Osobnost a politika
POL363 9. 11. 2016



Osobnost a politika

* Rozvoj tématu v psychologii od 90. let
* Nasleduje zajem o osobnost ve studiu politiky
e Jak individualni rozdily mezi lidmi ovlivnuji politické projevy?



Co je osobnost?

e ,Personality is like love. Everybody agrees it exists, but disagrees on
what it is.” (Raymond Cattell 1973)

e Zalezi na pristupu

e Zabyvame se predevsim osobnostnimi rysy
* Souvisi s konzistentnimi vzorci chovani

* Trvalost a stalost

* Mondak 2010: ,,Osobnost je biologicky ovlivnéna trvala psychologicka
struktura, ktera formuje chovani.“



Osobnostni rysy

 Zakladni kategorie individualnich rozdilt ve fungovani lidi, zakladni
jednotka osobnosti cloveka (Pervin 2003).

e Relativné stabilni tendence nebo povahové charakteristiky jedince
(Kreitler a Kreitler 1990).

* Vnitrni psychologické charakteristiky, které casto koresponduiji s
pridavnymi jmény (Allen 1994).

* \Verejné pozorovatelné prvky pozornosti (Winter 2003).

* Individualni rozdily v tendencich ke konsistentnim vzorcim mysleni,
pocitu a jednani (McCrae a Costa 2003).



Osobnostni rysy — definicni
charakteristiky

1) vnitrni charakteristiky
 2) stabilita

* 3) behavioralni dusledky
 4) pozorovatelné



Osobnostni rysy

* Mnozstvi riznych rysu

* Potreba zjednoduseni

* Dlouho neexistoval model struktury rysu

* Dnes obecné prijimany pétifaktorovy model

 \Velka pétka (Big Five)

e Pét faktoru vystihujicich osobnost na bazi osobnostnich rysu
* Centralni tendence osobnosti

* Big Five je dominantni ale ne jediny pristup



Osobnostni rysy v politickém chovani

* Dlouho opomijené
* Nebyly podminky pro vyzkum

* Tradice:
* Psychoanalyza a psychobiografie
 Adorno, autoritarska osobnost
* Tolerance

* Obcas se meérily nékteré proménné (pr. potreba kognice a potreba
hodnoceni)

* Pro¢ zkoumat osobnost??



Big Five
* Dominantni

* Poslednich 30 let hodné vyzkumu

* Univerzalni platnost, zaklad osobnosti napric kulturami (McCrae a
Allik 2002)

* Faktorialni a lexikalni tradice vyzkumu
* 5 faktoru

* Dimenze osobnosti, validizovano v rliznych zemich, obcas se [isi 5.
faktor



Big Five
 EXTRAVEZE (Extraversion/Energy): dynamicky, aktivni, spolecensky
atd.
* PRIVETIVOST (Agreeableness/Friendliness): viely, hodny, soucitny atd.

« SVEDOMITOST (Consciousness): pilny, spolehlivy, precizni atd.

« EMOCIONALNI STABILITA (Neuroticism) : klidny, trpélivy, uvolnény
atd.

» OTEVRENOST ZKUSENOSTEM: inovativni, kreativni, imaginativni atd.



Big Five

* Nezachycuje jemné osobnostni rysy

* \V\yzkum ideologické orientace, volebnich rozhodnuti, preference
politickych kandidatu, postoje k tématum

* \lyzkumy v USA a Evropé

* Spolecné vysledky pro Otevrenost a Svedomitost

» Otevrenost zda se byt nejvlivnéjsi

* Privetivost, Emo stabilita a Extraverze — slabsi a nestabilni vysledky



Rentfrow et al. 2009

* Interakce osobnosti, politické afiliace a geografie

* Online vyzkum

* Nékteré komunity se systematicky lisi v osobnostnich rysech od jinych
» Korelace s demokratickou a republikanskou afiliaci

e Otevrenost vuci zméné a svédomitost se liSi mezi republikdanskymi a
demokratickymi staty

 Volby 1996, 2000 a 2004
* Coto znamena??
e Jakym smérem jde kauzalita?



