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* Mbl He TONbKO pa3inyaemca mexKay cobomn, HoO U UBMEHUYMBDLI KBHYTPU ceba»



3 31 3 & | 3 3
BLACK WHITE GAY STRAIGHT RELIGIOUS ATHEIST YOU

)

* Mbl CTabUNbHbI HE TONILKO «BHYTPU Ce6A», HO N NOXOXKN Ha APYrUX



T TS

Wy J

IR
.

%

... HO

0ObIYHO A

n006pbIN e

e hZWW

gl

i

e >
Butys

51 6bIBalo 3NMbIM U B pearne, HO 06bI4HO A [OGpPbI.




[TapTna cTabnabHOCTU:
TEOPUN YepT



CONSISTENCY

S5 ke

Teopnn vyepT

MoseneHne/mbicnn/yyBcTBa
Yye/iloBeKa COoracoBaHHbI U
MOBTOPAIOTCA OT MOMEHTa K MOMEHTY




HepTbl NepapxXmnyHbI

Mepapxunsa — NpomM3BOAHOE COr/TacOBaHHOCTU AEMUCTBUI YENOBEKA

FACTOR 5
LEVEL Extraversion

~_

Negative

TRAIT :
Emotions

Playfuln Assertiven
BV Sociability ayfulness ssertiveness

— ‘

‘ Sensation-

Seeking

HABITUAL
RESPONSE
LEVEL

SPECIFIC
RESPONSE
LEVEL

A Hierarchical Model of Personality Organization (after Eysenck, 1947)

FIGURE 11.1. A hierarchical model of personality organization. From “Hierarchical Organization
of Personality and Prediction of Behavior,” by S. V. Paunonen, 1998, Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 74, p. 539. Copyright 1998 by the American Psychological Association.



anxie

sinceri

fairness honesty -
modesty humility

YepTbl —
cTaTUCTUYECKNe
abcTpakuum

e Obpa3yoT moaenu - Tuna «bonbLuon
[aTepKku»

MACHIAVELLIANISM



MoaTomy «4yepTa HoraTa
Ha CBOe cogeprKaHue»

(W. Fleeson).
l1aple 3.0 Broad personaiity Tactors and narrower personality tralts assessed Dy tne HEXALU
Personality Inventory—Revised (HEXACO-PI-R) A conscientious
individual is careful,
Honesty—Humility Agreeableness thorou g h. dili gent
Sincerity Forgivingness " !
Fairness Gentleness respon5|b|e, organlzed,
I?Aregd—avoidance f)le{dbility and not careless, lazy,
odesty atience
Emotionality Conscientiousness Sloppy’ nor reckless
Fearfulness Organization
Anxiety Diligence
Dependence Perfectionism
Sentimentality Prudence
Extraversion Openness to experience
Social self-esteem Aesthetic appreciation
Social boldness Inquisitiveness
Sociability Creativity
Liveliness Unconventionality

The six headings refer to the six broad factors (i.e., dimensions, domains) assessed by the HEXACO-PI-R; the four
names under each heading refer to the four narrower traits (i.e., facets) that form each of the broad factors. The Social
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HepTa IMYHOCTU

* [eHepanmM3oBaHHaA rpynna npuBsbIYek,
KOTOpaa MoKeT bbITb onpeaeneHa
IMMNUPUYECKN NJIN CTAaTUCTUYECKMN,
CPaBHUTE/IbHO HE3ABUCUMOM OT APYrUX 4yepT
(Allport, 1937);

* Pasnnuma mexay MHAMBMAAMN B TUMUYHOM
noBeAeHNn, MbICNAX, YYBCTBAX — HEKOTOPbIM
KOHLLeNTya/IbHO CBA3aHHbIMM cnocobamu BO
MHOKeCTBe peneBaHTHbIX CUTYaLUuin B

[OCTAaTOYHO AJINTE/IbHbIN Nepuos BpemeHun
(Ashton, 2018)

Gordon Allport (1897-1967; Harvard)




-
P

«TUNMYHAA TeHAEHUMA B NOBeAEHUM, MbICASAX M YyBcTBax» (Ashton, 2018)

* BepoAmHOCMb AeMOHCTPUPOBATb onpeaeneHHoe nosegeHne, UMeTb onpeaeneHHble MbICIIM/LIyBCTBa

* He 03HayaeT, YTO YenoBeK 8ce20a TaKoW

* CpaBHUTENbHO CUIbHAA CKIOHHOCTb

Ashton, M. C. (2018). Individual Differences and Personality (Third Edition). Academic Press.



«B TeyeHne AOCTAaTOYHO
OTMTENbHOTO BPEMEHU» N

KpaTKoBpeMeHHoe
COCTOsIHUME

Ecnv pafloCTHbIM YenoBek
KOro-To noTeps/, To OH
byneT nogas/ieH — Kakoe-To

Bpems

* Ho eroyepTa
A0CTAaTOYHO ObICTPO
Bo3061a4aeT N BEPHET K
«UCXOAHOMY
COCTOSIHUIO»




«B TeyeHMne 4OCTAaTOYHO
ONTE/IbHOIO BPpeMEeHM»

* «JlocTaTOYHO ANUTENbHOE» — HEe onpeaeneHo.
Bo3morkHO, HeckonbKo net (Ashton, 2018)

* Jliogn MeHAKTCA B CBOUX YepTax C BO3PACTOM,
HO USMEHEHNA NPOUCXOAAT MmedNNIeHHO

Michael Ashton (1970: Brock)




Nepapxus He BaxHa: CeTeBas
mogenb (Cramer et al., 2012)

» PagukanbHasa Kputuka
ANCMO3ULMOHAaNbLHOro noaxoa
C NMO3uLUn nepapxmyHOCTH

» JlateHTHble doaKTOpPbl — HE
«NPUYUHBI» CBA3U
NYHKTOB/0,ENCTBUIN/COCTOAHUM

Angelique Cramer

(1979; Amsterdam, Tilburg)
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» CerteBas MoJeJslb. OTAEJIbHbIE CJly4au

@r“"« a- InA
Z 0 @
CeTeBast Moaenb

(Cramer et al., 2012) Antagonism
Detachment
Disinhibition
Negative Affect
Psychoticism

nosegeHnsa/adpdekToB/KOrHNLNN —
caMo0oCTaTQuHbIE SNEMEHTDI
» OHW B pa3HOM CTEMNEHN CBA3aHbI C

OPYITMMU TaKUMU XKe NeMEHTaMMN. )

@ @ O 0 @



CeTe Baﬂ — [loxoxe Ha nosegeHume rTuy B Ctae:

— MNOBeAEeHMnEe Kaxaon oTaenbHOM 0cobu o6ycnosneHo nosegeHnem

M O ple Nb COCeAHWx 0cobedt, a He MPUCYTCTBUEM HEKOEro abCTpakTHOro hakTopa,
KOTOPbIN MOXHO ObINO 6bl HA3BaTh «BHELLHEW BONENW» UMW «CTaen.
(C ra m e r et al —  OBPUCTUYHOCTb MOHSTUS YePTbl HE OTPULLAIOT; «NULLIL» MEHSIIOT NMPUYKHY CO
") CneacTBUEM:
2 O 1 2) — Hanpumep, E criegyet cHutaTtb He JIaTeHTHYHO NepBONnpuUYnHY BapbnpOBaHUA HEKOTOPOIro MHOXeCTBa
Criy4aeB nosegeHusd, a npoaykrt 6nunsoctu OAHOTUMHbIX NoBeEHYECKNUX peaKLl,VII;I.

