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This paper explores relationships between basic personality profiles of voters and their
political partypreferences. TheItalianpolitical systemhas movedrecentlyfrom previously
extreme,ideologically distinctiveparties to form complex coalitions varyingaround more
centristorientations.Significantevidencewasfoundfor the utilityof the Five-FactorModel
of Personality in distinguishing between voters' expressed preferences, even given this
greater subtlety in proposed values and agendas. More than 2,000 Italian voters who
self-identifiedas havingvotedfor new center-leftor center-rightpoliticalcoalitionsdiffered
systematicallyin predicted directions on several personality dimensionsmeasuredby the
Big Five Questionnaire.In the context of the model, center-rightvoters displayed more
Energy and slightly more Conscientiousness than center-left voters, whose dominant
personality characteristics were Agreeableness (Friendliness) and Openness; Emotional
Stabilitywas unrelatedto either group. This relationshipbetweenindividualdifferencesin
personality and political preferences was not influencedby the demographicvariables of
voters' gender, age, or education. Thus, personality dimensions proved to be stronger
predictors of political preference than any of these standard predictor variables.
Implications are discussed regarding links among personality, persuasion, power, and
politics.
KEY WORDS: personalityprofiles;political parties;Five-Factormodel; voters.

Politics involves systems of external rules and implicit principles of power
managementfor achieving leader or partygoals, ideally for the communalgood.
Personalityinvolves systems of distinctiveself-regulatorymechanismsand structuresfor guidingcognitive, affective, andmotivationalprocessestowardachieving
individual and collective goals, while preserving a sense of personal identity
(Bandura,1997; Caprara,1996; Mischel & Shoda, 1995). How these societal and
individual systems might be related has long been a source of speculation and
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serious concern for philosophers,political scientists, psychologists, and ordinary
citizens.
Although it is easy to think of these entities as existing in totally different
realms,operatingat differentlevels and with differentoperationalstructures,there
are vital commonalitiesthat suggest a more dynamicinteractionbetween politics
and personality.Political parties advocate beliefs and values that legitimate the
socioeconomic conditionsin which people live, and which they aspireto achieve.
Thus,they can exertenormousinfluenceon the qualityof the daily life of individual
citizens, even shaping basic perspectivesof options, goals, attitudes,and values.
However, political parties are not simply sociological entities, but rather are
creationsof, and collections of, people who themselves operateas individualand
social entities. Citizens bring to the political arena needs and aspirationsfor
personaland social well-being that determinetheir choice of political party,and,
in turn,may influencethe agendasandbehaviorof politicians.In democracies,both
politiciansand the people they serve set conditionsand constraintson each other's
aspirations.
Studyingthe relationshipsbetween personalityandpolitics is complicatedby
all the inherentdifficulties in establishingbroadperson-behavior-situation
reciprocalinteractions.Nevertheless,it is importantto clarifythe extentto which voters'
personal dispositions (beliefs, goals, habitual behavior patterns) and political
agendasare mutuallyinterdependent.It becomes a matterof empiricalresearchto
determinewhat is general and what is contextualin the relationshipbetween the
personalities of individual voters and the ideological positions and agendas of
particularpolitical parties.
This task seemed easier in earliertimes, when the creativeteamof researchers
at the University of California, Berkeley, could develop a psychodynamically
focused theory about how the needs and values of those who were characterized
as "authoritarianpersonalities"meshed with their choice of extreme political
identification(Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik,Levinson, & Sanford, 1950). Despite
the theoreticaland methodologicallimitationsof thatpioneeringresearch(Christie
& Jahoda, 1954), it generatedintellectual enthusiasmabout the ways in which
personality constructs might be related to, and enhance, our understandingof
political behavior.Researchemerged from a host of theoreticalperspectivesthat
proposedconnectionsbetweenpoliticalbehaviorandvariousindividualdifference
constructsfrom personalityand social psychology, such as tender-mindednessand
tough-mindedness(Eysenck, 1954), conservatism(McClosky, 1958), alienation
(Seeman, 1959), conservatismldogmatism(Rokeach, 1960), anomy (Srole, 1965),
and power motivation (Browning & Jacob, 1964; Winter, 1973). This line of
researchseemed to hold much promise regardingpolitics and personalityinquiry
(Greenstein& Lerner,1969).
However, in the absence of a general theory of personality or consensual
agreementabout its standardizedassessment, researchfocused on multiple individual constructs without being guided by an integratedconceptual vision (see
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Brewster-Smith,1968; Knutson, 1973). Focusing on the operationof personality
traitsin isolation gave way to subsumingtheir impact underthe broaderstudy of
social attitudes and the power of situationalvariables as influencing all social
behavior,includingpolitical action (Zimbardo,Ebbesen,& Maslach, 1977).
The resurgenceof interest in personality and politics beginning in the late
1970s focused on the analysis of political leadership(see Hermann,1977, 1986;
Simonton, 1990; Tetlock, 1983; Winter, 1987). A varietyof individualdifference
characteristics,such as cognitive style, motivation,intelligence, and value orientation, were assessed using different methods and were linked to a variety of
political performancesand criteria.
It is surprising to us that so little of this body of research investigated
relationships between personality and the political preferences of citizens, as
anticipatedby Di Renzo (1974). We feel that the time is now ripe to pursuethe
provocativelinks between patternsor profilesof personalitytraitsof citizen-voters
andtheirparticularpoliticalbehaviors.How do the publicpolicies andpromotional
propagandaof political parties, especially the rhetoricof political campaigning,
affect the kinds of individualswho will come to endorse or reject them? How do
the personalitypatternsof voters create matches or mismatcheswith the "image
management"of political candidates?These are but a few of the questionsraised
by reflecting on the converging or divergingpaths on which politicians,political
parties,and personalitiesof voters may be plotted.
A recentlydevelopedconsensualstandardfor assessinga limited,fundamental
set of personality traits, the Five-Factor Model of Personality (FFM), offers a
valuable tool to aid such investigations.In addition,the availabilityof statistical
analysis techniques for determiningpower effects (as effect sizes) of predicted
personality-politicslinks, while controllingfor the many sociological and status
variablesthatusuallyconfoundsuch interpretations,helps contributeto enhancing
our knowledge about the relationshipsbetween personality and politics. After
briefly outlining the utility of the FFM for this type of investigation,we discuss
how the new political situationin Italy, as in many democraciesworldwide,poses
a criticalchallenge for linking personalityto political partypreferencebecause of
the rise of political coalitions that coalesce aroundcentrist positions instead of
diverging aroundformerlyideological extremepositions.
The Five-Factor Model of Personality
In recentyears, scholarsseeking a consensuallexicon to describepersonality,
in alliance with researchersaiming to identifythe basic componentsof personality
structure,have developed the FFM as a common framework for organizing
personalitydescriptorsand traits.Although the explanatoryvalue of the model is
still underdiscussion,the robustnessof a host of findings acrossmethods,populations, and researchersrepresentsa unique and encouragingevent in personality
psychology.
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The dimensions of Extroversion(or Surgency, Energy), Agreeableness (or
Friendliness),Conscientiousness,EmotionalStability(or Neuroticism),andOpenness to Experiences(or Intellect,Culture)representa point of convergenceof the
psycholexical andquestionnaireapproachesto the studyof personality.Advocates
of the FFM argue that it subsumes most of the traditionaltrait taxonomies and
providesa comprehensiveand reasonablysufficient summaryof majorindividual
differences (Digman, 1990; John, 1990; McCrae, 1989; Ostendorf& Angleitner,
1992; Wiggins, 1996).
The strengthof the FFM derives from its pragmaticvalue of representinga
well-substantiated and agreed-upon framework for describing personality
(Caprara,Barbaranelli,& Livi, 1994). Insofaras it provides a common language
for researchandassessmentin personalitypsychology, it providesa useful mapping
of individual differences. Furthermore,insofar as the FFM identifies the main
dimensions underlyingthe reportsand ratingsthatpeople make of their own and
of others' personalities, it may better focus investigations of the relationships
between these dimensionsand relevantsocial outcomes.
It is evident thatthe FFM does not providea sufficientlyfine-graineddescription of personalitybecause more than five dimensions are needed to capturethe
multifacetedaspectsof individualityandthe complex interactionsamongmultiple
combinationsof traitsthatgive rise to the uniquenessof personalities.It also seems
evident that we cannot totally rely on latent dimensions extracted from large
populationsof respondentsto capturethe dimensions that underliethe constellations of beliefs andbehaviorsof single individuals.However,the same factorsthat
result from the aggregationof individualdifference data across multiple respondentsmay providea valuablecompassto maponto a commonreferenceframework
the constellationsof beliefs andhabitualbehaviorswithingiven populations.Doing
so aids the exploration of their influence on relevant social outcomes, such as
political choice.
The ContemporaryItalian Political System
Italy, like the United States and other democraticallyorganized societies, is
undergoinga remarkablepolitical transitionin which political partiespreviously
identifiedas extremelydivergenton the ends of continuumsof political opposition
now "regresstoward the mean." New coalitions have formed, and continue to
evolve, thatmesh priorpolitical antagonistsinto pragmaticallyorganizedentities,
undernew banners,broadlyappealingslogans, and contingentlyvaryingpolicies.
Before the early 1990s, the conservative-rightcould be differentiatedfrom the
liberal-left around sociological variables such as gender (men were overrepresented among left voters), age (older), income or socio-economic status (SES)
(higher), and occupation (more professionalsand white-collarworkers).In contrast,the new Italiancoalitions cut acrossmost such traditionalboundarymarkers.
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Recently, the political power of the ChristianDemocrats,Republicans,Liberals, Socialists, and Communistssuddenlycollapsed, after40 years of ruling Italy
in variouscombinations.In theirplace, two maincoalitionsformed:center-leftand
center-right.To the left side of this central position went some of the former
ChristianDemocrats,some ex-Socialists,ex-Republicans,andall theex-Communists
(renamedPartitoDemocraticodella Sinista, PDS, and Partitodella Rifondazione
Comunista, PRC). To the right migratedother ChristianDemocrats, Socialists,
ex-Liberals (under a new party title, Forza Italia), and all the heirs of the
Neo-Fascists (underthe bannerof Allianza Nazionale). Furthermore,a separatist
movement independentfrom the otherparties(the Lega Nord) captureda significant portion of votes, mostly in northernItaly. The center-rightprevailed in the
nationalelections of 1994, but its periodof instabilityended with new elections in
1996, in which the center-right("Polodelle liberta")had a slight popularmajority,
but the center-left ("Ulivo") prevailed with greaterparliamentaryrepresentation
(because of an electoral system in which a slight majorityof votes did not allow
the center-rightto achieve a parliamentarymajority).
The most basic ideological andpoliticalpropagandadifferencesbetweenthese
two new coalitions (each filled with many former political "enemies")can be
summarizedas the center-left expressing greaterconcern about issues of social
welfare and equity (i.e., distributivejustice) while the center-rightemphasizesits
concerns for individual freedom, economic deregulation,and self-ownershipof
business. If the center-left were now "community-orientedliberals," the new
center-rightwere "free market-orientedlibertarians."In the 1996 electoral campaign, the center-right'sappeal was its power to enact innovative approachesto
Italy's economic problems, using dynamic entrepreneurialstrategies to reward
individual initiative. By contrast, the center-left campaigned around issues of
broadeningpeople's rights, increasingwell-being and quality of life, along with
promotingfull employment,healthcare, social security,andeducation.The voters'
primaryconcernswere channeledaroundissues of high taxes and unemployment,
accordingto our surveys (Caprara,Calo', & Barbaranelli,1997).
PersonalityProfiles PredictingPolitical Party Preferences
We believe thatdespitethe substantialoverlapbetween these politicalpowers
on many dimensions,the centraldiscriminatingfeaturesof theirpolitical profiles
could be mapped onto the personality taxonomy provided by the FFM. Our
exploratoryhypothesis was that adult voters who chose the center-rightpolitical
party in the recent Italian elections would be, on average, those highest on the
personality factor of Energy, but low on Agreeableness. In contrast,center-left
voters would reveal the opposite patternof dominanttraits, with Agreeableness
being most prominent.They could also be expected to be high on Openness to
Experiencesor Culture(or Intellect), given the traditionallygreaterinvolvement
among "intellectuals"and "intelligentsia"with more Leftist political philosophy.
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EmotionalStabilityshouldbe equallydistributedacrossbothpoliticalorientations,
thus being an irrelevantpersonality dimension in their differentiation.It was
difficult to predictwhich political orientationwould be markedby greaterConscientiousness. It was partof the propagandaof the center-right,assertingthat only
they had the energy, vision, and also the persistence needed to lead Italy in new
directions.However, Conscientiousnesscould also be an attributeof those on the
center-left, if the concept is interpretedas being reliable in its commitmentto
people, and following throughon theirpromisesof a betterqualityof life in Italy.
By statisticallycontrollingfor demographicvariablessuch as age, gender,and
education,we hopedto ascertainwhetherthese variableshad anyeffect on political
orientationof ourexaminedpopulation,as foundearlierwith nationaldatashowing
slight preferences of youth and women for the center-rightcoalition (Calvi &
Vannucci, 1995). We also wantedto determinewhetherany interactionsbetween
personalityand demographicvariables were significant. Finally, we intendedto
assess the differentialimpactof personalityandrelevantdemographicvariableson
political choice.
Our predictions were developed from an analysis of the actual contents of
political programsand propagandapresentedby the center-left and center-right
coalitions during the 1996 national election campaign. Previous research by
Di Renzo (1963) found that Italian left-orientedpoliticians tended to be more
open-minded than Italian right-orientedpoliticians. However, these results are
more than 30 years old, reflecting a political situationvery differentfrom the one
currentlyfunctioningin Italy.
More recent studies have examined differentpopulationsas well as different
contexts for relating Openness to political views. Trapnell (1994) and McCrae
(1996) demonstratedthat, at least in Western societies, the more people are
open-mindedthe more they are politically left-oriented,while the less they are
open-minded the more they are politically right-oriented.McCrae noted that
"variationsin Openness are the major psychological determinantof political
polarities"(1996, p. 325) because"opennesspredisposesindividualstowardliberal
political views" (p. 327).
Our predictions are also based on assumptions about the ways in which
individuals'dominantpersonalitytraitsguide theirperceptionsof mediamessages,
as well as theirdecisions aboutthe kind of experiencesandpeople with which they
will become involved (in this regard,see Driscoll, Hamilton,& Sorrentino,1991;
Shaller, Boyd, Yohannes, & O'Brien, 1995; Webster & Kruglanski,1994). We
reasonedthat"energetic-dominant"
people shouldbe moreattractedby leadersand
parties strongly emphasizing individualism and self-ownership (center-right),
whereas"agreeable-friendly"
people shouldfind more congenialpolitical agendas
emphasizingsolidarityand collective well-being (center-left).Those open to new
ideas and experiences should be more sympatheticto political programsemphasizing education,multiculturalism,and toleranceof diversity(center-left).
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Thus, the present researchexamined the interplaybetween the "publicpersona"of these two new political coalitions, in termsof theirelectoralrhetoricand
image construction,and the "privatepersona"of the personalityprofiles of voters
who chose to affiliatewith one or the othercoalition.We shouldaddthatthe match
between voterpersonalitiesandpoliticalpartyorientationis also influencedby the
personalitiesof political leaders, or more accurately,by voter perceptionsof the
candidates'personalities(see Jones & Hudson, 1996). Those perceptionsmay be
veridical,or "constructed"and"managed"by the campaignstafforpublicrelations
units of politicalparties.The presentstudydid not go beyondinvestigatingthe first
case of the associationbetween personalityof voters and political orientation.
Method
A large numberof voters, self-identifiedas having expressedtheirpreference
in the 1994 Italianelection for eitherthe center-rightor center-leftcoalitions,were
individuallyadministereda personalityinventorythat generatespersonalityprofiles encompassingthe five factorsof the FFM. Additionaldemographicdatawere
collected that might be relatedto partypreference,personality,or their linkages;
these data were statisticallypartialedout in subsequentanalyses.
Participants
Participantswere recruitedby about400 psychology majorsas partof a course
assignment in PersonalityPsychology at the University of Rome. Each student,
acting as a research assistant, was briefed on the general aims of the research,
instructedin how to administerthe personalityinventory(the Big Five Questionnaire, BFQ), and requestedto collect six inventories.They were also requiredto
collect datathatwould be equally distributedby politicalpartychoice, gender,and
age. Educationalandoccupationaldatawere also collected to establishthe diversity
and representativenessof this sample of voters.
The totalnumberof participantswas 2,442. Fromthis sample, 158 respondents
were excluded because they voted for a political coalition differentfrom the two
main coalitions about which we are making predictions (i.e., center-left and
center-right),195 more were excludedbecause they did not vote for any coalition,
and 59 were excluded because they failed to reporttheirpast voting behavior.Of
the remaining2,030 participants,nearly half representedeach political coalition,
with 1,020 fromthe center-rightand 1,010 fromthe center-left.Overall,the sample
was middle-aged(mean of 43.5 years,but with a large standarddeviationof 17.2),
with gender balanced (50.3% males, 49.6% females). Table I presentsthe demographic characteristicsof our sample categorized by gender, occupation, and
education, according to party affiliation. Our sample, while quite large, is a
convenience sample and not a probabilistic,random sample. Nevertheless, any
possible biasing effects due to differential distribution of key demographic
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Table I. DemographicCharacteristicsof the Sample

