Abstract
What makes some people more mindful than others? Previous research has indicated that dispositional mindfulness is related to both the five factor model (FFM) and the reinforcement sensitivity theory (RST). However, previous research has examined those associations in isolation. We examined the unique effects of RST and the FFM on mindfulness in a sample 399 participants. Overall, we found the individual facets of mindfulness were differentially correlated with RST and FFM dimensions. Specifically, RST (BIS) and FFM (Neuroticism) dimensions that draw attention to external stimuli negatively correlated with mindfulness except for Observing. In contrast, FFM dimensions Openness and Conscientiousness correlated positively with mindfulness, suggesting a pattern where individuals routinely allocate attention to internal stimuli (being mindful) in order to explore (Openness) or to regulate these experiences (Conscientiousness). Our findings provide new insights into the underlying individual difference structure of being mindfulness and implies that mindfulness may not be a unitary construct. We suggest that future research should investigate mindfulness correlates at the facet level instead of the higher level of overall mindfulness. 
 

Individual Difference Predictors of Mindfulness
Mindfulness has emerged as an important construct linked to health and well-being (Garland, Beck, Lipschitz, & Nakamura, 2015). Yet, it is currently unclear how such a broad construct relates to stable individual differences and personality dimensions. We ask: How can we understand mindfulness? Why are some people seemingly more mindful than others? Observations of variability between individuals (Baer, Smith, Hopkins, Krietemeyer, & Toney, 2006) suggest stable individual differences and raise the question of whether we can link mindfulness to a larger network of personality structures to help us understand individual differences in mindfulness. Such an individual difference approach will also open up avenues for addressing larger theoretical questions about mindfulness, including a better understanding the underlying personality characteristics of the mindful person. We examine correlations of the Five-Factor Mindfulness Questionnaire (Baer et al., 2006) with the five factor model (FFM) of personality (Soto & John, 2017) and reinforcement sensitivity theory (RST; Corr & Cooper, 2016). 
Mindfulness
Kabat-Zinn (1994) defined mindfulness as: “paying attention in a particular way; on purpose, in the present moment, and nonjudgmentally” (1994, p.4). Initial measures such as the Mindful Attention and Awareness Scale (Brown & Ryan, 2003) conceptualized mindfulness as a uni-dimensional construct. Baer et al., (2006) empirically found five distinct facets of mindfulness: Non-Judging (the ability to interact with one’s emotions and thoughts in a non-judgmental way), Non-Reacting (the ability to abstain from immediately reacting to negative stimuli), Acting with Awareness (awareness of one’s own moment to moment actions and thoughts), Observing (awareness of sensory perceptions), and Describing (recognizing and labeling one’s own emotions). The facets were subsumed under a higher-order factor of mindfulness, although recent research has questioned the utility of a singular higher order structure (Aguado et al., 2015; Baer et al., 2006; Lilja, Lundh, Josefsson, & Falkenström, 2013; Tran, Glück, & Nader, 2013). These observations raise questions about the conceptual meaningfulness of an overall mindfulness score and point out the need to investigate possibly underlying personality structures to better understand the individual difference component of mindfulness at the facet level. 
Personality traits and mindfulness 
[bookmark: _Hlk16865319]The most commonly used personality theory is the Five Factor model (McCrae & Costa, 1987, 1997) differentiating between five domains: Neuroticism, Conscientiousness, Openness, Agreeableness, and Extraversion. Individuals high in Neuroticism are more likely to experience anxiety and engage in rumination. This may tax processing resources and as a consequence reduce the ability of individuals to engage in present moment awareness and emotion regulation facets of mindfulness. At the same time, this negative emotionality may not interfere with an awareness of internal or external stimuli (Hanley & Garland, 2017; Spinhoven, Huijbers, Zheng, Ormel, & Speckens, 2017). Individuals high in Conscientiousness are motivated to obtain future