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Abstract

Psychologists have studied the ancient concept of wisdom for 3 decades. Nevertheless, apparent discrepancies in
theories and empirical findings have left the nomological network of the construct unclear. Using multilevel meta-
analyses, we summarized wisdom’s correlations with age, intelligence, the Big Five personality traits, narcissism, self-
esteem, social desirability, and well-being. We furthermore examined whether these correlations were moderated by
the general approach to conceptualizing and measuring wisdom (i.e., phenomenological wisdom as indexed by self-
report vs. performative wisdom as indexed by performance ratings), by specific wisdom measures, and by variable-
specific factors (e.g., age range, type of intelligence measures, and well-being type). Although phenomenological and
performative approaches to conceptualizing and measuring wisdom had some unique correlates, both were correlated
with openness, hedonic well-being, and eudaimonic well-being, especially the growth aspect of eudaimonic well-
being. Differences between phenomenological and performative wisdom are discussed in terms of the differences
between typical and maximal performance, self-ratings and observer ratings, and global and state wisdom. This article
will help move the scientific study of wisdom forward by elucidating reliable wisdom correlates and by offering

concrete suggestions for future empirical research based on the meta-analytic findings.
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As the world becomes more complex and polarized,
and the future of humanity more uncertain, it is increas-
ingly clear that people need more than just knowledge,
intelligence, or skill to manage the challenges and fail-
ings of modernity. People must navigate through a sea
of information, misinformation, and disinformation; bal-
ance seemingly contradictory goals (e.g., protecting
vulnerable people vs. sustaining the economy during
a pandemic); and effectively collaborate to reach work-
ing agreements with people who hold divergent view-
points and values. Some scholars have suggested that
the problems facing the world today call for more wis-
dom (e.g., Sternberg et al., 2019). However, before wis-
dom can be deployed to solve the world’s problems, a
better understanding of the construct is needed. Since
antiquity, wisdom has been defined in a multitude of
distinct but related ways by traditions around the world
(e.g., Edmondson & Woerner, 2019). In recent decades,

wisdom has drawn the attention of psychologists, who
have begun to study the construct scientifically (e.g.,
Sternberg & Gluck, 2019). One challenge facing the
scientific study of wisdom is how wisdom ought to be
defined and measured. Here, we propose to advance
the contemporary scientific understanding of wisdom
through a meta-analytic review of its correlates.
Interest in the psychological study of wisdom has
accelerated since the 1980s. A search of the PsycINFO
database revealed that, prior to the 1980s, hardly any
published journal articles had “wisdom” as a keyword
(under 10 publications per decade). The 1980s saw the
publication of 28 studies with “wisdom” as a keyword.
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Whereas early research focused on laypeople’s concep-
tions of wisdom, the year 1990 saw the publication of
the first formal definition and psychological measure
of wisdom (Smith & Baltes, 1990). The number of
publications on wisdom subsequently increased to 73
in the 1990s and soared to 375 in the next decade. From
2010 to today, a total of 720 articles on wisdom have
been published, with most years tallying over 60 pub-
lications. However, despite the increasing vibrancy of
this field of inquiry, wisdom research has largely pro-
ceeded without a common definition of the construct.
Indeed, in the 30 years since the first explicit definition
of wisdom was published, there have been almost as
many conceptualizations of wisdom as there have been
teams of wisdom researchers. Each conceptualization
of wisdom, in turn, has given rise to a distinct approach
to operationalizing the construct. The divergence in
how wisdom is conceptualized and operationalized
partly explains the inconsistencies in findings related
to wisdom (c.f., Glick, 2018). In an attempt to resolve
the differences in conceptualizations of wisdom and to
unify the field, a group of wisdom researchers formed
a task force in 2019 and collectively agreed on a com-
mon model of wisdom that defined wisdom as morally
grounded reasoning and problem-solving in situational
domains that have the potential to affect other people
(see also Aldwin, 2009; Grossmann et al., 2020; Jeste
et al., 2010). According to this model, a wise person
considers multiple perspectives, balances different
viewpoints, integrates opposing views, engages in
reflection, adapts their problem solutions to each spe-
cific problem context, and demonstrates intellectual
humility. Importantly, these meta-cognitive characteris-
tics of wisdom are grounded in moral aspirations. That
is, a wise person’s thoughts and decisions are motivated
by their desires to balance their self-interests with the
interests of others, to pursue the truth, and to acknowl-
edge the shared humanity among in-group and out-
group members (Grossmann et al., 2020).

This consensual model of wisdom, however, is only
a beginning. Many fundamental issues remain to be
solved (e.g., Aldwin et al., 2020; Glick, 2020a; Stern-
berg, 2020), including the apparent discrepancies
among wisdom measures in their associations with
other psychological and demographic variables, which
contribute to the ambiguity in the nomological network
of wisdom. To address this ambiguity, we propose that
meta-analyses of the extant empirical findings on wis-
dom correlates could provide valuable insights.

Therefore, in this study, we meta-analyzed the find-
ings on wisdom correlates, focusing on variables that
can help portray who wise individuals are and whether
they live a good life. Specifically, we examined wis-
dom’s relationships with age, intelligence, personality

constructs (more specifically, the Big Five traits, narcis-
sism, self-esteem, and social desirability), and well-
being. These variables have also received the most
theoretical and empirical attention in wisdom research.
We believe that beyond informing future researchers in
their selection of wisdom measures and interpretation
of study results, findings from the current study can
deepen the understanding of wisdom and its nomologi-
cal network. In this article, we start by briefly reviewing
the commonly adopted conceptualizations of wisdom,
distinguishing between conceptualizations of performa-
tive and phenomenological wisdom, as well as the theo-
retical and empirical correlates of wisdom. We then
meta-analytically summarize the correlations between
wisdom on the one hand and age, intelligence, the Big
Five traits, narcissism, self-esteem, social desirability,
and well-being on the other. Finally, we end by discuss-
ing what the findings imply for future wisdom research.

Conceptualizations and
Operationalizations of Wisdom

Of the various conceptualizations of wisdom, there are
two main meta-theoretical communities. One meta-
theory conceptualizes wisdom in cognitive terms (i.e.,
as the process and product of cognition), whereas the
other sees wisdom as a constellation of characteristics
of the person. The first community, which began with
the work of a research group led by Paul Baltes at the
Max Planck Institute for Human Development in Berlin
(commonly known as the “Berlin group”), defined wis-
dom as expertise in the fundamental pragmatics of life
(Baltes & Smith, 1990; Baltes & Staudinger, 2000). Draw-
ing from psychological research on expertise, the Berlin
group argued that the domains requiring wisdom pres-
ent problems that are ill-defined and open-ended. Such
problems are distinct from the problems commonly
found in other domains of expertise, which usually
have unambiguously correct answers. Solving problems
in the wisdom domain therefore requires more than the
domain-relevant knowledge identified by research on
other kinds of expertise; it requires qualities that are
unique to the wisdom domain. Specifically, in addition
to the factual and procedural knowledge (heuristics)
about the human condition and how to live a good life,
expertise in the wisdom domain requires the consider-
ation of context, tolerance of different values, and the
ability to manage uncertainty. On the basis of the quali-
ties they see as essential for solving problems in the
wisdom domain, the Berlin group developed the Berlin
wisdom paradigm, which assesses individuals’ wisdom-
related performance on five criteria (summarized in
Table 1). Specifically, the Berlin wisdom paradigm pres-
ents participants with difficult hypothetical situations
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(e.g., “A 15-year-old girl wants to get married right
away. What could one take into consideration and do?”)
and asks participants to respond by thinking aloud as
they work through the problem. Trained coders then
rate the resulting open-ended responses on the five
criteria just described.

The Berlin wisdom paradigm assesses general wis-
dom or a person’s insight into life in general. Evidence
suggests, however, that general wisdom is distinct from
personal wisdom, which refers to insight into one’s own
life (e.g., Huynh et al., 2017; Kross & Grossmann, 2012).
As an extension to the Berlin wisdom paradigm, the
Bremen wisdom paradigm was developed to assess
personal wisdom along an analogous set of criteria
(Mickler & Staudinger, 2008; Staudinger et al., 2005).
The criteria are summarized in Table 1. Like the Berlin
wisdom paradigm, the Bremen wisdom paradigm
requires trained coders to rate the five personal wisdom
criteria. Because the original Berlin and Bremen wis-
dom paradigms are labor-intensive, they are often
costly and impractical to administer to large samples
of participants. In an effort to reduce the cost of these
measures, some studies have opted to use written
responses in lieu of interviews involving think-aloud
responses. In addition, studies have recruited untrained
or “naive” raters who rely on their own implicit theories
of wisdom to provide one global wisdom rating to each
written response (e.g., Fournier et al., 2018; Weststrate
et al., 2018). Research has shown moderate-to-large
correlations between ratings provided by naive and
trained raters on the Berlin and Bremen wisdom para-
digms (Gluck, 2018; Staudinger et al., 1992), suggesting
that the naive rating approach is a valid way to assess
wisdom performance.

Integrating the Berlin group’s emphasis on expert
knowledge with models that view wisdom as a later
stage in cognitive development, the wise reasoning
approach conceptualized wisdom as a set of reasoning
strategies for facing personal and social conflicts
(Grossmann et al., 2013; Oakes et al., 2019). The wise
reasoning approach defined wisdom not as static
knowledge but as dynamic strategies tailored to the
specifics of each conflict that can be applied across a
wide variety of conflicts and domains. There are cur-
rently two approaches to measuring wise reasoning.
The first approach, Grossmann’s wise reasoning mea-
sure, is a performance measure. It assesses wise reason-
ing by presenting participants with vignettes that
describe either interpersonal or intergroup conflicts.
Unlike the prompts used in the Berlin wisdom para-
digm, these vignettes contain more contextual informa-
tion about the conflicts in question, making them
suitable for assessing participants’ abilities to appreciate
the nuances of situations and to use their knowledge

in dynamic ways. After reading the vignettes, partici-
pants are asked to describe how they imagine the con-
flict would subsequently unfold and why. Participants’
responses are rated by trained coders on six dimensions
(Table D).

The second approach to measuring wise reasoning,
the Situated Wise Reasoning Scale (SWIS; Brienza et al.,
2018), is a self-report measure that allows the assess-
ment of state-level wise reasoning. The SWIS first invites
participants to recall a difficult conflict with a close
friend. To facilitate recall, participants are asked to pro-
vide a description of the conflict, including the date
and time of the conflict as well as their thoughts and
emotions during it. After this, participants fill out a
21-item scale, consisting of five dimensions (Table 1),
that assesses the extent to which they engaged in wise
reasoning during the conflict. Because the SWIS assesses
the extent to which participants engage in wise reason-
ing during a real personal conflict, it is less prone to
the response biases, such as socially desirable respond-
ing (Brienza et al., 2018), to which global self-report
measures are vulnerable. The SWIS also distinguishes
state from global wise reasoning, providing a tool for
examining intraindividual variability in wise reasoning
across situations. Using the SWIS, wise reasoning has
been demonstrated to vary substantially across situa-
tions, and state-level wise reasoning has been demon-
strated to incrementally predict outcomes beyond
global wise reasoning (Brienza et al., 2018). These find-
ings suggest that to accurately capture a person’s gen-
eral level of wisdom, multiple assessments of state-level
wisdom may be necessary (Grossmann et al., 2020;
Grossmann, Kung, & Santos, 2019).

Despite disagreements over the specific dimensions
that constitute wisdom, the Berlin and Bremen wisdom
paradigms and the wise reasoning approach all empha-
size the role of cognition. According to these concep-
tualizations of wisdom, wisdom can exist outside of the
person (e.g., in religious texts or more mundanely, in
participants’ solutions to hypothetical dilemmas). Other
wisdom researchers disagree with this view of wisdom
and instead conceptualize wisdom as a constellation
of relatively stable characteristics of the person, including
tendencies in cognition, motivation, emotion, and behav-
ior (Ardelt, 2004a, 2004b; Ardelt et al., 2019; Webster,
2019). This meta-theoretical perspective has given rise
to three commonly used self-report measures of wis-
dom: the Three-Dimensional Wisdom Scale (3DWS;
Ardelt, 2003), the Self-Assessed Wisdom Scale (SAWS;
Webster, 2003), and the Adult Self-Transcendence Inven-
tory (ASTI; Levenson et al., 2005). Drawing from early
research on implicit theories of wisdom (Clayton &
Birren, 1980), the 3DWS operationalizes wisdom as an
integration of cognitive, reflective, and compassionate
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personality qualities (Ardelt, 2003; Ardelt et al., 2019).
The SAWS was developed on the basis of the definition
of wisdom as “the competence in, intention to, and
application of critical life experiences to facilitate the
optimal development of self and others” (Webster, 2007,
p. 164). The SAWS focuses on five interrelated qualities
(i.e., critical life experience, reminiscence/reflection,
openness, humor, and emotional regulation) that were
identified in the literature as being characteristic of wise
individuals (Table 1; Webster, 2003, 2007). Unlike the
3DWS and the SAWS, which conceptualize wisdom as
an integration of multiple characteristics of a person,
the ASTT assesses wisdom through a single component:
self-transcendence, which entails a decreased reliance
on externals for one’s identity, increased spirituality, and
an increased sense of connectedness with the world
(Levenson et al., 2005). Although self-transcendence
may not be entirely equivalent to wisdom, it is neverthe-
less considered to be a critical component (Jennings
et al., 20006; Levenson et al., 2005).

