
	-.85
	.57
	.15
	Contingent

	      Participation propensity
	.79
	.58
	.33
	-.33
	.10
	-.79
	.56
	.13
	Contingent

	      Political interest
	.70
	.39
	.26
	-.48
	.09
	-.83
	.65
	.30
	Contingent 

	   Political trust
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      External efficacy
	.87
	.74
	.40
	-.20
	.14
	-.73
	.47
	-.07
	Contingent

	      Trust in institutions
	.83
	.66
	.19
	-.63
	.20
	-.60
	.61
	.22
	Contingent

	      Trust in politicians
	.73
	.46
	.11
	-.78
	.36
	-.28
	.53
	.06
	Contingent

	   Political orientation: Conservative
	.70
	.40
	.19
	-.63
	.11
	-.77
	.70
	.40
	Contingent

	   Cultural appreciation
	.92
	.84
	.57
	.14
	.05
	-.89
	.38
	-.24
	Factor 

	   Pro-environmental attitudes
	.88
	.76
	.47
	-.06
	.02
	-.96
	.51
	.02
	Contingent

	   Pro-environmental behaviors
	.84
	.68
	.46
	-.08
	.04
	-.92
	.50
	-.01
	Contingent

	   Spirituality/mature faith
	.91
	.82
	.42
	-.17
	.05
	-.89
	.53
	.06
	Contingent

	   Religiosity
	.91
	.82
	.24
	-.52
	.11
	-.79
	.65
	.31
	Contingent

	Interpersonal behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Collaboration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Interpersonal sensitivity
	.95
	.89
	.40
	-.19
	.11
	-.79
	.49
	-.02
	Contingent

	   Conflict resolution style
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Avoiding
	.95
	.91
	.11
	-.79
	.52
	.04
	.38
	-.25
	Detractor

	      Compromising
	.94
	.87
	.32
	-.36
	.17
	-.67
	.51
	.03
	Contingent

	      Dominating
	.92
	.84
	.19
	-.62
	.37
	-.27
	.45
	-.11
	Contingent

	      Integrating
	.98
	.96
	.52
	.05
	.10
	-.79
	.37
	-.25
	Factor

	      Obliging
	.91
	.82
	.25
	-.50
	.23
	-.54
	.52
	.04
	Contingent

	   Prosocial behavior: Experimental games
	.87
	.74
	.32
	-.37
	.09
	-.81
	.59
	.18
	Contingent

	   Volunteering
	.86
	.73
	.59
	.18
	.04
	-.92
	.37
	-.26
	Factor

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center exercise
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Leaderless group discussion
	.88
	.76
	.35
	-.31
	.18
	-.64
	.47
	-.05
	Contingent

	      Role play
	.68
	.36
	.28
	-.45
	.31
	-.39
	.44
	-.12
	Contingent

	   Assessment center ratings: Consideration  
   of others
	.92
	.84
	.48
	-.05
	.02
	-.96
	.50
	.01
	Contingent

	   Negotiation performance
	.94
	.87
	.40
	-.20
	.05
	-.90
	.55
	.11
	Contingent

	   “Getting along” performance
	.96
	.93
	.58
	.17
	.03
	-.94
	.39
	-.23
	Factor

	   Organizational citizenship behavior:
   Interpersonal
	.91
	.82
	.52
	.03
	.12
	-.76
	.36
	-.27
	Factor

	   Networking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.95
	.89
	.65
	.31
	.04
	-.92
	.31
	-.38
	Factor

	      Internal
	.93
	.85
	.55
	.10
	.04
	-.92
	.41
	-.18
	Factor

	      External
	.95
	.91
	.49
	-.03
	.02
	-.96
	.50
	-.01
	Contingent

	   Social network roles
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Expressive: Brokerage
	.91
	.82
	.30
	-.40
	.21
	-.58
	.49
	-.02
	Contingent

	      Expressive: Indegree
	.88
	.76
	.38
	-.25
	.06
	-.88
	.56
	.13
	Contingent

	      Instrumental: Brokerage
	.92
	.84
	.43
	-.15
	.07
	-.86
	.50
	.01
	Contingent

	      Instrumental: Indegree
	.87
	.75
	.47
	-.06
	.08
	-.83
	.45
	-.10
	Contingent

	Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Influencing others
	.76
	.52
	.43
	-.14
	.01
	-.97
	.56
	.11
	Contingent

	   Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.91
	.83
	.65
	.30
	.01
	-.98
	.34
	-.33
	Factor

	      Leadership emergence
	.97
	.94
	.76
	.52
	.01
	-.98
	.23
	-.54
	Factor

	      Leadership effectiveness
	.97
	.94
	.55
	.10
	.02
	-.96
	.43
	-.14
	Factor

	   Transformational leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.94
	.87
	.70
	.39
	.01
	-.98
	.29
	-.42
	Factor

	      Charisma
	.87
	.74
	.67
	.34
	.01
	-.98
	.32
	-.37
	Factor

	      Individualized consideration
	.84
	.68
	.50
	.00
	.03
	-.95
	.48
	-.05
	Factor

	      Intellectual stimulation
	.86
	.73
	.57
	.15
	.06
	-.88
	.37
	-.27
	Factor 

	   Transactional leadership: Contingent rewards
	.87
	.74
	.27
	-.45
	.18
	-.64
	.55
	.10
	Contingent

	Family formation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Move in with a partner
	.85
	.69
	.55
	.10
	.06
	-.88
	.39
	-.22
	Factor

	   Marriage
	.87
	.74
	.56
	.12
	.05
	-.91
	.40
	-.21
	Factor

	   Childbirth
	.84
	.68
	.51
	.01
	.11
	-.78
	.39
	-.23
	Factor

	   Child moves out
	.78
	.56
	.31
	-.38
	.09
	-.82
	.60
	.19
	Contingent

	Institutional attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institutional adjustment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Adjustment to college
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.93
	.85
	.44
	-.13
	.08
	-.84
	.49
	-.03
	Contingent

	      Academic
	.94
	.89
	.36
	-.27
	.11
	-.78
	.53
	.06
	Contingent

	      Institutional attachment
	.82
	.64
	.25
	-.50
	.15
	-.70
	.60
	.20
	Contingent

	      Personal-emotional
	.97
	.94
	.38
	-.25
	.18
	-.64
	.44
	-.11
	Contingent

	      Social
	.94
	.87
	.39
	-.22
	.10
	-.80
	.51
	.02
	Contingent

	   Expatriate adjustment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.90
	.80
	.35
	-.31
	.07
	-.86
	.58
	.16
	Contingent

	      Cultural
	.86
	.72
	.30
	-.40
	.12
	-.77
	.59
	.17
	Contingent

	      Interactional
	.81
	.63
	.30
	-.40
	.09
	-.82
	.61
	.22
	Contingent

	      Work 
	.89
	.78
	.38
	-.24
	.11
	-.77
	.51
	.01
	Contingent

	   Job crafting
	.93
	.85
	.59
	.19
	.04
	-.92
	.37
	-.27
	Factor

	Task environment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Job characteristic perceptions: Task
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Task overall
	.85
	.69
	.50
	.00
	.05
	-.91
	.45
	-.09
	Factor

	      Task autonomy
	.85
	.69
	.49
	-.02
	.03
	-.93
	.48
	-.05
	Factor

	      Task feedback
	.80
	.60
	.38
	-.23
	.03
	-.95
	.59
	.18
	Contingent

	      Task identity
	.79
	.58
	.50
	.00
	.01
	-.98
	.49
	-.02
	Factor

	      Task significance
	.81
	.62
	.40
	-.19
	.05
	-.90
	.55
	.10
	Contingent

	      Task variety
	.68
	.37
	.35
	-.30
	.05
	-.90
	.60
	.19
	Contingent

	   Leader-member exchange
	.88
	.75
	.45
	-.10
	.05
	-.89
	.49
	-.01
	Contingent

	   Job complexity
	.80
	.60
	.17
	-.66
	.08
	-.83
	.75
	.49
	Contingent

	Work attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Applicant attraction to organizations
	.86
	.73
	.35
	-.31
	.06
	-.87
	.59
	.18
	Contingent

	   Organizational commitment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Global
	.89
	.78
	.46
	-.08
	.09
	-.82
	.45
	-.10
	Factor

	      Affective
	.96
	.93
	.47
	-.06
	.08
	-.85
	.45
	-.09
	Factor

	      Continuance
	.91
	.81
	.24
	-.51
	.41
	-.18
	.35
	-.31
	Detractor

	      Normative
	.91
	.82
	.27
	-.45
	.14
	-.72
	.59
	.17
	Contingent

	   Work-life balance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Family interference with work
	.98
	.96
	.10
	-.80
	.78
	.56
	.12
	-.76
	Detractor

	      Work interference with family
	.96
	.93
	.09
	-.81
	.81
	.62
	.09
	-.81
	Detractor

	      Work-nonwork spillover: Negative
	.97
	.94
	.07
	-.87
	.88
	.75
	.06
	-.89
	Detractor

	      Work-nonwork spillover: Positive
	.97
	.95
	.69
	.38
	.07
	-.85
	.23
	-.53
	Factor

	   Training satisfaction
	.91
	.82
	.60
	.20
	.05
	-.90
	.35
	-.30
	Factor

	   Job satisfaction
	.96
	.93
	.75
	.49
	.03
	-.94
	.23
	-.55
	Factor

	   Career satisfaction
	.98
	.96
	.71
	.43
	.03
	-.94
	.26
	-.48
	Factor

	   Career decision-making difficulties
	.95
	.91
	.11
	-.77
	.54
	.09
	.34
	-.31
	Detractor

	   Career adaptability
	.99
	.98
	.65
	.30
	.06
	-.89
	.29
	-.41
	Factor

	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Academic attendance
	.91
	.82
	.58
	.15
	.04
	-.92
	.38
	-.23
	Factor

	   Academic performance
	.94
	.87
	.57
	.14
	.06
	-.88
	.37
	-.25
	Factor

	      Postsecondary
	.94
	.87
	.57
	.14
	.06
	-.88
	.37
	-.25
	Factor

	   Second language learning
	.91
	.82
	.73
	.47
	.01
	-.98
	.26
	-.49
	Factor

	   Expatriate language proficiency
	.88
	.76
	.51
	.01
	.08
	-.84
	.41
	-.17
	Factor

	   Training performance
	.97
	.94
	.55
	.09
	.06
	-.89
	.40
	-.21
	Factor

	   Training and job performance
	.96
	.93
	.50
	.00
	.02
	-.96
	.48
	-.04
	Factor

	   Situational judgment tests
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Behavioral
	.92
	.84
	.34
	-.32
	.03
	-.93
	.63
	.25
	Contingent

	      Knowledge
	.93
	.85
	.49
	-.02
	.04
	-.92
	.47
	-.06
	Factor

	   Job search intensity
	.87
	.74
	.38
	-.23
	.09
	-.81
	.52
	.05
	Contingent

	   Employment interview
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Behavioral/High structure
	.92
	.84
	.47
	-.05
	.09
	-.82
	.44
	-.12
	Factor

	      Conventional/Low structure
	.90
	.80
	.27
	-.47
	.09
	-.82
	.64
	.29
	Contingent

	   Assessment center exercise
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Case analysis
	.89
	.78
	.53
	.07
	.06
	-.89
	.41
	-.18
	Factor

	      In-basket
	.89
	.78
	.54
	.07
	.04
	-.92
	.42
	-.15
	Factor

	      Oral presentation
	.89
	.78
	.46
	-.08
	.02
	-.95
	.52
	.03
	Contingent

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Communication
	.93
	.86
	.45
	-.11
	.05
	-.89
	.50
	.00
	Contingent

	      Organizing and planning
	.91
	.82
	.68
	.36
	.04
	-.91
	.28
	-.44
	Factor

	      Problem solving
	.98
	.96
	.57
	.14
	.07
	-.85
	.36
	-.29
	Factor

	   Occupational performance
	.96
	.92
	.62
	.24
	.02
	-.96
	.36
	-.28
	Factor

	      Clerical
	.87
	.74
	.44
	-.13
	.03
	-.94
	.53
	.06
	Contingent

	      Customer service
	.91
	.82
	.51
	.02
	.02
	-.96
	.47
	-.07
	Factor

	      Healthcare
	.81
	.61
	.43
	-.14
	.08
	-.84
	.49
	-.02
	Contingent

	      Law enforcement
	.78
	.56
	.45
	-.09
	.09
	-.82
	.45
	-.09
	Factor

	      Management
	.96
	.93
	.54
	.09
	.04
	-.92
	.42
	-.16
	Factor

	      Military
	.84
	.68
	.40
	-.20
	.06
	-.88
	.54
	.08
	Contingent

	      Professional
	.99
	.98
	.61
	.22
	.04
	-.93
	.35
	-.30
	Factor

	      Sales
	.92
	.84
	.53
	.05
	.03
	-.93
	.44
	-.12
	Factor

	      Skilled/Semiskilled
	.98
	.96
	.56
	.12
	.07
	-.87
	.37
	-.25
	Factor

	   Overall job performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Supervisor-ratings
	.93
	.86
	.43
	-.13
	.04
	-.91
	.52
	.04
	Contingent

	      Peer-ratings
	.93
	.85
	.26
	-.48
	.09
	-.82
	.65
	.30
	Contingent

	      Subordinate-ratings
	.90
	.80
	.39
	-.21
	.09
	-.82
	.52
	.03
	Contingent

	      Maximal
	.97
	.94
	.64
	.28
	.05
	-.91
	.31
	-.38
	Factor

	      Typical
	.95
	.90
	.40
	-.19
	.03
	-.94
	.56
	.13
	Contingent

	   Technical performance
	.94
	.89
	.55
	.11
	.03
	-.94
	.42
	-.17
	Factor

	   Contextual performance
	.95
	.90
	.43
	-.15
	.04
	-.91
	.53
	.06
	Contingent

	   Organizational citizenship behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.93
	.85
	.51
	.02
	.04
	-.92
	.45
	-.10
	Factor

	      Global
	.90
	.80
	.57
	.15
	.03
	-.93
	.39
	-.21
	Factor

	      Organizational
	.90
	.80
	.56
	.12
	.02
	-.96
	.42
	-.16
	Factor

	      Change
	.94
	.88
	.61
	.23
	.05
	-.89
	.33
	-.33
	Factor

	   Adaptive performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.98
	.96
	.67
	.34
	.03
	-.94
	.30
	-.40
	Factor

	      Proactive forms
	.92
	.84
	.55
	.10
	.07
	-.87
	.38
	-.23
	Factor

	      Reactive forms
	.98
	.96
	.34
	-.33
	.14
	-.72
	.52
	.05
	Contingent

	   Adaptive risk-taking
	.95
	.90
	.44
	-.13
	.07
	-.85
	.49
	-.02
	Contingent

	   Employee voice
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.90
	.80
	.47
	-.05
	.02
	-.96
	.51
	.01
	Contingent

	      Prohibitive
	.89
	.78
	.25
	-.50
	.25
	-.50
	.50
	.00
	Contingent

	      Promotive
	.93
	.85
	.53
	.07
	.06
	-.88
	.41
	-.19
	Factor

	   Employee green behavior
	.85
	.70
	.57
	.14
	.06
	-.88
	.37
	-.26
	Factor

	   Creativity
	.92
	.85
	.60
	.20
	.04
	-.92
	.36
	-.29
	Factor

	   Safety performance
	.86
	.72
	.46
	-.08
	.06
	-.88
	.48
	-.04
	Contingent

	   Performance rating leniency
	.82
	.63
	.24
	-.53
	.20
	-.60
	.56
	.12
	Contingent

	Extrinsic rewards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Higher education
	.99
	.98
	.77
	.55
	.00
	-1.0
	.23
	-.55
	Factor

	   Academic success
	1.0
	1.0
	.84
	.68
	.02
	-.96
	.14
	-.73
	Factor

	   Training outcomes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Declarative knowledge
	.90
	.80
	.54
	.08
	.06
	-.89
	.40
	-.19
	Factor

	      Learning performance
	.99
	.98
	.60
	.20
	.03
	-.94
	.37
	-.26
	Factor

	   Training success
	.97
	.94
	.75
	.49
	.01
	-.98
	.24
	-.52
	Factor

	   Job search success
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Employment quality
	.92
	.83
	.51
	.01
	.01
	-.98
	.48
	-.03
	Factor

	      Employment status
	.92
	.83
	.62
	.24
	.01
	-.98
	.37
	-.26
	Factor

	   First job
	.80
	.60
	.68
	.37
	.01
	-.97
	.30
	-.39
	Factor

	   Personnel data
	.83
	.66
	.27
	-.46
	.04
	-.92
	.69
	.38
	Contingent

	      Productivity
	.89
	.79
	.66
	.33
	.05
	-.89
	.28
	-.43
	Factor

	      Commendable behavior
	.98
	.96
	.62
	.25
	.01
	-.98
	.36
	-.27
	Factor

	      Status change
	.90
	.81
	.26
	-.48
	.08
	-.84
	.66
	.32
	Contingent

	      Promotions
	.98
	.96
	.79
	.59
	.01
	-.98
	.20
	-.61
	Factor

	      Salary
	.84
	.68
	.56
	.11
	.01
	-.97
	.43
	-.14
	Factor

	   Retirement
	.78
	.56
	.76
	.51
	.01
	-.97
	.23
	-.54
	Factor


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 plain font represent very weak agreement. 


Table S6
Summary of Results of Content Validation for 14 Life Success Categories
	Variable 
	Indices of content validity 
	Alternative 
category
	Indices of content validity 
	Note

	
	psa
	csv
	
	psa
	csv
	

	Psychological health
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Happiness
	.96
	.92
	
	
	
	

	   Quality of life
	.73
	.45
	
	
	
	

	   Subjective well-being
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Life satisfaction
	.81
	.62
	
	
	
	

	      Negative affect
	.93
	.86
	
	
	
	

	      Positive affect
	.95
	.90
	
	
	
	

	   Psychological well-being
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Autonomy
	.63
	.27
	
	
	
	

	      Environmental mastery
	.55
	.10
	
	
	
	

	      Personal growth
	.80
	.61
	
	
	
	

	      Purpose in life
	.77
	.55
	
	
	
	

	      Self-acceptance
	.94
	.88
	
	
	
	

	   Pride
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Authentic
	.84
	.68
	
	
	
	

	      Hubristic
	.81
	.62
	
	
	
	

	   Loneliness
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.59
	.19
	
	
	
	

	      Emotional
	.55
	.11
	
	
	
	

	   Burnout
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Emotional exhaustion 
	.83
	.65
	
	
	
	

	      Depersonalization 
	.45
	-.09
	
	
	
	

	      Personal accomplishment
	.34
	-.33
	Task characteristics  
	.59
	.19
	Both indices weak; retained with 
variables consistent with literature

	   Sense of coherence
	.87
	.75
	
	
	
	

	   Coping styles: Broad engagement
	.79
	.59
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Stress tolerance
	.93
	.86
	
	
	
	

	Physical health
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Disease avoidance
	.97
	.94
	
	
	
	

	   Physical activity
	1.0
	1.0
	
	
	
	

	   Walking speed
	1.0
	1.0
	
	
	
	

	   Sedentary behavior
	.96
	.93
	
	
	
	

	   Inflammatory markersa
	.96
	.92
	
	
	
	

	   Obesitya
	.99
	.98
	
	
	
	

	   Cortisol levels
	.98
	.96
	
	
	
	

	   Testosterone levels
	.97
	.94
	
	
	
	

	   Sexual dysfunction
	.90
	.79
	
	
	
	

	Longevitya
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Risk for conditions
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Experiencing a major health event
	.94
	.88
	
	
	
	

	      Experiencing a mental health event
	.84
	.69
	
	
	
	

	      Developing obesity
	.93
	.86
	
	
	
	

	      Developing diabetes
	.95
	.89
	
	
	
	

	      Developing a disability
	.92
	.84
	
	
	
	

	      Developing cancer
	.96
	.91
	
	
	
	

	      Experiencing cognitive dispersion
	.79
	.58
	
	
	
	

	      Experiencing cognitive decline
	.94
	.88
	
	
	
	

	      Developing Alzheimer’s disease
	.96
	.91
	
	
	
	

	   Risk of mortality
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Death from all-causes
	.92
	.84
	
	
	
	

	      Death from cancer
	.96
	.93
	
	
	
	

	      Death from coronary heart disease
	.96
	.91
	
	
	
	

	      Death from stroke
	.97
	.95
	
	
	
	

	Interpersonal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interpersonal relations
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Psychological well-being: Positive relations 
   with others
	.97
	.94
	
	
	
	

	   Loneliness: Social
	.72
	.43
	
	
	
	

	   Forgivingness
	.60
	.20
	
	
	
	

	   Intimate partner satisfaction
	.92
	.84
	
	
	
	

	   Marital satisfaction
	.90
	.80
	
	
	
	

	   Sexual satisfaction
	.67
	.35
	
	
	
	

	Social environment 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Social support 
	.99
	.98
	
	
	
	

	   Social network site use
	.68
	.36
	
	
	
	

	   Job characteristic perceptions: Social
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Social overall
	.96
	.92
	
	
	
	

	      Social absence of conflict
	.92
	.83
	
	
	
	

	      Social feedback from others
	.90
	.79
	
	
	
	

	      Social interaction outside the organization
	.93
	.85
	
	
	
	

	      Social interdependence
	.95
	.90
	
	
	
	

	      Social support
	.99
	.98
	
	
	
	

	   Experienced workplace mistreatment
	.79
	.58
	
	
	
	

	      Abusive supervision
	.46
	-.07
	
	
	
	

	      Workplace incivility
	.80
	.60
	
	
	
	

	      Workplace bullying
	.84
	.68
	
	
	
	

	      Workplace ostracism
	.81
	.62
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Leadership perceptions
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Transformational leadership
	.01
	-.98
	Leadership
	.96
	.92
	Coder misinterpretation (i.e., jangle 
fallacy); retained with variables
consistent with literature

	      Passive leadership 
	.02
	-.96
	Leadership
	.92
	.83
	Coder misinterpretation (i.e., jangle 
fallacy); retained with variables
consistent with literature

	Societal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Political involvement
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Internal efficacy
	.81
	.61
	
	
	
	

	      Participation propensity
	.92
	.85
	
	
	
	

	      Political interest
	.69
	.40
	
	
	
	

	   Political trust
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      External efficacy
	.71
	.41
	
	
	
	

	      Trust in institutions
	.62
	.24
	
	
	
	

	      Trust in politicians
	.69
	.38
	
	
	
	

	   Political orientation: Conservative
	.81
	.61
	
	
	
	

	   Pro-environmental attitudes
	.93
	.86
	
	
	
	

	   Pro-environmental behaviors
	.87
	.73
	
	
	
	

	   Spirituality/mature faith
	.82
	.63
	
	
	
	

	   Religiosity
	.84
	.68
	
	
	
	

	Interpersonal behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Collaboration
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Interpersonal sensitivity
	.59
	.18
	
	
	
	

	   Conflict resolution style
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Avoiding
	.64
	.28
	
	
	
	

	      Compromising
	.82
	.64
	
	
	
	

	      Dominating
	.71
	.42
	
	
	
	

	      Integrating
	.83
	.65
	
	
	
	

	      Obliging
	.69
	.37
	
	
	
	

	   Prosocial behavior: Experimental games
	.51
	.03
	
	
	
	

	   Volunteering
	.53
	.07
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center exercise
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Leaderless group discussion
	.81
	.62
	
	
	
	

	      Role play
	.86
	.69
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Consideration  
   of others
	.88
	.75
	
	
	
	

	   Negotiation performance
	.35
	-.31
	Work attitudes
	.62
	.23
	Coder misinterpretation (i.e., not an 
attitude); retained with variables
consistent with literature

	   “Getting along” performance
	.70
	.39
	
	
	
	

	   Organizational citizenship behavior:
   Interpersonal
	.61
	.21
	
	
	
	

	   Networking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.85
	.70
	
	
	
	

	      Internal
	.83
	.66
	
	
	
	

	      External
	.75
	.49
	
	
	
	

	   Social network roles
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Expressive: Brokerage
	.63
	.26
	
	
	
	

	      Expressive: Indegree
	.80
	.60
	
	
	
	

	      Instrumental: Brokerage
	.81
	.62
	
	
	
	

	      Instrumental: Indegree
	.73
	.47
	
	
	
	

	Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Influencing others
	.47
	-.06
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.97
	.94
	
	
	
	

	      Leadership emergence
	.95
	.90
	
	
	
	

	      Leadership effectiveness
	.95
	.90
	
	
	
	

	   Transformational leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.96
	.92
	
	
	
	

	      Charisma
	.15
	-.71
	Social environment
	.66
	.31
	Coder misinterpretation (i.e., not an 
attitude); retained with variables
consistent with literature
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	.71
	.42
	
	
	
	

	      Intellectual stimulation
	.59
	.18
	
	
	
	

	   Transactional leadership: Contingent rewards
	.83
	.67
	
	
	
	

	Family formation
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Move in with a partner
	.96
	.91
	
	
	
	

	   Marriage
	.98
	.97
	
	
	
	

	   Childbirth
	.98
	.97
	
	
	
	

	   Child moves out
	.99
	.98
	
	
	
	

	Institutional attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institutional adjustment
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Adjustment to college
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.84
	.69
	
	
	
	

	      Academic
	.77
	.54
	
	
	
	

	      Institutional attachment
	.77
	.54
	
	
	
	

	      Personal-emotional
	.70
	.40
	
	
	
	

	      Social
	.67
	.35
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Expatriate adjustment
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.57
	.13
	
	
	
	

	      Cultural
	.40
	-.20
	Societal attitudes
	.52
	.05
	Coder misinterpretation (i.e., not an 
attitude); retained with variables
consistent with literature

	      Interactional
	.54
	.08
	
	
	
	

	      Work 
	.81
	.61
	
	
	
	

	   Job crafting
	.63
	.25
	
	
	
	

	Task environment
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Job characteristic perceptions: Task
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Task overall
	.95
	.90
	
	
	
	

	      Task autonomy
	.94
	.88
	
	
	
	

	      Task feedback
	.92
	.84
	
	
	
	

	      Task identity
	.94
	.88
	
	
	
	

	      Task significance
	.90
	.80
	
	
	
	

	      Task variety
	.96
	.92
	
	
	
	

	   Leader-member exchange
	.70
	.39
	
	
	
	

	   Job complexity
	.97
	.94
	
	
	
	

	Work attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Applicant attraction to organizations
	.90
	.79
	
	
	
	

	   Organizational commitment
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Global
	.75
	.51
	
	
	
	

	      Affective
	.80
	.60
	
	
	
	

	      Continuance
	.87
	.74
	
	
	
	

	      Normative
	.89
	.78
	
	
	
	

	   Work-life balance
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Family interference with work
	.59
	.18
	
	
	
	

	      Work interference with family
	.51
	.03
	
	
	
	

	      Work-nonwork spillover: Negative
	.67
	.34
	
	
	
	

	      Work-nonwork spillover: Positive
	.73
	.45
	
	
	
	

	   Training satisfaction
	.92
	.83
	
	
	
	

	   Job satisfaction
	.97
	.94
	
	
	
	

	   Career satisfaction
	.98
	.96
	
	
	
	

	   Career decision-making difficulties
	.95
	.91
	
	
	
	

	   Career adaptability
	.93
	.87
	
	
	
	

	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Academic attendance
	.41
	-.18
	
	
	
	

	   Academic performance
	.95
	.89
	
	
	
	

	      Postsecondary
	.73
	.47
	
	
	
	

	   Second language learning
	.68
	.35
	
	
	
	

	   Expatriate language proficiency
	.66
	.32
	
	
	
	

	   Training performance
	.78
	.57
	
	
	
	

	   Training and job performance
	.78
	.57
	
	
	
	

	   Situational judgment tests
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Behavioral
	.96
	.91
	
	
	
	

	      Knowledge
	.74
	.49
	
	
	
	

	   Job search intensity
	.74
	.47
	
	
	
	

	   Employment interview
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Behavioral/High structure
	.95
	.90
	
	
	
	

	      Conventional/Low structure
	.73
	.47
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center exercise
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Case analysis
	.94
	.88
	
	
	
	

	      In-basket
	.71
	.41
	
	
	
	

	      Oral presentation
	.94
	.88
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Communication
	.85
	.70
	
	
	
	

	      Organizing and planning
	.96
	.91
	
	
	
	

	      Problem solving
	.76
	.51
	
	
	
	

	   Occupational performance
	.97
	.95
	
	
	
	

	      Clerical
	.89
	.78
	
	
	
	

	      Customer service
	.97
	.95
	
	
	
	

	      Healthcare
	.72
	.45
	
	
	
	

	      Law enforcement
	.88
	.75
	
	
	
	

	      Management
	.86
	.73
	
	
	
	

	      Military
	.90
	.79
	
	
	
	

	      Professional
	.81
	.61
	
	
	
	

	      Sales
	.96
	.91
	
	
	
	

	      Skilled/Semiskilled
	.80
	.61
	
	
	
	

	   Overall job performance
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Supervisor-ratings
	.98
	.97
	
	
	
	

	      Peer-ratings
	.72
	.44
	
	
	
	

	      Subordinate-ratings
	.98
	.96
	
	
	
	

	      Maximal
	.84
	.69
	
	
	
	

	      Typical
	.97
	.95
	
	
	
	

	   Technical performance
	.83
	.66
	
	
	
	

	   Contextual performance
	.92
	.84
	
	
	
	

	   Organizational citizenship behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.17
	-.66
	Institutional adjustment
	.41
	-.18
	Coder misinterpretation (i.e., not an 
attitude); retained with variables
consistent with literature

	      Global
	.81
	.61
	
	
	
	

	      Organizational
	.20
	-.61
	Societal attitudes 
	.49
	-.02
	Coder misinterpretation (i.e., not an 
attitude); retained with variables
consistent with literature

	      Change
	.84
	.68
	
	
	
	

	   Adaptive performance
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.52
	.05
	
	
	
	

	      Proactive forms
	.96
	.91
	
	
	
	

	      Reactive forms
	.60
	.20
	
	
	
	

	   Adaptive risk-taking
	.83
	.65
	
	
	
	

	   Employee voice
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	.12
	-.76
	Societal attitudes 
	.43
	-.13
	Coder misinterpretation (i.e., not an 
attitude); retained with variables
consistent with literature

	      Prohibitive
	.83
	.67
	
	
	
	

	      Promotive
	.33
	-.35
	Institutional adjustment
	.41
	-.18
	Coder misinterpretation (i.e., not an 
attitude); retained with variables
consistent with literature

	   Employee green behavior
	.79
	.58
	
	
	
	

	   Creativity
	.48
	-.05
	
	
	
	

	   Safety performance
	.87
	.74
	
	
	
	

	   Performance rating leniency
	.75
	.51
	
	
	
	

	Extrinsic rewards
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Higher education
	.41
	-.19
	
	
	
	Coder misinterpretation (i.e., narrow 
interpretation); retained with variables
consistent with literature

	   Academic success
	.66
	.33
	
	
	
	

	   Training outcomes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Declarative knowledge
	.90
	.81
	
	
	
	

	      Learning performance
	.75
	.49
	
	
	
	

	   Training success
	.57
	.15
	
	
	
	

	   Job search success
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Employment quality
	.57
	.15
	
	
	
	

	      Employment status
	.54
	.08
	
	
	
	

	   First job
	.31
	-.39
	
	
	
	Coder misinterpretation (i.e., narrow 
interpretation); retained with variables
consistent with literature

	   Personnel data
	.61
	.23
	
	
	
	

	      Productivity
	.62
	.24
	
	
	
	

	      Commendable behavior
	.43
	-.15
	
	
	
	Coder misinterpretation (i.e., narrow 
interpretation); retained with variables
consistent with literature

	      Status change
	.57
	.15
	
	
	
	

	      Promotions
	.90
	.79
	
	
	
	

	      Salary
	.85
	.71
	
	
	
	

	   Retirement
	.49
	-.01
	
	
	
	


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 plain font represent very weak agreement
Table S7
Second Order Meta-Analytic Intercorrelations 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 S8
Meta-Analyses of Big Five Personality Traits and Life Success Variables: Individual
	Variable
	m
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	
	SDρ
	95% CI
	80% CR

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LO
	HI
	LO
	HI

	Psychological health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Happiness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	14
	3,359
	.45
	.08
	.51
	.07
	.40
	.49
	.42
	.60

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	441
	.30
	.08
	.35
	.00
	.22
	.38
	.35
	.35

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	4
	441
	.25
	.08
	.29
	.00
	.17
	.33
	.29
	.29

	         Extraversion
	1
	16
	3,787
	.40
	.08
	.46
	.07
	.36
	.44
	.37
	.55

	         Openness
	1
	5
	779
	.13
	.11
	.16
	.10
	.03
	.23
	.03
	.28

	   Quality of life
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	5
	1,692
	.48
	.07
	.62
	.07
	.42
	.54
	.53
	.71

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	767
	.23
	.08
	.30
	.04
	.16
	.31
	.25
	.36

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	4
	767
	.40
	.07
	.52
	.03
	.34
	.47
	.48
	.56

	         Extraversion
	1
	4
	666
	.36
	.07
	.46
	.02
	.29
	.42
	.43
	.49

	         Openness
	1
	6
	1,305
	.16
	.11
	.21
	.12
	.07
	.25
	.06
	.37

	   Subjective well-being
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Life satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	245
	160,552
	.39
	.10
	.45
	.01
	.37
	.40
	.44
	.46

	         Agreeableness
	2
	209
	147,241
	.20
	.08
	.24
	.00
	.19
	.21
	.24
	.24

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	217
	151,299
	.26
	.08
	.32
	.02
	.25
	.27
	.29
	.35

	         Extraversion
	2
	240
	160,523
	.31
	.08
	.37
	.02
	.30
	.32
	.34
	.40

	         Openness
	2
	215
	148,286
	.08
	.08
	.10
	.01
	.07
	.09
	.09
	.11

	      Negative affect
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	172
	55,495
	-.56
	.11
	-.64
	.12
	-.58
	-.54
	-.80
	-.49

	         Agreeableness
	1
	120
	39,023
	-.25
	.11
	-.30
	.11
	-.27
	-.23
	-.44
	-.15

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	128
	42,358
	-.25
	.11
	-.29
	.11
	-.27
	-.23
	-.44
	-.15

	         Extraversion
	1
	152
	49,212
	-.21
	.10
	-.24
	.10
	-.23
	-.19
	-.37
	-.12

	         Openness
	1
	121
	39,538
	-.05
	.08
	-.06
	.07
	-.06
	-.04
	-.15
	.03

	      Positive affect
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	167
	54,816
	.34
	.11
	.39
	.11
	.32
	.36
	.24
	.53

	         Agreeableness
	1
	122
	40,714
	.19
	.13
	.22
	.14
	.17
	.21
	.04
	.40

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	128
	43,497
	.35
	.10
	.40
	.10
	.33
	.37
	.27
	.53

	         Extraversion
	1
	157
	51,731
	.44
	.10
	.50
	.10
	.42
	.46
	.37
	.63

	         Openness
	1
	123
	41,406
	.24
	.13
	.28
	.14
	.22
	.26
	.10
	.47

	   Psychological well-being
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Autonomy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	17
	6,309
	.45
	.08
	.54
	.08
	.41
	.49
	.43
	.64

	         Agreeableness
	1
	16
	6,102
	.10
	.11
	.12
	.12
	.05
	.15
	-.03
	.28

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	17
	6,309
	.30
	.05
	.36
	.02
	.28
	.32
	.34
	.39