N
Gender
Males
Females
Total
Occupation
Professional

Center-Right
%

538
480

52.85
47.15

N

Center-Left
%

482

47.86

525

52.14

1,007

1,018
14.50
8.94

184
67

18.47
6.73

49

1.69
4.87

Employee
Housewife

190

18.87

27
45
212

4.52
21.29

128

12.71

105

10.54

Student

219
151
17

21.75

22.59

15.00

225
114

1.69

17

1.71

Technician
Skilled worker
Unskilled worker

Retired
Unemployed
Total

146
90
17

2.71

11.45

996

1,007

Education
Elementaryschool
Juniorhigh school
Senior high school
College/university
Total

110
175

10.87
17.29

95
152

9.48
15.17

608
119

60.08
11.76

572
183

57.09
18.26

1,012

1,002

characteristics(such as gender,age, education)were controlledfor statistically,as
explainedbelow.
Althoughthe demographicfeaturesof the typical voter for each coalition are
surprisingly comparable, several statistically significant differences emerged.
Relativeto center-leftvoters,center-rightvoterswere slightly older [meansof 42.6
vs. 40.8 years, respectively;F(1, 2025) = 4.46, p < .05], with a slight prevalence
of females [X2(1)= 5.03, p < .05], more housewives and retiredpersons,but fewer
professionals[X2(9)= 25.80, p < .01]. The center-leftdrew a greaterpercentageof
college and universitygraduates[X2(3) = 117.33,p < .001], as we had anticipated.
Measures

Personalityassessment. All participantscompletedthe BFQ (Caprara,Barbaranelli,Borgogni, & Perugini, 1993; Capraraet al., 1994). This questionnaire
was developedon the basis of findingsderivedfromthe firstlexical studyon Italian
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personality adjectives. The BFQ was developed using a rational-basedor "top
down"approach(Burisch,1984;Comrey,1988):Once the Big Five were identified
as the higher-order,most recurrentfactorsof personality,facets or subdimensions
were identified from scanning the pertinent literature,and phrase-items were
producedfor measuringthese constructs.In comparisonto otherquestionnairesfor
assessing the FFM (e.g., NEO-PI-R; Costa & McCrae, 1992), the BFQ was
developed with the following goals: (a) to be more parsimoniousin the numberof
facets that referredto each primary dimension, and in the number of phrases
produced;(b) to be, as faras possible, coherentwith the definitionof the five factors
and of their facets, as they are referredto in the literature;and (c) to provide a
measureof social desirabilityby means of a Lie (L) scale.
The BFQ contains five domain scales and 10 "facet"scales, plus a Lie scale
designed for measuringthe Social Desirabilityresponse set and the tendency to
distort meanings of the scores. For each of the 132 items in the questionnaire,
respondentsindicate the extent to which they agree or disagree with the personal
relevanceof the item on a 5-point scale (1, very false for me; 5, very truefor me).
Table II presentsshortdefinitionsof the domainand facet scales in the BFQ.
Table II. Definition of BFQ Domains and Facets
Global Domains
Energy:Level of activity, vigor,
sociability, talkativeness,need to excel,

Facets
Dynamism:Activity and enthusiasm
Dominance:Assertivenessand self-

persuasiveness,competitiveness
Friendliness:Concernand sensitiveness
towardothers and theirneeds

confidence

Conscientiousness:Self-regulationin both
its proactiveand inhibitoryaspects

Scrupulousness:Dependability,
orderliness,and precision
Perseverance:Capabilityof fulfilling one's
own tasks and commitments,tenaciousness,

EmotionalStability:Capabilityof
controllingone's emotionalreactions;
absence of negative affects; psychological
adjustment
Openness:Broadnessof one's own
culturalinterests;toleranceof diversity;
explorationof novelty

Cooperativeness:Altruism,empathy,
generosity,unselfishness
Politeness: Kindness,civility, docility,
and trust

persistence
EmotionControl:Absence of anxiety,
depression,and vulnerability;mood stability
ImpulseControl:Capabilityof controlling
irritation,discontent,and anger
Opennessto Culture:Intellectual
curiosity,interestin being informed,
appreciationof culture
Opennessto Experiences:Opennessto novelty;
toleranceof values; interesttowarddiverse
people, habits,and life-styles

184

Caprara,BarbaranelliandZimbardo

The psychometricpropertiesof the BFQ have been validatedon large samples
of Italian respondents (Caprara et al., 1993; Caprara et al., 1994) and in
cross-cultural comparisons in five nations (Barbaranelli,Caprara,& Maslach,
1997; Caprara,Barbaranelli,Bermudez,Maslach, & Ruch, 1999). The construct
validity of the BFQ scales has been demonstratedby high correlations with
analogous scales in the NEO-PI on both Italian and American samples
(Barbaranelliet al., 1997; Capraraet al., 1993). The five domainscales of the BFQ
correlatedsubstantiallywith the correspondingdomain scales of NEO-PI in two
independentsamples of Italianand Americanadults.The convergentcorrelations
were .66, .65, .65, -.80, and .62 for Italians(n = 467), and .75, .74, .63, -.80, and
.65 for Americans(n = 203), respectively,for EnergyversusExtroversion,Friendliness versus Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability versus
Neuroticism,and Opennessversus Opennessto Experiences.Althoughthe BFQ is
similar in many ways to the NEO-PI, we believe the BFQ has a number of
advantagesthatenhanceits researchutility (see Capraraet al., 1993).
The basic psychometric characteristicsof the BFQ were confirmed in this
sample.Reliabilitycoefficients (Cronbach's cs)of the 10 facet scales rangedfrom
.60 to .82; as of the five domainscales rangedfrom .73 to .88. Correlationsamong
the 10 facet scales rangedfrom -.15 to .61; correlationsamong the five domain
scales rangedfrom .09 to .40.
Political party orientation. Political orientationwas measureddirectly by
asking participantswhich coalition they had voted for in the former political
election. This is a measure of past voting behavior because the previous Italian
political elections took place in 1994, andthe researchdatawere collected in 1996.
Statistical Analyses

The aims of the statisticalanalyseswere twofold. First,we wantedto examine
the profiles of the two groups and test for significantdifferencesin personalityas
related to political affiliation, when the impact of demographic variables on
personality was held constant. Second, we wanted to examine the differential
impact of personalityand demographiccharacteristicson political affiliation. In
both cases, gender, age, and education were taken into account because of their
expected relationshipwith political orientation,and also with personality. Althoughthe traditionalimpactof these variableson personalityis well known, it is
worthnoting that Italianfemales tended to be more conservativethanmales, and
thatthe left voters tendedto be youngerand bettereducatedin our sample.
Differences among our two voter classifications on each of the five domain
scales and on the 10 facet scales of the BFQ were examined with a multivariate
analysis of covariance (MANCOVA). Gender (males vs. females) and political
orientation(center-leftvs. center-right)were the design variables,with scores on
the five BFQ domainscales as dependentvariables,using age andeducationallevel
as covariates.This complex dataanalysisdesign was adoptedbecausedemographic
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differences in the composition of the two samples of voters necessitatedvarious
statistical controls to untangle the backgroundstatus variable effects from our
hypothesizedrelationshipsbetween personalityand political partypreference.
The impactof personalityanddemographiccharacteristicson political choice
was examined with two logistic regressions conducted with a stepwise-forward
approach.In both cases, political choice was consideredas the dependentvariable;
in the first regression,the independentvariableswere the five BFQ domainscales
and the demographicvariables(gender,age, education);in the second regression
the independentvariableswere the 10 BFQ facet scales andthe same demographic
variables.
Results
BFQ Domain Scales
MANCOVA. The MANCOVA results revealed significant multivariate
effects due to gender [F(5, 1939) = 44.86, p < .001], to political orientation
[F(5, 1939) = 44.86, p < .001], andto the covariates[F(10, 3876) = 32.95,p < .001].
However, the interactionamong gender and political orientationdid not result in
significant outcomes in either the multivariatetest [F(5, 1939) = .96, p = .43] or
any univariatetest. Examinationof the effect size1 of design variablesand covariates indicates that 5% of the variancein personalitytraitdifferencesis explained
by political orientation,8% by age and education,and 11%by gender. Next, we
present separatelythe significantresults due to political preferenceand to demographicdifferencesin personalitytraitsthatemergedon the univariatetests.
Personality-political preference effects. As predicted,significant relationships were found between three of the five factors of the FFM and the political
orientation of the participantsin our investigation. Those voters identified as
supportingthe center-rightwere significantlymore dominantthan the center-left
in their BFQ scores on the factor of Energy [F(1, 1942) = 21.64, p < .001; effect
size = .013]. In addition,they also showed a slight effect of greaterConscientiousness [F(1, 1942) = 5.58, p < .05], but with a minimaleffect size (= .003). We had
made no predictionaboutthis personalitydomain.The interestingcontrastis seen
in the highly significant show of Friendliness (or Agreeableness) among the
center-leftvoters [F(1, 1942) = 20.07, p < .001; effect size = .011], as well as their
greaterdegree of Openness(or Intellect) [F(1, 1942) = 19.80, p < .001; effect size
= .014]. We had not expected to find any differentialeffects on the dimensionof
1

