DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 137 175 SO 009 890

AUTHOR Campbell, Bruce A.

TITLE Personality Antecedents of the Vote.

INSTIITUTION Georgia Univ., Athens. Inst. for Behavioral
Research.

PUB DATE 76

NOTE 57p.; Paper presented at the annual meeting of the

American Political Science Association (Chicago,
Illinois, September 2-5, 1976)

EDES PRICE MF-$0.83 HC-$3.50 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *Behavioral Science Research; Behavior Patterns; Data
Analysis; *Personality Studies; *Political Science;.
Prediction; Predictive Validity; *Psychological
Patterns; *Statiszical Analysis; Tables (Data);
*Yoting

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this paper is to investigate the
relationship between psychological traits and voting hehavicr.
Investigated is the thesis that psychological traits are useful
concepts for political scientists as predictors of consistency in
behavior. Contending that previous trait theory research has been
generally unimpressive, the author hypothesizes that traits may be
specific to individuals as well as situations. This reform of trait
theory is applied to six politically relevant traits:
tendermnindedness, radicalism-conservatism, F-scale, social
desirability, locus of control, and machiavellianism. The criterion
variables include 18 measures of electoral and non-electoral
participation, ideology and partisanship, including: votes in campus,
local, state and national elections, anti-war activity, party
identification, political discussions, and attempts to persuade
others. Findings indicate that segregating the sample into
trait-relevant and trait non-relevant groups is meaningful since
predictive power is distinctly enhanced in the trait-relevant groups.
In addition, the analysis shows that the 18 criterion items cluster
according to trait-predictability in highly interpretable ways.
References relating to personality types, psychological studies, and
political participation are included. (Author/DB)

a0 o o o ke ke o i o o o ok ok ok ok kol ok ok ok ok kot ok ok ok ok ok ok o o ok o o ok ok ek ok ek kol 3k ok ok ok o S ok ook 3k 3k o o ok ok ok ok ko ok ok ok K
* Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished *
* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to ubtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items ¢f marginal *
* reprcducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality *
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
* yvia the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not *
* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *
* *
* *

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.
ke ke ok ok ok ok ok ke ok ok ok o ok akeai ok ok ok i ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok K o e ok ak ak akok 3 i ok ok 3 ok o ook ok ok ok o o ok o ok ok 3 ook ok ok ok Kk ok ok K




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRQ.
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR DRGANIZATION ORIGIN.
ATING 1T POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS

STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

INSTITUTE FOR BEHAVIORAL RESEARCH

LMy

ED13717

PERSONALITY ANTECEDENTS OF THE VOTE

Bruce A. Campbell

The University of Georgia
Athens, Georgia

So 009 P50

1976

~



Personality Antecedents of the Vote

by

Bruce A. Campbell

University of Georgia

Prepared for delivery at the 1976 Annual Meeting of the American
Political Science Association, The Palmer House, fhicago, I11inois,
Septem’ =+ 2-5, 1976. The author would like to express his apPreciation
to William A. Owens, Abraham Tesser and Jennifer Campbell for their
incisiv criticism. Ken Gauger handled the considerable programming

chores both quickly and efficiently,




Personality Antecedents of the Vote

Bruce A. Campbell

University of Georgia

The idea that certain identifiable personality traits can be found

to explain inter-situational consistency in behaviol has 5p¢ract®

political scientists from the times of Plato. sure!Ys I o Gou‘d only

develop reliable and valid measures of these traits: we coyid jntroduce

new levels of predictive regularity into the study of Politics- Unfortun-

ately, in spite of our intuitive convictions that pehavioryq consistency

should emerge, it rarely has in empirical inVestigations by politica‘
scjientists. The following analysis is therefore 2 continyapijon ©

diglogue. We expect to succeed where others have failed becaus® of a

recasting of the theory of trait influence on behaviof- Traje tNEOTIsts .

generally concede that traits are situationally specific- That is, @

trait can be expected to produce regularities in onlY @ cergain selected

set of situations. However, that set has often been impOse-d E_BLUELL
by the investigator. We shall attempt to allow oufl respongents to determanf
for themselves the relevant sSituation set.

A second reform which we shall propose for trait theOry s that

traits are not only situation-specific, but are als® EEEégﬂ:EEgglfLE- This

view rejects the traditional assumption that all individug)g posseSS a

particular trait, in favor of the idea that for somé» 2 trajt may S'Mply

have 7o mMeaning:. We should expect consistency in behavior only for those

who organize their world views according to a relevant traj,.
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This paper explores new theoretical ground in political science,
and its main contribution should be the assessment it makes of the
frujtfulness of the paths it follows. If the subgtance of our results
can be seen as a contribution to our knowledge of attitude and behavior
in the area of political participation, then the success of our effort

will have been two-fold.

Trait Theory

Trait theory rests on a simple and intuitively attractive postulate:
There are certain eléments of the personality, called traits, which are
relatively stable, highly consistent, and which exert widely generq?ized
causal effects on behavior (Mischel, 1973). We all find in our day-to-day
affairs that we tend to form cxpectations about our friends and colleagues
in terms of certain traits which we have assigned to them. We can expect
one individual to deprecate our achievements because we think he is
deficient in self-esteem and has difficulty accepting the notion that
others are doing quaiity work. We predict that another individual will
typically be the one to take the initiative in organizing social activities
because we have assigned to him the trait of compulsive orderliness.

These sorts of informal observations have led to the fundamental assump-
tion of this theoretical approach to personality: ''Personality comprises
broad underlying dispositions which pervasively influence the individual's
behavior across many situations and lead to consistency in his behavior!
(AViport, 1937).