	         Extraversion
	1
	17
	6,309
	.26
	.10
	.31
	.10
	.21
	.31
	.18
	.45

	         Openness
	1
	16
	6,102
	.24
	.09
	.30
	.09
	.20
	.28
	.18
	.42

	      Environmental mastery
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	16
	6,160
	.58
	.11
	.68
	.12
	.53
	.63
	.53
	.84

	         Agreeableness
	1
	15
	5,953
	.28
	.10
	.34
	.11
	.23
	.33
	.20
	.48

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	16
	6,160
	.51
	.10
	.61
	.11
	.46
	.56
	.47
	.75

	         Extraversion
	1
	16
	6,160
	.38
	.14
	.45
	.16
	.31
	.45
	.25
	.65

	         Openness
	1
	15
	5,953
	.11
	.11
	.14
	.12
	.05
	.17
	-.02
	.29

	      Personal growth
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	16
	5,920
	.34
	.11
	.41
	.12
	.29
	.39
	.26
	.56

	         Agreeableness
	1
	15
	5,713
	.31
	.10
	.39
	.11
	.26
	.36
	.25
	.53

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	16
	5,920
	.32
	.06
	.39
	.04
	.29
	.35
	.34
	.45

	         Extraversion
	1
	16
	5,920
	.39
	.09
	.47
	.09
	.35
	.43
	.35
	.59

	         Openness
	1
	15
	5,713
	.44
	.10
	.55
	.11
	.39
	.49
	.41
	.70

	      Purpose in life
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	15
	5,699
	.45
	.12
	.53
	.13
	.39
	.51
	.36
	.70

	         Agreeableness
	1
	14
	5,492
	.28
	.06
	.34
	.04
	.25
	.31
	.28
	.40

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	15
	5,699
	.50
	.10
	.60
	.11
	.45
	.55
	.46
	.74

	         Extraversion
	1
	15
	5,699
	.39
	.10
	.46
	.11
	.34
	.44
	.33
	.60

	         Openness
	1
	14
	5,492
	.21
	.09
	.26
	.09
	.16
	.26
	.14
	.38

	      Self-acceptance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	14
	5,488
	.60
	.13
	.69
	.15
	.53
	.67
	.51
	.88

	         Agreeableness
	1
	13
	5,281
	.28
	.06
	.33
	.05
	.25
	.31
	.28
	.39

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	14
	5,488
	.44
	.05
	.52
	.03
	.41
	.47
	.48
	.56

	         Extraversion
	1
	14
	5,488
	.43
	.11
	.50
	.12
	.37
	.49
	.35
	.65

	         Openness
	1
	13
	5,281
	.16
	.10
	.19
	.11
	.11
	.21
	.06
	.33

	   Pride
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Authentic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	39
	40,441
	.38
	.11
	.45
	.13
	.35
	.42
	.29
	.62

	         Agreeableness
	1
	41
	41,527
	.22
	.07
	.27
	.07
	.20
	.24
	.18
	.36

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	41
	41,501
	.42
	.08
	.51
	.09
	.40
	.45
	.39
	.63

	         Extraversion
	1
	39
	40,441
	.40
	.08
	.48
	.09
	.38
	.43
	.36
	.59

	         Openness
	1
	39
	40,441
	.22
	.06
	.27
	.07
	.20
	.24
	.18
	.36

	      Hubristic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	39
	40,441
	-.04
	.05
	-.05
	.04
	-.06
	-.03
	-.10
	.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	41
	41,527
	-.40
	.08
	-.48
	.09
	-.43
	-.38
	-.60
	-.36

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	41
	41,501
	-.21
	.07
	-.25
	.07
	-.23
	-.19
	-.34
	-.16

	         Extraversion
	1
	39
	40,441
	.06
	.03
	.07
	.01
	.05
	.07
	.06
	.08

	         Openness
	1
	39
	40,441
	-.07
	.05
	-.09
	.04
	-.09
	-.06
	-.14
	-.03

	   Loneliness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	99
	68,185
	-.36
	.19
	-.43
	.22
	-.39
	-.32
	-.72
	-.15

	         Agreeableness
	1
	55
	37,880
	-.24
	.12
	-.30
	.14
	-.28
	-.21
	-.49
	-.12

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	56
	38,569
	-.20
	.12
	-.25
	.14
	-.23
	-.17
	-.42
	-.08

	         Extraversion
	1
	97
	66,807
	-.37
	.20
	-.45
	.24
	-.41
	-.33
	-.76
	-.14

	         Openness
	1
	58
	39,947
	-.11
	.10
	-.14
	.11
	-.13
	-.08
	-.28
	.01

	      Emotional
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	19
	13,086
	-.36
	-.27
	-.44
	.32
	-.24
	-.48
	-.85
	-.02

	         Agreeableness
	1
	13
	8,954
	-.15
	.12
	-.18
	.15
	-.21
	-.08
	-.37
	.002

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	13
	8,954
	-.17
	.14
	-.21
	.17
	-.24
	-.09
	-.42
	.01

	         Extraversion
	1
	19
	13,086
	-.23
	.26
	-.28
	.31
	-.35
	-.12
	-.68
	.11

	         Openness
	1
	14
	9,642
	-.11
	.13
	-.14
	.16
	-.18
	-.04
	-.35
	.06

	   Burnout
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Emotional exhaustion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	133
	41,643
	-.40
	.13
	-.48
	.04
	-.43
	-.38
	-.52
	-.43

	         Agreeableness
	2
	49
	13,728
	-.15
	.12
	-.18
	.00
	-.19
	-.12
	-.18
	-.18

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	55
	15,758
	-.14
	.12
	-.17
	.00
	-.18
	-.11
	-.17
	-.17

	         Extraversion
	2
	116
	36,737
	-.18
	.14
	-.21
	.04
	-.21
	-.16
	-.26
	-.17

	         Openness
	2
	47
	12,650
	-.05
	.14
	-.07
	.00
	-.09
	-.01
	-.07
	-.07

	      Depersonalization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	126
	38,788
	-.32
	.11
	-.40
	.01
	-.33
	-.30
	-.41
	-.40

	         Agreeableness
	2
	50
	13,146
	-.24
	.12
	-.31
	.00
	-.27
	-.20
	-.31
	-.31

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	53
	14,319
	-.20
	.15
	-.26
	.00
	-.24
	-.16
	-.26
	-.26

	         Extraversion
	2
	110
	33,671
	-.15
	.12
	-.19
	.02
	-.17
	-.13
	-.22
	-.17

	         Openness
	2
	46
	11,898
	-.07
	.11
	-.09
	.00
	-.10
	-.04
	-.09
	-.09

	      Personal accomplishment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	127
	37,842
	.23
	.12
	.29
	.05
	.21
	.25
	.23
	.36

	         Agreeableness
	2
	50
	11,508
	.23
	.13
	.29
	.00
	.19
	.26
	.29
	.29

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	51
	12,524
	.27
	.15
	.35
	.03
	.23
	.31
	.30
	.39

	         Extraversion
	2
	110
	32,526
	.22
	.12
	.28
	.05
	.20
	.24
	.21
	.35

	         Openness
	2
	48
	12,307
	.16
	.11
	.21
	.00
	.13
	.19
	.21
	.21

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Sense of coherence
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	21
	22,061
	.54
	.13
	.67
	.16
	.49
	.60
	.47
	.87

	         Agreeableness
	1
	11
	11,556
	.28
	.05
	.36
	.05
	.25
	.31
	.29
	.42

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	12
	12,606
	.31
	.08
	.39
	.09
	.27
	.36
	.27
	.51

	         Extraversion
	1
	17
	17,859
	.27
	.09
	.34
	.11
	.23
	.32
	.19
	.48

	         Openness
	1
	12
	12,606
	.13
	.08
	.17
	.09
	.09
	.18
	.05
	.29

	   Coping styles: Broad engagement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	136
	24,463
	.00
	.12
	.00
	.11
	-.02
	.02
	-.15
	.15

	         Agreeableness
	1
	45
	11,392
	.05
	.07
	.07
	.03
	.03
	.07
	.03
	.11

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	55
	14,298
	.11
	.07
	.14
	.05
	.09
	.13
	.07
	.21

	         Extraversion
	1
	97
	20,995
	.15
	.10
	.19
	.09
	.13
	.17
	.07
	.31

	         Openness
	1
	49
	12,317
	.10
	.07
	.13
	.04
	.08
	.12
	.08
	.19

	   Assessment center ratings: Stress tolerance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	9
	5,871
	.17
	.08
	.20
	.17
	.11
	.22
	-.03
	.42

	         Agreeableness
	2
	9
	5,705
	.10
	.08
	.12
	.06
	.05
	.15
	.04
	.21

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	5
	5,088
	.14
	.12
	.17
	.00
	.03
	.24
	.17
	.17

	         Extraversion
	2
	11
	6,060
	.16
	.06
	.19
	.08
	.12
	.19
	.09
	.29

	         Openness
	2
	9
	5,705
	.12
	.08
	.15
	.00
	.07
	.18
	.15
	.15

	Physical health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Disease avoidance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	20
	34,170
	-.14
	.06
	-.17
	.06
	-.16
	-.11
	-.25
	-.09

	         Agreeableness
	1
	16
	33,381
	-.05
	.05
	-.07
	.06
	-.08
	-.03
	-.15
	.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	16
	33,381
	.07
	.05
	.09
	.06
	.04
	.09
	.02
	.16

	         Extraversion
	1
	18
	33,785
	-.08
	.04
	-.10
	.04
	-.10
	-.06
	-.15
	-.05

	         Openness
	1
	19
	33,958
	-.10
	.04
	-.13
	.04
	-.12
	-.08
	-.18
	-.07

	   Physical activity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	97
	20,5961
	.07
	.09
	.09
	.00
	.05
	.08
	.09
	.09

	         Agreeableness
	2
	67
	13,7141
	.01
	.07
	.01
	.00
	-.01
	.02
	.01
	.01

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	84
	14,0762
	.09
	.08
	.12
	.02
	.08
	.11
	.10
	.15

	         Extraversion
	2
	103
	20,6990
	.10
	.09
	.12
	.03
	.08
	.11
	.09
	.16

	         Openness
	2
	66
	13,6233
	.04
	.07
	.05
	.00
	.02
	.06
	.05
	.05

	   Walking speed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	5
	15,568
	.08
	.02
	.09
	.00
	.06
	.09
	.09
	.09

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	15,568
	-.01
	.03
	-.02
	.02
	-.04
	.01
	-.05
	.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	15,568
	.10
	.05
	.12
	.05
	.06
	.15
	.05
	.19

	         Extraversion
	1
	5
	15,568
	.10
	.03
	.11
	.02
	.07
	.12
	.08
	.14

	         Openness
	1
	5
	15,568
	.13
	.04
	.15
	.04
	.09
	.16
	.10
	.20

	   Sedentary behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	24
	28,793
	-.08
	.07
	-.10
	.08
	-.10
	-.05
	-.20
	.004

	         Agreeableness
	1
	19
	26,708
	-.04
	.10
	-.06
	.12
	-.09
	.001
	-.22
	.10

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	20
	26,967
	-.08
	.06
	-.11
	.08
	-.11
	-.06
	-.21
	-.01

	         Extraversion
	1
	27
	34,178
	.00
	.16
	-.01
	.21
	-.07
	.06
	-.27
	.26

	         Openness
	1
	21
	27,276
	-.02
	.08
	-.02
	.10
	-.05
	.02
	-.15
	.10

	   Inflammatory markersa
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	11
	35,194
	-.02
	.03
	-.02
	.03
	-.03
	.003
	-.06
	.02

	         Agreeableness
	1
	8
	34,634
	-.01
	.02
	-.01
	.02
	-.02
	.01
	-.03
	.02

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	8
	34,634
	-.06
	.01
	-.07
	.00
	-.06
	-.05
	-.07
	-.07

	         Extraversion
	1
	11
	35,403
	-.01
	.04
	-.01
	.04
	-.03
	.02
	-.06
	.05

	         Openness
	1
	8
	34,425
	-.02
	.01
	-.03
	.00
	-.03
	-.01
	-.03
	-.03

	   Obesitya
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	9
	78,931
	-.01
	.02
	-.01
	.02
	-.02
	.003
	-.03
	.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	9
	78,931
	.01
	.03
	.01
	.03
	-.01
	.03
	-.03
	.05

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	9
	78,931
	-.05
	.02
	-.06
	.02
	-.06
	-.03
	-.08
	-.03

	         Extraversion
	1
	9
	78,931
	.01
	.02
	.01
	.03
	-.01
	.02
	-.02
	.04

	         Openness
	1
	9
	78,931
	-.01
	.02
	-.02
	.02
	-.02
	-.003
	-.04
	.003

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Cortisol levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	25
	3,964
	-.02
	.09
	-.03
	.05
	-.06
	.01
	-.09
	.03

	         Agreeableness
	1
	25
	3,964
	.02
	.09
	.02
	.05
	-.02
	.05
	-.04
	.08

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	25
	3,964
	-.01
	.09
	-.01
	.05
	-.04
	.03
	-.07
	.06

	         Extraversion
	1
	25
	3,964
	-.03
	.09
	-.04
	.05
	-.06
	.005
	-.10
	.02

	         Openness
	1
	25
	3,964
	-.01
	.09
	-.02
	.05
	-.05
	.02
	-.008
	.05

	   Testosterone levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	25
	3,964
	.01
	.09
	.01
	.06
	-.02
	.05
	-.06
	.09

	         Agreeableness
	1
	25
	3,964
	.01
	.08
	.01
	.03
	-.03
	.04
	-.03
	.04

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	25
	3,964
	-.05
	.08
	-.06
	.02
	-.08
	-.01
	-.08
	-.03

	         Extraversion
	1
	25
	3,964
	-.03
	.10
	-.03
	.08
	-.07
	.01
	-.13
	.06

	         Openness
	1
	25
	3,964
	.02
	.08
	.02
	.03
	-.01
	.05
	-.01
	.06

	   Sexual dysfunction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	16
	11,030
	-.16
	.11
	-.18
	.12
	-.21
	-.11
	-.33
	-.03

	         Agreeableness
	1
	13
	10,309
	-.04
	.05
	-.05
	.03
	-.06
	-.02
	-.09
	-.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	13
	10,309
	-.12
	.07
	-.14
	.07
	-.16
	-.08
	-.23
	-.05

	         Extraversion
	1
	19
	11,143
	-.17
	.09
	-.20
	.09
	-.21
	-.13
	-.32
	-.08

	         Openness
	1
	14
	10,578
	-.12
	.12
	-.14
	.13
	-.18
	-.06
	-.31
	.03

	Longevitya
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Risk for conditions
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	         Emotional stability
	1
	10
	33,757
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	         Agreeableness
	1
	10
	33,757
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.01
	.01
	.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	10
	33,757
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.004
	.01
	.01
	.01

	         Extraversion
	1
	10
	33,757
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	         Openness
	1
	9
	33,096
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Experiencing a mental health event
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	10
	40,894
	-.05
	.02
	-.06
	.00
	-.06
	-.03
	-.06
	-.06

	         Agreeableness
	1
	10
	40,894
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.00
	-.004
	.01
	.00
	.00

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	10
	40,894
	-.01
	.01
	-.02
	.00
	-.02
	-.01
	-.02
	-.02

	         Extraversion
	1
	10
	40,894
	-.01
	.01
	-.01
	.00
	-.01
	-.004
	-.01
	-.01

	         Openness
	1
	9
	38,471
	.01
	.01
	.02
	.00
	.01
	.02
	.02
	.02

	      Developing obesity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	6
	43,638
	-.01
	.01
	-.01
	.00
	-.01
	.002
	-.01
	-.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	43,638
	.01
	.01
	.01
	.01
	-.001
	.02
	.001
	.02

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	6
	43,638
	-.03
	.01
	-.04
	.00
	-.04
	-.02
	-.04
	-.04

	         Extraversion
	1
	6
	43,638
	.00
	.02
	.00
	.02
	-.01
	.02
	-.03
	.03

	         Openness
	1
	6
	43,638
	-.02
	.03
	-.02
	.03
	-.04
	.01
	-.06
	.02

	      Developing diabetes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	5
	34,903
	-.03
	.02
	-.03
	.02
	-.04
	-.01
	-.06
	-.002

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	34,903
	.02
	.02
	.02
	.02
	-.001
	.03
	-.002
	.04

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	34,903
	-.04
	.01
	-.05
	.00
	-.04
	-.03
	-.05
	-.05

	         Extraversion
	1
	5
	34,903
	.01
	.02
	.01
	.03
	-.01
	.03
	-.02
	.04

	         Openness
	1
	5
	34,903
	-.01
	.03
	-.01
	.04
	-.03
	.02
	-.05
	.04

	      Developing a disability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	10
	47,789
	-.05
	.02
	-.06
	.01
	-.07
	-.04
	-.08
	-.05

	         Agreeableness
	2
	10
	47,789
	.00
	.03
	.01
	.00
	-.02
	.02
	.01
	.01

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	10
	47,789
	-.03
	.02
	-.04
	.00
	-.05
	-.02
	-.04
	-.04

	         Extraversion
	2
	10
	47,789
	-.01
	.04
	-.01
	.00
	-.03
	.01
	-.01
	-.01

	         Openness
	2
	10
	47,789
	.00
	.03
	.01
	.02
	-.01
	.02
	-.02
	.03

	      Developing cancer
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	6
	42,843
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.00
	-.01
	.01
	.00
	.00

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	42,843
	-.02
	.02
	-.03
	.02
	-.04
	-.004
	-.05
	.001

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	6
	42,843
	.01
	.02
	.01
	.02
	-.01
	.03
	-.01
	.04

	         Extraversion
	1
	6
	42,843
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.00
	-.01
	.01
	.00
	.00

	         Openness
	1
	6
	42,843
	.02
	.01
	.03
	.00
	.01
	.03
	.03
	.03

	      Experiencing cognitive dispersion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	6
	33,581
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.00
	-.01
	.01
	-.01
	.002

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	33,581
	.00
	.03
	.00
	.03
	-.03
	.02
	-.04
	.03

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	6
	33,581
	.01
	.02
	.01
	.02
	-.01
	.03
	-.02
	.04

	         Extraversion
	1
	6
	33,581
	.02
	.04
	.02
	.04
	-.01
	.05
	-.03
	.07

	         Openness
	1
	6
	33,581
	.03
	.03
	.04
	.04
	.003
	.05
	-.01
	.08

	      Experiencing cognitive decline
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	10
	16,541
	-.01
	.03
	-.02
	.01
	-.03
	.005
	-.03
	-.003

	         Agreeableness
	2
	6
	8,997
	-.01
	.04
	-.01
	.00
	-.05
	.02
	-.01
	-.01

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	8
	10,830
	.02
	.05
	.03
	.04
	-.01
	.05
	-.02
	.07

	         Extraversion
	2
	7
	11,174
	.02
	.04
	.02
	.00
	-.01
	.04
	.02
	.02

	         Openness
	2
	6
	8,970
	-.09
	.10
	-.11
	.07
	-.17
	-.01
	-.20
	-.02

	      Developing Alzheimer’s disease
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	5
	5,054
	-.08
	.02
	-.10
	.00
	-.10
	-.06
	-.10
	-.10

	         Agreeableness
	1
	3
	3,342
	-.04
	.01
	-.05
	.00
	-.05
	-.03
	-.05
	-.05

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	3
	3,342
	-.08
	.02
	-.10
	.00
	-.10
	-.06
	-.10
	-.10

	         Extraversion
	1
	3
	3,342
	-.02
	.03
	-.02
	.00
	-.05
	.01
	-.02
	-.02

	         Openness
	1
	3
	3,342
	-.04
	.02
	-.05
	.00
	-.06
	-.02
	-.05
	-.05

	  Risk of mortality
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Death from all-causes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	21
	147,500
	-.02
	.02
	-.02
	.00
	-.02
	-.01
	-.02
	-.02

	         Agreeableness
	2
	16
	137,866
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.01
	-.01
	.01
	-.01
	.01

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	16
	137,866
	-.03
	.02
	-.04
	.01
	-.04
	-.03
	-.05
	-.03

	         Extraversion
	2
	19
	142,811
	-.01
	.03
	-.01
	.00
	-.02
	.001
	-.01
	-.01

	         Openness
	2
	16
	137,866
	-.01
	.02
	-.01
	.00
	-.02
	.001
	-.01
	-.01

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Death from cancer
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	3
	21,835
	-.02
	.02
	-.02
	.02
	-.04
	.00
	-.04
	.001

	         Agreeableness
	1
	3
	21,835
	.00
	.03
	.00
	.03
	-.03
	.03
	-.04
	.04

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	3
	21,835
	-.03
	.03
	-.03
	.03
	-.06
	.00
	-.07
	.01

	         Extraversion
	1
	3
	21,835
	.00
	.04
	.00
	.04
	-.05
	.05
	-.05
	.05

	         Openness
	1
	3
	21,835
	.04
	.03
	.05
	.03
	.01
	.07
	.01
	.09

	      Death from coronary heart disease
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	3
	24,541
	-.07
	.02
	-.07
	.02
	-.09
	-.04
	-.10
	-.05

	         Agreeableness
	1
	3
	24,541
	-.05
	.04
	-.05
	.04
	-.09
	-.01
	-.10
	-.003

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	3
	24,541
	-.09
	.02
	-.10
	.01
	-.11
	-.07
	-.12
	-.09

	         Extraversion
	1
	3
	24,541
	-.05
	.01
	-.05
	.01
	-.06
	-.03
	-.06
	-.04

	         Openness
	1
	3
	24,541
	-.04
	.01
	-.05
	.01
	-.06
	-.03
	-.06
	-.04

	      Death from stroke
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	3
	24,541
	.01
	.04
	.01
	.04
	-.03
	.05
	-.04
	.06

	         Agreeableness
	1
	3
	24,541
	-.02
	.02
	-.03
	.01
	-.04
	-.01
	-.04
	-.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	3
	24,541
	-.06
	.04
	-.06
	.04
	-.10
	-.01
	-.12
	-.01

	         Extraversion
	1
	3
	24,541
	.04
	.05
	.05
	.05
	-.01
	.10
	-.02
	.12

	         Openness
	1
	3
	24,541
	-.02
	.03
	-.02
	.04
	-.06
	.02
	-.07
	.02


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. 
a Following medical conventions, effects of demographic characteristics (i.e., sex, age, race/ethnicity, and education) have been partialed out.


Table S9
Meta-Analyses of Big Five Personality Traits and Life Success Variables: Interpersonal
	Variable
	m
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	
	SDρ
	95% CI
	80% CR

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LO
	HI
	LO
	HI

	Interpersonal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interpersonal relations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Psychological well-being: Positive relations 
   with others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	18
	6,440
	.43
	.11
	.50
	.12
	.38
	.48
	.35
	.65

	         Agreeableness
	1
	17
	6,233
	.39
	.09
	.47
	.09
	.35
	.43
	.35
	.59

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	18
	6,440
	.32
	.12
	.38
	.13
	.26
	.38
	.21
	.55

	         Extraversion
	1
	19
	6,840
	.47
	.12
	.55
	.13
	.42
	.52
	.38
	.72

	         Openness
	1
	17
	6,233
	.20
	.09
	.24
	.09
	.16
	.24
	.13
	.36

	   Loneliness: Social
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	16
	11,020
	-.29
	-.20
	-.35
	.24
	-.19
	-.38
	-.65
	-.04

	         Agreeableness
	1
	12
	8,265
	-.22
	.23
	-.28
	.28
	-.35
	-.09
	-.64
	.09

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	10
	6,887
	-.17
	.19
	-.21
	.23
	-.29
	-.05
	-.50
	.08

	         Extraversion
	1
	16
	11,020
	-.40
	.28
	-.49
	.34
	-.54
	-.26
	-.93
	-.05

	         Openness
	1
	11
	7,576
	-.18
	.16
	-.23
	.19
	-.27
	-.09
	-.48
	.02

	   Forgivingness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	25
	4,756
	.27
	.14
	.33
	.15
	.22
	.33
	.14
	.52

	         Agreeableness
	1
	18
	3,735
	.37
	.19
	.47
	.23
	.28
	.46
	.17
	.77

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	17
	3,603
	.14
	.14
	.18
	.15
	.08
	.21
	-.02
	.37

	         Extraversion
	1
	17
	3,565
	.06
	.14
	.07
	.15
	-.01
	.13
	-.11
	.26

	         Openness
	1
	15
	3,241
	.08
	.11
	.10
	.11
	.03
	.14
	-.04
	.24

	   Intimate partner satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	19
	3,848
	.22
	.08
	.30
	.06
	.18
	.26
	.23
	.38

	         Agreeableness
	1
	19
	3,848
	.14
	.10
	.20
	.10
	.10
	.18
	.07
	.33

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	19
	3,848
	.12
	.07
	.17
	.01
	.09
	.15
	.16
	.18

	         Extraversion
	1
	19
	3,848
	.05
	.10
	.07
	.10
	.01
	.09
	-.06
	.20

	         Openness
	1
	18
	3,566
	.02
	.12
	.03
	.14
	-.04
	.08
	-.15
	.21

	   Marital satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	40
	7,640
	.26
	.16
	.30
	.16
	.21
	.31
	.09
	.51

	         Agreeableness
	1
	19
	3,071
	.24
	.07
	.29
	.00
	.21
	.27
	.29
	.29

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	6
	1,201
	.22
	.07
	.26
	.00
	.17
	.27
	.26
	.26

	         Extraversion
	1
	22
	3,372
	.14
	.09
	.16
	.05
	.10
	.18
	.10
	.22

	         Openness
	1
	5
	1,154
	.08
	.07
	.10
	.00
	.02
	.14
	.10
	.10

	   Sexual satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	15
	8,768
	.18
	.04
	.21
	.00
	.16
	.20
	.21
	.21

	         Agreeableness
	1
	9
	7,286
	.11
	.03
	.13
	.00
	.09
	.12
	.13
	.13

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	9
	7,286
	.10
	.03
	.12
	.00
	.08
	.12
	.12
	.12

	         Extraversion
	1
	10
	7,339
	.13
	.03
	.15
	.00
	.11
	.15
	.15
	.15

	         Openness
	1
	9
	7,286
	.12
	.03
	.14
	.00
	.10
	.14
	.14
	.14

	Social environment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Social support 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	84
	37,678
	.22
	.12
	.28
	.14
	.20
	.25
	.10
	.45

	         Agreeableness
	1
	84
	37,678
	.25
	.12
	.33
	.14
	.23
	.28
	.15
	.51

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	84
	37,678
	.20
	.12
	.26
	.14
	.18
	.23
	.08
	.44

	         Extraversion
	1
	84
	37,678
	.27
	.09
	.34
	.10
	.25
	.29
	.21
	.48

	         Openness
	1
	84
	37,678
	.11
	.12
	.15
	.14
	.09
	.14
	-.04
	.33

	   Job characteristic perceptions: Social
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Social overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	56
	25,078
	.17
	.11
	.22
	.12
	.14
	.20
	.06
	.37

	         Agreeableness
	1
	36
	16,877
	.24
	.10
	.31
	.12
	.21
	.27
	.16
	.47

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	41
	19,333
	.15
	.12
	.19
	.15
	.11
	.19
	.01
	.38

	         Extraversion
	1
	39
	15,369
	.16
	.09
	.20
	.09
	.13
	.19
	.09
	.32

	         Openness
	1
	32
	14,076
	.05
	.10
	.07
	.12
	.01
	.09
	-.09
	.22

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Absence of conflict
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	12
	6,644
	.21
	.12
	.26
	.14
	.14
	.27
	.08
	.44

	         Agreeableness
	1
	8
	5,184
	.22
	.07
	.29
	.08
	.17
	.27
	.19
	.39

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	9
	5,840
	.18
	.10
	.23
	.12
	.11
	.25
	.08
	.39

	         Extraversion
	1
	4
	2,794
	.12
	.06
	.15
	.06
	.06
	.18
	.07
	.22

	         Openness
	1
	4
	2,794
	.05
	.07
	.06
	.08
	-.02
	.12
	-.04
	.16

	      Feedback from others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	2
	1,044
	.12
	.09
	.15
	.10
	-.01
	.24
	.02
	.28

	         Agreeableness
	1
	2
	945
	.16
	.09
	.21
	.10
	.04
	.28
	.08
	.34

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	2
	1,044
	.13
	.04
	.16
	.00
	.07
	.19
	.16
	.16

	         Extraversion
	1
	2
	1,044
	.16
	.09
	.20
	.10
	.03
	.28
	.07
	.33

	         Openness
	1
	2
	1,044
	.05
	.04
	.07
	.00
	-.01
	.11
	.07
	.07

	      Interaction outside the organization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	2
	945
	.17
	.08
	.21
	.09
	.05
	.28
	.10
	.32

	         Agreeableness
	1
	2
	945
	.21
	.16
	.28
	.20
	-.01
	.43
	.02
	.53

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	2
	945
	.16
	.04
	.20
	.00
	.09
	.22
	.20
	.20

	         Extraversion
	1
	2
	945
	.15
	.13
	.19
	.16
	-.04
	.33
	-.01
	.39

	         Openness
	1
	2
	945
	.03
	.05
	.04
	.00
	-.03
	.09
	.04
	.04

	      Interdependence
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	10
	3,381
	.09
	.05
	.11
	.00
	.05
	.12
	.11
	.11

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	2,196
	.18
	.07
	.24
	.07
	.12
	.24
	.15
	.33

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	8
	2,583
	.13
	.08
	.16
	.08
	.07
	.18
	.06
	.27

	         Extraversion
	1
	10
	2,770
	.14
	.07
	.18
	.05
	.10
	.18
	.12
	.24

	         Openness
	1
	6
	1,837
	-.01
	.15
	-.01
	.18
	-.13
	.11
	-.24
	.22

	      Social support
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	37
	16,314
	.15
	.09
	.19
	.10
	.12
	.18
	.06
	.32

	         Agreeableness
	1
	25
	10,484
	.21
	.11
	.28
	.13
	.17
	.26
	.11
	.44

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	25
	11,799
	.13
	.13
	.16
	.15
	.08
	.17
	-.03
	.36

	         Extraversion
	1
	26
	10,694
	.16
	.09
	.20
	.09
	.12
	.19
	.08
	.31

	         Openness
	1
	23
	10,334
	.08
	.06
	.10
	.05
	.05
	.10
	.04
	.16

	   Experienced workplace mistreatment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	51
	22,102
	-.17
	.14
	-.20
	.15
	-.21
	-.13
	-.39
	-.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	33
	13,466
	-.09
	.15
	-.11
	.17
	-.14
	-.04
	-.33
	.11

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	33
	12,282
	-.12
	.12
	-.14
	.13
	-.16
	-.08
	-.31
	.02

	         Extraversion
	1
	22
	8,806
	-.02
	.11
	-.02
	.11
	-.06
	.02
	-.16
	.12

	         Openness
	1
	18
	7,607
	-.02
	.07
	-.02
	.06
	-.05
	.01
	-.10
	.05

	      Abusive supervision
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	51
	16,398
	-.25
	.18
	-.30
	.21
	-.30
	-.20
	-.57
	-.04

	         Agreeableness
	1
	20
	6,933
	-.14
	.12
	-.18
	.14
	-.19
	-.09
	-.35
	-.002

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	15
	3,937
	-.15
	.11
	-.19
	.11
	-.21
	-.09
	-.33
	-.04

	         Extraversion
	1
	28
	9,673
	-.07
	.11
	-.09
	.12
	-.11
	-.03
	-.24
	.06

	         Openness
	1
	8
	3,407
	-.06
	.12
	-.08
	.14
	-.14
	.02
	-.26
	.10

	      Workplace incivility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	17
	6,057
	-.07
	.19
	-.09
	.22
	-.16
	.02
	-.37
	.20

	         Agreeableness
	1
	13
	3,426
	-.16
	.16
	-.19
	.18
	-.25
	-.07
	-.42
	.04

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	17
	5,686
	-.16
	.15
	-.19
	.16
	-.23
	-.09
	-.39
	.02

	         Extraversion
	1
	6
	1,662
	-.08
	.07
	-.09
	.04
	-.14
	-.02
	-.15
	-.04

	         Openness
	1
	4
	1,231
	-.11
	.11
	-.14
	.11
	-.21
	-.01
	-.28
	.01

	      Workplace bullying
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	13
	5,278
	-.31
	.04
	-.36
	.00
	-.33
	-.29
	-.36
	-.36

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	1,860
	-.02
	.06
	-.02
	.04
	-.08
	.04
	-.08
	.03

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	7
	2,975
	.07
	.08
	.08
	.08
	.01
	.13
	-.02
	.18

	         Extraversion
	1
	9
	4,086
	-.16
	.05
	-.19
	.00
	-.19
	-.13
	-.19
	-.19

	         Openness
	1
	4
	2,432
	.09
	.04
	.11
	.00
	.05
	.13
	.11
	.11

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Workplace ostracism
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	8
	2,265
	-.26
	.25
	-.30
	.28
	-.43
	-.09
	-.65
	.05

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	1,141
	-.26
	.13
	-.31
	.14
	-.38
	-.15
	-.49
	-.13

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	1,229
	-.20
	.14
	-.24
	.14
	-.32
	-.08
	-.42
	-.05

	         Extraversion
	1
	4
	888
	-.25
	.07
	-.29
	.02
	-.32
	-.19
	-.32
	-.26

	         Openness
	1
	3
	806
	-.10
	.10
	-.12
	.09
	-.21
	.01
	-.24
	-.003

	   Leadership perceptions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Transformational leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	29
	8,922
	.09
	.12
	.10
	.12
	.05
	.13
	-.05
	.26

	         Agreeableness
	1
	13
	4,070
	.20
	.12
	.24
	.13
	.13
	.27
	.08
	.40

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	15
	5,057
	.16
	.09
	.19
	.09
	.11
	.21
	.08
	.30

	         Extraversion
	1
	30
	10,533
	.24
	.14
	.28
	.15
	.19
	.29
	.09
	.48

	         Openness
	1
	12
	4,137
	.10
	.12
	.12
	.13
	.03
	.17
	-.05
	.29

	      Passive leadership 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	6
	1,921
	-.10
	.09
	-.13
	.10
	-.17
	-.03
	-.26
	-.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	1,389
	-.22
	.09
	-.31
	.10
	-.31
	-.13
	-.44
	-.18

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	4
	1,507
	-.07
	.08
	-.10
	.08
	-.15
	.01
	-.20
	.01

	         Extraversion
	1
	7
	1,963
	-.09
	.06
	-.12
	.01
	-.13
	-.05
	-.13
	-.11

	         Openness
	1
	4
	1,389
	-.01
	.09
	-.01
	.10
	-.10
	.08
	-.14
	.12

	   Social network site use
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	50
	17,089
	.08
	.11
	.09
	.11
	.05
	.11
	-.05
	.23

	         Agreeableness
	1
	40
	13,671
	-.01
	.08
	-.01
	.07
	-.04
	.02
	-.10
	.08

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	43
	14,696
	-.04
	.12
	-.05
	.12
	-.07
	-.01
	-.20
	.11

	         Extraversion
	1
	64
	21,874
	.09
	.10
	.11
	.10
	.07
	.12
	-.02
	.24

	         Openness
	1
	40
	13,671
	-.01
	.10
	-.01
	.10
	-.04
	.02
	-.14
	.11

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Societal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Political involvement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Internal efficacy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	11
	14,780
	.15
	.14
	.18
	.16
	.07
	.23
	-.02
	.39

	         Agreeableness
	1
	12
	16,565
	.02
	.10
	.02
	.00
	-.04
	.08
	.02
	.02

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	12
	16,566
	.13
	.10
	.16
	.11
	.08
	.19
	.01
	.30

	         Extraversion
	1
	13
	16,565
	.21
	.10
	.25
	.12
	.16
	.27
	.10
	.41

	         Openness
	1
	14
	16,565
	.23
	.10
	.29
	.00
	.18
	.28
	.29
	.29

	      Participation propensity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	21
	124,699
	.03
	.05
	.04
	.06
	.01
	.05
	-.04
	.12