Cramer, A. O. J., van der Sluis, S., Noordhof, A., Wichers, M., Geschwind, N., Aggen, S. H., Kendler, K. S., & Borsboom, D. (2012). Dimensions of normal personality as
networks in search of equilibrium: You can’t like parties if you don’t like people. European Journal of Personality, 26(4), 414—431. https://doi.org/10.1002/per. 1866 18
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[TapTnAa N3MEeHYNBOCTMU:
Mischel (1968) — CywiecTtBytoT
N 4epTbl INYHOCTK Y

4 )
[loBegeHuUe,

CBA3aHHOE C YepTon X,
MaJiI0 KOppenupyer B
| PO3HbIX CATyaLMAX

XoTa n
Koppenunpyert B

TUNMNYHDBIX
NOBTOPAKOLLNXCA

Walter Mischel (1930-2018; Columbia)




Hartshorne and May (1928):
11000 WwKoAbHMKOB

* Habntoganucb B pasHbIX CUTyaumAX
* a/IbTPYN3M, CAMOKOHTPO/b, YECTHOCTb
* Koppenaumsa anbTpyncTUYeCcKoro noBeaeHus B

ABYX Pa3HbIX CUTyaUMAX 0ObIYHO He
npesbiwana .20

Hugh Hartshorne (1885-1967: USC, Columbia, Yale)



Mischel:
103TOMY
«IMYHOCTb HEe
Ba*KHa»

CKOPEE NOBEAEHWUE
SABUCUT OT KOHKPETHOM
CUTYAUUWN, HEM OT
«JINYHHOCTWU»




Epstein (1978): yepTa Kak
arpernpoBaHHoOe
noseeHme

* BbICOKYH KPOCC-CUTYaLMOHHYIO
COr/TaCOBaHHOCTb MOXKHO BMAETb
npw arperauum noBeseHus Bo
MHO2UX CUTYaLUAX

Seymour Epstein (1924 — 2016: UMass)




Epstein (1978): yepTa Kak
arperMpoBaHHoe
noseaeHme

* NHauemabl byayT cornacoBaHHO
pa3nnyaTbca mexay cobowm, ecam
Mbl Byaem paccmaTpmBaThb
MHOMX(ecmeo CUTyauni nx
noseaeHus

Seymour Epstein (1924 — 2016: UMass)




Rushton et al. (1983):
Revisiting Hartshorne & May

* Hartshorne & May (1928) Take coobwmnnm
Koppenauuu mexay 08ymMsa cay4aliHeIMu
rpynnamu MHOMKATOPOB anbTpymnama. Ansa Hux
Koppenauma .50-.60

* Koppensauyua .20 Habatopganacb Ana AByx
KOHKPEemHbIX CUTyaumMm noseaeHms

J. Philippe Rushton (1943 — 2012: UWOntario)



Rushton et al. (1983):
Revisiting Hartshorne & May — A_ANAUA

» [larKe XOTA NoBeAEHME B KOHKPETHOM C/yYae
CU/TIbHO 3aBUCUT OT KOHKPETHOM CUTyaL UK,

npu arperaumnum MHo2ux CUTyaumm yepTa
HauyMHaeT ceba NnpoABNATbL

* MHayve: xoTA CNOXKHO NpeacKasaTb NnoBegeHue
NHAMBMAA X B KOHKPETHOM CUTYyaLU MK, Mbl
MOXeM npeAcKkasaTb ero noBeaeHue Ha
npomaXceHuUU MHo2ux cumyauyudl

N
I [l ,,}"A\\ \

l

.

J. Philippe Rushton (1943-2012: UWOntario)



The Whole Trait Theory

* Fleeson, W., & Jayawickreme, E. (2015). Whole Trait Theory. Journal of
Research in Personality, 56, 82—92.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2014.10.009

 Jayawickreme, E., & Fleeson, W. (2017). Does whole trait theory work
for the virtues? In W. Sinnott-Armstrong, & C. B. Miller (Vol. Eds.),
Virtue and happiness: . Vol. V. Cambridge: MIT Press.

 Jayawickreme, E., Zachry, C. E., & Fleeson, W. (2019). Whole Trait
Theory: An integrative approach to examining personality structure

and process. Personality and Individual Differences, 136, 2—11.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.06.045
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WTT distinguishes
between the
descriptive and
explanatory

aspects of traits

Eranda Jayawickreme (1980; Wake Forest)



WTT distinguishes between the descriptive
and explanatory aspects of traits

* The explanatory aspect involves the cognitive—affective—motivational system that
shape information processing in specific situations
. SL#bﬁequently cause the patterns of emotion and behavior captured by the descriptive aspect
of the trait

» Cognitive-affective personality system (Mischel & Shoda, 1995)
* NHTepnpeTayumn
* QopmMunpyOT HAMepPeHUA NoBeaeHUA
* MoTtnBauuu
* PenpeseHTauumu skenaemoro/onacaemoro byayliero, co3aatolime Lenesoe noseseHue
NHAayKTOpbI CTabmnnbHOCTH
» daKTOpbl, Beayume K Hambonee Yactomy noBefieHU0/yepTe: reHeTUKa, roMeocTas, NPUBbLIYKK
BpemeHHble npouecchl
* BanAHMe Npowaoro Ha HacToAwee: MHeEPUUA, LUKAbI
e Cny4amHble oWwnNOKK
* HenpeacKasyemble NposABAeHUs YepT/OTKNOHEHUI OT YepT



WTT distinguishes between the descriptive
and explanatory aspects of traits

* The descriptive aspect of traits: momentary enactments of a specific

personality trait density distributions of those personality states over
time

* By integrating both the social-cognitive and trait approaches, WTT
unites two basic approaches to personality into a single model.