Puvod osobnostnich rysu?

e 7 velké casti geneticky

* Debata o politické predispozici

* Prumérné 25-50 %

* Nékteré vyzkumy az 80 % (velmi silna geneticka predispozice)
* To vysvetluje stabilitu a relativhi neménnost



Osobnost, politicke informace a
angazovanost



Mondak 2010

 Tfi rizné data sety

e 1998, 2003, 2005

e Ruznd operacionalizace B5
 Spolehlivé vysledky



Mondak 2010: pozornost venovana

mediim

Table 4.1 Media Use

Openness to Experience Conscientiousness Extraversion Agreeableness Emotional Stability
Number of Days per 0.24 —0.77 —-0.35 0.16 0.56
Week Respondent Reads (0.57) (0.48) (0.44) (0.50) (0.53)
a Newspaper (2006 CES)
MNumber of Days per 0.55 .76 1.53% —0.28 0.32
Week Respondent Reads (0.80) (0.71) (0.64) (0.710) (0.69)
a Newspaper (1998 C5)
MNumber of Days per —0.62 —0.40 1.13%* 0.81# —0.99*%
Week Respondent {0.52) ((.44) (0.40) (0.46) (0.49)
Watches the MNational
News on TV (2006 CES)
Number of Days per —1.02# 0.44 1.12%# —0.32 0.04
Week Respondent (0.54) (0.45) (0.41) (0.48) (0.51)
Watches the Local TV
News (2006 CES)
Number of Days per —.44 1.74% 1.41% 0.04 —0.18
Week Respondent {0.76) (0.68) (0.61) (0.66) (0.66)
Watches News on TV
(1998 C5)

Notes: Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients; standard errors are in parentheses. Models include controls for sex, race,

dependent variables are coded 0 days per week to 7. Number of cases = 681, 363, 681, 681 and 347.

**nel,*p<.05,%p<.10

age, and education. The



Mondak 2010: diskuse

Table 4.2 Political Discussion

Openness to Experience  Conscientiousness Extraversion Agreeableness Emotional Stability
Number of 1.04%# .52 1.03%# 0.06 —.85%
Discussion Partners in (0.39) {0.33) (0.30) (0.34) (0.36)
Respondent’s Political
Discussion Network
(2006 CES)
Number of Days per 1.72%# —0.36 0.99# (.44 0.15
Week Respondent (0.64) (0.66) (0.59) (0.69) (0.65)
Discusses Politics (2005
N]J5)
Number of Days per 2.98%%* -1.57* 1.00 -1.38* ~0.62
Week Respondent (0.77) (0.68) (L61) (0.66) (0.66)
Discusses Politics (1998
CS)

Notes: Cell entries in the first row are ordered logistic regression coefficients, and cell entries in the second and third rows are OLS regression coef-
ficients; standard errors are in parentheses. Models include controls for sex, race, age, and education. The dependent vanable in the first model 1s a 0
to 3 count of the number of discussion pariners named by the respondent. The dependent variables in the second and third models are coded 0 days
per week to 7. Number of cases = 683, 398, and 364,

< 00, *F pc 01, p <05, #p <. 10



Mondak 2010: Pozornost, znalost, nazory

Table 4.3 Political Attentiveness, Knowledge, and Opinionation

Openness to Experience  Conscientiousness Extraversion Agreeableness Emotional Stability
Attentiveness to 1.22%% .56 0.64 —0.92# 0.46
Politics (1998 CS) (0.62) (0.54) (0.49) (0.53) (0.54)
Political Knowledge 1.04%* —0.71*% 0.24 —{.52# .14
(2006 CES) (0.33) (0.28) (0.26) (0.30) (0.30)
Political Knowledge 2.03%=* —-1.27%* —.66% .47 0.19
(2005 NJS) (0.37) (0.38) (0.33) (0.38) (0.35)
Level of 4.02%%* 0.51 2.00%* -1.28# -1.61%
Opinionation (2005 (0.70) (0,707 (0.61) (0.70) (0.63)
N]5)
Level of 2.3]%*% —1.01+# 1.28%* —0.39 —1.00#
Opinionation (1998 (0.60) (0.53) (0.47) (0.52) (0.51)
C5)