To empirically identify the commonality among the
3DWS, the SAWS, and the ASTI, Gliick and colleagues
(2013) factor-analyzed all items from the three measures
and identified one common factor. They then selected
21 items that had the strongest correlations with the
common factor and created the Brief Wisdom Screening
Scale (BWSS). However, Glick and colleagues (2013)
acknowledged that although the BWSS may be useful
as an efficient screening measure for wisdom, its con-
tent as well as the common factor that it assesses do
not have a theoretical grounding. The BWSS thus can-
not provide insight into characteristics that may be
essential to wisdom; it “does not represent any particu-
lar theory of wisdom or allow for an analysis of facets
of wisdom” (Gluck et al., 2013, p. 12).

Performative versus phenomenological
wisdom

The two main meta-theoretical approaches to conceptu-
alizing wisdom gravitate toward different methods of
assessment. Conceptualizations of wisdom that empha-
size its cognitive aspects tend to give rise to performance
measures in which wisdom is demonstrated in specific
products (i.e., solutions to difficult problems that call for
wisdom) that are then socially evaluated. Performative
wisdom, as captured by extant performance wisdom
measures, is state-like and scenario-specific. Evidence
suggests that performative wisdom is context-dependent
(e.g., Pasupathi et al., 2001), although it also shows some
degree of consistency, as indicated by the adequate-to-
high Cronbach’s alphas for the Berlin wisdom paradigm
and Grossmann’s wise reasoning measures across differ-
ent scenarios (Grossmann et al., 2013; Staudinger et al.,

1997, 1998; Staudinger & Pasupathi, 2003). Furthermore,
performative wisdom likely captures an individual’s
maximal, rather than typical, level of wisdom, because
prompts of performance wisdom measures are designed
to be difficult and challenge participants to give their
best effort. Performative wisdom thus entails the suc-
cessful execution of one’s potential for wisdom, which
is subsequently acknowledged by other people.

Self-report wisdom measures, on the other hand,
capture phenomenological wisdom. Unlike performa-
tive wisdom, which is manifested in products that are
socially evaluated, phenomenological wisdom entails
the subjective experience of one’s cognition, motiva-
tions, and emotions as wise. Phenomenological wisdom
is more likely to capture one’s typical, rather than maxi-
mal, level of wisdom, because its assessment invokes
the recalling of one’s daily experiences rather than
one’s performance under challenge. It should be noted
that among the measures of phenomenological wisdom,
the SWIS is distinct from the other measures in that it
is designed to assess state-level wisdom, whereas most
of the other phenomenological wisdom measures assess
wisdom at a global (as opposed to state) level. None-
theless, because there is no reason to believe that the
situational contexts of the conflicts assessed by the
SWIS demand participants to exert their full effort in
thinking and behaving wisely, the SWIS is more likely
to assess one instance of typical, rather than maximal,
wisdom. We thus consider the SWIS to be a measure
of phenomenological wisdom that captures one’s typi-
cal level of subjectively experienced, rather than socially
evaluated, wisdom.

Wisdom measures therefore differ from each other
both conceptually and methodologically. These differ-
ences may contribute to the low correlations observed
among wisdom measures: Although wisdom measures
are positively correlated with each other, the correla-
tions usually range from .20 to .40, much lower than
would be expected of measures of the same construct
(e.g., Gluck et al., 2013). Relatedly, different measures
of wisdom seem to suggest different sets of wisdom
correlates, resulting in ambiguities in terms of the nomo-
logical network of wisdom. To shed light on the diver-
gence and ambiguities apparent in the literature, we
therefore propose to use the meta-analytical technique
to identify the similarities and differences among wis-
dom measures in terms of their correlates. Specifically,
we first examined the overall correlation between wis-
dom and each of its potential correlates. We then exam-
ined whether the variability among the correlations
found in different studies could be explained by the
broad categorization of wisdom measures into measures
of performative versus phenomenological wisdom.
Finally, we examined the extent to which the remaining
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variability could be explained by how each wisdom
measure was uniquely associated with the wisdom
correlates.

Which People Are Wise? Demographic,
Cognitive, and Personality Correlates

Wisdom and age

In laypeople’s implicit theories, old age is one of the
characteristics associated with wisdom (e.g., Clayton &
Birren, 1980). Across studies, most wisdom nominees
tend to be above 50 years of age (e.g., Bluck & Gliick,
2005). However, although most wisdom researchers
believe that life experience, when actively reflected on,
can lead to growth in wisdom, chronological age by
itself does not automatically guarantee wisdom. Indeed,
the majority of published studies reported nonsignificant
correlations between age and wisdom (e.g., Ardelt,
2010; Cheraghi et al., 2015; Grossmann, Sahdra, &
Ciarrochi, 2016; Grossmann & Kross, 2014; Jennings
et al., 2006; Levenson et al., 2005; Mansfield et al., 2010;
Neff et al., 2007; Pasupathi & Staudinger, 2001; Staudinger
& Baltes, 1996; Taylor et al., 2011; Webster, 2003;
Webster, Westerhof, & Bohlmeijer, 2014; Zacher et al.,
2013, 2015). However, the empirical evidence is not
always consistent, with some studies observing negative
correlations (e.g., Ardelt, 2016; Ardelt & Jeste, 2018;
Glick et al., 2013; Mehl Chadwick, 2008) and others
observing positive correlations (e.g., Beaumont, 2011;
Gliick et al., 2013; Grossmann et al., 2013; Le & Levenson,
2005; Ruiselova et al., 2012; Webster, 2013; Webster
et al., 2018; Zacher et al., 2013).

Although longitudinal studies have not yet examined
this question, cross-sectional evidence suggests that the
relationship between wisdom and age may not be the
same across the life span. For instance, old age may be
associated with a decline in wisdom, as individuals
become less open-minded and as the ability to solve
problems declines with fluid intelligence (e.g., Glick,
2019). Empirical evidence on the nonlinear relationship
between age and wisdom, however, does not always
converge, with some studies suggesting a positive qua-
dratic relationship (Brienza et al., 2018) and others
suggesting a negative quadratic relationship (e.g.,
Ardelt et al., 2018; Webster, Bohlmeijer, & Westerhof,
2014). Therefore, to address the discrepant findings on
the relationship between age and wisdom, we first
meta-analytically summarized the observed correlations
between wisdom and age. We then explored whether
the summary correlations differed for participants of
different age groups. Specifically, we examined the cor-
relations between age and wisdom for younger, middle-
aged, and older adults. We chose to examine these age

groups because most studies testing the curvilinear
relationship between age and wisdom seemed to have
found quadratic relationships in which young adult-
hood, middle age, and old age showed different asso-
ciations between age and wisdom. We would like to
note, however, that given that all primary studies
included in the meta-analyses are cross-sectional in
design, we were not able to control for cohort effects.

Wisdom and intelligence

Although agreeing that intelligence is not sufficient for
wisdom, laypeople and wisdom researchers alike
consider the abilities to solve problems and to learn
from experience, both hallmarks of intelligence (e.g.,
Gottfredson, 1997; Nisbett et al., 2012), to be important
for wisdom. Intelligence could allow for more efficient
gathering and utilization of information, which in turn
could lead to better decision-making. Intelligence
could also allow for more effective learning from past
experiences. Different components of intelligence (i.e.,
fluid and crystallized) have been theorized to be
related to wisdom in different ways. Specifically, fluid
intelligence is thought to enable individuals to think
complexly, whereas crystallized intelligence is thought
to be more related to the wisdom-related factual and
procedural knowledge that result from thinking com-
plexly about life and one’s experiences (Glick, 2020b).
The advantages afforded by high levels of intelligence
could thus support both the development and the
manifestation of wisdom. Wisdom, however, entails
much more than intelligence. For instance, it is not
obvious that intelligence should be associated with
aspects of wisdom that entail the recognition and man-
agement of uncertainty, perspective-taking, prosocial-
ity, and moral aspirations (e.g., compassion and the
pursuit of compromise and conflict resolution). The
correlation between intelligence and wisdom should
therefore be positive but small in magnitude. This
expectation is consistent with empirical observations
to date: Both self-report and performance measures of
wisdom have demonstrated significant correlations
with intelligence, with larger correlations for crystal-
lized than fluid intelligence (e.g., Glick et al., 2013;
Grossmann et al., 2012; Mickler & Staudinger, 2008;
Pasupathi & Staudinger, 2001; Staudinger et al., 1997).

However, findings regarding the relationship between
wisdom and intelligence are not always consistent.
Although reports of negative associations between wis-
dom and intelligence are rare (cf., Glick et al., 2013;
Grossmann et al., 2012), many studies have found non-
significant correlations between the constructs (e.g.,
Fournier et al., 2018; Glick et al., 2013; Greaves et al.,
2014; Grossmann et al., 2012). In this article, we
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attempted to move beyond the discrepant findings of
individual studies and quantitatively summarize the cor-
relation between intelligence and wisdom across stud-
ies. We then explored factors that could explain the
discrepant findings. Specifically, we hypothesized that
intelligence would be more strongly correlated with
performative wisdom than with phenomenological wis-
dom. This is because performative wisdom entails the
successful demonstration of one’s maximal level wis-
dom in the face of challenge, often in the form of
reasoning and problem-solving, and is thus more likely
to engage one’s maximal level of cognitive ability in
the process. Phenomenological wisdom, on the other
hand, entails one’s typical, rather than maximal, level
of wisdom and often encompasses motivational, emo-
tional, and behavioral aspects of wisdom, for which
intelligence may be less relevant. We thus examined
the type of wisdom (i.e., performative and phenomeno-
logical) as a moderating variable on the correlation
between wisdom and intelligence. We also examined
whether the relationship between intelligence and wis-
dom differed among wisdom measures. Finally, we
examined whether the correlation between wisdom and
intelligence was moderated by the type of intelligence
assessed (i.e., crystallized and fluid), given that most
extant research on the relationship between intelligence
and wisdom tends to distinguish between the crystal-
lized and fluid components of intelligence (e.g., Mickler
& Staudinger, 2008; Pasupathi & Staudinger, 2001;
Staudinger et al., 1997) and that, as discussed previ-
ously, these components have been theorized to relate
to wisdom in different ways (Gliick, 2020b).

Wisdom and the Big Five traits

Across conceptualizations of wisdom, characteristics
such as flexible thinking, willingness to engage with
different ideas and perspectives, and tolerance of
uncertainty and ambiguity are all essential aspects of
wisdom. These characteristics are in part predicted by
the personality trait of openness. Most theories of wis-
dom therefore consider openness to be a correlate of
wisdom. Indeed, across measures, wisdom has often
been found to positively correlate with openness (e.g.,
Brienza et al., 2018; Glick et al., 2013; Kunzmann &
Baltes, 2003; Le, 2005; Levenson et al., 2005; Mickler &
Staudinger, 2008; Pasupathi & Staudinger, 2001,
Staudinger et al., 1997; Weststrate, 2017; Zacher et al.,
2015), although the correlation has not always been
found to be significant (e.g., Brienza et al., 2018;
Greaves et al., 2014; Zacher et al., 2015). In the current
study, we propose to quantitatively summarize the rela-
tionship between openness and wisdom. Given the
agreement among wisdom researchers that openness

should positively predict wisdom, we expected the
correlations between the constructs to be positive for
performative wisdom, phenomenological wisdom, and
each wisdom measure.

Unlike openness, there is much less theoretical and
empirical support for postulating the associations
between wisdom on the one hand and the Big Five
traits of extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness,
and emotional stability (reverse-scored neuroticism) on
the other. High levels of these traits are considered
adaptive and so should positively associate with wis-
dom when it is conceptualized as a constellation of
adaptive characteristics of the person (i.e., phenomeno-
logical wisdom). Of the four traits, agreeableness may
be the most relevant to wisdom because it may partly
capture the prosocial aspirations of wise individuals.
Some scholars have also speculated that a threshold
level of emotional stability may be necessary for wis-
dom (Staudinger et al., 2005). It is unclear how extra-
version and conscientiousness would be associated
with wisdom aside from their general adaptiveness. The
empirical evidence for the associations between the
four adaptive traits and wisdom is not consistent (e.g.,
Levenson et al., 2005; Neff et al., 2007; Weststrate, 2017,
Zacher et al., 2015), which we hoped to clarify by meta-
analytically summarizing the observed correlations. We
expected stronger correlations between these traits and
phenomenological wisdom because many measures of
phenomenological wisdom reflect conceptualizations
of wisdom as an adaptive constellation of personal
characteristics, and we expected weaker or no correla-
tions between these traits and performative wisdom
because there is a lack of theoretical associations
between these constructs.