Throughoutthis article,the measureused to assess effect size was rj2. This coefficient is interpreted
as the proportionof the total variabilityin the dependentvariablethatis accountedfor by variationin
the independentvariable.It is the ratioof the between-groupssumof squaresto the totalsumof squares.
These effect sizes are relatively modest, althoughhighly significant,revealingthe complexity of the
many contributingvariablesin the phenomenaunderconsideration.
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EmotionalStabilitybetweenthese two groupsof voters,andindeed,we foundnone
[F(l, 1942) = 1.44, p = .23].
Figure 1 shows the personalityprofiles of the two voter groups,expressedas
T-scores for each of the five domains of the BFQ. It is noteworthy that the
differencesin personalitytraitsdue to politicalpartisanshiparestill significantafter
controllingfor all of the demographicvariables.(An additionalANCOVA combining educationand occupationas a composite variable,excluding students,also
failed to modify any of the resultsrelatingpersonalityand political orientation.)
Demographicdata differences. Therewere significantunivariatetest effects
of the two covariatesof age and educationwith several of the personalitydimensions measured by the BFQ. Specifically, age was negatively associated with
Energy (P = -.12, p < .001) and with Openness (P = -.18, p < .001). But older
participantswere more emotionally stable than younger ones, as revealed in the
positive associationbetween age andEmotionalStability(5 = .07, p < .05). Higher
levels of education were shown to be positively associated with almost the full
range of personality factors, notably Energy (P = .07, p < .01), Friendliness
(P = .11, p < .001), EmotionalStability(P = .09, p < .05), and Openness(P = .26,
p < .001). (However,as academicians,we arenot happyto note the failureof higher
educationto be associatedwith greaterConscientiousness,a null effect for which
we have no readyexplanation.)
Genderdifferences emerged for all scales. Males showed higher scores than
females in Energy[F(1, 1942) = 64.04, p < .001; effect size = .033], Conscientiousness [F(1, 1942) = 10.08, p < .01; effect size = .004], Emotional Stability
[F( 1, 1942) = 97.65,p < .001; effect size = .054], andOpenness[F(1, 1942) = 9.13,
p < .05; effect size = .002]. Females were significantlyhigher than males only in
thepersonalitydomainof Friendliness[F(1, 1942)= 23.99,p < .001;effectsize = .013].
However, none of these effects modified any of the predicted,significanteffects
found between political partyidentificationand specific personalitytraits.
Logistic regression. None of the demographicvariablesenteredinto the final
regressionequation,which was highly significant [X2(4)= 109.61, p < .001]. The
only variablesthathad significantimpact on political preferencewere four of the
BFQ domain scales, namely Energy (r = -.12, p < .001), Friendliness (r = .06,
p < .001), Openness(r= .13,p < .001), and Conscientiousness(r= -.05, p < .001).
The equationallowed the correctclassificationof 61.4% of center-leftvoters and
57.6% of center-rightvoters, with an overall effectiveness rate of 59.5%. These
results are quite surprisingbecause only personalityhad a significant impact on
political preference,whereasnone of the demographicvariableshad an impacton
partychoice behavioronce the personalityeffects were extracted.
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BFQ Facet Scales
MANCOVA. The MANCOVA showed significant multivariateeffects due
to gender [F(10, 1934) = 33.42, p < .001], to political orientation
[F(10, 1934) = 9.94, p < .001], and to the covariates [F(20, 3866) = 26.92,
p < .001]. Again, the interactionamong gender and political orientationdid not
result in significant outcomes on either the multivariatetest [F(5, 1934) = 1.34,
p = .19] or any univariatetest. Analysis of the effect size of design variablesand
covariatesshowed that5% of the varianceof the BFQ facet scales is explainedby
political orientation, 11% by age and education, and 14% by gender. Next, we
present separatelythe significantresults due to political preferenceand to demographicdifferencesin personalitytraitsthatemergedon the univariatetests.
Personality-political preference effects. Significant relationships were
found between eight of the 10 BFQ facet scales and the political orientationof the
participantsin our investigation.Those voters identifiedas supportingthe centerrightshowedsignificantly
higherscoresontheBFQfacetscaleof Dominance[F(1, 1942)
= 41.50, p < .001; effect size = .02]. They also showed a slight effect of
Scrupulousness [F(1, 1942) = 4.02, p < .05; effect size = .002] and of Perseverance [F(1, 1942) = 5.27, p < .05; effect size = .003] relativeto those voters whose
politicalpreferencewas center-left.We foundthatcenter-leftvotersshowedhighly
significant scores on Cooperativeness[F(l, 1942) = 17.31, p < .001; effect size =
.01], Politeness [F(1, 1942) = 13.73, p < .001; effect size = .01], ImpulseControl
[F(1, 1942) = 6.72, p < .01; effect size = .00], Opennessto Culture[F(1, 1942) =
13.42, p < .001; effect size = .01], and Openness to Experiences [F(1, 1942) =
23.52, p < .001; effect size = .011]. Figure 2 shows the profiles of the two voter
groups whose T-scores are arrayed on the 10 BFQ facet scales. Again, it is
noteworthythat the differences in personalityfacets due to political partisanship
are still significantaftercontrollingfor our demographicvariables.
Demographicdata differences. Therewere significantunivariatetest effects
of the two covariatesof age and educationwith several of the facet scales of the
BFQ.Specifically,age was negativelyassociatedwithDynamism(P = -.08,p < .001),
Dominance (P = -.09, p < .001), Perseverance(P = -.11, p < .001), Opennessto
Culture([ = -.09,p < .001),andespeciallyOpennesstoExperiences(P=-.29,p <.0001).
Older participantswere higher than younger voters in Scrupulousness (P = .12,
p < .001), Emotion Control (p = .08, p < .001), and Impulse Control ([ = .05,
p < .05). Higher levels of educationwere shown to be positively associated with
almost the full range of BFQ facets, notably with Dynamism(3 = .06, p < .01),
Cooperativeness([ = .12, p < .001), Politeness (P = .08, p < .001), Perseverance
(P = .11, p < .01), Emotion Control(3 = .08, p < .001), ImpulseControl(P = .07,
p < .01), Openness to Culture(P = .25, p < .001), and Openness to Experiences
(3 =.18,p < .001).
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Gender differences emerged for all facet scales except Scrupulousnessand
Openness to Culture. Males showed higher scores than females in Dynamism
[F(1, 1942) = 4.19, p < .05; effect size = .002], Dominance [F(1, 1942) = 127.22,
p < .001; effect size = .058], Perseverance[F(1, 1942) = 8.46, p < .01; effect size
= .004], Emotion Control [F(1, 1942) = 185.40, p < .001; effect size = .083],
Impulse Control[F(1, 1942) = 26.30, p < .001; effect size = .013], and Openness
to Experiences [F(1, 1942) = 7.32, p < .01; effect size = .004]. Females were
significantly higher than males on the two facet scales of Cooperativeness
[F(1, 1942) = 18.41, p < .001; effect size = .009] and Politeness
[F(1, 1942) = 25.39,p<.001;effectsize=.012].
Logistic regression. As was found with the domain scales, none of the
demographicvariables entered into the final regression equation for the facet
scales, which was significant [x2(5) = 113.24, p < .001]. The only variablesthat
had significant impact on political preferencewere five of the BFQ facet scales:
Dominance (r = -.12, p < .001), Cooperativeness(r = .03, p = .05), Perseverance
(r = -.03, p = .02), Openness to Culture (r = .04, p < .01), and Openness to
Experiences(r = .09, p < .001). The equationallowed the correctclassificationof
61.4% of center-left voters and 56.8% of center-rightvoters, with an overall
effectivenessrateof 59.4%.These resultsclearlysupportthe generalizationderived
from our analysis of the BFQ domain scales: Only personalityhad a significant
impact on political preference,whereasnone of the demographicvariablesmodified in any way this significantpersonality-politicslinkage.
Discussion and Conclusions
Across a large, diverse sample of Italianvoters, specific personalityprofiles
were predictedand found to be associatedsignificantlywith preferencesfor either
of two contemporarypolitical coalitions. These new political coalitions are composed of heterogeneous arrays of former political adversaries functioning as
expedient,pragmaticelectoralentities. Despite considerableoverlapin the demographicstructureof supportersof both coalitions,those thatendorsedthe platform
of the center-rightcoalition were characterizedas especially high on the Energy
personalitydimensionof the FFM, slightlypositive on Conscientiousness,but with
low trait scores on Friendlinessand Openness. Exactly the opposite personality
profile characterizedthose citizens who preferredthe center-left coalition, with
high degrees of Friendliness(Agreeableness)and Openness. The fifth factor of
EmotionalStabilityplayed no role in politicalpartypreference,as we hadexpected
given its irrelevanceto any aspectof the ideology, leadershipstyle, partyplatform,
or propagandaof either coalition.
Our analyses at the facet level allow furtherspecification of the differences
among the two groups of voters. Both facets of Friendlinessand both facets of
Openness differentiatedbetween the two groups, as did the Dominance facet of
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Energy,whereasthe level of the otherEnergyfacet (Dynamism)was almostequal
in the two groups.In particular,the BFQ Dominanceitems thatmost differentiated
the two groups were: "I'm willing to apply myself to the very end just to excel,"
"I'm always sure of myself," "Nothingis obtainedin life withoutbeing competitive" (where center-rightvoters were higher than their rivals), and "I don't like
work environmentswhere there's a lot of competition"(where center-leftvoters
outperformedcenter-rightvoters).
We highlightagain the fact thatthese relationshipsbetween personalitytraits
and political party identificationwere independentof any apparentinfluences of
age, gender, or education,when they were statisticallycontrolled.However, one
may question whetherthe BFQ Openness scale is just anotherindex of political
ideology; if so, its value as a correlateof political affiliation would be compromised. We can disentanglethis potentialconfoundingby examiningthe contentof
the BFQ Opennessitems that differentiatedthe two groups.They are: "I preferto
readratherthanengage in a sportsactivity"(wherecenter-leftvotersoutperformed
their rivals), "I'm not interestedin television programswhich are too serious,""I
don't devote much time to reading,""Idon't thinkknowing historyserves much,"
"I don't waste time acquiringknowledge that's not strictlyrelatedto my field of
interest,""Life-stylesandcustomsof otherpeoples have never interestedme,"and
"I don't know what pushes people to behave differentlyfrom the norm"(where
center-rightvoters outperformedtheirrivals). With the exception of the last item,
none of these items refers to tolerance of values, politics, or liberalism. It is,
therefore,reasonableto construethe BFQ Opennessscale as indexing something
other than political orientationor political ideology. This result provides further
supportfor our conclusion that new personalityassessment instruments,such as
the BFQ, deserve wider use in facilitatingthe systematicexplorationof linkages
betweenpersonalityvariablesandpoliticalchoices. We encouragetheirfurtheruse
in exploringthe rich intermediateprocess-levelof social-cognitivedynamics,such
as party propaganda,candidateimage design, and the schema, perceptions,and
persuasabilityof voters.
The remainderof this paperoutlines some constraintson our conclusions in
light of recent criticisms of the limitationsof the FFM and the nonrandomnature
of our sample. We then present some suggestions for rethinkingthe personalitypolitics linkages in terms of more dynamic, multidirectional,bicausal models.
Finally, we considerways to widen the scope of futureinvestigationsby using new
analysesof voters'perceptionsof the personalityof politicalcandidates,along with
a cost-benefitanalysisof information-gathering
andretentionby votersof political
parties'persuasivecommunicationsand mediamessages designedto focus or bias
voting decisions.
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Enhancingthe Utilityof the FFM
Recent reviews of the FFM have raised both specific and general criticisms
about its validity and usefulness in personalityresearch.Criticshave noted some
limitations, such as overgeneralizability,"folk psychology" development status,
lack of trulyorthogonalfactors,differenttraitnamesfor the five factorsin different
measuringsystems, and conceptualizationthat defies disconfirmation.2Counterreplies have challenged some of these criticisms while incorporatingsome of the
cogent insights, where possible, into more coherent conceptions of this new
"humancompass"that attemptsto map individualdifferencesin personalityonto
a common referencestructure(see Barrick& Mount, 1991; Briggs, 1992; Caprara,
1996; McCrae & John, 1992; Ozer & Reise, 1994). It is beyond the scope of this
article to deal with this substantialliterature,rather recognizing the potential
constructivevalue of the currentheateddebatebetween advocatesand adversaries
of this approachto personalityassessment.
Readersare remindedof the limitationsposed by the "convenience"sample
used here for its inexpensive utility ratherthan the more costly, but scientifically
appropriate,randomadministrationof the personalityscales and determinationof
voting behavior.In defense, we can only point to the large size of the sample, its
diversityin termsof age, education,and occupation,and its genderbalance,along
with the results showing that some of these demographicvariables"behaved"in
line with priordatacollected from randomsurveysof the Italianelectoratein 1994
(see Calvi & Vannucci, 1995).
We shouldalso mentiona recentempiricalfailureof personalityfactorsto be
related to political orientation(Mehrabian,1996). The only significant effects
found were a positive correlationbetween Conservatismand Conscientiousness
and a negative correlationof Conservatismwith Intellect,which fit in generalwith
our reportedfindings. However, two featuresof thatresearchlimit its validity and
generalizability,namely small sample sizes (fewer than 100 respondentsin any of
the studies) and indirectmeasurementof political orientationby self-reportscales
of Conservatismand Libertarianismratherthanby actualpolitical partyaffiliation
of voters, as in the presentstudy.
Personality,Beliefs, Persuasion, and SchemaActivation
Ourresearchis based on a relatively simple model in which voter personality
traits and political party preferences are correlated, either because particular
personalitytraitsguide the selection by individualsof certainkindsof experiences,
or because political party values and ideologies select personalities from the
general distributionas followers or "truebelievers."However, we are awarethat
2

Readersare referredto the following critiquesfor a fuller appreciationof the importantconceptual
and empiricalissues they pose: Block (1995), McAdams(1992), Pervin(1994), and Tellegen (1993).
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in reality only a multicausal,feedback model can begin to capturethe dynamic
interaction among the key variables and catalytic processes operating in the
contemporarypolitical arenaof democraticcountries.
We propose further that such analyses must also include multiple levels,
including intrapsychic,social, and systems levels of variablesand processes. For
example,it is importantto understandthe set of dynamicsin the initialorganization
of a political partyor coalition because the partyselects political candidateswho
have particularpersonalitytraitsthey deem desirableto voters. Partypropaganda
and media-controlledinformationdisseminationhelp to create,construct,or modify the personality images of candidatesin the voters' minds. Voters try to get
optimal information about the currentpolitical scene at minimal informationprocessing cost, relying on well-defined schematato provide simplistic,heuristic
short cuts to establishing their preferences.But voter personalities,beliefs, and
values also bias the ways in which they process availablepolitical informationand
their sense of match/mismatchwith particularpolitical candidates'personalities
and ideologies (Tetlock, 1983). During an election campaign, some of these
variableswill be shifting and modified by feedbackfrom polls of party/candidate
popularity(see Crewe & King, 1994). Thus, even this cursory overview underscores the necessity of raising the generallevel of complexity of futureinvestigations into the fascinatingdynamicsat workin the arenaof politicalpsychology (see
Bean & Mughan, 1989).
Futureresearcherscan add to our fuller appreciationof these complex transactions by taking account first of the voter's sense of identity and concerns for
presentinga desirableimage to others(see Funder,Kolar,& Blackman, 1995). In
addition,the role of personalitydispositionfunctionssimultaneouslywith thebelief
andvalue systems maintainedby voters.Such systems arepartof the motivationalcognitive network that directs informationacquisition,integration,and retrieval
about political parties and political leaders (Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Greenwald,
1980). Those processes should also influence voter perceptionof the personality
of political leaders, which in turnfosters either greateridentificationand convergence or mismatcheswith them (see Simonton, 1990).
"Perceptionsof leadershipquality depend upon personalitytraits"of leaders
as judged by followers, according to Jones and Hudson's recent analysis (1996,
p. 229). They argued that leaders must present the public with a set of traits
contributingto the belief that they can lead in a "businesslike"fashion. Public
ratingsof leadersare affectedby changes in theirperceivedpersonalitytraits,as is
the party's electoral support(Crewe & King, 1994). The moder media's role in
presenting,andeven creating,politicalimages cannotbe overstated.Thus,political
parties spend enormousamountsof money on image manipulationthat typically
shows theircandidateas effective and energeticand/orsympathetic,friendly,and
willing to listen to the needs of the voters.
Our previous researchhas shown that voters in Italy and the United States
simplify their personalityjudgmentsof the majorpolitical candidatesin ongoing
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election campaigns by restricting the usual five factors (which they used for
self-ratingandratingsof nonpoliticalpublic comparisonfigures) to a combination
of only two or three factors (Caprara,Barbaranelli,& Vicino, in press; Caprara,
Barbaranelli,& Zimbardo,1997). Thesecollapsed,simplified"politician'sfactors"
areEnergy/Innovation(blendingEnergyandOpenness)andHonesty/Trustworthiness (blendingAgreeableness,Conscientiousness,and EmotionalStability).Such
simplified personality perceptions of political candidates may derive from a
cognitively efficient strategythat voters adopt non-consciously to code the mass
of complex informationbombardingthem daily duringa political election, and to
guide theireventuallydichotomousdecision aboutvoting for or againstparticular
candidates.Because center-rightvoters were moreenergeticand center-leftvoters
were more friendly, there was a complementarymatching process among the
voters' personalities and the political leaders' personalitiesin the recent Italian
nationalelection.
InformationCosts and CommunicationProcessing
Another way to think about the linkages between voters' personalitiesand
beliefs and politicians'personalitiesis in termsof schematicinformationprocessing
thatis fosteredby politicalparty(or coalition)propagandaandadvertisements.The
costs to voters of gatheringand meaningfullyorganizinginformationrelevantto
their voting decision are reducedby forming well-defined, simplifying schemata
of both leaders and parties (Jones & Hudson, 1997). The political partiesreduce
the transactioncosts of electoral participationby sending out low-cost signals to
voters, so thatmerepartyaffiliationalone providesconsiderableinformationabout
the candidates'positionon the politicalspectrum.Moreover,thesepartieswill have
already chosen leaders with particularpersonality trait patterns,believed to be
appealing and desirableto their intendedconstituency (Winter, 1987). So voters
are really encouragedto engage in simplifiedheuristic,or peripheral,information
processing by using well-defined schematic representationsthat undercutmore
complex, systematicinformationprocessing (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986; Zimbardo
& Leippe, 1994). Research is needed that analyzes the natureof the persuasive
messages political partiesgeneratein termsof their "personality"appealsto voter
personalitiesand candidatepersonalities.
We hope thatourfindings,along with the conceptualanalysessketchedabove,
will rekindle the interest of psychologists from the fields of personality, social
psychology, and cognitive psychology in the natureof the contributionsthey can
make collectively to the broadrealm of political behavior.As social scientists, it
is imperativethat we betterunderstandand unravelthe complexities in these vital
transactionsbetween political parties, leaders, voters, and the mediating and
situationalprocesses that interrelatethem. As citizens, we also need to become
better informedabout how to mindfully cast our votes for politicians and parties
on the basis of systematicanalysesof theirplatformand ideological values, rather
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than engaging in simplistic peripheralprocessing of media-createdimages of
political candidates'personalities.
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Variance in how citizens interact with the political world constitutes one of many classes of individual
difference. Understanding the antecedents of this variance is the central objective for students of political
behaviour, and researchers draw on numerous factors in addressing this task. Unfortunately, one potentially
vital factor, personality, has received only sporadic attention in recent decades. Neglect of personality was
understandable for many years, as psychological research on personality failed to produce concise taxonomies
applicable to the study of politics. As the present analysis demonstrates, however, this situation has changed.
Research on personality has gained new footing with the emergence of a series of five-factor models, and these
frameworks hold great potential for the study of political behaviour. This thesis is advanced in a two-part
analysis. First, we outline how and why our understanding of citizen politics may be improved through
application of five-factor models of personality. In doing so, we focus on the components of one specific
taxonomy, the Big Five lexical model. Secondly, using three datasets, we explore the link between the Big
Five personality factors and a wide array of political attitudes and behaviours. Results reveal that all facets
of personality captured by the Big Five framework matter for citizen politics, and that personality effects
operate on virtually all aspects of political behaviour. These findings demonstrate the insight that can emerge
with further application of broad-scale models of personality.