One can easily understand how trait theory arose before the Depression.
Freud's work formed a dominant part of the thinking on personality and led

to a view which reduced the personality to a very few, or even to one,

-—
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dimension. Moreover, th€ iNtutieive factor reinforcey this View. pgon
and Allen (1974; p. 506) note that for our intuitiong 1ghe assumpgiq,
of cross-situational cO"SistENCy is Viregally SYNOnypous with the concept .
of personality jtself- There jre few other beliefs j out human bepoyior
which are as compe]]ingly self-eyident u

The great mis fortun® of trait theory has been ty,t, a5 increasingly
sophisticated measuremet '€Chniques haye been @PPligq to the Varig,s
trait concepts, empirica] FeSearch has consistently g,jled to Tind myuch
cross-situational predictive Power. Mischel (1968) | reviewing po¢h
past and current research’ Observes that the cross-giyational corrgyation
coefficients reported 96"¢M1ly fail to exceed -30. ypat is to sa,
individuals who are scored as helpful of persistent (Hartshorne and May,
1928), introverted (Newc®™: 192a), or jynctual (Dugycha, 1936), for
instance, fail to behav® “ONSistently across @ VeTiety of situationg in
which these trajts are expecCted to be manifested-
- The fact that behaVior Varies from gjtuation to situation is
certainly not denijed bY aNYone, not even the classicg trait theorjgs.
"Umer°us‘sensitive analyses appea’ to have

Quite to the contrary:

isolated two basjc reasOns Wy traits, pich ''oughth ;o detérMine pepavior,

do such a poor job of it TheSe we may ]abel "SPECif;city of the sjtuation"
and ''specificity of thé Person n .\

-
N
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Figure 1 aboyt here
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Of these two facto’™’ bY far the more familiar ;g the specificiry of

the situation, psychologists have long recognized tp, value of the tewinian

paradigm:




Figure 1

The Interaction of Situation and Person in
the Expectation of Trait-Consistent Behavior
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That'fga behavior is a function of the interaction of the organism and
its eanronment (Davies, 1973; Greenstein, 1975). An example of one of
the more popular traits in the literature, and one which we discuss at
length below, is authoritarianism. This trait is generally found to
predict hostile and aggressive behavior in situations of interpersonal
interaction, but only in the case where the authoritarian individual
occupies a superior position. That is, the trait is not served by a
certain typical behavior in all cases. In the instance in which the
authorita}ian individual encounters someone who is superior to him, his
typical behavior pattern will be submission. In sum, éﬁtrait may be

served by different behaviors in different situations.

The specificity of situation concept continues beyond this, however.
it is clear that a trait is simply not engaged in many, if not most, of
the situations encountered by the individual. This may be true even
though the investigator may have gooprréé§On to think that, in theory,

a situation ought to be trait-relatéd. Bem and Alien (1974) maintain -
that much of the failure of empirical work in trait theory to show the
expected correlations arises from this problem. The investigator
determines a priori which situations he will test, ignoring the fact
that he may be forcing situations on his subjects which they do not
feel are relevant to the trait in question. The result is a deflated
correlation. In their own work, these authors discover that the

trait "conscientiousness' predicts rather well to getting school work
in on time, but fails miserably to predict who will maintain the most
orderly room.

The second factor which appears in Figure 1 involves the specificity

of the person. The idea that traits cannot be expected to determine
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behavior in all situations is generally well-established {although less
well in political science than in psychology). A much more unusual
idea is that traits may not determine behavior in all individuals, either.
The influence of Freud, who spoke of personality universals, has perhaps
preefipted our thinking in this particular area. Nonetheless, it appears
reasonable to think that while certain individuals may be very authoritar-
ian or very noh-authoritarian, certain others may not organize their world
view along those lines at all. The dimension of atithoritarianism may
simply not be relevant to their behavior in any situation. This will be
true regardless of the fact that these latter individuals may be perfectly
capable of generating a score of the F-scale.

These two factors must each be taken into account{'therefore, if
we are to expect behavior to be consistently related to traits. As

Figure 1 indicates, both are necessary but not sufficient conditions.

The Use of Trait Theory in Political Science

The use of the trait concept to explain consistencies in the political
behavior of individuals has a long, if no: particularly crowded, heritage.
Plato, the source of so much of the inspiration in our discipline, in;luded
personality traits in his study. 'His three types of leaders, the aristo- |
crat, the timocrat, and the tyrant, were each identified in terms of a
central ﬁotive. These individuals acted in pursuit of honor, wealth,
or power, and from those underlying traits, the characteristics of the
rule of each could be predicted. |

Among the later classics,‘a number can be Yiewed as the outline of
the governmental form which would be expected to follow if a single

psychological orientation is made the premise. “Thus, Hobbes Leviathan



may be considered as a discussion of the society and government which
would follow if human beings were sadomésochistic and paranoid;
ﬁachiave]li's The Prince may be considered as a discussion of government
where the elite is competitive, anxious and possessed of psychopathic

personalities, and J. S. Mills'’ On Liberty and Considerations on Representa-

tive Government represent a Utopia where men are assumed to have democratic

personalities, are thought to have their libidinous drives well under
control, and are guided by reason'' (Lane, 1963; p. 467n).

It is perhaps more typical to identify three contemporary names
with the use of trait theory in political science: Lasswell, Greenstein,
@nd Davies. Lasswell, in fact, is generally acknowledged as the father
of this approach within the discipline, Plato gﬁ_gl: notwi thstanding.

''"He was the first to insist successfully on the need to bring.pgychology
into political analysis. He, more than any.other person, insisted that
unconscious forces which so significantly determine how people behave
must be subjected to analysis'' {(Davies, 1373; p. 20).

The basic statement of tasswell's position on the role of personality
in political life takes the form of the following egquation:

pld}lr=P
That is, political man is produced by the displacemesnit of private
motives onto public objects, and their subsequent rationalization in
terms of the public interest.