Notes: Cell entries are ordered logistic regression coefficients; standard errors are in parentheses. Models include controls for sex, race, ape, and
education. The attentiveness and opinionation dependent variables are coded 0 (low attentiveness and opinionation) to 3. The knowledge depen-
dent vanables are 0 to 5 counts of the number of correct answers offered on closed-ended factual political knowledge items, with “don’t know™
responses discouraged. Number of cases = 365, 1,032, 1,134, 3%, and 367.

*hp ¢ 001, ** p< 01, % p<.05,#p<.10



Mondak 2010

e Otevrenost ma vliv na miru zapojeni do diskuse, pozornost vénovanou
politice i na politickou znalost

* Extraverze dulezita pro aktivni zapojeni se do debat a zvysuje
pozornost vUci médiim

* Svedomitost nezvysuje politickou angazovanost a zajem



Blais a St. Vincent (2011)

* Vliv osobnostnich rysu na zdjem o politiku a na volebni Ucast
e 2 survey vyzkumy v Kanadé, 2008/2009

* 4 rysy: altruismus, ostychavost, obecna efficacy, vyhybani se
konfliktum



Blais a St. Vincent 2011

Table 2. The impact of personality traits on political attitudes

Interest
B/(s.e.)

Altrmsm

Shyness

Efficacy

Conflict avoidance
Age

Male

Education

Partner
Ownership
Religiosity

Race

Immigrant
Income

Minority language
British Columbia
Constant

Adj. RF/McFadden’™s R?
M

0.23*** (0.05)
—0.18%% (0.06)
0.05 (0.04)
—0.30%*=* (0.05)
0.0033%** (0.0005)
0.05*** (0.01)
0.21%%+* (0.03)
—0.02 (0.01)
0.02 (0.02)
0.03* (0.01)
—0.04 (0.03)
0.01 (0.02)
0.02 (0.03)
0.03 (0.02)
0.06%** (0.02)
0.17** (0.06)
0.22
1,838




Osobnostni rysy a postoje

* Mondak 2010:

 \/ztah osobnostnich rysu k ideologii a k efficacy
 Vnitrni efficacy: pocit osobni kompetence, zptsobilosti podilet se na procesu
* \Vnéjsi efficacy: vnimani vstricnosti politického systému vudi volicim



Mondak 2010

Table 5.1 Personality and Political Efficacy

Openness to Experience ~ Conscientiousness Extraversion ~ Agreeableness ~ Emotional Stability
Internal Efficacy
1998 CS v I g | 0.13 0.11 0.53
(0.60) (0.54) (0.47) (0.52) (0.52)
2005 NJS 2.54% % 0.49 0.26 ~2.43%** 0.79
(0.65) (0.66) (0.56) (0.67) (0.60)
2006 CES 1,38+ -0.60# 0.37 -0.40 -0.30
(0.39) (0.33) (0.30) (0.34) (0.36)
External Efficacy
2005 NJS -0.27 1.46* -0.50 -1.294 ey |
(0.67) (0.70) (0.59) (0.70) (0.63)
2006 CES 0.13 -0.90** 0.05 0.13 -0.10
(0.39) (0.38) (0.30) (0.35) (0.37)

NExrase PRl Raaatum wu soo sy Toarasgey

e s



Mondak 2010

Table 5.4 Personality, Moral Traditionalism, and Moral Judgment

Openness to Experience Conscientiousness Extraversion Agreeableness ~ Emotional Stability
Moral —-1.54*** 9L o -0.10 -0.42 0.43
Traditionalism (0.32) (0.28) (0.26) (0.30) (0.31)
Moral Judgment =1:29%%% 0.92*%% 0.14 -0.50# 0.41
(0.30) (0.25) (0.24) (0.27) (0.28)