Whether we think of people as people or as political actors, it is certain that people differ
from one another in countless meaningful ways. Some people are liberal, others are
conservative. Some are well informed, others are poorly informed. Some are tall, others
short. People are talkative or quiet, kind or unkind, calm or tense. These differences matter
for what we think and how we behave – effects that operate in the political realm, but also
in the course of everyday life.
In research on politics we have done well in accounting for the significance of many
forms of individual difference. For example, we are well versed in the impact of
demographics and attitudinal predispositions. However, we have failed – and frankly, quite
heroically – to offer a systematic account of the possible impact of variance in personality
on political behaviour. The reason for this state of affairs is not that we expect personality
to be irrelevant. To the contrary, the literature is rife with claims that personality is surely
related to a host of political matters. Consistent with such assertions, political scientists
have provided small bits of supporting evidence. From models on public opinion,
tolerance, leadership styles, support for authoritarian regimes and so on, personality
variables are regularly suggested and occasionally employed to explain why individuals
and groups behave as they do.
Unfortunately, political science has not yet seen a comprehensive take on personality.
When personality has been incorporated within empirical studies of politics, analysts
* Department of Political Science, University of Illinois; and Department of Political Science, Florida State
University, respectively. The authors wish to thank Mary Anderson for inclusion of their items on her 2004 survey,
and their collaborators on the 2005 National Jury Survey. Helpful comments and suggestions were provided by
numerous seminar and symposium participants at Florida State University, and by Sarah Birch and the anonymous
reviewers.
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typically have taken a piecemeal approach. We have lacked a functional framework for
the study of human traits, and we have lacked access to corresponding data that would
permit us to test the hypotheses emerging from such a framework. For many years, these
deficiencies were understandable as they were traced to the extended absence of viable
models of personality in the field of psychology. Although psychological research on
personality was in disarray for a prolonged period, the past two decades have seen dramatic
breakthroughs in the development and testing of a series of concise multi-faceted
psychometric models. Here, we draw on one such model in making the case that students
of politics have much to gain from renewed systematic attention to personality.
Specifically, we offer psychology’s Big Five model as a broad-scale framework for the
depiction of individual-level attributes, and then provide evidence regarding the function
and value of this framework for understanding the operation of personality on political
behaviour.
Our analysis begins with a two-part argument in which we initially outline the case for
how and why, as a general matter, the study of politics may benefit from attention to
personality, and we next describe the central features of the Big Five model along with
the specific relevance of this framework for research on political behaviour. We then put
our thesis to the test with data drawn from three surveys conducted in the United States.
The possible impact of personality is examined with respect to a wide array of dependent
variables, including multiple measures of political attitudes, behaviour and exposure to
information.
PERSONALITY AND CITIZEN POLITICS

Research on mass politics seeks to identify the antecedents of citizens’ political attitudes
and behaviours. Given this focus, a strategy that includes attention to personality, or ‘the
psychology of individual differences’,1 holds enormous intuitive appeal.2 We, of course,
are far from the first observers to note this point. Indeed, as Winter comments, ‘one of the
central axioms of political psychology is that political structures and actions are shaped
and channelled by people’s personalities’.3 But widespread recognition of a probable link
between personality and political action has not produced a corresponding flurry of
empirical research. Although numerous analysts have made effective use of theories of
personality in studies of political behaviour, personality has hardly claimed a position
comparable to those of core values or even demographic characteristics in models of mass
politics. Inclusion of personality variables remains the exception, and use of broad-scale
models of personality remains extraordinarily rare.
1
Jerry S. Wiggins, ed., The Five-Factor Model of Personality: Theoretical Perspectives (New York: Guilford
Press, 1996), p. vii.
2
Personality has long been subject to a great variety of definitions, and we have neither the need nor the means
to specify a precise definition that will be satisfactory to all readers. Because, as we argue below, a level of
consensus has emerged regarding models of personality, it is common among psychologists to employ broad,
flexible definitions of personality, coupled with much more concrete operationalizations. We follow such a strategy
here. That said, it should be clear that we are advocating a trait approach to the study of personality. Traits are
individual differences that, within the individual, are highly stable across both time and situations. Our core thesis
is that attention to traits via a comprehensive framework can bring substantial improvement to our understanding
of the antecedents of political behaviour.
3
David G. Winter, ‘Personality and Political Behavior’, in David O. Sears, Leonie Huddy and Robert Jervis,
eds, Oxford Handbook of Political Psychology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), pp. 110–45, at p. 110.
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A great deal of research on elite politics has included detailed exploration of leaders’
personalities,4 but comparable efforts at the mass level have been more limited. The study
of personality and mass politics was more common a generation ago than today, but even
then applications focused primarily on a single line of inquiry, the link between personality
and adherence to democratic values. An early prominent work of this genre was the Adorno
et al. research on the authoritarian personality,5 followed by McClosky’s studies of
ideology,6 Sniderman’s use of the McClosky data to consider the political significance
of variance in self esteem,7 and the Sullivan, Piereson and Marcus examination of
personality and political tolerance.8 Attention to personality was much rarer in studies
of other aspects of political behaviour, and what research there was typically appeared
outside of mainstream political science outlets.9
In more recent times, research on mass politics often has included variables that relate
at least implicitly to personality, such as internal efficacy and need for cognition, but again,
explicit attention to personality has been infrequent. Beyond the continued efforts of
Marcus et al. in the area of tolerance,10 much of the recent research on personality and mass
politics has been conducted by analysts from fields other than political science.11
The dearth of attention to personality by students of mass politics is puzzling.12
When personality has been included in research on political behaviour, those efforts

4
Most readers will recall some of this work, such as classic research on the presidency of Woodrow Wilson,
and on presidential character more broadly. For a review of research on the personalities of political leaders, see
David G. Winter, ‘Assessing Leaders’ Personalities: A Historical Survey of Academic Research Studies’, in
Jerrold M. Post, ed., The Psychological Assessment of Political Leaders (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
2003), pp. 11–38. Examples of this research tradition include Alexander L. George and Juliette L. George,
Woodrow Wilson and Colonel House: A Personality Study (New York: Dover Publications, 1964); James David
Barber, The Presidential Character: Predicting Performance in the White House, 4th edn (Englewood Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1992); Stanley A. Renshon, ed., The Clinton Presidency: Campaigning, Governing and the
Psychology of Leadership (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1995), and Fred I. Greenstein, ed., The George W. Bush
Presidency: An Early Assessment (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2003).
5
T. W. Adorno, Else Frankel-Brunswick, Daniel J. Levinson and R. Nevitt Sanford, The Authoritarian
Personality (New York: Harper, 1950). For a newer work in this area, see Karen Stenner, The Authoritarian
Dynamic (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005).
6
Herbert McClosky, ‘Conservatism and Personality’, American Political Science Review, 52 (1958),
27–45; Herbert McClosky, ‘Consensus and Ideology in American Politics’, American Political Science Review,
58 (1964), 361–82.
7
Paul M. Sniderman, Personality and Democratic Politics (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1975).
8
John L. Sullivan, James Piereson and George E. Marcus, Political Tolerance and American Democracy
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982).
9
See, for example, P. H. Mussen and A. B. Wyszynski, ‘Personality and Political Participation’, Human
Relations, 5 (1952), 65–82.
10
George E. Marcus, John L. Sullivan, Elizabeth Theiss-Morse and Sandra L. Wood, With Malice Toward
Some: How People Make Civil Liberties Judgments (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1995).
11
Recent examples include Patrick Van Kenhove, Iris Vermeir and Steven Verniers, ‘An Empirical
Investigation of the Relationships between Ethical Beliefs, Ethical Ideology, Political Preference and Need for
Closure’, Journal of Business Ethics, 32 (2001), 347–61; Paul R. Nail, Katrina E. Bedell and Casey D. Little,
‘Should President Clinton be Prosecuted for Perjury? The Effects of Preference for Consistency, Self-esteem, and
Political Party Affiliation’, Personality and Individual Differences, 35 (2003), 1821–31; A. Van Hiel, I. Mervielde
and F. De Fruyt, ‘The Relationship between Maladaptive Personality and Right Wing Ideology’, Personality and
Individual Differences, 36 (2004), 405–17.
12
Greenstein notes that the field of personality and politics has seemingly had more detractors than practitioners,
a situation Greenstein attributes in part to the challenges associated with systematic inquiry in this area. See Fred
I. Greenstein, ‘Can Personality and Politics Be Studied Systematically?’ Political Psychology, 13 (1992), 105–28.
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typically have yielded significant effects. Nonetheless, the personality bandwagon
abounds with empty seats. Further, among research that incorporates personality into
models of political behaviour, two characteristics are especially unfortunate. First,
although the insights in work on tolerance and democratic values have been noteworthy,
it is troubling that little research on personality and mass politics has been conducted
outside of these areas. Because differences in personality drive countless aspects of
human activity, the political significance of personality may extend well beyond the
issue of tolerance. Indeed, our a priori expectation is that variance in personality may be
linked to virtually all aspects of political behaviour. Secondly, the use of comprehensive
models of personality has been rare; when political scientists have introduced measures
of personality, they most often have done so with focus on no more than one or two
attributes. This imposes considerable limitation on the ability to generalize findings and
to compare work across studies. This concern echoes one voiced by Sniderman over thirty
years ago:13
(T)he field of personality and politics has acquired a jerry-built appearance. Observation
suggests that political scientists inspect the array of psychological hypotheses, personality
theories, and experimental findings like single-minded customers at a bargain counter, each
bent on obtaining whatever suits his or her immediate purpose. The upshot is a mélange of
ideas, borrowed from disparate sources, sometimes tested but more often intuitive and
anecdotal in character.

The jerry-built quality Sniderman describes traces to two causes. First, as Sniderman
himself noted, it was assumed that attention to the whole of an individual’s personality
was impractical.14 As anyone who has designed a survey is aware, difficult choices
must be made regarding which items to include and which to omit. Given this reality,
use of an extensive personality battery reasonably might be seen as out of the question.
But, secondly, even if political scientists had desired to view personality more broadly,
guidance from the field of psychology was lacking until relatively recently. As Digman
explained, psychological research on personality stalled in the 1960s and 1970s, and it
was not until the mid to late 1980s that the current renaissance was well underway.15
There often is a lag time of ten or more years before innovations in other fields affect
applied research in political science, and thus it is of little surprise that few students
of politics have moved beyond the piecemeal approach bemoaned by Sniderman in
1975.
The impracticality of data acquisition and the absence of broad-scale models contribute
to the scattershot nature of much of the research on personality and politics, but a lack of
appropriate theory does not. Rather, consensus among psychologists provides a strong
theoretical recommendation against the singling out of particular attributes, and instead
holds that study of variance in personality should take a comprehensive approach. Winter

13

Sniderman, Personality and Democratic Politics, p. 16.
Sniderman, Personality and Democratic Politics, p. 11.
15
John M. Digman, ‘Personality Structure: Emergence of the Five-Factor Model’, Annual Review of
Psychology, 41 (1990), 417–40. For further discussion of historical developments in trait psychology, see Lewis
R. Goldberg, ‘The Structure of Phenotypic Personality Traits’, American Psychologist, 48 (1993), 26–34; and
Oliver P. John and Sanjay Srivastava, ‘The Big Five Trait Taxonomy: History, Measurement, and Theoretical
Perspectives’, in Lawrence A. Pervin and Oliver P. John, eds, Handbook of Personality: Theory and Research,
2nd edn (New York: Guilford Press, 1999), pp. 102–38.
14
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applies this logic in developing a guideline for analysts concerned with personality and
political behaviour:16
(I)f personality is understood as comprising different (and independent) elements, then it
follows that the fullest assessments of individual and collective personality, and the most
accurate predictions from personality to political behavior, will be made using combinations
of variables, preferably variables drawn from different personality elements.