The key element in this formula from our perspective is of course
the p, or private motives. These are shared by all men; political types
arise when certain motives are displaced and rationalized. Lasswell's
analycis focuses on three basic types of political man. The "agitator'

is animated by a ''drive to obtain prom»>t indulgence from large audiences
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in terms of values such as affection and respect.! The ''administrator'
is identified with a need to keep destructive impulses under control,

and is generally seen as a '‘power-centered'' rather than a 'permissive"
type. Finally, the '"theorist'' stresses ''enlightenment and skill values,"
and is identified with frustrations met early in liie. In spite of the
fact that these characteristics would not be immediately recognized as
traits by many classical personality psychologists, it is not difficult
to see in them the core of the '‘pervasive predispositions which have a

generalized effect on behavior' which lie at the center of the standard

definition.

Both Davies and Greenstein have taken up lLasswell's crusade to
have personality included in the study of politics, a crusade which
had not made much headway in the thirty years following the publication

of Psychopathology and Pulitics. Davies (1973} takes a particularly

aggressive position, seeking tc ''compensate for what | regard as a hype;-
-trophy of research in epiphenomena, phenotypes, and other evidences of
the sometimes self-evident or long since demonstrated . . .'" (p. 27).

He deplores the study of political behavior for concentrating on the
""precise validation of the self-evident in each of its infinite nuances."
More fundamentally, his position is that the truly basic questions which
political scientists ask (or ought to ask), cannot be answered without a
grounding in political psychology. The question of why men institute
governments or why they seek to alter or abolish them must be approached,
says Davies, through a systematic knowledge of psychology.

AltHough he shares a common belief about the validity of the political

personality concept, the thrust of Greenstein's work (1969) is in a
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direction quite different from Davies'. Here, the primary concern is not
to attack the empirical study of political behavior for its neglect of
the personality, but to strike down whatever logical arguments may have
been raised to defend that neglect. 1in a review of five of the major
objections which have been brought to the study of personality in politi-
cal science, Greenstein concludes that there is no reason why, in principle,
we should not focus more precisely in this area in our attémpts to under-
stand political man ({969; chaptér 2). He then presents a schema of the
personal ity which was orfginally developed by Smith (1968), laying out
the various elements and processes upon which research into this realm
must focus.

So we find that Lasswell has laid the modern foundations for the
study of personality and politics, Davies exhorts us to make more use
of personality concepts, and Greenstein assures us that personality
is in fact relevant in the stud@rof political behavior. We are left,
in this brief review, with a consideration of the shock troops, those
scholars who have attempted to collect data and to demonstrate empirically
that some link exists between personality traits and political behavior.

Even if we restrict ourselves to studies with some bearing on
politics, we face a - bewildering variety of work in this area. Fortunately,
Greenstein has recently completed a magistral review (1975), to which all
can refer, and which relieves us of the necessity of attempting one here.
(Other compendia are Greenstein and Lerner, 1971; Knutson, 1973).

It is perhaps worth a moment, nevertheless, to point out the basic
details of Greenstein's organization, so that the main features of the
landscape in this subfield will be clear. The studi:s treated in

Greenstein's review are divided into three groups. The first inveives
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case studies of individial political actors. Here we find two major
areas of focus. The first is the famlliar technique of psychobiography.
The 1ives and actions of major political figures have been variously
dissected, usually from a heavily psychoanalytic perspective. Thus,

we find Erikson's two works on political and religious leaders, Young Man

Luther (1958) and Ghandi's Truth (1969); George and George's analysis of
Woodrow Wilson (1956), and Tucker's analysis of Stalin's formative years
and rise to power (1973). '

Not all case studies have dealt with political elites, however. Of
much greater interest for our own analysis are the case studies carried
out in the general population by Smith, Bruner and White (1956), and
by Lane (1962). In both of these studies, extraordinarily long interviews
(on thé order of 30 hours in the former case) were conducted with 10
or 15 men. The main service performed by this work has been to demonstrate
the complex and contingent nature of the relationships between personality
characteristics and po:itical behavior. If nothing else, these studies
suggest that ''there evidently are connections 'in the real world' between
personal disposition and political behavior that are too segmental and
varied to be trapped in thke form of measurgd general relationships' (Green- .
stein, 1975; p. 35).

The second major grouping of personality and politics work in Green-
stein's review centers onthe political typology. Here we focus most
directly on the subject of the present paper, for by typology, Greenstein
means ''syndrome classifications that identify interdependent constellations
of traits with distinctive origins, dynamics and behavioral links . M

(p. B4). Since we will deal at greater length with certain traits in a
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later section, we will simply mention here some of the studies which
fall under this rubric.
Perhaps the most weli-known study of a politically-relevant trait

is the Authoritarian Personality (Adorno, et al., 1950). Designed

originally to study the psychological corr~lates of anti-Semiyism, the
principle trait developed by this work -- the F-scale -- has come to be
applied to all manner of political behavior as well. This effort has
met with indifferent success, as we discuss below.

Another example of the application of - trai* psychology to political

behavior is Rokeach's The Open and The Closed Minc¢ (1960). This typologi-

cal formulation was an attempt to isolate the doamatism trait in a way
which would be free from ideological contamination. Rokeach hoped to
escape the criticism leveled against the F-scale which held that it was
a measure only of right-wing authoritarianism. Although the scale is
weakened somewhat by Rokeach's validation procedure, which is limited
to a sample of 13 English Communists, the general pr:tential of the
dogmatism trait should continue to attract the attention of political
“scientists.

A third prominent attempt to construct a politically-relevant trait
involves the Machiavellianism scale. This, too, was an effort to escepe
the problems of the F-scale and to develop an ideolbgy-free measure. The
scale was de_igned ''to identify individuals disposed to fill méhipulative
social and political roles -- individuals low in affect invested in
interpersonal relationships, concern with conventional morality, and
intensity of ideological commitment and sufficiently lacking in 'gross

psychopathology' to use these permissive proclivities to act as 'operators'
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or manipulators' (Greenstein, 1975; p. 50).