rewards through self-discipline and ordered behavior and are better at self-regulating spontaneous impulses, which in turn may facilitate sustained present-moment attention aspects of mindfulness (e.g., acting with awareness, Hanley & Garland, 2017). Openness is associated with curiosity and open-mindedness to new ideas, as well as an interest in philosophical thoughts, which may facilitate both the observation and description of internal mental and emotional states (Hanley & Garland, 2017). The positive emotion-focus and high interpersonal energy component of Extraversion might also increase the ability to both monitor and communicate emotional states in oneself and others. Finally, high Agreeableness might be beneficial for developing dispositional mindfulness due to increased empathy. Agreeableness was associated with emotion regulation (Haas, Omura, Constable, & Canli, 2007) and empathy (Graziano, Habashi, Sheese, & Tobin, 2007), and has also been found to be related to all mindfulness facets and strongest to Describing (Hanley & Garland, 2017). 
A more biologically oriented personality theory is reinforcement sensitivity theory (RST), which describes plausible underlying motivational systems that are thought to systematically relate to the Five Factors of personality (Corr & Cooper, 2016). There are at least three major systems: the Behavioral Approach System (BAS), which is activated to obtain incentives; the Fight-Flight-Freeze System (FFFS), which is activated in response to immediate aversive stimuli; and the Behavioral Inhibition System (BIS), which is activated to avoid aversive stimuli and to process conflict between different positively valued goals (e.g., deciding on two equally attractive job offers). Despite an overall similarity, the BIS could be understood as anxiety sensitivity, whereas FFFS as fear sensitivity. Importantly, while both BIS and Neuroticism are related to anxiety, they are thought to work at different temporal points. BIS is responsible for screening for stimuli, judging them, and engaging in fast reactions. If this fails to resolve the perceived threat, slower processes tied to neuroticism are activated to find a resolution for the conflict (Gray, 2004). Both BIS and FFFS might reduce the ability to be non-judgmental and non-reactive to stimuli due to increased monitoring for danger and experienced negative affect. Indeed, BIS and FFFS have been found to be negatively associated with mindfulness (Harnett, Reid, Loxton, & Lee, 2016; Keune, Bostanov, Kotchoubey, & Hautzinger, 2012; Sauer, Walach, & Kohls, 2011), specifically with facets that measure emotion and attention regulation (Acting with Awareness, Non-Judging, and Non-Reactivity; Reese, Zielinski, & Veilleux, 2015). 
Individuals with a high level of BAS are better at detecting and acting on reward signals. We could expect that they are also better able to observe and describe both internal and external stimuli (Hamill, Pickett, Amsbaugh, & Aho, 2015). There are a number of subsystems within BAS (Reward-Reactivity, Reward-Interest, Goal-Drive Persistence, Impulsivity), but past research has only focused on the overall BAS score. We explore the individual relationships between the subcomponents and mindfulness facets. Using the RST approach, which separates specific motivational systems, together with consistent behavioral predispositions as captured by the FFM measures will allow a better understanding of both motivational systems and regular behavioral consistencies in their relationship with mindfulness as a core emotional regulation process. 
The current study 
The aim of the current study is to provide further insight into the relationship of mindfulness with behavioral activation/inhibition and the FFM. We aim to extend previous research that looked at the effect of the FFM and RST on mindfulness separately (e.g., Giluk, 2009; Hanley, 2016; Hanley & Garland, 2017), and extend studies which did not directly compare the combined effect of personality and RST (Reese et al., 2015). Using both approaches simultaneously will allow us to differentiate between the unique effects of RST and FFM on mindfulness and achieve a more nuanced understanding of which aspects of mindfulness are linked to global systems of the RST and which are connected to specific effects of the FFM. 
Method
Participants