We concur quite strongly with Winter on this point. Moreover, it is our belief that the
matters of impracticality and model unavailability need no longer preclude investigations
of the sort Winter envisions. Research in psychology has established that a new generation
of models offers holistic, systematic frameworks for the study of personality. Drawing on
this research, we contend that these models represent personality in a manner well suited
for inquiry regarding political behaviour, and that the practical demands associated with
acquisition of the needed data are far from insurmountable. Use of such frameworks
promises to contribute to the theoretical depth and explanatory power of individual studies,
and to foster cumulative inquiry by facilitating improved communication between studies.
Links between personality and political behaviour should exist in two general forms.
First, variance in personality may correspond directly to variance in political behaviour.
Much as voting behaviour, information acquisition and group membership vary with such
individual-level characteristics as education, age and strength of partisan identification,
political attitudes and behaviour are expected to vary systematically as a function of
differences in personality. The aforementioned research on political tolerance, with its
finding of a strong link between dogmatism and intolerance, exemplifies this sort of direct
effect.17 Below, we conduct a sweeping search for more relationships of this type, as it is
our expectation that there will be direct connections between personality and virtually all
variables of interest to students of political behaviour.
Secondly, variance in personality may produce indirect, or situational, effects on
political behaviour. Recent research in psychology demonstrates an interplay between
personality and situation (see, for example, Mischel and Shoda),18 and, consistent with this
view, the newest wave of research in political science on authoritarianism establishes that
the impact of that trait on political judgements is conditional on other factors such as the
level of situational threat.19 Many more conditional effects of personality of this sort are
easily imagined. For instance, the formation of political opinions may be unaffected by
personality in high-information environments, whereas personality may come strongly
into play in low-information settings. Although we test only for direct effects below, full
attention to the possible political significance of differences in traits will require expanded
exploration of possible indirect effects. In companion research to the present study, we
have begun to conduct such inquiries. In one preliminary effort, for instance, results
suggest that any demobilizing impact of exposure to negative campaign advertisements
varies substantially in magnitude as a function of the receiver’s traits.
16

Winter, ‘Personality and Political Behavior’, p. 131.
For example, Sullivan, Piereson and Marcus, Political Tolerance and American Democracy.
18
Walter Mischel and Yuichi Shoda, ‘A Cognitive-Affective System Theory of Personality: Reconceptualizing
Situations, Dispositions, Dynamics, and Invariance in Personality Structure’, Psychological Review, 102 (1995),
246–68.
19
For example, Stanley Feldman, ‘Enforcing Social Conformity: A Theory of Authoritarianism’, Political
Psychology, 24 (2003), 41–74; Howard Lavine, Milton Lodge and Kate Freitas, ‘Threat, Authoritarianism, and
Selective Exposure to Information’, Political Psychology, 26 (2005), 219–44.
17
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THE BIG FIVE MODEL

The fundamental logistical challenge for students of personality stems from the fact that
thousands of personality attributes have been identified. Given this landscape, and barring
some ordering mechanism, it was inevitable that research on traits would lack the
progressive character ideally associated with scientific inquiry. Psychologists faced this
situation for years. As John and Srivastava noted, ‘systematic accumulation of findings and
the communication among researchers has become difficult amidst the Babel of concepts
and scales.’20
For students of personality, the critical breakthrough came with the realization that a
viable taxonomy could be developed, a framework whereby attributes could be represented
comprehensively yet parsimoniously using a limited number of dimensions. Although the
roots of this, the Big Five approach,21 date back several decades,22 prolonged discussion
was required before any level of consensus emerged regarding the number of dimensions
to be included in a taxonomy of personality, and the content and labeling of those
dimensions. Lingering pockets of disagreement continue on these and other points,23 but
20

John and Srivastava, ‘The Big Five Trait Taxonomy’, p. 102.
For the most part, our references will be to the Big Five model rather than to the highly similar five-factor
model. The models are consistent both in the number of factors they include and in the essential content of each
dimension. Although the leading advocates of these approaches see important distinctions between them, we share
the opinion of other observers that the differences are relatively slight. On this point, see John M. Digman, ‘The
Curious History of the Five-Factor Model’, in Jerry S. Wiggins, ed., The Five-Factor Model of Personality:
Theoretical Perspectives (New York: Guilford Press, 1996), pp. 1–20. In our view, the difference between the
two models is more a matter of practice than theory in that the key distinction between the two approaches is in
how the data are gathered. The Big Five is a lexical model, with focus on adjectives, whereas data for the five-factor
model are gathered using instruments in which respondents report on behaviours. The data we examine below
are lexical, and thus our empirical strategy is most consistent with work on the Big Five. However, we see no
necessary theoretical or substantive discrepancies between our analyses and those transpiring under the moniker
of the five-factor model. An enormous wealth of research has been produced in these areas by a large field of
scholars, but the central practitioners of the Big Five and five-factor approaches, respectively, are Goldberg, and
Costa and McCrae. See Goldberg, ‘The Structure of Phenotypic Personality Traits’; Lewis R. Goldberg, ‘The
Development of Markers for the Big-Five Factor Structure’, Psychological Assessment, 4 (1992), 26–42; Lewis
R. Goldberg, ‘An Alternative “Description of Personality”: The Big-Five Factor Structure’, Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 59 (1990), 1216–29; Gerald Saucier and Lewis R. Goldberg, ‘Assessing the Big Five:
Applications of 10 Psychometric Criteria to the Development of Marker Scales’, in Boele De Raad and Marco
Perugini, eds, Big Five Assessment (Seattle: Hogrefe and Huber, 2002), pp. 29–58; Gerald Saucier and Lewis R.
Goldberg, ‘The Language of Personality: Lexical Perspectives on the Five-Factor Model’, in Wiggins, ed., The
Five-Factor Model of Personality, pp. 21–50; Paul T. Costa Jr and Robert R. McRae, ‘Normal Personality
Assessment in Clinical Practice: The NEO Personality Inventory’, Psychological Assessment, 4 (1992), 5–13;
Robert R. McCrae, ‘Why I Advocate the Five-Factor Model: Joint Analyses of the NEO-PI with other Instruments’,
in David M. Buss and Nancy Cantor, eds, Personality Psychology: Recent Trends and Emerging Directions
(New York: Springer-Verlag, 1989), pp. 237–45; Robert R. McCrae and Paul T. Costa Jr, ‘Toward a New
Generation of Personality Theories: Theoretical Contexts for the Five-Factor Model’, in Wiggins, ed., The
Five-Factor Model of Personality, pp. 51–87; Robert R. McCrae and Paul T. Costa Jr, Personality in Adulthood
(New York: Guilford Press, 1990).
22
For discussion of the history of the five-factor approaches and their development, see Digman, ‘The Curious
History of the Five-Factor Model’; Digman, ‘Personality Structure: Emergence of the Five-Factor Model;’
Goldberg, ‘An Alternative “Description of Personality” ’; John and Srivastava, ‘The Big Five Trait Taxonomy’.
23
Our focus is on application of frameworks regarding traits to the study of political behaviour. Although a
level of consensus has emerged among students of traits as to the value of five-factor approaches, we do not mean
to imply either that full consensus has emerged or that other areas of dispute do not exist among students of
personality. On this latter point, see John D. Mayer, ‘A Tale of Two Visions: Can a New View of Personality
Help Integrate Psychology?’ American Psychologist, 60 (2005), 294–307.
21
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many students of personality writing in the past fifteen to twenty years concur that five
dimensions, extroversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability and
openness to experience,24 combine to offer a broad, replicable organizing structure.
Research on the Big Five follows what is known as a lexical approach. In this, it is
assumed that critical differences in personality are captured in everyday language, most
often adjectives, and that people are capable observers and reporters of individual
differences through the use of these words. Hence, indicators of the Big Five dimensions
can be derived from self-rating data in which respondents assess the extent to which they
possess a series of attributes. Once data are obtained, their dimensional structure is
examined via factor analysis. Perhaps the most impressive empirical strengths of the Big
Five approach are its consistency and replicability. Countless investigations have been
conducted since the 1980s with variance in the form and content of adjectival markers, the
subjects from whom data were gathered, and even language and culture. In study after
study, the same five dimensions have been observed.
Proponents of five-factor approaches argue that their models enjoy notable breadth in
the sense that they capture most important differences in personality across individuals,
but do not claim that their models provide exhaustive representations of personality.
Indeed, Saucier and Goldberg refer to the Big Five as a starting point,25 and they have
initiated efforts to identify important aspects of individual difference excluded by the Big
Five. As a broad framework of the sort Winter advocates for research on personality and
politics, we believe that the Big Five can serve two general purposes. First, the model offers
an excellent means for initial exploration of the relevance of personality for the many areas
of mass politics in which attention to psychological antecedents thus far has been scant.
Secondly, for those analysts who already have identified links between political behaviour
and specific personality attributes, the Big Five constitutes a means to add context to those
findings. This second point is consistent with a familiar argument among students of
personality. For instance, Ozer and Reise write ‘personality psychologists who continue
to employ their preferred measure without locating it within the five-factor model can only
be likened to geographers who issue reports on new lands but refuse to locate them on a
map for others to find.’26
Further clarity regarding the content of the Big Five model will come with review of
the meaning and derivation of the framework’s five dimensions. For each, attitudinal and
behavioural correlates from outside of the realm of politics are mentioned as a means to
suggest the potential utility of the Big Five for students of political behaviour. Below, the
political significance of the Big Five will be examined with focus on three classes of
variables: political attitudes, participation, and information and opinionation. Drawing on
past research, our various expectations are of two general forms. In many instances,
concrete hypotheses are offered regarding projected links between the Big Five factors and
specific dependent variables. In other cases, however, those in which past research provides
24

The dimensions and their respective content will be described in greater detail below. As we will point out,
the most appropriate labels for some of the dimensions remains in dispute. It should be noted that evidence of
the existence of these various dimensions precedes, in some cases by many decades, the emergence of five-factor
depictions. That is, what is novel about these frameworks is their holistic representation of personality in terms
of these five dimensions, not the sheer existence of any or all of the five individual factors.
25
Saucier and Goldberg, ‘The Language of Personality’; Gerald Saucier and Lewis R. Goldberg. ‘What is
Beyond the Big Five?’ Journal of Personality, 66 (1998), 495–524.
26
Daniel J. Ozer and Steven P. Reise, ‘Personality Assessment’, Annual Review of Psychology, 45 (1994),
357–88.
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only coarse guidance, our expectations are admittedly less concrete, and more exploratory,
in nature.
Openness to Experience
This factor is the newest and most controversial component of the Big Five model.
Although we prefer the former, the labels ‘openness to experience’ and ‘intellect’
have received comparable use in the literature. This dimension applies to learning
behaviours, strategies and cognitive orientations. High scores are associated with increased
creativity,27 curiosity, imagination and nonconformity,28 self-efficacy,29 and high-risk
health behaviours.30
Openness to experience is expected to be related to several political attitudes. To the
extent that our respondents in the United States conceive of ideology in traditional terms,
with conservatism signalling caution, and even reticence, regarding possible change, high
values on openness to experience should correspond with a heightened likelihood of
self-identification as ideologically liberal (in the United States, the ideological left), and
with support for the Democratic party. Likewise, we expect the open-mindedness
characteristic of this trait to bring an inverse relationship between openness to experience
and dogmatism. Lastly, given past research establishing a general link between openness
to experience and feelings of personal efficacy, we expect this relationship to extend to
the domain of politics, and, more specifically, to perceptions of internal political efficacy.
Although past research provides no strong basis to hypothesize that openness to
experience will influence political participation, we do foresee effects of this trait on a wide
array of variables pertaining to information acquisition and opinion formation. Most
generally, we expect that individuals high in openness to experience will be relatively
interested in and attentive to politics. More specifically, the curiosity and perceptiveness
of individuals high in openness to experience should position them well to score high on
indicators of political knowledge and opinionation, and also to engender a willingness to
participate in political discussion. Multiple indicators of information and opinionation
are introduced below, and, for these indicators, our measures of openness to experience
are predicted to yield strong effects at nearly every turn.
One point warrants clarification. The alternative label ‘intellect’ suggests a possible
overlap between openness to experience and indicators of political sophistication such as
education level and political knowledge. Although these variables are indeed expected to
be correlated, it is important to emphasize that they are far from one and the same, and
thus our attention to the Big Five traits in this instance does not merely bring a new label
to a familiar concept. As a theoretical matter, there is a critical difference between a general
inclination towards imagination and creativity and the actual pursuit of higher education
and acquisition of knowledge about politics. As an empirical matter, two of the three
27

Jennifer M. George and Jing Zhou, ‘When Openness to Experience and Conscientiousness Are Related to
Creative Behavior: An Interactional Approach’, Journal of Applied Psychology, 86 (2001), 513–24.
28
Robert R. McCrae and Paul T. Costa Jr, ‘Openness to Experience’, in Robert Hogan and Warren H. Jones,
eds, Perspectives in Personality (Greenwich, Conn.: JAI Press, 1985), pp. 145–72.
29
Anita Mak and Catherine Tran, ‘Big Five Personality and Cultural Relocation Factors in Vietnamese
Australian Students’ Intercultural Social Self-efficacy’, International Journal of Intercultural Relations,
25 (2001), 181–201.
30
Stephanie Booth-Kewley and Ross R.Vickers, ‘Associations between Major Domains of Personality and
Health Behavior’, Journal of Personality, 62 (1994), 281–98.
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datasets introduced below include measures of openness to experience and both education
and political knowledge. When openness to experience is regressed on knowledge and
education, the respective R2 values in the two datasets are only 0.05 and 0.01. Hence, any
contributions of openness to experience to our understanding of political behaviour will
be over and above those of conventional indicators of political sophistication.
Conscientiousness
This domain has been described in a variety of guises including ‘superego strength’,31
‘prudence’,32 and ‘control’.33 All relate the category to the construct of responsibility.
People who score high in conscientiousness are viewed as dutiful, organized and reliable.
For those who score low, adjectives such as lazy, impulsive and unreliable are considered
befitting. Research describes conscientiousness as a ‘non-intellective’ predictor of success
in academic and professional careers,34 and indicates a correlation of the factor with a wide
variety of health behaviours including refraining from smoking,35 mammography
utilization,36 and fitness.37 It is especially drawn upon as a resource in describing aspects
of learning and education,38 and may also have implications for conformity.39
Conscientiousness is expected to be related to several political attitudes. First, the
inclination towards conformity and against ‘making waves’ suggests a preference for
the status quo and a corresponding reluctance to embrace change. Hence, we predict that
conscientiousness will be linked to political ideology, with individuals scoring high in this
trait exhibiting a heightened likelihood of self identification as conservative. Secondly,
with data from the United States, and given the emphasis Republicans place on duty and
personal responsibility, conscientiousness also is expected to correspond with affiliation
with the Republican party, along with support for Republican political leaders. Thirdly,
the tendency towards conformity and a possible rigidity in thinking lead us to predict a
positive relationship between conscientiousness and dogmatism.
The sense of duty common among individuals who score highly in conscientiousness
should manifest itself in some forms of political behaviour. We predict that conscientiousness will be related to voter turnout, and possibly also to other forms of participation such
31
Raymond B. Catell, Personality and Motivation Structure and Measurement (Yonkers-on-Hudson, NY:
World Books Co., 1957).
32
Joyce C. Hogan, Robert Hogan and Scott Gregory, ‘Validation of a Sales Representative Selection
Inventory’, Journal of Business and Psychology, 7 (1992), 161–71.
33
Auke Tellegen, ‘Personality Traits: Issues of Definition, Evidence, and Assessment’, in William M. Grove
and Dante Cicchetti, eds, Thinking Clearly about Psychology: Essays in Honor of Paul Everett Meehl: Vol. 2
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1991), pp. 10–35.
34
John T. Smith Jr, Maxine Ruter and Frank Lackner, ‘Academic, Sociometric and Personality Variables in
the Prediction of Elementary School Achievement’, Proceedings of the Annual Convention of the American
Psychological Association, 2 (1967), 339–40.
35
Sarah E. Hampson and Andrew M. Colman, Individual Differences and Personality (London: Longman,
1995).
36
Marc D. Schwartz, Kathryn L. Taylor, Kristen S. Williard, Jamie E. Siegel, Ruth M. Lamdan and Karen
Moran, ‘Distress, Personality, and Mammography Utilization among Women with a Family History of Breast
Cancer’, Health Psychology, 18 (1999), 327–32.
37
Joyce C. Hogan, ‘Personality Correlates of Physical Fitness’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
56 (1989), 284–8.
38
De Raad and Perugini, eds, Big Five Assessment.
39
Robert Hogan, ‘A Socioanalytic Theory of Personality’, in Monte M. Page, ed., 1982 Nebraska Symposium
on Motivation (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1983), pp. 55–89.
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as attendance at local political meetings. Likewise, the conscientious should endeavour to
stay informed about politics, and thus positive relationships are expected between
conscientiousness and both exposure to news about politics and participation in political
discussion.
Extroversion
This factor is the most widely discussed, researched and cited dimension of personality,
and it is a component of numerous personality inventories. Alternative names that have
appeared in the literature include ‘sociability’ and ‘activity’. Carl Jung introduced the
concepts of ‘extraversion’ and ‘introversion’ when he classified people based on whether
they direct their psychic energy outward towards the world, or inward towards their internal
processes and psyches.40 Eysenck,41 and later Gray,42 widened the definition to describe
people based on negative or positive affect. Introversion developed to indicate a tendency
towards withdrawal, passivity and shyness, whereas extroversion applies to those who are
more sociable, lively and active. Extroversion has been found in research to be related to
leadership,43 communication styles, the use of networking as a job-search method,44
learning,45 health-related behaviours46 and coping styles.47
Projected links between extroversion and political behaviour are easily foreseen. First,
and most fundamentally, we expect extroversion to be related to virtually all aspects of
group-based political participation. After all, social interaction is at once the defining
characteristic of the extrovert and an essential feature of many participatory political acts.
Hence, extroversion should be related to behaviours such as attendance at political
meetings and rallies, speaking at such meetings, willingness to sign petitions, and
participation in political discussion. Secondly, if the outgoing, social nature of extroverts
means that extroverts are unlikely to keep to themselves even in politics, then it follows
that extroversion should be related to opinionation, particularly when opinionation is
gauged by a third party such as the survey interviewer. Thirdly, the optimistic ‘can-do’
quality of the extrovert previously has been linked to self-efficacy,48 and thus we expect
extroverts to express high levels of internal political efficacy.