Fleeson and Gallagher
(2009): yepThbl K
COCTOSIHUSA

* Questionnaires and experience-
sampling data

e 15 studies (1997-2004)

* Bcero: 495 yyacTHMKOB

Will Fleeson (1966: Wake Forest)




YepTbl ymepeHHO KoppesinpoBaaun C OTAe/IbHbIMU
COCTOAHUAMMU U CUIbHO (CUIbHEE NPEC/IOBYTOrO
nopora .40) co cpegHnM OT COCTOAHUIA

Table 4
Results of the Mega-Analysis: Relationship of Big Five Trait Standing to Multiple Behavior
Summaries

Behavior summary Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Emotional stability Intellect
Single state 18" 34" 247 3 37
Mean 42" 557 48" 53" 56"
Median Y 52" A5 51 5™
Mode 28" 457 33" 427 48"
Semipartial mean 35 43" 38" 46" 517
Maximum 347 427 38" 427 547
Minimum 22 33> 32" * T 27"
Variability 09" —=07 —.08 =23 23"
Quadratic trait predicting

variability 15" 06 05 .05 03
Skew —.24™ — 25 —.18™ —.28" —20™
Kurtosis .08 19* b |- g 27 —102

Note. Table entries are correlations between trait standing and acting the way described by the trait. Each row
refers to a different way of summarizing states. Correlations were calculated across up to 15 experience-sampling
studies combined into one data file (Ns = 15 studies, 495 participants, and 21,871 occasions). Questionnaire
scores, parameters, and single states were centered within-study before computing the respective correlations to
eliminate artificial inflation of correlations due to between-study differences. The Mean row shows that traits
predict average states stronger than .30 or even .40, ranging from 42 for Extraversion to .56 for Intellect.
*p< 05, Tp< 0l ™p<.00L



MeHATCA N1 3@ HECKO/IbKO
AHEWN 3NU3oanyecKkme
4epTbl TMYHOCTU?
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MccnenoBaHue: o O

N=277

«3nmnsogunveckmmn» BFI:

Shchebetenko & De Marchis (unpublished)



Daily Activities Daily Activities Traits (Study 1) Attitudes toward Traits (Study 1)

P12 P13 P23 P12 P13 P23 P12 P13 P23
Extraversion 369 310 222 .895 .847 903 .675 .600 .690
Agreeableness .545 418 526 .796 .766 .840 .665 .649 .683
Conscientiousness  .464 371 448 .806 795 .833 .605 588 621
Neuroticism 342 314 374 810 817 .858 .608 566 .626

Openness 544 466 584 .849 .848 .889 704 675 714




Table 3. The correlation between self-reported traits and variance of trait daily activities.

Traits Variance of Trait Daily Activities

E A C N O
Extraversion .003 050 .095 056 AL s
Agreeableness -.072 -.113 -.028 - 184%** -.049
Conscientiousness  -.048 004 .069 -.055 026
Neuroticism 551 hods .199%* 072 S R 096
Openness :120% .001 -.029 -016 200% 0

Note. N=277. Pearson correlations.

22 <001, " p< 01, %p<05;



Extraversion Agreeableness

/ HighY Agreable

/ \Extraverts

* HapgeXHble pa3inyma B
cpegHem nosegeHun No
yepTe — Hapaay C
CUNBbHbIMMU
nepeceyeHNAMM B
pacnpeaeneHnm

Frequency of Behaviors with that
Degree of Extraversion

Degree that a Given Behavior is Extraverted Degree that a Given Behavior is Agreeable

Conscientiousness Emotional Stability

High Er‘ti(}a\lstabili'y
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~
\ Highly Intellectual

Low Intellegtual

Frequency of Behaviors with that
Degree of Intellect

Degree that a Given Behavior is Intellectual

Figure 2. Distributions of actual trait manifestation in behavior for those high and those low on a trait.
Each subfigure shows the density distribution of states for those one standard deviation above and those one
standard deviation below the mean on the trait. As shown,_there are reliable differences in mean behavior
on the trait, but there are also large overlaps in behavior. The differences between those high and those low
on a trait are not so much in nonoverlapping ways of acting, nor in the extremes, but rather in the
frequencies with which moderately high and moderately low behaviors for the trait are enacted.

Jayawickreme, E., Zachry, C. E., & Fleeson, W. (2019). Whole Trait Theory: An integrative approach to examining personality structure and process. Personality and Individual
Differences, 136, 2—11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.06.045
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Extraversion Agreeableness

/ HighY Agreable

* Pa3Huuya mexay HUMUM He
B TOM, YTO OHU AenatoT
2eglrlals el e s s o o et
BbICOKOW YacToTe
KpanHuUx popm
noBeaeHusa, a 8
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Figure 2. Distributions of actual trait manifestation in behavior for those high and those low on a trait.
Each subfigure shows the density distribution of states for those one standard deviation above and those one
standard deviation below the mean on the trait. As shown,_there are reliable differences in mean behavior
on the trait, but there are also large overlaps in behavior. The differences between those high and those low
on a trait are not so much in nonoverlapping ways of acting, nor in the extremes, but rather in the
frequencies with which moderately high and moderately low behaviors for the trait are enacted.

Jayawickreme, E., Zachry, C. E., & Fleeson, W. (2019). Whole Trait Theory: An integrative approach to examining personality structure and process. Personality and Individual
Differences, 136, 2—11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.06.045
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Extraversion Agreeableness

/ HighY Agreable

* JKCTpaBepThHI
OKa3bIBAlOTCA B YMEPEHHO
3KCTPaBepPTUPOBAHHbIX
coctoAHMAX Ha 5-10%%
yalle, Yem NHTPOBEPTHI
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Figure 2. Distributions of actual trait manifestation in behavior for those high and those low on a trait.
Each subfigure shows the density distribution of states for those one standard deviation above and those one
standard deviation below the mean on the trait. As shown,_there are reliable differences in mean behavior
on the trait, but there are also large overlaps in behavior. The differences between those high and those low
on a trait are not so much in nonoverlapping ways of acting, nor in the extremes, but rather in the
frequencies with which moderately high and moderately low behaviors for the trait are enacted.

Jayawickreme, E., Zachry, C. E., & Fleeson, W. (2019). Whole Trait Theory: An integrative approach to examining personality structure and process. Personality and Individual
Differences, 136, 2—11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.06.045
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TESSERA (Wrzus & Roberts,
2017): noBTOpPAtOLLMECS
KPaTKOBPEMEHHbIE
MPOLLECCh!