Wisdom, narcissism, and self-esteem

Although wisdom may be positively predicted by some
personality characteristics, others may be antithetical to
it. Narcissism can be considered one of the antitheses
to wisdom. Whereas wise individuals are humble, com-
passionate, and self-transcendent (e.g., Ardelt, 2003;
Baltes & Staudinger, 2000; Brienza et al., 2018; Levenson
et al., 2005; Mickler & Staudinger, 2008; Sternberg,
2004), narcissistic individuals are grandiose, dominant,
and characterized by a sense of entitlement and supe-
riority (e.g., Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Raskin & Hall,
1979). According to some, narcissism may be the devel-
opmental opposite of wisdom in the sense that individu-
als begin life preoccupied with self-interests and proceed
to transcend such narcissistic tendencies through psy-
chological maturation, for which the attainment of wis-
dom is an endpoint (Kohut, 1966). Although there has
yet to be longitudinal studies examining this topic,
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cross-sectional findings are consistent with this idea,
showing that older individuals are more likely to show
tendencies that are closer to wisdom and further away
from narcissism. Specifically, one study found that adults
score significantly higher than adolescents on the rec-
ognition and management of uncertainty dimension of
the Berlin wisdom paradigm (Pasupathi et al., 2001),
suggesting that those later in development are less self-
assured and more intellectually humble. Another study
found that older adults scored higher on the compas-
sionate dimension of the 3DWS (Ardelt et al., 2019),
suggesting that they value others’ interests and per-
spectives more highly than younger adults do. Despite
the theoretical relevance of narcissism to wisdom, how-
ever, only a few empirical studies have examined the
two constructs in tandem. Using the meta-analytical
approach, we propose to summarize the extant evi-
dence to glean a more reliable depiction of the empiri-
cal relationship between narcissism and wisdom.

Although wise individuals do not self-enhance like
narcissistic individuals, they should not self-deprecate
or have low self-esteem. Indeed, as a positive develop-
mental endpoint, wisdom should be positively associ-
ated with other adaptive constructs, such as self-esteem.
Guided by this speculation, we also meta-analyzed the
relationship between wisdom and self-esteem to test
the hypothesis that, unlike narcissism, wisdom adap-
tively leads to high levels of self-esteem in ways that
do not involve self-enhancement.

Wisdom and social desirability

Wise individuals should have accurate understandings
of their limitations and present themselves authentically
to other people (Baltes & Staudinger, 2000; Brienza
et al., 2018; Glick, 2018; Mickler & Staudinger, 2008
c.f., Taylor et al., 2011). Individuals who are unwise,
on the other hand, may be less perceptive of their limi-
tations and more likely to manage impressions. This
creates a potential paradox for self-report measures:
Because wise individuals are more aware of their limita-
tions, they may be less likely to rate themselves favor-
ably on self-report measures of wisdom; in contrast,
foolish individuals who are less perceptive of their
limitations may be more likely to rate themselves as
wise on self-report measures of wisdom because of
their lack of insight (Gliick, 2018). The paradox implies
that high scores on self-report wisdom measures may
be difficult to interpret. Whether and the extent to
which a wisdom measure is affected by this paradox
may be indicated by its correlation with social desir-
ability measures, with positive correlations suggesting
that the paradox is in effect.

In an attempt to overcome the self-report paradox,
phenomenological wisdom measures have incorporated
reverse-scored items that would appear innocuous or
even desirable to individuals who are less wise (e.g.,
“ignorance is bliss” of the 3DWS). Although such efforts
might be effective at mitigating the self-report paradox
of wisdom to some extent, measures of phenomeno-
logical wisdom nonetheless tend to correlate with mea-
sures of social desirability (e.g., Glick et al., 2013).
However, the extent to which each of these measures
is associated with social desirability and its dimensions
is inconsistent across studies (e.g., Ardelt, 2011, 2016;
Brienza et al., 2018). Thus, to gain better estimates of
the association between each phenomenological wis-
dom measure and social desirability, we quantitatively
summarized the extant studies. We hoped that the
results of such comparisons would inform future
researchers of the merits and caveats of using each
phenomenological wisdom measure.

Does Wisdom Predict a Good Life?
Wisdom and Well-Being

Because wisdom is often considered one of the ideal
endpoints of human development, it is important to
clarify whether wisdom indeed fulfills this expectation
and brings about well-being by acting as a guide to
“living a good life.” The answer to this inquiry partly
depends on how “a good life” or well-being is defined.
Hedonic well-being involves pleasure and happiness
in life and is commonly operationalized as life satisfac-
tion accompanied by the presence of positive affect
and the absence of negative affect (Ryan & Deci, 2001).
Eudaimonic well-being involves adjustment, growth,
and the fulfillment of one’s potential and is commonly
operationalized using Ryff’s (1989) Psychological Well-
Being Scale. Notably, Disabato and colleagues (2016)
demonstrated in a large-scale cross-cultural study that
measures of hedonic and eudaimonic well-being formed
a single overarching factor rather than two distinct but
related factors of well-being. The same study also found
that measures of hedonic and eudaimonic well-being
showed very similar relationships with other constructs,
including curiosity, gratitude, hope, grit, and an orienta-
tion to find happiness through meaning and the fulfill-
ment of one’s potential (Disabato et al., 2016).
However, the distinction between hedonic and
eudaimonic well-being may still be meaningful for wis-
dom research, not only because wisdom is theorized
to have different associations with the two types of
well-being but also because such a difference has often
been found empirically. Specifically, the relationship
between wisdom and hedonic well-being is theorized
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to involve multiple pathways (Ardelt et al., 2019;
Weststrate & Glick, 2017a). On the one hand, self-
perceived wisdom-fostering experiences are likely to
be upsetting (Weststrate et al., 2018), challenging one’s
previous assumptions about the world and catalyzing
new understandings and insights in the process. This
suggests that, at least in the short term, wisdom may
be negatively associated with hedonic well-being. On
the other hand, wise individuals, enabled by their
insights into the world as well as the human condition,
can better manage difficult situations and are more
likely to appreciate and savor positive experiences
(Weststrate & Gluck, 2017a). From this perspective, wis-
dom may enhance hedonic well-being. Theories behind
most measures of phenomenological wisdom view wis-
dom as an adaptive configuration of personal charac-
teristics that affords equanimity and preservation of
inner peace and well-being (Ardelt, 2019). Phenomeno-
logical wisdom, therefore, is expected to be positively
associated with hedonic well-being, especially with the
life-satisfaction dimension. Theories behind performa-
tive wisdom, however, do not draw the same connec-
tions between wisdom and hedonic well-being.

In wisdom research, eudaimonic well-being is some-
times further decomposed into two components: adjust-
ment and growth (Staudinger & Kunzmann, 2005).
Adjustment refers to individuals’ successful adaptation
to societal expectations and structures as well as the
successful fulfillment of their social roles; it is the nor-
mative developmental pathway. Adjustment is typically
operationalized via the autonomy, environmental mas-
tery, self-acceptance, and positive relationship dimen-
sions on Ryff’s psychological well-being scale. Growth
refers to the tendency to be open to nonnormative
experience and to go beyond conventional societal
requirements and expectations. It is most commonly
operationalized via the personal growth and purpose
in life dimensions of Ryff’s psychological well-being
scale (Ardelt et al., 2019; Mickler & Staudinger, 2008
cf., Weststrate & Gluck, 2017a; Zacher & Staudinger,
2018). Whereas only phenomenological wisdom is
thought to be associated with the adjustment aspect of
eudaimonic well-being, both performative and phe-
nomenological wisdom are thought to positively predict
the growth aspect of eudaimonic well-being because
personal growth and fulfillment are essential to wisdom
according to most conceptualizations of wisdom.
Empirical findings on wisdom’s association with
hedonic and eudaimonic well-being, however, are not
always consistent. In the current study, we attempted
to clarify these relationships by meta-analytically sum-
marizing the empirical findings. We also examined
whether phenomenological and performative wisdom
showed the same kinds of relationships with the two

types of well-being and their dimensions as theories
have suggested.

The Current Study

As we have reviewed, although researchers agree on
the general definition of wisdom as an integrated excel-
lence in mind and virtue, much remains to be recon-
ciled. In an attempt to elucidate the nomological
network of wisdom, we meta-analyzed the correlations
between wisdom on the one hand and age, intelligence,
the Big Five personality traits, narcissism, self-esteem,
social desirability, and well-being on the other. We fur-
ther examined whether these correlations were moder-
ated by the broad categories of phenomenological
versus performative wisdom and by different ways of
operationalizing wisdom. Using multilevel meta-analyt-
ical techniques, we ventured to investigate the follow-
ing questions and hypotheses:

1. How is wisdom correlated with chronological
age? Are the correlations the same or different
for younger adults (age 18-30), midlife adults
(age 30-00), and older adults (over 60 years of
age)? We hypothesized that wisdom would show
a near-zero correlation with age but that the
correlation between wisdom and age would be
significantly moderated by the age range of the
participants.

2. How is wisdom correlated with intelligence? Are
the correlations the same or different for crystal-
lized and fluid intelligence? We hypothesized
that wisdom would show a small positive cor-
relation with intelligence and that this correla-
tion would be stronger for performative wisdom
than for phenomenological wisdom. In addition,
we hypothesized that wisdom would be signifi-
cantly correlated with both crystallized and fluid
intelligence; however, we did not have a hypoth-
esis regarding whether these correlations would
significantly differ in strength.

3. How is wisdom correlated with each of the Big
Five traits? We hypothesized that wisdom would
show the strongest correlation with openness
and that this correlation would be significant for
both performative and phenomenological wis-
dom as well as for each wisdom measure. We
hypothesized that phenomenological wisdom
would be positively correlated with each of the
adaptive Big Five traits (i.e., agreeableness, emo-
tional stability, extraversion, and conscientious-
ness), whereas performative wisdom would not.

4. How is wisdom correlated with narcissism and
self-esteem? We hypothesized that wisdom
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would be negatively correlated with narcissism
but positively correlated with self-esteem.

5. How is wisdom correlated with social desirabil-
ity? Are the correlations the same or different for
impression management and self-deception?
Which wisdom measures are most strongly asso-
ciated with impression management? Which wis-
dom measures are most strongly associated with
self-deception? We set out to examine these
questions without hypotheses.

6. Is wisdom differentially correlated with hedonic
and eudaimonic well-being? Are the correlations
different for the subcomponents of hedonic well-
being (e.g., life satisfaction, positive affect, and
negative affect) and eudaimonic well-being (i.e.,
adjustment and growth)? We hypothesized that
phenomenological wisdom would be positively
correlated with hedonic well-being and that this
correlation would be stronger than that for per-
formative wisdom. We hypothesized that both
phenomenological wisdom and performative wis-
dom would be positively correlated with eudai-
monic well-being. Finally, we hypothesized that
the correlation between wisdom and eudaimonic
well-being would be stronger for the growth com-
ponent than for the adjustment component.

We hope that by clarifying the nomological network
of wisdom the field can arrive at a clearer understand-
ing of the construct itself. Furthermore, we hope that
clarifying the correlates of different wisdom measures
will help researchers to make more informed choices
about the measures that are the most suitable for their
research questions. We note, however, that given the
fact that most extant empirical research on wisdom was
conducted in Western, educated, industrialized, rich,
and democratic (Henrich et al., 2010) countries, the
generalizability of the meta-analytic findings to other
cultures might be limited.

Method

Inclusion criteria

To be included in any of the meta-analyses, a study
needed to have measured wisdom using one of the
following measures: the 3DWS, the SAWS, the ASTI, the
SWIS, the BWSS, the Berlin wisdom paradigm, the Bre-
men wisdom paradigm, and/or Grossmann’s wise rea-
soning measure. In addition, from the data and statistics
available, we needed to be able to record or compute
Pearson’s 7, or an effect size that was convertible to it,
between a wisdom measure and a variable of interest.
Variables of interest included age, intelligence, the Big

Five traits, self-esteem, social desirability and/or at least
one of its dimensions (i.e., impression management and
self-deception), and well-being. Because we were pri-
marily interested in whether wisdom predicted global,
rather than state, well-being, studies were excluded if
they reported only the correlations between wisdom
and state-level well-being (i.e., well-being within a day
or during a specific event). When statistics from the
same sample of participants were reported more than
once, we ensured that any given effect size from the
same sample was included only once in the meta-analysis.
If an effect size was reported multiple times across
overlapping but nonidentical samples of participants,
we included the effect size based on the most compre-
hensive sample.