The final main division of Greenstein's review incorporates
aggregative analyses. The best known part of this literature, though
not always the most respected, is that which deals with national character.
These studies, which have subsequently been roundly criticized, generally
identified a linkage between some aspect of child-rearing practices
and personality structure, and between personality structure and the
behavior of whole cultures. During the Second World War and_the cold-
war period, these analyses were studiously applied not only to the
explanation of our enemies (Benedict, 1946; Dicks, 1950; Gorer and
Rickman, 1949), but also our friends (Mead, 1942).

On the more reputable side, a number of studies have attracted
attention. McClelland (1961), for instance, has sought to demonstrate
the link between the level of need-achievement in a population, and the
rate of economic growth. And Talcott Parsons' (1947) essay on the
sources of aggression in international avfairs hypothesized that private
tensions which arise from the strain of trying to learn occupational
roles, are displaced outward and lead finally to aggressive impulses in
the international sphere.

While Greenstein has assembled a truly impressive list of work,
when we look down to consult the bottom line, the empirical demonstrations
of trait-behavior links in politics have failed to impress. Milbrath
and Klein (1962), for instance, conclude: ‘'We are not aware of any study
which has isolated a personality trait which drives people specifically
into politics.' McClosky (1958), while he finds an extraordinary number
of links between clinical measures of personality (such as rigidity,

hostility or contempt for weakness), and conservatism, goes on to conclude
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that people do not <cem to make political judgements on the basis of

their liberalism-conservatism. Schneider (1973), speaking of psychological
research more generally, concludes that ''there has been no research
attention to relatively stable inferential relationships between behaviors

and traits. Finally, the authors of the American Voter (1960) review

parsonal ity factors in voting behavior. Their research on the effect of
zuthoritarianism on the prediction of attitudes about public policy
reveals that for the 80% of the population which lacks a coilege education,
"results stand at a dubious trace level.' Similar findings weré'made in
the area of partisan choice. |

While we fully intend to close this section on a negative note,
it would perhaps be circumspect to point out that the effort to link
personality traits with political variables has by no means fallen into
neglect. A major on-goirg proje:t is being sustained by McClosky, who has
now passed this interest on to his students. Of specific note in this

context are Sniderman (1975), and Sniderman and Citrin (1971), who

focus on the link between self-esteem and democratic politics.

Specification of Person and Situation

Throughout this review of applications of trait theory in political
science, we note a marked lack of sensitivity to the concept of
specificity. Our earlier review observed that psychologists have generally
conceded that no personality trait will be manifest in all behavioral
situations. In many cases, the trait will simply not Le engaged, and in
others, the trait may be served by inconsistent behavior (as in the

authoritarian's dominance of subordinates and submission to superiors).
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Conscious even of this “imitation of trait theory and selecting situations
with great care, a eeiling of +.30 seems to exist for crossSituational
correlation coefficients (Mischel, 1968). Indeed, Mischel concludes that
"the predictive utility of a trait-based approach to personality still
remains undemonstrated and that situational specificity of behaviar
appears to be the rule rather than the exception' (Bem and Allen, 1974;
p. 507).

Bem and Allen (1974) refuse to accept this indictment. In spite of
the several reasons to accept at face value the failure of empirical
studies to produce correlations in excess of +.30, these authors believe
that this lack of cross-situational consistency arises from an error
which wg;dpointed out forty years ago by Gordon Allport (1937). The
fallacy ;esides in the fact that this entire research tradition is
predicatea upon nomothetic rather than idtographic assumptions about
the nature of individual differences. That is, nearly all the research’
in the area ¢f trait theory has assumed that a given trait is relevant
for all individuals and that iﬁdividual differences can be identified with
different locations on that trait (or set of traits). What Allport
proposed was that "individuals differ not only in the ways traits are
related to one another in each person, but that they differ also in
terms of which traits are even relevant' (Bem and Allen, 1974; p. 526).
Thus, the nomothetic impulses of the behavioral scientist result in the
imposition of a set of equivalence classes, determined by the choice
of behaviors and situations to be sampled. Inconsistency in behavior,
then, does rot necessarily arise from the irrelevance of the trait but

from the fact that a nomothetic structure has been forced uUPOn an
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essentially idiographic situation. Bem and Allen SYMMari,, s follows

(1974, p- 510):

. traditional trait-based research studY
will yield evidence of cross-situational
consistency only if the individuals in th€
research sample agree with the investigato’ S
a priori claim that the sampled behaviors and
situations belong in a common equivalence
class and only if the individuals agree 3™"9
themselves on how to scale those behaviors and
situations . . . The traditional verdict ©
inconsistency is in no way an inference about
individuals; it is a statement about a di5~
agreement between an investigator and a 97°"P
of individuals and/or a disagreement amond
the individuals within the group. The fallacy
is a direct consequence of the traditiond’
nomothetic assumptions about individual d!7~
ferences.

In its pure form, Bem and Allen allude to a tot!ly idjographic sort

. . . ind: d
of investigation. We are instructed to observe EEEE-'"d'Vidua] and note

in what ways his behaviors are consistent. One subjéct Might always

do his schoolwork early, be meticulous about his per5°nal groomin9ds and

. 1
- - .7 S
be always punctual. We might be tempted to ascribe the trajt neonscientiodu

to this person. What of the second individual, howeV€ls whg is con*

scientious about his schoolwork but neglectful in th® Other two areas?

Should he be described as inconsistently conscienti°US? NO, say these

. . . rel
authors. Here is a student for whom conscientjousn€Ss 1S pgt the evant

trait at all, but who is instead highly dedicated a5 2 Student and has no
time for anything else.