Our sample consisted of 404 undergraduate students at a New Zealand university. Five participants (1.24% of the total) started the questionnaire but did not finish it. We removed those participants from the dataset as not enough information was available to impute their data. This left us with an effective sample size of 399 with an average age of 19.21 years (SD = 3.93). Most of our sample was female (N =275), and the rest identified as male (N =121) or did not specify their gender (N = 3). Of the total sample 8.77% reported previous mindfulness experience, 9.52% reported yoga experience, and 1.03% reported meditation experience. Participants filled out an online survey on Qualtrics (we provide a text version of the survey on the OSF: https://osf.io/c8bqa/?view_only=96789ad5993e4980987d9014288c94d3). Participants could either come into a lab to answer this survey or complete it online. Participants took part in the current research for course credit as part of an Introduction to Psychology course. Ethical approval was given by the School of Psychology Human Ethics Committee under delegated authority of Victoria University of Wellington’s Human Ethics Committee.
Measures 
	Mindfulness. The FFMQ (Baer et al., 2006) consists of 39 items which measure five facets of mindfulness. Participants rated their agreement on a 5-point Likert-type scale from 1-(Never or very rarely true) to 5-(Very often or always true). Example items are “When I’m walking, I deliberately notice the sensations of my body moving” and “I’m good at finding words to describe my feelings”.
	 Personality. We used the BFI-2 to assess personality (Soto & John, 2017). The overall scale had 60 items and participants reported their agreement with each item on a 1-(Disagree strongly) to 5-(Agree strongly) Likert-scale. Example items were “I am someone who is outgoing, sociable” and “I am someone who is compassionate, has a soft heart”.
	Behavioral Approach vs Avoidance Motivation. We used the Reinforcement Sensitivity Theory of Personality Questionnaire (RST-PQ; Corr & Cooper, 2016). The RST-PQ assesses a general BIS factor, a factor measuring Fight, Flight, Freezing Systems (FFFS), and four factors of BAS (Goal-Drive Persistence, Impulsivity, Reward Reactivity, and Reward Interest). All 42 items were measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1-(Not at All), to 7-(Highly). Example items are “I am an avoidant sort of person” and “I often find myself not wanting to touch certain objects”. Reliabilities for all measures were satisfactory (see Table 1). Table 2 reports the means and correlation table of the personality variables with mindfulness. A full correlation table is available via OSF: https://osf.io/c8bqa/?view_only=96789ad5993e4980987d9014288c94d3)
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Results
To examine the combined effects of the FFM and RST on the facets of the FFMQ, we fitted a SEM path model with a MLM estimator to account for potential multi-variate non-normality using lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) in R (R Core Team, 2018). We then bootstrapped the standardized solution of the fitted model using 1000 bootstraps, to obtain bootstrapped standardized effects with 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals and bootstrapped p-values. 
Overall, we found a nuanced picture of the relationship between RST, personality, and the facets of mindfulness. Non-Judgement was only correlated with BIS (β = -.481[-.622, -.336], p < .001) and BAS-Reward Reactivity (β = .167[.055, .283], p =.038). Observing was only associated with Openness (β = .368[.271, .464], p <.001). Similar, Non-reacting was only related to Neuroticism (β = -.607[-.713, -.503], p <.001). In contrast, Acting with Awareness was significantly correlated with BIS (β = -.367[-.521, -.209], p < .001) and Conscientiousness (β = .231[.113, .349], p = .003). Describing was associated with BIS (β = -.269[-.424, -.119], p =.012), Extraversion (β = .292[.188, .397], p < .001), and Openness (β = .237[.131, .334], p < .001). We show the full results of the SEM in Table 3. RST and the FFM predicted 36.40% of variance in Non-Judging, 35.30% of variance in Acting with Awareness, 22.00% of variance in Observing, 41.60% of variance in Non-Reacting, and 32.61% of variance in Describing. This pattern suggests that Non-Reacting is the mindfulness facet most closely associated with broad personality traits as measured by the FFM and the RST, whereas Observing is less strongly associated with these personality traits. This indicates that the relative association of RST and the FFM with the FFMQ is highly dependent on the facet under study.