* Pa3BuTME NMYHOCTM B OHTOreHes3e BKAtoYaeT
KOpomKue v 0sumesbHble NPoLecchl;

* KopoTkue npoueccbl reHepanmsyoTca Kak
PEKYPCUBHbIE NMOC/IeA0BATEIbHOCTH
*  TpurrepHbIX CUTyauun,
*  OxuaaHuin (Expectancy),
* BbIpaxeHus coctosHui (State/States expressions),
* Peakuwnit (Reactions):

* TESSERA

Cornelia Wrzus (Heidelberg)



TESSERA (Wrzus &
Roberts, 2017)

* K pa3BUTUIO IMYHOCTU MOTYT BECTU KaK
pegreKcusHble, Tak U accoyuamugHble
npouecchbl B TESSERA;

* TESSERA npumMeHMMbI KaK K YepTam, TaK 1 K -
APYrMM INYHOCTHbIM 06pa3oBaHUAM — ~
MOTUBALUMNOHHbIM OPUEHTAUMAM, LLESIAM,
*U3HEHHbIM HappaTUBaM;

* [MnoTeTnyeckni ctatyc 60NbLLUMHCTBA
NOJIOXKEeHUN

Brent Roberts (1966: lllinois)



Long-term
personality Personality

development Explicit Implicit

Environment Individual
« Proximate context +« Perseonality: dispositions,
» Cultural context goals abilities. ..
* Mental & physical health

Situation selection

State elicitation
accomodation, assimilation,
life reflection, self-narration
e.g., implicitlearning,
habit formation,
reinforcement learning

Associative processes

Reflective processes
e.g., self-reflection

|
Short-term . .

Trnggering|,| Expec- || State/state Re-
TESSERA situation 'l tancy "expression '|action * EE ::I * [: L)
sequences

Moderators®: positive—negative valence

external—internal locus
deliberate—automatic

(]

Time

Figure 1. TESSERA framework of adult personality development processes.

Note. We postulate that long-term personality development occurs due to repeated short-term processes. These short-term processes can be
generalized as sequences of Triggering situations, Expectancies, States, State expressions, and Reactions (TESSERA). Associative and reflective
processes transform repeated TESSERA sequences into long-term personality development. See main text for detailed explanations.

Wrzus, C., & Roberts, B. W. (2017). Processes of personality development in adulthood: The TESSERA framework. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 21(3), 253-277.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868316652279
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TESSERA sequences
(re-)interpreted to fit
existing trait perception
(assimilation)

» No change

Reflective processes
Associative processes

Triggering » Expec- » State/state
situation expression

e e |

v v v v v

Situation per- || Situation does | | State level No or neutral TESSERA
ceptionnot | not elicit corresponds to |reaction sequences
relevant for || relevant state ||trait level, i.e. not repeated
characteristic no discrepancy
> No change | » No change ||>» No change | » No change » No change

Figure 2. Conditions under which TESSERA sequences, reflective and associative processes do (not) lead to changes in personality characteristics.

Wrzus, C., & Roberts, B. W. (2017). Processes of personality development in adulthood: The TESSERA framework. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 21(3), 253-277.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868316652279
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CoumoreHoMHass MoAae b

4yepT AnyHocTK (Roberts &
Jackson, 2008)

* [IHK npepnonaraeT He TONbKO CTAaTUKY,
HO N OHTereHeTU4YeCcKyto
ANHAMUKY/n3meHeHua. «Cyabba
yenoBekKa He 06s3aTeNbHO 3anuMcaHa B
koge AHK, nonyyeHHOM npu 3a4aTtumn»

* BbiparkeHne JHK moxeT 6bITb
MOAUPULMPOBAHO M
nepenporpaMmmmnpoBaHO OMbITOM,
nonyyaemoim B cpeae (Robinson,
2004): T.H. anNUreHeTUYECKNE
MexaHW3Mbl (Hanp.,
obycnoBneHHble cpeaon —
metnnauma OHK, moandumkayms
FMCTOHOB U MUKPOPHK).

Brent Roberts (1966: Illinois)




* PeHOTUN YesIoBEKA CTPOUTCA U3
3BONIIOLMOHHOMN apXUTEKTYpbI,
OCHOBAHHOW Ha YeTblpex
BUoNorMYecKkmnx cuctemax,
ynpaBaAeMbIX Ppa3HbIMU LLKANAMMU
3BONIIOLMOHHOIO BPEMEHM.

[lepecmoTpeHHan

CI'M (Roberts,
2018)

e C ncnonb3oBaHMEM TPAANLMOHHbIX
TEXHUK OLUEHUBAHMA Mbl MPOCTO He
3HaeMm, KakoBa NponopumA B HaLLKUX
TecTtax oT PUKCUPOBAHHDIX,
bGAYKTYMPYIOLLKMX, NOAATIUBbBIX U
3M1aCTUYHbIX cuctem (ibid.).
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1. IHK

* Hambonee «annMHHaA» WKana —
OYHKUMOHANbHblE U3MeHeHunA B HK
«33aHUMAIOT» MHOTO NOKONEHUM;

* [1HK, BepOoATHO, YCTaHaB/AMBaET AMAaNa30H

HOPMbI peakLuunu, B npeaene KOToporo
MOXET N3MEHATLCA GeHOTUN

(nocpeacTBOM cpesoBOro BO3AENCTBUSA);

BpoXAEeHHOCTb YepT U TOMY NOA0OHbIX
deHoTMNoB HaxoauTca B AnanasoHe .30-
.70 (Briley & Tucker-Drob, 2014; Vukasovic
& Bratko, 2015).

Hawwn Tectbl AMYHOCTU U APYTUX
KOHCTPYKTOB PErUCTPUPYIOT KakK
Hen3mMeHseMbl reHeTUYECKNIN CUrHan,
TaK U CPeaoBON CUTHaAN.



* Bbuonormyeckoe n ncMxonornyeckoe
dYHKUMOHMPOBaHME, ONTUMU3NPOBAHHOE OT
MOMEHTa K MOMEeHTY. ToxKe moryT 6biTb
reHeTU4YeCKMMU;

e COCTOAHMA M YepTbl NPEeANON0XKNTE/IbHO
YyNpPaBAAKOT NOBEAEHMEM B OTCYTCTBUM
HOBbIX NI MEHAIOLWMXCA KOHTEKCTOB.
XoTa GAYKTyaumMm COCTOAHMN — HOPMA,
obuee cpegHee OTPaXKaET vepTy,
AENCTBYHOLLYO KaK rOMeOoCTaTUYECKN A
Akopb (Headey, 2008).

* Ob6bACHAET nocTynaTtenbHble,
«MedieHHble» U3MeHeHuA B peHoTune

2 : d)j‘lyKTya M M (nnynocTtn).