Notes: Data are from the 2006 CES. Cell entries are ordered logistic regression coefficients, with separate models estimated for each row
of results; standard errors are in parentheses. Models include controls for sex, race, age, and education. The dependent variable in the first
model is constructed from a five-point categorical item, with data coded O (low moral traditionalism) to 4. The second dependent variable

is formed by summing data from two five-point items, with data coded 0 (low moral judgment) to 8. Personality variables range from 0 to
1. Number of cases = 1,027 and 1,002.

% p<.001,#p < .10



Osobnost a participace



Mondak 2010

 \V kontextu negativni reklamy
e Lidé otevreni zkusenostem nedemobilizuje volice

* Survey experiment, respondenti Cetli prepisy reklam z realné
kampaneé

* Extraversion = demobilizace
* Ruzni lidé reaguji na message ruzné



Fowler a Kam 2006

e Studentsky vzorek, USA 2004

e Zkoumaiji vliv trpélivosti na volebni ucast
e Uzitek z voleb neni okamzity, naklady ano
* Trpelivost meérena behavioralné



Variable Dependent variable: Did subject vote?

Model 1 Mode] 2 Model 3

Coef. S.E. p-value Coef. S.E. p-value Coef. S.E. p-value
Patience 491 254 005 798 349 (.02
Age 027 0.14 0.06 0.29 0.14 0.05
Female -0.76  0.51 0.13 -091 052 0.08
Nonwhite -0.66 052 020 -0.61 054 0.26
Parents' income 0.21 0.15 0.16 0.21 015 0.17
Parents' education -0.16 0.18 0.37 -0.14 0.18 045
Strength of party ID 0.15 028 0.60 0.14 028 0.63
Political interest 0.52 043 0.23 0.25 045 0.58
Reads the news 027 011 0.02 032 012 0.01
Watches the news 0.18 011 0.09 021 011 0.05
Political information 0.12 0.16 045 0.17 017 0.32
External efficacy 0.16 0.28 0.56 0.19 029 050
Internal efficacy -0.03 0.18 0.88 -0.03 019 0.86
Civic duty 0.17 017 0.31 0.11 0.17 053
Church attendance 0.03 0.18 0.88 -0.04 0.18 0.82
Constant -5.71 234 0.01 -11.18  3.52 0.00 —-18.50 495 0.00
Deviance residual 198.7 143.7 138.1
Null deviance 194.8 185.5 185.5
N 186 170 170

Note: Model estimated using GLM with logit link function



Probability of Voting

Fowler a Kam 2006
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Denny a Doyle 2008

* Longitudinalni studie, 1958-2000, v UK
e Vliv osobnosti na volebni Ucast

* 6 proménnych:
* Impulsivnost, emo vyrovnanost, agresivita, rigidita, odtazitost, pracovitost

e Data od ucitelu déti predikuji volebni ucast v roce 1997



TABLE 2 Determinants of Turnout in the 1997 British General Election

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Cognitive Ability (age 11) - 0.012% 0.02]**=* —

- (0.007) (0.007) —
Maths Ability (age 11) - - - 0.009

- - - (0.011)
Comprehension Ability (age 11) - - - 0.024 =*

— — — (0.010)
Verbal Ability (age 11} - - - — 0.005

- - - (0.012)
Non-Verbal Ability (age 11) — — — — 0.002

— — — (0.010)
Impulsive (age 16) - — 0.007 — 0.008 — 0,007

— (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)
Even-Tempered (age 16) - 0.011** 0.012%* 0.012*

- (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
Agporessive (age 16) - 0.014 0.020%** 0.015=*

— (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
Rigid (age 16) - — 0.006 —0.009 — 0.009

