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Abstract 

Objective: To investigate how the relations between the Big Five personality traits and political 

preferences develop over a campaign.  

Method: We rely on a 6-wave nationwide longitudinal survey from the 2008 U.S. election that 

included 20,000 respondents. Mean age: 49 (SD=15). 53% of respondents were women, 47% men. 

82% were White, 8% Black, 6% Hispanic/Latino, 1% Asian, 1% Native American, and 2% other. 

Survey weights were applied to approximate a representative sample of the U.S. population. Ns for 

reported analyses range from 5,160 to 12,535.  

Results: First, conscientiousness and openness to experience were significantly associated with 

changes in outcomes over time, such that individuals higher in conscientiousness and lower in 

openness tended to become more conservative, identify as more Republican, and evaluate John 

McCain more favorably relative to Barack Obama. Second, the effects of personality on candidate 

evaluations were mediated by partisanship and ideology. Finally, we find that the relations between 

traits and late-campaign candidate evaluations are stronger than those between traits and early-

campaign candidate evaluations. 

Conclusions: Personality plays an important and dynamic role in the formation and change of 

political preferences over the course of political campaigns—a role which is not entirely visible in 

cross-sectional analyses. 
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Personality and Political Preferences Over Time: Evidence From a Multi-Wave Longitudinal Study 

A growing body of research suggests that individual differences in psychological traits 

predict political preferences as powerfully (or almost as powerfully) as differences in race, income, 

and other demographic characteristics that are often thought to be the key drivers of political 

division (Carney, Jost, Gosling, & Potter, 2008; Gerber, Huber, Doherty, & Dowling, 2011). In 

particular, research suggests that two dimensions of the “Big Five” model of personality (McCrae & 

Costa, 2003)—openness to experience and conscientiousness—reliably predict political attitudes, with the 

former predisposing individuals to adopt liberal preferences and the latter predisposing them to 

adopt conservative preferences (Gerber et al., 2011). However, almost all analyses of the connection 

between these key dimensions of personality and political preferences have been cross-sectional, 

shedding little light on how the interface between personality and politics evolves over time. In the 

present study, we fill this gap by looking at (1) whether personality traits predict changes in political 

preferences over a campaign, (2) what intervening variables might mediate this change, and (3) how 

this process might be reflected in cross-sectional associations between personality and political 

preferences. To address these questions, we take advantage of a longitudinal study of political 

attitudes conducted during the 2008 election. We begin with a brief review of prior work on the 

links between personality traits and political preferences.  

Personality as an Antecedent of Political Orientations and Attitudes 

 As noted above, the key message from research on the psychological foundations of political 

attitudes is that the latter can be predicted from individual differences in psychological 

characteristics (Federico, 2011; Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, & Sulloway, 2003; see also Amodio, Jost, 

Master, & Yee, 2007; Hibbing, Smith, & Alford, 2013). Conceptually, the basis for this linkage turns 

on the extent to which various political preferences—ranging from ideology and partisanship to 

specific issue attitudes—support or challenge the status quo and the values, institutions, and forms of 
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social hierarchy it implies. In brief, conservative preferences amount to an endorsement of the “tried 

and true” over the uncertainty inherent in social change, whereas liberal preferences reflect a greater 

willingness to embrace change despite risks (Jost & Hunyady, 2005). 

Research has profitably employed the “Big Five” or five-factor model of personality to 

provide an account of how personality relates to political preferences (Carney et al., 2008; Hirsh, 

DeYoung, Xu, & Peterson, 2010; Mondak, 2010). Using analyses of personality adjectives found in 

everyday language, this integrative model boils variation in personality down to five key trait 

dimensions (McCrae & Costa, 1999, 2003). The dimensions reflect central tendencies—they average 

over the variation introduced by particular situations to characterize a person’s typical behavior. 

They include extraversion, one’s level of sociability and assertiveness; agreeableness, one’s level of 

altruism and concern for others; conscientiousness, one’s level of concern for duty, responsibility, and 

impulse control; emotional stability, one’s level of even-temperedness or freedom from negative 

emotion; and openness to experience, one’s level of interest in novelty, complexity, and originality. 

Research finds that these dimensions are relatively stable over time (e.g., Caspi, Roberts, & Shiner, 

2005; Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann 2003; McCrae & Costa, 2003), partly heritable (e.g., Bouchard & 

Loehlin, 2001; Plomin, DeFries, & McClearn, 1990), and consequential (Gosling, 2008; Ozer & 

Benet-Martınez, 2006). 

Of the five traits, two have emerged as robust predictors of political preferences—openness to 

experience and conscientiousness (for reviews, see Gerber et al., 2011; Mondak, 2010).1 Openness to 

experience has clear implications for the extent to which people tolerate uncertainty and ambiguity. 

                                                 
1 Previous research notes a positive association between emotional stability and economic conservatism (Gerber et al., 

2010). Because we are interested in the association between personality traits and general political preferences, we make 

no specific predictions concerning this trait. 
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As social change evokes at least some uncertainty, individuals high in openness to experience should 

be inclined to liberalism and less inclined to conservatism.  Though openness tends to be the 

strongest Big Five predictor of political preferences (Gerber et al., 2011), conscientiousness is the 

runner-up, with effects that are consistent but somewhat weaker than those of openness. 

Conscientious individuals tend to value order and responsibility. To the extent that conservatism 

promotes (and liberalism challenges) stability, duty, and obedience, individual differences in 

conscientiousness should predict differences in political preferences. Accordingly, both 

conscientiousness and openness to experience significantly predict ideological self-placement 

(Mondak & Halperin, 2008; Gerber, Huber, Doherty, Dowling, & Ha, 2010; Carney et al., 2008), 

values (Hirsh et al., 2010; Caprara, Vecchione, & Schwartz, 2009), partisanship (Caprara, Schwartz, 

Capanna, Vecchione, & Barbaranelli, 2006; Schoen & Schumann, 2007), and vote choice 

(Barbaranelli, Caprara, Vecchione, & Fraley, 2007; Caprara et al., 2006).  

 Although behavioral scientists have invested substantial effort in exploring the relationship 

between the Big Five and political preferences, nearly all of this work has been cross-sectional in 

nature. This suggests a serious gap in our understanding of the interface between personality and 

politics, as it remains unclear how the relationship between personality and politics unfolds over 

time. In the current study, we aim to fill this gap, using longitudinal data to track changes in political 

preferences over time as a function of individual differences in openness and conscientiousness. Our 

prediction is that traits do exert some influence on political preferences—but that they influence 

some preferences more directly than others. 