40

Carl Jung, Psychological Types, or, The Psychology of Individuation (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World,
1933).
41
H. J. Eysenck, The Structure of Human Personality (New York: Wiley, 1953).
42
Jeffery Gray, ‘Perspectives on Anxiety and Impulsivity: A Commentary’, Journal of Research in Personality,
21 (1987), 493–509.
43
Matthew D. Lieberman and Robert Rosenthal, ‘Why Introverts Can’t Always Tell Who Likes Them:
Multitasking and Nonverbal Decoding’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80 (2001), 294–310.
44
Timothy A. Judge, Joseph J. Martocchio and Carl J. Thoresen, ‘Five-factor Model of Personality and
Employee Absence’, Journal of Applied Psychology, 82 (1997), 745–55.
45
Boele De Raad and Henri C. Schouwenburg, ‘Personality in Learning and Education: A Review’, European
Journal of Personality, 10 (1996), 303–36.
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Michael Scheier and Charles Carver, ‘Dispositional Optimism and Physical Well-being: The Influence of
Generalized Outcome Expectancies on Health’, Journal of Personality, 55 (1987), 169–210.
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Hayden Bosworth, John Faeganes, Peter Vitaliano, Daniel Mark and Ilene Siegler, ‘Personality and Coping
with a Common Stressor: Cardiac Catheterization’, Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 24 (2001), 17–31.
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Emotional Stability
This factor refers to a person’s reactivity,49 adjustment50 and emotionality,51 and is related
to anxiety, excitability, impulse control, instability and negativity. The first inventory to
measure neurotic tendencies was Robert Woodworth’s Personal Data Sheet, developed
during the First World War to identify military recruits likely to break down in combat.52
It asked questions such as, ‘Do you feel like jumping off when you are on high places?’
Although it was not a paragon of subtlety, subsequent research showed it to be highly
predictive. This domain correlates with levels of psychological distress,53 degree of interest
in social comparison,54 positive and negative moods,55 job performance and satisfaction56
and status in social groups.57
Emotional stability is the Big Five trait for which we have the thinnest basis to voice
concrete predictions with respect to political behaviour. Individuals with low levels of
emotional stability view many developments as unfair and often unsatisfactory, tendencies
that may influence political perception; below, one of the dependent variables we consider
is perceptions of economic fairness, and a positive link between emotional stability and
perceived fairness is expected. The calm ‘keep to themselves’ demeanour of individuals
high in emotional stability suggests that these individuals tend to be neither opinionated
nor talkative in general, attributes that likely carry over to the political arena. Consequently,
levels of political discussion and opinionation are predicted to decrease as a function of
emotional stability. This does not mean, however, that individuals high in emotional
stability are expected to isolate themselves socially. To the contrary, such a person more
likely would be a quiet, reliable presence in group settings, whereas social distress among
the person low in emotional stability might compel avoidance of such settings altogether.
Consequently, participation in group-based political activities such as attendance at
meetings should be most prevalent among individuals with high scores in emotional
stability.

49
Jerry Suls, ‘Affect, Stress and Personality’, in Joseph Forgas, ed., Handbook of Affect and Social Cognition
(Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum, 2001), pp. 392–409.
50
Stephen Soldz and George E. Vaillant, ‘The Big Five Personality Traits and the Life Course: A 45-year
Longitudinal Study’, Journal of Research in Personality, 33 (1999), 208–32.
51
Jo Ann A. Abe and Carroll E. Izard, ‘A Longitudinal Study of Emotion Expression and Personality Relations
in Early Development’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77 (1999), 566–77.
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53
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60 (1991), 744–55.
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Agreeableness
Also related to a person’s social disposition, this domain formally entered the literature
with the rise of the Big Five. It refers to co-operative, sympathetic and altruistic tendencies,
and has been shown to predict membership in coalitions and strategic alliances,58 social
trust,59 conflict avoidance and conflict resolution60 and health behaviours.61
The most obvious political correlates of agreeableness are interpersonal and political
trust, as individuals with high scores on agreeableness are expected to exhibit
correspondingly high levels of trust. It is for political participation, though, that
agreeableness is most intriguing. On the one hand, the co-operative tendencies of people
high in agreeableness should incline them towards group participation. For example, it is
easy to envision the person high in agreeableness joining a collective effort such as a
petition drive. On the other hand, however, political participation is rooted in disagreement
to an extent unmatched by many other forms of collective effort, and this may be off-putting
to the person high in agreeableness. As one example, agreeableness would more likely
translate into participation in a charitable campaign than the move to impeach a judge.
Indeed, if the confrontational aspects of politics are disconcerting to individuals with high
levels of agreeableness, then general levels of politicization – interest in politics, attention
to politics, political opinionation, political discussion and so on – may be low among the
agreeable. This tension between a taste for participation and a possible distaste for politics
provides an especially interesting question as we pursue the link between the Big Five and
political behaviour.
Despite its impressive fertility, applications of the Big Five in the study of mass politics,
and even recognition of the model’s existence by political scientists, have been rare.
Marcus views the Big Five and related frameworks as offering ‘a rich opportunity for
new research’,62 and Marcus and his colleagues have examined the link between three
of the Big Five factors – extroversion, emotional stability and openness to experience –
and political tolerance.63 This research initially found significant effects for all three
variables, although only the effect for emotional stability persisted once controls were
introduced to account for respondents’ prior tolerance beliefs and commitment to
democratic norms. Outside of the realm of mass politics, Kowert and Hermann draw on
the five-factor model in research on foreign policy decision making.64 Their data, gathered
from 126 undergraduate students, include the Costa and McCrae personality battery.
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Conscientiousness is found to be related to risk avoidance, whereas openness to experience
is linked to risk taking.
One direct application of the Big Five to the study of mass politics has been reported
by a team of psychologists, Caprara, Barbaranelli and Zimbardo.65 The articles in this
project draw on mass and elite survey data from Italy to examine the interplay between
the personalities of elected officials and the public perceptions of those same leaders.
Analyses reveal that there is a convergence in the personality attributes of mass and
elite adherents to the same political parties, and also that mass perceptions of political
leaders apparently are dominated by two of the Big Five factors, extroversion66 and
agreeableness.
These findings only hint at the return that may come with a concerted effort to apply
the Big Five in the study of mass politics. The strategy we follow is designed to offer a
diverse array of evidence on this point, and thus the relationships between the Big Five
factors and numerous dependent variables are considered. Our central objective in this
exercise is to determine whether personality attributes do, in fact, function as antecedents
of mass attitudes and behaviours. To the extent that such effects are identified, subsequent
goals include assessment of whether the impact of personality is greatest for specific classes
of dependent variables and determination of whether one or more of the Big Five factors
exert especially prominent influence. Importantly, although a multi-faceted course is
followed, the exercise conducted here is best viewed as merely a first step in the effort to
explore the applicability of five-factor approaches to the study of political behaviour. The
Big Five factors may be of relevance for countless dependent variables beyond those
examined here, and multiple hypotheses regarding possible indirect and conditional effects
warrant attention in future research.
Data from three datasets will be examined. Each of the surveys included items designed
to tap all of the Big Five factors, along with numerous items measuring political attitudes
and behaviours. These data will permit a broad-scale assessment of the possible political
impact of variance in individuals’ personality attributes.
PERSONALITY AND MASS ATTITUDES

Our analysis brings attention to the possible political effects arising from variance in
the personalities of citizens. Using data from two telephone surveys and one paper-andpencil survey, we first develop indicators of the Big Five personality factors and then
employ the measures as predictors in models examining an array of dependent variables
concerning political attitudes and predispositions, political behaviour and the acquisition
of information about politics. A tremendous wealth of research has demonstrated the
validity of self-reported measures of personality, and especially of measures of the Big
Five. We draw on that work in development of our indicators.

65
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66
Labelled as ‘energy’ in the Caprara et al. studies, and represented with adjectival indicators such as ‘dynamic’
and ‘energetic’.

348

MONDAK AND HALPERIN

Big Five Personality Markers
Our first dataset was acquired from a random sample telephone survey we administered
in late 1998 to 404 residents of the Tallahassee, Florida, metropolitan area, with a response
rate of 49.6 per cent. A random-digit dialling framework was used to select respondents.
The survey instrument included eighty-two items. The initial portion of the survey focused
on social and political attitudes and behaviours, and demographics. The personality
inventory was introduced via a battery of bipolar adjective, or semantic differential,
questions. Respondents were directed to rank themselves on a scale of 0 to 10, with each
pole representing one extreme of the adjective pair. Items were drawn from existing
literature, especially Goldberg’s set of unipolar and bipolar markers67 and the Big Five
Inventory (BFI). Word choices were made to be understandable and meaningful in order
to maximize reliability and variance in responses. The personality inventory included
twenty-one adjective pairs, with the expectation that from these would emerge five factors
with four to five items in each.68
The second survey also was administered in the Tallahassee, Florida, metropolitan area,
in late 2004, with a response rate of 54.1 per cent. Interviews were completed by 822
respondents. Again, a random-digit dialling approach was used to select respondents. This
survey was not run under our supervision, but we were able to place a brief ten-item
personality battery on the instrument.69 We used two adjective pairs for each of the Big
Five dimensions, with these adjective pairs drawn from those used to construct our final
measures of the Big Five on the 1998 community survey.
The final survey was a paper-and-pencil instrument administered in the spring of 2005.
This was an omnibus survey administered by us in collaboration with a larger team of
researchers; the survey bundled items of our design with those of the other analysts.
Personality items and many baseline indicators of political predispositions were asked of
all 1,338 respondents, whereas other items – a series of experiments – were asked only
of approximately one-third of the study’s participants. Respondents on this last survey were
individuals who had been called for jury duty, but not yet assigned to actual juries, in nineteen randomly-selected counties from across the United States. Analyses of data from the
jury study establish that respondents provided excellent matches to the populations of their
source counties, and also that respondents as a whole matched national census data as well
as, or better than, respondents in prominent national political surveys such as the NES.
In constructing scales of the Big Five factors, we relied on factor analysis to select and
group items in our initial survey, whereas scales from our second and third surveys simply
made use of two and five items per Big Five factor, respectively. In all cases, we began
by recoding individual items so that a value of 1 corresponded with possession of the trait
in question (i.e., 1 ! highly extroverted, highly responsible, and so on). Because many
items had noticeably skewed distributions, presumably because of social desirability
effects,70 we then took the natural log of each recoded item. Final scale values reported
67

Goldberg, ‘The Development of Markers for the Big-Five Factor Structure’.
More specifically, we included four items for each of the five factors, plus an extra item for intellect. The
extra item was included because resources were available to do so and because our a priori, and largely intuitive,
concerns regarding the adequacy of four-item batteries were greatest for intellect.
69
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70
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TABLE

1

Survey-Based Indicators of the Big Five

Personality factors Component items
A. 1998 Community Survey
Openness to
Perceptive – shortsighted
experience
Efficient – inefficient
Self-assured – unselfassured
Intelligent – unintelligent
Confident – unconfident
Complex – simple

Scale mean
(s.d.)

Cronbach’s
alpha

Number of
cases

0.83
(0.44)

0.72

394

Conscientiousness

Neat – sloppy
Organized – disorganized
Careful – careless
Responsible – irresponsible
Cautious – reckless

0.95
(0.49)

0.75

402

Extroversion

Extroverted – introverted
Outgoing – reserved
Talkative – quiet

1.03
(0.55)

0.70

390

Emotional stability Secure – insecure
Calm – tense
Relaxed – nervous

1.08
(0.52)

0.71

398

Agreeableness

1.06
(0.48)

0.67

397

Warm – cold
Kind – unkind
Agreeable – disagreeable
Sympathetic – unsympathetic

Pearson’s R
B. 2004 Community Survey
Openness to
Confident – unconfident
experience
Intelligent – unintelligent

1.48
(0.64)

0.41

822

Conscientiousness

Organized – disorganized
Neat – sloppy

1.30
(0.70)

0.52

822

Extroversion

Extroverted – introverted
Outgoing – reserved

1.11
(0.68)

0.57

822

Emotional stability Calm – tense
Relaxed – nervous

1.24
(0.67)

0.57

822

Agreeableness

1.63
(0.64)

0.39

822

Kind – unkind
Sympathetic – unsympathetic
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1

(Continued)

Personality factors Component items
C. 2005 National Jury Survey
Openness to
Imaginative – unimaginative
experience
Analytical – unanalytical
Creative – uncreative
Curious – uncurious
Intellectual – unintellectual

Scale mean
(s.d.)