Discussion
	Our study found that different facets of mindfulness seem to be related to different and not necessarily compatible trait dimensions. This draws the unity of the mindfulness construct into question, highlighting the need to investigate the relationship between mindfulness and personality dimensions at a facet level. Our results also show that at the facet level, specific components of mindfulness might be understood as stable personality-like dimensions. The mindfulness facets were largely unconnected to BAS, FFFS, and Agreeableness. In contrast, the facets were substantially related to BIS, Neuroticism, Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and Openness. In particular, Non-Reacting shows a clear highly negative relationship with Neuroticism, and BIS a highly negative relationship with Non-Judging. Considering how mindfulness might be part of personality can provide a way forward to develop more explicit theories about the origins of individual differences in mindfulness. Below we outline possible pathways of how biologically-rooted individual differences might contribute to individual differences in dispositional mindfulness. We identified three major patterns:
First, one of the major differences we found was the differential effect of RST and FFM on Non-Reacting and Non-Judging. Non-Reacting was only predicted by Neuroticism, and Non-Judging was only predicted by BIS. This finding is in line with the RST that views BIS as responsible for threat assessment and Neuroticism as shaping the reaction to non-immediate threats (Corr & McNaughton, 2012; Gray, 2004). Interestingly, this also suggests a potential temporal order of the mindfulness processes with Non-Judging preceding Non-Reacting. This would explain recent findings that show that Non-Judging, but not Non-Reacting, is negatively related to false alarm rates in attention trials (Cosme & Wiens, 2015; Rosenstreich & Ruderman, 2016). Overall, the finding that BIS and Neuroticism correlated with different facets of mindfulness reflects their unique roles according to RST and offers potential new insight into how mindfulness facets can be integrated into biologically-mediated models. 
	Second, we found that Extraversion and Openness correlated with both Observing and Describing. Extraversion and Openness form a plasticity meta-factor which is thought to allow for malleable situation-appropriate behavior (DeYoung, 2015). Plasticity has also been found to be related to Describing and Observing (Hanley, Baker, & Garland, 2018). Our findings lend further support to the hypothesis that plasticity is an important predictor of Observing and Describing, but the inclusion of RST also allows us to make some finer distinctions between Observing and Describing. Similar to other studies that included only BIS (e.g. Reese et al., 2015), we found that BIS predicts Describing but not Observing. One reason for this might be that both Describing and Observing are relevant for monitoring situational cues (internal and external, respectively). High BIS might negatively impact Describing (internal monitoring) because attention is shifted towards monitoring external cues that might be relevant to avoid threat. A bias in the locus of attention would also explain why some studies have found that BIS is positively related to Observing (Hamill et al., 2015). High BIS individuals are motivated to detect threats (Klackl, Jonas, & Fritsche, 2018), and are more likely to pay attention to external stimuli such as sounds, smells, and tactile sensations. The greater awareness of such stimuli might result in greater Observing scores. To summarize, our findings indicate that while both Observing and Describing express monitoring of situational cues, high BIS results in a bias towards external monitoring, reducing the ability to monitor and describe internal states. 
This pattern is also congruent with our finding that BIS negatively predicts Acting with Awareness. Acting with Awareness reflects “meta-awareness” (the ability to be aware that one is aware; Hargus, Crane, Barnhofer, & Williams, 2010; Seli et al., 2017). High BIS might impede such meta-awareness, similar to Describing, by shifting attention to external stimuli. This would also explain the positive relationship between Conscientiousness and Acting with Awareness. The self-regulatory aspect of Conscientiousness necessitates attention to be allocated to monitor one’s behavior and cognitions for them to be effectively regulated (Koestner, Bernieri, & Zuckerman, 1992; McCrae & Löckenhoff, 2010). 
Finally, Describing was positively related to Extraversion. One possible reason for this relationship might be that extroverts tend to talk more about abstract concepts (Beukeboom, Tanis, & Vermeulen, 2013) and use more positive and less negative emotion words (Pennebaker & King, 1999; Yarkoni, 2010). Simply put, highly extravert individuals might be better at verbalizing and describing their emotions, because they have more daily practice doing so.
Limitations
Our current results are based on students with low meditation experience. Our study also uses cross-sectional data which precludes any claims to causality. Nevertheless, our trait predictors are relatively stable individual difference variables that are partially rooted in genetical and neuroanatomical processes (Corr & Cooper, 2016; Gray, 1970; Sen, Burmeister, & Ghosh, 2004), suggesting a path from personality to mindfulness. Future studies could employ a longitudinal approach to explicitly test directions of causality.
Conclusion
	At the beginning of the current article we asked:” Why are some people seemingly more mindful than others?” Our results indicate two main conclusions. First, the why is dependent on the facet under study as can be seen with the differential effect of BIS and Neuroticism on Non-Reacting versus Non-Judging. Focusing on those finer grained differences between the facets allows us to draw more nuanced conclusions about the place of mindfulness in the network of individual differences. Second, we found a pattern of relationships between RST, FFM, and mindfulness that suggests that locus of attention plays a major role. Dimensions of RST and FFM that draw attention to external stimuli substantially and negatively correlated with all mindfulness facets that deal with internal monitoring. In contrast, dimensions such as Openness and Conscientiousness might predispose individuals to allocate attention to internal stimuli, either to explore them (Openness) or to regulate them (Conscientiousness). 
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	Table 1.
Reliability of the individual measures of the current study.