The Current Study: How Political Preferences Change as a Function of Personality 

 The first goal of the present investigation is to test the plausibility of the hypothesis that 

personality traits influence political preferences. We acknowledge that longitudinal data do not 

permit the same strong causal inferences that an experiment might; however, an experimental 
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manipulation of the Big Five personality traits is of course unlikely to prove practicable. However, 

our longitudinal data do allow us to (1) examine whether individual differences in personality 

(assessed at a single time) predict over-time changes in political preferences, (2) rule out reverse causal 

impacts of attitudes on personality, and (3) control for the effects of any omitted variables whose 

effects are entirely “baked in” to the dependent variable prior to our initial observation (Finkel, 

1995). Results consistent with our hypotheses would therefore provide at least suggestive evidence 

of a causal path. Equally important, though, is the fact that results inconsistent with our hypotheses 

would also tell us something valuable—if a longitudinal survey with over 10,000 respondents shows 

no evidence of an impact of personality traits on changes in political preferences, then it would seem 

very unlikely that personality traits drive changes in political attitudes during political campaigns. In 

short, null results would suggest that any effect of personality on political preferences would need to 

operate either before the observed campaign or over a longer period of time. In this way, either 

positive or null results would clarify the role of personality in the political domain.  

 We examine these changes in an especially important context: that of a presidential 

campaign. Campaigns play a key role in allowing citizens to adopt preferences consistent with their 

“fundamental” inclinations and characteristics (Andersen, Tilley, & Heath, 2005; Arceneaux, 2006; 

Finkel, 1993; Gelman & King, 1993; Kaplan, Park, & Gelman, 2012; Stevenson & Vavreck, 2000; 

Zaller, 1992; see also Berelson, Lazarsfeld, & McPhee, 1954; Sears 1993). Campaigns exert this effect 

by promoting learning and activation. Campaigns help citizens learn because more people come into 

contact with political ideas and information in the months preceding an election than at any other 

time in the four-year election cycle (e.g., Sears & Valentino, 1997; Valentino & Sears, 1998). 

Campaigns also activate latent preferences—because they culminate in an important decision that 

encourages citizens to use the information they receive (Campbell, Converse, Miller, & Stokes, 

1960), and because existing preferences may themselves become stronger as campaigns provide 
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more information to support them (Lodge & Taber, 2013; Tesser, 1978). We argue that personality 

traits are meaningful predispositions in the political context, predicting the adoption of some 

political attitudes over others. We therefore predict that campaigns may guide citizens to adopt 

preferences that “match” their psychological dispositions. 

We focus on two clusters of political preferences: campaign-specific attitudes and political 

identities. By campaign-specific attitudes, we mean evaluations of objects specific to a particular 

campaign. In the present context, these above all include evaluations of the presidential candidates 

in a presidential-election year—specifically, comparative candidate evaluations, or the extent to which 

citizens evaluate one candidate more positively than the other. By political identities, we refer to party 

identification and ideology. These commonly serve as the average citizen’s point of departure in making 

other political judgments (i.e., votes), and are generally regarded as the most important and 

influential preferences that the average citizen holds in the political realm (Campbell et al., 1960; 

Goren, 2012; Zaller, 1992).  

 Given the role of campaigns in forging attitudes toward a specific set of candidates in 

advance of a vote, we are especially interested in how personality predicts changes in candidate 

evaluations. Should we find evidence that personality traits predict changes in candidate evaluation, a 

second goal of our study is to examine how this change occurs—by what process do traits and 

candidate evaluations come to align? We argue that some political attitudes should mediate the effects 

of traits on other such preferences. Specifically, we predict that openness and conscientiousness 

most directly influence individuals’ political identities (i.e., party identification and ideology) but are 

only indirectly tied to their attitudes toward specific political candidates. That is, we suspect that 

individuals’ traits incline them to identify with political labels like “Democrat” or “liberal” and then 

to adopt attitudes toward specific candidates based on that identification. For example, someone 

high in openness might simply be more drawn to the Democratic Party or to “liberalism” as a 
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whole, and once they identify as such, come to evaluate Barack Obama more favorably than his 

Republican opponents. We favor this possibility over alternatives (e.g., that issue positions or 

candidate evaluations are primary mediators) because a sizeable body of research suggests that the 

influence of political identities on more concrete political preferences tends to be stronger than the 

impact of the latter on the former (Achen & Bartels, 2016; Lenz, 2012). So although openness and 

conscientiousness should be related to evaluations of specific candidates, party identification and 

self-reported ideology should mediate these relations. 

 Multi-wave longitudinal analyses allow us to test this prediction, as they permit us to 

determine whether changes in political identities predict changes in candidate evaluations. We draw 

on data from the 2008 American presidential campaign to maximize the amount of change available 

for analysis. Given that the 2008 election presented voters with two non-incumbent candidates 

during the last months of an unpopular presidency and the first months of a severe recession, 

political attitudes and identities may have been particularly subject to change during this period. 

Thus, the 2008 campaign affords us an excellent opportunity to test whether personality-related 

changes in party identification and ideology precede and account for changes in candidate 

preferences. 

Our final goal is to examine the role of campaigns in forging the link between personality 

and political preferences. We expect personality to predict changes in political preferences in part 

because campaigns encourage people to identify and support the parties and candidates whose 

platforms most appeal to their psychological predispositions. If campaigns have this effect, then the 

alignment between personality and political preferences ought to grow stronger as the campaign 

goes on (i.e., as citizens continue to learn and think about the current election’s political stimuli). In 

short, we predict not only that personality should predict changes in preferences over time, but also 

that these changes that personality predicts in candidate evaluations will be sufficiently widespread 
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and pronounced that the strength of the relationship between personality and candidate evaluations 

should visibly increase from the beginning of the campaign to the end. That said, we have less 

reason to suspect that the relationship between personality traits and political identities would be 

similarly variable during this time. Identities are more stable over time than other political 

preferences (Green, Palmquist, & Schickler 2002; Jennings, 1992; Krosnick, 1991), and there is also 

evidence that they become crystallized before early adulthood (Sears & Valentino, 1997). For this 

reason, we expect link between personality and political identities to be more consistent throughout 

the campaign than the link between personality and candidate evaluations. 

Overview and Hypotheses 

In sum, our goal in the present study is to move beyond a simple, cross-sectional analysis of 

the political implications of the Big Five personality traits and focus on how the interface between 

personality and politics evolves over the course of a key temporal setting for political learning: a 

major political campaign. To do this, we turn to data from the 2007-2008 Cooperative Campaign 

Analysis Project, a national longitudinal study of political attitudes conducted during the historic 

2008 presidential campaign. We examine the following hypotheses:  

H1: Two Big Five dimensions—openness to experience and conscientiousness—should 

predict changes in political preferences over the campaign, including changes in ideology, party 

identification, and campaign-specific attitudes (i.e., those toward John McCain and Barack Obama). 