Gatbering studies

We gathered studies in four phases. In the first phase,
we searched the PsycINFO database following the
guidelines outlined in the Preferred Reporting Items for
Systematic review and Meta-Analysis (Moher et al.,
2009), in which we used the search term “(su(wisdom)
AND (age)) AND la.exact(“ENG”)” for English articles
that had wisdom and age as keywords, “(su(wisdom)
AND ((intelligence) OR (cognit*))) AND la.exact(“ENG”)”
for English articles with wisdom, intelligence, and cog-
nit* as keywords, “(su(wisdom) AND (personality))
AND la.exact(*ENG”)” for English articles with wisdom
and personality as keywords, and “(su(wisdom) AND
(well-being)) AND la.exact(“ENG”)” for English articles
with wisdom and well-being as keywords. The initial
searches were conducted on September 18, 2017,
November 22, 2017, November 22, 2017, and September
18, 2017, respectively. For each search, we examined
the abstracts of all the records identified by the search
to determine their relevance. We then downloaded the
full texts of the relevant articles, assessed their eligibil-
ity on the basis of the inclusion criteria, and coded the
eligible articles.

In the second phase of the search, we engaged in a
“snowballing” process in which we perused the refer-
ence lists of the articles coded in the first phase and
downloaded the articles with titles that appeared rel-
evant for our purpose. In the third phase, to catch
unpublished studies as well as studies that were missed
by the literature search and the snowballing process,
we solicited relevant effect sizes through calls of sub-
missions. We first contacted prominent wisdom
researchers individually for unpublished effect sizes as
well as published ones in their work that they believed
we overlooked. We then made a general call for sub-
missions via psychology research listservs pertinent to
wisdom research, including that of the wisdom research
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community, the Association of Research in Personality,
the European Association of Personality Psychology,
and the Society for the Study of Human Development.
In the final phase, following the exact same procedures
outlined in the first phase, the PsycINFO database
searches were updated on September 13, 2021, to cap-
ture journal articles and dissertations published since
September 18, 2017. The information flow and the num-
ber of articles reviewed at each phase are summarized
in Figure 1.

In total, we coded 68 articles and unpublished proj-
ects for the meta-analysis of wisdom and age, 16 for
wisdom and intelligence, 41 for wisdom and personality
constructs (including the Big Five traits, narcissism, self-
esteem, and social desirability), and 44 for wisdom and
well-being. Notably, some of the articles initially gath-
ered through the well-being search also reported cor-
relations between wisdom and self-esteem. Likewise,
there were articles initially gathered through other
searches that reported correlations between wisdom
and social desirability. In all of these cases, we have
coded the relevant effect sizes regardless of the search
through which they were initially gathered.

Coding studies

The first and second authors independently evaluated
the studies for eligibility on the basis of the inclusion
criteria and independently coded all eligible articles. Any
discrepancies between the authors were successfully
resolved through discussions and revisiting the articles.
Tables 1S-4S of the Supplemental Material present a sum-
mary of the effect sizes, sample sizes, and measures of
all studies meta-analyzed.

Effect size. The effect sizes meta-analyzed were bivari-
ate Pearson’s r values. In cases in which only Student’s
t values were available, we recorded and converted them
to Pearson’s r values. All submitted effect sizes were
Pearson’s » values. In cases in which the effect sizes
were reported only for the subscales of a wisdom mea-
sure, the subscale effect sizes were converted into Fish-
er’s z values and averaged to yield one effect size for the
full scale. The averaged Fisher’s z was then converted to
Pearson’s r to be used in the meta-analysis. For well-
being, the signs of the correlations between wisdom and
negative affect were reversed such that positive correla-
tions reflect a positive relationship between wisdom and
well-being.

Sample size. The sample size associated with each
Pearson’s r was recorded. Missing data in an original
study sometimes led to a range of sample sizes being

reported for its correlation tables. In these cases, we
coded the median of that range as the sample size.

Publication status. We coded each study as either
published or unpublished. Published studies are those
that appeared in peer-reviewed journals, whereas unpub-
lished studies included theses, dissertations, conference
presentations, and unpublished manuscripts.

Year. We coded the year in which the published studies
were published or the year to which the unpublished
studies were ascribed by their authors.

Wisdom measure. We coded the specific wisdom
measure(s) used as one of the 3DWS, the ASTI, the SAWS,
the SWIS, the BWSS, the Berlin wisdom paradigm, the
Bremen wisdom paradigm, and Grossmann’s wise rea-
soning task.

Type of wisdom. We coded the 3DWS, the ASTI, the
SAWS, the SWIS, and the BWSS as measures of phenom-
enological wisdom, and the Berlin wisdom paradigm, the
Bremen wisdom paradigm, and Grossmann’s wise rea-
soning task as measures of performative wisdom.

Age. We coded the age of the sample as its mean chron-
ological age.

Age range. The age range of a participant sample was
coded as “life span” if the age of the sample ranged from
late adolescence/early adulthood to old age, “young” if
(Myge + 1 8D,,) was less than 30, “old” if (M, . — 1 SD,,.)
was more than 60, and “middle age” if the age range did
not fall into “young,” “old,” or “life span.”

Gender balance of the sample. The gender balance
of each sample of participants was coded as the propor-
tion of females over males in the sample, ranging from 0
(all-male sample) to 1 (all-female sample).

Type of intelligence measures. To examine the mod-
erating effect of the type of intelligence, we categorized
intelligence measures as measures of fluid, crystallized, or
general intelligence. Fluid intelligence measures included
processing speed measures, digit span tests, Raven’s Pro-
gressive Matrices and its variants, trail-making tests, digit
symbol substitution tests, inductive reasoning tests, block
design tests, and letter series tests. Crystallized intelligence
measures included the comprehension subtests from
the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS) and its vari-
ants, vocabulary subtests from the WAIS and its variants,
similarities subtests of the WAIS, multiple-choice word
tests, and practical-knowledge questionnaires (akin to
the knowledge subtest of the German WAIS). General
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intelligence measures were those that estimated g using a
mixture of fluid and crystallized intelligence items. Scores
of general intelligence measures were not or could not be
decomposed into the fluid and crystallized subcompo-
nents. Examples of such measures included the Interna-
tional Cognitive Ability Inventory (Condon & Revelle,
2014) as well as variants of the Wonderlic Personnel Test
(Wonderlic, Inc, 2000).

Social desirability and its subcomponents. We cat-
egorized measures of social desirability as assessing over-
all social desirability, the self-deception subcomponent,
and the impression management subcomponent. An
effect was coded as describing the correlation between
wisdom and overall social desirability if the measure of
social desirability did not distinguish between the sub-
components or if correlations were reported only for the
whole scale. Measures of self-deception and impression
management included the self-deception and impression
management subscales of the Balanced Inventory of
Desirable Responding (Paulhus, 1984), respectively.

Type of well-being and their subcomponents. We
categorized well-being measures as hedonic or eudai-
monic. Hedonic well-being measures included measures
of subjective well-being, measures of happiness, measures
of positive affect, measures of negative affect, and mea-
sures of life satisfaction. We reversed the signs of the cor-
relations between wisdom and negative affect such that
positive correlations indicated decreasing levels of nega-
tive affect with increasing levels of wisdom. Eudaimonic
well-being measures included Ryff’s psychological well-
being measure and its subscales (Ryff, 1989), measures of
purpose in life, measures of personal mastery, measures of
life engagement, measures of ego integrity, measures of
posttraumatic growth, and measures of flourishing. Mea-
sures constituting the subcomponents of hedonic and
eudaimonic well-being are detailed in Table S4.

Amnalytic approach

The majority of the studies that we gathered reported
multiple effect sizes for the same relationship between
wisdom and a criterion variable. The conventional
approach of aggregating effect sizes from the same
study could not be reasonably applied in the current
study because of the heterogeneity among wisdom
measures (e.g., Glick, 2018). We therefore used the
multilevel meta-analytic approach to account for the
common variance among effect sizes that were based
on the same sample of participants. Specifically, the
multilevel model allowed effect sizes to vary between
participants (sampling variance; Level 1), within studies
(Level 2), and between studies (Level 3; Assink &
Wibbelink, 2016). All analyses were conducted in the

R software environment (Version 3.6.1; R Core Team,
2019). We used the packages dplyr (Wickham et al., 2020),
dmetar (Harrer et al., 2019), metafor (Viechtbauer,
2010), and psych (Revelle, 2019). We conducted mod-
eration analyses (a) when the heterogeneity among the
effect sizes was statistically significant or (b) when sam-
pling variance accounted for less than 25% of the total
variance (Assink & Wibbelink, 2016; Hunter & Schmidt,
1990). Moderating variables were tested one at a time.
Categorical moderators (i.e., publication status, wisdom
measure type, wisdom measure, age range, intelligence
type, subcomponents of social desirability, types
of well-being, and subcomponents of hedonic and
eudaimonic well-being) were entered as dummy codes,
whereas continuous moderators (i.e., gender balance)
were centered at the grand mean. The data and R scripts
can be found on the OSF at https://osf.io/h48pm. Fol-
lowing the recommendation that the magnitude of effect
sizes should be interpreted in the context of the sub-
discipline (e.g., Schifer & Schwarz, 2019), we inter-
preted the magnitude of the correlations in accordance
with findings in personality/social psychology, in which
small, medium, and large effects are »= .10, r= .20, and
r = .30, respectively (e.g., Funder & Ozer, 2019; Gignac
& Szodorai, 2016; Richard et al., 2003).

Results

Publication bias and preliminary
analyses

We examined three indicators for each of the meta-
analyses that we conducted to assess whether publica-
tion bias strongly influenced the results (Table 2). First,
we examined funnel plot symmetry for each meta-anal-
ysis (see Fig. S1 in the Supplemental Material available
online). Because the extant Egger’s test of the metafor
package was not designed for multilevel meta-analyses,
we followed the practice of Zhou and colleagues (2019)
and conducted manual Egger’s tests to examine the
moderation of the effect sizes by their corresponding
inverse sampling errors. If publication bias were pres-
ent, the moderation should be statistically significant
and negative, where lower precision (i.e., smaller sam-
ple sizes and larger sampling errors) is associated with
larger effect sizes. As shown in Table 2, the moderation
was not significant for six of the 12 meta-analyses con-
ducted, showing no evidence of publication bias in
these cases. For the remaining six out of 12 meta-
analyses in which the moderation was significant, five
(openness, conscientiousness, self-esteem, social desir-
ability, and eudaimonic well-being) showed a positive
association between precision and effect size. This was
contrary to the prediction based on the presence of
publication bias, in which the moderation was expected
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to be negative in direction. For neuroticism, the mod-
eration was negative in direction; however, given that
neuroticism is negatively correlated with wisdom
(Table 3), a negative association between precision and
effect size in this case indicated that greater precision
was associated with stronger effects, which was again
to the contrary of the direction predicted by publication
bias. We argue that the funnel asymmetry in these meta-
analyses was more likely due to true, systematic het-
erogeneity among the effect sizes than to publication
bias. In these meta-analyses, larger studies were less
likely than smaller studies to have administered perfor-
mative wisdom measures. In these meta-analyses, per-
formative wisdom showed weaker correlations than
phenomenological wisdom, thus explaining the associa-
tion between sample size and effect size. We therefore
argue that the funnel plot asymmetries in these meta-
analyses should not be taken as evidence for the pres-
ence of publication bias.

Second, we conducted cumulative meta-analyses to
determine whether smaller studies increased the sum-
mary effect sizes of the meta-analyses, an indication of
the influence of publication bias. Forest plots of the
cumulative meta-analysis for each of the meta-analyses
that we conducted are depicted in Figure S2 in the
Supplemental Material, and the results of the cumulative
meta-analyses are presented in Table 2. As can be seen,
for most of the meta-analyses that we conducted, the
summary effect sizes stabilized around their eventual
values (i.e., falling within .03 of the eventual values)
after around one third of the studies were added, show-
ing no evidence of publication bias. For the cumulative
meta-analyses of wisdom’s correlations with self-esteem
and eudaimonic well-being, the summary effect sizes
did not stabilize around their eventual values until con-
siderably more studies were added. However, in these
cases, the summary effect size decreased with the addi-
tion of smaller studies rather than increased as would
be predicted by the presence of publication bias, pos-
sibly for the same reason that caused the funnel plot
asymmetries in these meta-analyses. In sum, although
the cumulative meta-analyses showed that sample size
was positively and systematically related to effect size
in some of the meta-analyses that we conducted, such
positive relationships were not in line with predictions
based on the presence of publication bias.