! * OO6bIYHbIN TECT YEPT KOPpPENNPYET C
v TeCcTaMu COCTOAHMM BbICOKO, BNAOTb A0 .5

COCTOAHINNI (Fleeson, 2001; Roberts, 2018).




3. PeHOTUNMYEeCKas
104aT/INBOCTbL/

0
0

nenotypic

lability

MepmaHeHTHOE U3MEHEHME NNYHOCTU — 0byyeHune U
agantayums.

*  «M3meHeHUs, NnpoucxoanilLne B YepTax B KNHOUEBbIE
MOMEHTbI Pa3BUTUA NEPEHOCATCA HA NOC/eAytoLne Nepmoapl
Xu3HM» (Senner et al., 2015). U3ameHeHMe oKpaca 1 pasmepa
MbILWEeN B pe3ynibTaTte cneumdpuyeckon gMeTbl — B TOM YMcae ¢
nepeHocom Ha notomcTso (Morgan et al., 1999).

npOMCXO,EI,VIT BO BpeMA XKU3HU KUBOTHOTO, HO
MOXET B/INATb Ha nociaegyrowmne nokKosieHunA.

BuAMmo, NH0AN POXKAAIOTCA C MOXOXKUM YNCOM
MOTOBbIX *KeJie3, HO YNCN0 aKTUBUPOBAHHbIX U3 HUX
CBA3aHO C KIMMATOM, B KOTOPOM WU MNageHel,
(Kawahata & Sakamoto, 1951).

Ob6bACHAET pe3kne U3MeHeHUs B IMYHOCTU —
cTpeccoBas/TpaBmaTuyeckan cpea.

Kputnueckme nepunoapl pa3sntua (Boirotckum;
NpunBA3aHHOCTb 1 AeTcTBOo; Ainsworth & Bowlby,
1991).



e PUKCMPOBAHHbBIN PEHOTUN
MEHSIETCA Ha 3HAYUTENbHbIN
nepuoa, a 3aTem BO3BpallaeTcA B
NCXOAHOE COCTOSIHMeE.

Peakuuna nyen Ha NPOBOKALUMIO:

4. 31aCTUYHbIE BOMGHME BKTMBHOCT 1 BMDECCHI

— C COXpPaHEeHMEeM Ha HeCKOJIbKO
C |/| CTe M DI 4acoB (AnA nYyenbl, *}UBYLLEMN
HEeCKONbKO HeaeNb, 3TO AO0CTaTOYHO
10170). OTN BPEMEHHble U3MEHEeHUA
onocpeaoBaHbl reHETUYECKUMU U

3aNUreHeTUYeCKUMMN CUCTEMaMMU
(Rittschof & Robinson, 2013)

[lenpeccun y yenosekKa.




Figure 2. Examples of life course patterns of change resulting
from fixed, pliable, elastic, and fluctuating systems
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Roberts, B. W. (2018). A revised sociogenomic model of personality traits. Journal of Personality, 86(1), 23-35. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12323
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Ilonrocpo4yHas
CTabUNbHOCTb/U3MEHYNBOCTb



N

MoHOTUMNYHAA

Buabl
CTaObUMABbHOCTU




[eTepoTUnNnYHaA
CTabUNbHOCTb

* CoxpaHeHme YyepTbl BHE
3dBUNCNMOCTU OT BO3PACTHbIX
N3MEHEHUU ee npoABAEHNA

* 3aCTeH4YMBOCTb NPOABAAETCA NO-
pasHomy —B 2 roga 1 B 32 roaa.

* AGCTpaKTHOE onpeaeneHme
4yepTbl NO3BONAET
reTepoTUNMNYHYIO CTabUNbHOCTL

* D Kak npnbamxeHune K CTUMysiam
Harpagbl NO3BOAAET ee PUKcaumio
B CAaMbIX Pa3HbIX pOpMax.
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* [poABneHne ogHUX N TeX e MaHnbecTaum B
Pa3Hble MOMEHTbI OHTOreHe3a

* I3amepsnaeTca CTPYKTYpPHaA CTabUAbHOCTb
(HEM3MEHUYMBOCTb MCUXOMETPUYECKUX

MoHOoTUIIMYHaYg nokasatenen), abconoTHaa cTabunbHOCTb
(cTabnnbHOCTb Ha YPOBHE CpeaHUX),
CTaOU/IbHOCTb nnbdepHeumanbHaa cTabnabHOCTb

(cTabnnbHOCTb Ha YPOBHE PAHrOB).

* Y70 B BONPOCHUKax? HeonpeaeneHHasa cmecb

* Kakune-To NyHKTbl 60/1ble 0 MOHOTUMNYHOMN
CTabUNbHOCTU — KaKMEe-TO — O FTeTEPOTUNMUYHOM



PaHroBas ctabu/iibHOCTb MOCTENEHHO PaACTET C BO3PdCTOM
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Figure 1. Population estimates of mean consistency across age categories (in years) with 95% confidence level
estimates,

k _ 1 2 Roberts, B. W., & DelVecchio, W. F. (2000). The rank-order consistency of personality traits from childhood to old age: A quantitative review of longitudinal studies.
=15 Psychological Bulletin, 126(1), 3-25.
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Figure 7. Effects of age on the latent rank-order stability over 4 years for each of the Big Five personality traits
(controlled for sex). Age® and age® were included in the models only if they moderated the rank-order stability
significantly at p < .01 (see Figure 2 for further information on the underlying model and Table 6 for the exact
values underlying the graphs).

Specht, J., Egloff, B., & Schmukle, S. C. (2011). Stability and change of personality across the life course: The impact of age and major life events on mean-level and
rank-order stability of the Big Five. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101(4), 862—882.