	         Agreeableness
	1
	22
	12,460
	.01
	.07
	.01
	.08
	-.02
	.04
	-.09
	.12

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	20
	124,261
	-.01
	.06
	-.01
	.08
	-.04
	.02
	-.11
	.08

	         Extraversion
	1
	21
	124,666
	.09
	.05
	.12
	.06
	.07
	.11
	.05
	.20

	         Openness
	1
	23
	124,691
	.15
	.09
	.22
	.12
	.12
	.19
	.06
	.37

	      Political interest
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	25
	125,877
	.08
	.05
	.10
	.06
	.06
	.10
	.02
	.18

	         Agreeableness
	1
	27
	127,638
	.02
	.07
	.03
	.08
	-.01
	.05
	-.08
	.13

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	27
	127,671
	.07
	.05
	.09
	.06
	.05
	.09
	.01
	.17

	         Extraversion
	1
	27
	127,620
	.10
	.07
	.13
	.08
	.08
	.13
	.02
	.23

	         Openness
	1
	27
	127,620
	.17
	.08
	.22
	.10
	.14
	.20
	.09
	.36

	   Political trust
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      External efficacy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	11
	23,670
	.04
	.07
	.05
	.09
	.00
	.08
	-.06
	.16

	         Agreeableness
	1
	12
	25,456
	.06
	.10
	.08
	.13
	.01
	.12
	-.08
	.25

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	12
	25,460
	.01
	.10
	.01
	.12
	-.05
	.07
	-.15
	.17

	         Extraversion
	1
	12
	25,459
	.06
	.05
	.08
	.06
	.03
	.09
	-.002
	.16

	         Openness
	1
	12
	25,459
	.05
	.04
	.07
	.04
	.03
	.07
	.02
	.12

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Trust in institutions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	10
	63,270
	.05
	.05
	.06
	.06
	.02
	.08
	-.01
	.13

	         Agreeableness
	1
	10
	63,268
	.06
	.07
	.07
	.09
	.02
	.11
	-.04
	.19

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	10
	63,256
	.01
	.09
	.01
	.11
	-.05
	.07
	-.13
	.15

	         Extraversion
	1
	10
	63,270
	.01
	.06
	.01
	.07
	-.03
	.05
	-.07
	.10

	         Openness
	1
	10
	62,368
	.06
	.06
	.08
	.08
	.02
	.10
	-.03
	.18

	      Trust in politicians
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	5
	11,217
	.04
	.10
	.05
	.11
	-.05
	.13
	-.10
	.19

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	11,216
	.07
	.10
	.09
	.12
	-.01
	.15
	-.07
	.24

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	11,217
	.02
	.06
	.02
	.06
	-.03
	.07
	-.06
	.11

	         Extraversion
	1
	5
	11,216
	.02
	.10
	.02
	.11
	-.07
	.11
	-.12
	.17

	         Openness
	1
	5
	11,216
	.00
	.07
	.00
	.08
	-.06
	.06
	-.10
	.10

	    Political orientation: Conservative
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	219
	571,709
	.05
	.08
	.06
	.09
	.04
	.06
	-.06
	.19

	         Agreeableness
	1
	222
	573,167
	-.03
	.07
	-.04
	.08
	-.04
	-.02
	-.14
	.06

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	222
	573,347
	.08
	.06
	.09
	.07
	.07
	.08
	.003
	.18

	         Extraversion
	1
	218
	571,421
	.01
	.06
	.01
	.07
	-.004
	.01
	-.09
	.10

	         Openness
	1
	232
	575,691
	-.15
	.10
	-.18
	.12
	-.16
	-.13
	-.34
	-.03

	   Cultural appreciation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	14
	29,315
	.06
	.07
	.07
	.08
	.02
	.10
	-.03
	.18

	         Agreeableness
	1
	14
	29,486
	.20
	.06
	.25
	.07
	.17
	.23
	.16
	.34

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	13
	29,237
	.06
	.10
	.07
	.12
	.003
	.12
	-.09
	.23

	         Extraversion
	1
	14
	29,407
	.15
	.12
	.18
	.14
	.09
	.21
	.002
	.37

	         Openness
	1
	17
	30,167
	.26
	.11
	.33
	.13
	.21
	.31
	.16
	.50

	   Pro-environmental attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	28
	40,471
	-.02
	.07
	-.02
	.00
	-.04
	.01
	-.02
	-.02

	         Agreeableness
	2
	29
	40,881
	.16
	.08
	.20
	.04
	.13
	.19
	.14
	.25

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	31
	42,457
	.12
	.05
	.15
	.00
	.10
	.14
	.15
	.15

	         Extraversion
	2
	29
	40,890
	.09
	.05
	.10
	.00
	.07
	.11
	.10
	.10

	         Openness
	2
	29
	41,985
	.24
	.08
	.29
	.06
	.21
	.27
	.22
	.37

	   Pro-environmental behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	28
	13,949
	.02
	.08
	.03
	.00
	-.004
	.05
	.03
	.03

	         Agreeableness
	2
	24
	13,683
	.11
	.08
	.14
	.03
	.08
	.15
	.10
	.19

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	27
	15,434
	.11
	.09
	.14
	.00
	.08
	.15
	.14
	.14

	         Extraversion
	2
	23
	13,487
	.10
	.08
	.13
	.00
	.07
	.13
	.13
	.13

	         Openness
	2
	24
	14,988
	.22
	.12
	.29
	.02
	.17
	.27
	.26
	.31

	   Spirituality
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	27
	8,930
	.07
	.05
	.08
	.00
	.05
	.09
	.08
	.08

	         Agreeableness
	1
	27
	8,888
	.21
	.05
	.25
	.00
	.19
	.23
	.25
	.25

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	27
	9,011
	.14
	.05
	.16
	.00
	.12
	.16
	.16
	.16

	         Extraversion
	1
	25
	8,686
	.14
	.05
	.16
	.00
	.12
	.16
	.16
	.16

	         Openness
	1
	27
	9,011
	.18
	.05
	.22
	.00
	.16
	.20
	.22
	.22

	   Religiosity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	48
	14,118
	.04
	.07
	.05
	.04
	.02
	.06
	-.01
	.10

	         Agreeableness
	1
	47
	14,432
	.19
	.07
	.23
	.05
	.17
	.21
	.17
	.29

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	46
	14,773
	.16
	.07
	.19
	.05
	.14
	.18
	.13
	.25

	         Extraversion
	1
	45
	14,118
	.07
	.07
	.08
	.04
	.05
	.09
	.03
	.14

	         Openness
	1
	46
	13,459
	-.04
	.07
	-.05
	.04
	-.06
	-.02
	-.10
	.005

	Interpersonal behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Collaboration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Interpersonal sensitivity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	21
	1,659
	.08
	.15
	.10
	.13
	.01
	.15
	-.07
	.27

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	474
	.04
	.10
	.05
	.00
	-.04
	.12
	.05
	.05

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	15
	1,185
	.06
	.12
	.08
	.05
	.001
	.12
	.02
	.14

	         Extraversion
	1
	24
	1,896
	.07
	.14
	.09
	.09
	.02
	.12
	-.03
	.21

	         Openness
	1
	23
	1,817
	.14
	.15
	.18
	.13
	.08
	.20
	.01
	.35

	   Conflict resolution style
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Avoidance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	21
	4,735
	-.10
	.13
	-.13
	.15
	-.16
	-.05
	-.32
	.06

	         Agreeableness
	1
	21
	5,148
	.12
	.16
	.16
	.19
	.05
	.19
	-.09
	.40

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	21
	4,735
	.02
	.19
	.03
	.23
	-.06
	.10
	-.27
	.32

	         Extraversion
	1
	21
	3,628
	-.04
	.18
	-.05
	.22
	-.12
	.04
	-.33
	.22

	         Openness
	1
	21
	4,826
	-.02
	.19
	-.03
	.24
	-.10
	.06
	-.34
	.29

	      Compromise
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	17
	4,159
	-.02
	.16
	-.03
	.20
	-.10
	.06
	-.28
	.23

	         Agreeableness
	1
	19
	5,043
	.18
	.12
	.26
	.15
	.13
	.23
	.06
	.45

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	17
	4,159
	.09
	.11
	.13
	.12
	.04
	.14
	-.03
	.28

	         Extraversion
	1
	17
	4,572
	.13
	.13
	.18
	.17
	.07
	.19
	-.03
	.39

	         Openness
	1
	16
	4,130
	.11
	.12
	.16
	.15
	.05
	.17
	-.04
	.35

	      Dominance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	22
	4,895
	-.04
	.22
	-.05
	.27
	-.13
	.05
	-.39
	.29

	         Agreeableness
	1
	22
	5,308
	-.19
	.14
	-.25
	.17
	-.25
	-.13
	-.47
	-.03

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	22
	4,895
	.05
	.17
	.07
	.21
	-.02
	.12
	-.20
	.33

	         Extraversion
	1
	22
	5,308
	-.17
	.16
	-.22
	.19
	-.24
	-.10
	-.46
	.02

	         Openness
	1
	22
	5,177
	-.04
	.07
	-.05
	.02
	-.07
	-.01
	-.08
	-.02

	      Integration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	21
	4,652
	.09
	.18
	.11
	.21
	.01
	.17
	-.15
	.38

	         Agreeableness
	1
	21
	5,065
	.23
	.12
	.30
	.13
	.18
	.28
	.13
	.46

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	21
	4,652
	.20
	.11
	.25
	.11
	.15
	.25
	.11
	.39

	         Extraversion
	1
	21
	5,065
	.23
	.14
	.29
	.16
	.17
	.29
	.09
	.49

	         Openness
	1
	20
	4,623
	.26
	.15
	.34
	.18
	.19
	.33
	.11
	.57

	      Obliging
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	22
	4,895
	-.06
	.12
	-.08
	.13
	-.11
	-.01
	-.24
	.09

	         Agreeableness
	1
	22
	5,308
	.13
	.17
	.18
	.21
	.06
	.20
	-.09
	.45

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	22
	4,895
	.05
	.21
	.07
	.27
	-.04
	.14
	-.28
	.41

	         Extraversion
	1
	22
	5,308
	.04
	.11
	.05
	.12
	-.01
	.09
	-.10
	.20

	         Openness
	1
	21
	4,866
	.08
	.13
	.11
	.15
	.03
	.13
	-.08
	.31

	   Prosocial behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	115
	22,713
	.01
	.11
	.01
	.05
	-.03
	.05
	-.05
	.08

	         Agreeableness
	1
	128
	24,282
	.10
	.11
	.12
	.09
	.06
	.14
	.01
	.23

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	158
	31,919
	-.01
	.13
	-.01
	.01
	-.04
	.02
	-.02
	-.001

	         Extraversion
	1
	173
	32,753
	.01
	.13
	.01
	.08
	-.03
	.05
	-.09
	.12

	         Openness
	1
	164
	32,284
	.06
	.13
	.07
	.12
	.005
	.12
	-.08
	.22

	   Volunteering
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	8
	28,386
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	         Agreeableness
	1
	8
	28,386
	.01
	.00
	.02
	.00
	.01
	.01
	.02
	.02

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	8
	28,386
	.01
	.01
	.01
	.00
	-.003
	.02
	.01
	.01

	         Extraversion
	1
	8
	28,386
	.02
	.00
	.03
	.00
	.01
	.02
	.03
	.03

	         Openness
	1
	7
	24,403
	.02
	.00
	.03
	.00
	.02
	.03
	.03
	.03

	   Assessment center exercises:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Leaderless group discussion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	11
	2,888
	.08
	.07
	.09
	.04
	.04
	.12
	.04
	.14

	         Agreeableness
	1
	10
	2,563
	.00
	.09
	.00
	.07
	-.05
	.05
	-.09
	.09

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	10
	2,801
	.04
	.11
	.05
	.11
	-.03
	.11
	-.09
	.19

	         Extraversion
	1
	13
	3,105
	.13
	.11
	.15
	.10
	.07
	.19
	.02
	.28

	         Openness
	1
	10
	2,801
	.09
	.07
	.11
	.05
	.05
	.13
	.04
	.17

	      Role play
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	5
	1,413
	.03
	.07
	.04
	.04
	-.03
	.09
	-.01
	.09

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	1,087
	.01
	.08
	.01
	.06
	-.07
	.09
	-.06
	.09

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	1,413
	.02
	.08
	.02
	.06
	-.05
	.09
	-.05
	.10

	         Extraversion
	1
	5
	1,413
	.10
	.07
	.12
	.05
	.04
	.16
	.06
	.18

	         Openness
	1
	4
	1,309
	.11
	.08
	.14
	.07
	.03
	.19
	.05
	.22

	   Assessment center ratings: Consideration 
   of others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	6
	5,313
	.11
	.02
	.14
	.06
	.10
	.13
	.06
	.22

	         Agreeableness
	2
	10
	5,943
	.09
	.06
	.12
	.08
	.06
	.13
	.01
	.23

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	9
	5,823
	.09
	.08
	.11
	.00
	.03
	.14
	.11
	.11

	         Extraversion
	2
	11
	6,011
	.09
	.12
	.11
	.00
	.02
	.16
	.11
	.11

	         Openness
	2
	9
	5,895
	.06
	.05
	.08
	.00
	.03
	.09
	.08
	.08

	   Negotiation performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	12
	977
	.07
	.22
	.09
	.00
	-.06
	.19
	.09
	.09

	         Agreeableness
	2
	11
	900
	.14
	.18
	.20
	.00
	.04
	.25
	.20
	.20

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	11
	900
	.04
	.21
	.05
	.00
	-.09
	.16
	.05
	.05

	         Extraversion
	2
	12
	977
	.13
	.14
	.18
	.00
	.05
	.21
	.18
	.18

	         Openness
	2
	11
	900
	.08
	.12
	.11
	.00
	.01
	.15
	.11
	.11

	   “Getting along” performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	57
	5,016
	.17
	.11
	.25
	.02
	.14
	.19
	.23
	.28

	         Agreeableness
	2
	33
	3,278
	.12
	.10
	.20
	.00
	.09
	.16
	.20
	.20

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	40
	3,736
	.15
	.11
	.21
	.00
	.12
	.19
	.21
	.21

	         Extraversion
	2
	65
	5,058
	.07
	.12
	.11
	.00
	.04
	.10
	.11
	.11

	         Openness
	2
	25
	4,878
	.06
	.10
	.10
	.00
	.02
	.10
	.10
	.10

	   Organizational citizenship behavior: 
   Interpersonal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	13
	3,073
	.11
	.08
	.15
	.06
	.07
	.15
	.07
	.23

	         Agreeableness
	1
	19
	5,608
	.13
	.07
	.18
	.06
	.10
	.16
	.11
	.25

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	28
	6,347
	.16
	.14
	.22
	.17
	.11
	.21
	.002
	.44

	         Extraversion
	1
	13
	3,129
	.07
	.13
	.10
	.15
	-.001
	.14
	-.10
	.29

	         Openness
	1
	10
	2,049
	.13
	.10
	.18
	.10
	.07
	.19
	.05
	.31

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Networking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	16
	3,219
	.09
	.14
	.11
	.15
	.02
	.16
	-.08
	.30

	         Agreeableness
	1
	15
	3,186
	.10
	.13
	.12
	.14
	.03
	.17
	-.05
	.30

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	21
	4,754
	.14
	.16
	.17
	.18
	.07
	.21
	-.06
	.40

	         Extraversion
	1
	24
	4,999
	.25
	.16
	.30
	.18
	.19
	.31
	.08
	.53

	         Openness
	1
	17
	4,082
	.22
	.13
	.28
	.14
	.16
	.28
	.09
	.46

	      Internal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	6
	1,293
	.06
	.19
	.07
	.21
	-.09
	.21
	-.20
	.34

	         Agreeableness
	1
	7
	1,729
	.17
	.14
	.21
	.15
	.07
	.27
	.01
	.41

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	8
	2,274
	.12
	.11
	.15
	.11
	.04
	.20
	.001
	.29

	         Extraversion
	1
	12
	2,779
	.30
	.13
	.36
	.14
	.23
	.37
	.18
	.54

	         Openness
	1
	8
	2,354
	.26
	.12
	.32
	.13
	.18
	.34
	.15
	.49

	      External
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	4
	1,062
	.05
	.16
	.06
	.17
	-.11
	.21
	-.16
	.28

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	1,062
	.04
	.09
	.05
	.08
	-.05
	.13
	-.05
	.15

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	7
	2,044
	.17
	.18
	.21
	.21
	.04
	.30
	-.06
	.47

	         Extraversion
	1
	10
	2,408
	.16
	.18
	.19
	.20
	.05
	.27
	-.07
	.45

	         Openness
	1
	5
	1,458
	.21
	.10
	.26
	.10
	.12
	.30
	.13
	.39

	   Social network roles
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Expressive: Brokerage
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	5
	300
	.03
	.13
	.03
	.00
	-.08
	.14
	.03
	.03

	         Agreeableness
	1
	56
	3,073
	.03
	.14
	.03
	.00
	-.01
	.07
	.03
	.03

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	52
	2,975
	.05
	.13
	.06
	.00
	.01
	.09
	.06
	.06

	         Extraversion
	1
	56
	3,037
	.10
	.14
	.11
	.00
	.06
	.14
	.11
	.11

	         Openness
	1
	8
	547
	.10
	.12
	.12
	.00
	.02
	.18
	.12
	.12

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Expressive: Indegree
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	6
	1,244
	.06
	.09
	.07
	.07
	-.02
	.14
	-.02
	.16

	         Agreeableness
	1
	57
	4,017
	.06
	.12
	.07
	.00
	.03
	.09
	.07
	.07

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	54
	3,943
	.05
	.12
	.06
	.00
	.02
	.08
	.06
	.06

	         Extraversion
	1
	58
	4,041
	.09
	.12
	.10
	.00
	.06
	.12
	.10
	.10

	         Openness
	1
	9
	1,491
	-.03
	.08
	-.03
	.00
	-.08
	.02
	-.03
	-.03

	      Instrumental: Brokerage
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	7
	803
	.01
	.09
	.01
	.00
	-.06
	.08
	.01
	.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	57
	3,200
	.01
	.14
	.01
	.06
	-.03
	.05
	-.07
	.09

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	52
	2,975
	.09
	.14
	.10
	.06
	.05
	.13
	.02
	.18

	         Extraversion
	1
	56
	3,626
	.11
	.12
	.12
	.00
	.08
	.14
	.12
	.12

	         Openness
	1
	10
	976
	.06
	.10
	.07
	.00
	-.003
	.12
	.07
	.07

	      Instrumental: Indegree
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	10
	1,604
	.11
	.08
	.12
	.03
	.06
	.16
	.08
	.16

	         Agreeableness
	1
	61
	4,571
	.04
	.15
	.05
	.10
	.003
	.08
	-.08
	.17

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	57
	4,271
	.09
	.14
	.10
	.09
	.05
	.13
	-.01
	.22

	         Extraversion
	1
	63
	4,494
	.13
	.16
	.14
	.11
	.09
	.17
	.003
	.29

	         Openness
	1
	11
	1,625
	.07
	.08
	.08
	.00
	.02
	.12
	.08
	.08

	Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center exercise: Influencing
   others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	8
	5,759
	.05
	.05
	.06
	.11
	.02
	.09
	-.07
	.20

	         Agreeableness
	2
	13
	6,496
	.11
	.10
	.13
	.06
	.06
	.16
	.06
	.21

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	8
	5,771
	.09
	.15
	.11
	.00
	-.01
	.19
	.11
	.11

	         Extraversion
	2
	13
	6,830
	.17
	.13
	.20
	.00
	.10
	.24
	.20
	.20

	         Openness
	2
	12
	6,448
	.10
	.09
	.12
	.01
	.04
	.15
	.10
	.14

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	51
	8,960
	.16
	.14
	.23
	.17
	.12
	.20
	.01
	.44

	         Agreeableness
	1
	45
	10,507
	.05
	.13
	.08
	.16
	.02
	.09
	-.13
	.28

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	39
	10,056
	.19
	.13
	.27
	.16
	.15
	.23
	.06
	.48

	         Extraversion
	1
	63
	12,640
	.21
	.13
	.29
	.16
	.18
	.25
	.09
	.50

	         Openness
	1
	39
	7,762
	.16
	.10
	.23
	.10
	.13
	.19
	.10
	.36

	      Emergence
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	30
	5,010
	.17
	.08
	.24
	.00
	.15
	.20
	.24
	.24

	         Agreeableness
	1
	23
	5,359
	.03
	.07
	.05
	.00
	.01
	.06
	.05
	.05

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	17
	3,655
	.23
	.06
	.33
	.00
	.20
	.26
	.33
	.33

	         Extraversion
	1
	37
	7,215
	.24
	.07
	.33
	.00
	.21
	.26
	.33
	.33

	         Openness
	1
	20
	3,900
	.17
	.07
	.24
	.00
	.14
	.20
	.24
	.24

	      Effectiveness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	40
	7,326
	.16
	.09
	.22
	.00
	.13
	.19
	.22
	.22

	         Agreeableness
	2
	40
	8,276
	.14
	.07
	.20
	.00
	.12
	.16
	.20
	.20

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	40
	8,190
	.17
	.07
	.24
	.05
	.15
	.19
	.18
	.30

	         Extraversion
	2
	45
	8,805
	.17
	.09
	.24
	.00
	.15
	.20
	.24
	.24

	         Openness
	2
	40
	7,464
	.15
	.10
	.22
	.01
	.12
	.18
	.21
	.23

	   Transformational leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	       Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	38
	7,210
	.15
	.08
	.21
	.00
	.13
	.18
	.21
	.21

	         Agreeableness
	2
	39
	7,593
	.10
	.13
	.15
	.00
	.06
	.14
	.15
	.15

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	37
	7,193
	.11
	.10
	.16
	.00
	.08
	.14
	.16
	.16

	         Extraversion
	2
	39
	7,300
	.19
	.08
	.26
	.00
	.16
	.21
	.26
	.26

	         Openness
	2
	37
	7,342
	.11
	.12
	.16
	.00
	.07
	.15
	.16
	.16

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	       Charisma
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	27
	4,177
	.13
	.08
	.17
	.00
	.09
	.16
	.17
	.17

	         Agreeableness
	2
	25
	4,085
	.14
	.17
	.20
	.00
	.07
	.21
	.20
	.20

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	24
	3,984
	.07
	.11
	.10
	.00
	.03
	.11
	.10
	.10

	         Extraversion
	2
	27
	4,434
	.17
	.11
	.23
	.00
	.13
	.21
	.23
	.23

	         Openness
	2
	27
	4,448
	.14
	.14
	.19
	.00
	.08
	.19
	.19
	.19

	       Individualized consideration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	3
	23
	3,651
	.07
	.10
	.10
	.00
	.03
	.11
	.10
	.10

	         Agreeableness
	3
	22
	3,707
	.13
	.14
	.18
	.00
	.07
	.19
	.18
	.18

	         Conscientiousness
	3
	22
	3,707
	.08
	.14
	.11
	.07
	.02
	.14
	.02
	.21

	         Extraversion
	3
	21
	3,453
	.12
	.11
	.17
	.05
	.08
	.17
	.11
	.23

	         Openness
	3
	22
	3,707
	.05
	.15
	.07
	.00
	-.02
	.11
	.07
	.07

	       Intellectual stimulation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	3
	22
	3,570
	.09
	.12
	.12
	.00
	.04
	.14
	.12
	.12

	         Agreeableness
	3
	21
	3,626
	.08
	.12
	.11
	.00
	.03
	.13
	.11
	.11

	         Conscientiousness
	3
	21
	3,626
	.01
	.07
	.01
	.04
	-.02
	.04
	-.04
	.06

	         Extraversion
	3
	20
	3,372
	.11
	.10
	.16
	.03
	.07
	.16
	.11
	.20

	         Openness
	3
	19
	3,834
	.06
	.13
	.08
	.00
	-.004
	.11
	.08
	.08

	   Transactional leadership: Contingent reward
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	13
	2,404
	.03
	.07
	.04
	.02
	-.01
	.07
	.01
	.07

	         Agreeableness
	2
	13
	2,494
	.08
	.11
	.11
	.00
	.02
	.13
	.11
	.11

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	12
	2,341
	.02
	.08
	.03
	.00
	-.02
	.07
	.03
	.03

	         Extraversion
	2
	11
	2,087
	.03
	.07
	.04
	.06
	-.01
	.07
	-.03
	.11

	         Openness
	2
	12
	2,341
	.03
	.11
	.04
	.00
	-.03
	.09
	.04
	.04

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Family formation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Move in with partner
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	7
	23,560
	-.01
	.00
	-.01
	.00
	-.01
	-.005
	-.01
	-.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	7
	23,560
	.00
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.002
	.01
	.01
	.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	7
	23,560
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	         Extraversion
	1
	7
	23,560
	.01
	.00
	.02
	.00
	.01
	.02
	.02
	.02

	         Openness
	1
	6
	22,194
	.01
	.00
	.02
	.00
	.01
	.01
	.02
	.02

	   Marriage
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	9
	30,700
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	-.01
	-.001
	.00
	.00

	         Agreeableness
	1
	9
	30,700
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.01
	.01
	.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	9
	30,700
	.01
	.01
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.01
	.01
	.01

	         Extraversion
	1
	9
	30,700
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.004
	.01
	.01
	.01

	         Openness
	1
	8
	25,514
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.004
	.01
	.01
	.01

	   Childbirth
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	8
	33,776
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	         Agreeableness
	1
	8
	33,776
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	8
	33,776
	.01
	.01
	.01
	.00
	-.001
	.01
	.01
	.01

	         Extraversion
	1
	8
	33,776
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.01
	.01
	.01

	         Openness
	1
	7
	28,561
	-.01
	.00
	-.01
	.00
	-.01
	-.004
	-.01
	-.01

	   Child moves out
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	4
	11,499
	.00
	.01
	.01
	.00
	-.001
	.01
	.01
	.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	11,499
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.001
	.01
	.01
	.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	4
	11,499
	.01
	.00
	.02
	.00
	.01
	.02
	.02
	.02

	         Extraversion
	1
	4
	11,499
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	         Openness
	1
	4
	11,499
	.01
	.00
	.02
	.00
	.01
	.01
	.02
	.02


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 S10
Meta-Analyses of Big Five Personality Traits and Life Success Variables: Institutional 
	Variable
	m
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	
	SDρ
	95% CI
	80% CR

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LO
	HI
	LO
	HI

	Work attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institutional adjustment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Adjustment to college
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	9
	1,458
	.41
	.19
	.47
	.21
	.28
	.54
	.20
	.74

	         Agreeableness
	1
	7
	1,996
	.31
	.09
	.37
	.09
	.24
	.38
	.25
	.48

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	3
	1,201
	.37
	.05
	.43
	.02
	.32
	.42
	.41
	.46

	         Extraversion
	1
	7
	1,188
	.22
	.17
	.25
	.18
	.09
	.35
	.03
	.48

	         Openness
	1
	6
	982
	.18
	.17
	.22
	.18
	.04
	.32
	-.02
	.45

	      Academic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	7
	1,035
	.28
	.16
	.34
	.17
	.16
	.40
	.12
	.55

	         Agreeableness
	1
	7
	1,994
	.28
	.15
	.35
	.17
	.17
	.39
	.13
	.56

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	6
	2,089
	.45
	.13
	.55
	.15
	.35
	.55
	.36
	.74

	         Extraversion
	1
	6
	975
	.12
	.09
	.14
	.04
	.05
	.19
	.09
	.20

	         Openness
	1
	7
	1,545
	.09
	.11
	.11
	.10
	.01
	.17
	-.02
	.25

	      Institutional attachment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	6
	945
	.36
	.07
	.44
	.00
	.30
	.42
	.44
	.44

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	1,913
	.27
	.05
	.34
	.00
	.23
	.31
	.34
	.34

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	4
	1,556
	.31
	.05
	.38
	.00
	.26
	.36
	.38
	.38

	         Extraversion
	1
	5
	894
	.22
	.16
	.27
	.18
	.08
	.36
	.04
	.50

	         Openness
	1
	5
	899
	.11
	.13
	.14
	.14
	-.01
	.23
	-.04
	.32

	      Personal-emotional
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	7
	1,041
	.37
	.23
	.45
	.26
	.20
	.54
	.11
	.79

	         Agreeableness
	1
	7
	2,000
	.21
	.12
	.26
	.13
	.12
	.30
	.10
	.42

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	1,644
	.23
	.14
	.28
	.16
	.11
	.35
	.08
	.49

	         Extraversion
	1
	6
	981
	.10
	.17
	.12
	.18
	-.03
	.23
	-.11
	.35

	         Openness
	1
	6
	986
	.10
	.20
	.13
	.23
	-.06
	.26
	-.17
	.42

	      Social
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	7
	1,041
	.38
	.16
	.46
	.18
	.26
	.50
	.23
	.69

	         Agreeableness
	1
	7
	1,994
	.25
	.06
	.31
	.01
	.21
	.29
	.30
	.32

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	6
	2,202
	.24
	.07
	.30
	.06
	.19
	.29
	.23
	.37

	         Extraversion
	1
	6
	975
	.27
	.20
	.33
	.23
	.11
	.43
	.03
	.63

	         Openness
	1
	7
	1,546
	.13
	.13
	.16
	.14
	.04
	.22
	-.01
	.34

	   Expatriate adjustment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	26
	4,115
	.24
	.14
	.29
	.14
	.19
	.29
	.11
	.46

	         Agreeableness
	1
	19
	3,796
	.19
	.16
	.23
	.17
	.12
	.26
	.01
	.45

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	22
	4,137
	.16
	.11
	.20
	.10
	.12
	.20
	.07
	.32

	         Extraversion
	1
	31
	4,513
	.25
	.13
	.30
	.13
	.20
	.30
	.13
	.47

	         Openness
	1
	27
	5,288
	.19
	.15
	.24
	.16
	.13
	.25
	.03
	.45

	      Cultural
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	21
	3,231
	.19
	.16
	.23
	.17
	.12
	.26
	.01
	.45

	         Agreeableness
	1
	15
	3,185
	.12
	.09
	.15
	.07
	.08
	.16
	.06
	.24

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	15
	3,185
	.12
	.11
	.15
	.10
	.07
	.17
	.02
	.28

	         Extraversion
	1
	25
	3,501
	.23
	.17
	.28
	.18
	.17
	.29
	.06
	.51

	         Openness
	1
	22
	4,556
	.21
	.16
	.27
	.19
	.14
	.28
	.02
	.51

	      Interactional 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	16
	2,687
	.13
	.15
	.15
	.15
	.06
	.20
	-.04
	.35

	         Agreeableness
	1
	13
	2,859
	.18
	.16
	.22
	.18
	.09
	.27
	-.01
	.45

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	11
	2,658
	.12
	.10
	.15
	.09
	.06
	.18
	.04
	.26

	         Extraversion
	1
	20
	2,949
	.21
	.16
	.25
	.17
	.14
	.28
	.03
	.47

	         Openness
	1
	16
	3,942
	.20
	.15
	.25
	.16
	.13
	.27
	.04
	.46

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Work
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	17
	3,243
	.20
	.16
	.24
	.18
	.12
	.28
	.01
	.46

	         Agreeableness
	1
	11
	2,658
	.12
	.11
	.15
	.11
	.06
	.18
	.01
	.28

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	12
	2,793
	.18
	.13
	.22
	.14
	.10
	.26
	.03
	.41

	         Extraversion
	1
	17
	2,657
	.23
	.17
	.27
	.18
	.15
	.31
	.05
	.50

	         Openness
	1
	17
	4,490
	.25
	.16
	.31
	.19
	.17
	.33
	.07
	.55

	   Job crafting
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	7
	3,566
	.02
	.10
	.02
	.11
	-.06
	.09
	-.12
	.17

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	2,944
	.20
	.18
	.25
	.22
	.04
	.35
	-.03
	.53

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	2,944
	.15
	.08
	.19
	.09
	.08
	.22
	.08
	.30

	         Extraversion
	1
	6
	3,075
	.19
	.15
	.24
	.17
	.08
	.31
	.02
	.46

	         Openness
	1
	5
	2,944
	.17
	.18
	.22
	.22
	.02
	.33
	-.06
	.50

	Task environment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Job characteristic perceptions: Task
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Task overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	68
	44,560
	.13
	.11
	.16
	.13
	.10
	.16
	-.001
	.32

	         Agreeableness
	1
	30
	15,553
	.08
	.12
	.10
	.13
	.04
	.12
	-.07
	.27

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	49
	20,254
	.18
	.11
	.23
	.12
	.15
	.21
	.07
	.38

	         Extraversion
	1
	48
	23,060
	.16
	.08
	.20
	.09
	.14
	.18
	.09
	.31

	         Openness
	1
	32
	17,800
	.15
	.11
	.19
	.14
	.11
	.19
	.02
	.37

	      Task autonomy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	42
	39,360
	.11
	.10
	.13
	.11
	.08
	.13
	-.01
	.27

	         Agreeableness
	1
	20
	12,823
	.09
	.11
	.11
	.13
	.04
	.13
	-.06
	.27

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	34
	16,697
	.15
	.10
	.19
	.11
	.12
	.19
	.05
	.33

	         Extraversion
	1
	33
	22,357
	.14
	.08
	.18
	.09
	.12
	.17
	.06
	.29

	         Openness
	1
	21
	14,794
	.15
	.08
	.19
	.09
	.11
	.18
	.08
	.30

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Task feedback
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	10
	2,548
	.13
	.06
	.16
	.01
	.09
	.17
	.15
	.17

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	1,906
	.07
	.19
	.09
	.23
	-.08
	.22
	-.20
	.38

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	13
	2,375
	.17
	.13
	.21
	.14
	.10
	.24
	.03
	.39

	         Extraversion
	1
	8
	1,826
	.13
	.08
	.16
	.06
	.07
	.19
	.08
	.23

	         Openness
	1
	6
	1,811
	.14
	.06
	.18
	.00
	.10
	.19
	.18
	.18

	      Task identity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	3
	1,164
	.11
	.08
	.14
	.08
	.02
	.21
	.04
	.24

	         Agreeableness
	1
	3
	1,073
	.09
	.05
	.12
	.00
	.03
	.15
	.12
	.12

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	6
	1,386
	.14
	.06
	.17
	.00
	.09
	.19
	.17
	.17

	         Extraversion
	1
	4
	1,148
	.14
	.06
	.17
	.00
	.08
	.19
	.17
	.17

	         Openness
	1
	3
	1,825
	.16
	.07
	.20
	.07
	.08
	.23
	.11
	.29

	      Task significance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	10
	2,758
	.11
	.10
	.14
	.10
	.05
	.18
	.01
	.27

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	1,890
	.10
	.08
	.13
	.08
	.03
	.17
	.03
	.23

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	11
	2,837
	.19
	.08
	.23
	.07
	.14
	.24
	.14
	.32

	         Extraversion
	1
	9
	2,959
	.16
	.13
	.20
	.15
	.07
	.25
	.01
	.39

	         Openness
	1
	6
	1,908
	.13
	.09
	.17
	.09
	.06
	.20
	.06
	.28

	      Task variety
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	8
	1,939
	.10
	.07
	.12
	.04
	.05
	.15
	.07
	.17

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	1,472
	.06
	.06
	.08
	.01
	.01
	.11
	.07
	.09

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	10
	2,153
	.23
	.17
	.29
	.20
	.13
	.34
	.03
	.55

	         Extraversion
	1
	8
	1,786
	.11
	.07
	.14
	.04
	.06
	.16
	.09
	.19

	         Openness
	1
	6
	1,873
	.18
	.21
	.23
	.26
	.01
	.35
	-.10
	.56

	   Leader-member exchange
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	6
	1,456
	.10
	.13
	.12
	.14
	-.01
	.21
	-.06
	.29