Cronbach’s
alpha

Number of
cases

1.12
(0.42)

0.75

1,224

Conscientiousness

Systematic – unsystematic
Hard working – lazy
Neat – sloppy
Careful – careless
Responsible – irresponsible

1.29
(0.43)

0.76

1,254

Extroversion

Extroverted – introverted
Talkative – quiet
Bold – timid
Spontaneous – inhibited
Outgoing – shy

0.86
(0.41)

0.79

1,219

Emotional stability Calm – angry
Relaxed – tense
At ease – nervous
Steady – moody
Content – discontented

0.93
(0.41)

0.79

1,258

Agreeableness

1.26
(0.43)

0.79

1,253

Warm – cold
Gentle – harsh
Kind – unkind
Polite – rude
Sympathetic – unsympathetic

Note: Minimum values on all scales are set to equal 0. High values signify openness to
experience, conscientiousness, extroversion, emotional stability and agreeableness.

in Table 1 reflect the average of these recoded, logged scores for the items used to construct
each scale.
All of our scales fare well on reliability when compared with results for other brief
indicators of the Big Five.71 For the 1998 community survey (hereafter, 1998 CS) and the
2005 jury survey (2005 NJS), all Cronbach’s alpha values but one reach or exceed 0.70,
(F’note continued)

particularly in terms of the direction of relationships between the Big Five traits and the various dependent
variables. The most important effect of use of logged variables is on scale construction; by minimizing the impact
of social desirability, scale reliability typically was increased. For example, in the first section of Table 1, the largest
alpha is 0.75 for conscientiousness. Using the unlogged variables, an alpha of 0.70 is attained.
71
For an example of another brief indicator of the Big five, see Samuel D. Gosling, Peter J. Rentfrow and
William B. Swann Jr, ‘A Very Brief Measure of the Big-Five Personality Domain’, Journal of Research in
Personality, 37 (2003), 504–28.
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the one exception being agreeableness on the 1998 CS. Agreeableness also brings up the
rear on the 2004 community survey (2004 CS), a result not uncommon in research on
the Big Five.72 The Big Five scales described in Table 1 will serve as the central predictors
in our subsequent analyses. Models also will include controls for age, education, sex and
race.73 Three groups of dependent variables are available for consideration in our initial
analyses: indicators of political attitudes and predispositions, participation, and attentiveness to political information. In these models, our objective is to determine whether
personality exerts direct effects on relevant political variables.
The Impact of Personality on Political Attitudes and Behaviour
Although individual factors in the Big Five model are expected to exert numerous specific
effects, two more general expectations warrant emphasis. First, we posit that variance in
personality will be related to virtually all questions of interest to students of political
behaviour. A large number of models will be estimated, with dependent variables that we
feel represent the breadth and diversity of contemporary research on mass politics. Support
for our claims regarding the relevance and applicability of the Big Five model will emerge
only if personality matters far more often than not. To be clear, by this we mean that one
or more personality variables should be expected to produce significant effects in virtually
all models. We do not expect that all facets of personality will matter for all aspects of
politics, but we do expect that some aspect of personality should matter in most cases.
Secondly, each of the Big Five factors is expected to produce at least some significant
effects. We have echoed the growing consensus in psychology by advocating the use of
a broad-scale model. Given the collective breadth of the tests reported below, we recognize
that the potential utility of such a model would be severely undercut were we to find that
some of the Big Five factors are unrelated to political behaviour.
Analysis begins in Table 2 with a look at the impact of the Big Five attributes on
respondents’ political attitudes and predispositions. Here and in subsequent tables, the first
column lists the dependent variables along with information on how those variables are
scaled and what estimation procedure was used. The next five columns report coefficient
estimates for the Big Five factors. The last row in each table lists the total number of
significant effects recorded for each of the Big Five variables, with separate counts
recorded for the 0.05 and 0.10 significance levels.74
Recall that our strongest expectations with respect to political attitudes focus on
openness to experience and conscientiousness. These traits are predicted to produce
opposing effects on ideology, partisanship, attitudes regarding partisan political leaders,
72

See Ioannis Tsaousis, ‘The Traits Personality Questionnaire (TPQue)’, in De Raad and Perugini, eds, Big
Five Assessment, pp. 237–60; Saucier and Goldberg, ‘Assessing the Big Five’.
73
The Big Five markers are only weakly related to our demographic control variables. There are twenty
bivariate correlations between the demographic controls and personality for each of the three datasets. The highest
correlations are, respectively, 0.19 (1998 CS, sex and extroversion), 0.23 (2004 CS, sex and agreeableness), and
0.21 (2005 NJS, sex and agreeableness, and education and openness to experience). These results are consistent
with those in earlier research; see Lewis R. Goldberg, Dennis Sweeney, Peter F. Merenda and John Edward Hughes
Jr, ‘Demographic Variables and Personality: The Effects of Gender, Age, Education, and Ethnic/Racial Status on
Self-Descriptions of Personality Attributes’, Personality and Individual Differences, 24 (1998), 393–403.
74
There are very few missing cases caused by the lack of data for the personality variables or our demographic
controls, and listwise deletion is used for those few instances in which predictors are unavailable. It should be
clear that for results in Tables 2–4 from within a given survey, variance in the number of cases from one model
to the next is a consequence of the number of valid observations on the dependent variables.

2

" 0.79***
(0.17)

" 0.92***
(0.16)

Ideology (0 ! strong liberal, to 6 ! strong
conservative; ordered logit; 2005 NJS;
1,133)

Bush approval (coded as above; ordered logit;
2005 NJS; 1,129)

" 0.36**
(0.12)

Ideology (0 ! strong liberal, to 4 ! strong
conservative; ordered logit; 2004 CS; 797)

" 0.30*
(0.12)

" 0.22
(0.30)

Ideology (0 ! strong liberal, to 6 ! strong
conservative; ordered logit; 1998 CS; 358)

Bush approval (0 ! strongly disapprove to
3 ! strongly approve; ordered logit; 2004
CS; 790)

" 0.41*
(0.16)

Partisanship (coded as above; ordered logit;
2005 NJS; 1,137)

0.07
(0.31)

" 0.29*
(0.12)

Partisanship (coded as above; ordered logit;
2004 CS; 783)

Clinton approval (0 ! strongly disapprove, to
4 ! strongly approve; ordered logit; 1998
CS; 365)

" 0.05
(0.31)

Partisanship (0 ! strong Democrat, to
6 ! strong Republican; ordered logit; 1998
CS; N ! 338)

Openness to
experience

0.76***
(0.17)

0.31**
(0.11)

" 0.11
(0.25)

0.79***
(0.17)

0.33**
(0.11)

0.83**
(0.25)

0.71***
(0.17)

0.24*
(0.10)

0.11
(0.25)

Conscientiousness

Effects of Personality on Political Attitudes and Predispositions

Dependent variable

TABLE

0.05
(0.15)

0.15
(0.10)

0.04
(0.20)

0.01
(0.15)

0.15
(0.10)

0.17
(0.19)

" 0.06
(0.15)

0.15
(0.10)

0.20
(0.20)

Extroversion

0.52**
(0.16)

0.00
(0.11)

0.34
(0.23)

0.56***
(0.16)

0.28*
(0.11)

0.13
(0.21)

0.37*
(0.16)

0.10
(0.11)

" 0.06
(0.23)

Emotional
stability

" 0.00
(0.17)

" 0.14
(0.12)

0.41#
(0.25)

" 0.21
(0.17)

" 0.17
(0.12)

" 0.36
(0.23)

" 0.24
(0.16)

" 0.33**
(0.12)

" 0.66**
(0.24)

Agreeableness
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2

(Continued)

0.14
(0.30)

External efficacy (0 " no say in government, to
4 " say in government; ordered logit; 1998
CS; 366)

1.09***
(0.31)
1.18***
(0.30)

Internal efficacy (0 " cannot understand
government, to 4 " can understand
government; ordered logit; 1998 CS; 365)

Internal efficacy (coded as above; ordered
logit; 2005 NJS; 379)

External efficacy (0 " local officials do not
care at all about what respondent thinks is
important for community, to 3 " care very
much; ordered logit; 2004 CS; 769)

! 0.20
(0.13)

! 0.45
(0.35)

Economic fairness (0 " changes in economy
have benefited some class groups more than
others, 1 " changes have had same effects
for all class groups; binomial logit; 1998
CS; 335)

0.22
(0.30)

! 0.99***
(0.25)

0.06
(0.11)

! 0.69**
(0.24)

0.25
(0.29)

! 0.27
(0.25)

0.58#
(0.31)

Retrospective pocketbook economic
perceptions (0 " family finances have
become much worse, to 4 " much better;
ordered logit; 1998 CS; 364)

Retrospective sociotropic economic perceptions
(0 " national finances have become much
worse, to 4 " much better; ordered logit;
1998 CS; 357)

Conscientiousness
0.18
(0.25)

Openness to
experience
! 0.14
(0.32)

Dependent variable

TABLE

0.12
(0.26)

0.05
(0.19)

0.02
(0.10)

! 0.00
(0.20)

0.21
(0.23)

0.12
(0.20)

0.26
(0.20)

Extroversion

0.38
(0.28)

0.22
(0.22)

! 0.08
(0.11)

0.32
(0.22)

0.67**
(0.26)

! 0.05
(0.22)

0.37#
(0.23)

Emotional
stability

! 1.12***
(0.31)

0.05
(0.24)

0.22#
(0.13)

0.47*
(0.24)

! 0.38
(0.28)

! 0.01
(0.24)

! 0.23
(0.25)

Agreeableness
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2

(Continued)

" 0.37**
(0.14)

0.28*
(0.12)

Political trust (0 ! respondent never trusts
local political officials, to 3 ! trusts officials
most of the time; ordered logit; 2004 CS;
793)

Support for democratic values (two-item scale;
0 ! low to 6 ! high; ordered logit; 2004 CS;
816)

11,13

10,10

0.31**
(0.10)

0.12
(0.11)

0.10
(0.12)

" 0.11
(0.11)

0.05
(0.11)

Conscientiousness

1,1

0.03
(0.10)

0.06
(0.10)

0.04
(0.11)

0.05
(0.10)

0.28**
(0.10)

Extroversion

6,7

0.30**
(0.11)

" 0.14
(0.11)

" 0.05
(0.12)

0.13
(0.11)

0.05
(0.11)

Emotional
stability

6,8

" 0.04
(0.12)

0.07
(0.13)

0.34*
(0.14)

0.38**
(0.12)

0.10
(0.12)

Agreeableness

Note: Cell entries are coefficient estimates for models in which variables in Column 1 were regressed on variables in Columns 2–6,
along with controls for age, education, race and sex. ***p # 0.001; **p # 0.01; *p # 0.05; #p # 0.10.

Total Significant Effects (sum of effects
significant across the 21 tests at p # 0.05,
p # 0.10)

" 0.40**
(0.12)

0.07
(0.12)

Interpersonal trust (three-item scale; 0 ! low,
to 3 ! high; ordered logit; 2004 CS; 803)

Dogmatism (two-item scale; 0 ! low to
6 ! high; ordered logit; 2004 CS; 788)

0.22#
(0.12)

Openness to
experience

Internal efficacy (0 ! respondent can make no
difference at all in community, to 3 ! can
make a big difference; ordered logit; 2004
CS; 804)

Dependent variable

TABLE
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and dogmatism. Additionally, internal political efficacy is hypothesized to be associated
with both openness to experience and extroversion. Emotional stability is predicted to
influence perceptions of economic fairness, whereas agreeableness is hypothesized
to influence both interpersonal and political trust.
Consistent with expectations, results in the top several rows of Table 2 offer strong
evidence that openness to experience and conscientiousness are linked to important
political predispositions and attitudes. Strongly consistent results are obtained at every turn
for the 2004 CS and the 2005 NJS, with openness to experience inversely related to
identification with the Republican party, ideological conservatism, and approval of
President Bush; conversely, positive links emerge between all of these same variables and
conscientiousness. The strength and consistency of these effects suggests that fundamental
political predispositions are substantially rooted in personality. Also, unexpectedly, four
of the emotional stability effects for these same variables reach statistical significance,
indicating at least some tendency for individuals who are calm and secure to lean towards
the political right. Economic perceptions appear to be essentially unrelated to personality,
with one exception, an expected positive connection between emotional stability and
perceptions of economic fairness. Several coefficients reach statistical significance in the
five efficacy models, although the only consistent patterns are that agreeableness appears
to promote external efficacy, whereas, as predicted, openness to experience corresponds
to feelings of internal efficacy. Also as expected, interpersonal and political trust both
increase as a function of agreeableness. Lastly, the projected effects for dogmatism emerge,
with dogmatism related to conscientiousness and to low values on openness to experience.
The summary statistics in the last row of Table 2 reveal that openness to experience and
conscientiousness both produced statistically significant effects in roughly half of the
models of political attitudes and predispositions. As noted above, the results for
partisanship, ideology and presidential approval largely account for these totals. Emotional
stability and agreeableness also yield multiple significant effects. Hence, the outlier in
Table 2 is extroversion, which brought only a single statistically significant effect, for
internal efficacy on the 2004 CS (a result that was not replicated on the 1998 CS).
Our attention next turns to political participation. For participation, our strongest
hypotheses focus on extroversion, as extroversion is expected to influence engagement in
group-based participatory acts such as working on campaigns, attendance at political
meetings, and so on. A sense of duty might influence some forms of participation, and thus
effects for conscientiousness are predicted. Lastly, we surmised that agreeableness might
result in a general distaste for politics, yet also an inclination towards civic engagement,
especially at the local level.
In Table 3, results for the first four personality variables are essentially opposite of those
in Table 2 – openness to experience, conscientiousness and emotional stability show no
consistent link to political participation. Although we surmised that conscientiousness
might incline some individuals towards political participation, Table 3 offers no consistent
evidence of such an effect. Most noteworthy in Table 3 is that, as hypothesized,
extroversion produces positive effects in all eleven models, including seven coefficients
that achieve at least a minimum level of statistical significance. With the possible exception
of the vote, political participation almost always entails some form of social interaction.
Hence, the consistent influence of extroversion on participation is entirely sensible.
Although these findings enjoy considerable theoretical and intuitive appeal, research on
individual differences in rates of political participation is hardly rife with attention to
extroversion.

3

0.21
(0.27)
! 0.01
(0.28)
! 0.08
(0.42)

! 0.16
(0.33)
0.03
(0.27)
! 0.21
(0.50)

0.32**
(0.12)
0.06
(0.13)
0.03
(0.12)
0.10
(0.12)
1,1

! 0.03
(0.10)
! 0.06
(0.12)
0.18#
(0.11)
0.17
(0.10)
1,2

0.29**
(0.11)

! 0.28
(0.29)
! 0.28
(0.27)

! 0.27
(0.51)
0.08
(0.34)

! 0.12
(0.12)

! 0.17
(0.29)

! 0.02
(0.36)

Conscientiousness

0.54***
(0.10)
0.23*
(0.11)
0.19#
(0.10)
0.18#
(0.10)
4,7

0.18#
(0.10)

0.20
(0.34)

0.50*
(0.25)

0.59**
(0.21)

0.17
(0.46)
0.25
(0.22)

0.27
(0.24)

Extroversion

0.04
(0.11)
0.01
(0.12)
0.02
(0.11)
! 0.02
(0.11)
1,2

! 0.14
(0.11)

0.78*
(0.37)

0.18
(0.26)

0.40#
(0.24)

0.68
(0.54)
0.25
(0.25)

0.14
(0.26)

Emotional
stability

! 0.01
(0.12)
0.35**
(0.11)
0.29*
(0.12)
0.27*
(0.12)
4,5

0.37**
(0.12)

! 0.28
(0.41)

! 0.45
(0.29)

! 0.26
(0.26)

! 0.34
(0.50)
! 0.04
(0.27)

! 0.53#
(0.29)

Agreeableness

Note: Cell entries are coefficient estimates for models in which variables in Column 1 were regressed on variables in Columns 2–6,
along with controls for age, education, race and sex; standard errors are in parentheses. ***p # 0.001; **p # 0.01; *p # 0.05; #p # 0.10.