	
	α
	αlow
	αhigh
	ω
	ωlow
	ωhigh
	GLB
	H

	Five-Facet Mindfulness Questionnaire

	Observing
	.79
	.76
	.82
	.79
	.76
	.82
	.84
	.81

	Non-Reacting
	.84
	.82
	.87
	.85
	.82
	.87
	.87
	.85

	Acting with Awareness
	.88
	.86
	.90
	.88
	.86
	.90
	.91
	.89

	Non-Judging
	.93
	.92
	.94
	.93
	.92
	.94
	.93
	.94

	Describing
	.91
	.90
	.93
	.91
	.90
	.93
	.91
	.93

	FFMQ
	.90
	.89
	.92
	.88
	.87
	.90
	.92
	.93

	Personality

	Sociability
	.84
	.81
	.86
	.84
	.81
	.86
	.88
	.85

	Assertiveness
	.76
	.72
	.80
	.77
	.74
	.81
	.79
	.80

	Energy Level
	.65
	.59
	.70
	.67
	.61
	.72
	.73
	.74

	Compassion
	.54
	.47
	.61
	.57
	.49
	.64
	.64
	.65

	Respectfulness
	.61
	.56
	.67
	.57
	.51
	.64
	.73
	.77

	Trust
	.53
	.46
	.61
	.55
	.49
	.62
	.61
	.69

	Organization
	.81
	.77
	.84
	.81
	.78
	.84
	.84
	.84

	Productiveness
	.71
	.67
	.76
	.72
	.67
	.76
	.76
	.78

	Responsibility
	.65
	.59
	.70
	.63
	.57
	.69
	.73
	.73

	Anxiety
	.75
	.71
	.79
	.76
	.72
	.80
	.78
	.78

	Depression
	.81
	.78
	.84
	.82
	.79
	.85
	.85
	.88

	Emotional Volatility
	.85
	.83
	.87
	.85
	.83
	.88
	.87
	.85

	Intellectual Curiosity
	.67
	.62
	.72
	.68
	.62
	.73
	.73
	.69

	Aesthetic Sensitivity
	.70
	.66
	.75
	.72
	.68
	.77
	.79
	.83

	Creative Imagination
	.74
	.70
	.78
	.74
	.70
	.78
	.79
	.76

	Behavioral Inhibition/Activation

	Behavioral Inhibition
	.94
	.94
	.95
	.95
	.94
	.95
	.95
	.95

	Fight-Flight-Freeze
	.78
	.75
	.82
	.79
	.75
	.82
	.86
	.83

	Goal-Drive Persistence
	.87
	.86
	.89
	.88
	.86
	.90
	.92
	.89

	Impulsivity
	.75
	.71
	.78
	.74
	.70
	.78
	.80
	.84

	Reward Interest
	.79
	.76
	.82
	.79
	.76
	.82
	.86
	.82

	Reward Reactivity
	.86
	.84
	.88
	.86
	.84
	.88
	.91
	.87

	Note: In addition to α we report ω, which does not assume tau-equivalence of item-loadings, and the Greatest Lower Bound, which aims to maximize the error components to obtain the lowest possible reliability, (GLB; for a recent study on the advantages of using ω and GLB over α see: Trizano-Hermosilla & Alvarado, 2016) Low and high values for α and ω represent the 95% confidence interval, GLB = Greatest Lowest Bound, H = Coefficient H



	Table 2.
Correlation of the FFMQ with individual difference variables.

	
	M
	SD
	Acting with Awareness
	Non-Judging
	Describing
	Observing
	Non-Reacting
	FFMQ

	Acting with Awareness
	2.82
	.70
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-Judging
	3.05
	.92
	.30**
	
	
	
	
	

	Describing
	3.07
	.87
	.40**
	.27**
	
	
	
	

	Observing
	3.22
	.70
	.11*
	-.03
	.23**
	
	
	

	Non-Reacting
	2.78
	.69
	.22**
	.31**
	.27**
	.12*
	
	

	FFMQ
	2.99
	.48
	.66**
	.65**
	.74**
	.43**
	.58**
	

	Demographics

	Age
	19.21
	3.93
	.06
	.04
	.08
	.06
	-.10+
	.06

	Gender
	.31
	.46
	.11*
	.04
	.06
	-.12*
	.19**
	.08+

	Mindfulness Practice
	.09
	.28
	.08
	.05
	.18**
	.19**
	.01
	.17**

	Meditation Practice
	.10
	.30
	.04
	-.01
	.15**
	.12*
	-.04
	.09+

	Yoga Practice
	.10
	.29
	.03
	-.07
	.10+
	.06
	-.07
	.02

	Behavioral Inhibition/Activation 

	Fight-Flight-Freeze
	3.76
	1.08
	-.24**
	-.26**
	-.21**
	-.08
	-.25**
	-.34**

	BIS
	4.45
	1.15
	-.42**
	-.56**
	-.39**
	.07
	-.48**
	-.59**

	BAS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reward Interest
	4.55
	1.00
	.12*
	.08
	.20**
	.24**
	.17**
	.26**

	Goal-Drive Persistence
	5.03
	1.04
	.28**
	.17**
	.28**
	.17**
	.13**
	.34**

	Reward Reactivity
	5.11
	.96
	.02
	.16**
	.22**
	.24**
	.10*
	.25**

	Impulsivity
	4.44
	1.02
	-.29**
	-.03
	-.04
	.06
	.05
	-.08+

	Personality

	Extraversion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sociability
	3.19
	1.00
	.07
	.21**
	.39**
	.03
	.17**
	.30**