	         Agreeableness
	1
	9
	2,290
	.16
	.08
	.19
	.06
	.11
	.21
	.12
	.27

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	9
	2,075
	.17
	.07
	.20
	.03
	.12
	.22
	.16
	.24

	         Extraversion
	1
	11
	2,919
	.13
	.10
	.15
	.09
	.07
	.19
	.04
	.26

	         Openness
	1
	5
	1,249
	-.02
	.11
	-.02
	.11
	-.12
	.08
	-.16
	.11

	   Job complexity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	9
	5,520
	.05
	.05
	.06
	.03
	.02
	.08
	.02
	.11

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	4,078
	-.06
	.03
	-.08
	.02
	-.09
	-.03
	-.10
	-.05

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	4
	4,070
	.02
	.03
	.02
	.00
	-.01
	.05
	.02
	.02

	         Extraversion
	1
	6
	4,886
	.10
	.05
	.12
	.04
	.06
	.14
	.08
	.17

	         Openness
	1
	4
	4,416
	.02
	.03
	.03
	.01
	-.01
	.05
	.01
	.04

	Work attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Applicant attraction to organization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	24
	7,823
	.05
	.08
	.06
	.07
	.02
	.08
	-.03
	.15

	         Agreeableness
	1
	12
	4,359
	.03
	.09
	.04
	.09
	-.02
	.08
	-.08
	.15

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	17
	6,282
	.12
	.12
	.14
	.13
	.06
	.18
	-.02
	.31

	         Extraversion
	1
	14
	5,108
	.11
	.10
	.13
	.10
	.06
	.16
	-.001
	.26

	         Openness
	1
	11
	4,068
	-.03
	.10
	-.04
	.10
	-.09
	.03
	-.17
	.10

	   Organizational commitment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Global
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	12
	5,521
	.16
	.10
	.19
	.11
	.10
	.22
	.05
	.32

	         Agreeableness
	1
	10
	2,007
	.20
	.07
	.24
	.02
	.16
	.24
	.22
	.27

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	12
	2,782
	.24
	.14
	.29
	.15
	.16
	.32
	.10
	.48

	         Extraversion
	1
	11
	4,835
	.23
	.10
	.27
	.11
	.17
	.29
	.14
	.41

	         Openness
	1
	8
	1,425
	.15
	.08
	.19
	.04
	.09
	.21
	.14
	.24

	      Affective
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	32
	10,138
	.20
	.16
	.24
	.18
	.14
	.26
	.01
	.47

	         Agreeableness
	1
	29
	9,283
	.24
	.13
	.30
	.15
	.19
	.29
	.11
	.49

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	38
	11,041
	.20
	.15
	.25
	.17
	.15
	.25
	.03
	.46

	         Extraversion
	1
	26
	7,996
	.23
	.08
	.28
	.07
	.20
	.26
	.19
	.37

	         Openness
	1
	25
	7,797
	.07
	.15
	.09
	.18
	.01
	.13
	-.14
	.31

	      Continuance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	16
	4,912
	-.09
	.11
	-.12
	.12
	-.14
	-.04
	-.27
	.04

	         Agreeableness
	1
	14
	4,315
	.05
	.12
	.07
	.14
	-.01
	.11
	-.11
	.25

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	18
	5,407
	.02
	.10
	.03
	.11
	-.03
	.07
	-.11
	.16

	         Extraversion
	1
	15
	3,564
	-.06
	.12
	-.08
	.13
	-.12
	.001
	-.25
	.09

	         Openness
	1
	15
	3,562
	-.06
	.11
	-.08
	.12
	-.12
	-.004
	-.23
	.07

	      Normative
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	15
	4,744
	.12
	.12
	.15
	.13
	.06
	.18
	-.02
	.32

	         Agreeableness
	1
	13
	4,147
	.20
	.07
	.26
	.06
	.16
	.24
	.19
	.33

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	16
	5,117
	.14
	.09
	.18
	.09
	.10
	.18
	.06
	.29

	         Extraversion
	1
	15
	3,515
	.16
	.08
	.20
	.06
	.12
	.20
	.12
	.28

	         Openness
	1
	15
	3,513
	.08
	.10
	.10
	.10
	.03
	.13
	-.02
	.23

	   Work-life balance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Family interference with work
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	20
	6,566
	-.27
	.13
	-.32
	.14
	-.33
	-.22
	-.50
	-.15

	         Agreeableness
	1
	9
	3,901
	-.19
	.08
	-.23
	.09
	-.25
	-.14
	-.35
	-.12

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	14
	4,494
	-.20
	.10
	-.24
	.11
	-.26
	-.15
	-.38
	-.10

	         Extraversion
	1
	13
	4,849
	-.07
	.06
	-.08
	.05
	-.11
	-.04
	-.14
	-.03

	         Openness
	1
	9
	4,026
	-.05
	.09
	-.06
	.10
	-.11
	.01
	-.19
	.06

	      Work interference with family
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	27
	9,085
	-.31
	.12
	-.37
	.13
	-.36
	-.27
	-.54
	-.21

	         Agreeableness
	1
	12
	4,514
	-.17
	.08
	-.21
	.08
	-.22
	-.13
	-.31
	-.11

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	21
	6,427
	-.16
	.12
	-.20
	.13
	-.21
	-.11
	-.36
	-.04

	         Extraversion
	1
	14
	5,112
	-.09
	.09
	-.11
	.08
	-.14
	-.05
	-.21
	-.003

	         Openness
	1
	9
	4,026
	-.02
	.11
	-.03
	.12
	-.09
	.05
	-.18
	.13

	      Work-nonwork spillover: Negative
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	48
	17,465
	-.30
	.09
	-.36
	.09
	-.33
	-.28
	-.47
	-.24

	         Agreeableness
	1
	13
	5,309
	-.15
	.06
	-.18
	.03
	-.18
	-.12
	-.22
	-.14

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	20
	6,924
	-.18
	.07
	-.22
	.05
	-.21
	-.15
	-.28
	-.15

	         Extraversion
	1
	17
	8,094
	-.09
	.06
	-.11
	.05
	-.12
	-.06
	-.17
	-.04

	         Openness
	1
	11
	4,810
	-.04
	.07
	-.05
	.06
	-.08
	.00
	-.13
	.03

	      Work-nonwork spillover: Positive
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	12
	7,937
	.12
	.04
	.15
	.03
	.10
	.15
	.12
	.18

	         Agreeableness
	1
	2
	2,510
	.17
	.03
	.22
	.00
	.14
	.21
	.22
	.22

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	3
	2,646
	.11
	.05
	.14
	.04
	.06
	.17
	.08
	.20

	         Extraversion
	1
	3
	4,585
	.23
	.03
	.29
	.01
	.20
	.26
	.28
	.30

	         Openness
	1
	1
	2,130
	.18
	-
	.23
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	   Training satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	3
	848
	.01
	.05
	.01
	.00
	-.05
	.07
	.01
	.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	1,641
	.04
	.05
	.05
	.00
	-.001
	.08
	.05
	.05

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	4
	737
	.05
	.05
	.06
	.00
	.001
	.10
	.06
	.06

	         Extraversion
	1
	6
	1,641
	.10
	.05
	.12
	.00
	.06
	.14
	.12
	.12

	         Openness
	1
	5
	1,500
	.01
	.05
	.01
	.00
	-.03
	.05
	.01
	.01

	   Job satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	115
	26,863
	.23
	.14
	.27
	.01
	.20
	.25
	.26
	.28

	         Agreeableness
	2
	61
	14,192
	.14
	.12
	.18
	.00
	.11
	.17
	.18
	.18

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	102
	24,055
	.19
	.16
	.24
	.00
	.16
	.22
	.24
	.24

	         Extraversion
	2
	98
	22,520
	.17
	.12
	.21
	.02
	.15
	.20
	.19
	.23

	         Openness
	2
	73
	17,532
	.08
	.15
	.11
	.06
	.05
	.12
	.03
	.18

	   Career satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	18
	11,928
	.28
	.15
	.33
	.18
	.21
	.35
	.11
	.56

	         Agreeableness
	1
	13
	11,050
	.12
	.12
	.15
	.14
	.06
	.18
	-.03
	.32

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	13
	11,050
	.13
	.07
	.16
	.08
	.09
	.17
	.06
	.26

	         Extraversion
	1
	13
	11,050
	.20
	.03
	.24
	.01
	.18
	.21
	.23
	.24

	         Openness
	1
	15
	13,058
	.13
	.09
	.17
	.11
	.09
	.18
	.03
	.31

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Career decision-making difficulties
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	23
	9,261
	-.24
	.21
	-.27
	.23
	-.33
	-.15
	-.57
	.02

	         Agreeableness
	1
	18
	8,180
	-.07
	.13
	-.08
	.14
	-.13
	-.01
	-.26
	.10

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	18
	8,180
	-.22
	.07
	-.26
	.06
	-.25
	-.19
	-.33
	-.18

	         Extraversion
	1
	20
	8,463
	-.13
	.12
	-.15
	.13
	-.18
	-.08
	-.31
	.01

	         Openness
	1
	19
	8,279
	-.10
	.13
	-.12
	.14
	-.16
	-.04
	-.30
	.07

	   Career adaptability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	13
	11,370
	.31
	.08
	.35
	.08
	.27
	.35
	.25
	.45

	         Agreeableness
	1
	11
	10,826
	.13
	.12
	.15
	.14
	.06
	.20
	-.03
	.33

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	12
	11,038
	.42
	.12
	.48
	.13
	.35
	.49
	.32
	.65

	         Extraversion
	1
	12
	11,038
	.33
	.10
	.37
	.11
	.27
	.39
	.23
	.51

	         Openness
	1
	11
	10,826
	.32
	.09
	.38
	.10
	.27
	.37
	.25
	.50

	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Academic attendance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	6
	1,874
	-.01
	.11
	-.01
	.12
	-.10
	.08
	-.16
	.14

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	1,874
	.02
	.13
	.03
	.14
	-.08
	.12
	-.16
	.21

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	6
	1,874
	.22
	.11
	.27
	.12
	.13
	.31
	.12
	.42

	         Extraversion
	1
	8
	2,144
	-.09
	.08
	-.11
	.06
	-.14
	-.04
	-.18
	-.03

	         Openness
	1
	6
	1,874
	-.02
	.07
	-.03
	.06
	-.08
	.04
	-.10
	.05

	   Academic performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	236
	401,003
	.02
	.12
	.02
	.14
	.01
	.04
	-.16
	.21

	         Agreeableness
	1
	227
	397,710
	.07
	.12
	.09
	.14
	.06
	.09
	-.09
	.27

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	263
	411,450
	.20
	.17
	.25
	.20
	.18
	.22
	-.01
	.51

	         Extraversion
	1
	231
	265,012
	.01
	.12
	.01
	.14
	-.01
	.03
	-.17
	.19

	         Openness
	1
	237
	267,611
	.13
	.16
	.17
	.20
	.11
	.15
	-.09
	.42

	      Postsecondary
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	3
	177
	168,883
	.02
	.14
	.02
	.00
	-.002
	.04
	.02
	.02

	         Agreeableness
	3
	174
	170,464
	.05
	.16
	.05
	.04
	.02
	.07
	.01
	.10

	         Conscientiousness
	3
	205
	176,600
	.20
	.16
	.22
	.04
	.17
	.22
	.17
	.28

	         Extraversion
	3
	181
	170,422
	-.01
	.11
	-.01
	.00
	-.03
	.005
	-.01
	-.01

	         Openness
	3
	179
	171,336
	.09
	.24
	.11
	.00
	.06
	.13
	.11
	.11

	   Second language learning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	13
	3,713
	.04
	.11
	.04
	.11
	-.02
	.10
	-.10
	.19

	         Agreeableness
	1
	10
	2,856
	.10
	.14
	.13
	.16
	.02
	.18
	-.07
	.33

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	10
	2,856
	.18
	.22
	.23
	.27
	.05
	.32
	-.11
	.58

	         Extraversion
	1
	31
	8,853
	.12
	.27
	.14
	.32
	.02
	.21
	-.27
	.56

	         Openness
	1
	10
	2,856
	.23
	.12
	.29
	.14
	.15
	.30
	.11
	.47

	   Expatriate language proficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	12
	2,499
	.02
	.07
	.02
	.00
	-.02
	.06
	.02
	.02

	         Agreeableness
	1
	12
	2,499
	.03
	.07
	.04
	.00
	-.01
	.07
	.04
	.04

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	12
	2,499
	.04
	.07
	.05
	.00
	.001
	.08
	.05
	.05

	         Extraversion
	1
	12
	2,499
	.07
	.07
	.09
	.00
	.03
	.11
	.09
	.09

	         Openness
	1
	13
	2,163
	.04
	.08
	.05
	.00
	-.002
	.08
	.05
	.05

	   Training performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	6
	53
	10,618
	.07
	.09
	.08
	.01
	.04
	.09
	.07
	.10

	         Agreeableness
	6
	48
	8,992
	.03
	.09
	.04
	.04
	.01
	.06
	-.01
	.09

	         Conscientiousness
	6
	47
	10,415
	.14
	.10
	.17
	.01
	.11
	.17
	.16
	.19

	         Extraversion
	6
	48
	9,919
	.04
	.09
	.06
	.05
	.02
	.07
	-.001
	.12

	         Openness
	6
	43
	8,068
	.02
	.10
	.03
	.06
	-.01
	.05
	-.05
	.11

	   Training and job performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	95
	12,739
	.05
	.10
	.08
	.07
	.03
	.07
	-.01
	.17

	         Agreeableness
	1
	83
	12,467
	.05
	.10
	.08
	.08
	.03
	.07
	-.03
	.18

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	94
	14,059
	.15
	.11
	.23
	.12
	.13
	.17
	.08
	.39

	         Extraversion
	1
	93
	12,943
	.08
	.13
	.12
	.14
	.05
	.11
	-.06
	.31

	         Openness
	1
	62
	10,639
	.02
	.13
	.03
	.16
	-.01
	.05
	-.18
	.24

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Situational judgment tests
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Behavioral tendency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	16
	8,258
	.31
	.18
	.35
	.20
	.22
	.40
	.10
	.60

	         Agreeableness
	1
	17
	8,358
	.33
	.18
	.38
	.20
	.24
	.42
	.12
	.64

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	15
	8,234
	.30
	.16
	.34
	.18
	.22
	.38
	.12
	.57

	         Extraversion
	1
	11
	1,818
	.07
	.13
	.08
	.12
	-.01
	.15
	-.07
	.22

	         Openness
	1
	8
	1,594
	.09
	.07
	.10
	.00
	.04
	.14
	.10
	.10

	      Knowledge
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	33
	11,067
	.10
	.09
	.11
	.08
	.07
	.13
	.01
	.22

	         Agreeableness
	1
	34
	17,115
	.17
	.10
	.20
	.10
	.14
	.20
	.06
	.33

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	38
	23,043
	.21
	.10
	.24
	.10
	.18
	.24
	.11
	.37

	         Extraversion
	1
	14
	9,533
	.14
	.08
	.15
	.08
	.10
	.18
	.06
	.25

	         Openness
	1
	11
	2,921
	.12
	.08
	.13
	.06
	.07
	.17
	.06
	.21

	   Job search intensity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	31
	12,625
	.05
	.10
	.06
	.11
	.01
	.09
	-.08
	.20

	         Agreeableness
	1
	14
	6,835
	.05
	.06
	.06
	.05
	.02
	.08
	-.002
	.13

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	32
	21,201
	.04
	.10
	.05
	.11
	.01
	.07
	-.09
	.19

	         Extraversion
	1
	29
	17,604
	.06
	.11
	.07
	.12
	.02
	.10
	-.08
	.22

	         Openness
	1
	21
	14,100
	.10
	.06
	.12
	.06
	.07
	.13
	.05
	.20

	   Employment interview
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Behavioral/High structure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	13
	1,828
	.03
	.06
	.03
	.00
	-.01
	.06
	.03
	.03

	         Agreeableness
	2
	9
	1,230
	.02
	.08
	.02
	.00
	-.04
	.07
	.02
	.02

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	20
	3,003
	.12
	.08
	.15
	.00
	.08
	.15
	.15
	.15

	         Extraversion
	2
	11
	1,375
	.09
	.06
	.11
	.00
	.05
	.12
	.11
	.11

	         Openness
	2
	9
	1,230
	.03
	.13
	.04
	.00
	-.06
	.12
	.04
	.04

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Conventional/Low structure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	16
	1,873
	.17
	.14
	.23
	.15
	.10
	.24
	.05
	.42

	         Agreeableness
	1
	18
	2,159
	.12
	.08
	.17
	.00
	.08
	.16
	.17
	.17

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	18
	2,163
	.13
	.08
	.18
	.00
	.09
	.17
	.18
	.18

	         Extraversion
	1
	19
	2,301
	.16
	.12
	.22
	.11
	.11
	.21
	.08
	.36

	         Openness
	1
	16
	1,945
	.14
	.11
	.20
	.09
	.09
	.19
	.08
	.32

	   Assessment center exercises
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Case analysis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	3
	358
	.06
	.11
	.07
	.07
	-.06
	.18
	-.02
	.16

	         Agreeableness
	1
	3
	358
	-.06
	.10
	-.07
	.04
	-.17
	.05
	-.12
	-.02

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	3
	358
	.04
	.10
	.05
	.04
	-.07
	.15
	-.002
	.10

	         Extraversion
	1
	3
	358
	-.03
	.10
	-.04
	.06
	-.15
	.09
	-.11
	.04

	         Openness
	1
	2
	254
	.17
	.10
	.21
	.07
	.03
	.31
	.13
	.30

	      In-basket
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	4
	717
	.04
	.09
	.05
	.07
	-.05
	.13
	-.04
	.14

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	606
	-.02
	.11
	-.03
	.09
	-.13
	.09
	-.14
	.09

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	4
	717
	.13
	.12
	.16
	.11
	.02
	.24
	.02
	.30

	         Extraversion
	1
	7
	1,067
	.06
	.09
	.07
	.05
	-.01
	.13
	.01
	.14

	         Openness
	1
	5
	795
	.11
	.11
	.14
	.09
	.02
	.20
	.03
	.25

	      Oral presentation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	3
	602
	.06
	.08
	.07
	.03
	-.02
	.14
	.03
	.11

	         Agreeableness
	1
	2
	270
	-.10
	.12
	-.12
	.10
	-.27
	.07
	-.24
	.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	3
	602
	.09
	.08
	.10
	.05
	-.003
	.18
	.04
	.17

	         Extraversion
	1
	3
	602
	.13
	.10
	.15
	.08
	.02
	.24
	.05
	.25

	         Openness
	1
	2
	498
	.09
	.08
	.11
	.06
	-.02
	.20
	.03
	.18

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Communication
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	7
	5,516
	.07
	.04
	.08
	.00
	.04
	.10
	.08
	.08

	         Agreeableness
	2
	10
	6,029
	.09
	.11
	.11
	.00
	.02
	.16
	.11
	.11

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	8
	5,595
	.06
	.12
	.07
	.00
	-.03
	.14
	.07
	.07

	         Extraversion
	2
	11
	6,097
	.09
	.09
	.11
	.02
	.04
	.14
	.09
	.13

	         Openness
	2
	11
	6,470
	.10
	.06
	.12
	.04
	.06
	.13
	.06
	.18

	      Organizing and planning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	8
	5,743
	.09
	.05
	.10
	.02
	.05
	.12
	.08
	.13

	         Agreeableness
	2
	11
	6,302
	.04
	.09
	.05
	.00
	-.02
	.09
	.04
	.05

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	9
	6,194
	.09
	.08
	.11
	.07
	.04
	.14
	.02
	.20

	         Extraversion
	2
	12
	6,370
	.10
	.06
	.12
	.01
	.07
	.14
	.10
	.14

	         Openness
	2
	12
	6,766
	.10
	.06
	.12
	.00
	.06
	.13
	.12
	.12

	      Problem solving
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	7
	5,516
	.08
	.04
	.09
	.00
	.04
	.11
	.09
	.09

	         Agreeableness
	2
	12
	6,253
	.06
	.06
	.07
	.00
	.02
	.09
	.07
	.07

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	8
	5,597
	.09
	.10
	.10
	.06
	.02
	.15
	.02
	.18

	         Extraversion
	2
	12
	6,214
	.09
	.06
	.10
	.00
	.05
	.12
	.10
	.10

	         Openness
	2
	12
	6,623
	.12
	.06
	.15
	.00
	.09
	.16
	.14
	.15

	   Occupational performance
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	6
	335
	54,188
	.07
	.11
	.10
	.02
	.06
	.09
	.08
	.13

	         Agreeableness
	6
	301
	51,162
	.04
	.11
	.06
	.02
	.03
	.06
	.04
	.08

	         Conscientiousness
	6
	388
	76,377
	.14
	.11
	.20
	.03
	.13
	.15
	.16
	.24

	         Extraversion
	6
	339
	58,618
	.08
	.12
	.11
	.01
	.06
	.09
	.09
	.13

	         Openness
	6
	250
	44,239
	.05
	.12
	.08
	.02
	.04
	.07
	.05
	.10

	   Occupational performance: Clerical
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	11
	2,049
	.11
	.05
	.17
	.00
	.08
	.14
	.17
	.17

	         Agreeableness
	3
	13
	2,337
	.11
	.08
	.18
	.03
	.07
	.16
	.14
	.22

	         Conscientiousness
	3
	20
	4,182
	.16
	.09
	.25
	.00
	.12
	.19
	.25
	.25

	         Extraversion
	3
	15
	2,720
	.09
	.12
	.14
	.03
	.03
	.15
	.11
	.17

	         Openness
	3
	13
	2,454
	.11
	.12
	.17
	.03
	.05
	.17
	.14
	.21

	   Occupational performance: Customer service
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	3
	10
	1,482
	.08
	.08
	.13
	.00
	.03
	.13
	.13
	.13

	         Agreeableness
	2
	10
	1,401
	.07
	.11
	.11
	.00
	.00
	.14
	.11
	.11

	         Conscientiousness
	4
	23
	3,410
	.14
	.12
	.23
	.03
	.09
	.19
	.19
	.26

	         Extraversion
	3
	13
	1,961
	.08
	.13
	.13
	.00
	.01
	.16
	.13
	.13

	         Openness
	3
	9
	1,337
	.07
	.10
	.11
	.00
	.01
	.13
	.11
	.11

	   Occupational performance: Healthcare
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	3
	21
	1,741
	.06
	.12
	.09
	.00
	.00
	.11
	.09
	.09

	         Agreeableness
	3
	11
	1,230
	.16
	.13
	.25
	.00
	.08
	.23
	.25
	.25

	         Conscientiousness
	3
	22
	1,820
	.21
	.10
	.33
	.05
	.17
	.25
	.26
	.40

	         Extraversion
	3
	17
	1,439
	.07
	.09
	.11
	.00
	.02
	.11
	.11
	.11

	         Openness
	3
	9
	1,107
	.01
	.10
	.02
	.09
	-.05
	.08
	-.10
	.14

	   Occupational performance: Law enforcement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	4
	29
	3,691
	.09
	.09
	.14
	.08
	.06
	.12
	.04
	.24

	         Agreeableness
	4
	24
	3,206
	.06
	.11
	.10
	.00
	.01
	.10
	.10
	.10

	         Conscientiousness
	4
	29
	3,785
	.15
	.15
	.23
	.12
	.09
	.20
	.08
	.38

	         Extraversion
	4
	27
	3,490
	.07
	.11
	.10
	.05
	.02
	.11
	.04
	.16

	         Openness
	4
	23
	3,104
	.04
	.11
	.06
	.05
	-.01
	.08
	.00
	.12

	   Occupational performance: Management
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	8
	112
	19,908
	.04
	.09
	.07
	.04
	.03
	.06
	.02
	.12

	         Agreeableness
	6
	90
	17,539
	.03
	.09
	.05
	.03
	.01
	.05
	.02
	.09

	         Conscientiousness
	9
	116
	21,570
	.11
	.10
	.17
	.02
	.09
	.13
	.15
	.20

	         Extraversion
	7
	114
	21,993
	.09
	.13
	.14
	.04
	.06
	.11
	.08
	.19

	         Openness
	6
	79
	16,353
	.05
	.11
	.08
	.04
	.03
	.07
	.03
	.13

	   Occupational performance: Military
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	4
	36
	9,633
	.16
	.08
	.25
	.03
	.13
	.19
	.21
	.29

	         Agreeableness
	3
	14
	3,453
	.06
	.11
	.10
	.00
	.01
	.12
	.10
	.10

	         Conscientiousness
	4
	38
	13,950
	.19
	.08
	.31
	.04
	.17
	.22
	.26
	.35

	         Extraversion
	4
	29
	7,411
	.08
	.11
	.13
	.00
	.04
	.12
	.13
	.13

	         Openness
	3
	12
	2,441
	.10
	.07
	.16
	.08
	.06
	.14
	.06
	.25

	   Occupational performance: Professional
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	7
	90
	9,238
	.03
	.09
	.04
	.03
	.01
	.05
	.01
	.08

	         Agreeableness
	7
	65
	5,250
	.02
	.09
	.04
	.01
	.00
	.05
	.02
	.06

	         Conscientiousness
	6
	83
	7,467
	.09
	.15
	.14
	.01
	.05
	.12
	.12
	.15

	         Extraversion
	6
	82
	6,306
	.02
	.13
	.02
	.08
	-.01
	.04
	-.08
	.13

	         Openness
	7
	86
	6,925
	.13
	.13
	.20
	.04
	.10
	.15
	.15
	.26

	   Occupational performance: Sales
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	6
	54
	6,424
	.06
	.13
	.10
	.00
	.03
	.10
	.10
	.10

	         Agreeableness
	6
	49
	6,374
	.02
	.15
	.03
	.01
	-.02
	.06
	.02
	.04

	         Conscientiousness
	6
	71
	9,991
	.17
	.13
	.27
	.05
	.14
	.20
	.21
	.33

	         Extraversion
	6
	59
	7,606
	.09
	.13
	.14
	.02
	.06
	.12
	.11
	.17

	         Openness
	5
	35
	4,254
	.02
	.14
	.03
	.00
	-.03
	.06
	.03
	.03

	   Occupational performance: Skilled/Semiskilled
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	6
	77
	11,495
	.09
	.12
	.14
	.06
	.06
	.11
	.06
	.22

	         Agreeableness
	6
	70
	12,191
	.05
	.12
	.08
	.03
	.02
	.08
	.04
	.12

	         Conscientiousness
	6
	86
	16,303
	.15
	.11
	.24
	.11
	.13
	.17
	.09
	.38

	         Extraversion
	6
	74
	12,322
	.02
	.10
	.04
	.04
	.00
	.05
	-.02
	.10

	         Openness
	5
	55
	9,341
	.02
	.10
	.03
	.01
	-.01
	.05
	.02
	.04

	   Overall job performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Supervisor-ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	10
	214
	46,311
	.10
	.12
	.16
	.05
	.09
	.12
	.09
	.23

	         Agreeableness
	10
	193
	43,550
	.08
	.10
	.13
	.04
	.07
	.10
	.08
	.19

	         Conscientiousness
	10
	254
	75,810
	.18
	.09
	.28
	.04
	.17
	.19
	.22
	.33

	         Extraversion
	10
	227
	51,129
	.12
	.11
	.19
	.05
	.11
	.14
	.13
	.25

	         Openness
	11
	205
	43,633
	.07
	.11
	.11
	.02
	.06
	.09
	.09
	.14

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Peer-ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	22
	5,410
	.09
	.10
	.18
	.16
	.05
	.13
	-.02
	.39

	         Agreeableness
	1
	17
	5,243
	.10
	.11
	.21
	.21
	.05
	.15
	-.06
	.48

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	12
	3,504
	.12
	.16
	.26
	.31
	.03
	.21
	-.14
	.66

	         Extraversion
	1
	12
	3,739
	.13
	.07
	.26
	.08
	.09
	.16
	.16
	.36

	         Openness
	1
	13
	4,835
	.02
	.07
	.04
	.10
	-.02
	.06
	-.09
	.17

	      Subordinate-ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	6
	2,243
	.06
	.04
	.13
	.00
	.02
	.10
	.13
	.13

	         Agreeableness
	1
	11
	3,568
	.08
	.14
	.18
	.30
	-.01
	.17
	-.21
	.57

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	10
	3,790
	.01
	.06
	.02
	.08
	-.03
	.05
	-.08
	.13

	         Extraversion
	1
	8
	2,444
	.05
	.04
	.12
	.00
	.02
	.08
	.12
	.12

	         Openness
	1
	12
	3,685
	.04
	.06
	.09
	.06
	.004
	.08
	.01
	.17

	      Maximal performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	3
	1,449
	.12
	.09
	.18
	.11
	.02
	.22
	.04
	.33

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	1,514
	.09
	.07
	.14
	.08
	.02
	.16
	.04
	.24

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	1,769
	.08
	.07
	.12
	.07
	.02
	.14
	.03
	.22

	         Extraversion
	1
	4
	1,514
	.25
	.05
	.39
	.00
	.20
	.30
	.39
	.39

	         Openness
	1
	4
	1,514
	.18
	.09
	.29
	.11
	.10
	.26
	.15
	.43

	      Typical performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	3
	1,449
	.10
	.13
	.15
	.19
	-.05
	.25
	-.08
	.39

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	1,514
	.06
	.05
	.09
	.00
	.01
	.11
	.09
	.09

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	1,769
	.14
	.06
	.22
	.03
	.09
	.19
	.18
	.26

	         Extraversion
	1
	4
	1,514
	.23
	.07
	.35
	.08
	.16
	.30
	.26
	.45

	         Openness
	1
	4
	1,514
	.07
	.06
	.11
	.06
	.01
	.13
	.04
	.19

	   Technical performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	3
	135
	25,680
	.10
	.19
	.13
	.02
	.07
	.14
	.10
	.16

	         Agreeableness
	3
	90
	23,462
	.07
	.12
	.09
	.01
	.04
	.09
	.08
	.10

	         Conscientiousness
	3
	152
	54,000
	.18
	.11
	.23
	.02
	.16
	.20
	.20
	.26

	         Extraversion
	3
	108
	26,581
	.10
	.11
	.13
	.00
	.08
	.12
	.13
	.13

	         Openness
	3
	87
	22,812
	.09
	.09
	.12
	.00
	.07
	.11
	.12
	.12

	   Contextual performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	34
	14,033
	.13
	.15
	.18
	.00
	.08
	.18
	.18
	.18

	         Agreeableness
	2
	22
	4,140
	.14
	.16
	.19
	.00
	.07
	.21
	.19
	.19

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	41
	24,282
	.24
	.09
	.33
	.03
	.21
	.27
	.30
	.37

	         Extraversion
	2
	37
	7,210
	.18
	.14
	.25
	.00
	.14
	.23
	.25
	.25

	         Openness
	2
	25
	4,473
	.05
	.10
	.06
	.05
	.01
	.09
	.003
	.12

	   Organizational citizenship behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	36
	8,629
	.10
	.11
	.13
	.12
	.06
	.14
	-.02
	.29

	         Agreeableness
	1
	47
	10,308
	.11
	.11
	.15
	.12
	.08
	.14
	-.002
	.31

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	71
	14,355
	.14
	.12
	.19
	.13
	.11
	.17
	.02
	.36

	         Extraversion
	1
	34
	6,700
	.07
	.12
	.10
	.13
	.03
	.11
	-.07
	.26

	         Openness
	1
	38
	7,405
	.11
	.09
	.16
	.08
	.08
	.14
	.06
	.25

	      Global 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	18
	4,303
	.11
	.13
	.15
	.15
	.05
	.17
	-.05
	.34

	         Agreeableness
	1
	22
	3,875
	.10
	.12
	.14
	.13
	.05
	.15
	-.03
	.31

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	30
	6,233
	.15
	.11
	.21
	.12
	.11
	.19
	.05
	.36

	         Extraversion
	1
	16
	2,870
	.05
	.13
	.07
	.14
	-.01
	.11
	-.12
	.25

	         Openness
	1
	11
	2,185
	.08
	.10
	.11
	.10
	.02
	.14
	-.01
	.24

	      Organizational
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	10
	2,139
	.08
	.11
	.11
	.12
	.01
	.15
	-.04
	.26

	         Agreeableness
	1
	15
	4,598
	.12
	.11
	.17
	.13
	.06
	.18
	-.001
	.34

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	20
	4,025
	.13
	.09
	.18
	.08
	.09
	.17
	.08
	.28

	         Extraversion
	1
	9
	2,017
	.01
	.10
	.01
	.10
	-.06
	.08
	-.12
	.14

	         Openness
	1
	7
	1,311
	.13
	.08
	.18
	.05
	.07
	.19
	.12
	.25

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Change
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	7
	1,732
	.06
	.10
	.08
	.10
	-.01
	.13
	-.05
	.21

	         Agreeableness
	1
	8
	1,396
	-.02
	.11
	-.03
	.11
	-.10
	.06
	-.17
	.11

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	17
	2,629
	.08
	.11
	.11
	.10
	.03
	.13
	-.02
	.24

	         Extraversion
	1
	6
	1,144
	.10
	.06
	.14
	.00
	.05
	.15
	.14
	.14

	         Openness
	1
	19
	3,761
	.11
	.09
	.16
	.08
	.07
	.15
	.05
	.26

	   Adaptive performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	77
	10,156
	.12
	.11
	.15
	.00
	.10
	.15
	.15
	.15

	         Agreeableness
	2
	75
	9,288
	.08
	.11
	.10
	.00
	.05
	.10
	.10
	.10

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	79
	9,949
	.08
	.13
	.10
	.00
	.05
	.11
	.10
	.10

	         Extraversion
	2
	75
	9,288
	.07
	.12
	.09
	.00
	.04
	.10
	.09
	.09

	         Openness
	2
	78
	10,343
	.05
	.10
	.07
	.00
	.03
	.07
	.07
	.07

	      Proactive forms
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	65
	7,093
	.08
	.11
	.10
	.07
	.05
	.11
	.01
	.19

	         Agreeableness
	1
	65
	7,093
	.06
	.11
	.08
	.07
	.03
	.09
	-.01
	.17

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	65
	7,093
	.06
	.12
	.08
	.09
	.03
	.09
	-.04
	.19

	         Extraversion
	1
	65
	7,093
	.08
	.12
	.10
	.08
	.05
	.11
	-.003
	.20

	         Openness
	1
	64
	7,023
	.05
	.10
	.07
	.04
	.03
	.08
	.02
	.12

	      Reactive forms
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	69
	7,314
	.14
	.11
	.18
	.07
	.11
	.17
	.09
	.26

	         Agreeableness
	1
	69
	7,314
	.08
	.11
	.10
	.07
	.05
	.11
	.02
	.19

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	69
	7,314
	.07
	.12
	.09
	.09
	.04
	.10
	-.03
	.20

	         Extraversion
	1
	69
	7,314
	.05
	.11
	.07
	.06
	.03
	.08
	-.01
	.15

	         Openness
	1
	68
	7,244
	.04
	.10
	.05
	.00
	.01
	.06
	.05
	.05

	   Adaptive risk-taking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	5
	1,134
	.09
	.07
	.11
	.00
	.03
	.15
	.11
	.11

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	1,208
	.01
	.06
	.01
	.00
	-.05
	.07
	.01
	.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	6
	1,729
	.02
	.06
	.02
	.00
	-.03
	.07
	.02
	.02

	         Extraversion
	1
	5
	1,378
	.21
	.09
	.25
	.08
	.13
	.29
	.15
	.36

	         Openness
	1
	5
	1,602
	.13
	.12
	.16
	.14
	.02
	.24
	-.01
	.34

	   Employee voice
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	7
	2,052
	.05
	.08
	.06
	.07
	-.01
	.11
	-.03
	.14