Table 2

Phenotypic Latent Growth Curve Results for NEO PI-R Domains and Facets

Level Slope Model fit

NEO PI-R scale M o’ - reL M o> Fars s v RMSEA LCL UCL

N: Neuroticism 88.30" 38297 —.32™ 19" ESGHIGES — — — 0.5 .05 02 .07
N1: Anxiety 16.19"" 21.44™ —.26™ 19" —1.00"" — — — 0.5 .01 .00 .05
N2: Angry Hostility 13.48™ 11.87*" =27 .06 —0.96"" — — — 0.5 .03 .00 .06
N3: Depression 13.21™ 21.60™ —.23" 13 —1.88"" — — — 0.5 03 .00 .06
N4: Self-Consciousness 16.58** 17.12** =227 17+ -0.91™* 4.44™ .06 =13 05 .00 .00 .02
N5: Impulsiveness 16.29"* 13.21* 22 12 —-0.42* 2.82" —.01 20 05 .00 .00 .03
N6: Vulnerability 12.56** 18.19™ = 3] 23 —1.59** 5.16™ 52" —.01 0.5 .04 .01 .07
E: Extraversion 109.38™ 30541 = 137 .01 =11_(l1] 54.26™ .09 07 05 .04 .00 .07
El: Warmth 22.13** 10.08™* .05 20" — — — — — .04 .01 .06
E2: Gregariousness 19.31™ 21.74* =27 A8%  «—145 453" .18 -09 0.7 .00 .00 .04
E3: Assertiveness 14.96™* 23.49™ :12* -.20™ 0.56" 7.09"* .02 -.02 05 .02 .00 .05
E4: Activity 18.48** 13.33™ A7 —-.05 0.79** 3.40" =i31™* w=ed 0.5 .03 .00 .06
ES: Excitement-Seeking 13.56™ 20.05* -.36™ —2" 185" 4.22* 40" 20 05 .02 .00 .05
E6: Positive Emotions 21.19" 17.90" —.16" —-.09 —0.22 5.04"" .00 —-06 08 .02 .00 .06
O: Openness 116.44"  262.43™ —.10 .07 =235 [FTrIBE .07 42 05 .03 .00 .06
O1: Fantasy 18.73*" 19.22** =04 11 —1:35™" 4.00" 17 11 0.5 .03 .00 .06
02: Aesthetics 21.18™ 23.32"" —.02 24 —0.31 7.92** .07 06 0.8 .05 .03 .08
0O3: Feelings 21.75™ 11:22°* —.11 25" 0.10 3.01" —.01 19 09 .01 .00 .05
O4: Actions 16.65™* 14.28™* —.14" .01 -0.89"* 4.66™ 20" -.09 05 .00 .00 .03
05: Ideas 17:75"* 20.45™ .08 20" 0.13 4.98"* —-.02 07 05 .04 .00 .06
06: Values 20.42™ 6.84"" —.06 —415" — — — — — .00 .00 .04
A: Agreeableness 116.91™ 179.67* 21 27 348 1| |32:80% -.19 02 05 .00 .00 .04
Al: Trust 18.92** 10.76™ .19™ 14 1.12* 291" —.14 20 05 .02 .00 .05
A2: Straightforwardness 19.05** 11.46™ .08 24 0.74** 6.72"* —.06 -.02 07 .00 .00 .04
A3: Altruism 22.48™ T67T™ A3 22 0.88" — — — 0.5 .02 .00 .05
A4: Compliance 17.45™ 13.03** 16" .09 0:51” 2.80" -.30" —.01 0.5 .00 .00 .03
AS: Modesty 18.22™* 11.92** 12" 20" — — — — — .03 .00 .06
A6: Tender-Mindedness 20.82*" 7.85™ 18" 23" 0.07 2.49** .02 06 05 .03 .00 .05
C: Conscientiousness 119.12**  276.72™ 23" -14" SH0RN 1958 Br2E A1 05 .00 .00 .04
C1: Competence 20.77** 8.79"" 27 —.14* 2.03"" 4.51™ =:35™ 03 05 .00 .00 .04
C2: Order 19.76™* 12.26™ .14 —.10 1:52% 3.51™ —.42™ 16 05 .02 .00 .05
C3: Dutifulness 22.94™ 9.59** 32 .02 1.63™ 547 —.50™" 14 05 .00 .00 .04
C4: Achievement 18:21** 16.93™ .04 —.16" 1.06™ 6.31"" —-.07 05 05 .01 .00 .05
C5: Self-Discipline 20.36™ 17.48™ 24" it | 1:50% 6.05** =30 1405 .03 .00 .06
C6: Deliberation 17.24™ 12.99** .09 -.14° 072°* — — — 0.1 .00 .00 .03

Note. Split samples twin;: N = 172; twin,: N = 172. Level and slope are variables from the latent growth curve models; y = unstandardized slope
loadings from the latent slope parameter to the personality measure at Time 2 (slope loadings at Time 1 = 0; slope loadings at Time 3 = 1); r,, g,
ras. and rg g = correlations between age (A; centered at the age at the beginning of the study) / gender (G; 1 = male; 2 = female) and level (L) / slope
(S). Em-dashes substitute for parameters that were not estimated in the final model. Significance of parameters was tested by the critical ratio
(coefficients/standard error). Model fit was evaluated by root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) in conjunction with its 90% confidence
interval (LCL/UCL = lower/upper confidence level). NEO PI-R = Revised NEO Personalitv Inventorv.

Wiebke Bleidorn (1982: UCDavis)

Bleidorn, W., Kandler, C., Riemann, R., Spinath, F. M., & Angleitner, A. (2009). Patterns and sources of adult personality development: Growth curve analyses
of the NEO PI-R scales in a longitudinal twin study. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 97(1), 142—155. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015434
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Kak yepTbl meHAlOTCA 33 4 roaa (B pa3HbIX BO3pacTax)?
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Figure 4. Standar age differences in the mean-level ¢! lope) of the latent Big Five personality
traits over 4 years, controlled for sex. Positive values indicate mean-level increases from 2005 to 2009,
whereas negative values indicate mean-level decreases across the 4 years under investigation. Age was only
accounted for in the figure if its influence on the latent slope factor was significant at p < .05; age® and
age? are only included in the models if they had a significant effect on the latent slope factor at p < .01
(see Figure 1 for further information on the underlying model and Table 3 for the exact values underlying
the graphs).

Specht, J., Egloff, B., & Schmukle, S. C. (2011). Stability and change of personality across the life course: The impact of age and major life events on mean-level and
rank-order stability of the Big Five. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101(4), 862—882.



KpaTKOCpPOYHbIe
M3MEHEeHNA B IMYHOCTU

e Ob6bIYHO CYMTAETCS, YTO YepPTbl He
MmeHstTca bbicTpo (Roberts, 2006); aTa
TOYKa 3pEHMA NPOUCXOANT U3
NONTOCPOYHbIX € NAaCCUBHbIX»
NNOHTUTIOA0B.