- (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)
Withdrawn (age 16) - 0.005 0.004 0.004

- (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)
Hardworking (age 16) - 0.016%** 0.018**=* 0.017 %%

- (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
Interest in Politics (0.18]%=*= 0. 177%=%= - -

(0.011) (0.011) - —
Civic Duty (.055%%** 0.048%*% 0.071#%=% 0.0T0***
(0.015) (0.015) (0.014) (0.014)



Blais a St. Vincent 2011

Table 2. The impact of personality traits on political attitudes and pm.;;an?.it].r to vote

Interest Duty Vote scale Voted

Bf(se.) Bi(se.) Bi(se.) Bi{se.)
Altruism 0.23*#* (0.05) 0.16** (0.06) 0.12* (0.05) 0.81* (0.33)
Shyness =0, 18** (0.06) =0.13* (0.06) ={.14* {0.06) =0.11 (0.39)
Efficacy 0.05 (0.04) 0.15** (0.05) 0.11* {0.05) 0.82%* (0.31)
Conflict avoidance —0.30*** (0.05) —0.10 (0.05) —0.04 {0.05) 0.31 (0.32)
Age 0.0033%** (0.0005) 0.0023*** (0.0005) 0.0034%** (0.0005) 0.020#** (0.003)
Male 0.05*** (0.01) 0.00 (0.01) 0.00 (0.01) 0.06 (0.10)
Education 0.21*#* (0.03) 0.20%** (0.03) 0.16%** (0.03) 1.02%** (0.21)
Partner —0.02 (0.01) 0.00 (0.02) —0.02 (0.02) —0.02 (0.10)
Ownership 0.02 (0.02) 0.04* {0.02) 0.04* (0.02) 0.18 (0.11)
Religiosity 0.03* (0.01) 0.05*** (0.02) 0.03* (0.01) 0.17 (0.10)
Race ~{0.04 (0.03) =0.05 (0.03) -0.05 (0.03) -0.34* (0.17)
Immigrant 0.01 (0.02) 0.01 (0.03) 0.01 (0.02) 0.03 (0.17)
Income 0.02 (1L03) 0.04 (0.,03) 0.07* (0.03) 0.47* (0.19)
Minority language 0.03 (0.02) 0.01 (0.02) =0.02 (0.02) 0.13 (0.15)
British Columbia 0.06*** (0.02) 0.01 (0.02) =0.01 {0.02) =0.16 (0.10)
Constant 0.17** (0.06) 0:21** (0.06) 0.44%** (0.07) =1.79%** (0.41)
Adj. R*McFadden's R’ 0.22 0.14 0.15 0.14
N 1,838 1,838 1,838 1,838



Gerber, Huber, Doherty a Dowling

* Vliv Big 5 na efekty GOTV

e Ruzné typy sdéleni: Social pressure, Civic Duty, Instrumental Benefits
* Nejefektivnesi sdeleni celkoveé = Civic Duty

* Ale rozdily napfic Big 5 vlastnostmi

 Social pressure demobilizuje lid s vysokym skore pro extraverzi,
privétivost a sveédomitost (na tu pusobi negativné i civic duty)

* Otevrenost = lidé se nechaji spise presvedcit, aby sli k volbam social
pressure a instrumental benefits sdélenim

* Replikace ve field expeirmentu (Castecné)



Osobnostni rysy a politicka preference



Caprara et al. 1999

e V Italii, participanti pomoci snowball, velmi pestry vzorek

* Srovnani pravicovych a levicovych volicu

* Muzi = vyssi skére pro Energii (extraverzi), Svédomitost, Emo stabilitu
e Zeny = vy$si skdre pro PFivétivost

* \V analyze vliv vsech proménnych kromeé emo stability na politickou
orientaci



Caprara et al. 1999

—a— Center-Right —=— Canter-Left

Energy Frendlinass Conscanbousness Emotional Stability Dpanness




Hodnoty a rysy osobnosti

* Kromé osobnostnich rysu dalsSi elementy osobnosti
* Hodnoty: souvisi s individualnimi motivacemi a cili

* Kognitivni reprezentace Zadoucich, abstraktnich, trans-situacnich cilu.
Které slouzi jako principy, podle kterych se lidé v zivoté ridi (Schwartz
1992).