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	1,429
	.00
	.14
	.00
	.15
	-.12
	.12
	-.19
	.19

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	12
	3,450
	.12
	.12
	.15
	.13
	.05
	.19
	-.02
	.31

	         Extraversion
	1
	8
	2,152
	.18
	.07
	.22
	.05
	.13
	.23
	.15
	.28

	         Openness
	1
	11
	2,781
	.14
	.16
	.17
	.18
	.05
	.24
	-.06
	.41

	      Prohibitive 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	2
	699
	.07
	.05
	.08
	.01
	-.01
	.14
	.07
	.08

	         Agreeableness
	1
	2
	699
	.03
	.12
	.04
	.13
	-.13
	.19
	-.12
	.20

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	4
	1,143
	.09
	.09
	.11
	.08
	.003
	.18
	.01
	.21

	         Extraversion
	1
	2
	699
	.17
	.05
	.21
	.00
	.10
	.24
	.20
	.21

	         Openness
	1
	2
	699
	.10
	.09
	.13
	.09
	-.02
	.23
	.01
	.24

	      Promotive
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	5
	1,353
	.04
	.10
	.05
	.10
	-.05
	.13
	-.08
	.18

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	1,163
	.02
	.12
	.03
	.13
	-.10
	.14
	-.14
	.20

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	8
	2,307
	.11
	.12
	.13
	.12
	.03
	.19
	-.03
	.29

	         Extraversion
	1
	6
	1,453
	.20
	.09
	.24
	.09
	.12
	.27
	.13
	.34

	         Openness
	1
	9
	2,082
	.14
	.15
	.18
	.17
	.04
	.24
	-.04
	.40

	   Employee green behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	4
	1,008
	.26
	.30
	.31
	.35
	-.03
	.55
	-.14
	.75

	         Agreeableness
	1
	3
	695
	.39
	.30
	.47
	.36
	.05
	.73
	.02
	.93

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	10
	2,414
	.27
	.17
	.32
	.19
	.16
	.38
	.08
	.57

	         Extraversion
	1
	4
	1,008
	.30
	.25
	.36
	.29
	.06
	.55
	-.01
	.72

	         Openness
	1
	6
	1,508
	.31
	.24
	.38
	.29
	.12
	.50
	.01
	.75

	   Creativity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	96
	37,793
	.03
	.06
	.04
	.00
	.02
	.04
	.04
	.05

	         Agreeableness
	2
	97
	37,987
	.01
	.15
	.01
	.05
	-.02
	.04
	-.05
	.07

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	106
	39,400
	-.01
	.06
	-.02
	.00
	-.03
	.00
	-.02
	-.02

	         Extraversion
	2
	103
	38,600
	.13
	.06
	.18
	.01
	.11
	.14
	.17
	.20

	         Openness
	2
	105
	35,333
	.19
	.05
	.28
	.01
	.18
	.20
	.27
	.29

	   Safety performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	19
	3,929
	.11
	.12
	.13
	.12
	.06
	.16
	-.02
	.28

	         Agreeableness
	1
	12
	4,791
	.20
	.06
	.25
	.05
	.16
	.24
	.18
	.31

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	16
	3,995
	.21
	.09
	.26
	.08
	.17
	.25
	.16
	.36

	         Extraversion
	1
	20
	6,378
	-.07
	.10
	-.08
	.10
	-.11
	-.03
	-.22
	.05

	         Openness
	1
	10
	2,898
	.01
	.06
	.01
	.00
	-.03
	.05
	.01
	.01

	Extrinsic rewards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Higher education
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	8
	12,303
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	         Agreeableness
	1
	8
	12,303
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.00
	-.01
	.01
	.00
	.00

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	8
	12,303
	-.01
	.00
	-.01
	.00
	-.01
	-.01
	-.01
	-.01

	         Extraversion
	1
	8
	12,303
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.00
	-.01
	.004
	.00
	.00

	         Openness
	1
	7
	8,795
	.03
	.02
	.03
	.00
	.01
	.04
	.03
	.03

	   Academic success
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	162
	70,588
	.20
	.05
	.25
	.00
	.19
	.21
	.25
	.25

	         Agreeableness
	1
	15
	7,330
	.01
	.05
	.01
	.00
	-.01
	.03
	.01
	.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	37
	15,650
	.24
	.05
	.30
	.00
	.23
	.26
	.30
	.30

	         Extraversion
	1
	69
	33,005
	.09
	.05
	.11
	.00
	.08
	.10
	.11
	.11

	         Openness
	1
	8
	3,628
	.13
	.05
	.17
	.00
	.10
	.16
	.17
	.17

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Training outcomes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Declarative knowledge
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	3
	920
	-.01
	.05
	-.01
	.00
	-.07
	.05
	-.01
	-.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	3
	483
	.04
	.05
	.05
	.00
	-.02
	.10
	.05
	.05

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	6
	1,278
	.18
	.05
	.23
	.00
	.14
	.22
	.23
	.23

	         Extraversion
	1
	3
	721
	.12
	.05
	.15
	.00
	.06
	.18
	.15
	.15

	         Openness
	1
	3
	350
	.05
	.05
	.07
	.00
	-.01
	.11
	.07
	.07

	      Learning performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	3
	1,009
	-.07
	.05
	-.08
	.00
	-.13
	-.01
	-.08
	-.08

	         Agreeableness
	1
	3
	672
	-.04
	.05
	-.05
	.00
	-.10
	.02
	-.05
	-.05

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	4
	1,073
	.13
	.05
	.16
	.00
	.08
	.18
	.16
	.16

	         Extraversion
	1
	5
	944
	.01
	.05
	.01
	.00
	-.03
	.05
	.01
	.01

	         Openness
	1
	3
	355
	-.02
	.05
	-.02
	.00
	-.08
	.04
	-.02
	-.02

	   Training success
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	74
	9,338
	.12
	.09
	.15
	.00
	.10
	.14
	.15
	.15

	         Agreeableness
	2
	10
	1,206
	.04
	.08
	.05
	.03
	-.01
	.09
	.01
	.10

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	27
	3,368
	.19
	.09
	.25
	.00
	.16
	.23
	.25
	.25

	         Extraversion
	2
	73
	8,607
	.07
	.09
	.09
	.00
	.05
	.09
	.09
	.09

	         Openness
	2
	39
	9,047
	.02
	.09
	.03
	.00
	-.01
	.05
	.03
	.03

	   Job search success
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Employment quality
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	4
	524
	.16
	.09
	.18
	.00
	.08
	.24
	.18
	.18

	         Agreeableness
	1
	3
	376
	.13
	.11
	.15
	.07
	.01
	.25
	.05
	.24

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	7
	2,098
	.05
	.06
	.06
	.00
	.01
	.09
	.06
	.06

	         Extraversion
	1
	6
	1,429
	.08
	.10
	.09
	.08
	.002
	.16
	-.02
	.19

	         Openness
	1
	4
	443
	.06
	.10
	.07
	.00
	-.03
	.15
	.07
	.07

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Employment status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	10
	3,928
	.03
	.07
	.03
	.06
	-.02
	.08
	-.04
	.11

	         Agreeableness
	1
	2
	817
	-.02
	.05
	-.02
	.00
	-.09
	.05
	-.02
	-.02

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	9
	7,396
	.01
	.05
	.01
	.04
	-.02
	.04
	-.04
	.06

	         Extraversion
	1
	7
	7,486
	.05
	.04
	.06
	.02
	.02
	.08
	.03
	.08

	         Openness
	1
	3
	4,963
	.04
	.03
	.05
	.01
	.01
	.07
	.03
	.06

	   First job
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	4
	6,627
	-.01
	.00
	-.01
	.00
	-.01
	-.004
	-.01
	-.01

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	6,627
	.01
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.005
	.01
	.01
	.01

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	4
	6,627
	-.02
	.01
	-.02
	.00
	-.03
	-.01
	-.02
	-.02

	         Extraversion
	1
	4
	6,627
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.00
	-.01
	.01
	.00
	.00

	         Openness
	1
	3
	6,206
	.00
	.01
	.01
	.00
	-.01
	.02
	.01
	.01

	   Personnel data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	2
	32
	6,219
	.06
	.12
	.08
	.00
	.01
	.10
	.08
	.08

	         Agreeableness
	2
	28
	4,969
	.08
	.10
	.11
	.00
	.04
	.11
	.11
	.11

	         Conscientiousness
	2
	35
	6,905
	.10
	.09
	.14
	.01
	.07
	.13
	.13
	.15

	         Extraversion
	2
	37
	7,101
	.06
	.14
	.09
	.00
	.02
	.11
	.09
	.09

	         Openness
	2
	25
	4,401
	.03
	.12
	.04
	.00
	-.02
	.07
	.04
	.04

	      Commendable behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	6
	20,555
	.15
	.02
	.21
	.00
	.14
	.16
	.21
	.21

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

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	23
	45,852
	.33
	.02
	.47
	.00
	.32
	.34
	.47
	.47

	         Extraversion
	1
	13
	53,045
	.08
	.02
	.11
	.00
	.07
	.09
	.11
	.11

	         Openness
	1
	1
	747
	.24
	-
	.35
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	      Productivity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	3
	22
	2,810
	.02
	.11
	.02
	.00
	-.02
	.06
	.02
	.02

	         Agreeableness
	3
	25
	3,495
	-.07
	.16
	-.09
	.04
	-.13
	-.01
	-.14
	-.03

	         Conscientiousness
	3
	28
	3,429
	.14
	.08
	.17
	.04
	.11
	.17
	.12
	.22

	         Extraversion
	3
	23
	3,277
	.09
	.09
	.11
	.02
	.05
	.12
	.08
	.13

	         Openness
	3
	19
	2,384
	.00
	.12
	.00
	.00
	-.05
	.06
	.00
	.00

	      Status changes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	12
	3,483
	.08
	.09
	.11
	.10
	.03
	.13
	-.02
	.24

	         Agreeableness
	1
	9
	2,515
	.09
	.10
	.13
	.12
	.02
	.16
	-.03
	.29

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	8
	2,698
	.11
	.06
	.16
	.04
	.07
	.15
	.11
	.21

	         Extraversion
	1
	15
	4,374
	.10
	.12
	.14
	.15
	.04
	.16
	-.05
	.33

	         Openness
	1
	5
	1,766
	.09
	.05
	.13
	.00
	.04
	.14
	.13
	.13

	      Promotions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	5
	4,575
	.10
	.06
	.11
	.05
	.05
	.15
	.05
	.17

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	4,428
	-.04
	.03
	-.05
	.00
	-.07
	-.01
	-.05
	-.05

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	4
	4,428
	.05
	.03
	.06
	.01
	.02
	.08
	.05
	.07

	         Extraversion
	1
	4
	4,428
	.16
	.06
	.18
	.06
	.10
	.22
	.10
	.25

	         Openness
	1
	5
	4,942
	.01
	.04
	.01
	.02
	-.02
	.04
	-.02
	.04

	      Salary
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	28
	14,578
	.10
	.21
	.11
	.22
	.02
	.17
	-.18
	.39

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	6,286
	-.09
	.03
	-.10
	.01
	-.11
	-.06
	-.11
	-.09

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	20
	12,019
	.09
	.08
	.10
	.08
	.05
	.12
	-.002
	.20

	         Extraversion
	1
	15
	9,610
	.11
	.07
	.12
	.06
	.07
	.14
	.04
	.19

	         Openness
	1
	7
	6,800
	.03
	.05
	.04
	.04
	-.001
	.07
	-.01
	.09

	   Retirement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Emotional stability
	1
	7
	55,685
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	         Agreeableness
	1
	7
	55,685
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	7
	55,685
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	         Extraversion
	1
	7
	55,685
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	         Openness
	1
	7
	27,299
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	-.01
	.001
	.00
	.00


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 S11
Second Order Meta-Analyses of Emotional Stability and Life Success Variables
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	VAR2
	M
	VAR2M
	VAR2SE
	VARTrue
	%

	Psychological health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Life satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Anglim et al. (2020)
	224
	158,934
	.39
	.10
	.46
	.0001
	.45
	.0001
	.0001
	.0000
	68

	         Seltzer et al. (2017)
	21
	1,618
	.35
	.10
	.41
	.0007
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.01)
	 

	   Burnout
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Emotional exhaustion 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Swider & Zimmerman (2010)
	66
	19,454
	-.44
	.12
	-.52
	.0003
	-.48
	.0016
	.0003
	.0013
	16

	         You et al. (2015)
	67
	22,189
	-.36
	.14
	-.42
	.0004
	 
	(.04)
	(.02)
	(.04)
	 

	      Depersonalization 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Swider & Zimmerman (2010)
	59
	16,599
	-.33
	.11
	-.42
	.0003
	-.40
	.0002
	.0002
	.0000
	87

	         You et al. (2015)
	67
	22,189
	-.30
	.11
	-.39
	.0003
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.01)
	 

	      Personal accomplishment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Swider & Zimmerman (2010)
	60
	15,653
	.30
	.14
	.38
	.0005
	.29
	.0028
	.0002
	.0026
	8

	         You et al. (2015)
	67
	22,189
	.19
	.11
	.24
	.0003
	 
	(.05)
	(.02)
	(.05)
	 

	   Assessment center ratings: Stress 
   tolerance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.50
	.08a
	.60
	.0045
	.20
	.0320
	.0014
	.0306
	4

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	7
	1,095
	.07
	.08
	.08
	.0013
	 
	(.18)
	(.04)
	(.17)
	 

	Physical health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Physical activity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Sutin et al. (2016)d
	15
	120,024
	.04
	.09c
	.06
	.0009
	.09
	.0001
	.0002
	-.0001
	100

	         Wilson & Dishman (2015)
	82
	85,937
	.07
	.09
	.09
	.0002
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	   Smoking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

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

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

	Longevity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Risk of disabilityf
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Canada et al. (2021)
	7
	45,176
	-.07
	.02
	-.08
	.0001
	-.06
	.0002
	.0001
	.0001
	33

	         Jokela et al. (2020)
	3
	2,613
	-.04
	.01
	-.05
	.0001
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.01)
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Risk of cognitive declineg
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2021)
	4
	4,812
	-.09
	.05
	-.11
	.0008
	-.02
	.0001
	.0000
	.0001
	18

	         Luchetti et al. (2016)
	6
	11,729
	-.01
	.01
	-.01
	.0000
	 
	(.01)
	(.00)
	(.01)
	 

	   Risk of mortality: All-causeh
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2017)
	11
	16,305
	-.02
	.01
	-.02
	.0000
	-.02
	.0000
	.0000
	.0000
	100

	         Jokela et al. (2020)
	10
	13,1195
	-.01
	.02
	-.02
	.0000
	 
	(.00)
	(.00)
	(.00)
	 

	Societal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Pro-environmental attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.01
	.07a
	.01
	.0030
	-.02
	.0000
	.0003
	-.0003
	100

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	26
	39,683
	-.02
	.07
	-.02
	.0002
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Pro-environmental behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.09
	.08a
	.11
	.0046
	.03
	.0003
	.0004
	-.0001
	100

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	26
	13,161
	.02
	.08
	.02
	.0004
	 
	(.02)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	Collaboration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Consideration 
  of others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.20
	.02a
	.25
	.0003
	.14
	.0038
	.0001
	.0036
	4

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	4
	537
	.07
	.02
	.09
	.0002
	 
	(.06)
	(.01)
	(.06)
	 

	   Negotiation performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Sharma (2013): Field settings
	7
	647
	.12
	.23
	.17
	.0144
	.09
	.0031
	.0078
	-.0047
	100

	         Sharma (2013): Lab settings
	5
	330
	.01
	.20
	.01
	.0155
	 
	(.06)
	(.09)
	(.00)
	 

	   “Getting along” performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hogan & Holland (2003)
	31
	2,067
	.13
	.12
	.20
	.0011
	.25
	.0009
	.0004
	.0005
	45

	         Hough (1992)
	26
	2,949
	.19
	.09
	.29
	.0008
	 
	(.03)
	(.02)
	(.02)
	 

	Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Influencing 
   others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.24
	.05a
	.28
	.0017
	.06
	.0117
	.0006
	.0111
	5

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	6
	983
	-.01
	.05
	-.01
	.0006
	 
	(.11)
	(.02)
	(.11)
	 

	   Leadership effectivenessi
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge, Bono et al. (2002)
	22
	4,320
	.16
	.11
	.22
	.0010
	.22
	.0000
	.0004
	-.0004
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	18
	3,006
	.16
	.08
	.22
	.0006
	 
	(.00)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Transformational leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overalli
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	18
	3,380
	.15
	.07
	.21
	.0006
	.21
	.0000
	.0003
	-.0003
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	20
	3,830
	.16
	.09
	.22
	.0008
	 
	(.00)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	      Charismai
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Banks et al. (2017)
	10
	1,650
	.13
	.08
	.18
	.0011
	.17
	.0000
	.0005
	-.0005
	100

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	17
	2,527
	.12
	.09
	.17
	.0009
	 
	(.00)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	      Individualized considerationi
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	9
	1,772
	.08
	.11
	.11
	.0027
	.10
	.0003
	.0013
	-.001
	100

	         Dienert et al. (2015)
	10
	1,244
	.05
	.09
	.07
	.0016
	 
	(.02)
	(.04)
	(.00)
	 

	         DeRue et al. (2011)
	4
	635
	.10
	.10
	.14
	.0047
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	      Intellectual stimulationi
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	9
	1,772
	.10
	.08
	.14
	.0014
	.12
	.0002
	.0014
	-.001
	100

	         Dienert et al. (2015)
	9
	1,163
	.07
	.15
	.10
	.0047
	 
	(.01)
	(.04)
	(.00)
	 

	         DeRue et al. (2011)
	4
	635
	.07
	.10
	.09
	.0044
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Transactional leadership: Contingent
   rewards i
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Contingent rewards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	7
	1,532
	.08
	.09
	.11
	.0021
	.04
	.0011
	.0006
	.0004
	60

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	6
	872
	.01
	.05
	.01
	.0009
	 
	(.03)
	(.03)
	(.02)
	 

	Work attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Job satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge, Heller et al. (2002)
	92
	24,527
	.24
	.14
	.29
	.0003
	.27
	.0004
	.0003
	.0001
	83

	         Seltzer et al. (2017)
	23
	2,336
	.20
	.10
	.24
	.0006
	 
	(.02)
	(.02)
	(.01)
	 

	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Employment interview: Behavioral/High 
   structure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Roth et al. (2005)
	3
	668
	.01
	.04
	.01
	.0011
	.03
	.0002
	.0006
	-.0003
	100

	         Salgado & Moscoso (2002)
	10
	1,160
	.04
	.07
	.05
	.0008
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Academic performance: Postsecondary
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Mammadov (2021)
	158
	164,092
	.02
	.14
	.02
	.0002
	.02
	.0001
	.0003
	.0000
	100

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	14
	3,916
	.03
	.07
	.03
	.0004
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	         Stajkovic et al. (2018)
	5
	875
	-.02
	.08
	-.02
	.0014
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Training performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	19
	3,283
	.04
	.08
	.05
	.0005
	.08
	.0010
	.0008
	.0002
	84

	         Darr (2011)
	12
	2,744
	.09
	.09
	.11
	.0010
	 
	(.03)
	(.03)
	(.01)
	 

	         Hurtz & Donovan (2000)
	2
	644
	.06
	.05
	.07
	.0044
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado (1997)
	6
	470
	.11
	.09
	.14
	.0021
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	11
	2,546
	.06
	.11
	.07
	.0017
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	3
	931
	.15
	.09
	.19
	.0041
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Communication
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.04
	.04a
	.05
	.0014
	.08
	.0003
	.0006
	-.0002
	100

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	5
	740
	.08
	.04
	.10
	.0006
	 
	(.02)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	      Organizing and planning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.14
	.05a
	.17
	.0017
	.10
	.0009
	.0006
	.0003
	65

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	6
	967
	.07
	.05
	.08
	.0006
	 
	(.03)
	(.02)
	(.02)
	 

	      Problem solving
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.09
	.04a
	.10
	.0013
	.09
	.0001
	.0006
	-.0005
	100

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	5
	740
	.07
	.04
	.08
	.0005
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Occupational performancej,k
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	123
	18,719
	.05
	.10
	.07
	.0002
	.10
	.0006
	.0002
	.0004
	34

	         Hurtz & Donovan (2000)
	37
	5,671
	.09
	.09
	.13
	.0005
	 
	(.02)
	(.01)
	(.02)
	 

	         Judge & Zapata (2015)
	51
	7,168
	.10
	.11
	.14
	.0004
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado (1997)
	32
	3,877
	.09
	.10
	.13
	.0007
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	82
	16,436
	.06
	.13
	.08
	.0004
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	10
	2,317
	.13
	.08
	.18
	.0013
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Overall job performancel,m
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Darr (2011)
	6
	1,774
	.16
	.08
	.25
	.0026
	.16
	.0035
	.0005
	.0030
	13

	         Hogan & Holland (2003): “Getting 
         along and ahead” performance
	43
	5,242
	.19
	.15
	.29
	.0012
	 
	(.06)
	(.02)
	(.05)
	 

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	55
	17,274
	.08
	.16
	.12
	.0010
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	50
	9,775
	.03
	.09
	.05
	.0004
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Schmidt & Oh (2013)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	            Chinese
	3
	353
	.17
	.10
	.26
	.0084
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	            Korean
	14
	3,447
	.08
	.08
	.12
	.0011
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	            Singaporean
	3
	1,723
	.17
	.03
	.26
	.0007
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	            Taiwanese
	2
	311
	-.03
	.13
	-.05
	.0283
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Shaffer & Postlethwaite (2012):
         Workplace measures
	30
	4,850
	.13
	.09
	.20
	.0006
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	8
	1,562
	.14
	.10
	.21
	.0029
	
	
	
	
	

	   Technical performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hogan & Holland (2003): “Getting 
         ahead” performance
	84
	19,237
	.07
	.21
	.09
	.0009
	.13
	.0011
	.0006
	.0005
	56

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	9
	1,426
	.08
	.12
	.10
	.0025
	 
	(.03)
	(.03)
	(.02)
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	42
	5,017
	.14
	.14
	.18
	.0007
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Contextual performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	32
	13,785
	.13
	.15
	.18
	.0013
	.18
	.0001
	.0013
	-.0012
	100

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	248
	.18
	.15a
	.24
	.0205
	 
	(.01)
	(.04)
	(.00)
	 

	   Adaptive performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Huang et al. (2014)
	71
	7,535
	.12
	.11
	.15
	.0003
	.15
	.0000
	.0003
	-.0002
	100

	         Huang et al. (2014): Appendix A
	6
	2,621
	.14
	.08
	.18
	.0017
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Creativity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hough (1992)
	8
	442
	-.05
	.14
	-.07
	.0046
	.04
	.0001
	.0001
	.0000
	71

	         Puryear et al. (2017)
	88
	37,351
	.03
	.05
	.04
	.0001
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	Extrinsic rewards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Training success
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Blume et al. (2010)
	69
	8,685
	.12
	.09
	.15
	.0002
	.15
	.0001
	.0002
	-.0001
	100

	         Hough (1992)
	5
	653
	.16
	.10
	.20
	.0032
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	   Personnel data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	29
	5,644
	.05
	.13
	.07
	.0011
	.08
	.0001
	.0008
	-.0007
	100

	         Salgado (1997)
	3
	575
	.07
	.07
	.10
	.0030
	 
	(.01)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	   Productivity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	11
	1,436
	-.03
	.13
	-.04
	.0022
	.02
	.0007
	.0010
	-.0002
	100

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	7
	760
	.02
	.09
	.02
	.0017
	 
	(.03)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	4
	614
	.04
	.05
	.05
	.0009
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


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 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). 
b We imputed SDr from the meta-analysis with the largest k to reduce the biasing effects of the outlying first-order meta-analytic SDr (cf. Wilmot & Ones, 2019). 
c We imputed SDr from Wilson & Dishman (2015) because Sutin et al. (2016) used the medical convention of partialing out effects of demographic characteristics.
d Data from one longitudinal study (i.e., ELSA) were included in multiple meta-analyses. Because both meta-analyses provided full data, the overlapping study was removed, and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
e 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.
f Data from three longitudinal studies (i.e., ELSA, HRS, MIDUS) were included in Jokela et al. (2020). Because Canada et al. (2021) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
g Data from two longitudinal studies (i.e., ROS and SATSA) were included in Graham et al. (2021). Because Luchetti et al. (2016) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
h Data from four longitudinal studies (i.e., HRS, MIDUS, WLS-G, WLSS) were included in Jokela et al. (2020). Because Graham et al. (2017) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
i Data from two studies (i.e., Judge & Bono, 2000; Monroe, 1997) were included in Bono & Judge (2002). Because Dienert et al. (2015), Banks et al. (2017), and Do & Minbashian (2020) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation. 
j Data from three meta-analyses (i.e., Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Salgado, 1997) were also included in Judge & Zapata (2015). Overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
k Data from three studies (i.e., Furnham, 1994; Nyfield et al., 1995 Studies 1 and 2) were also included in Salgado (1997). However, because Salgado & Táuriz (2014) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
l Data from two studies (i.e., Slocum & Hand, 1971 Studies 1 and 2) were also included in Judge et al. (2013). However, because both meta-analyses provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
m Data from Shaffer and Postlethwaite (2012) are reported under scale type moderator, “Workplace” (p. 458-9, final rows).


Table S12
Second Order Meta-Analyses of Agreeableness and Life Success Variables
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	VAR2
	M
	VAR2M
	VAR2SE
	VARTrue
	%

	Psychological health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Life satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Anglim et al. (2020)
	188
	145,623
	.20
	.07
	.24
	.0000
	.24
	.0001
	.0000
	.0000
	80

	         Seltzer et al. (2017)
	21
	1,618
	.16
	.11
	.19
	.0009
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	   Burnout
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Emotional exhaustion 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Swider & Zimmerman (2010)
	34
	8,245
	-.15
	.10
	-.18
	.0005
	-.18
	.0000
	.0005
	-.0005
	100

	         You et al. (2015)
	15
	5,483
	-.16
	.16
	-.19
	.0025
	 
	(.00)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	      Depersonalization 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Swider & Zimmerman (2010)
	35
	7,663
	-.24
	.11
	-.32
	.0006
	-.31
	.0001
	.0006
	-.0005
	100

	         You et al. (2015)
	15
	5,483
	-.22
	.15
	-.29
	.0026
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	      Personal accomplishment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Swider & Zimmerman (2010)
	35
	6,025
	.24
	.15
	.31
	.0011
	.29
	.0002
	.0006
	-.0004
	100

	         You et al. (2015)
	15
	5,483
	.21
	.10
	.27
	.0011
	 
	(.01)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	   Assessment center ratings: Stress 
   tolerance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.24
	.08a
	.30
	.0048
	.12
	.0056
	.0014
	.0042
	25

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	7
	929
	.06
	.08
	.07
	.0014
	 
	(.07)
	(.04)
	(.06)
	 

	Physical health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Physical activity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Sutin et al. (2016)d
	15
	120,024
	.02
	.07c
	.03
	.0006
	.01
	.0001
	.0002
	-.0001
	100

	         Wilson & Dishman (2015)
	52
	17,117
	.00
	.07
	.00
	.0002
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	   Smoking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

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

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

	Longevity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Risk of disabilityf
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Canada et al. (2021)
	3
	2613
	.04
	.05
	.05
	.0012
	.01
	.0001
	.0001
	.0000
	100

	         Jokela et al. (2020)
	7
	45,176
	.00
	.02
	.00
	.0001
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Risk of cognitive declineg
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2021)
	3
	2,910
	-.02
	.04
	-.02
	.0010
	-.01
	.0001
	.0007
	-.0006
	100

	         Luchetti et al. (2016)
	3
	6,087
	.00
	.04a
	.00
	.0010
	 
	(.01)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	   Risk of mortality: All-causeh
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2017)
	6
	6,671
	-.01
	.01
	-.01
	.0000
	.00
	.0001
	.0000
	.0001
	28

	         Jokela et al. (2020)
	10
	131,195
	.01
	.01
	.01
	.0000
	 
	(.01)
	(.00)
	(.01)
	

	Societal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Pro-environmental attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.34
	.08a
	.41
	.0047
	.20
	.0022
	.0004
	.0018
	20

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	27
	40,093
	.15
	.08
	.18
	.0003
	 
	(.05)
	(.02)
	(.04)
	 

	   Pro-environmental behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.25
	.08a
	.32
	.0057
	.14
	.0017
	.0006
	.0012
	34

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	22
	12,895
	.10
	.08
	.13
	.0005
	 
	(.04)
	(.02)
	(.03)
	 

	Collaboration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Consideration
   of others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.27
	.06a
	.34
	.0026
	.12
	.0077
	.0006
	.0071
	8

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	8
	1,167
	.05
	.06
	.06
	.0006
	 
	(.09)
	(.03)
	(.08)
	 

	   Negotiation performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Sharma (2013): Field settings
	7
	647
	.15
	.19
	.21
	.0105
	.20
	.0001
	.0056
	-.0055
	100

	         Sharma (2013): Lab settings
	4
	253
	.13
	.16
	.19
	.0125
	
	(.01)
	(.07)
	(.00)
	

	   “Getting along” performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hogan & Holland (2003)
	7
	329
	.17
	.14
	.27
	.0073
	.20
	.0002
	.0005
	-.0003
	100

	         Hough (1992)
	26
	2,949
	.12
	.09
	.19
	.0007
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Influencing
   others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.27
	.10a
	.33
	.0074
	.13
	.0047
	.0015
	.0032
	32

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	11
	1,720
	.08
	.10
	.10
	.0013
	 
	(.07)
	(.04)
	(.06)
	 

	   Leadership effectivenessi
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge, Bono et al. (2002)
	21
	3,849
	.13
	.08
	.19
	.0006
	.20
	.0000
	.0003
	-.0002
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	19
	4,427
	.14
	.06
	.20
	.0004
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Transformational leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overalli
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	20
	3,916
	.10
	.14
	.14
	.0021
	.15
	.0000
	.0007
	-.0007
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	19
	3,677
	.11
	.11
	.15
	.0012
	 
	(.00)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	      Charismai
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Banks et al. (2017)
	16
	2,379
	.14
	.15
	.19
	.0029
	.20
	.0000
	.0021
	-.0021
	100

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	9
	1,706
	.15
	.20
	.21
	.0090
	 
	(.01)
	(.05)
	(.00)
	 

	      Individualized considerationi
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	8
	1,828
	.13
	.18
	.19
	.0086
	.18
	.0003
	.0020
	-.0017
	100

	         Dienert et al. (2015)
	10
	1,244
	.12
	.09
	.17
	.0018
	 
	(.02)
	(.04)
	(.00)
	 

	         DeRue et al. (2011)
	4
	635
	.17
	.16
	.25
	.0125
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	      Intellectual stimulationi
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	8
	1,828
	.10
	.11
	.14
	.0030
	.11
	.0013
	.0020
	-.001
	100

	         Dienert et al. (2015)
	9
	1,163
	.09
	.12
	.12
	.0034
	 
	(.04)
	(.04)
	(.00)
	 

	         DeRue et al. (2011)
	4
	635
	-.01
	.13
	-.01
	.0089
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Transactional leadership: Contingent
   rewards i
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Contingent rewards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	7
	1,622
	.13
	.14
	.19
	.0057
	.11
	.0002
	.0004
	-.0002
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	6
	8,72
	.07
	.04
	.10
	.0004
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	Work attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Job satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge, Heller et al. (2002)
	38
	11,856
	.13
	.13
	.16
	.0007
	.18
	.0001
	.0004
	-.0003
	100

	         Seltzer et al. (2017)
	23
	2,336
	.15
	.10
	.19
	.0007
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Employment interview: Behavioral/High 
   structure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Roth et al. (2005)
	3
	668
	.01
	.03
	.01
	.0004
	.02
	.0003
	.0004
	-.0001
	100

	         Salgado & Moscoso (2002)
	6
	562
	.06
	.10
	.08
	.0029
	 
	(.02)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Academic performance: Postsecondary
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Mammadov (2021)
	152
	163,029
	.07
	.16
	.08
	.0002
	.05
	.0019
	.0004
	.0015
	22

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	17
	6,560
	-.06
	.14
	-.07
	.0015
	 
	(.04)
	(.02)
	(.04)
	 

	         Stajkovic et al. (2018)
	5
	875
	.01
	.08
	.01
	.0015
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Training performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	19
	3,685
	.06
	.07
	.08
	.0004
	.04
	.0026
	.0007
	.0019
	27

	         Darr (2011)
	12
	2,744
	-.02
	.06
	-.03
	.0005
	 
	(.05)
	(.03)
	(.04)
	 

	         Hurtz & Donovan (2000)
	2
	644
	.12
	.07a
	.15
	.0040
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado (1997)
	5
	415
	.12
	.12
	.15
	.0047
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	8
	993
	.11
	.13
	.14
	.0034
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	511
	-.04
	.07a
	-.05
	.0040
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Communication
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.08
	.11a
	.10
	.0097
	.11
	.0000
	.0026
	-.0025
	100

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	8
	1,253
	.09
	.11
	.11
	.0024
	 
	(.00)
	(.05)
	(.00)
	 

	      Organizing and planning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.12
	.09a
	.15
	.0060
	.05
	.0015
	.0015
	.0000
	99

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	9
	1,526
	.02
	.09
	.02
	.0013
	 
	(.04)
	(.04)
	(.00)
	 

	      Problem solving
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.05
	.06a
	.06
	.0029
	.07
	.0000
	.0007
	-.0006
	100

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	10
	1,477
	.06
	.06
	.07
	.0006
	 
	(.00)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	   Occupational performancej,k
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	112
	17,520
	.04
	.10
	.06
	.0002
	.06
	.0005
	.0002
	.0002
	50

	         Hurtz & Donovan (2000)
	40
	6,447
	.07
	.10
	.10
	.0006
	 
	(.02)
	(.02)
	(.02)
	 

	         Judge & Zapata (2015)
	48
	6,777
	.08
	.13
	.12
	.0007
	
	
	
	
	

	         Salgado (1997)
	26
	3,466
	.01
	.10
	.01
	.0008
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	65
	14,740
	.04
	.13
	.06
	.0006
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	10
	2,212
	.00
	.09
	.00
	.0017
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Overall job performancel,m
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Darr (2011)
	5
	1,393
	.09
	.09
	.14
	.0042
	.13
	.0023
	.0005
	.0018
	22

	         Hogan & Holland (2003): “Getting 
         along and ahead” performance
	43
	5,242
	.09
	.13
	.14
	.0010
	 
	(.05)
	(.02)
	(.04)
	 

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	40
	14,321
	.13
	.09
	.21
	.0005
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	42
	10,517
	.03
	.10
	.05
	.0006
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Schmidt & Oh (2013)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	            Chinese
	3
	353
	.14
	.13
	.22
	.0142
	
	
	
	
	

	            Korean
	13
	3,236
	.04
	.07
	.06
	.0009
	
	
	
	
	

	            Singaporean
	2
	1,329
	.08
	.10
	.13
	.0125
	
	
	
	
	

	            Taiwanese
	3
	475
	.21
	.08
	.33
	.0059
	
	
	
	
	

	         Shaffer & Postlethwaite (2012):
         Workplace measures
	32
	5,133
	.12
	.10
	.19
	.0008
	
	
	
	
	

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Technical performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hogan & Holland (2003): “Getting 
         ahead” performance
	42
	5017
	.07
	.13
	.09
	.0006
	.09
	.0005
	.0004
	.0000
	90

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	39
	16,985
	.08
	.10
	.10
	.0005
	 
	(.02)
	(.02)
	(.01)
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	9
	1460
	.00
	.12
	.00
	.0027
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Contextual performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	20
	3,892
	.14
	.16
	.19
	.0026
	.19
	.0001
	.0024
	-.0024
	100

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	248
	.11
	.16a
	.15
	.0255
	 
	(.01)
	(.05)
	(.00)
	 

	   Adaptive performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Huang et al. (2014)
	71
	7,535
	.08
	.11
	.10
	.0003
	.10
	.0000
	.0003
	-.0003
	100

	         Huang et al. (2014): Appendix A
	4
	1,753
	.05
	.12
	.06
	.0060
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Creativity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hough (1992)
	3
	174
	-.29
	.12
	-.42
	.0104
	.02
	.0005
	.0001
	.0005
	11

	         Puryear et al. (2017)
	94
	37,813
	.02
	.05
	.02
	.0001
	 
	(.02)
	(.01)
	(.02)
	 

	Extrinsic rewards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Training success
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Blume et al. (2010)
	7
	988
	.08
	.08
	.10
	.0017
	.05
	.0024
	.0012
	.0011
	53

	         Hough (1992)
	3
	218
	-.02
	.07
	-.03
	.0028
	 
	(.05)
	(.04)
	(.03)
	 

	   Personnel data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	26
	4,474
	.08
	.12
	.12
	.0009
	.11
	.0003
	.0008
	-.0005
	100

	         Salgado (1997)
	2
	495
	.01
	.12a
	.01
	.0116
	 
	(.02)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	   Productivity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	15
	2,082
	-.03
	.17
	-.04
	.0031
	-.09
	.0051
	.0031
	.0019
	62

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	4
	401
	-.24
	.17b
	-.30
	.0014
	 
	(.07)
	(.06)
	(.04)
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	6
	1,012
	-.06
	.14
	-.08
	.0051
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


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 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). 
b We imputed SDr from the meta-analysis with the largest k to reduce the biasing effects of the outlying first-order meta-analytic SDr (cf. Wilmot & Ones, 2019). 
c We imputed SDr from Wilson & Dishman (2015) because Sutin et al. (2016) used the medical convention of partialing out effects of demographic characteristics.
d Data from one longitudinal study (i.e., ELSA) were included in multiple meta-analyses. Because both meta-analyses provided full data, the overlapping study was removed, and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
e 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.
f Data from three longitudinal studies (i.e., ELSA, HRS, MIDUS) were included in Jokela et al. (2020). Because Canada et al. (2021) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
g Data from two longitudinal studies (i.e., ROS and SATSA) were included in Graham et al. (2021). Because Luchetti et al. (2016) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
h Data from four longitudinal studies (i.e., HRS, MIDUS, WLS-G, WLSS) were included in Jokela et al. (2020). Because Graham et al. (2017) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
i Data from two studies (i.e., Judge & Bono, 2000; Monroe, 1997) were included in Bono & Judge (2002). Because Dienert et al. (2015), Banks et al. (2017), and Do & Minbashian (2020) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation. 
j Data from three meta-analyses (i.e., Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Salgado, 1997) were also included in Judge & Zapata (2015). Overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
k Data from three studies (i.e., Furnham, 1994; Nyfield et al., 1995 Studies 1 and 2) were also included in Salgado (1997). However, because Salgado & Táuriz (2014) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
l Data from two studies (i.e., Slocum & Hand, 1971 Studies 1 and 2) were also included in Judge et al. (2013). However, because both meta-analyses provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
m Data from Shaffer and Postlethwaite (2012) are reported under scale type moderator, “Workplace” (p. 458-9, final rows).