This is not the forum to debate the relatijve merits of the idiographic
and nomothetic approaches to the study of behavior- SUffiCe it to S3y that

we are in no position to study large samples in the id'°9"aphic manner
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described above. What we do propose is to back off from what we have
characterized as the nomothetic positiaa; that is, the assumption that
certain traits are relevant to everycne, at least in certain situations.
If we can come up with an operational definition of ''relevant trait,'
then we will be in a position to limit our investigations to the upper
left~hand quadrant of Figure 1. That is, we will be able to specify,
to a degree at least, not only the situations in which a trait is
relevant, but also, that subset of individuals for which the trait is
relevant. This latter step constitutes a major departure from earlier
trait research and has high potential for yielding greater inter-
situational consistency in behavior.

Thus the compromise between the nomotinetic and idlographic centers

on an id hic assessment procedure which allows us to use each

individ unique characteristics to determine the relevance of a

set of traits. This procedure, as developed by Bem and Allen (1974),
centers on the calculation of an ipsatized variance ratio, a statistic
which is intended to capture the meaning of the idea of trait relevance.
Unless an individual is cross~situationally consistent on a trait dimension
(that is, unless he responds in a similar manner to the various Items
which constitute the trait scale), then by definition he cannot be
meaningfully characterized by the investigator's construct. The ipsatized
variance ratio is simply a measure of the extent to which an fndividual's
variance on a particular trait relates to the amount of variance present
in a larger.pool of items. 'It reflects the degree to which an individual

'extracts' the particular trait-scale items from the total pool of items

and '‘clusters' them into an equivalence class'" (Bem and Allen, 1974; p. 515).
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Returning to FigUr® 1y the use of the iPsatizey variance ragj,
allows a two-pronged 252K on the proyiem of incresging the Predicrability
of political pehavioT from Psychologicg] traits. Fj.st, W& are po, aple
to separate a sample of Indivig,ats into trait-releyant and trait<irrelevant
groups. That js, we €@" "®Strict our jhvesti9ation yo those indiyiguals
in the left-hand colu™ °F Figure 1 through the appyjcation of the ipsatized
variance ratio, |

The second step i° ° purelY empirjcal oné- Onge we have deterpmined
whether a trajt is rel€¥3"% we are abje to tUrM oy, atfe"ti°" to the
array of politijcal behdViOFS which we hope to Predic, ~We My finq
for instance, that certain Clasges of political behayjors FesPond yery
strongly to prediction PY traits, but ¢pat others ap, pot SO affecyeq.
This methodology will thus alyg, 5 Mapping of these criterion Variaples,
determining whether th€Y 2T relatively more trait-, jateds 35 oppyged

to being socia]]y determined.

A Short Review of the SS1%Cted Traits

We should reiterate at this point that this Study is highly
exploratory in nature- TherefOre, we pake nO claip that the set of
scales which we have U5 €ONstitutes the exhaustive jisting of
politically=rejevant £raits. quite to the contrary ¢ would be no .
surprising if thijs wer® true, Nor do e present eXtensiVve theoretica]
arguments that a11 of th®S€ Six traits pich we have jpcluded shoypy
be found to be po]itically Felevant. dur goal in this analysis is gimply
to apply the idiographic aPProach propgsed by Bem ang Allen to the
political sphere., Our selectiqg, procesg has been baged on the Writings

of earlier scholars (reV ®ed briefly pojow), Who haye suggested i,
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more or less rigorous ways that the traits which we have finally selected
should bear some fruit when cultivated in the political realm.

The first two scaies employed in our analysis were developed by
Eysenck (1954) specifically for the purpose of explaining why radicals
of the right (fascists) and left (communists), seem to resemble each other
in identifiable ways. Strictly speaking, these measures were not intended
to be specific personality variables, but rather emerged as the result
of an attempt to construct the dimensions which underlie people's social
attitudes and beliefs (Robinson and Shaver, 1969). Eysenck's proposal is
elegant in its simplicity. He conceives of modern politics as a two-
dimensional arena. One of these dimensions is the familiar radical-
conservative one, whith seeks to persuade us that communists are funda-
mentally different from fascists. In order to correct this error (as
he perceives it), Eysenck proposes a second, orthogonal dimension of
tendermindedness. On this scale, fascists and communists supposedly appear
as very similar personalities, both at the tough-minded end.2
‘ Conceptualizing these two traits presents something of a problem.
An examination of the items in the radical-conservative cluster reveals
only one ''concept.'" That is, conservatism is attached to a preference
for things as they are or used to be, while radicalism is characterized
by @ taste for change. The items of this scale treat such topics as the
nationalization of industry, the return to religion, the power of Jews,
and the inferiority of colored people. Eysenck found, not surprisingly,
that this factor differentiated Socialists rather well from Tories.

The second scale, tendermindedness, does not offer even this meager
conceptual content. Here we find items referring to the death penalty,

flogyging of criminale, and treating conscientious objectors as traitors.
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TheyAsuggest that an opposition of humane and inhumane is present here,
which is of course suggested by the words ''tender'' and '‘tough.'' This
is also reminiscent of the "hard-soft' dimension Tsolated by Weisberg
and Rusk (1970) which differentiated Wallace from Rockefeller and McCarthy
in the 1968 presidential election.
The third scale which we have included is the well-known authoritar{anlsm,

or F-scale (F for fascist). The monumental work which presented this
scale (Adorno, et al., 1950) has attracted so much scholarly attention
that the concept of trait has practically become synomymous with author-
itarianism (Kirscht and Dillei.ay, 1967; Christie and Jahoda, 1954).