Greater (lower) openness should predict shifts toward liberal (conservative) preferences, whereas 

higher (lower) conscientiousness should predict shifts toward conservative (liberal) preferences.  

H2: The effects of openness and conscientiousness on campaign-specific attitudes should be 

mediated by changes in party identification and ideology. That is, we predict that personality 

influences political preferences through political identification—influencing the broad partisan and 

ideological identities that individuals adopt, which in turn influence campaign-specific attitudes. 
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H3: We focus on a U.S. presidential campaign because campaigns have been found to be a 

particularly important and dynamic time of political-attitude change, in which preferences are 

brought into line with fundamental predispositions (Kaplan et al., 2012). We predict that the end 

result of these changes will be that openness and conscientiousness will be stronger predictors of 

campaign-specific attitudes at the end of the campaign than at the beginning (H3a). However, given 

the greater stability of political identities like partisanship and ideology, we predict that no such 

difference will emerge for these outcomes (H3b). These hypotheses are grounded in our expectation 

that the changes in identification that actually occur will probably be much smaller than those that 

occur in attitudes toward Obama and McCain. 

Method 

Data 

 Our data come from the 2007–2008 Cooperative Campaign Analysis Project (CCAP; 

Jackman & Vavreck, 2009). The CCAP is a panel study of 20,000 registered voters conducted via the 

internet. The study consisted of six waves from December 2007 to November 2008; five waves were 

fielded before the 2008 election, and one was fielded after. The survey was administered by 

YouGov/Polimetrix, Inc., and it employed a mix of sampling and matching techniques to 

approximate a random digit dialing sample (for methodological details, see Vavreck & Rivers, 2008). 

Given the nature of our hypotheses, we restrict our analyses to respondents who: (1) completed 

wave 1 (in December 2007) and waves 4 and 5 (in September and October 2008); (2) completed the 

personality measures and demographics during wave 1; and (3) provided responses to all variables. 

Measures 

 We describe our key model variables below; additional details can be found in the online 

appendix. To ease model interpretation, all continuous variables were recoded to run from 0 to 1 

unless otherwise indicated. 
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 Big Five. The CCAP included the Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI; Gosling, 

Rentfrow, and Swann, 2003), a short measure of the Big Five. Respondents were presented with ten 

trait pairs. In the set of respondents we use here, the TIPI was assessed in wave 1 (December 2007).  

There were two pairs for each Big Five dimension, one of which was reversed. The pairs were 

preceded by the stem, “I see myself as,” and responses to each were given on a seven-point scale 

ranging from disagree strongly to agree strongly. Responses to the items were recoded so that higher 

scores indicated higher levels of each trait, and each recoded pair was averaged to form scales for 

each dimension. All scales were recoded to run 0-1 (i.e., M = 0.52, SD = 0.25, for extraversion; M = 

0.72, SD = 0.19, for agreeableness; M = 0.77, SD = 0.19, for conscientiousness; M = 0.68, SD = 

0.22, for emotional stability; and M = 0.70, SD = 0.20, for openness to experience).  

Given its short length, the TIPI does have somewhat diminished psychometric properties 

(Credé, Harms, Niehorster, & Gaye-Valentine, 2012). The inter-item reliabilities for our scales, for 

example, were generally low (i.e., α = 0.61 for extraversion; α = 0.35 for agreeableness; α = 0.51 for 

conscientiousness; α = 0.63 for emotional stability; and α = 0.42 for openness to experience). That 

said, we believe that use of the TIPI is reasonable in the present context. First, Cronbach’s α does 

not provide a particularly meaningful index of the TIPI’s reliability. Each Big Five trait is a 

multifaceted, bipolar construct, and low inter-item correlations are a necessary consequence of the 

TIPI’s intentional design to maximize “breadth of coverage” (Gosling et al., 2003, p. 516) with only 

two items per trait; essentially, the TIPI attempts to measure the union of the facets that comprise 

each trait rather than their intersection (McCrae, 2015). In short, we would expect the items for each 

TIPI trait to be only weakly related to one another. Second, TIPI scores have been found to be 

reliable over time. Because the CCAP only assessed the Big Five in one wave, we cannot estimate the 

test-retest reliability of the scale in our own sample, but at least two studies (Gerber, Huber, 

Doherty, & Dowling, 2012; Gosling et al., 2003) have found that TIPI scores are quite stable over 
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time (in Gosling et al., Pearson test-retest correlations were r = 0.77 for extraversion, r = 0.71 for 

agreeableness, r = 0.76 for conscientiousness, r = 0.70 for emotional stability, r = 0.80 for openness; 

in Gerber et al., polychoric test-retest correlations were r = 0.82 for  extraversion, r  = 0.70 for 

agreeableness, r = 0.70 for conscientiousness, r = 0.73 for emotional stability,  r = 0.68 for 

openness).2 These test-retest correlations provide a more appropriate index of the TIPI’s reliability 

than alphas do (Kline, 2000; Woods & Hampson, 2005), and they are roughly similar to test-retest 

numbers for longer inventories (Gosling et al., 2003). Third, TIPI scores are highly correlated with 

longer measures of the Big Five (Gosling et al., 2003). Fourth, research that has used the TIPI to 

predict left-right orientation (e.g., Gerber et al., 2011) has observed associations that very closely 

match those reported by research that has used other measures (e.g., Barbaranelli et al., 2007; 

Mondak & Halperin, 2008). This convergent pattern of results with respect to the predictive validity 

of the TIPI suggests that the instrument is a reasonably valid measure of the Big Five traits in this 

context (McCrae, 2015, p. 106). Finally, the CCAP is a large national survey. Inclusion of a longer 

personality instrument would have been prohibitively expensive and time-consuming, and the 

limitations of the TIPI are offset by the fact that the survey was able to reach a large representative 

sample in which other personality assessments would be impracticable.  

Political identities. The CCAP assessed two key political identities at multiple points 

during the campaign, allowing us to see how individuals’ standing decisions in the political realm 

evolve over the course of a campaign. First, in wave 1 (December 2007) and wave 5 (October 2008), 

party identification was measured using a set of branching items. Responses to these items were 

coded to form a seven-point scale: strong Democrat, weak Democrat, lean Democrat, Independent, 

lean Republican, weak Republican, strong Republican. Higher scores indicate greater identification 

                                                 
2 The test-retest interval used by Golsing et al. (2003) was 6 weeks. The test-retest interval used by Gerber et al. 

(2012) varied across participants, who were surveyed before and after the 2010 U.S. mid-term election, but it ranged 

from 6 to 60 days (M = 26 days). 
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with the GOP (M = 0.48, SD = 0.39, in wave 1; M = 0.47, SD = 0.39, in wave 5). Second, in wave 1 

and wave 5, ideology—that is, individuals’ identification as liberal or a conservative—was  

measured using a single item. Responses included: very liberal, liberal, moderate, conservative, and 

very conservative. Higher scores indicate greater conservatism (M = 0.54, SD = 0.30, in wave 1; M 

= 0.55, SD = 0.29, in wave 5). 