Table S13
Second Order Meta-Analyses of Conscientiousness and Life Success Variables
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	VAR2
	M
	VAR2M
	VAR2SE
	VARTrue
	%

	Psychological health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Life satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Anglim et al. (2020)
	196
	146,981
	.27
	.07
	.32
	.0000
	.32
	.0006
	.0000
	.0006
	8

	         Seltzer et al. (2017)
	21
	1,618
	.14
	.11
	.17
	.0009
	 
	(.03)
	(.01)
	(.02)
	 

	   Burnout
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Emotional exhaustion 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Swider & Zimmerman (2010)
	36
	8,924
	-.16
	.13
	-.19
	.0007
	-.17
	.0004
	.0005
	-.0001
	100

	         You et al. (2015)
	19
	6,834
	-.12
	.11
	-.14
	.0009
	 
	(.02)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	      Depersonalization 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Swider & Zimmerman (2010)
	34
	7,485
	-.19
	.15
	-.25
	.0011
	-.26
	.0001
	.0008
	-.0007
	100

	         You et al. (2015)
	19
	6,834
	-.21
	.14
	-.27
	.0019
	 
	(.01)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	      Personal accomplishment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Swider & Zimmerman (2010)
	32
	5,690
	.22
	.17
	.28
	.0014
	.35
	.0020
	.0008
	.0012
	40

	         You et al. (2015)
	19
	6,834
	.31
	.12
	.40
	.0013
	 
	(.04)
	(.03)
	(.03)
	 

	   Assessment center ratings: Stress 
   tolerance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,778
	.16
	.12a
	.20
	.0109
	.17
	.0004
	.0059
	-.0055
	100

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	3
	310
	.12
	.12
	.15
	.0073
	 
	(.02)
	(.08)
	(.00)
	 

	Physical health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Physical activity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Sutin et al. (2016)d
	15
	120,024
	.05
	.08c
	.06
	.0008
	.12
	.0005
	.0002
	.0003
	33

	         Wilson & Dishman (2015)
	69
	20,738
	.10
	.08
	.14
	.0002
	 
	(.02)
	(.01)
	(.02)
	 

	   Smoking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

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

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

	Longevity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Risk of disabilityf
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Canada et al. (2021)
	3
	2,613
	-.06
	.03
	-.07
	.0004
	-.04
	.0001
	.0001
	.0000
	72

	         Jokela et al. (2020)
	7
	45,176
	-.03
	.02
	-.03
	.0001
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Risk of cognitive declineg
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2021)
	4
	4,141
	.06
	.05
	.07
	.0008
	.03
	.0018
	.0006
	.0013
	31

	         Luchetti et al. (2016)
	4
	6,689
	-.03
	.05b
	-.03
	.0009
	 
	(.04)
	(.02)
	(.04)
	 

	   Risk of mortality: All-causeh
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2017)
	6
	6,671
	-.02
	.02
	-.03
	.0001
	-.04
	.0001
	.0000
	.0000
	51

	         Jokela et al. (2020)
	10
	13,1195
	-.04
	.02
	-.05
	.0000
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.01)
	 

	Societal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Pro-environmental attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.16
	.05a
	.19
	.0022
	.15
	.0001
	.0002
	-.0001
	100

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	29
	41,669
	.12
	.05
	.14
	.0002
	 
	(.01
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	   Pro-environmental behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.18
	.09a
	.22
	.0063
	.14
	.0003
	.0006
	-.0003
	100

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	25
	14,646
	.11
	.09
	.14
	.0005
	 
	(.02)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	Collaboration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Consideration 
   of others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,777
	.07
	.08a
	.09
	.0050
	.11
	.0001
	.0014
	-.0013
	100

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	7
	1,046
	.09
	.08
	.11
	.0014
	 
	(.01)
	(.04)
	(.00)
	 

	   Negotiation performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Sharma (2013): Field settings
	7
	647
	.06
	.24
	.08
	.0163
	.05
	.0004
	.0069
	-.0065
	100

	         Sharma (2013): Lab settings
	4
	253
	.02
	.15
	.02
	.0118
	 
	(.02)
	(.08)
	(.00)
	 

	   “Getting along” performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hogan & Holland (2003)
	14
	787
	.18
	.13
	.25
	.0023
	.21
	.0003
	.0006
	-.0003
	100

	         Hough (1992)
	26
	2,949
	.14
	.11
	.19
	.0008
	 
	(.02)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Influencing 
   others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,777
	.10
	.15a
	.12
	.0157
	.11
	.0000
	.0054
	-.0054
	100

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	6
	994
	.09
	.15
	.11
	.0052
	 
	(.00)
	(.07)
	(.00)
	 

	   Leadership effectivenessi
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge, Bono et al. (2002)
	22
	4,320
	.21
	.07
	.30
	.0004
	.24
	.0024
	.0002
	.0021
	9

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	18
	3,870
	.11
	.07
	.16
	.0005
	 
	(.05)
	(.01)
	(.05)
	 

	   Transformational leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overalli
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	18
	3,516
	.10
	.12
	.14
	.0016
	.16
	.0001
	.0004
	-.0004
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	19
	3,677
	.12
	.08
	.17
	.0006
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	      Charismai
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Banks et al. (2017)
	8
	1,605
	.05
	.09
	.07
	.0018
	.10
	.0003
	.0009
	-.0005
	100

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	16
	2,379
	.09
	.12
	.12
	.0016
	 
	(.02)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	      Individualized considerationi
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	8
	1,828
	.10
	.19
	.14
	.0087
	.11
	.0069
	.0016
	.0053
	24

	         Dienert et al. (2015)
	10
	1,244
	.02
	.10
	.02
	.0018
	 
	(.08)
	(.04)
	(.07)
	 

	         DeRue et al. (2011)
	4
	635
	.21
	.09
	.29
	.0037
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	      Intellectual stimulationi
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	8
	1,828
	.02
	.09
	.03
	.0021
	.01
	.0019
	.0004
	.0015
	23

	         Dienert et al. (2015)
	9
	1,163
	-.01
	.04
	-.01
	.0004
	 
	(.04)
	(.02)
	(.04)
	 

	         DeRue et al. (2011)
	4
	635
	.16
	.09
	.23
	.0041
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Transactional leadership: Contingent
   rewards i
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Contingent rewards
	6
	1,469
	.02
	.07
	.03
	.0014
	.03
	.0000
	.0009
	-.0009
	100

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	6
	872
	.03
	.09
	.04
	.0024
	 
	(.01)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Work attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Job satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge, Heller et al. (2002)
	79
	21,719
	.20
	.18
	.25
	.0006
	.24
	.0001
	.0004
	-.0003
	100

	         Seltzer et al. (2017)
	23
	2,336
	.18
	.10
	.22
	.0007
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Employment interview: Behavioral/High 
   structure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Roth et al. (2005)
	7
	1,506
	.12
	.03
	.16
	.0002
	.15
	.0002
	.0002
	.0000
	100

	         Salgado & Moscoso (2002)
	13
	1,497
	.08
	.10
	.10
	.0013
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	   Academic performance: Postsecondary
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Mammadov (2021)
	175
	169,411
	.22
	.17
	.25
	.0002
	.22
	.0021
	.0003
	.0017
	16

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	25
	6,314
	.12
	.10
	.14
	.0005
	 
	(.05)
	(.02)
	(.04)
	 

	         Stajkovic et al. (2018)
	5
	875
	.23
	.07
	.26
	.0013
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Training performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	17
	3,585
	.13
	.12
	.16
	.0013
	.17
	.0007
	.0005
	.0002
	74

	         Darr (2011)
	12
	2,744
	.12
	.06
	.15
	.0005
	 
	(.03)
	(.02)
	(.01)
	 

	         Hurtz & Donovan (2000)
	3
	741
	.02
	.12
	.03
	.0076
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado (1997)
	3
	324
	.15
	.04
	.19
	.0008
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	10
	2,510
	.10
	.10
	.13
	.0016
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	511
	.16
	.02
	.20
	.0114
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Communication
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	-.05
	.12a
	-.06
	.0110
	.07
	.0037
	.0038
	-.0001
	100

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	6
	819
	.09
	.12
	.11
	.0037
	 
	(.06)
	(.06)
	(.00)
	 

	      Organizing and planning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,778
	.24
	.08a
	.29
	.0046
	.11
	.0062
	.0014
	.0048
	22

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	7
	1,416
	.05
	.08
	.06
	.0013
	 
	(.08)
	(.04)
	(.07)
	 

	      Problem solving
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,778
	-.05
	.10a
	-.06
	.0067
	.10
	.0061
	.0024
	.0037
	40

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	6
	819
	.13
	.10
	.15
	.0022
	 
	(.08)
	(.05)
	(.06)
	 

	   Occupational performancej,k
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	123
	19,721
	.13
	.10
	.19
	.0002
	.20
	.0012
	.0002
	.0010
	16

	         Hurtz & Donovan (2000)
	45
	8,083
	.14
	.13
	.20
	.0007
	 
	(.03)
	(.03)
	(.03)
	 

	         Judge & Zapata (2015)
	89
	22,658
	.19
	.11
	.27
	.0003
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado (1997)
	24
	3,295
	.10
	.11
	.14
	.0010
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	96
	20,307
	.14
	.13
	.20
	.0004
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	11
	2,313
	.04
	.08
	.06
	.0012
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Overall job performancel,m
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Darr (2011)
	6
	1,774
	.23
	.06
	.36
	.0013
	.28
	.0018
	.0002
	.0016
	11

	         Hogan & Holland (2003): “Getting 
         along and ahead” performance
	43
	5,242
	.14
	.13
	.22
	.0010
	 
	(.04)
	(.01)
	(.04)
	 

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	74
	41,939
	.21
	.07
	.33
	.0002
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	62
	13,122
	.11
	.11
	.17
	.0005
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Schmidt & Oh (2013)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	            Chinese
	3
	353
	.17
	.15
	.27
	.0189
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	            Korean
	14
	3,447
	.13
	.07
	.20
	.0009
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	            Singaporean
	3
	1,723
	.14
	.04
	.22
	.0013
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	            Taiwanese
	3
	475
	.26
	.12
	.41
	.0108
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Shaffer & Postlethwaite (2012):
         Workplace measures
	37
	6,177
	.19
	.04
	.30
	.0001
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	9
	1,558
	.02
	.08
	.03
	.0017
	
	
	
	
	

	   Technical performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hogan & Holland (2003): “Getting 
         ahead” performance
	102
	47,729
	.19
	.10
	.24
	.0001
	.23
	.0007
	.0002
	.0004
	33

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	8
	1,254
	.18
	.15
	.23
	.0046
	 
	(.03)
	(.01)
	(.02)
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	42
	5,017
	.12
	.14
	.15
	.0007
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Contextual performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	39
	24,034
	.25
	.09
	.34
	.0004
	.33
	.0012
	.0004
	.0008
	35

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	248
	.09
	.09a
	.12
	.0081
	 
	(.03)
	(.02)
	(.03)
	 

	   Adaptive performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Huang et al. (2014)
	71
	7,535
	.07
	.13
	.09
	.0004
	.10
	.0004
	.0004
	.0000
	97

	         Huang et al. (2014): Appendix A
	8
	2,414
	.13
	.11
	.17
	.0025
	 
	(.02)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Creativity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hough (1992)
	4
	192
	.04
	.15
	.06
	.0110
	-.02
	.0000
	.0001
	.0000
	100

	         Puryear et al. (2017)
	102
	39,208
	-.02
	.05
	-.02
	.0001
	 
	(.00)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	Extrinsic rewards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Training success
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Blume et al. (2010)
	22
	2,935
	.19
	.08
	.24
	.0005
	.25
	.0001
	.0006
	-.0004
	100

	         Hough (1992)
	5
	433
	.23
	.12
	.29
	.0047
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Personnel data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	32
	6,175
	.11
	.10
	.16
	.0006
	.14
	.0006
	.0005
	.0001
	83

	         Salgado (1997)
	3
	730
	.05
	.06
	.07
	.0025
	 
	(.02)
	(.02)
	(.01)
	 

	   Productivity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	14
	1,639
	.10
	.09
	.12
	.0009
	.17
	.0022
	.0006
	.0016
	28

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	9
	1,074
	.18
	.06
	.22
	.0006
	 
	(.05)
	(.03)
	(.04)
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	5
	716
	.06
	.09
	.07
	.0025
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


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 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). 
b We imputed SDr from the meta-analysis with the largest k to reduce the biasing effects of the outlying first-order meta-analytic SDr (cf. Wilmot & Ones, 2019). 
c We imputed SDr from Wilson & Dishman (2015) because Sutin et al. (2016) used the medical convention of partialing out effects of demographic characteristics.
d Data from one longitudinal study (i.e., ELSA) were included in multiple meta-analyses. Because both meta-analyses provided full data, the overlapping study was removed, and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
e 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.
f Data from three longitudinal studies (i.e., ELSA, HRS, MIDUS) were included in Jokela et al. (2020). Because Canada et al. (2021) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
g Data from two longitudinal studies (i.e., ROS and SATSA) were included in Graham et al. (2021). Because Luchetti et al. (2016) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
h Data from four longitudinal studies (i.e., HRS, MIDUS, WLS-G, WLSS) were included in Jokela et al. (2020). Because Graham et al. (2017) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
i Data from two studies (i.e., Judge & Bono, 2000; Monroe, 1997) were included in Bono & Judge (2002). Because Dienert et al. (2015), Banks et al. (2017), and Do & Minbashian (2020) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation. 
j Data from three meta-analyses (i.e., Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Salgado, 1997) were also included in Judge & Zapata (2015). Overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
k Data from three studies (i.e., Furnham, 1994; Nyfield et al., 1995 Studies 1 and 2) were also included in Salgado (1997). However, because Salgado & Táuriz (2014) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
l Data from two studies (i.e., Slocum & Hand, 1971 Studies 1 and 2) were also included in Judge et al. (2013). However, because both meta-analyses provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
m Data from Shaffer and Postlethwaite (2012) are reported under scale type moderator, “Workplace” (p. 458-9, final rows).


Table S14
Second Order Meta-Analyses of Extraversion and Life Success Variables
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	VAR2
	M
	VAR2M
	VAR2SE
	VARTrue
	%

	Psychological health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Life satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Anglim et al. (2020)
	219
	158,905
	.32
	.08
	.38
	.0000
	.37
	.0006
	.0001
	.0006
	9

	         Seltzer et al. (2017)
	21
	1,618
	.20
	.11
	.24
	.0008
	 
	(.03)
	(.01)
	(.02)
	 

	   Burnout
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Emotional exhaustion 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Swider & Zimmerman (2010)
	52
	16,213
	-.24
	.16
	-.28
	.0007
	-.21
	.0018
	.0003
	.0015
	18

	         You et al. (2015)
	64
	20,524
	-.15
	.13
	-.18
	.0004
	 
	(.04)
	(.02)
	(.04)
	 

	      Depersonalization 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Swider & Zimmerman (2010)
	46
	13,147
	-.18
	.13
	-.23
	.0006
	-.19
	.0006
	.0003
	.0003
	45

	         You et al. (2015)
	64
	20,524
	-.13
	.12
	-.17
	.0004
	 
	(.02)
	(.02)
	(.02)
	 

	      Personal accomplishment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Swider & Zimmerman (2010)
	47
	12,109
	.32
	.14
	.41
	.0007
	.28
	.0029
	.0002
	.0027
	7

	         You et al. (2015)
	63
	20,417
	.19
	.09
	.24
	.0002
	 
	(.05)
	(.01)
	(.05)
	 

	   Assessment center ratings: Stress 
   tolerance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.33
	.06a
	.40
	.0026
	.19
	.0066
	.0007
	.0059
	10

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	9
	1,284
	.12
	.06
	.14
	.0006
	 
	(.08)
	(.03)
	(.08)
	 

	Physical health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Physical activity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Sutin et al. (2016)d
	15
	120,024
	.02
	.09c
	.03
	.0010
	.12
	.0009
	.0002
	.0007
	20

	         Wilson & Dishman (2015)
	88
	86,966
	.11
	.09
	.14
	.0002
	 
	(.03)
	(.01)
	(.03)
	 

	   Smoking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

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

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

	Longevity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Risk of disabilityf
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Canada et al. (2021)
	7
	45,176
	-.01
	.04
	-.01
	.0003
	-.01
	.0000
	.0003
	-.0002
	100

	         Jokela et al. (2020)
	3
	2,613
	-.02
	.04
	-.02
	.0008
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Risk of cognitive declineg
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2021)
	4
	5,087
	.04
	.05
	.05
	.0008
	.02
	.0000
	.0000
	.0000
	100

	         Luchetti et al. (2016)
	3
	6,087
	.01
	.01
	.02
	.0000
	 
	(.00)
	(.00)
	(.00)
	 

	   Risk of mortality: All-causeh
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2017)
	9
	11,616
	-.01
	.02
	-.02
	.0001
	-.01
	.0000
	.0001
	.0000
	100

	         Jokela et al. (2020)
	10
	131,195
	-.01
	.03
	-.01
	.0001
	 
	(.00)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	Societal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Pro-environmental attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.06
	.05a
	.07
	.0020
	.10
	.0001
	.0002
	-.0001
	100

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	27
	40,102
	.09
	.05
	.11
	.0001
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	   Pro-environmental behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.12
	.08a
	.14
	.0052
	.13
	.0000
	.0006
	-.0006
	100

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	21
	12,699
	.10
	.08
	.12
	.0005
	 
	(.00)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	Collaboration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Consideration
   of others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.16
	.12a
	.20
	.0111
	.11
	.0012
	.0026
	-.0014
	100

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	9
	1,235
	.07
	.12
	.09
	.0025
	 
	(.03)
	(.05)
	(.00)
	 

	   Negotiation performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Sharma (2013): Field settings
	7
	647
	.14
	.15
	.19
	.0062
	.18
	.0002
	.0035
	-.0033
	100

	         Sharma (2013): Lab settings
	5
	330
	.11
	.14
	.16
	.0073
	 
	(.01)
	(.06)
	(.00)
	 

	   “Getting along” performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hogan & Holland (2003)
	39
	2,307
	.08
	.13
	.12
	.0010
	.11
	.0000
	.0004
	-.0004
	100

	         Hough (1992)
	26
	2,751
	.07
	.10
	.10
	.0009
	 
	.01
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Influencing 
   others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.27
	.13a
	.32
	.0125
	.20
	.0019
	.0027
	-.0008
	100

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	11
	2,054
	.15
	.13
	.18
	.0023
	 
	(.04)
	(.05)
	(.00)
	 

	   Leadership effectivenessi
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge, Bono et al. (2002)
	22
	4,320
	.18
	.11
	.24
	.0011
	.24
	.0000
	.0003
	-.0003
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	23
	4,485
	.17
	.07
	.24
	.0004
	 
	(.00)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Transformational leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overalli
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	20
	3,692
	.19
	.08
	.26
	.0006
	.26
	.0000
	.0004
	-.0003
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	19
	3,608
	.18
	.09
	.26
	.0008
	 
	(.00)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	      Charismai
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Banks et al. (2017)
	9
	1,706
	.17
	.07
	.24
	.0011
	.23
	.0000
	.0007
	-.0007
	100

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	18
	2,728
	.17
	.12
	.23
	.0016
	 
	(.00)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	      Individualized considerationi
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	7
	1,574
	.14
	.07
	.19
	.0012
	.17
	.0034
	.0012
	.0023
	34

	         Dienert et al. (2015)
	10
	1,244
	.04
	.12
	.05
	.0029
	 
	(.06)
	(.03)
	(.05)
	 

	         DeRue et al. (2011)
	4
	635
	.23
	.11
	.31
	.0059
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	      Intellectual stimulationi
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	7
	1,574
	.14
	.07
	.19
	.0014
	.16
	.0022
	.0012
	.0011
	53

	         Dienert et al. (2015)
	9
	1,163
	.02
	.13
	.03
	.0035
	 
	(.05)
	(.03)
	(.03)
	 

	         DeRue et al. (2011)
	4
	635
	.13
	.08
	.18
	.0034
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Transactional leadership: Contingent
   rewards i
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Contingent rewards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	5
	1,215
	.11
	.07
	.15
	.0019
	.04
	.0042
	.0008
	.0034
	19

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	6
	872
	-.02
	.06
	-.03
	.0012
	 
	(.06)
	(.03)
	(.06)
	 

	Work attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Job satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge, Heller et al. (2002)
	75
	20,184
	.19
	.13
	.23
	.0003
	.21
	.0006
	.0003
	.0003
	53

	         Seltzer et al. (2017)
	23
	2,336
	.14
	.10
	.17
	.0006
	 
	(.02)
	(.02)
	(.02)
	 

	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Employment interview: Behavioral/High 
   structure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Roth et al. (2005)
	4
	744
	.08
	.04
	.10
	.0007
	.11
	.001
	.0005
	-.0004
	100

	         Salgado & Moscoso (2002)
	7
	631
	.10
	.07
	.13
	.0012
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Academic performance: Postsecondary
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Mammadov (2021)
	156
	162,663
	-.01
	.11
	-.01
	.0001
	-.01
	.0001
	.0002
	.0000
	100

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	20
	6,884
	-.02
	.11
	-.02
	.0008
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	         Stajkovic et al. (2018)
	5
	875
	-.05
	.10
	-.06
	.0025
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Training performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	17
	3,101
	.15
	.12
	.19
	.0013
	.06
	.0027
	.0006
	.0021
	20

	         Darr (2011)
	12
	2,744
	.05
	.10
	.06
	.0012
	 
	(.05)
	(.02)
	(.05)
	 

	         Hurtz & Donovan (2000)
	2
	644
	.12
	.04
	.15
	.0012
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado (1997)
	4
	383
	.01
	.04
	.01
	.0006
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	10
	2,116
	.01
	.05
	.01
	.0004
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	3
	931
	.08
	.07
	.10
	.0025
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Communication
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.00
	.09a
	.00
	.0058
	.11
	.0018
	.0015
	.0003
	83

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	9
	1,321
	.11
	.09
	.13
	.0013
	 
	(.04)
	(.04)
	(.02)
	 

	      Organizing and planning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.17
	.06a
	.20
	.0028
	.12
	.0009
	.0007
	.0002
	75

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	10
	1,594
	.09
	.06
	.11
	.0006
	 
	(.03)
	(.03)
	(.01)
	 

	      Problem solving
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.11
	.06a
	.13
	.0027
	.10
	.0001
	.0007
	-.0005
	100

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	10
	1,438
	.08
	.06
	.09
	.0005
	 
	(.01)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	   Occupational performancej,k
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	124
	19,511
	.08
	.11
	.11
	.0002
	.11
	.0004
	.0002
	.0002
	59

	         Hurtz & Donovan (2000)
	39
	6,453
	.06
	.11
	.09
	.0006
	 
	(.02)
	(.02)
	(.01)
	 

	         Judge & Zapata (2015)
	54
	8,633
	.12
	.13
	.17
	.0007
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado (1997)
	30
	3,806
	.05
	.14
	.07
	.0013
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	80
	17,692
	.06
	.13
	.09
	.0004
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	12
	2,523
	.09
	.07
	.13
	.0008
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Overall job performancel,m
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Darr (2011)
	6
	1,774
	.13
	.09
	.20
	.0030
	.19
	.0026
	.0004
	.0022
	15

	         Hogan & Holland (2003): “Getting 
         along and ahead” performance
	43
	5,242
	.08
	.13
	.12
	.0009
	 
	(.05)
	(.02)
	(.05)
	 

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	63
	19,868
	.16
	.08
	.25
	.0003
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	50
	11,445
	.07
	.12
	.11
	.0007
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Schmidt & Oh (2013)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	            Chinese
	3
	353
	.21
	.19
	.32
	.0294
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	            Korean
	14
	3,447
	.06
	.07
	.09
	.0008
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	            Singaporean
	3
	1,723
	.21
	.03
	.32
	.0007
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	            Taiwanese
	3
	475
	.14
	.11
	.22
	.0092
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Shaffer & Postlethwaite (2012):
         Workplace measures
	32
	5,034
	.09
	.11
	.14
	.0009
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	10
	1768
	.09
	.09
	.14
	.0019
	
	
	
	
	

	   Technical performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hogan & Holland (2003): “Getting 
         ahead” performance
	57
	20,104
	.10
	.09
	.13
	.0002
	.13
	.0000
	.0003
	-.0003
	100

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	9
	1,460
	.09
	.14
	.11
	.0035
	 
	(.00)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	42
	5,017
	.10
	.13
	.13
	.0006
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Contextual performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	35
	6,962
	.18
	.14
	.24
	.0010
	.25
	.0000
	.0010
	-.0010
	100

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	248
	.19
	.14a
	.26
	.0177
	 
	(.00)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	   Adaptive performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Huang et al. (2014)
	71
	7,535
	.07
	.12
	.09
	.0003
	.09
	.0001
	.0004
	-.0003
	100

	         Huang et al. (2014): Appendix A
	4
	1,753
	.03
	.12
	.04
	.0057
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Creativity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hough (1992)
	7
	333
	-.03
	.15
	-.04
	.0062
	.18
	.0002
	.0001
	.0001
	26

	         Puryear et al. (2017)
	96
	38,267
	.13
	.05
	.18
	.0001
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.01)
	 

	Extrinsic rewards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Training success
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Blume et al. (2010)
	70
	8,389
	.07
	.09
	.09
	.0002
	.09
	.0001
	.0002
	-.0001
	100

	         Hough (1992)
	3
	218
	.03
	.08
	.04
	.0034
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Personnel data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	33
	6,477
	.06
	.14
	.09
	.0012
	.09
	.0000
	.0010
	-.0010
	100

	         Salgado (1997)
	4
	624
	.07
	.13
	.10
	.0086
	 
	(.00)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	   Productivity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	12
	1,774
	.07
	.08
	.09
	.0009
	.11
	.0014
	.0010
	.0004
	71

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	5
	491
	.04
	.10
	.05
	.0030
	 
	(.04)
	(.03)
	(.02)
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	6
	1,012
	.14
	.08
	.17
	.0016
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


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 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). 
b We imputed SDr from the meta-analysis with the largest k to reduce the biasing effects of the outlying first-order meta-analytic SDr (cf. Wilmot & Ones, 2019). 
c We imputed SDr from Wilson & Dishman (2015) because Sutin et al. (2016) used the medical convention of partialing out effects of demographic characteristics.
d Data from one longitudinal study (i.e., ELSA) were included in multiple meta-analyses. Because both meta-analyses provided full data, the overlapping study was removed, and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
e 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.
f Data from three longitudinal studies (i.e., ELSA, HRS, MIDUS) were included in Jokela et al. (2020). Because Canada et al. (2021) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
g Data from two longitudinal studies (i.e., ROS and SATSA) were included in Graham et al. (2021). Because Luchetti et al. (2016) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
h Data from four longitudinal studies (i.e., HRS, MIDUS, WLS-G, WLSS) were included in Jokela et al. (2020). Because Graham et al. (2017) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
i Data from two studies (i.e., Judge & Bono, 2000; Monroe, 1997) were included in Bono & Judge (2002). Because Dienert et al. (2015), Banks et al. (2017), and Do & Minbashian (2020) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation. 
j Data from three meta-analyses (i.e., Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Salgado, 1997) were also included in Judge & Zapata (2015). Overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
k Data from three studies (i.e., Furnham, 1994; Nyfield et al., 1995 Studies 1 and 2) were also included in Salgado (1997). However, because Salgado & Táuriz (2014) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
l Data from two studies (i.e., Slocum & Hand, 1971 Studies 1 and 2) were also included in Judge et al. (2013). However, because both meta-analyses provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
m Data from Shaffer and Postlethwaite (2012) are reported under scale type moderator, “Workplace” (p. 458-9, final rows).