Brent Roberts (1966: Illinois)




RpaTKOCPOYHbIe
M3IMEeHEeHMA B IMYHOCTU

* cnonb3oBaHMe «MACCUBHbIX» JIOHTUTIOA0B
Npo61eMaTUYHO, T.K. OHU HE N3MEPSAIOT YEPTbI
4acTo; T.0. Mbl HE 3HaeM, HaCKOJIbKO M3MEHYMBbI
YyepTbl B KOPOTKME NpomeXyTKu (Roberts et al.,
2017)




* YMepeHHble usmeHeHwuA,
BO3HMKAlOLLME B «NACCUBHbIX»
JIOHTUTIOAAX, MOTYT MPOUCXOAUTb U3
MEeHbWUHCMBad UHOUBUOO08, Ybf

RO be rtS et d | ) (20 17) : JIMYHOCTb ApamMaTUYECKU MeHseTcs
B KOPOTKME MPOMENKYTKN BPEMEHMH,
RPUTUKA B TO BPeMs KaK 60/bLWMHCTBO B

CBOUX YEPTAX HE MEHAETCA,

JIOHTUTIOAHbIX
NAHHbIX

* Hy>XHO NpOBOAUTb NOHTUTIOAbI C
PerynapHom oueHKom YyepT (Karkaasn
SESSSSSEEE Heaena, mecau,)




* B KAMHMYECKMX rpynnax oxknaaem TpeH,
Ha yaydylleHUe COCTOAHMUA, T.K. Y4aCTHUKM
ABNIAIOTCA «CMUCKOM OXKMAAHUA» —
naumMeHTamm, He noaseprasBLLNXCA
Tepanuu. OxkmMaaemo yaydlleHne B TaKnX
rpynnax, NoCKoNbKy B 3amepe 1 oHu
MPUHMUMAIOTCS 0ObIYHO B «HEFaTUBHOM
MUKe».

[ToBTOpHbIE
M3MEepeHnA B
KOHTPO/IbHbIX

roynnax:

KITMHUYECKMe U

HEeKIMHUYEeCKMe

* B HEKNMHUYECKMX FPYNNax OXuaaem
Hy/N1eBOM TpeHA, (32 UCKAOYEeHMnEM
NCUXOMETPUYECKUX 3DDEKTOB —
NOBTOPHOE NpeabaABAEHME BOMPOCHMNKA).
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e K=207

|/l SMeHeHNd Yye pT * JINYHOCTb yMepeHHO MeHsnach, d = .37 [.33; .40]

C CYLLEeCTBEHHOW reTeporeHHOCTbIO AUCNEPCUN:
T.e. pa3amep aPpPeKTa CMIbHO MEHANCA B Pa3HbIX

[ a KO p OTK |/| |;| “ccnesoBaHUSAX.

* KAMHWYECKME U HEK/IMHUYECKne MHTEPBEHLUUN

B p O IV\ e}KyTO K YBE/IMUYNBAIN NOJONKUTE/IbHbIE YEPTbI B OYEHb
KOPOTKME MHTEepPBasibl BpeMeHU (B UCTUHHbIX
( O b e rtS et a ‘ *) * 3TN N3MEHEHWA CKAOHHbI BblIN COXPaHATLCA

3KCNEepPUMeEHTax).
nocne Tepannum Ha CPaBHUTENbHO ANNTE/IbHbIE
2 O 1 7 MHTEpPBa/ibl BPEMEHM.




Ob6bACHEHUSA
MPUYNH
M3MEHYMBOCTU
4yepT:
COCTOAHMUE-
apTedaKT

e 1. state-artifact position:
* Jltobbie u3meHeHUsn, Habntogaemblie B TeCTax

IMYHOCTU, BO3HUKAOLLUNE KaK pe3y/ibTaT TEPAlnu,
MOryT ObITb npunnmncaHbl aucnepcmnm COCToOAHUA B

TecTte YepTbl IM4HOCTU (Du et al., 2002; Gracious,
1999; Marchevsky, 1999).

[lenpeccuBHbIN 3NN304, MOXKET Bbi3BaTb
yBennyeHue 6annos B YepTe. KaK ToNbKO
COCTOAHME Aenpeccum MUHYeT, bannbl TeCTa TaKXKe
CHU3ATCA.

NHbIMKM cnoBaMK, Halln TECTbl YepT
HeCcoBepLUEHHbI U CXBATbIBAOT AMUCMEPCUIO KaK
4yepTbl, TaK U coctoAHuA (Roberts et al., 2017)



ObbACHEeHMUA
MPUYNH
M3MEHYMBOCTU
4epT: TIMNOoTe3a
KOppeKLunmn
MPUYUNHbI

e Cause-correction hypothesis (Soskin et al.,
2012):

* MI3meHeHUA B NCUXON0rnM4YecKnx
MOKa3aTenAax BbITEKAOT U3 USMEHEHUN
KOMMNOHEHTAa 4epTbl, a HE COCTOAHUA.

* [MpuHATME aHTUAENPECCAHTA NAPOKCETUHA
CHUXaNO0 KaK Aenpeccuio, Tak U 4epTy
HenpoTmnama (Tang et al., 2009). Mpu aTom
N3MEeHeHUA B HeMpPOTM3MeE He 3aBucenm ot
N3MeHeHM B genpeccmun. Hempotuam
onocpenoBan apPeKT aHTUAenpeccaHTa
Ha AONTOCPOYHYIO PEMUCCULO.