Comparative candidate evaluations. To gauge respondents’ evaluations of the eventual 

2008 presidential candidates relative to one another, ratings of John McCain and Barack Obama 

were used to generate three difference scores at multiple times. Each difference score was 

constructed by subtracting ratings of Obama from ratings of McCain; thus, scores on each 

difference indicate a more right-leaning preference. Once each difference was computed, the result 

was recoded to run from 0-1. An evaluative difference measure was constructed in wave 1 

(December 2007) and wave 5 (October 2008) using general favorability ratings of the candidates. 

Respondents were presented with a list of candidates, including McCain and Obama. Responses 

were given on a five-point scale ranging from very favorable to very unfavorable; prior to the calculation 

of differences, responses were recoded so that higher scores indicated more positive ratings (M = 

0.49, SD = 0.23, in wave 1; M = 0.48, SD = 0.37, in wave 5). Next, a trust difference measure was 

constructed in wave 1 and wave 5 using ratings of the candidates’ trustworthiness. Respondents 

were presented with the same candidate list, including McCain and Obama. Difference scores were 

calculated using these responses (M = 0.52, SD = 0.22, in wave 1; M = 0.52, SD = 0.36, in wave 5). 

Finally, a leadership difference measure was generated in wave 1 and wave 4 using general ratings 

of the degree to which each candidate was seen as a strong leader; leadership was not measured in 

wave 5. Respondents were presented with a list of candidates, including McCain and Obama. As 
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before, differences were computed from these responses (M = 0.55, SD = 0.22, in wave 1; M = 

0.55, SD = 0.34, in wave 4).3 

Demographics. These included age, income (recoded to run from 0-1), gender, education (five 

ordered categories, recoded to run 0-1: less than high school, high-school degree, some college or 

two-year college degree, college graduate, advanced degree), whether the respondent was Black, and 

whether the respondent was Latino. These variables were assessed in wave 1 (December 2007). 

Results 

Do Political Attitudes Evolve Across Campaigns as a Function of Personality? 

 Hypothesis 1 predicts that openness to experience and conscientiousness should predict 

changes in political identities and comparative candidate evaluations during the 2008 campaign. To 

test this hypothesis, the two identities and the three comparative evaluations—measured in fall 

2008—were regressed on the Big Five, the controls, and a set of fixed-effect dummy variables 

representing respondent state in the CCAP data. Five regressions were carried out, one for each 

dependent variable. Because we are interested in change over the course of the campaign, each 

regression also included the lagged value of its dependent variable from December 2007 as a 

control; this corrects for potential feedback effects in the regressions, giving us greater purchase on 

the direction of the personality-politics relationship (Finkel, 1995). To maximize the efficiency of 

our estimates, the five regressions were estimated simultaneously using seemingly unrelated 

regressions (which accounts for correlation between errors for the multiple outcomes), with robust 

                                                 
3 We use difference scores for each type of evaluation as a way of summarizing respondents’ overall preference across 

the two candidates. However, given problems associated with difference scores (Cronbach & Furby, 1970), we repeated 

our key analyses using evaluations of each candidate separately. These revealed a substantively identical pattern of 

results, with the signs for conscientiousness and openness reversing across candidates (e.g., with conscientiousness 

predicting more positive evaluations of McCain and more negative evaluations of Obama). 
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standard errors clustered by state (Greene, 2002). Survey weights were applied. Additional 

estimation details can be found in the online appendix.  

 The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 1, and a graphical illustration is provided 

in Figure 1. Since all variables are either dummy variables or have been re-scaled to run from 0-1, 

each coefficient indicates the change in the dependent variable—as a proportion of its full range—

associated with going from one group to the other of a dichotomous variable or from the minimum 

to the maximum value of a continuous variable. This coding accounts in part for the relatively small 

size of the coefficients.4  

Looking first at the equations for the political identities, we see that openness to experience 

in December 2007 was associated with an increase in liberalism and Democratic identification from 

December 2007 to October 2008 (both ps<0.01). Conscientiousness in December 2007 was also 

associated with an increase in conservative identification over the same period (p<0.05). We also 

observed an unexpected positive association between extraversion and increases in conservatism 

from December 2007 to October 2008 (p<0.01). Turning to the comparative campaign evaluations, 

we see stronger relationships. Openness in December 2007 was associated with a decrease in the 

tendency to evaluate John McCain more positively than Barack Obama, trust McCain more than 

Obama, and see McCain as a stronger leader than Obama (all ps<0.001). The coefficient for 

openness again exceeded those of the other four traits in absolute magnitude. Conscientiousness in 

December 2007 was associated with an increase in the tendency to rate John McCain more 

positively than Barack Obama (all ps<0.001). Again, the models revealed a few unexpected results. 

                                                 
4 In the appendix, we provide additional information on the comparative size of the personality effects by presenting a 

version of the Table 1 analysis in which all dependent variables, lagged dependent variables, and personality dimensions 

were standardized (see Table A1).    
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In particular, emotional stability in December 2007 was associated with an increase in the tendency 

to rate McCain more positively than Obama across all three comparative evaluations (ps<0.001 for 

the evaluative and leadership differences; p<0.05 for trust). Moreover, agreeableness in December 

2007 was associated with a reduced tendency to evaluate McCain more positively than Obama 

(p<0.05). In sum, results were consistent with Hypothesis 1. 

[Figure 1] 

Do Political Identities Mediate the Effects of Personality on Campaign-Specific Attitudes? 

Hypothesis 2 predicts that the effects of openness and conscientiousness on campaign-

specific attitudes should be mediated by changes in party identification and ideology. We can 

leverage the multi-wave structure of the CCAP to build mediation models that allow for stronger 

inferences than other non-experimental designs would allow. We use the five waves between 

December 2007 and October 2008 (for the evaluative difference and the trust difference) and the 

four waves between December 2007 and September 2008 (for the leadership difference) to estimate 

a cross-lagged panel model for longitudinal data (CLPM; Selig & Preacher, 2009). To assess indirect 

effects, this model assesses both changes in mediators as a function of independent variables and 

changes in the dependent variable as a function of mediators. A schematic of this model is shown in 

Figure 2.5 Besides the paths shown in this figure, we also allow correlations between all December 

2007 variables, per the usual CLPM specifications. In the version of the CLPM we use here, we 

allow personality to affect ideology and partisanship only in January 2008; personality is also allowed 

to have direct effects on candidate evaluations in all waves after December 2007.6  

                                                 
5 Note that the model for the leadership-difference variable uses only the four waves between December 2007 and 

September 2008. As such, it does not include any of the October 2008 variables or paths shown in Figure A2. 