Table S15
Second Order Meta-Analyses of Openness and Life Success Variables
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	VAR2
	M
	VAR2M
	VAR2SE
	VARTrue
	%

	Psychological health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Life satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Anglim et al. (2020)
	194
	146,668
	.08
	.08
	.10
	.0000
	.10
	.0001
	.0001
	.0001
	52

	         Seltzer et al. (2017)
	21
	1,618
	.13
	.11
	.16
	.0009
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.01)
	 

	   Burnout
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Emotional exhaustion 
	32
	6,681
	-.07
	.15
	-.09
	.0011
	-.07
	.0004
	.0008
	-.0004
	100

	         Swider & Zimmerman (2010)
	15
	5,969
	-.03
	.12
	-.04
	.0015
	 
	(.02)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	         You et al. (2015)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Depersonalization 
	31
	5,929
	-.07
	.10
	-.09
	.0005
	-.09
	.0000
	.0005
	-.0005
	100

	         Swider & Zimmerman (2010)
	15
	5,969
	-.06
	.13
	-.08
	.0021
	 
	(.00)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	         You et al. (2015)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Personal accomplishment
	32
	6,107
	.16
	.09
	.21
	.0005
	.21
	.0000
	.0005
	-.0004
	100

	         Swider & Zimmerman (2010)
	16
	6,200
	.17
	.14
	.23
	.0021
	 
	(.00)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	         You et al. (2015)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Stress 
   tolerance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.17
	.09
	.20
	.0059
	.15
	.0005
	.0015
	-.0009
	100

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	7
	929
	.11
	.08
	.13
	.0013
	 
	(.02)
	(.04)
	(.00)
	 

	Physical health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Physical activity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Sutin et al. (2016)d
	15
	120,024
	.06
	.07c
	.08
	.0006
	.05
	.0001
	.0002
	-.0001
	100

	         Wilson & Dishman (2015)
	51
	16,209
	.03
	.07
	.05
	.0002
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	   Smoking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

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

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

	Longevity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Risk of disabilityf
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Canada et al. (2021)
	3
	2,613
	-.03
	.03b
	-.04
	.0005
	.01
	.0004
	.0001
	.0003
	33

	         Jokela et al. (2020)
	7
	45,176
	.02
	.03
	.02
	.0001
	 
	(.02)
	(.01)
	(.01)
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Risk of cognitive declineg
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2021)
	3
	2,883
	-.18
	.10
	-.22
	.0049
	-.11
	.0082
	.0031
	.0050
	38

	         Luchetti et al. (2016)
	3
	6,087
	.00
	.10b
	.00
	.0049
	 
	(.09)
	(.06)
	(.07)
	 

	   Risk of mortality: All-causeh
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2017)
	6
	6,671
	.00
	.02
	.00
	.0001
	-.01
	.0000
	.0000
	.0000
	100

	         Jokela et al. (2020)
	10
	13,1195
	-.01
	.02
	-.01
	.0000
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.00)
	 

	Societal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Pro-environmental attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.46
	.08a
	.57
	.0048
	.29
	.0038
	.0004
	.0033
	12

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	27
	41,197
	.22
	.08
	.27
	.0004
	 
	(.06)
	(.02)
	(.06)
	 

	   Pro-environmental behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.35
	.12a
	.45
	.0119
	.29
	.0015
	.0012
	.0003
	81

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	22
	14,200
	.21
	.12
	.27
	.0011
	 
	(.04)
	(.03)
	(.02)
	 

	Collaboration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Consideration
   of others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.06
	.05a
	.08
	.0023
	.08
	.0000
	.0006
	-.0006
	100

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	7
	1,119
	.06
	.05
	.08
	.0007
	 
	(.00)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Negotiation performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Sharma (2013): Field settings
	7
	647
	.07
	.10
	.10
	.0030
	.11
	.0004
	.0023
	-.0019
	100

	         Sharma (2013): Lab settings
	4
	253
	.12
	.16
	.17
	.0127
	 
	(.02)
	(.05)
	(.00)
	 

	   “Getting along” performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hogan & Holland (2003)
	24
	4,211
	.06
	.10
	.10
	.0010
	.10
	.0001
	.0008
	-.0007
	100

	         Hough (1992)
	1
	667
	.11
	.10a
	.18
	.0256
	 
	(.01)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Influencing
   others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.19
	.09a
	.24
	.0069
	.12
	.0017
	.0015
	.0002
	5

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	10
	1,672
	.08
	.09
	.10
	.0014
	 
	(.04)
	(.04)
	(.01)
	 

	   Leadership effectivenessi
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge, Bono et al. (2002)
	23
	4,149
	.12
	.12
	.17
	.0014
	.22
	.0005
	.0004
	.0001
	81

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	17
	3,315
	.17
	.07
	.24
	.0006
	 
	(.02)
	(.02)
	(.01)
	 

	   Transformational leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Overalli
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	19
	3,887
	.11
	.14
	.16
	.0020
	.16
	.0000
	.0008
	-.0008
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	18
	3,455
	.11
	.11
	.16
	.0015
	 
	(.00)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	      Charismai
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Banks et al. (2017)
	9
	1,706
	.15
	.18
	.22
	.0079
	.19
	.0000
	.0010
	-.0010
	100

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	18
	2,742
	.13
	.10
	.19
	.0012
	 
	(.01)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	      Individualized considerationi
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	8
	1,828
	.07
	.18
	.10
	.0087
	.07
	.0002
	.0024
	-.002
	100

	         Dienert et al. (2015)
	10
	1,244
	.05
	.14
	.07
	.0038
	 
	(.01)
	(.05)
	(.00)
	 

	         DeRue et al. (2011)
	4
	635
	.03
	.09
	.05
	.0043
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	      Intellectual stimulationi
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	8
	1,828
	.07
	.11
	.10
	.0030
	.08
	.0003
	.0025
	-.002
	100

	         Dienert et al. (2015)
	9
	1,163
	.04
	.15
	.06
	.0049
	 
	(.02)
	(.05)
	(.00)
	 

	         DeRue et al. (2011)
	2
	843
	.01
	.15a
	.02
	.0222
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Transactional leadership: Contingent 
   rewards i
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	6
	1,469
	.02
	.06
	.03
	.0014
	.04
	.0002
	.0011
	-.0010
	100

	         Do & Minbashian (2020)
	6
	872
	.05
	.13
	.08
	.0063
	 
	(.01)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	Work attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Job satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge, Heller et al. (2002)
	50
	15,196
	.01
	.17
	.01
	.0009
	.11
	.0042
	.0005
	.0037
	12

	         Seltzer et al. (2017)
	23
	2,336
	.14
	.10
	.18
	.0007
	 
	(.06)
	(.02)
	(.06)
	 

	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Employment interview: Behavioral/High 
   structure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Roth et al. (2005)
	3
	668
	.03
	.03
	.04
	.0004
	.04
	.0000
	.0004
	-.0004
	100

	         Salgado & Moscoso (2002)
	6
	562
	.04
	.16
	.05
	.0076
	 
	(.00)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Academic performance: Postsecondary
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Mammadov (2021)
	158
	164,162
	.08
	.24
	.10
	.0005
	.11
	.0008
	.0009
	-.0001
	100

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	16
	6,299
	.15
	.19
	.17
	.0031
	 
	(.03)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	         Stajkovic et al. (2018)
	5
	875
	-.01
	.24b
	-.01
	.0157
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Training performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	14
	2,700
	.14
	.12
	.18
	.0018
	.03
	.0044
	.0005
	.0040
	11

	         Darr (2011)
	12
	2,744
	.05
	.07
	.06
	.0007
	 
	(.07)
	(.02)
	(.06)
	 

	         Hurtz & Donovan (2000)
	2
	644
	.08
	.06
	.10
	.0129
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado (1997)
	4
	477
	.11
	.06
	.14
	.0015
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	8
	884
	.16
	.11
	.21
	.0025
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	3
	619
	-.03
	.02
	-.04
	.0002
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Communication
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	-.01
	.06a
	-.01
	.0028
	.12
	.0025
	.0007
	.0019
	26

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	9
	1,694
	.12
	.06
	.15
	.0006
	 
	(.05)
	(.03)
	(.04)
	 

	      Organizing and planning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.14
	.06a
	.17
	.0031
	.12
	.0003
	.0007
	-.0003
	100

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	10
	1,990
	.09
	.06
	.11
	.0006
	 
	(.02)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	      Problem solving
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.18
	.06a
	.22
	.0029
	.15
	.0007
	.0007
	.0000
	98

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	10
	1,847
	.11
	.06
	.13
	.0006
	 
	(.03)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	   Occupational performancej,k
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	82
	14,236
	.03
	.11
	.04
	.0003
	.08
	.0006
	.0003
	.0003
	50

	         Hurtz & Donovan (2000)
	35
	5,525
	.04
	.10
	.06
	.0006
	 
	(.02)
	(.02)
	(.02)
	 

	         Judge & Zapata (2015)
	42
	6,005
	.07
	.14
	.10
	.0010
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado (1997)
	18
	2,722
	.04
	.08
	.06
	.0008
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	63
	13,539
	.09
	.12
	.13
	.0005
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	10
	2,212
	.11
	.17
	.16
	.0063
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Overall job performancel,m
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Darr (2011)
	5
	1,393
	-.01
	.08
	-.02
	.0033
	.11
	.0005
	.0002
	.0003
	39

	         Hogan & Holland (2003): “Getting 
         along and ahead” performance
	38
	4,732
	.09
	.10
	.14
	.0006
	 
	(.02)
	(.01)
	(.02)
	 

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	47
	16,068
	.06
	.10
	.10
	.0006
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Ones et al. (2012)
	19
	707
	.04
	.11
	.06
	.0007
	
	
	
	
	

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	42
	9,519
	.07
	.11
	.11
	.0016
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Schmidt & Oh (2013)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	            Chinese
	3
	353
	.15
	.29
	.24
	.0726
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	            Korean
	14
	3,447
	.01
	.09
	.02
	.0016
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	            Singaporean
	2
	1,329
	.08
	.01
	.13
	.0001
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	            Taiwanese
	2
	311
	.24
	.07
	.38
	.0059
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         Shaffer & Postlethwaite (2012):
         Workplace measures
	25
	4,317
	.07
	.04
	.11
	.0002
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	8
	1,457
	.10
	.21
	.16
	.0141
	
	
	
	
	

	   Technical performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hogan & Holland (2003): “Getting 
         ahead” performance
	41
	16,738
	.09
	.08
	.12
	.0003
	.12
	.0002
	.0003
	-.0001
	100

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	9
	1,460
	.05
	.09
	.07
	.0016
	 
	(.01)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	37
	4,614
	.10
	.10
	.13
	.0005
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Contextual performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	23
	4,225
	.03
	.10
	.04
	.0008
	.06
	.0029
	.0008
	.0021
	28

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	248
	.23
	.10a
	.31
	.0094
	 
	(.05)
	(.03)
	(.05)
	 

	   Adaptive performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Huang et al. (2014)
	70
	7,465
	.05
	.10
	.07
	.0002
	.07
	.0000
	.0003
	-.0003
	100

	         Huang et al. (2014): Appendix A
	8
	2,878
	.06
	.13
	.08
	.0036
	 
	(.00)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Creativity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hough (1992)
	1
	58
	.07
	.05a
	.10
	.0065
	.28
	.0001
	.0001
	.0001
	43

	         Puryear et al. (2017)
	104
	35,275
	.19
	.05
	.28
	.0001
	 
	(.01)
	(.01)
	(.01)
	 

	Extrinsic rewards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Training success
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Blume et al. (2010)
	35
	8,744
	.02
	.06
	.03
	.0002
	.03
	.0000
	.0002
	-.0002
	100

	         Hough (1992)
	4
	303
	.06
	.19
	.08
	.0156
	 
	(.00)
	(.02)
	(.00)
	 

	   Personnel data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	22
	3,785
	.01
	.12
	.01
	.0015
	.04
	.0005
	.0010
	-.0004
	100

	         Salgado (1997)
	3
	616
	.06
	.07
	.09
	.0034
	 
	(.02)
	(.03)
	(.00)
	 

	   Productivity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	9
	1,060
	.00
	.09
	.00
	.0015
	.00
	.0000
	.0017
	-.0016
	100

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	4
	312
	-.01
	.17
	-.01
	.0116
	 
	(.01)
	(.04)
	(.00)
	 

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	6
	1,012
	.01
	.10
	.01
	.0027
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


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 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). 
b We imputed SDr from the meta-analysis with the largest k to reduce the biasing effects of the outlying first-order meta-analytic SDr (cf. Wilmot & Ones, 2019). 
c We imputed SDr from Wilson & Dishman (2015) because Sutin et al. (2016) used the medical convention of partialing out effects of demographic characteristics.
d Data from one longitudinal study (i.e., ELSA) were included in multiple meta-analyses. Because both meta-analyses provided full data, the overlapping study was removed, and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
e 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.
f Data from three longitudinal studies (i.e., ELSA, HRS, MIDUS) were included in Jokela et al. (2020). Because Canada et al. (2021) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
g Data from two longitudinal studies (i.e., ROS and SATSA) were included in Graham et al. (2021). Because Luchetti et al. (2016) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
h Data from four longitudinal studies (i.e., HRS, MIDUS, WLS-G, WLSS) were included in Jokela et al. (2020). Because Graham et al. (2017) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
i Data from two studies (i.e., Judge & Bono, 2000; Monroe, 1997) were included in Bono & Judge (2002). Because Dienert et al. (2015), Banks et al. (2017), and Do & Minbashian (2020) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation. 
j Data from three meta-analyses (i.e., Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Salgado, 1997) were also included in Judge & Zapata (2015). Overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
k Data from three studies (i.e., Furnham, 1994; Nyfield et al., 1995 Studies 1 and 2) were also included in Salgado (1997). However, because Salgado & Táuriz (2014) provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
l Data from two studies (i.e., Slocum & Hand, 1971 Studies 1 and 2) were also included in Judge et al. (2013). However, because both meta-analyses provided full data, overlapping studies were removed and meta-analyses were rerun prior to second order cumulation.
m Data from Shaffer and Postlethwaite (2012) are reported under scale type moderator, “Workplace” (p. 458-9, final rows).




Table S16
Sensitivity Analyses for Second Order Meta-Analyses of Emotional Stability and Life Success Variables
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	
	M
	VARTrue
	%
	
	M
	VARTrue
	%
	|| 
diff

	
	Input values
	
	Observed SDr
	
	Imputed SDr
	

	Psychological health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Stress 
   tolerance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.50
	.01
	.60
	
	.57
	.0091
	1
	
	.20
	.0306
	4
	.37

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	7
	1,095
	.07
	.08
	.08
	
	
	(.10)
	 
	
	
	(.17)
	 
	

	Societal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Pro-environmental attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.01
	.02
	.01
	
	-.01
	.0000
	100
	
	-.02
	-.0003
	100
	.01

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	26
	39,683
	-.02
	.07
	-.02
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	

	   Pro-environmental behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.09
	.03
	.11
	
	.05
	.0007
	29
	
	.03
	-.0001
	100
	.02

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	26
	13,161
	.02
	.08
	.02
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	

	Collaboration/Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Consideration of others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.20
	.00
	.25
	
	.25
	.0001
	1
	
	.14
	.0036
	4
	.11

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	4
	537
	.07
	.02
	.09
	
	 
	(.01)
	 
	
	 
	(.06)
	 
	

	      Influencing others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.24
	.02
	.28
	
	.19
	.0136
	2
	
	.06
	.0111
	5
	.13

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	6
	983
	-.01
	.05
	-.01
	
	
	(.12)
	 
	
	 
	(.11)
	 
	

	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Communication
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.04
	.02
	.05
	
	.06
	.0001
	75
	
	.08
	-.0002
	100
	.02

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	5
	740
	.08
	.04
	.10
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	

	      Organizing and planning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.14
	.02
	.17
	
	.14
	.0008
	24
	
	.10
	.0003
	65
	.14

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	6
	967
	.07
	.05
	.08
	
	
	(.03)
	 
	
	 
	(.02)
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Problem solving
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.09
	.00
	.10
	
	.10
	.0000
	200
	
	.09
	-.0005
	100
	.01

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	5
	740
	.07
	.04
	.08
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	

	   Contextual performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	32
	13,785
	.13
	.15
	.18
	
	.20
	-.0003
	100
	
	.18
	-.0012
	100
	.02

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	248
	.18
	.05
	.24
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	

	Descriptive statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   M
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.17
	.0027
	59
	
	.10
	.0051
	64
	.09

	   SD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	(.029)
	 
	 
	 
	(.040)
	 
	(.12)


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 S17
Sensitivity Analyses for Second Order Meta-Analyses of Agreeableness and Life Success Variables
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	
	M
	VARTrue
	%
	
	M
	VARTrue
	%
	|| 
diff

	
	Input values
	
	Observed SDr
	
	Imputed SDr
	

	Psychological health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Stress 
   tolerance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.24
	.02
	.30
	
	.26
	.0045
	7
	
	.12
	.0042
	25
	.14

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	7
	929
	.06
	.08
	.07
	
	
	(.07)
	 
	
	
	(.06)
	
	

	Longevity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Risk of cognitive declineg
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2021)
	3
	2,910
	-.02
	.04
	-.02
	
	.00
	.0000
	100
	
	-.01
	-.0006
	100
	.01

	         Luchetti et al. (2016)
	3
	6,087
	.00
	.00
	.00
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	

	Societal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Pro-environmental attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.34
	.00
	.41
	
	.18
	.0001
	1
	
	.20
	.0018
	20
	.02

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	27
	40,093
	.15
	.08
	.18
	
	
	(.01)
	 
	
	
	(.04)
	
	

	   Pro-environmental behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.25
	.04
	.32
	
	.14
	.0042
	10
	
	.14
	.0012
	34
	.00

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	22
	12,895
	.10
	.08
	.13
	
	
	(.06)
	 
	
	
	(.03)
	
	

	Collaboration/Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Consideration of others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.27
	.02
	.34
	
	.25 
	.0105
	2
	
	.12
	.0071
	8
	.13

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	8
	1,167
	.05
	.06
	.06
	
	
	(.10)
	 
	
	
	(.08)
	
	

	      Influencing others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.27
	.01
	.33
	
	.32
	.0017
	5
	
	.13
	.0032
	32
	.19

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	11
	1,720
	.08
	.10
	.10
	
	
	(.04)
	 
	
	
	(.06)
	
	

	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Training performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	19
	3,685
	.06
	.07
	.08
	
	.01
	.0025
	16
	
	.04
	.0019
	27
	.03

	         Darr (2011)
	12
	2,744
	-.02
	.06
	-.03
	
	
	(.05)
	 
	
	
	(.04)
	
	

	         Hurtz & Donovan (2000)
	2
	644
	.12
	.07
	.15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Salgado (1997)
	5
	415
	.12
	.12
	.15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	8
	993
	.11
	.13
	.14
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	511
	-.04
	.02
	-.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Communication
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.08
	.02
	.10
	
	.10
	-.0003
	100
	
	.11
	-.0025
	100
	.01

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	8
	1,253
	.09
	.11
	.11
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	
	
	(.00)
	
	

	      Organizing and planning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.12
	.04
	.15
	
	.09
	.0016
	34
	
	.05
	.0000
	99
	.04

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	9
	1,526
	.02
	.09
	.02
	
	
	(.04)
	 
	
	
	(.00)
	
	

	      Problem solving
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.05
	.01
	.06
	
	.06
	-.0001
	100
	
	.07
	-.0006
	100
	.01

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	10
	1,477
	.06
	.06
	.07
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	
	(.00)
	
	

	   Contextual performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	20
	3,892
	.14
	.16
	.19
	
	.15
	-.0001
	100
	
	.19
	-.0024
	100
	.04

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	248
	.11
	.01
	.15
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	
	(.00)
	
	

	Extrinsic career success
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Personnel data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	26
	4,474
	.08
	.12
	.12
	
	.03
	.0004
	19
	
	.11
	-.0005
	100
	.08

	         Salgado (1997)
	2
	495
	.01
	.01
	.01
	
	
	(.02)
	 
	
	
	(.00)
	
	

	Descriptive statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   M
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.12
	.0021
	41
	
	.11
	.0016
	62
	.06

	   SD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	(.033)
	 
	 
	 
	(.026)
	 
	 (.06)


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 S18
Sensitivity Analyses for Second Order Meta-Analyses of Conscientiousness and Life Success Variables
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	
	M
	VARTrue
	%
	
	M
	VARTrue
	%
	|| 
diff

	
	Input values
	
	Observed SDr
	
	Imputed SDr
	

	Psychological health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Stress 
   tolerance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.16
	.07
	.20
	
	.18
	-.0029
	100
	
	.17
	-.0055
	100
	.01

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	3
	310
	.12
	.12
	.15
	
	 
	(.00)
	
	
	
	(.00)
	
	

	Societal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Pro-environmental attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.16
	.02
	.19
	
	.16
	.0002
	42
	
	.15
	-.0001
	100
	.01

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	29
	41,669
	.12
	.05
	.14
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	

	   Pro-environmental behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.18
	.00
	.22
	
	.22
	.0000
	15
	
	.14
	-.0003
	100
	.08

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	25
	14,646
	.11
	.09
	.14
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	

	Collaboration/Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Consideration of others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,777
	.07
	.01
	.09
	
	.09
	.0000
	100
	
	.11
	-.0014
	100
	.02

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	7
	1,046
	.09
	.08
	.11
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	
	
	(.00)
	
	

	      Influencing others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,777
	.10
	.01
	.12
	
	.12
	.0000
	100
	
	.11
	-.0056
	100
	.01

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	6
	994
	.09
	.15
	.11
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	
	
	(.00)
	
	

	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Communication
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	-.05
	.00
	-.06
	
	-.06
	.0000
	26
	
	.07
	-.0001
	100
	.13

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	6
	819
	.09
	.12
	.11
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	
	
	(.00)
	
	

	      Organizing and planning 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,778
	.24
	.03
	.29
	
	.21
	.0074
	8
	
	.11
	.0048
	23
	.10

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	7
	1,416
	.05
	.08
	.06
	
	 
	(.09)
	 
	
	
	(.07)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Problem solving
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,778
	-.05
	.02
	-.06
	
	-.04
	.0027
	12
	
	.10
	.0036
	41
	.14

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	6
	819
	.13
	.10
	.15
	
	 
	(.05)
	 
	
	
	(.06)
	
	

	   Contextual performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	39
	24,034
	.25
	.09
	.34
	
	.23
	.0062
	3
	
	.33
	.0008
	36
	.10

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	248
	.09
	.02
	.12
	
	
	(.08)
	 
	
	
	(.03)
	
	

	Descriptive statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   M
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.12
	.0018
	45
	
	.14
	.0010
	78
	.07

	   SD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(.024)
	
	
	
	(.018)
	
	(.05)


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 S19
Sensitivity Analyses for Second Order Meta-Analyses of Extraversion and Life Success Variables
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	
	M
	VARTrue
	%
	
	M
	VARTrue
	%
	|| 
diff

	
	Input values
	
	Observed SDr
	
	Imputed SDr
	

	Psychological health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Stress 
   tolerance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Stress tolerance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.33
	.14
	.40
	
	.15
	.0009
	46
	
	.19
	.0059
	10
	.04

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	9
	1,284
	.12
	.06
	.14
	
	
	(.03)
	 
	
	
	(.08)
	 
	

	Societal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Pro-environmental attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.06
	.03
	.07
	
	.10
	.0000
	100
	
	.10
	-.0001
	100
	.00

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	27
	40,102
	.09
	.05
	.11
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	

	   Pro-environmental behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.12
	.06
	.14
	
	.13
	-.0005
	100
	
	.13
	-.0006
	100
	.00

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	21
	12,699
	.10
	.08
	.12
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	

	Collaboration/Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Consideration of others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.16
	.00
	.20
	
	.20
	.0000
	40
	
	.11
	-.0014
	100
	.09

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	9
	1,235
	.07
	.12
	.09
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	

	      Influencing others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.27
	.02
	.32
	
	.31
	.0011
	25
	
	.20
	-.0008
	100
	.11

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	11
	2,054
	.15
	.13
	.18
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	 
	(.00)
	
	

	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Communication
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.00
	.02
	.00
	
	.02
	.0014
	19
	
	.11
	.0003
	83
	.09

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	9
	1,321
	.11
	.09
	.13
	
	
	(.04)
	 
	
	 
	(.02)
	 
	

	      Organizing and planning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.17
	.00
	.20
	
	.20
	.0000
	13
	
	.12
	.0002
	75
	.08

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	10
	1,594
	.09
	.06
	.11
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	 
	(.01)
	 
	

	      Problem solving
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.11
	.05
	.13
	
	.10
	-.0004
	100
	
	.10
	-.0005
	100
	.00

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	10
	1,438
	.08
	.06
	.09
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	

	   Contextual performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	35
	6,962
	.18
	.14
	.24
	
	.25
	-.0006
	100
	
	.25
	-.0010
	100
	.00

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	248
	.19
	.04
	.26
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	

	Descriptive statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   M
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.16
	.0004
	60
	
	.15
	.0007
	85
	.05

	   SD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	(.018)
	 
	 
	 
	(.012)
	 
	(.05)


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 S20
Sensitivity Analyses for Second Order Meta-Analyses of Openness and Life Success Variables
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	
	M
	VARTrue
	%
	
	M
	VARTrue
	%
	|| 
diff

	
	Input values
	
	Observed SDr
	
	Imputed SDr
	

	Longevity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Risk of disability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Canada et al. (2021)
	3
	2,613
	-.03
	.01
	-.04
	
	-.02
	.0004
	11
	
	.01
	.0003
	33
	.03

	         Jokela et al. (2020)
	7
	45,176
	.02
	.03
	.02
	
	
	(.02)
	 
	
	
	(.01)
	 
	

	Societal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Pro-environmental attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.46
	.01
	.57
	
	.52
	.0080
	1
	
	.29
	.0033
	12
	.23

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	27
	41,197
	.22
	.08
	.27
	
	
	(.09)
	 
	
	 
	(.06)
	 
	

	   Pro-environmental behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	2
	788
	.35
	.07
	.45
	
	.31
	.0023
	30
	
	.29
	.0003
	81
	.02

	         Soutter et al. (2020)
	22
	14,200
	.21
	.12
	.27
	
	
	(.05)
	 
	
	 
	(.02)
	 
	

	Collaboration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings:
   Consideration of others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.06
	.01
	.08
	
	.08
	-.0001
	100
	
	.08
	-.0006
	100
	.00

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	7
	1,119
	.06
	.05
	.08
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	

	   “Getting along” performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hogan & Holland (2003)
	1
	667
	.11
	-
	.18
	
	.18
	.0000
	33
	
	.10
	-.0007
	100
	.08

	         Hough (1992)
	24
	4,211
	.06
	.10
	.10
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	

	Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings:
   Influencing others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.19
	.02
	.24
	
	.21
	.0015
	18
	
	.12
	.0002
	89
	.09

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	10
	1,672
	.08
	.09
	.10
	
	
	(.04)
	 
	
	 
	(.01)
	 
	

	   Transformational leadership: 
   Intellectual stimulation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Bono & Judge (2002)
	8
	1,828
	.07
	.11
	.10
	
	.07
	-.002
	443
	
	.08
	-.002
	100
	.01

	         Dienert et al. (2015)
	9
	1,163
	.04
	.15
	.06
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	

	         DeRue et al. (2011)
	2
	843
	.01
	.09
	.02
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Communication
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	-.01
	.02
	-.01
	
	.04
	.0035
	7
	
	.12
	.0019
	26
	.08

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	9
	1,694
	.12
	.06
	.15
	
	
	(.06)
	 
	
	 
	(.04)
	 
	

	      Organizing and planning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.14
	.02
	.17
	
	.15
	.0003
	48
	
	.12
	-.0003
	100
	.03

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	10
	1,990
	.09
	.06
	.11
	
	
	(.02)
	 
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	

	      Problem solving
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Dilchert & Ones (2009)
	2
	4,776
	.18
	.00
	.22
	
	.22
	.0000
	16
	
	.15
	.0000
	98
	.07

	         Meriac et al. (2008)
	10
	1,847
	.11
	.06
	.13
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	 
	(.00)
	 
	

	   Contextual performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Judge et al. (2013)
	23
	4,225
	.03
	.10
	.04
	
	.14
	.0086
	6
	
	.06
	.0021
	28
	.08

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	2
	248
	.23
	.04
	.31
	
	
	(.09)
	 
	
	
	(.05)
	 
	

	   Creativity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Hough (1992)
	1
	58
	.07
	-
	.10
	
	.11
	.0005
	0
	
	.28
	.0001
	43
	.17

	         Puryear et al. (2017)
	104
	35,275
	.19
	.05
	.28
	
	
	(.02)
	 
	
	
	(.01)
	 
	

	Descriptive statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   M
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.17
	.0021
	59
	
	.14
	.0007
	68
	.07

	   SD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(.033)
	
	
	
	(.017)
	
	(.07)


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 S21
Sensitivity Analyses for Second Order Meta-Analyses of Big Five Personality Traits and Life Success Variables: Outlier Meta-Analyses
	Variable
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	 
	
	M
	VARTrue
	%
	
	M
	VARTrue
	%
	|| 
diff

	
	Input values
	
	Observed SDr
	
	Imputed SDr
	

	Agreeableness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Productivity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Barrick & Mount (1991)
	15
	2,082
	-.03
	.17
	-.04
	
	-.20
	.0082
	16
	
	-.09
	.0019
	62
	.11

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	4
	401
	-.24
	.06
	-.30
	
	
	(.09)
	 
	
	
	(.04)
	 
	

	         van Aarde et al. (2017)
	6
	1,012
	-.06
	.14
	-.08
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Productivity (less outlier)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.05
	-.0022
	100
	
	-.09
	.0019
	62
	.04

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	
	
	(.04)
	 
	

	Conscientiousness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Experiencing cognitive decline
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2021)
	4
	4,141
	.06
	.05
	.07
	
	-.03
	.0003
	15
	
	.03
	.0013
	31
	.06

	         Luchetti et al. (2016)
	4
	6,689
	-.03
	.01
	-.03
	
	
	(.02)
	 
	
	
	(.04)
	 
	

	Openness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Developing a disability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Canada et al. (2021)
	3
	2,613
	-.03
	.01
	-.04
	
	-.02
	.0004
	11
	
	.01
	.0003
	33
	.03

	         Jokela et al. (2020)
	7
	45,176
	.02
	.03
	.02
	
	
	(.02)
	 
	
	
	(.01)
	 
	

	   Experiencing cognitive decline
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Graham et al. (2021)
	3
	2,883
	-.18
	.10
	-.22
	
	.00
	.0003
	19
	
	-.11
	.0050
	38
	.11

	         Luchetti et al. (2016)
	3
	6,087
	.00
	.01
	.00
	
	
	(.02)
	 
	
	
	(.07)
	 
	

	   Academic performance: Postsecondary
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Mammadov (2021)
	158
	164,162
	.08
	.24
	.10
	
	.09
	.0014
	36
	
	.11
	-.0001
	100
	.02

	         Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	16
	6,299
	.15
	.19
	.17
	
	
	(.04)
	 
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	

	         Stajkovic et al. (2018)
	5
	875
	-.01
	.08
	-.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Academic performance: Postsecondary    
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.11
	.0000
	100
	
	.11
	-.0001
	100
	.00

	   (less outlier)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(.00)
	
	
	
	(.00)
	 
	

	Descriptive statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   M
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.01
	.0015
	42
	
	.00
	.0015
	61
	.05

	   SD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	(.027)
	 
	 
	 
	(.029)
	 
	(.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 S22
Results of K-Means and Hierarchical Clustering Algorithms: Comparative Cluster Solutions
	Cluster
	Cluster solution
	NVar
	Evaluation
	Final cluster

	
	K2
	h2
	K3
	h3
	K13a
	h13
	
	
	

	Cluster 1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	5
	Subcluster
	1. Gratificationb

	Cluster 2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	2
	3
	Subcluster
	

	Cluster 3
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3
	4
	Subcluster
	

	Cluster 4
	1
	1
	1
	3
	3
	9
	12
	Cluster
	2. Balance

	Cluster 5
	1
	1
	3
	3
	4
	6
	4
	Cluster
	3. Deference

	Cluster 6 
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	4
	11
	Cluster
	4. Accomplishment

	Cluster 7
	2
	2
	2
	2
	5
	8
	16
	Cluster
	5. High performance

	Cluster 8
	2
	2
	3
	2
	12
	10
	4
	Subcluster
	6. Citizenshipc

	Cluster 9
	2
	2
	2
	2
	7
	13
	5
	Subcluster
	

	Cluster 10
	2
	2
	2
	2
	6
	5
	17
	Cluster
	7. Ingenuity

	Cluster 11
	2
	2
	2
	2
	8
	7
	12
	Cluster
	8. Leadership

	Cluster 12
	2
	1
	3
	3
	9
	11
	16
	Cluster
	9. Support

	Cluster 13
	2
	2
	3
	2
	13
	12
	10
	Cluster
	10. Inclusion


Note.  Clusters correspond to the order described in the Results (pp. 40-41); cluster solution: Clusters found in two-, three-, and 13-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 cluster appears to be a standalone cluster or a subcluster. 
a Cluster 11 of the K-means solutions was comprised of variables that were excluded from cluster interpretation due to weak profile pattern effects (i.e., sorted into either profile level effect only or weak personality prediction groups).   
b Mean profile correlation between three subclusters of Gratification (r = .83). 
c Profile correlation between two subclusters of Citizenship: (r = .91).



Table S23
Meta-Analyses for HEXACO Personality Traits and Life Success Variables
	Variable
	Variable characteristics
	Study descriptives
	Population correlation

	
	Type
	Context
	Valence
	m
	kM
	NH
	HH
	LEM
	eX
	AG
	CO
	OP

	Psychological health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Happiness
	A
	LIFE
	+
	1
	15
	3,388
	.05
	.20
	.62
	.25
	.16
	.09

	   Subjective well-being
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Life satisfaction
	A
	LIFE
	+
	1
	14
	4,049
	.13
	.10
	.48
	.19
	.25
	.11

	      Negative affect
	A
	LIFE
	–
	1
	9
	4,134
	-.18
	.37
	-.45
	-.30
	-.20
	-.01

	      Positive affect
	A
	LIFE
	+
	1
	8
	3,834
	.08
	.14
	.63
	.16
	.37
	.18

	   Psychological well-being
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Autonomy
	A
	LIFE
	+
	1
	5
	2,003
	.23
	.44
	.47
	.02
	.28
	.31

	      Environmental mastery
	A
	LIFE
	+
	1
	5
	2,003
	.24
	.23
	.62
	.27
	.49
	.12

	      Personal growth
	A
	LIFE
	+
	1
	5
	2,003
	.26
	.14
	.55
	.20
	.38
	.42

	      Purpose in life
	A
	LIFE
	+
	1
	5
	2,003
	.22
	.04
	.49
	.16
	.56
	.17

	      Self-acceptance
	A
	LIFE
	+
	1
	5
	2,003
	.17
	.28
	.71
	.27
	.27
	.22

	Physical health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Physical activity
	B
	LIFE
	+
	1
	4
	526
	-.15
	.00
	.20
	-.05
	.11
	-.08

	Interpersonal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Positive relations with others
	A
	LIFE
	+
	1
	5
	2,003
	.24
	-.01
	.67
	.32
	.21
	.17

	   Forgivingness
	A
	LIFE
	+
	1
	7
	1,912
	.32
	.15
	.25
	.43
	.16
	.16

	   Pro-environmental behaviors
	B
	LIFE
	+
	1
	6
	2,366
	.25
	-.04
	.17
	.13
	.14
	.55

	Societal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Political orientation: Conservative
	A
	LIFE
	=
	1
	5
	1,606
	-.18
	.14
	.06
	-.11
	.16
	-.25

	Interpersonal behaviors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Prosocial behavior
	B
	LIFE
	+
	1
	34
	5,893
	.25
	-.03
	-.03
	.10
	-.01
	.09

	   “Getting along” performance
	B
	WORK
	+
	1
	13
	4,115
	.32
	-.08
	.08
	.16
	.19
	.16

	   Networking: Overall
	B
	WORK
	+
	1
	4
	1,491
	-.01
	-.06
	.40
	.11
	.07
	.26

	   Leadership: Overall
	B
	WORK
	+
	1
	5
	780
	.10
	.11
	.31
	-.06
	.37
	.14

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Performance
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Occupational performance
	B
	WORK
	+
	1
	23
	4,465
	.09
	-.04
	.11
	.01
	.35
	.16

	   Organizational citizenship behavior
	B
	WORK
	+
	1
	11
	3,832
	.22
	-.00
	.06
	.12
	.13
	.12

	   Creativity
	B
	WORK
	+
	1
	11
	3,321
	-.13
	.09
	.33
	.04
	.10
	.61


Note.  Note.  Variable characteristics: type = type of variable: attitude (A), behavior (B), or outcome (O); context = setting in which the research took place: educational (EDUC), occupational (WORK), or life/non-work (LIFE); valence = general social evaluation of a specific variable: positive (+) or negative (–; variables with a neutral and/or equivocal valence are denoted with a =). 
Study descriptives: m = mean number of independent meta-analyses; kM = mean number of independent samples; NH = harmonic mean sample size; population correlations:  = 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). A correlation in a positive direction indicates that the level of a Big Five personality trait and a life success variable tend to go up or down together; by comparison, a correlation in a negative direction indicates that the level of a Big Five trait and a life success variable tend to go up or down in opposite directions. For readability, 95% confidence intervals for all values have been omitted. 
 


Table S24
MACPA Parameters for HEXACO Personality Traits and Life Success Variables
	Variable
	Multiple correlation
	Profile level effect
	Profile pattern effect
	rlev, pat

	
	
	
	r
	r²
	
	r
	r²
	
	

	Psychological health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Happiness
	.61
	.38
	.28
	.08
	.22
	.57
	.33
	.55
	.10

	   Subjective well-being
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Life satisfaction
	.49
	.24
	.31
	.10
	.28
	.41
	.17
	.38
	.09

	      Negative affect
	.59
	.35
	.22
	.05
	.15
	.57
	.33
	.55
	.12

	      Positive affect
	.63
	.40
	.37
	.13
	.33
	.54
	.29
	.51
	.08

	   Psychological well-being
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Autonomy
	.64
	.41
	.24
	.06
	.19
	.61
	.37
	.59
	.08

	      Environmental mastery
	.68
	.47
	.42
	.17
	.37
	.58
	.33
	.55
	.09

	      Personal growth
	.61
	.37
	.45
	.20
	.42
	.45
	.20
	.42
	.08

	      Purpose in life
	.59
	.35
	.43
	.18
	.41
	.43
	.18
	.41
	.05

	      Self-acceptance
	.73
	.53
	.38
	.14
	.32
	.65
	.43
	.62
	.10

	Physical health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Physical activity
	.22
	.05
	.01
	.00
	.00
	.22
	.05
	.22
	.02

	Interpersonal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Positive relations with others
	.62
	.39
	.45
	.20
	.42
	.47
	.22
	.43
	.09

	   Forgivingness
	.45
	.20
	.31
	.09
	.27
	.36
	.13
	.33
	.12

	   Pro-environmental behaviors
	.46
	.22
	.33
	.11
	.33
	.32
	.11
	.32
	.00

	Societal attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Political orientation: Conservative
	.32
	.10
	-.12
	.01
	-.13
	.29
	.09
	.30
	.03

	Interpersonal behaviors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Prosocial behavior
	.24
	.06
	.13
	.02
	.13
	.21
	.04
	.21
	-.01

	   “Getting along” performance
	.24
	.06
	.20
	.04
	.21
	.12
	.01
	.12
	-.01

	   Networking: Overall
	.37
	.14
	.24
	.06
	.23
	.29
	.08
	.28
	.04

	   Leadership: Overall
	.35
	.12
	.17
	.03
	.17
	.30
	.09
	.30
	.03

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Occupational performance
	.26
	.07
	.17
	.03
	.18
	.19
	.03
	.19
	-.03

	   Organizational citizenship behavior
	.40
	.16
	.35
	.12
	.33
	.23
	.05
	.20
	.08

	   Creativity
	.48
	.24
	.20
	.04
	.19
	.45
	.20
	.44
	.03


Note.  MACPA models estimated using observed meta-analytic intercorrelations among HEXACO personality traits (see Thielmann et al., 2021) and observed estimated population correlations. Variables with a negative valence were rekeyed in a positive direction prior to running analyses.
Multiple correlation:  = observed multiple correlation adjusted for the harmonic mean sample size;  = associated estimated total accountable variance. Profile level and pattern effects: r = zero-order correlation between profile level (or profile pattern) effect and criterion; β = standardized regression coefficient for the model including both profile level and pattern effects; rlev,pat = intercorrelation between profile level and pattern effects. A correlation in a positive direction indicates that the level of the profile level (or profile pattern) effect and a life success variable tend to go up or down together; by comparison, a correlation in a negative direction indicates that the level of the profile level (or profile pattern) effect and a life success variable tend to go up or down in opposite directions. 