| The critical difference between the F-scale and Eysenck's scales
lies in the Intellectual nature of their respective origins. Recall
that the Eysenck scales were not conceived a priori, but rather emerged
a: the dimensions which best describe the clustering of 40 items. (it
should be noted that Eysenck claims that his tendermindedness scale Is jh
fact an ideology-free authoritarianism scale.) Robinson describes the
spproach used in the construction of the F-scale (1969, p. 224). ''The
F-scale was not constructed by the method of selecting items from a
large pool on a statistical basfs; rather, eacn one was written specifically
for the original scale on the basis of the éuthors' previous experience ‘
and theoretical considerations. :ach item was meant to be related to
both prejudice and one or more of nine personality variables . . . In
addition, each item had to be indirect and had to reflect a balance between
irrationality and objective truth."

wWhat the authoritarian personality is, or what the authoritarian

individual is actually like, is not immediately apparent from the original

volume. However, Kirscht and Dillehay (1967, pp. vi-vii), in their review
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of The Authoritarian Personality, do present a reasonably comprehensive

composite of the syndrome.

Authoritarianism characterizes the basically weak
and dependent person who has sacrificed his capa-
city for genuine experience of self and others so
as to maintain a precarious sense of order and
safety that is psychologically necessary for him.
In the type case, the authoritarian confronts with
a fagade of spurious strength a world in which
rigidly stereotyped categories are substituted for
the affectionate and individualized experience

of which he is incapable. Such a person is
estranged from inner values and lacks self-
awareness. His judgments are governed by a puni-
tive conventional moralism, reflecting external
standards towards which he remains insecure since
he has failed to make them really his own. His
relations with others depend on considerations of
power, success, and adjustmént, in which people
figure as means rather than as ends, and achieve-
ment is valued competitively rather than for its
own sake. In his world, the good, the powerful,
and the ingroup merge to stand in fundamental
opposition to the immoral, the weak, the outgroup.
For all that he seeks to align himself with the
former, his underlying feelings of weakness and
self-contempt commit him to a constant and em-
bittered struggle to prove to himself and others
that he really belongs to the strong and good, and
that his ego-alien impulses, which he represses,
belong to the weak and bad.

The fourth scale included in our analysis is the Crowne-Marlowe scale
of social desirability (Crowne and Marlowe, 1960; 1964). This measure
was developed initially to be applied as a methodological corrective in
the area of personality testing. One of the early failures of this metho-
dology was the fact that subjects seemed ''miserably uncooperative'' (Crowne
and Marlowe, 1964, p. vii). Subjects simply failed to respond to test
batteries as was theoretically anticipated. It soon became clear, of
course, that the reason underlying this recalcitrance was that subjects

. Yo .
were responding not only to the content of an item, but also%d its
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form. {n particular it was feared that respondents were displaying a
tendency to ''fake good,'" to answer questions in ways which appeared
acceptable, rather than in ways stemming from their true views,

* To attack this problem, Crowne and Marlowe developed a set of 33
items which they felt, from a conceptual perspective, would reveal a
tendency to respond in socially desirable ways. Two types of statements
were created; one culturally acceptable but probably untrue (*'l never
hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble.') and the other
true but undesirable ("'l sometimes feel resentful when | don't get my way.').
These items were winnowed from 50 to 33 by a set of judges, and 15 were
then keyed false.

Although the origins of this scale are in the realm of methodology,
the scale has considerable interest in the area of motivation as well.

The authors preseht it, in fact, as a scale'which measures the need to
present oneself in a favorable iight (Crowne and Marlowe, 1960). it
reflects the need of the subject to obtain apbroval by responding to
-questionnaire items in a culturally appropriate manner.

This scale, unlike the three previously presented, has no obvious
application in the political realm. At second glance, however, a number
of reasonably cogent expectations may be generated. The need-for-approval
motive may well lead individuals down certain paths of political belief~
or behavior. We would expect, specifically, that the more visible and
consensually approved aspects of participation, such as voting, would be
significantly related to this need, while'controversial participatory
behaviors, such as demoﬁstrating, would be eschewed.

The fifth tr ..t employed in this analysis is Rotter's scale of locus

of control (1954, 1960, 1966). The concept which underlay the development
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of the measure is the ''degree to which individuals perceive the events in
their lives as being a consequence of their own actions and thereby
controllable, or as being unrelated té their own behaviors and therefore,
beyond personal control' (Lefcourt, 1972). This perception is seen by
Rotter to constitute a generalized expectancy, grounded in social learning
theory. A 29-item scale to measure this trait was developed after several
revisions based on item~analysis, social desirability controls and studies
in discriminant validity (Robinson and Shaver, 1969; p. 143).

Lefcourt (1972), in a recent analysis, has detailed five major areas
in which the locus of control has been shown experiméntaily to have
discriminating ability. Those whose locus of caontrol is internal (Qho
feel they are masters of their fate) tend to be more resistant to coercion.
They tend to display greater cognitive activity, engaging more in data
gathering, which is in turn seen as leading to a greater probability of
task success. Internals show a greater ability to defer gratification
if they are white, although experimental evidence indicates that all blacks
kend to prefer immediate reinforcement. Internal control is associated
with high academic achievement among children. Fainlly, internals respond
more appropriately than externals to success and failure, adjusting more
appropriately to past experience to ensure future success.

To our knowledge, the political relevance of locus of control has
not received much attention. Lefcourt cites only one study in his review
(Ritchie and Phares, 1969) which borders on the political world. This
study ‘was primarily focused on resistance of subjects to changes in atti=-
tude. Externals were found to be more conforming than internals to
suggested changes but only when the influence arQuments were attributed

to high-status sources.
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There are reasons to believe, however, that the locus of control
concept should have political ramifications. The resistance to influence
has obvious relevance in the area of issue attitudes, which lie beyond

our present scope. Focusing on participatory behavior and ideology,

we might expect to find the typirsl inférnal to feel more politically
efficacinus, because of his greater ability to collect information about |
the system and to receive feedback which would lead eventually to effective
behavior. Indeed, the very core of the locus of control concept, that
events are the consequence of one's own actions, must certainly include
things like the election of candidates to office. We would therefore
expect a relationship to exist between voting turnout and locus of control.