6 Alternate model runs in which personality was also allowed to have effects on the mediators in January, March 2008, 

and September 2008 produced similar results. 
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[Figure 2] 

 The direct and indirect effects of personality on September 2008 or October 2008 

comparative candidate evaluations from these models are summarized in Table 2; both 

unstandardized and standardized effect estimates are provided.7 Looking first at the direct effect 

estimates, we see significant effects for the impact of agreeableness openness on changes in the 

leadership-difference variable (p<0.05). All other direct effects fail to reach significance. In contrast, 

conscientiousness and openness have significant indirect effects on all three comparative candidate 

evaluations.  Taken together, these findings indicate that political identities play a crucial role in 

mediating the relationship between openness and conscientiousness on the one hand, and candidate 

evaluations on the other. It is worth noting that we obtain this result despite the fact that (as we 

might expect) changes in party identification and ideology tended to be much smaller in magnitude 

than changes in candidate evaluations. Apparently, relatively small personality-related shifts in 

political identity are sufficient to substantially alter some campaign-specific attitudes.  

Do Campaigns Strengthen the Predictive Power of Personality? 

Finally, Hypothesis 3 predicts (a) that openness to experience and conscientiousness should 

more strongly predict late-campaign candidate evaluations than early-campaign evaluations; and (b) 

that this shift should be less dramatic—if present at all—for political identities. To examine this 

hypothesis, we estimated a pair of equations for each outcome variable: one equation predicted 

scores on the outcome prior to the 2008 primary season (December 2007), and the other predicted 

scores on the outcome near the end the campaign (either September or October of 2008). In these 

                                                 
7 Note that the sample sizes for these models again differ from those in previous analyses; this is due to the addition of 

variables from the January 2008, March 2008, and September 2008 waves, which result in different numbers of valid 

cases for the analysis.  
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analyses, all predictors were measured in December 2007; these independent variables included the 

Big Five, the same set of controls as before, and a set of fixed-effect dummy variables representing 

state.  To maximize efficiency and facilitate comparisons between models, the pair of equations for 

each outcome variable was estimated simultaneously using seemingly unrelated regressions (which 

accounts for the correlation between the errors for the equations in each pair),  with robust standard 

errors clustered by state. Survey weights were applied in all models. Additional estimation details for 

these models can be found in the online appendix.8 

We again find strong coefficients for personality. More important, though, we find that the 

predictive power of openness to experience and conscientiousness is relatively invariant regardless 

of whether respondents’ December 2007 or October 2008 self-reports of their political identities are 

being predicted. At both the beginning and the end of the 2008 campaign, openness and 

conscientiousness are similarly predictive of party identification (i.e., b=-0.27 versus b=-0.30, for 

openness; b=0.14 versus b=0.15, for conscientiousness) and ideology (i.e., b=-0.33 versus b=-0.29, 

for openness; b=0.15 versus b=0.14, for conscientiousness), in the predicted directions. Once again, 

unexpected positive associations between emotional stability and Republican partisanship and 

conservatism emerged (all ps<.001). However, the predictive power of this dimension did not 

change appreciably across the two time periods. For illustrative purposes, the effects of 

conscientiousness, emotional stability, and openness are graphed in Figure 3 for the two political 

                                                 
8 These models do not contain lagged dependent variables. They examine the relationship between personality and each 

outcome at different times, rather than changes in the outcomes over time. Given that we are comparing coefficients 

across equations, we do not provide standardized estimates in the appendix as we did for the Table 1 analysis. We adopt 

this strategy of focusing solely on the unstardardized estimates because comparisons of standardized coefficients may be 

affected by differences in the variances of the dependent variables across time periods (Pedhazur, 1997)  
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identities as measured in December 2007 and October 2008. Detailed estimates for these models are 

provided in Table A2 in our supplemental materials. 

[Figure 3] 

To confirm these patterns, we ran additional analyses in which the coefficient for a given 

personality dimension on each political identity was constrained to equality across the two equations 

for each outcome. We did this for the three trait dimensions that had notable effects, i.e., 

conscientiousness, emotional stability, and openness. Wald F-tests indicated that this constraint 

produced no decrement in fit for either conscientiousness or stability (both Fs<1, ps>.60). Though 

the constraint did produce a significant decline in fit for openness, F(1, 50) = 5.51, p<.05, this result 

was driven by the openness coefficient being significantly smaller in the October 2008 model (i.e., b = 

-0.29 versus b = -0.33). This is the opposite of what would be expected if the campaign were 

strengthening the predictive power of personality. For ideology, Wald F-tests indicated that the 

constraint produced no significant decrease in model fit for any of the three personality dimensions: 

Fs<1, ps>.50, for conscientiousness and stability; F(1, 50) = 1.68, p>.20, for openness.  

In contrast, we did observe increases in the predictive power of selected Big Five dimensions 

over the campaign for comparative candidate evaluations (see Table 3). Again, these estimates reveal 

strong coefficients for personality, with estimates generally exceeding all others aside from the racial-

group dummies in absolute magnitude. More to the point, though, the coefficients for openness are 

notably larger in the fall 2008 models than in the December 2007 models (i.e., b=-0.32 versus b=-

0.13, for the evaluative difference; b=-0.31 versus b=-0.16, for the trust difference; and b=-0.31 

versus b=-0.14, for the leadership difference). Similarly, the coefficients for conscientiousness are all 

at least twice as large in the fall 2008 models as they are in the December 2007 models (i.e., b=0.14 

versus b=0.05, for the evaluative difference; b=0.17 versus b=0.06, for the trust difference; and 

b=0.17 versus b=0.06, for the leadership difference). All of these coefficients had the expected sign. 
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Finally, unexpected results for emotional stability were once again found, such that greater 

emotional stability was associated with a stronger tendency to rate McCain more positively than 

Obama at all times. The coefficients for this dimension are at least three times as large in fall 2008 as 

they are in December 2007 (i.e., b=0.16 versus b=0.03, for the evaluative difference; b=0.12 versus 

b=0.04, for the trust difference; and b=0.12 versus b=0.04, for the leadership difference). Again, to 

illustrate, slopes for conscientiousness, emotional stability, and openness are graphed in Figure 4 for 

each of the three candidate evaluation variables as measured in December 2007 and the fall 2008 

waves. Compared to the graphs shown in Figure 3 for the political identities, the slopes for each 

personality dimension clearly vary depending on whether the outcome was measured at the outset of 

the campaign or near its end.9 

[Figure 4] 

As a formal test, we again ran analyses in which the effect of a given personality dimension 

on each outcome was constrained to equality across the two equations for each outcome. As before, 

                                                 
9 We also estimated relationships between traits and March candidate evaluations to ensure that changes in traits’ 

predictive power were not limited to the primary season during which the candidates emerged as standard-bearers 

for their parties and may have merely “absorbed” any pre-existing relationship between personality and partisanship. 