Voter turnout, 1998 midterm congressional
election (0 " respondent reported not voting,
1 " respondent reported voting; binomial logit;
1998 CS; N " 364)
Voter turnout, 2004 election (coded as above;
binomial logit; 2005 NJS; 396)
Participation: buttons, bumper stickers, yard signs
(number of these respondent did, 0 to 3; neg.
binomial; 1998 CS; 365)
Participation: attend campaign meetings, rallies,
speeches, dinners (number attended,
0 to 4 or more; negative binomial; 367)
Participation: attend campaign meetings, rallies,
speeches, dinners (coded as above; neg.
binomial; 2005 NJS; 395)
Participation: work for a party or candidate
(number of times, 0 to 4 or more; negative
binomial; 1998 CS; 367)
Attend meetings regarding local political issues
(likelihood of attending, 0 " low to 6 " high;
ordered logit; 2004 CS; 801)
Speak at meetings on local political issues
(0 to 6; ordered logit; 2004 CS; 801)
Sign petitions regarding local political issues
(0 to 6; ordered logit; 2004 CS; 796)
Contact elected official about local political issues
(0 to 6; ordered logit; 2004 CS; 795)
Write letters to editor on local political issues
(0 to 6; ordered logit; 2004 CS; 789)
Total Significant Effects (sum of effects significant
across 11 tests at p # 0.05, p # 0.10)

Openness to
experience

Effects of Personality on Political Participation

Dependent variable

TABLE
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In our earlier discussion of agreeableness, we commented that we were intrigued by the
apparent tension inherent in this variable as a predictor of participation: agreeableness
should incline individuals towards social involvement, but it may dissuade them from
entering the political fray. In this light, the results in Table 3 make good sense. The first
six dependent variables were formed from items that asked about participation in
conjunction with national elections. Here, agreeableness produces a negative sign in each
instance, although four of the six effects fall well short of conventional levels of statistical
significance. In contrast, statistically significant positive effects are found for four of the
final five variables, all of which involve participation in local politics. Consequently, it
appears the effects of agreeableness on political participation can range across situations
from positive to neutral-negative.
Our final models of possible direct effects focus on a series of indicators of political
information and opinionation. At question in these models is whether traits matter for the
individual-level tendency to be exposed to information about politics, to discuss politics,
to hold political opinions and to be politically knowledgeable. We have hypothesized that
openness to experience will be related to most aspects of political information and
opinionation. Additionally, conscientiousness is predicted to bring a heightened tendency
to monitor the political arena, and extroverts are hypothesized to be prone towards both
political opinionation and political discussion.
Taking the last of these predictions first, in Table 4, as in the models of political
participation, several strong effects emerge for extroversion. Interestingly, extroverts have
relatively high levels of political discussion and opinionation, but relatively low levels of
political knowledge. A similar pattern is found for the conscientious, as individuals high
in this trait dutifully watch televised news and engage in political discussion, but actually
know relatively little about politics and public affairs. Together, these patterns provide at
least a partial explanation for the imperfect relationship between opinionation and
discussion, on the one hand, and political knowledge, on the other – two of the factors
linked positively to the former are linked negatively to the latter. In contrast with these
results, strongly consistent findings are, as expected, reported for openness to experience.
Individuals high in this trait engage in political discussion, attend to and are interested in
politics, are opinionated, and actually do possess relatively high levels of political
knowledge. Results for agreeableness provide additional evidence that the agreeable have
a modest but general tendency to avoid certain aspects of the political world. In Table 4,
at least marginally significant negative effects are found for agreeableness and political
discussion in the context of a national campaign, attention to politics and opinionation.
Across all of the results reported in Tables 2–4, the personality variables produced
effects significant at the 0.05 level in thirty-nine of forty-six models, and at the 0.10 level
in forty-four of forty-six models. No clear evidence was found of a direct link between
personality and either voter turnout or economic perceptions, but such evidence was
obtained for every other dependent variable considered. Just under one-third of all
coefficients reached statistical significance at the 0.05 level, and over 40 per cent reached
significance at the more generous 0.10 threshold. All of the tests involving data from the
1998 CS involved fewer than 400 cases, as did a portion of the tests from the 2005 NJS.
These small Ns naturally worked against the identification of significant results. Remaining
tests from the 2005 NJS and the 2004 CS all involved over 700 cases, sample sizes more
in line with norms for survey research in political science. Among these tests, coefficients
significant at the 0.05 level were reported just under 50 per cent of the time, and 55 per
cent of effects were significant at the 0.10 mark.

4

0.53***
(0.14)
0.30**
(0.11)
0.40**
(0.12)
0.11
(0.12)
0.62*
(0.31)

Political discussion (coded as above; negative
binomial; 2005 NJS; 398)

Political discussion (frequency of discussion,
0 " never to 3 " very often; ordered logit;
2004 CS; 807)

Discussion of local politics (frequency,
0 " never to 3 " very often; ordered logit;
2004 CS; 807)

Attention to politics (0 " respondent hardly
follows politics at all, to 3 " respondent
follows politics most of the time; ordered
logit; 1998 CS; 365)

! 0.06
(0.10)

Television news viewing (number of days in
the past week respondent watched news on
television, 0 to 7; negative binomial; 1998
CS; 367)

Political discussion (number of days in the
past week respondent discussed politics, 0 to
7; negative binomial; 1998 CS; 364)

0.10
(0.14)

Newspaper use (number of days in the past
week respondent read a newspaper, 0 to 7;
negative binomial; 1998 CS; N " 363)

Openness
to experience

! 0.26
(0.26)

0.18#
(0.10)

! 0.02
(0.11)

0.04
(0.11)

0.24*
(0.12)

0.19*
(0.08)

! 0.12
(0.12)

Conscientiousness

Effects of Personality on Information and Opinionation

Dependent variable

TABLE

0.25
(0.20)

0.25*
(0.10)

0.35**
(0.10)

0.15
(0.10)

0.16#
(0.09)

0.13*
(0.06)

0.20*
(0.09)

Extroversion

0.19
(0.23)

! 0.07
(0.11)

! 0.25*
(0.11)

! 0.12
(0.11)

! 0.07
(0.10)

! 0.02
(0.07)

0.07
(0.10)

Emotional
stability

! 0.43#
(0.25)

! 0.12
(0.12)

0.06
(0.12)

! 0.10
(0.12)

! 0.23*
(0.11)

0.00
(0.07)

! 0.06
(0.11)

Agreeableness

358
MONDAK AND HALPERIN

4

(Continued)

! 0.88**
(0.25)

! 0.58**
(0.18)
! 0.37
(0.25)
! 0.68*
(0.26)

0.80**
(0.30)
0.41**
(0.12)
0.95***
(0.17)
0.77*
(0.31)
1.01**
(0.31)
11,11

Interviewer rating of respondent’s level of
information about politics (0 " very low, to
4 " very high; ordered logit; 1998 CS; 367)

Political knowledge (number of items
answered correctly, 0 to 5; ordered logit;
2004 CS; 807)

Political knowledge (coded as above; ordered
logit; 2005 NJS; 1,134)

Interviewer rating of respondent’s level of
opinionation (0 " very low, to 4 " very high;
ordered logit; 1998 CS; 367)

Interviewer rating of respondent’s level of
interest in politics (0 " very low, to 4 " very
high; ordered logit; 1998 CS; 367)

Total Significant Effects (sum of effects
significant across 14 tests at p # 0.05,
p # 0.10)

8,10

0.07
(0.19)

0.60**
(0.20)

! 0.31*
(0.15)

! 0.18#
(0.10)

! 0.06
(0.20)

0.93**
(0.29)

0.53**
(0.20)

Extroversion

3,5

! 0.12
(0.22)

! 0.28
(0.22)

0.09
(0.17)

! 0.26*
(0.11)

! 0.37#
(0.22)

! 0.77*
(0.30)

! 0.42#
(0.22)

Emotional
stability

1,3

! 0.29
(0.24)

0.06
(0.24)

! 0.22
(0.17)

! 0.02
(0.12)

! 0.07
(0.24)

! 0.59#
(0.32)

! 0.18
(0.24)

Agreeableness

Note: Cell entries are coefficient estimates for models in which variables in Column 1 were regressed on variables in Columns 2–6,
along with controls for age, education, race and sex. ***p # 0.001; **p # 0.01; *p # 0.05; #p # 0.10.

6,8

! 0.39***
(0.11)

0.23
(0.54)

1.87***
(0.33)

Opinionation (coded as above; ordered logit;
2005 NJS; 396)

! 0.47#
(0.25)

Conscientiousness

1.18***
(0.31)

Openness
to experience

Opinionation (0 " respondent has opinions
about very few things, to 3 " respondent has
opinions about most things; ordered logit;
1998 CS; 367)

Dependent variable

TABLE
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Collectively, these results reveal personality to be comparable to demographics and to
fundamental political predispositions in two important manners. First, personality, like
these other classes of variables, almost always matters for the dependent variables of
interest to students of political behaviour. But, secondly, much as no individual
demographic attribute always matters for politics, we have seen that no individual facet
of personality influences all aspects of political behaviour. Openness to experience and
conscientiousness produced twenty-three and seventeen effects significant at the 0.05
level, versus from ten to thirteen such effects for the remaining three Big Five factors.75
This general balance across the Big Five corroborates Winter’s advice that students
of political behaviour should turn to comprehensive rather than narrow depictions of
personality. Ultimately, of course, the most important lesson in Tables 2–4 is that critical
aspects of political behaviour hinge partly on personality. Strong, consistent links between
personality and politics have been identified for many of the most familiar variables in the
study of mass politics, including partisanship, ideology, presidential approval, internal
efficacy, trust, participation in local politics, political discussion, opinionation and political
knowledge.
CONCLUSIONS

Whenever a field pushes at its borders to incorporate insights from another discipline,
obstacles are certain to be confronted. Our effort to capitalize on the most recent advances
in personality psychology demonstrates this challenge, but also reveals the promise that
such interdisciplinary research may hold. The application of the Big Five to political
science is not expected to offer a perfect, seamless fit. The Big Five are not the only way
to conceptualize or measure personality, nor are the five factors necessarily of equal
importance to one another in the realm of political phenomena. However, the framework
affords an excellent starting point for the systematic inclusion of personality variables in
models of social behaviour and is unprecedented in its reliability across cultures, contexts
and measurement instruments.
It is in the link with other disciplines, such as political science, that the Big Five model
becomes especially interesting, outside of its mere ability to catalogue and inventory
differences in attributes. In this sense, the field of psychology, not just political science,
benefits when frameworks such as the Big Five inform research across disciplines. In
psychology, early research on the Big Five focused largely on construction of item
inventories and on demonstrations that the Big Five structure could be identified across
a wide array of contexts. Less progress has been made in exploring the significance of
variance in personality for social attitudes and behaviour, and yet it is precisely this sort
of inquiry that will establish the practical utility of the Big Five. Hence, by linking the Big
Five to various dimensions of citizen politics, the present study has shed new light on both
the antecedents of political behaviour and the tangible importance of the Big Five model.
Saucier and Goldberg note that not each of the five factors is expected to be equally
relevant to every behaviour, but rather that some domains should emerge as particularly
important in specific contexts.76 This is precisely what we find. One or more of the Big
75
This, of course, is partly a consequence of the dependent variables under consideration. For example, had
the array of tests included fewer measures of political attitudes and more indicators of political participation,
extroversion would have fared as well as, or better than, openness to experience and conscientiousness.
76
Saucier and Goldberg, ‘The Language of Personality’.
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Five factors mattered for every aspect of citizen politics we considered – political attitudes
and predispositions, political behaviour and exposure to political information. Moreover,
personality effects were identified in all but a handful of the models we estimated. But while
personality as a whole exerted a significant effect time after time, the facets of personality
that influenced political behaviour differed depending on the phenomena in question. The
Big Five factors all produced multiple significant effects, a collective result that speaks
clearly to the value of modelling personality via a comprehensive framework.
If the ultimate goal of any science is to contribute to an accumulation of knowledge on
a subject, it is desirable that the community at large share a set of measures and references.
Without a systematic and consistent instrument for the definition and measure of
personality, researchers across programmes lose one another as valuable assets. And as
a discipline, we suffer a setback in our ability to generalize or relate findings to other
contexts. The once hodgepodge field of personality research in psychology has come
together in part around the Big Five, and the Big Five framework provides such an
opportunity for political science as well. Independent researchers need not start from
scratch in conceptualizing and designing instruments for the measure of individual
differences. The Big Five apply equally to elite and mass populations; the framework is
reliable, efficient and affordable to administer; and the variables fit neatly within existing
models of political phenomena. Further, with decades of published empirical backing,
research programmes that incorporate the Big Five gain legitimacy through association,
and contribute to a strong and growing body of existing literature.
Several tangible matters warrant comment. First, we do not mean to suggest that
five-factor approaches are the final word on personality. Refinements of these frameworks
are to be expected, and replacements certainly are conceivable. But these approaches do
offer viable and thoroughly explored foundations for incorporation of traits in research on
political behaviour. As such, they already very clearly have developed to the point where
they can inform applied research. Secondly, as to how personality data might be acquired,
it is our hope that efforts to measure personality will not be relegated to the occasional
specialized survey with focus on personality. Semantic differential items are highly
efficient to administer, and thus a simple ten-item battery such as the one we included on
the 2004 CS can be added to most telephone surveys at very little cost.
Thirdly, although we have examined a wide range of dependent variables, it warrants
emphasis that present findings only hint at the value of attention to personality in research
on political behaviour. Increasingly, research on political behaviour recognizes that
individuals vary in their susceptibility to political processes. It follows that attention to
combinations of variables is needed to unpack these individual differences. With focus on
personality, one approach is to explore interactive combinations of the Big Five. For
instance, the political effects of extroversion may differ for extroverts who are high rather
than low in conscientiousness. Likewise, the effects of other determinants of political
behaviour may vary as a function of personality. For example, the strong proclivity of
extroverts towards political discussion and opinionation gives rise to the plausible
hypothesis that other predictors of these phenomena may operate predominantly on
introverts. Countless such conditional effects are easily imagined. Hence, explanations of
political behaviour centred primarily on predictors other than personality may gain
considerable additional nuance if analysts give careful attention to the possibility that
individuals’ traits may magnify or constrain the effects of other processes.
The obstacles to adopting the Big Five in political science are small compared with the
past obstacles we have faced so far as a discipline in our attempts to measure and
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incorporate personality. The present study is both a demonstration of the possibilities of
the Big Five in research on political behaviour, and an invitation to political scientists to
explore how these variables speak to their own research agendas. We know that personality
matters; the new generation of models offers us tools to investigate more about where,
when and why it does so.