Table 2
Pre—Post Personality Change Effect Size Estimates

Full Model ES PEESE Model ES Visual Model High Power ES
Moderator categories [95% CI] [95% CI] ES [95% CI] [95% CI]
Panel 1: Average effect size
Average effect size .37 [.33, .40] 21 [.17, .24] 31[.28, .34] .28 [.24, .32]
Panel 2: Clinical vs. Nonclinical vs. Control
Clinical treatment .38 [.34, 42] 23 [.19, .26] .33 [.29, .36] .29 [.24, .33]
Clinical control .24 [.14, .34] 0[—.11,.11] .19 [.10, .28] 17 [.09, .25]
Nonclinical treatment .33 [.19, 46] .06 [—.05, .17] .25 [.14, .35]
Nonclinical control —.03 [—.08, .03] —.24[—.35,—.14] —.03 [—.09, .04]
Comparison group 15 [.09, .21] —.06 [—.15,.02] .16 [.09, .22]
Panel 3: Follow-up interval
Immediate .34 [.31, .37] 18 [.14, .22] .29 [.26, .32] .28 [.24, .33]
6 month .48 [.36, .60] .30 [.20, .41] .39 [.27, .51] :35'[:17,:53]
12 month .46 [.32, .60] 27 [.16, .37] .36 [.24, .49] .16 [.04, .27]
1 year + .37 [.26, .47) 24 [.15, .32] .30 [.21, .40] .25 [.13, .36]
o Panel 4: Big Five
ad)d)e KTbl yCTO MYmBbl e, B Extraversion 23 [.17, .29] .14 [.08, .21] 22 [.16, .27] 22 (.14, .29]
Agreeableness 15 [.11, .20] .06 [.02, .11] .14 [.10, .18] 12 [.07, .17]
— Conscientiousness .19 [.14, .23] .10 [.05, .15] 18 [.13, .23] A7 [.11, .24]
OCHOBHOM Ha Emotional stability STIES2E62] .39 [.33, .44] 49 .44, .54] 49 [.42, .55]
Y 5 w Openness 13 [.07, .18] .04 [—.02, .09] 12:[:07;::17] .10 [.03, .17]
HEMpOTl/BM, KROTHUTUBHO Blended iiE2gman] A7 [12,:21] .24 [.21, .28] 24 [.19, .29]
Panel 5: Intervention type
M O B e|ﬂ1e H4Y e C Ha AU Pharmacological JE268S] .14 [.09, .19] 25[21,.29] 25[.19, .31]
Cognitive behavioral .46 [.37, .54] .26 [.18, .34] .36 [.28, .43] 34 [.23, 45]
nogaepxxnBatoLllaAd Supportive 49 [.36, 61] 31[.18, .44] 4533, .57] 371[.36, .38]
] Psychodynamic .38 [.28, .48] 20[.11,.29] .35 [.25, .44) 22[.11, .34]
Teparnnmn, noaaaroTCA Hospital 16 [.07, 26] 09 .00, .18] 16 .07, 25] 15 .06, .25]
Mixed 41 [.34, 48] .26 [.20, .32] .36 [.29, .42] 31 [.24, .38]
Tpe BOXH O_,ﬂ'e ! peCC[/] BHbleé Panel 6: Presenting problem
Depression .36 [.31, .41] 2TiEZIEs2] .35 [.30, .40] .34 [.28, .40]
N TMYHOCTHbIEe Anxiety .54 [.42, .66] 22EnEa2] .36 [.26, .46] .25 [.07, 43]
. Personality disorder .53 [.39, .67] 25]E536] .37 [.27, 48] .25 [.06, .44]
Eating disorder 24 [.15, .32] .07 [—.02, .16] 20 [.11,.29] .10 [.04, .16]
p d CCTpO nCTBa Substance use 22[.15, .29] 15 [.09, .22] 22 [.15,.29] 20 [.12, .28]
Mixed .40 [.32, 48] 25[.18, .32] .37 [.29, .44) 31[.21, 41]

Note. Expected effect sizes reported derived from meta-regression model. Full Model reports results based on weighted random effects model. PEESE
Model reports results additionally controlling for the squared standard error to further correct for small study effects. Visual Model reports results based
on a weighted random effects model where studies from asymmetrical portion of funnel plot are omitted (SEs > .2). High Power Model reports results based
on a weighted random effects model only including high power studies (SEs < .1). ES = effect size; CI = 95% confidence interval. Due to limited data
availability for nonclinical samples, the High Power Model for Panel 2 was estimated only for clinical effect sizes. The estimates of the prepost scores for
the clinical treatment and control groups does not reflect the overall experimental effect because these estimates only include those studies that reported
prepost scores which is a subset used to estimate the experimental effect.




Table 3
Experimental Personality Change Effect Size Estimates Comparing Treatment to Control

Moderator categories Full Model ES [95% CI] PEESE Model ES [95% CI] Visual Model ES [95% CI]

Panel 1: Average effect size
Average effect size 43 [.30, .55] A3 [—.10, .36] 40 [.28, .51]
Panel 2: Clinical vs. Nonclinical
Clinical 45 [.29, .61] .15 [—.08, .38] A0 E25;:53]
Nonclinical B6EEsT57) .04 [—.33, 41] .39 [.20, .58]
Panel 3: Big Five
Extraversion 38 [.18, .58] 20:=:11..51} 39 [.19, .60]
Agreeableness .23 [.08, .38] .03 [—.29, .35] 23 [.09, .38]
Conscientiousness .06 [—.05, .16] —.18 [—.52, .16] .10 [.02, .18]
Emotional stability .69 [ .45, .93] .39 [.07, .70] .59 [.35, .82]
Openness .36 [.23, 49] 24 [—.04, .52] .38 [.29, .46]
Blended 27 [.10, .44] .01 [—.26, .28] 27 [.10, .44]

Note. Expected effect sizes reported derived from meta-regression models. Positive effect sizes indicate that personality changed more for treatment
groups relative to control groups. Full Model reports results based on weighted random effects model. PEESE Model reports results additionally controlling
for the squared standard error to further correct for small study effects. Visual Model reports results based on a weighted random effects model where studies
from asymmetrical portion of funnel plot are omitted (SEs > .4). ES = effect size; CI = confidence interval.
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Figure 2. Exponential trends in treatment duration.



AprymeHTauma pro et contra yepT

* Shchebetenko, S. & Mishkevich, A. M. Temporal continuity in
extraversion and the attitude toward it: Does argumentation pro and
contra the trait matter? Submitted.
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McchepoBaHue 1. meHAETCA XM IMMHOCTb OT aprymeHTOB
33 U MPOTUB SKCTPaBEpPCUN?
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Shchebetenko, S. & Mishkevich, A. M. Temporal continuity in extraversion and the attitude toward it: Does argumentation pro and contra the trait matter? Submitted.
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McchepoBaHue 1. meHAETCA XM IMMHOCTb OT aprymeHTOB
33 U MPOTUB SKCTPaBEpPCUN?
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Prof. Manu Keirse (Heel erg Bedankt!)
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ABTOpPErpeccum mexxay Tpemsa 3amepamm

 Random-Intercept Cross-Lagged Panel Model

e Pasnnyaer
e MeXUHAMBUAHYIO BapUaTUBHOCTL / cTabubHaA KOMNOHeHTa / YepTa

* BHYTPUUHANBUAHYIO BapUAaTUBHOCTb / BapbupytoLlaa KOMNOHeHTa /
COCTOAHUE
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AyToperpeccusBHble 3QPEKThI

e Study 1: The autoregressive effects of within-person variation in
extraversion in NE were negligible, ps > .82, just like in PE, ps > .25. ...
Regarding the cross-lagged effects, in NE, they all were not significant,
ps > .06, just like in PE, ps > .15

e Study 2: The autoregressive effects for extraversion in NE and PE were
significant, z=3.12, p =.002, and z=2.17, p = .030, respectively,
indicating that positive deviations from the intercept at T1 predicted
positive deviations from the intercept at T2. In the control group,
corresponding autoregressive effects was negligible, z=0.40. The
autoregressive effects for within-person variation in extraversion from
T2 to T3 were insignificant in all conditions.
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Figure 2. Distributi of actual trait ion in behavior for those high and those low on a trait.

Each subfigure shows the density distribution of states for those one standard deviation above and those one

standard deviation below the mean on the trait. As shown, there are reliable differences in mean behavior
i s verlaps in behavior. The differences between those high and those low

on a trait are not so much in nonoverlapping ways of acting, nor in the extremes, but rather in the
ies with which high and low for the trait are enacted.
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