The coefficients for openness increased consistently over time for the difference in overall evaluation (bDecember=-

0.13, bMarch=-0.26, bOctober=-0.32), trustworthiness (bDecember =-0.16, bMarch=-0.21, bOctober=-0.31), and leadership 

(bDecember =-0.14, bMarch=-0.21, bSeptember=-0.31). The coefficient for conscientiousness increased consistently for 

trustworthiness (bDecember=0.06, bMarch=0.14, bOctober=0.17) and leadership (bDecember=0.06, bMarch=0.13, bSeptember=0.17) 

but less so for the evaluative difference measure (bDecember=0.05, bMarch=0.15, bOctober=0.14). All coefficients were 

significant at p< 0.001. Thus, while some of the overall December 2006 to Fall 2008 change in the relationship 

between personality and candidate evaluations may be due to the “coronation” effect of parties simply selecting a 

candidate, the fact that the shift in predictive power continues even after the primary season suggests a steady, 

continuous effect of campaigns on the crystallization of relationships between predispositions and preferences. 
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this was done for conscientiousness, emotional stability, and openness. For the evaluative difference, 

Wald F-tests indicated that the constraint produced a significant decline in fit in all cases: F(1, 50) = 

16.52, p<.001, for conscientiousness; F(1, 50) = 22.64, p<.001, for emotional stability; and F(1, 50) 

= 77.35, p<.001, for openness. For the trust difference, all constraints produced a significant 

decrease in fit as well: F(1, 50) = 23.74, p<.001, for conscientiousness; F(1, 50) = 8.66, p<.01, for 

emotional stability; and F(1, 50) = 37.91, p<.001, for openness. Last but not least, for the leadership 

difference, all constraints similarly produced a significant drop in model fit: F(1, 50) = 36.06, p<.001, 

for conscientiousness; F(1, 50) = 18.13, p<.001, for emotional stability; and F(1, 50) = 33.33, 

p<.001, for openness.  

In sum, our data indicate that personality became more predictive of campaign-specific 

evaluations over the course of the 2008 campaign, suggesting that campaigns encourage citizens to 

adopt the political preferences that are most consistent with their psychological predispositions. 

Importantly, our results also suggest that a purely cross-sectional investigation that had examined 

correlations between personality traits and candidate evaluations would have yielded different results 

depending on when during the campaign these variables were assessed.  

Discussion 

Previous research has amply documented associations between personality and political 

preferences. However, we know little about how personality shapes political preferences over time 

or how the relationship between personality and politics changes over time in the context of major 

political events. Focusing on the 2008 presidential campaign, we use longitudinal data from a large 

national survey to address these gaps in our understanding. We find that individual differences in 

openness to experience and conscientiousness reliably predict change in political identities and 

comparative evaluations of opposed candidates. These results were strongest with respect to 

candidate evaluations specific to the 2008 campaign, as opposed to bedrock political identities likely 
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to have been formed prior to the campaign. That said, the small changes that political identities 

undergo appear to be consequential, insofar as they seem to account for the bulk of the changes we 

observed in candidate evaluations. Furthermore, we find evidence that the link between personality 

and campaign-specific preferences becomes substantially stronger during campaigns, whereas the 

link between personality and political identities remains relatively stable.  

These findings add to the growing body of evidence that psychological variables can have 

important political consequences. First, we find that the associations previously observed in cross-

sectional research also emerge when personality is used to predict changes in political attitudes over 

time. Thus, we find evidence that personality is not merely associated with political preferences, but 

with changes in preferences over time; the effects of personality at the beginning of the campaign 

predicted political preferences near the end of the campaign even while controlling for preferences 

at the beginning of the campaign (Finkel, 1995). Second, we find that the association between 

personality and political preferences is strengthened by powerful environmental stimuli in the form 

of a major political campaign—particularly in the case of candidate evaluations that are not yet fully 

crystallized at the outset of a campaign.  

 Along with these insights, however, our work does present certain limitations. First, our 

measure of personality traits (TIPI) is relatively brief and therefore does not benefit from the more- 

robust psychometric properties of its longer counterparts. Future longitudinal studies of personality 

and politics would certainly benefit from longer measures with both high internal consistency and 

test-retest reliability (Credé et al., 2012). Nevertheless, we think the downsides of the TIPI are 

outweighed by its benefits in the present context. The TIPI’s short length allows its inclusion in 

surveys capable of reaching large, representative samples like the one we employ here. Moreover, 

evidence suggests that the TIPI is a reasonable substitute for other Big Five indices; it is stable over 

time, correlated with longer personality measures, and predicts political outcomes similarly.   
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 Second, we observed an unanticipated but consistent relationship between emotional 

stability and conservative preferences, which showed the same differential patterns we had predicted 

for openness and conscientiousness.  The prominent role of the economy in the 2008 campaign may 

help explain this unanticipated result. When the economy suffers, citizens tend to punish the 

incumbent party (Fiorina, 1981), especially if the downturn occurs in an election year (Bartels, 2008).  

However, this punishment likely depends on the extent to which citizens experience economic 

downturns as personally distressing. In this vein, less emotionally stable individuals might have been 

especially distraught by the recession and therefore more likely to support Obama as the challenger 

to the economic status quo—an argument congruent with the general finding that those low in 

emotional stability tend to react more strongly to stress (McCrae & Costa, 2003). Consistent with 

this explanation, Mondak and Halperin (2008) found that low emotional stability was associated with 

stronger perceptions of the economy as unfair. Similarly, other scholars (Gerber et al., 2010) have 

documented a negative association between emotional stability and liberal economic preferences. 

Thus, individuals low in emotional stability may have been particularly threatened by the 2008 

economic collapse, and particularly attracted to the relatively liberal remedies offered by Obama. 