As to the measures of political ideology, the locus of control trait
provides fewer cues. The external individual might tend to prefer
the "hard" candidate, like Wallace or Reagan, who dictomizes societies'
problems and proposes simple solutions. In this, however, we are really
moving into the areas covered by the F-scale and the tendermindedness
lgcale. At least one study has shown the relationship between locus of
control and F to be near zero (Wrightsman and Cook, 1965). We therefore
entertain no expectations as to the relationship between this trait and
political ideology. N

Finally, our sixth measurn is Christie's Machiavellianism scale
(Christie and Gefs, 1970).3 Not surprisingly, this scale is derived
from an extended analysis of items drawn from the writings of Machiavelli.
Unlike the F-scale, which leans heavily on the irrational components of
human behavior (thus revealing its debt to Freud), the Mach scale

is concerned, as was Machiavelli, with overt behavior, and the 'how' of

interpersonal relations, rather than the more Freudian '‘why.'
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Machiavellianism, in essence, refers to a lack of concern with conventional
morality, an emotional neutrality in interpersonal relationships, a lack
of commitment to ideological goals and a willingness to engage in the
manipulation of others. In sum, it encapsulates the idea that an individual
is willing to do whatever is necessary, in the interpersonal arena, in -
order to achieve (usually his own personal) ends (Kraut and Price, 1976).
Christie has“2ns to point out, however, that machiavellians are not
necessarily hostile, viscious, or vindictive. A better summary phrase
might be ''cool detachment'' which makes them freer to act where others would
be bound by emotional involvement or conventional morality (Robinson and
Shaver, 1969; p. 508).

This role model appears to be more readily applicable to the political
leader than the political follower, and indeed, Christie reveals that his
first work with the scale was stimulated by just such people (Christie
and Geis, 1970; p. 2). Nonetheless, by examining the major dimensions
of the machiavellian profile, certain expectations about the political
behavior of the mass electorate do emerge.

We recall that earlier, the notion was advanced that those scoring
high on social desiradility would be more likely to vote, because
voting is seen as ''the right thing to do.'" By this same token, we would
expect the Machiavellians to turn out to vote at a lower rate because
of their lack of sensitivity to the conventional morality. On the
ideological side, we find that machiavellians are conceived as ilow on
ideological commitment of any kind. They are seen, rather, as striving
for more short-range and concrete ends, rather than for an ultimate
idealistic gcal. This means that if ideologies are to be found, they

should arise from those who score low on the scale of Machiavellianism.
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Data and Method

The data from which the present analysis arises were originally
collected in 1968 from male members 6f the freshman class at the Univérsity
of Georgia.h We have drawn the téndermindedness scale, the radicalism-
conservatism scale, the F-scale, the social desirability scale and the
locus of control scale i-om this study.

In 1970, a subset of these éubjects was reinterviewed in a study
conducted in the Department of Political Science at the University of
Georgia.5 At this time, the Machiavellianism scale (Mach 1V) and all the
political items used in this andlysis were collectéd. 0f the 1037 males
responding to the 1968 study, 857 valid targets were selected for
reinterviewing in 1970. These 857 individuals were contacted in three
separate waves at the time of the 1370 elections. Response rates of 52%,
72%, and 51%, and the deletion of any missing data cases yield a usable
N of 300 for the present study.

Following Bem and Allen (1974), the ipsatized variance ratio was
‘calculated for each individual, for each of the six scales. This was
done by calculating the total variability produced by the pool of items
which constituted all six scales (a collection of 144 items in all).

This was expressed as an average variance (total variance over all six
sets of items, divided by six), and was divided into each of the
variances produced by the six subsets of items, one for each scale,

to produce the ipsatized variance ratios.

The basic analysis reported below is simply the intercorrelation
of the trait score with a number of political criterion variables, with
a contrc’ for the magnitude of the ipsatized variance ratio. For the

100 cases with the smallest rat;os on a given trait, that trait is
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considered to be relevant. For those 100 subjects with the largest
ratios, the trait is not considered to be relevant.

The choice of dependent variables was dictated primarily by empirical
criteria, We sought to present our subjects with a variety of types of
behaviors in which they might engage in the political worid, We have,
accordingly, tested a fairly wide variety of political attitudes and
behaviors. These are split into four main categories. First are those
which measure the frequency of habitual voting. This is ascertained by
questions of the '"do you usually vote'" kind, asked for different levels
of goveirnment from local to national.

The second category of criterion variables is really a subset of
the first. Here we have placed questions which ask whether the respondent
has voted in a specific election.

The third category is a catch-all which we have labeled "non-electoral
participation.' Here we have included anti-war activity, as well as the

’

more convehtional measures of opinion leadership and attempted political
bersqasion.

Finally, the fourth category includes measures of ideology and
partisanship. Ideology is measured by a simple five-category scale,
and partisanship is derived from the familiar party identification item

and the 1968 presidential choice.

Resul ts

The first step in the examination of our data involves the display
of the simple correlation coefficients between the six trait measures
and the criterion measures, divided into the four categories mentioned

above. (Appendix 1 contains the wording and direction of coding of all

variables.)
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Table 1 presents what mﬁst be a familiar profile to students of
trait psychology. Of the 108 correlations presented in this table, only
16 achieve significant levels (p < .05). And of these 16, only six
exceed .20, and only three achieve the .30 level which Mischel observed
to be the ceiling for trait-behavior associations.