Third, we examined whether publication status sig-
nificantly moderated the correlations between wisdom
and the criterion variables of interest. We found that a
substantial portion of the effect sizes meta-analyzed
came from unpublished studies, ranging from 7.41% to
71.43% across meta-analyses and exceeding 20% for
most. As can be seen in Table 2, publication status was

not a significant moderator in any of the meta-analyses
that we conducted, suggesting that the summary effect
sizes based on the published studies did not signifi-
cantly differ from those based on the unpublished stud-
ies. After examining all three indicators of publication
bias, we concluded that publication bias was unlikely
to have strongly influenced any of our results. We now
turn our attention to the respective meta-analyses while
noting that heterogeneity among effect sizes was high
enough to warrant an examination of moderators in all
of these meta-analyses (Table 3).

Wisdom and age

Although we found a statistically significant but practi-
cally trivial correlation, » = .04, 95% confidence interval
(CD =[.01, .07], t = 3.00, p < .01, between age and wis-
dom across all measures of wisdom (Table 4), the size
of which is consistent with the speculation of most wis-
dom researchers that old age itself does not guarantee
wisdom, the overall correlation was significantly moder-
ated by both wisdom type and wisdom measure (Table
5). Most of the wisdom measures were not significantly
correlated with age, except for Grossmann’s wise reason-
ing measure, which showed a small positive correlation
(Table 4). The age range of the participant samples also
moderated the correlation between wisdom and age
(Table 5). Specifically, age showed a significant negative
correlation with wisdom among old participant samples,
r=-.11,95% CI = [-.23, —.00], = —=1.98, p = .50, which
was significantly different from that of the life-span par-
ticipant samples (p < .01) and the young participant
samples (p < .05) but did not significantly differ from
that of the middle-aged participant samples.

Wisdom and intelligence

Although we found a small positive correlation between
intelligence and wisdom (Table 4), this correlation was
moderated by wisdom type, wisdom measure, and intel-
ligence type (Table 5). Performative wisdom was sig-
nificantly and positively correlated with intelligence, » =
.15, 95% CI = [.09, .21], t = 5.22, p < .01, whereas phe-
nomenological wisdom was not (Table 4). At the level
of wisdom measures, only the Berlin wisdom paradigm,
a performative measure of wisdom, was significantly
correlated with intelligence, » = .22, 95% CI = [.17, .28],
1 =799, p < .01 (Table 4). Although wisdom was sig-
nificantly correlated with both crystallized intelligence
measures, = .21, 95% CI = [.15, .28], t = 6.80, p < .01,
and fluid intelligence measures, r = .07, 95% CI = [.00,
A13], t = 2.11, p = .04, the correlation with the former
was significantly stronger (p < .01; Table 4).
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Table 3. Heterogeneity Among Effect Sizes

Distribution of variance (%)

Number of Sampling Within- Between-
Effect samples k (0] df p error study study
Age 98 139 798.226 138 < .001 14.291 49.775 35.934
Intelligence 17 56 221.697 55 < .001 23.000 49.842 27.158
Openness 38 70 521.670 69 <.001 11.487 79.991 8.522
Conscientiousness 27 49 342.976 48 < .001 10.990 57.393 31.617
Extraversion 30 53 343.689 52 <.001 12.283 83.270 4.447
Agreeableness 30 55 884.146 54 <.001 7.569 72.612 19.819
Neuroticism 30 51 733.285 50 < .001 6.531 84.903 8.566
Narcissism 4 7 49.786 6 < .001 14.957 85.043 0.000
Self-esteem 12 16 227.604 15 <.001 3.309 3.996 92.695
Social desirability 10 27 230.623 26 <.001 13.954 74.410 11.636
Well-being 48 172 1576.219 171 <.001 8.206 56.392 35.402
Hedonic well-being 37 72 597.324 71 <.001 7.994 29.335 62.671
Positive affect 11 13 57.029 12 <.001 23.653 76.347 0.000
Negative affect 11 13 79.029 12 <.001 16.253 22.252 61.495
Life satisfaction 25 36 270.308 35 <.001 10.018 89.982 0.000
Eudaimonic well-being 23 100 875.354 99 <.001 9.676 60.607 29.717
Adjustment 12 44 360.780 43 <.001 9.735 34117 56.149
Growth 10 26 108.527 25 <.001 23.742 49.747 26.511

Wisdom and the Big Five personality
traits

We found a large positive correlation between wisdom
and trait openness, 7= .29, 95% CI = [.25, .33], t = 14.49,
P < .01, consistent with the findings of numerous previ-
ous studies (e.g., Brienza et al., 2018; Gliick et al., 2013;
Kunzmann & Baltes, 2003; Le, 2005; Levenson et al.,
2005; Mickler & Staudinger, 2008; Pasupathi & Staudinger,
2001; Staudinger et al., 1997; Webster, Bohlmeijer, &
Westerhof, 2014; Weststrate, 2017; Zacher et al., 2015).
The overall effect was moderated by both wisdom type
and wisdom measure (Table 5). Openness was more
strongly correlated with phenomenological wisdom, r =
34, 95% CI = [.29, .39], t = 14.41, p < .01, than with per-
formative wisdom, » = .18, 95% CI = [.11, .24], t = 5.25,
P <.01. Openness was also correlated with every wisdom
measure except Grossmann’s wise reasoning measure
(Table 4). Interestingly, although a phenomenological
wisdom measure, the SWIS significantly differed from all
other phenomenological wisdom measures, except the
ASTI, in its correlation with openness but did not sig-
nificantly differ from the Berlin and Bremen wisdom
paradigms. This may be because the SWIS, unlike other
phenomenological wisdom measures, assesses state wis-
dom, which may attenuate its association with global
tendencies such as trait openness.

Wisdom showed very similar relationships with traits
conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and
neuroticism. Although the overall correlations between
wisdom and each of these traits were significant (Table
4), they were significantly moderated by wisdom type
and wisdom measure (Table 5). Specifically, phenom-
enological wisdom was significantly and positively cor-
related with conscientiousness, » = .20, 95% CI = [.15,
.20], t = 7.46, p < .01, extraversion, r = .26, 95% CI =
[.21, .30], = 11.62, p < .01, and agreeableness, r = .28,
95% CI =[.21, .34], t = 8.92, p < .01. Conscientiousness,
extraversion, and agreeableness also significantly and
positively correlated with each of the phenomenologi-
cal wisdom measures at a moderate level, except in the
case of conscientiousness and the SWIS (Table 4). Neu-
roticism showed a moderate negative correlation with
phenomenological wisdom, » = —.30, 95% CI = [-.30,
—.23], t =-9.35, p < .01, and significantly correlated with
all phenomenological wisdom measures except the
SWIS (Table 4). Performative wisdom, however, did not
significantly correlate with any of these traits, nor did
any performative wisdom measure (Table 4). Because
phenomenological wisdom measures and the Big Five
trait measures were all self-reported, we explored
whether and to what extent the shared method variance
among these measures could have inflated the correla-
tions among them in supplementary analyses below.
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Table 4. Overall Effect Sizes and Effect Sizes by Moderators

Effect r 95% CI 3 p
Age
Overall 042 [.014, .069] 2.998 .003
Wisdom type
Phenomenological wisdom .040 [.010, .070] 2.623 .010
Performative wisdom .047 [-.005, .100] 1.794 .075
Wisdom measure
3DWS .051 [.010, .091] 2.477 .015
ASTI .096 [.033, .158] 3.015 .003
SAWS 072 008, .136] 2.212 029
BWSS .095 [-.027, .217] 1.545 125
SWIS —-.045 [-.100, .011] -1.600 112
Grossmann’s wise reasoning .109 [.040, .178] 3.140 .002
Berlin wisdom paradigm —.024 [-.098, .049] -0.654 515
Bremen wisdom paradigm .028 [-.102, .159] 0.430 668
Age range
Life span .050 [.016, .084] 2.936 .004
Young .051 [-.005, .100] 1.818 .071
Midlife .026 [-.113, .165] 0.371 711
Old age -.113 [-.225, —.000] —1.982 .050
Intelligence
Overall 115 [.061, .170] 4.218 <.001
Wisdom type
Phenomenological wisdom .034 [-.046, .113] 0.848 .400
Performative wisdom 148 [.091, .205] 5.222 < .001
Wisdom measure
3DWS .083 [-.019, .185] 1.628 110
ASTI -.013 [—.124, .099] —0.230 .819
SAWS .088 [-.013, .188] 1.750 .087
SWIS —.100 [-.255, .055] -1.297 201
Grossmann’s wise reasoning .046 [-.014, .107] 1.545 129
Berlin wisdom paradigm 224 [.168, .280] 7.986 <.001
Bremen wisdom paradigm .078 [-.032, .187] 1.424 161
Intelligence measure type
General .031 [-.065, .128] 0.652 517
Fluid .065 [.003, .127] 2.108 .040
Crystallized 213 [.150, .276] 6.795 <.001
Openness
Overall .290 [.250, .330] 14.485 <.001
Wisdom type
Phenomenological wisdom 339 [.292, .385] 14.406 <.001
Performative wisdom 177 [.110, .244] 5.251 <.001
Wisdom measure
3DWS 334 [.273, .395] 10.973 < .001
ASTI .294 [.222, .365] 8.222 <.001
SAWS 448 [.382, .513] 13.747 <.001
BWSS .402 [.291, .513] 7.216 <.001
SWIS 194 [.101, .287] 4.174 <.001
Grossmann’s wise reasoning .035 [-.085, .150] 0.589 .558
Berlin wisdom paradigm 212 [.144, .280] 6.210 < .001
Bremen wisdom paradigm 130 [.010, .251] 2.158 .035

(continued)
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Table 4. (continued)

Effect r 95% CI ¢ 2
Conscientiousness
Overall 134 [.079, .190] 4.878 <.001
Wisdom type
Phenomenological wisdom .204 [.149, .260] 7.457 <.001
Performative wisdom -.012 [-.081, .056] —-0.358 722
Wisdom measure
3DWS 216 [.145, .288] 6.094 <.001
ASTI 241 [.156, .326] 5.734 <.001
SAWS 234 [.155, .312] 5.980 <.001
BWSS 239 (112, .365] 3.807 <.001
SWIS .034 [-.093, .162] 0.541 592
Grossmann’s wise reasoning —.046 [-.163, .071] -0.787 436
Berlin wisdom paradigm -.003 [-.085, .078] -0.080 937
Bremen wisdom paradigm .000 [-.115, .115] 0.002 .998
Extraversion
Overall 194 [.150, .238] 8.818 <.001
Wisdom type
Phenomenological wisdom .258 [.213, .303] 11.618 <.001
Performative wisdom .029 [-.036, .093] 0.892 377
Wisdom measure
3DWS 222 [.158, .287] 6.901 <.001
ASTI 259 [.182, .336] 6.769 <.001
SAWS 338 [.271, .405] 10.161 <.001
BWSS 232 [113, .351] 3.925 < .001
SWIS 211 [.093, .330] 3.581 <.001
Grossmann’s wise reasoning -.052 [-.167, .062] -0.918 304
Berlin wisdom paradigm .043 [-.034, .120] 1.124 267
Bremen wisdom paradigm .079 [-.053, .211] 1.209 233
Agreeableness
Overall .207 [.150, .265] 7.217 <.001
Wisdom type
Phenomenological wisdom 275 [.213, .337] 8.923 <.001
Performative wisdom .039 [-.047, .124] 0.908 .368
Wisdom measure
3DWS 313 [.227, .399] 7.312 <.001
ASTI .299 [.193, .404] 5.688 <.001
SAWS 334 [.235, .432] 6.801 <.001
BWSS 266 [.093, .440] 3.088 .003
SWIS 125 [.006, .245] 2.107 041
Grossmann’s wise reasoning 043 [-.108, .193] 0.570 572
Berlin wisdom paradigm .037 [-.060, .140] 0.726 472
Bremen wisdom paradigm .038 [-.116, .191] 0.491 626
Neuroticism
Overall —.221 [-.279, —.163] —7.644 <.001
Wisdom type
Phenomenological wisdom -.297 [-.361, —.233] —9.345 <.001
Performative wisdom —.046 [-.133, .041] -1.059 295
Wisdom measure
3DWS —.272 [-.363, —.182] -6.081 <.001
ASTI -336 452, —220]  —5.854 <.001
SAWS ~.299 [-.400, —198]  -5.977 <.001
BWSS —.445 [-.588, —.302] —-6.280 <.001

(continued)
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Table 4. (continued)

Effect r 95% CI 3 2
SWIS —-112 [-.280, .056] —1.345 186
Grossmann’s wise reasoning —-.021 [-.176, .135] -0.267 791
Berlin wisdom paradigm —-.031 [-.133, .070] -0.620 539
Bremen wisdom paradigm -.126 [-.317, .064] -1.337 .188