 These concerns aside, our findings have important implications for the study of personality 

and politics. The first and perhaps most obvious implication is that predictive models of political 

attitudes, decisions, and behavior stand to benefit substantially from incorporating measures of 

personality traits. A related but less obvious consequence of the observed relationship between 

personality and political preferences is that personality traits may be no less inherently “political” 

than the issues of race, class, and income that tend to dominate political discourse. If the differences 

in opinion that divide the country’s political landscape are psychological as well as demographic, 

then the political process puts at stake not only individuals’ material interests, but also more 

intangible goals with deep psychological roots.  
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Table 1 

Changes in Political Identities and Comparative Candidate Evaluations as a Function of Personality Over the 2008 

Campaign (2008 CCAP) 

 Political Identities Comparative Candidate Evaluations 

 
 
Predictor 

 
Party ID 

(Oct. 2008) 

 
Ideology 

(Oct. 2008) 

Evaluative 
Difference 
(Oct. 2008) 

Trust 
Difference 
(Oct. 2008) 

Leadership 
Difference 
(Sep. 2008) 

 
Lagged DV (Dec. 2007) 
 
Age 
 
Income 
 
Gender 
 
Education 
 
Black 
 
Latino 
 
Extraversion 
 
Agreeableness 
 
Conscientiousness 
 
Emotional stability 
 
Openness 
 
Constant 
 
R2 

N 
 

 
 0.92*** 
(0.91, 0.93) 
 0.0001 
(-0.0002, 0.0003) 
0.01 

(-0.005, 0.03) 
-0.002**    
(-0.01, 0.004) 
-0.01   
(-0.03, 0.004) 
-0.04*** 
(-0.06, -0.03) 
-0.01 
(-0.02, 0.003) 
0.02** 

(0.004, 0.03) 
-0.002 
(-0.03, 0.02) 
0.01 

(-0.02, 0.04) 
-0.002 
(-0.02, 0.01) 
-0.03** 
(-0.05, -0.01) 
0.05** 

(0.02, 0.08) 
0.866 

10,720 

 
 0.78*** 
(0.76, 0.81) 
 0.0001 
(-0.0002, 0.0005) 
0.02* 

(0.002, 0.04) 
0.00001   

(-0.01, 0.01) 
-0.05***  
(-0.08, -0.03) 
-0.01*** 
(-0.03, 0.003) 
-0.01 
(-0.04, 0.02) 
0.01 

(-0.01, 0.02) 
-0.02 
(-0.04, 0.01) 
0.02* 

(-0.00002, 0.05) 
0.02 

(-0.01, 0.05) 
-0.04** 
(-0.07, -0.01) 
0.14*** 

(0.10, 0.19) 
 0.690  
10,604 

 
 0.82*** 
(0.78, 0.85) 
 0.001** 
(0.0003, 0.001) 
0.08*** 

(0.04, 0.11) 
0.03***    

(0.02, 0.05) 
-0.05***   
(-0.08, -0.02) 
-0.19*** 
(-0.22, -0.15) 
-0.07*** 
(-0.10, -0.04) 
0.04† 

(-0.004, 0.08) 
-0.04* 
(-0.08, -0.01) 
0.11*** 

(0.06, 0.16) 
0.12*** 

(0.07, 0.17) 
-0.21*** 
(-0.25, -0.17) 
0.02 

(-0.05, 0.09) 
0.365 

10,401 

 
 0.93*** 
(0.89, 0.97) 
 0.0004 
(-0.0002, 0.001) 
0.06*** 

(0.03, 0.09) 
0.02*    

(0.003, 0.03) 
-0.07**   
(-0.11, -0.03) 
-0.14*** 
(-0.17, -0.10) 
-0.04*** 
(-0.06, -0.02) 
0.03† 

(-0.004, 0.06) 
-0.01 
(-0.05, 0.03) 
0.11*** 

(0.07, 0.16) 
0.06* 

(0.01, 0.11) 
-0.15*** 
(-0.20, -0.10) 
0.01 

(-0.05, 0.08) 
0.449 

 8,683 

 
 0.88*** 
(0.85, 0.91) 
-0.0001 
(-0.001, 0.0003) 
0.05** 

(0.02, 0.08) 
-0.01   
(-0.01, 0.02) 
-0.11***   
(-0.14, -0.08) 
-0.15*** 
(-0.18, -0.12) 
-0.04** 
(-0.07, -0.01) 
0.01 

(-0.01, 0.04) 
-0.03† 
(-0.06, 0.004) 
0.10*** 

(0.06, 0.14) 
0.08*** 

(0.05, 0.11) 
-0.18*** 
(-0.24, -0.12) 
0.18*** 

(0.13, 0.24) 
0.459 

 9,235 

Note.  Entries are ordinary least squares regression coefficients, with 95% confidence intervals based 

on robust standard errors clustered by state shown in parentheses. Survey weights are applied. All 

models contain fixed effects for state. Full seemingly-unrelated estimation performed on 12,535 

pooled cases for evaluative models; 10,575 pooled cases for the trust models; and 10,977 pooled 

cases for the leadership models. (†p<.10. *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001.) 
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Table 2  

Changes in Comparative Candidate Evaluations: Mediation Analysis Based on Cross-Lagged Panel Model for Longitudinal Data (2008 CCAP) 

 Evaluative Difference 
(Oct. 2008) 

Trust Difference 
(Oct. 2008) 

Leadership Difference 
(Sept. 2008) 

Predictor Direct Effect Indirect Effect Direct Effect Indirect Effect Direct Effect Indirect Effect 

 
Extraversion 
 
 
 
Agreeableness 
 
 
 
Conscientiousness 
 
 
 
Emotional stability 
 
 
 
Openness 
 
 
 
N 
 

 
-0.01 
(-0.03, 0.02) 
-0.003 
 

-0.0004 
(-0.04, 0.03) 
-0.0002 
 

-0.01 
(-0.04, 0.03) 
-0.004 
 

 0.01 
(-0.03, 0.05) 
0.004 
 

-0.003 
(-0.03, 0.02) 
-0.001 
 

6,836 
 

 
 0.02 
(-0.001, 0.03) 
0.01 
 

-0.002 
(-0.04, 0.03) 
-0.001 
  
0.05** 
(0.02, 0.07) 
0.02 
 

0.005 
(-0.02, 0.03) 
0.003 
 

-0.08*** 
(-0.11, -0.06) 
-0.04 
 
 

 
 0.01 
(-0.01, 0.03) 
0.01 
 

 0.001 
(-0.04, 0.04) 
0.001 
 

 0.03 
(-0.01, 0.06) 
0.01 
 

 0.003 
(-0.02, 0.03) 
0.002 
 

-0.03† 
(-0.06, 0.004) 
-0.02 
 

5,160 

 
 0.01 
(-0.01, 0.03) 
0.01 
 

-0.001 
(-0.04, 0.04) 
-0.0004 
 

 0.05** 
(0.01, 0.08) 
 0.03 
 

-0.01 
(-0.03, 0.02) 
-0.005 
 

-0.05** 
(-0.08, -0.01) 
-0.03 
 

 
-0.01 
(-0.04, 0.01) 
-0.01 
 

-0.02* 
(-0.05, -0.002) 
-0.01 
 

 0.004 
(-0.03, 0.04) 
0.002 
 

 0.01 
(-0.02, 0.04) 
0.004 
 

-0.04* 
(-0.07, -0.01) 
-0.02 
 

6,460 

 
 0.02** 
(0.01, 0.03) 
0.01 
 

0.001 
(-0.02, 0.02) 
0.001 
 

 0.04** 
(0.02, 0.06) 
0.02 
 

 0.002 
(-0.02, 0.02) 
0.001 
 

-0.07*** 
(-0.09, -0.04) 
-0.04 
 

 
Note. Unstandardized estimates and 95% confidence intervals are shown in regular text; below these quantities, the equivalent standardized 

estimates are shown in italics. (†p<.10. *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001.) 
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Table 3 