Table S25
Summary of MACPA Parameters for HEXACO Personality Traits across Available Life Success Categories
	Category
	Nv
	M
	SD
	Min
	Q1
	Med
	Q3
	Max
	
	%

	Multiple correlation
	21
	.48
	.16
	.22
	.35
	.48
	.61
	.73
	.253
	

	   Individual
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Psychological health
	9
	.62
	.07
	.49
	.59
	.61
	.64
	.73
	.389
	

	      Physical health
	1
	.22
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	   Interpersonal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Attitudes 
	3
	.51
	.10
	.45
	.46
	.46
	.54
	.620
	.270
	

	      Behaviors
	4
	.30
	.07
	.24
	.24
	.30
	.36
	.37
	.095
	

	   Institutional
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Performance
	3
	.38
	.11
	.26
	.33
	.40
	.44
	.48
	.157
	

	Profile level effect
	21
	.24
	.14
	-.13
	.18
	.23
	.33
	.42
	.075
	32

	   Individual
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Psychological health
	9
	.30
	.10
	.15
	.22
	.32
	.37
	.42
	.098
	27

	      Physical health
	1
	.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	.000
	0

	   Interpersonal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Attitudes 
	3
	.34
	.08
	.27
	.30
	.33
	.38
	.420
	.119
	47

	      Behaviors
	4
	.19
	.04
	.13
	.16
	.19
	.22
	.23
	.036
	39

	   Institutional
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Performance
	3
	.23
	.08
	.18
	.19
	.19
	.26
	.33
	.059
	40

	Profile pattern effect
	21
	.38
	.15
	.12
	.28
	.38
	.51
	.62
	.163
	68

	   Individual
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Psychological health
	9
	.51
	.09
	.38
	.42
	.55
	.55
	.62
	.265
	73

	      Physical health
	1
	.22
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	.048
	100

	   Interpersonal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Attitudes 
	3
	.36
	.06
	.32
	.33
	.33
	.38
	.430
	.132
	53

	      Behaviors
	4
	.23
	.08
	.12
	.19
	.25
	.29
	.30
	.057
	61

	   Institutional
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Performance
	3
	.28
	.14
	.19
	.20
	.20
	.32
	.44
	.090
	60


Note. All estimates based on observed estimated population correlations. Nv = number of variables per category; M = mean estimated effect sizes across variables; SD = between-variables standard deviation in estimated effect sizes; Min = minimum effect size; Q1 = effect size at the first quartile (i.e., 25th percentile); Med = median effect size (i.e., 50th percentile); Q3 = effect size at the third quartile (i.e., 75th percentile); Max = maximum effect size; = mean accountable variance per category; % = mean percentage of accountable variance attributable to a MACPA effect.


Table S26
Summary of MACPA Parameters for HEXACO Personality Traits across Characteristics of Life Success Variables 
	Variable
	Nv
	M
	SD
	Min
	Q1
	Med
	Q3
	Max
	
	%

	Multiple correlation
	21
	.48
	.16
	.22
	.35
	.48
	.61
	.73
	.253
	

	   Variable type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Attitude
	11
	.59
	.11
	.32
	.59
	.61
	.64
	.73
	.363
	

	      Behavior
	10
	.35
	.10
	.22
	.25
	.36
	.44
	.48
	.132
	

	   Context
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Occupation
	6
	.35
	.09
	.24
	.28
	.36
	.39
	.48
	.132
	

	      Life/Non-work
	15
	.53
	.16
	.22
	.46
	.59
	.63
	.73
	.301
	

	Profile level effect
	21
	.24
	.14
	-.13
	.18
	.23
	.33
	.42
	.075
	32

	   Variable type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Attitude
	11
	.27
	.16
	-.13
	.21
	.32
	.39
	.42
	.097
	29

	      Behavior
	10
	.20
	.10
	.00
	.17
	.20
	.26
	.33
	.050
	40

	   Context
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Occupation
	6
	.22
	.06
	.17
	.18
	.20
	.23
	.33
	.051
	40

	      Life/Non-work
	15
	.25
	.16
	-.13
	.17
	.28
	.35
	.42
	.085
	30

	Profile pattern effect
	21
	.38
	.15
	.12
	.28
	.38
	.51
	.62
	.163
	68

	   Variable type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Attitude
	11
	.48
	.10
	.30
	.42
	.51
	.55
	.62
	.242
	71

	      Behavior
	10
	.26
	.09
	.12
	.20
	.25
	.32
	.44
	.076
	60

	   Context
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Occupation
	6
	.26
	.11
	.12
	.19
	.24
	.30
	.44
	.075
	60

	      Life/Non-work
	15
	.43
	.13
	.21
	.33
	.42
	.55
	.62
	.198
	70


Note. All estimates based on observed estimated population correlations. Nv = number of variables per category; M = mean estimated effect sizes across variables; SD = between-variables standard deviation in estimated effect sizes; Min = minimum effect size; Q1 = effect size at the first quartile (i.e., 25th percentile); Med = median effect size (i.e., 50th percentile); Q3 = effect size at the third quartile (i.e., 75th percentile); Max = maximum effect size; = mean accountable variance per category; % = mean percentage of accountable variance attributable to a MACPA effect.
29



Table S27
Meta-Analyses of HEXACO Personality Traits and Life Success Variables
	Variable
	m
	k
	N
	
	SDr
	
	SDρ
	95% CI
	80% CR

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LO
	HI
	LO
	HI

	Individual
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Happiness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	15
	3,388
	.04
	.12
	.05
	.11
	-.02
	.10
	-.10
	.19

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	15
	3,388
	.17
	.12
	.20
	.11
	.11
	.23
	.05
	.34

	         eXtraversion
	1
	15
	3,388
	.54
	.12
	.62
	.12
	.48
	.60
	.47
	.78

	         Agreeableness
	1
	15
	3,388
	.21
	.08
	.25
	.05
	.17
	.25
	.18
	.31

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	15
	3,388
	.14
	.08
	.16
	.05
	.10
	.18
	.10
	.22

	         Openness
	1
	15
	3,388
	.08
	.08
	.09
	.05
	.04
	.12
	.03
	.15

	   Subjective well-being
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Life satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	14
	4,049
	.11
	.00
	.13
	.00
	.11
	.11
	.13
	.13

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	14
	4,049
	.09
	.07
	.10
	.04
	.05
	.13
	.05
	.16

	         eXtraversion
	1
	14
	4,049
	.43
	.07
	.48
	.06
	.39
	.47
	.41
	.55

	         Agreeableness
	1
	14
	4,049
	.17
	.06
	.19
	.02
	.14
	.20
	.17
	.22

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	14
	4,049
	.22
	.00
	.25
	.00
	.22
	.22
	.25
	.25

	         Openness
	1
	14
	4,049
	.11
	.00
	.13
	.00
	.11
	.11
	.13
	.13

	      Negative affect
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	9
	4,134
	-.15
	.05
	-.18
	.02
	-.18
	-.12
	-.21
	-.15

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	9
	4,134
	-.31
	.09
	-.37
	.09
	-.37
	-.25
	-.49
	-.25

	         eXtraversion
	1
	9
	4,134
	-.39
	.11
	-.45
	.12
	-.46
	-.32
	-.60
	-.30

	         Agreeableness
	1
	9
	4,134
	-.25
	.07
	-.30
	.06
	-.30
	-.20
	-.38
	-.21

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	9
	4,134
	-.17
	.09
	-.20
	.09
	-.23
	-.11
	-.32
	-.08

	         Openness
	1
	9
	4,134
	-.01
	.02
	-.01
	.00
	-.02
	.00
	-.01
	-.01

	      Positive affect
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	8
	3,834
	.07
	.05
	.08
	.02
	.04
	.10
	.05
	.11

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	8
	3,834
	.12
	.05
	.14
	.02
	.09
	.15
	.11
	.17

	         eXtraversion
	1
	8
	3,834
	.55
	.04
	.63
	.02
	.52
	.58
	.60
	.66

	         Agreeableness
	1
	8
	3,834
	.14
	.09
	.16
	.09
	.08
	.20
	.05
	.28

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	8
	3,834
	.32
	.10
	.37
	.10
	.25
	.39
	.24
	.50

	         Openness
	1
	8
	3,834
	.15
	.04
	.18
	.00
	.12
	.18
	.18
	.18

	   Psychological well-being
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Autonomy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	5
	2,003
	.19
	.05
	.23
	.01
	.15
	.23
	.22
	.25

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	5
	2,003
	.36
	.00
	.44
	.00
	.36
	.36
	.44
	.44

	         eXtraversion
	1
	5
	2,003
	.39
	.00
	.47
	.00
	.39
	.39
	.47
	.47

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.02
	.07
	.02
	.06
	-.04
	.08
	-.05
	.10

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.23
	.05
	.28
	.02
	.19
	.27
	.26
	.30

	         Openness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.25
	.05
	.31
	.02
	.21
	.29
	.28
	.33

	      Environmental mastery
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	5
	2,003
	.20
	.02
	.24
	.00
	.18
	.22
	.24
	.24

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	5
	2,003
	.19
	.09
	.23
	.09
	.11
	.27
	.11
	.35

	         eXtraversion
	1
	5
	2,003
	.52
	.08
	.62
	.08
	.45
	.59
	.51
	.72

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.22
	.07
	.27
	.06
	.16
	.28
	.19
	.34

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.41
	.07
	.49
	.07
	.35
	.47
	.41
	.58

	         Openness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.10
	.08
	.12
	.08
	.03
	.17
	.02
	.22

	      Personal growth
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	5
	2,003
	.21
	.07
	.26
	.06
	.15
	.27
	.18
	.34

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	5
	2,003
	.11
	.00
	.14
	.00
	.11
	.11
	.14
	.14

	         eXtraversion
	1
	5
	2,003
	.45
	.04
	.55
	.00
	.41
	.49
	.55
	.55

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.16
	.04
	.20
	.00
	.12
	.20
	.20
	.20

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.31
	.02
	.38
	.00
	.29
	.33
	.38
	.38

	         Openness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.34
	.05
	.42
	.03
	.30
	.38
	.39
	.46

	      Purpose in life
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	5
	2,003
	.18
	.00
	.22
	.00
	.18
	.18
	.22
	.22

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	5
	2,003
	.03
	.04
	.04
	.00
	-.01
	.07
	.04
	.04

	         eXtraversion
	1
	5
	2,003
	.41
	.08
	.49
	.08
	.34
	.48
	.38
	.59

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.13
	.07
	.16
	.06
	.07
	.19
	.08
	.23

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.47
	.00
	.56
	.00
	.47
	.47
	.56
	.56

	         Openness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.14
	.00
	.17
	.00
	.14
	.14
	.17
	.17

	      Self-acceptance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility
	1
	5
	2,003
	.14
	.02
	.17
	.00
	.12
	.16
	.17
	.17

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	5
	2,003
	.24
	.00
	.28
	.00
	.24
	.24
	.28
	.28

	         eXtraversion
	1
	5
	2,003
	.61
	.03
	.71
	.00
	.58
	.64
	.71
	.71

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.23
	.06
	.27
	.04
	.18
	.28
	.22
	.33

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.23
	.07
	.27
	.06
	.17
	.29
	.19
	.35

	         Openness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.18
	.10
	.22
	.10
	.09
	.27
	.08
	.35

	   Physical activity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	4
	486
	-.11
	.16
	-.15
	.18
	-.27
	.05
	-.37
	.08

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	5
	740
	.00
	.11
	.00
	.10
	-.10
	.10
	-.13
	.13

	         eXtraversion
	1
	3
	403
	.15
	.09
	.20
	.02
	.05
	.25
	.17
	.23

	         Agreeableness
	1
	4
	657
	-.04
	.14
	-.05
	.15
	-.18
	.10
	-.25
	.14

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	3
	403
	.08
	.16
	.11
	.17
	-.10
	.26
	-.11
	.33

	         Openness
	1
	4
	657
	-.06
	.20
	-.08
	.25
	-.26
	.14
	-.40
	.24

	Interpersonal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Psychological well-being: Positive relations
   with others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	5
	2,003
	.20
	.00
	.24
	.00
	.20
	.20
	.24
	.24

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	5
	2,003
	-.01
	.09
	-.01
	.09
	-.09
	.07
	-.13
	.10

	         eXtraversion
	1
	5
	2,003
	.57
	.04
	.67
	.02
	.53
	.61
	.64
	.70

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.27
	.04
	.32
	.00
	.23
	.31
	.32
	.32

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.18
	.00
	.21
	.00
	.18
	.18
	.21
	.21

	         Openness
	1
	5
	2,003
	.14
	.00
	.17
	.00
	.14
	.14
	.17
	.17

	   Forgivingness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	10
	2,507
	.25
	.13
	.32
	.14
	.17
	.33
	.14
	.50

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	6
	1,629
	.12
	.17
	.15
	.20
	-.02
	.26
	-.11
	.41

	         eXtraversion
	1
	6
	1,629
	.20
	.15
	.25
	.17
	.08
	.32
	.03
	.46

	         Agreeableness
	1
	8
	2,230
	.34
	.20
	.43
	.24
	.20
	.48
	.12
	.73

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	8
	2,230
	.13
	.06
	.16
	.00
	.09
	.17
	.16
	.16

	         Openness
	1
	6
	1,629
	.13
	.05
	.16
	.00
	.09
	.17
	.16
	.16

	   Political orientation: Conservative
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	6
	2,175
	-.14
	.07
	-.18
	.07
	-.20
	-.08
	-.26
	-.09

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	5
	1,448
	.11
	.07
	.14
	.04
	.05
	.17
	.08
	.19

	         eXtraversion
	1
	5
	1,448
	.05
	.07
	.06
	.04
	-.01
	.11
	.01
	.11

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	1,448
	-.09
	.07
	-.11
	.04
	-.15
	-.03
	-.16
	-.06

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	1,448
	.13
	.07
	.16
	.04
	.07
	.19
	.11
	.21

	         Openness
	1
	6
	1,669
	-.20
	.07
	-.25
	.06
	-.26
	-.14
	-.32
	-.18

	    Pro-environmental behaviors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	8
	3,682
	.20
	.20
	.25
	.25
	.06
	.34
	-.06
	.57

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	5
	2,115
	-.03
	.11
	-.04
	.13
	-.13
	.07
	-.20
	.13

	         eXtraversion
	1
	5
	2,115
	.14
	.07
	.17
	.06
	.08
	.20
	.10
	.25

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	2,363
	.10
	.07
	.13
	.07
	.04
	.16
	.04
	.21

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	2,115
	.11
	.09
	.14
	.09
	.03
	.19
	.02
	.26

	         Openness
	1
	6
	2,363
	.43
	.05
	.55
	.03
	.39
	.47
	.51
	.59

	    Prosocial behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	39
	7,213
	.22
	.12
	.25
	.12
	.18
	.26
	.10
	.40

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	32
	5,575
	-.03
	.06
	-.03
	.00
	-.05
	-.01
	-.03
	-.03

	         eXtraversion
	1
	32
	5,575
	-.03
	.06
	-.03
	.00
	-.05
	-.01
	-.03
	-.03

	         Agreeableness
	1
	34
	6,171
	.09
	.06
	.10
	.00
	.07
	.11
	.10
	.10

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	32
	5,575
	-.01
	.11
	-.01
	.09
	-.05
	.03
	-.13
	.11

	         Openness
	1
	32
	5,575
	.08
	.06
	.09
	.00
	.06
	.10
	.09
	.09

	   “Getting along” performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	15
	4,648
	.20
	.08
	.32
	.09
	.16
	.24
	.21
	.43

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	12
	4,023
	-.05
	.07
	-.08
	.07
	-.09
	-.01
	-.16
	.01

	         eXtraversion
	1
	12
	4,023
	.05
	.10
	.08
	.14
	-.01
	.11
	-.10
	.25

	         Agreeableness
	1
	12
	4,023
	.10
	.07
	.16
	.07
	.06
	.14
	.07
	.24

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	12
	4,023
	.12
	.14
	.19
	.20
	.04
	.20
	-.07
	.44

	         Openness
	1
	12
	4,023
	.10
	.07
	.16
	.07
	.06
	.14
	.07
	.24

	   Networking: Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	5
	1,658
	-.01
	.18
	-.01
	.21
	-.17
	.15
	-.28
	.26

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	6
	1,797
	-.05
	.17
	-.06
	.20
	-.19
	.09
	-.32
	.19

	         eXtraversion
	1
	3
	1,328
	.33
	.21
	.40
	.25
	.09
	.57
	.08
	.72

	         Agreeableness
	1
	5
	1,654
	.09
	.04
	.11
	.00
	.05
	.13
	.11
	.11

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	3
	1,328
	.06
	.09
	.07
	.09
	-.04
	.16
	-.04
	.19

	         Openness
	1
	3
	1,328
	.21
	.09
	.26
	.09
	.11
	.31
	.14
	.38

	   Leadership: Overall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	5
	854
	.07
	.13
	.10
	.16
	-.05
	.19
	-.10
	.30

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	5
	949
	.08
	.09
	.11
	.07
	.002
	.16
	.02
	.21

	         eXtraversion
	1
	5
	687
	.22
	.18
	.31
	.22
	.06
	.38
	.02
	.59

	         Agreeableness
	1
	6
	990
	-.04
	.22
	-.06
	.29
	-.22
	.14
	-.43
	.32

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	5
	687
	.26
	.18
	.37
	.22
	.10
	.42
	.08
	.65

	         Openness
	1
	4
	646
	.10
	.16
	.14
	.20
	-.06
	.26
	-.11
	.40

	Institutional
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Occupational performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	26
	5,012
	.06
	.15
	.09
	.20
	.001
	.12
	-.16
	.34

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	24
	4,622
	-.03
	.05
	-.04
	.00
	-.05
	.01
	-.04
	-.04

	         eXtraversion
	1
	21
	4,189
	.08
	.18
	.11
	.24
	.003
	.16
	-.19
	.42

	         Agreeableness
	1
	21
	4,189
	.01
	.09
	.01
	.08
	-.03
	.05
	-.09
	.12

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	24
	4,668
	.24
	.15
	.35
	.19
	.18
	.30
	.11
	.59

	         Openness
	1
	22
	4,234
	.11
	.14
	.16
	.18
	.05
	.17
	-.07
	.39

	   Organizational citizenship behavior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	11
	3,832
	.16
	.12
	.22
	.14
	.09
	.22
	.03
	.40

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	11
	3,832
	-.00
	.06
	-.00
	.04
	-.04
	.04
	-.06
	.05

	         eXtraversion
	1
	11
	3,832
	.29
	.10
	.40
	.11
	.24
	.35
	.26
	.54

	         Agreeableness
	1
	11
	3,832
	.17
	.10
	.24
	.12
	.11
	.23
	.09
	.39

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	11
	3,832
	.24
	.08
	.34
	.08
	.20
	.29
	.24
	.43

	         Openness
	1
	11
	3,832
	.20
	.09
	.27
	.10
	.14
	.25
	.15
	.39

	   Creativity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	         Honesty–humility 
	1
	10
	3,214
	-.09
	.13
	-.13
	.17
	-.17
	-.01
	-.34
	.08

	         (Low) emotionality
	1
	10
	3,214
	.06
	.19
	.09
	.26
	-.06
	.18
	-.25
	.42

	         eXtraversion
	1
	10
	3,214
	.23
	.19
	.33
	.26
	.11
	.35
	-.003
	.66

	         Agreeableness
	1
	10
	3,214
	.03
	.13
	.04
	.16
	-.05
	.11
	-.17
	.25

	         Conscientiousness
	1
	11
	3,465
	.07
	.20
	.10
	.27
	-.05
	.19
	-.25
	.45

	         Openness
	1
	12
	3,658
	.42
	.17
	.61
	.24
	.32
	.52
	.30
	.92


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 S28
Reliability Coefficients Used in Corrections 
	Variable
	Source(s)
	r
	yy

	Psychological health
	
	
	

	   Happiness
	Steel et al. (2008)
	IC
	.93

	   Quality of life
	Steel et al. (2008)
	IC
	.74

	   Subjective well-being
	
	
	

	      Life satisfaction
	Anglim et al. (2020)
	IC
	.89

	      Negative affect
	Anglim et al. (2020)
	IC
	.92

	      Positive affect
	Anglim et al. (2020)
	IC
	.95

	   Psychological well-being
	
	
	

	      Autonomy
	Anglim et al. (2020)
	IC
	.86

	      Environmental mastery
	Anglim et al. (2020)
	IC
	.88

	      Personal growth
	Anglim et al. (2020)
	IC
	.84

	      Purpose in life
	Anglim et al. (2020)
	IC
	.88

	      Self-acceptance
	Anglim et al. (2020)
	IC
	.91

	   Pride
	
	
	

	      Authentic
	Tracy & Robins (2007)
	IC
	.86

	      Hubristic
	Tracy & Robins (2007)
	IC
	.90

	   Loneliness
	Buecker et al. (2020)
	IC
	.83

	   Burnout
	
	
	

	      Emotional exhaustion
	Swider & Zimmerman (2011)
	IC
	.88

	      Depersonalization
	Swider & Zimmerman (2011)
	IC
	.74

	      Personal accomplishment
	Swider & Zimmerman (2011)
	IC
	.76

	   Sense of coherence
	Bachem & Maercker (2018)
	IC
	.80

	   Coping styles
	Connor-Smith & Flachsbart (2007)
	IC
	.74

	   Stress tolerance: Assessment center ratings 
	Meriac et al. (2008)
	IC
	.85

	Physical health
	
	
	

	   Disease avoidance
	van Overveld et al. (2006)
	IC
	.80

	   Physical activity
	Shephard (1997)
	IC
	.72

	   Walking speed
	Rydwik et al. (2012)
	IC
	.92

	   Sedentary behavior
	Shephard (1997)
	IC
	.72

	   Inflammatory markers
	Sundin et al. (2021)
	IC
	.78

	   Obesity
	Sundin et al. (2021)
	IC
	.78

	   Cortisol levels
	Sundin et al. (2021)
	IC
	.72

	   Testosterone levels
	Sundin et al. (2021)
	IC
	.83

	   Sexual dysfunction
	Rosen, Brown et al. (2000)
	IC
	.95

	Longevity
	
	
	

	   Risks for conditions
	
	
	

	      Experiencing a major health event
	Sundin et al. (2021)
	IC
	.78

	      Experiencing a mental health event
	Sundin et al. (2021)
	IC
	.78

	      Developing obesity
	Sundin et al. (2021)
	IC
	.78

	      Developing diabetes
	Sundin et al. (2021)
	IC
	.78

	      Developing a disability
	Ciesla et al. (1993)
	IC
	.87

	      Developing cancer
	Sundin et al. (2021)
	IC
	.78

	      Experiencing cognitive dispersion
	Ivnik et al. (1994)
	IC
	.84

	      Experiencing cognitive decline
	Ivnik et al. (1994)
	IC
	.84

	      Developing Alzheimer’s disease
	Ivnik et al. (1994)
	IC
	.84

	   Risk of mortality
	
	
	

	      Death from all-causes
	Jokela et al. (2020)
	NA
	1.0

	      Death from cancer
	Jokela, Batty et al. (2014)
	NA
	1.0

	      Death from coronary heart disease
	Jokela, Pulkki-Raback et al. (2014)
	NA
	1.0

	      Death from stroke
	Jokela, Pulkki-Raback et al. (2014)
	NA
	1.0

	Interpersonal attitudes
	
	
	

	Interpersonal relations
	
	
	

	   Psychological well-being: Positive
   relations with others
	Anglim et al. (2020)
	IC
	.89

	   Loneliness: Social
	Buecker et al. (2020)
	IC
	.83

	   Forgivingness
	Berry, Worthington et al. (2001)
	IC
	.81

	   Intimate partner satisfaction
	Wilmot et al. (2014)
	IR
	.64

	   Marital satisfaction
	Heller et al. (2004)
	IC
	.91

	   Sexual satisfaction
	Heller et al. (2004)
	IC
	.91

	Social environment
	
	
	

	   Social support 
	Rubenstein et al. (2019)
	IC
	.76

	   Social network site use
	Liu & Campbell (2017)
	IC
	.90

	   Job characteristic perceptions: Social
	Rubenstein et al. (2019)
	IC
	.76

	   Experienced workplace mistreatment
	Dhanani et al. (2019)
	IC
	.89

	      Abusive supervision
	Dhanani et al. (2019)
	IC
	.89

	      Workplace incivility
	Han et al. (2021)
	IC
	.88

	      Workplace bullying
	Mackey et al. (2017)
	IC
	.82

	      Workplace ostracism
	Dhanani et al. (2019)
	IC
	.89

	   Leadership perceptions
	
	
	

	      Transformational leadership
	Judge & Piccolo (2004)
	IC
	.90

	      Passive leadership
	Judge & Piccolo (2004)
	IC
	.67

	Societal attitudes 
	
	
	

	   Political involvement
	
	
	

	      Internal efficacy
	Bromme et al. (2022)
	IC
	.84

	      Participation propensity
	Bromme et al. (2022)
	IC
	.65

	      Political interest
	Bromme et al. (2022)
	IC
	.77

	   Political trust
	
	
	

	      External efficacy
	Bromme et al. (2022)
	IC
	.70

	      Trust in institutions
	Bromme et al. (2022)
	IC
	.84

	      Trust in politicians
	Bromme et al. (2022)
	IC
	.88

	   Political orientation: Conservative
	Goldberg et al. (2006)
	IC
	.89

	   Cultural appreciation
	Blais-Rochette et al. (2021)
	IC
	.84

	   Pro-environmental attitudes
	Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	IC
	.87

	   Pro-environmental behavior
	Soutter & Mõttus (2020)
	IC
	.80

	   Spirituality
	Goldberg et al. (2006)
	IC
	.89

	   Religiosity
	Goldberg et al. (2006)
	IC
	.89

	Collaboration
	
	
	

	   Interpersonal sensitivity
	Salgado & Moscato (1995)
	IR
	.75

	   Conflict resolution style
	
	
	

	      Avoiding
	Tehrani & Yamini (2020)
	IC
	.75

	      Compromising
	Tehrani & Yamini (2020)
	IC
	.64

	      Dominating
	Tehrani & Yamini (2020)
	IC
	.74

	      Integrating
	Tehrani & Yamini (2020)
	IC
	.78

	      Obliging
	Tehrani & Yamini (2020)
	IC
	.70

	   Prosocial behavior
	Thielmann et al. (2020)
	NA
	1.0

	   Volunteering
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IC
	.61

	Assessment center exercises
	Hoffman et al. (2015)
	IC
	.88

	      Leaderless group discussion
	Hoffman et al. (2015)
	IC
	.93

	      Role play
	Hoffman et al. (2015)
	IC
	.88

	   Assessment center ratings: Consideration
   of others
	Meriac et al. (2008)
	IC
	.80

	   Negotiation performance
	Conway et al. (1995)
	IR
	.64

	   “Getting along” performance
	Wilmot et al. (2014)
	IR
	.67

	   Organizational citizenship behavior: 
   Interpersonal
	Wilmot et al. (2014)
	IR
	.67

	   Networking behavior
	
	
	

	      Overall
	Bendella & Wolff (2020)
	IC
	.84

	      Internal
	Bendella & Wolff (2020)
	IC
	.86

	      External
	Bendella & Wolff (2020)
	IC
	.87

	   Social networks
	Fang et al. (2015)
	NA
	1.0

	Leadership
	
	
	

	   Assessment center ratings: Influencing 
   others
	Meriac et al. (2008)
	IC
	.87

	   Leadership
	
	
	

	      Overall
	Wilmot et al. (2014)
	IR
	.64

	      Emergence
	Wilmot et al. (2014)
	IR
	.64

	      Effectiveness
	Wilmot et al. (2014)
	IR
	.64

	   Transformational leadership
	Wilmot et al. (2014)
	IR
	.64

	   Transactional leadership
	Wilmot et al. (2014)
	IR
	.64

	Family formation
	
	
	

	   Move in with partner
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IC
	.61

	   Marriage
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IC
	.61

	   Childbirth
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IC
	.61

	   Child moves out
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IC
	.61

	Institutional adjustment
	
	
	

	   Adjustment to college
	
	
	

	      Overall
	Credé & Niehorster (2012)
	IC
	.92

	      Academic
	Credé & Niehorster (2012)
	IC
	.85

	      Institutional attachment
	Credé & Niehorster (2012)
	IC
	.83

	      Personal-emotional
	Credé & Niehorster (2012)
	IC
	.83

	      Social
	Credé & Niehorster (2012)
	IC
	.83

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	   Expatriate adjustment
	
	
	

	      Overall
	Harari et al. (2018)
	IC
	.86

	      Cultural
	Harari et al. (2018)
	IC
	.81

	      Interactional 
	Harari et al. (2018)
	IC
	.87

	      Work
	Harari et al. (2018)
	IC
	.86

	   Job crafting
	Rudolph, Katz et al. (2017)
	IC
	.83

	Task environment
	
	
	

	   Job characteristic perceptions: Task
	Rubenstein et al. (2019)
	IC
	.81

	   Leader-member exchange
	Dulebohn et al. (2012)
	IC
	.91

	   Job complexity
	Zimmerman (2008)
	IC
	.83

	Work attitudes
	
	
	

	   Applicant attraction to organization
	Swider et al. (2015)
	IC
	.87

	   Organizational commitment
	
	
	

	      Global
	Choi et al. (2015)
	IC
	.87

	      Affective
	Choi et al. (2015)
	IC
	.84

	      Continuance
	Choi et al. (2015)
	IC
	.73

	      Normative
	Choi et al. (2015)
	IC
	.78

	   Work-life balance
	
	
	

	      Family interference with work
	French et al. (2018)
	IC
	.85

	      Work interference with family
	French et al. (2018)
	IC
	.85

	      Work-nonwork spillover: Negative
	Michel et al. (2011)
	IC
	.87

	      Work-nonwork spillover: Positive
	Michel et al. (2011)
	IC
	.79

	   Training satisfaction
	Chung et al. (2021)
	IC
	.86

	   Job satisfaction
	Judge et al. (2002b)
	IC
	.83

	   Career satisfaction
	Ng & Feldman (2014b)
	IC
	.85

	   Career decision-making difficulties
	Osipow & Gati (1998)
	IC
	.94

	   Career adaptability
	Rudolph, Lavigne et al. (2017)
	IC
	.96

	Performance
	
	
	

	   Academic attendance
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IC
	.81

	   Academic performance
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IC
	.81

	      Postsecondary
	Beatty et al. (2015)
	IC
	.93

	   Second language learning
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IC
	.81

	   Expatriate language proficiency
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IC
	.80

	   Training performance
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IC
	.80

	   Training and job performance
	Viswesvaran et al. (1996)
	IR
	.52

	   Situational judgment test performance
	
	
	

	      Behavioral tendency tests
	McDaniel et al. (2007)
	NA
	1.0

	      Knowledge tests
	McDaniel et al. (2007)
	NA
	1.0

	   Job search intensity
	van Hooft et al. (2020)
	IC
	.86

	   Employment interviews
	
	
	

	      Behavioral/High structure interviews
	Salgado & Moscoso (2002)
	IR
	.75

	      Conventional/Low structure interviews
	Conway et al. (1995)
	IR
	.64

	   Assessment center exercises
	
	
	

	      Case analysis
	Hoffman et al. (2015)
	IC
	.85

	      In-basket
	Hoffman et al. (2015)
	IC
	.83

	      Oral presentation
	Hoffman et al. (2015)
	IC
	.94

	   Assessment center ratings
	
	
	

	      Communication
	Meriac et al. (2008)
	IC
	.86

	      Organizing and planning
	Meriac et al. (2008)
	IC
	.87

	      Problem solving
	Meriac et al. (2008)
	IC
	.91

	   Occupational performance
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IR
	.61

	   Overall job performance
	
	
	

	      Supervisor-ratings
	Viswesvaran et al. (1996)
	IR
	.52

	      Peer-ratings
	Conway et al. (2001)
	IR
	.29

	      Subordinate-ratings
	Conway et al. (2001)
	IR
	.25

	      Maximal performance
	Viswesvaran et al. (1996)
	IR
	.52

	      Typical performance
	Viswesvaran et al. (1996)
	IR
	.52

	   Technical performance
	Wilmot et al. (2014)
	IR
	.77

	   Contextual performance
	Wilmot et al. (2014)
	IR
	.67

	   Organizational citizenship behavior
	Wilmot et al. (2014)
	IR
	.67

	   Adaptive performance
	Huang et al. (2014)
	IR
	.78

	   Adaptive risk-taking
	Highhouse et al. (2022)
	IC
	.85

	   Employee voice
	Chamberlin et al. (2016)
	IC
	.86

	   Employee green behavior
	Katz et al. (2022)
	IC
	.88

	   Creativity
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IR
	.61

	   Safety performance
	Beus et al. (2015)
	IC
	.84

	   Performance rating leniency
	Harari et al. (2015)
	IC
	.84

	Extrinsic rewards
	
	
	

	   Higher education
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IC
	.81

	   Academic success
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IC
	.81

	   Training success
	Blume et al. (2010)
	IC
	.77

	   Training outcomes
	
	
	

	      Declarative knowledge
	Chung et al. (2021)
	IC
	.77

	      Learning performance
	Chung et al. (2021)
	IC
	.91

	   Job search success
	van Hooft et al. (2020)
	NA
	1.0

	   First job
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IC
	.81

	   Personnel data
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IR
	.61

	      Commendable behavior
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IR
	.61

	      Status change
	Barrick & Mount (1991)
	IR
	.61

	      Productivity
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	IC
	.83

	      Promotions
	Ng et al. (2005)
	NA
	1.0

	      Salary
	Ng et al. (2014a)
	NA
	1.0

	   Retirement
	Salgado & Táuriz (2014)
	NA
	1.0

	Personality 
	
	
	

	   Big Five traits
	
	
	

	      Emotional stability
	Park et al. (2020)
	IC
	.82

	      Agreeableness
	Park et al. (2020)
	IC
	.77

	      Conscientiousness
	Park et al. (2020)
	IC
	.79

	      Extraversion
	Park et al. (2020)
	IC
	.81

	      Openness
	Park et al. (2020)
	IC
	.75

	   HEXACO traits
	
	
	

	      Honesty–humility 
	Zettler et al. (2020)
	IC
	.77

	      Emotionality
	Zettler et al. (2020)
	IC
	.78

	      eXtraversion
	Zettler et al. (2020)
	IC
	.81

	      Agreeableness
	Zettler et al. (2020)
	IC
	.78

	      Conscientiousness
	Zettler et al. (2020)
	IC
	.79

	      Openness
	Zettler et al. (2020)
	IC
	.77


Note.  r = type reliability coefficient: NA = not applicable; IC = internal consistency; IR = inter-rater.