* Nejpouzivanéjsi Schwartzuv model 10 zakladnich osobnich hodnot



Schwartzuv model hodnot

* 1. Moc

e 2. Uspéch

* 3. Hedonismus (pozitkarstvi)

e 4. Stimulace

e 5. Samostatnost (self-direction)
* 6. Universalismus

e 7. Benevolence

e 8. Tradice

* 9. Konformita

* 10 Bezpecnost



Self-

Change
Transcendence

Sovael Cyder

Conservation

Self-
Enhancement




Caprara et al. 2013

* \/lychazi z Big Five a Schwartz value model

 \/ztah mezi osobnostnimi rysy a hodnotami?

* Politicky relevantni hodnoty: Universalismus a BezpecCnost
* Universalismus = politicky liberalismus

* Bezpecnost = politicky konzervatismus

* Jejich modely potvrdili medujici efekt HODNOT mezi RYSY a
POLITICKOU ORIENTACI




Caprara et al. 2013

e Otevrenost, privétivost a svedomitost ovlivnuji to, jaké hodnoty
vyznavame

* Hodnoty ovlivnuji politické preference
e Otevrenost a privetivost souvisi s universalismem
» Svedomitost souvisi s bezpecnosti



Neprimy efekt rysu na volebni preferenci
(Caprara et al. 2013)

0. %
»  Agreeable-



Osobnostni viastnosti a hodnoty
politickych elit

e Caprara et al. 2010

 Studie 107 ltalskych politicek, srovnani s volickami

* Podobné vzorce osobnosti u politicek a volicek na pravici vs. na levici
* Silnéjsi projevy ryst a hodnot u politicek

e Kongurence mezi voli¢i a kandidaty (Caprara a Zimbardo 2004)

* \/ysSi hodnoty extraverze, otevrenosti a privetivosti i emo stability u
politicek



Caprara et al. 2010

* Rysy:
* Energie a svedomitost = inklinace k pravici
* Privetivost a otevrenost = inklinace k levici

* Hodnoty:
* Tradice, bezpecCnost a moc = pravice
* Univerzalismus = levice



Table 8. Logistic Regression: Predicting Political Affiliation of Politicians with Traits and Values

Model Model Change Change  Nagelkerke % Correct

x(dm P Ay(df) p R Classification

Model 1

Demaographics (age. 3.59 (2) 06 — — 072 69.2%
education)

Traits 3881 (7) =<.001 33.22 (5) <.001 430 81.7%
Model 2

Demographics (age. 3.14 (2) .08 — - 066 68.6%
education)

Values 7266 (12) <001 67.52(10) <.001 687 85.7%

Table 9. Logistic Regression: Predicting Political Orientation of Voters with Traits and Values

Model Muodel Change Change  Nagelkerke % Correct

xidr p Axdp) p R Classification

Model 1

Demographics (age. 11.24 (2) <.05 - - 018 58.5%
education)

Traits 38.76 (7) <001 27.52 (5) <.001 060 60.9%
Model 2

Demographics (age. 11.24 (2) <.05 - - D18 58.5%
education)

Values 100,91 (12) <001 89.67 (10) <.001 150 6d.8%




Zaver

* Nepredpokladame, ze vSichni volici se chovaji a reaguji stejné (slabina
mainstreamovych politologickych modelu)

 Sledujeme vzorce v individualnich rozdilech v chovani a postojich

VvV eV /

svedomitost)
* Neni stale uplné jasny réamec pusobeni osobnosti
* Nutna replikace
* Vliv osobnosti na dalsi aspekty politického zivota?