Narcissism

Overall .042 [-.131, .215] 0.596 573
Wisdom type
Phenomenological wisdom .190 [-.107, .480] 1.643 161
Performative wisdom —-111 [-.418, .196] -0.932 394
Wisdom measure
3DWS —-.050 [-.627, .527] -0.373 745
SAWS 140 [-.870, 1.150] 0.596 611
SWIS 197 [-.080, .473] 3.063 .092
Grossmann’s wise reasoning —.146 [-.423, .132] -2.253 153
Berlin wisdom paradigm 171 [-.389, .731] 1.314 319
Self-esteem
Overall 276 [.162, .390] 5.163 <.001
Wisdom type
Phenomenological wisdom 325 [.221, .428] 6.738 <.001
Performative wisdom .028 [-.213, .270] 0.252 804
Wisdom measure
3DWS 347 [.244, .451] 7.616 <.001
ASTI 312 [.171, .452] 5.026 <.001
SAWS 336 [.221, .450] 6.652 <.001
BWSS 409 [.316, .503] 9.874 < .001
SWIS —.042 [-.307, .224] -0.354 731
Grossmann’s wise reasoning .050 [-.234, .334] 0.399 .699
Berlin wisdom paradigm 010 [-.235, .255] 0.092 929
Social desirability
Overall 151 [.083, .218] 4.562 <.001
Wisdom measure
3DWS 269 [.200, .338] 8.039 <.001
ASTI 261 [.135, .387] 4.274 <.001
SAWS .102 [.012, .191] 2.346 .028
SWIS .007 [-.071, .084] 0.174 .863
Self-deception component
Overall 150 [.040, .260] 2.669 .008
Wisdom measure
3DWS 277 [.101, .453] 3.622 .007
ASTI 323 [-.023, .668] 2.151 064
SAWS .166 [-.035, .366] 1.903 .094
SWIS —.030 [-.204, .145] —0.391 .706
Impression management component
Overall 112 [.041, .183] 3.504 .006
Wisdom measure
3DWS 261 [.189, .334] 8.549 <.001
ASTI 176 [.028, .325] 2.803 .026
SAWS .049 [-.029, .120] 1.491 180
SWIS 041 [-.028, .109] 1.398 .205
Well-being
Overall 279 [.238, .321] 13.406 <.001

Well-being type

(continued)
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Table 4. (continued)

Effect r 95% CI t P
Hedonic well-being 256 [.207, .304] 10.437 <.001
Eudaimonic well-being 311 [.258, .364] 11.540 <.001

Hedonic well-being

Overall 278 [.229, .326] 11.421 < .001
Wisdom type
Phenomenological wisdom 325 [.286, .364] 16.510 <.001
Performative wisdom .082 [.015, .148] 2.438 .017
Wisdom measure
3DWS 321 [.276, .367] 14.042 < .001
ASTI 354 [.277, .431] 9.208 <.001
SAWS 263 [.192, .334] 7.377 <.001
BWSS 377 [.311, .444] 11.316 <.001
SWIS 2211 [.040, .382] 2.468 .016
Grossmann’s wise reasoning .009 [-.161, .142] —-0.123 1902
Berlin wisdom paradigm .097 [.016, .179] 2.396 .020
Bremen wisdom paradigm .058 [-.049, .164] 1.083 283
Positive affect
Overall 151 [.068, .235] 3.954 .002
Wisdom type
Phenomenological wisdom 243 [.169, .317] 7.250 < .001
Performative wisdom .020 [-.078, .112] 0.393 702
Wisdom measure
3DWS 227 [.123, .330] 5.177 .001
BWSS .260 [.034, .4806] 2.720 .030
SWIS .210 [-.004, .424] 2.321 .053
Grossmann’s wise reasoning .100 [-.317, .117] -1.092 311
Berlin wisdom paradigm 074 [-.066, .215] 1.251 251
Bremen wisdom paradigm .082 [-.169, .332] 0.771 466
Negative affect
Overall 192 [-.297, —.086] -3.956 .002
Wisdom type
Phenomenological wisdom 264 [-.341, —.187] —7.549 <.001
Performative wisdom 044 [-.143, .054] -0.995 341
Wisdom measure
3DWS .308 [-.383, —.233] -9.702 < .001
BWSS .210 [-.383, —.037] —-2.875 .024
SWIS .100 [-.257, .057] -1.508 175
Grossmann’s wise reasoning .070 [-.087, .227] 1.052 328
Berlin wisdom paradigm .046 [-.155, .0063] -0.991 355
Bremen wisdom paradigm 041 [-.166, .249] 0.473 .651
Life satisfaction
Overall 255 [.208, .301] 11.114 <.001
Wisdom type
Phenomenological wisdom 299 [.256, .343] 13.926 < .001
Performative wisdom .087 [.118, .308] 2.002 .053
Wisdom measure
3DWS .288 [.228, .348] 9.810 <.001
ASTI 307 [.205, .409] 6.166 <.001
SAWS .230 [.147, .313] 5.667 <.001
BWSS 379 [.297, .460] 9.477 <.001
Grossmann’s wise reasoning 119 [-.124, .302] 1.003 324
Berlin wisdom paradigm .096 [-.012, .203] 1.824 079
Bremen wisdom paradigm .053 [-.097, .203] 0.722 476

(continued)
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Table 4. (continued)

Effect r 95% CI 3 2
Eudaimonic well-being
Overall .302 [.242, .363] 9.894 <.001
Wisdom type
Phenomenological wisdom 375 [.324, .425] 14.723 <.001
Performative wisdom 112 [.041, .184] 3.127 .002
Wisdom measure
3DWS 407 [.347, .460] 13.461 <.001
ASTI .382 [.297, .467] 8.934 <.001
SAWS .308 [.230, .387] 7.824 <.001
Berlin wisdom paradigm 111 [.035, .186] 2.898 .005
Bremen wisdom paradigm 134 [-.011, .280] 1.834 .070
Adjustment
Overall .307 [.200, .414] 5.792 <.001
Wisdom type
Phenomenological wisdom 414 [.357, .471] 14.604 <.001
Performative wisdom .066 [-.010, .143] 1.746 .088
Wisdom measure
3DWS 438 [.378, .498] 14.722 <.001
ASTI 403 [.307, .499] 8.525 <.001
SAWS 296 [.185, .407] 5395  <.001
Berlin wisdom paradigm 067 [-.010, .145] 1.768 .085
Bremen wisdom paradigm .063 [-.164, .290] 0.5601 .578
Growth
Overall 327 [.253, .402] 9.057 <.001
Wisdom type
Phenomenological wisdom .394 [.319, .469] 10.807 < .001
Performative wisdom 231 [.141, .321] 5.280 < .001
Wisdom measure
3DWS 417 [.322, .512] 9.132 <.001
ASTI 365 [.226, .503] 5.478 <.001
SAWS 344 [.180, .507] 4.377 <.001
Berlin wisdom paradigm 222 [.123, .321] 4.656 <.001
Bremen wisdom paradigm 301 [.032, .571] 2.327 .030

Note: 3DWS = Three-Dimensional Wisdom Scale; ASTI = Adult Self-Transcendence Inventory;
SAWS = Self-Assessed Wisdom Scale; BWSS = Brief Wisdom Screening Scale; SWIS = Situated

Wise Reasoning Scale.

Wisdom, narcissism, and self-esteem

Surprisingly, on the basis of six effect sizes from four
samples of participants that we meta-analyzed (Table
3), narcissism was not found to be correlated with wis-
dom (Table 4). Although wisdom type did significantly
moderate the correlation between narcissism and wis-
dom (Table 5), neither phenomenological nor performa-
tive wisdom was significantly correlated with narcissism
(Table 4). None of the wisdom measures correlated with
narcissism (Table 4). We explore possible explanations
for these unexpected findings in the Discussion.
Although wisdom showed an overall significant posi-
tive correlation with self-esteem (Table 4), moderation
analyses suggested that this correlation was entirely

driven by phenomenological wisdom (Tables 4 and 5).
As can be seen in Table 4, self-esteem correlated highly
with all measures of phenomenological wisdom except
the SWIS, with which it did not correlate. Performative
wisdom and its measures, however, did not correlate
with self-esteem.

Wisdom and social desirability

Correlations with social desirability have been reported
only for phenomenological wisdom measures. Phenom-
enological wisdom measures showed a small positive
overall correlation with social desirability (Table 4);
however, the choice of wisdom measure significantly
moderated wisdom’s correlations with social desirability
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Table 5. Statistical Significance of Moderators and the Remaining Heterogeneity

Moderator significance Remaining heterogeneity

Moderator F df p QF df b
Age

Wisdom type 0.067 1, 137 .796 763.077 137 <.001

Wisdom measure 3.328 7, 131 .003 651.381 131 <.001

Age range 2.590 3, 131 .056 776.006 131 <.001
Intelligence

Wisdom type 7.279 1, 54 .009 201.421 54 <.001

Wisdom measure 5.978 6, 49 <.001 125.003 49 <.001

Intelligence measure type 10.236 2,53 <.001 151.290 53 <.001
Openness

Wisdom type 18.627 1, 68 <.001 419.593 68 <.001

Wisdom measure 9.650 7, 62 <.001 288.632 62 <.001
Conscientiousness

Wisdom type 38.436 1, 47 <.001 250.251 47 <.001

Wisdom measure 7.346 7, 41 <.001 214.723 41 <.001
Extraversion

Wisdom type 42.954 1, 51 <.001 190.831 51 <.001

Wisdom measure 9.035 7, 45 < .001 159.907 45 < .001
Agreeableness

Wisdom type 27.028 1,53 <.001 825.642 53 <.001

Wisdom measure 5.910 7, 47 <.001 785.068 47 <.001
Neuroticism

Wisdom type 27.919 1, 49 <.001 520.501 49 <.001

Wisdom measure 5.875 7, 43 <.001 417.027 43 <.001
Narcissism

Wisdom type 13.618 1,5 014 16.024 5 .007

Wisdom measure 5.080 4,2 171 4.546 2 103
Self-esteem

Wisdom type 5.843 1, 14 .030 155.408 14 <.001

Wisdom measure 4.646 6,9 .020 82.955 9 <.001
Social desirability

Wisdom measure 11.199 3, 23 <.001 80.299 23 <.001
Self-deception component

Wisdom measure 3.515 3,8 .069 49.974 8 <.001
Impression management

component

Wisdom measure 11.456 3.7 .004 1.819 7 969
Well-being

Well-being type 3.384 1, 170 .068 1472.678 170 <.001
Hedonic well-being

Wisdom type 52.294 1, 70 <.001 308.591 70 <.001

Wisdom measure 9.635 7, 64 <.001 234.424 64 <.001
Positive affect

Wisdom type 20.585 1,11 <.001 22.738 11 019

Wisdom measure 3.274 5,7 .077 15.342 7 .032
Negative affect

Wisdom type 18.713 1, 11 .001 25.122 11 .009

Wisdom measure 8.972 5,7 .006 10.099 7 183
Life satisfaction

Wisdom type 20.702 1, 34 <.001 171.687 34 <.001

Wisdom measure 4.972 6, 29 .001 122.114 29 <.001

(continued)
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Table 5. (continued)

Moderator significance Remaining heterogeneity

Moderator F df b QE df p
Eudaimonic well-being

Wisdom type 50.545 1, 98 <.001 480.150 98 <.001

Wisdom measure 14.418 4, 95 <.001 437.916 95 <.001
Adjustment

Wisdom type 68.931 1, 42 <.001 116.391 42 < .001

Wisdom measure 20.677 4, 39 <.001 90.762 39 <.001
Growth

Wisdom type 9.305 1, 24 .006 71.642 24 <.001

Wisdom measure 2.464 4,21 .077 69.936 21 <.001

and the impression management subcomponent but
not with the self-deception subcomponent (Table 5).
Of the phenomenological wisdom measures (Table 4),
the 3DWS positively and moderately correlated with
social desirability, » = .27, 95% CI = [.20, .34], ¢t = 8.04,
p < .01, and both of its subcomponents, r = .28, 95%
CI = [.10, .45], = 3.62, p < .01, and r = .26, 95% CI =
[.19, .33], 1 =8.55, p < .01, for self-deception and impres-
sion management, respectively. The ASTI positively cor-
related with social desirability, » = .26, 95% CI = [.14,
391, t =4.27, p < .01, and the impression management
subcomponent, = .18, 95% CI = [.03, .33], 1 = 2.80, p =
.03. The SAWS showed a small positive correlation with
social desirability, » = .10, 95% CI = [.01, .19], ¢ = 2.35,
p = .03, but its correlations with the subcomponents
did not reach significance. The SWIS was the only phe-
nomenological wisdom measure included in the meta-
analysis that had nonsignificant, near-zero correlations
with social desirability and its subcomponents.