	Assertiveness
	3.09
	.87
	.15**
	.16**
	.36**
	.05
	.16**
	.29**

	Energy
	3.52
	.77
	.13**
	.21**
	.29**
	.14**
	.16**
	.31**

	Agreeableness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Compassion
	3.8
	.76
	.09+
	.07
	.15**
	.12*
	-.13**
	.11*

	Respectfulness
	3.84
	.69
	.14**
	.07
	.01
	.16**
	0
	.12*

	Trust
	3.18
	.69
	.14**
	.21**
	.04
	.05
	.11*
	.18**

	Conscientiousness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Organization
	3.39
	.97
	.23**
	.07
	.06
	.11*
	-.09+
	.13*

	Productiveness
	2.94
	.84
	.44**
	.17**
	.26**
	.11*
	.06
	.34**

	Responsibility
	3.28
	.71
	.29**
	.22**
	.18**
	.13*
	.05
	.29**

	Neuroticism
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Anxiety
	3.5
	.90
	-.26**
	-.41**
	-.24**
	.06
	-.54**
	-.45**

	Depression
	2.96
	.99
	-.30**
	-.49**
	-.36**
	.01
	-.52**
	-.54**

	Emotional Volatility
	3.13
	1.04
	-.29**
	-.36**
	-.20**
	.08
	-.59**
	-.43**

	Openness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Curiosity
	3.95
	.70
	.14**
	.06
	.27**
	.29**
	.02
	.25**

	Aesthetic Sensitivity
	3.65
	.90
	.13**
	-.01
	.19**
	.41**
	-.03
	.22**

	Creative Imagination
	3.59
	.77
	.24**
	.08+
	.29**
	.30**
	.16**
	.34**

	Note: *p < .05, **p < .01, *** p<.001, Due to space constraints we only report the correlation of the predictors with the FFMQ, a full correlation table is available from the OSF. Mindfulness, Yoga, and Meditation Practice are coded as 0 = No, 1= Yes.
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	Observing
	Describing
	Non-Judging
	Non-Reacting
	Acting with Awareness

	BIS
	.034[-.125, .180]
	-.269[-.424, -.119]*
	-.481[-.622, -.336]***
	-.084[-.230, .071]
	-.367[-.521, -.209]***

	FFFS
	-.080[-.197, .040]
	.005[-.090, .108]
	-.015[-.108, .079]
	.008[-.083, .106]
	-.010[-.108, .087]

	BAS

	Goal-Drive Persistence
	-.143[-.280, -.000]
	.104[-.038, .241]
	.007[-.122, .137]
	.086[-.031, .199]
	.126[.003, .258]

	Impulsiveness
	.085[-.041, .210]
	-.071[-.198, .048]
	.057[-.048, .169]
	.057[-.048, .163]
	-.149[-.272, -.036]

	Reward Interest
	.051[-.096, .204]
	-.174[-.301, -.043]
	-.169[-.304, -.034]
	.027[-.103, .156]
	.026[-.099, .152]

	Reward Reactivity
	.193[.046, .328]
	.111[-.036, .249]
	.167[.055, .283]*
	-.063[-.172, .060]
	-.079[-.204, .048]

	FFM Domains

	Agreeableness
	-.008[-.098, .094]
	-.039[-.126, .057]
	.082[-.013, .184]
	-.050[-.128, .039]
	-.003[-.095, .092]

	Conscientiousness
	.166[.049, .282]
	.047[-.076, .170]
	.112[-.010, .238]
	-.083[-.197, .025]
	.231[.113, .349]**

	Extraversion
	-.063[-.196, .065]
	.292[.188, .397]***
	-.058[-.173, .064]
	-.097[-.202, .010]
	-.068[-.181, .037]

	Neuroticism
	.089[-.038, .232]
	.011[-.126, .146]
	-.127[-.253, -.002]
	-.607[-.713, -.503]***
	-.031[-.157, .093]

	Openness
	.368[.271, .464]***
	.237[.131, .334]***
	.032[-.057, .121]
	.061[-.018, .139]
	.129[.024, .223]

	Notes. All values are given are based on the standardized solution computed with 1000 bootstraps. Confidence intervals are based on the empirically observed distribution across the 1000 bootstraps. Significance is based on p values, which are computed independently from the confidence intervals of the estimates. *** p < .001, ** p <.01, * p <.05