Changes in the Predictive Power of Personality Over the 2008 Campaign: Comparative Candidate Evaluations 

(2008 CCAP) 

 Evaluative Difference Trust Difference Leadership Difference 

Predictor Dec. 2007   Oct. 2008 Dec. 2007 Oct. 2008 Dec. 2007 Sep. 2008 

 
Age 
 
Income 
 
Gender  
 
Education 
 
Black 
 
Latino 
 
Extraversion 
 
Agreeableness 
 
Conscientiousness 
 
Emotional stability 
 
Openness 
 
Constant 
 
R2 

N 
 

 
 0.001*** 
(0.0003, 0.001) 
 0.03** 
(0.01, 0.05) 
 0.01*    
(0.001, 0.02) 
-0.09***   
(-0.11, -0.08) 
-0.15*** 
(-0.17, -0.13) 
-0.03* 
(-0.05, 0.0002) 
 0.02 
(-0.01, 0.04) 
-0.04* 
(-0.07, 0.01) 
 0.05** 
(0.02, 0.08) 
 0.03** 
(0.01, 0.06) 
-0.13*** 
(-0.16, -0.10) 
 0.61*** 
(0.58, 0.65) 
 0.098 
 12,535 

 
 0.001*** 
(0.001, 0.002) 
 0.10*** 
(0.06, 0.15) 
 0.04***    
(0.03, 0.06) 
-0.14***   
(-0.17, -0.10) 
-0.31*** 
(-0.36, -0.26) 
-0.09*** 
(-0.12, -0.05) 
 0.05* 
(0.002, 0.10) 
-0.07** 
(-0.12, -0.02) 
 0.14*** 
(0.08, 0.20) 
 0.16*** 
(0.10, 0.21) 
-0.32*** 
(-0.37, -0.27) 
 0.53*** 
(0.47, 0.60) 
 0.146 
 10,401 

 
 0.001*** 
(0.0006, 0.001) 
 0.05*** 
(0.02, 0.07) 
 0.03***    
(0.02, 0.05) 
-0.06***   
(-0.09, -0.04) 
-0.16*** 
(-0.18, -0.13) 
-0.04*** 
(-0.07, -0.02) 
 0.03* 
(0.002, 0.06) 
-0.02 
(-0.05, 0.01) 
 0.06*** 
(0.03, 0.09) 
 0.04*** 
(0.02, 0.07) 
-0.16*** 
(-0.19, -0.13) 
 0.58*** 
(0.54, 0.62) 
 0.115 
 10,575 

 
 0.001*** 
(0.001, 0.002) 
 0.11*** 
(0.07, 0.15) 
 0.05***    
(0.03, 0.06) 
-0.14***   
(-0.18, -0.10) 
-0.29*** 
(-0.34, -0.24) 
-0.08*** 
(-0.11, -0.06) 
 0.05* 
(0.01, 0.09) 
-0.03 
(-0.09, 0.02) 
 0.17*** 
(0.11, 0.22) 
 0.12*** 
(0.07, 0.17) 
-0.31*** 
(-0.37, -0.25) 
 0.56*** 
(0.48, 0.64) 
 0.148 
 8,683 

 
 0.001*** 
(0.0005, 0.001) 
 0.06*** 
(0.04, 0.08) 
 0.06***    
(0.04, 0.07) 
-0.04**   
(-0.06, -0.01) 
-0.16*** 
(-0.19, -0.13) 
-0.04** 
(-0.07, -0.01) 
 0.02 
(-0.01, 0.04) 
-0.04** 
(-0.07, -0.01) 
 0.06*** 
(0.03, 0.08) 
 0.04*** 
(0.02, 0.07) 
-0.14*** 
(-0.16, -0.11) 
 0.56*** 
(0.52, 0.60) 
 0.119 
 10,977 

 
 0.001** 
(0.0002, 0.001) 
 0.10*** 
(0.07, 0.14) 
 0.06***    
(0.04, 0.07) 
-0.15***   
(-0.19, -0.11) 
-0.29*** 
(-0.33, -0.25) 
-0.07*** 
(-0.11, -0.04) 
 0.03* 
(0.001, 0.05) 
-0.07** 
(-0.12, -0.02) 
 0.17*** 
(0.12, 0.21) 
 0.12*** 
(0.08, 0.16) 
-0.31*** 
(-0.38, -0.25) 
 0.70*** 
(0.64, 0.76) 
 0.163 
 9,235 

Note.  Entries are ordinary least squares regression coefficients, with 95% confidence intervals based 

on robust standard errors clustered by state shown in parentheses. Survey weights are applied. All 

models contain fixed effects for state. Full seemingly-unrelated estimation performed on 12,535 

pooled cases for evaluative models; 10,575 pooled cases for the trust models; and 10,977 pooled 

cases for the leadership models. (†p<.10. *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 
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Figure 1. Differences in over-time changes in the indicated outcome variable associated with a shift from the minimum to the maximum 

value of  each Big Five personality dimension. All outcome variables scaled to run from 0 to 1. Graphs based on estimates from Table 1. 
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Figure 2. Schematic of  structural-equation model used in mediation analyses based on cross-lagged panel model for longitudinal data. 
Correlations, disturbances, and disturbance correlations not shown. Note that all variables and paths from October 2008 are absent in the 
leadership-difference model, since the last measurement of  the latter in the CCAP is from September 2008. E = Extraversion, A = 
Agreeablessness, C = Conscientiousness, ES = Emotional Stability, O = Openness to Experience. 
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Figure 3. Effects of selected Big Five personality dimensions on political identities in December 2007 

and October 2008. All personality characteristics measured in December 2007. Independent and 

dependent variables have been scaled to run from 0 to 1. Graphs based on estimates from Table A1. 



PERSONALITY AND POLITICAL CAMPAIGNS  36 

 

 

Figure 4. Effects of selected Big Five personality dimensions on comparative candidate evaluations in 

December 2007 and September/October 2008. All personality characteristics measured in 

December 2007. Both the independent and dependent variables have been scaled to run from 0 to 1. 

Graphs based on estimates from Table 3. 