Wisdom and well-being

Wisdom researchers often distinguish between hedonic
and eudaimonic forms of well-being. However, evi-
dence suggests that hedonic and eudaimonic well-being
measures exhibit indistinguishable patterns of associa-
tion with some variables (Disabato et al., 2016). We
therefore examined whether hedonic and eudaimonic
well-being are distinct in their associations with wisdom
by examining whether well-being type was a significant
moderator of the correlation between wisdom and well-
being. We found that well-being type did not moderate
wisdom’s correlations with well-being (Table 5).
Hedonic well-being showed a moderate-to-large posi-
tive correlation with wisdom, » = .26, 95% CI = [.21,
301, t = 10.44, p < .01, whereas eudaimonic well-being
showed a large positive correlation, » = .31, 95% CI =
[.26, .36], t = 11.54, p < .01, although the difference

between them was not statistically significant. Nonethe-
less, given that wisdom has been theorized to have
distinct associations with hedonic and eudaimonic well-
being (e.g., Ardelt, 2019) and given the general interest
in distinguishing between the two types of well-being
in empirical wisdom research, we decided to meta-
analyze wisdom’s correlations with the two types of
well-being and their subcomponents separately.

Wisdom and bedonic well-being

We found a moderate-to-large positive correlation
between wisdom and hedonic well-being. Both wisdom
type and wisdom measures significantly moderated the
correlation between wisdom and hedonic well-being
(Table 5). Although both statistically significant, phe-
nomenological wisdom had a large positive correlation
with hedonic well-being, » = .33, 95% CI = [.29, .30], { =
16.51, p < .01, whereas performative wisdom had a
small positive correlation, = .08, 95% CI = [.02, .15], ¢ =
2.44, p = .02 (Table 4). Phenomenological wisdom mea-
sures all showed moderate-to-large correlations with
hedonic well-being, whereas the Berlin wisdom para-
digm was the only performative wisdom measure to
show a significant positive correlation with hedonic
well-being, = .10, 95% CI = [.02, .18], 1 = 2.40, p = .02
(Table 4).

Wisdom and subcomponents of bedonic well-being.

Positive affect. Only phenomenological wisdom was
significantly correlated with positive affect, » = .24, 95%
Cl=[.17, .32], t = 7.25, p < .01, and this correlation was
significantly different from that between performative
wisdom and positive affect (Table 4), as was indicated
by the significant moderation by wisdom type (Table
5). Phenomenological wisdom measures, except the
SWIS, had moderate correlations with positive affect,
whereas none of the performative wisdom measures
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correlated with positive affect (Table 4). However, mod-
eration by wisdom measure was not statistically signifi-
cant (Table 5).

Negative affect. Unlike in previous analyses in which
we reverse-scored the correlations between wisdom and
negative affect, we omitted the reverse-scoring here for
the ease of interpretation, such that a positive correlation
indicated the presence of more negative affect at higher
levels wisdom. Both wisdom type and wisdom measure
were significant moderators (Table 5). As can be seen
in Table 4, phenomenological wisdom had a significant
negative correlation with negative affect, » = —.26, 95%
CI = [-.34, —.19], t = =7.55, p < .01. At the level of the
wisdom measures, only two of the three phenomeno-
logical wisdom measures (i.e., the 3DWS and the BWSS)
significantly correlated with negative affect. Performative
wisdom showed no significant correlation with negative
affect, nor did any of its measures.

Life satisfaction. Both wisdom type and wisdom
measure were significant moderators for the correlation
between wisdom and life satisfaction (Table 5). As can
be seen in Table 4, phenomenological wisdom showed
a large positive correlation with life satisfaction, » = .30,
95% CI =[.20, .34], t = 13.93, p < .01, with all phenomeno-
logical wisdom measures included in the meta-analysis
showing statistically significant, moderate-to-large posi-
tive correlations. Performative wisdom and its measures,
on the other hand, did not significantly correlate with life
satisfaction.

Wisdom and eudaimonic well-being

We found a large positive correlation between wisdom
and eudaimonic well-being (Table 4). The correlation
between wisdom and eudaimonic well-being was sig-
nificantly moderated by both wisdom type and wisdom
measure (Table 5). Both phenomenological and perfor-
mative wisdom showed significant positive correlations
with eudaimonic well-being, » = .38, 95% CI = [.32, .43],
t=14.72, p < .01, and r = .11, 95% CI = [.04, .18], 1 =
3.13, p < .01, respectively, with the correlation being
stronger for phenomenological wisdom. Of the wisdom
measures included in this meta-analysis, all significantly
correlated with eudaimonic well-being except for the
Bremen wisdom paradigm (Table 4).

Wisdom and aspects of eudaimonic well-being. Past
wisdom research has distinguished between the adjust-
ment and growth aspects of eudaimonic well-being and
has found that wisdom was more strongly associated
with the growth aspect than with the adjustment aspect

(e.g., Wink & Staudinger, 2016). We therefore examined
wisdom’s correlations with adjustment and growth sepa-
rately. Adjustment was assessed via the autonomy, envi-
ronmental mastery, positive relations, and self-acceptance
subscales of Ryff’s psychological well-being scale,
whereas growth was assessed via the personal growth
and purpose in life subscales (e.g., Ardelt et al., 2019;
Mickler & Staudinger, 2008 cf., Weststrate & Gliick, 2017a;
Wink & Staudinger, 2016; Zacher & Staudinger, 2018).

Adjustment. The correlation between wisdom and
adjustment was moderated by both wisdom type and
wisdom measure (Table 5). Specifically, phenomenologi-
cal wisdom was significantly and positively correlated
with adjustment, » = .41, 95% CI = [.30, .47], t = 14.60,
p < .01. Each of the phenomenological wisdom measures
included in the meta-analysis was also positively and sig-
nificantly correlated with adjustment (Table 4). However,
the correlations were not significant for performative wis-
dom or for any of the performative wisdom measures
(Table 4).

Growth. The correlation between wisdom and the
growth aspect of eudaimonic well-being was moderated
by wisdom type but not by wisdom measure (Table 5).
As can be seen in Table 4, both phenomenological and
performative wisdom were significantly and positively
correlated with the growth aspect of eudaimonic well-
being, 7 = .39, 95% CI = [.32, .47], t = 10.81, p < .01, and
r=.23,95% CI = [.14, .32], 1 = 5.28, p < .01, respectively,
although the correlation was significantly larger for the
former. All of the wisdom measures in this meta-analysis
showed significant positive correlations with the growth
aspect of eudaimonic well-being that ranged from mod-
erate to large in size (Table 4).

Wisdom and gender

We investigated whether the correlations between wis-
dom and the constructs of interest were moderated by
gender. Specifically, we examined whether the gender
composition (i.e., percentage of female participants in
the sample) of the samples significantly moderated any
of the correlations. We found that for the majority of the
relationships examined, gender composition of the sam-
ple was not a significant moderator (Table 6). However,
gender composition did significantly moderate the cor-
relation between wisdom and social desirability, b =
—-0.10, SE = 0.05, 95% CI = [-0.20, —0.01], where b indi-
cates the change in » when the percentage of female
participants in a sample increases by 10. The findings
suggest that the correlation between wisdom and social
desirability was lower for women than for men.
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Table 6. Gender Balance as a Moderator of Effect Sizes

Criterion F df b

Age 1.300 1,121 256
Intelligence 0.108 1, 54 744
Openness 0.192 1, 61 .663
Conscientiousness 0.076 1, 46 784
Extraversion 3.397 1, 50 .071
Agreeableness 0.069 1, 46 794
Neuroticism 0.047 1, 48 .829
Narcissism 0.302 1,5 .606
Self-esteem 2.021 1, 13 179
Social desirability 5.335 1,13 .038*
Hedonic well-being 0.003 1, 68 957
Eudaimonic well-being 2.404 1, 94 124

*p < .05.

Supplementary analyses

We conducted exploratory analyses to examine whether
the correlations between phenomenological wisdom
on the one hand and the Big Five personality traits on
the other were inflated by the shared method variance
of their measures. Specifically, we tested whether a
wisdom measure’s correlation with social desirability
moderated the correlation between that measure and
one of the Big Five traits. We grand-mean-centered the
summary correlations between each wisdom measure
and social desirability (as presented in Table 4) to cre-
ate the moderator variable. Note that it was not possible
to use the correlations reported in individual studies
because very few studies reported these correlations
along with correlations between phenomenological
wisdom and the Big Five traits. As can be seen in Table
7, the correlation with social desirability did not moder-
ate the correlation between phenomenological wisdom
and any of the Big Five traits. As shown by the inter-
cepts, when the correlation between phenomenological
wisdom measures and social desirability was zero, phe-
nomenological wisdom was still significantly correlated

with each of the Big Five personality traits. These find-
ings suggest that shared method variance could not
explain the correlations between phenomenological
wisdom and the Big Five personality traits. However,
because we estimated the correlation between social
desirability and each phenomenological wisdom mea-
sure from a relatively small number of studies, we rec-
ommend caution in interpreting these results.

Discussion

By meta-analyzing the extant literature, we summarized
wisdom’s correlations with age, intelligence, the Big
Five traits, narcissism, self-esteem, social desirability,
and well-being. Although phenomenological and per-
formative approaches to conceptualizing wisdom have
their distinct correlates, both are correlated with open-
ness, hedonic well-being, and eudaimonic well-being,
especially the growth aspect of eudaimonic well-being.
Transcending differences in conceptualizations and
operationalizations of wisdom, these commonalities
may reflect the fundamental characteristics of wisdom
that are shared across theoretical perspectives. Specifi-
cally, wisdom entails being flexible in one’s thinking,
the tendency and willingness to take on different ideas
and perspectives, and an orientation toward explora-
tion, psychological growth, and personal fulfillment.
Furthermore, the results suggest that wisdom may
indeed predict a good life, both in the hedonic and
eudaimonic sense. Although not all forms of wisdom
predict lives that are affectively positive, wiser individu-
als are ultimately happy, perhaps suggesting that wis-
dom may enable one to find contentment in life
regardless of objective circumstances and one’s affec-
tive reactions to them. Importantly, the commonalities
that we have identified through meta-analyses empiri-
cally corroborate earlier work (Gliick, 2018; Grossmann
et al., 2020) in showing that the diverse theoretical
traditions and measurement approaches are not to be
taken as an indication that the construct of wisdom
lacks validity; instead, they should be seen as attempts

Table 7. Moderation of the Correlation Between Phenomenological Wisdom Measures and Social Desirability on the
Correlations Between Phenomenological Wisdom and the Big Five Personality Traits

Predicted correlation with wisdom at zero

Moderation Slope correlation with social desirability
Effect F daf p b 95% CI r 95% CI ¢ p
Conscientiousness 2.108 1, 17 158 0.347 [-0.143, 0.830] 146 [.038, .253] 2.773 .010
Extraversion 2.092 1, 31 158 -0.321 [-0,773, 0.132] 307 [.211, .402] 6.520 <.001
Agreeableness 2.640 1, 33 114 0.442 [-0.111, 0.995] .208 [.091, .325] 3.627 .001
Neuroticism 2.094 1, 28 159 —0.443 [-1.071, 0.184] -.187 [-.315, —.059] —2.984 .006
Openness 0.102 1, 42 751 —0.740 [-0.540, 0.392] 335 [.238, .431] 7.019 <.001
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that, although each incomplete and imperfect on their
own, capture different aspects of the same phenome-
non. We believe that these findings will in turn help
future efforts at designing wisdom measures by provid-
ing more reliable estimates of wisdom correlates that
will help with the evaluation of convergent and dis-
criminant validity.

Beyond the common correlates, however, the meta-
analytic results paint two distinct portraits for phenom-
enological and performative wisdom. The portrait for
phenomenological wisdom is one of adaptation and
adjustment. Individuals who experience wise cognition,
motivation, emotion, and behavior are uniquely more
likely to report higher self-esteem, more positive affect,
less negative affect, and greater life satisfaction and
have an adaptive profile of personality traits, in which
agreeableness, extraversion, and conscientiousness are
high and neuroticism is low. As suggested by results of
the supplementary analyses, this positive association
between phenomenological wisdom and adjustment
cannot be fully explained by methodological artifacts
such as socially desirable responding. Instead, echoing
previous theorizing (e.g., Ardelt, 2019), we argue that
these correlations are at least in part substantive and
reflect the nature of wisdom as subjectively experi-
enced by individuals.

However, when wisdom is judged by other people
through wisdom-relevant products, as is the case with
performative wisdom, it is not associated with most of
the indicators of adaptation. Intelligence, a cognitive
ability, is relevant to at least some (i.e., the Berlin wis-
dom paradigm), although not all, indicators of perfor-
mative wisdom. Notably, the association between
intelligence and wisdom is the strongest for crystallized
intelligence. Taken together with the findings that per-
formative wisdom correlated with openness and the
growth aspect of eudaimonic well-being, it appears that
in the eyes of the beholder, wisdom entails not only
one’s orientation toward thinking wisely but also one’s
competence at doing so. We argue that, rather than
being contradictory, the findings for phenomenological
and performative wisdom are complementary to one
another. Perhaps analogous to the distinction in creativ-
ity research between “little-c” creativity, or the everyday,
subjectively defined form of creativity, and “big-C” cre-
ativity, or the consensually recognized form of creativity
(e.g., Simonton, 2017), phenomenological wisdom may
capture the everyday experiences of wisdom, but
whether these subjective experiences are recognized
as wise by other people is a different question, which
is in turn captured by performative wisdom.

Surprisingly, neither phenomenological nor perfor-
mative wisdom correlated negatively with narcissism,
which should be theoretically antithetical to wisdom.

For phenomenological wisdom, one possible explana-
tion of the nonsignificant correlation may be that
although narcissism may decrease the endorsement of
communal items in self-report wisdom measures, it may
enhance the endorsement of agentic items. This is
because narcissists have been shown to have overly
positive perceptions of their agentic traits (e.g., intel-
ligence, creativity, adjustment) but have accurate per-
ceptions of their low levels of communal traits (e.g.,
care, compassion, and morality; Carlson & Khafagy,
2018). The lack of significant correlation with performa-
tive wisdom is hard to explain because performative
wisdom measures are unlikely to have been strongly
affected by self-enhancement. Because very few studies
have measured wisdom alongside with narcissism, the
estimates of the current meta-analysis may not be reli-
able, and it is possible that a clearer pattern of the
relationship between the two constructs will emerge
after more empirical research. We suggest that, given
its theoretical relevance, future research should look
more into the relationship between wisdom and narcis-
sism, and associations with narcissism may offer an
opportunity to evaluate the validity and comprehen-
siveness of wisdom measures.

Reconciling the two forms of wisdom

Results of the current study necessitate a better under-
standing of the differences between phenomenological
and performative wisdom. We speculate that three
potential sources of these differences may be (a) the
distinction between typical and maximal performance,
(b) the distinction between self-ratings and other-
ratings, and (c¢) the distinction between global and state
wisdom.

Typical versus maximal performance. In the context
of wisdom, maximal performance refers to how wise one
can be, whereas typical performance refers to how wise
one is in daily life. Maximal performance is episodic and
is typically elicited when individuals know that their per-
formance will be evaluated and so exert their full effort
(Sackett et al., 1988). Although these conditions for maxi-
mal performance are not explicitly expressed in the
instructions of performative wisdom measures, performa-
tive wisdom measures can reasonably be seen as mea-
sures of maximal, rather than typical, performance. This is
because most extant measures of performative wisdom,
especially those involving interviews with experimenters,
press participants to think more thoroughly about the
dilemmas through a series of standard questions. In addi-
tion, the task of working through challenging dilemmas in
a lab setting may itself be enough to suggest evaluation to
participants. Responding to phenomenological wisdom
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measures, on the other hand, typically entails recalling
how one typically behaves in the past, across many situa-
tions. Even when phenomenological wisdom measures
assess state-level wisdom, as is the case with the SWIS, it
is likely that they capture typical, rather than maximal,
performance, because there is no reason to believe that
the situational contexts elicit full effort in these cases. The
discrepancies between performative and phenomenologi-
cal wisdom may therefore be exaggerated by the fact that
one assesses maximal performance whereas the other
assesses typical performance. This implies that the dis-
crepancies may be reduced if performative wisdom can
be compared to maximal levels of phenomenological wis-
dom and vice versa. Because no extant phenomenologi-
cal wisdom measures assess maximal performance and
no performative wisdom measures assess typical perfor-
mance, the development of these scales may constitute
promising areas of future research.

Self-ratings vs. other-ratings. Another source of dif-
ference between phenomenological and performative
wisdom may be the fact that phenomenological wisdom
is experienced, whereas performative wisdom is evalu-
ated. All extant performative wisdom measures entail the
evaluation of products of wisdom (.e., participants’
attempts at thinking through a challenging dilemma),
whereas phenomenological wisdom measures entail
reporting one’s subjective experience of wisdom-related
cognitions, motivations, emotions, and behaviors. A high
correspondence between the two forms of wisdom there-
fore entails the successful translation of one’s subjective
experience of wisdom into products of wisdom, which
are then recognized by other people. It is conceivable
that several factors may affect the success of this process,
such as ability and knowledge. A high correspondence
between subjective (phenomenological) measures and
objective (performative) measures also implies a high
level of self-knowledge accuracy. Because accurate self-
knowledge is regarded as an essential aspect of wisdom
(Mickler & Staudinger, 2008), it is possible that the dis-
crepancy between phenomenological and performative
wisdom is reduced for wise individuals, a possibility to
be examined by future research.

Global versus state wisdom. In this meta-analytic study,
we categorized measures of wisdom as capturing either
phenomenological or performative wisdom. Phenomeno-
logical and performative wisdom are not only theoretically
distinct but are also consistent with how wisdom measures
cluster together in principal component analysis (e.g.,
Dong & Fournier, 2022). However, there are other distinc-
tions among the wisdom measures. For instance, wisdom
measures also differ in whether they assess state or global
wisdom. Specifically, all performative wisdom measures

included in this meta-analysis are measures of state wis-
dom because they assess wisdom performance in one or a
few instances. Of the phenomenological wisdom mea-
sures, only the SWIS assesses state wisdom, whereas all
other phenomenological wisdom measures included in
this study assess global wisdom. It is conceivable that
some of the differences between phenomenological and
performative wisdom are attributable to the state versus
global wisdom distinction. The moderate correlations
among state wisdom in different situations (Brienza et al.,
2018) may explain why performative wisdom measures
showed more divergent patterns of correlations than phe-
nomenological wisdom measures. State wisdom also only
moderately correlates with global wisdom (Brienza et al.,
2018), which may partly explain the finding that the SWIS
was unlike the rest of the phenomenological wisdom mea-
sures in its correlations with many of the variables exam-
ined (i.e., conscientiousness, neuroticism, self-esteem, and
negative affect).

The distinctions that we have observed between phe-
nomenological and performative wisdom in the current
study may therefore be due to a variety of reasons beyond
disagreements among conceptualizations of wisdom. The
assessment of typical versus maximal performance, the
source of judgment (self vs. others), and the assessment
of state versus global wisdom likely all contributed to the
divergence between phenomenological and performative
wisdom in their relationships with other variables. These
factors should be taken into consideration when design-
ing future empirical studies of wisdom.

Implications

The findings of the current study allow us to make a
few suggestions for future research. The first of these
suggestions concerns the selection of the proper wis-
dom measure(s) to administer in empirical studies.
Although some studies have employed a battery of
wisdom measures, encompassing measures of both
phenomenological and performative wisdom to com-
prehensively assess the construct (e.g., Dong & Fournier,
2022; Weststrate et al., 2018; Weststrate & Gluck, 2017b),
such an approach is time-consuming, resource-intensive,
and infeasible in many circumstances. Researchers are
therefore faced with the decision of choosing one or a
few wisdom measures to administer. In many cases, this
decision seems to have been made based on the
researchers’ knowledge of and familiarity with specific
measures, rather than on a systematic evaluation of all
available measures given one’s research goals, which
can obfuscate the relationships of interest.

Based on the insights gained from the current study,
we propose that the following questions should be con-
sidered when selecting wisdom measures for a study.
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First, one should identify the form of wisdom that
should be assessed given the research question. Phe-
nomenological wisdom may be more relevant for some
research questions (e.g., whether one’s self-perception
of one’s wisdom agrees with the perceptions of other
people), whereas performative wisdom may be more
relevant for other research questions (e.g., whether wis-
dom predicts more negotiation successes). In addition,
it is important to consider whether state wisdom or
global wisdom is more relevant. If one is interested in
the relationships between wisdom and other variables
in specific contexts, then it is more appropriate to
administer state measures of wisdom. Conversely, if one
is interested in assessing wisdom as a stable character-
istic, then one can either administer global measures of
wisdom or administer state measures of wisdom mul-
tiple times and use the average of states to approximate
global wisdom. Second, it is important to consider the
content of wisdom measures and how that may affect
the results of the study. Ideally, the wisdom measure(s)
chosen for a study should be relevant to the research
question, but not so much so as to share common
dimensions with other variables in the study. For
instance, the SAWS showed the highest meta-analytic
correlation with trait openness; however, this is likely
because openness constitutes one dimension of the
SAWS. Thus, if wisdom is to be examined in relation to
openness, it may be advisable to avoid using the SAWS
as the measure of wisdom because it may artificially
inflate the relationship between the constructs.

Limitations

The current study has several limitations. First, despite
our best effort to gather relevant studies, it is unlikely
that we have gathered all. Studies that were not in
PsycINFO would have escaped the initial literature
search. If these studies were not cited by one of the
coded studies or submitted by their authors in response
to our calls, then they would not have been included
in the meta-analyses. Furthermore, some authors did
not respond to our requests for submissions, so we
were unable to obtain the relevant effect sizes that were
not reported in the articles we gathered. There could
also be relevant, unpublished data that were not sub-
mitted in response to our call. Given that the effect
sizes meta-analyzed in the current study are only a
subset of all relevant effect sizes, the results of the
meta-analyses we present are only approximations of
the true associations between wisdom and the criterion
variables. Although we have no reason to believe that
there were systematic differences between the studies
included in the meta-analysis and those that were not,
it is possible that the inclusion of additional studies

would change the results of the meta-analyses. The
results and conclusions of the current study should
therefore be viewed as preliminary evidence, rather
than final verdicts, on wisdom’s correlations with age,
intelligence, the Big Five traits, narcissism, self-esteem,
social desirability, and well-being.

Second, our meta-analyses were unable to address
the more nuanced associations between wisdom and
the criterion variables. For instance, previous studies
have shown that the association between age and wis-
dom changes with age (e.g., Ardelt et al., 2019; Brienza
et al., 2018; Webster, Westerhof, & Bohlmeijer, 2014).
Although we have offered some preliminary evidence
for this postulation by examining the moderating role
of age range on the correlation between wisdom and
age, the meta-analytic data and technique did not allow
us to evaluate whether the association between age and
wisdom followed a curvilinear relationship. Likewise,
many researchers consider intelligence to be a necessary
but not sufficient condition for wisdom (e.g., Gluck,
2017; Grossmann et al., 2020; Staudinger & Pasupathi,
2003), which has already received some empirical sup-
port (Dong & Fournier, 2022; Glick & Scherpf, 2022);
however, we were unable to examine this postulation
in the current study. Therefore, although the study pro-
vides insights into the rudimentary, linear relationships
between wisdom and criterion variables, it is insufficient
for a full understanding of these relationships.

Third, because of the small numbers of effect sizes
and samples of participants, it was impossible to exam-
ine the interactions between the moderators reliably,
leading us to decide against conducting such analyses
in the current study. Moderators were tested one at a
time and independently from each other. This meant
that we were unable to address questions such as
whether age range moderates the association between
age and wisdom differently for different measures of
wisdom or whether phenomenological and performative
wisdom were differentially associated with crystallized
and fluid intelligence. These questions are important
and should be addressed by future meta-analytical
attempts as more primary studies accumulate.

Fourth, we could not address the moderating role of
culture in wisdom'’s association with the criterion vari-
ables. This was primarily because of the difficulty in
appropriately coding the culture of participant samples,
as most samples included a mixture of ethnicities, indi-
cating that they may not be uniform in culture. More-
over, most of the samples were collected in Europe and
North America. Because other cultures were underrep-
resented, estimated cultural effects were unlikely to be
reliable or accurate. Although the current study could
not examine culture as a moderating variable, evidence
suggests that culture may indeed play a moderating role
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in wisdom’s correlation with other variables (e.g.,
Grossmann et al., 2012). To date, relatively few studies
have examined whether the correlates of wisdom
change across cultures, a gap that should be addressed
by future studies.

Conclusion

Summarizing 30 years of empirical wisdom research,
this study is the first to provide meta-analytic insights
into the correlates of wisdom. It demonstrates that
despite differences in conceptualizations of wisdom and
in measurement approaches, wisdom is robustly associ-
ated with constructs such as openness, hedonic well-
being, and eudaimonic well-being. The current study is
furthermore an attempt to understand and reconcile the
difference between phenomenological and performative
wisdom. It will help move the field forward by elucidat-
ing reliable effects and by offering concrete suggestions
for future empirical research based on the meta-analytic
findings. With the current study serving as a foundation,
future research may also begin to investigate the mecha-
nisms linking wisdom and its correlates.
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