Looking at Table 1 in a bit greater detail, it becomes clear quite
quickly why authoritarianism has attracted so much attention among political
scientists. Six of the significant correlations are produced by ﬁhis
trait, inlcuding one (with political ideology) of -.35. The radical-
conservative scale of Eysenck also produces significant associations;
more impressive, in fact, than those produced by the F-scale. Fully nine
of the 18 correlations associated with the radicalism-conservatism trait
are significant, including one of .32 (with anti-war activity), and one
of .46 (with political ideology). |

In spite of these occasional salient points, the landscape of
Figure 1 remains rather dreary. And even a correlation of .46, we remember,
means that only 21 percent of the variance in political ideology can be
attributed to the radicalism-conservatism trait.

Bem and Allen would confront this table with observations something
like the following. The reason that we do so poorly in unearthing strong
trait-behavior relationships ic because we are forcing a preconceived set
of equivalence classes on our subjects. That is, we expect‘that all
subjects will behave in ways which are consistent with their measured
position on each trait, and furthermore, we expect that this consistency

of behavior will generalize over the 18 particular behaviors and attitudes -

which we have chosen as our criterion variables.
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Table 1

Correlations of Six Traits with Fopr Sets of Political Variables

Habitual Voting
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Table 1 (Continued)

Set Voting in Particular Elections / Non-Electoral Participation
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Table 1 (Continued)

Set Ideology and Partisanship
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We know, from our earlier discussion, that these are hasty conclusions,
derived perhaps from the canons of nomothetic theory, but ill-sujited
to reveal patterns of relationship in which are embedded imporgant idiographic
elements. Therefore, we proceed with two ameliorative steps. First we
calculate the ipsatized variance ratio for each of the six scales, for
each individuai. We then recalculate the trait-behavior correlations
for those for whom each trait is most relevant and those for whom the
trait is least relevant.

The second step in our procedure involves the inspection of these
correlations in an effort to sort out the domain of behaviors over which
a trait appears to hold sway for those who hold it to be relevant. By
identifying such clusters, we move toward a position of judging whether
certain classes of participator, oehavior are alike or different in

terms of the motives which underlie them.

The first set of criterion variables to be examined in Table 2 involves
questions which relate to habitual voting patterns. The typical form of
the question is ''Do you generally vote . . . Of the 36 trait-criterion
correlation paris displayed, 24 show that those individuals with Tow
variability on the trait in question had a higher direct correlation than
those with high variability, ten showed lower correlations, and two were
tied.

while this ratio of confirmations to failures is reasonably satisfactory
from the point of view of the hypothesis that specification of persons is
both relevant and meaningful, a glance at the magnitude of the correlations

displayed fails to generate much excitement. While trait-relevant individuals
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Table 2

Correlations of Six Traits with Four Sets of Political Variables,
Controlling for Trait Relevance
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Table 2 (Continued)

Voting in Particular Elections
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Table 2 (Continued)

ldeology and Partisanship
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do tend to show higher correlations, in only one case does this exceed .20.
Fully 22 of the 36 coefficients produced by trait-relevant individuals fail
to reach .10. From the point of viéw of prediction, this is far from
satisfactory.

Some interesting inferences regarding the motiyational profile of
these attitudes may be made from the patterns of association, however.

Most importantly, we note that the strongést direct correlations, as well
as the largest relevant-nonrelevant differentials, are produced by the
scale of social desirability. As we discussed in an earlier section, this
scale is meant to tap the extent of the respondent's social conformity

and the extent to which his appearance in thé eyes of others is important
to him. The success of this trait in conforming to our expectations leads
us to infer that a good deél of motive underlying voting turnout is socio-
centric. This view is bolstered by the fact that the radical-conservative
scale shows no discrimination among these situations whatsoever, an
indication that voting turnout is not ideology-based.

The F-scale, which has attracted so much of the attention of political
scientists, presents a most puzzling pattern. It is true that the
correlation for the trait-relevant group is higher in all of these pairs,
in the sense that their correlation is closer to +1.0 than is that of the
trait-irrelevant group (the 'Never Vote' item reverses the sign). This
pattern is counted as a confirmation of the hypothesis by Bem and Allen.
ft is our feeling, however, that a good deal more circumspection should be
applied to the matter. What we are observing is a case Where the trait-
rele - ant group shows little or no correlation between authoritarianism
and voting in local, state and national elections. The trait-irrelevant
group, on the other hand, shows significant negative correlations (the

less the authoritarianism, the greater the likelihood of having voted).
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There are a number of explanations for these inversions of expected
patterns which might be considered. First, we should not dismiss the
possibility that the ipsatized variance ratio does not succeed in measuring
the concept of 'relevance'' as we have ﬁsed it. This possibility is
diminished, however; by the fact that in several other instances, the
division of our sample according to the relevance of the traits produces
quite satisfactory results.

This leads to a second possibility, that authoritarianism doeﬁuﬁgff;u
relate directly to these behavioral indicators, but instead interacts
with some third factor. In particular, those for whom authoritarianism
is relevant may not exhibit consistency in their voting turnout behaviors.
For those for whom the trait is not relevant, there may exist some mediating
factor which is unmeasured here, which produces the associations which
we have observed.

'n sum, no explanation of the patterns generated by the F-écale can
be made very satisfactory by the information currently available. Evidently,
}he results which emerge in the first section of Table 2 do nothing to
dispel the confusion which the F-scale has produced for earlier waves
of political science analysis (Campbell, et al., 1960).

The second set of criterion variables to appear in Table 2 also
involves voting turnout. It differs from the first set oniy in that it
refers to voting in particular electionsf the 1968 Presidential election,
the 1970 Georgia primary, and the 1970 general election. Overall, the
_expected pattern of higher correlations for the trait-relevant group is
sustained here. Fifteen of the 18 pairs display this outcome.

In general, the patterns observed in the first section of the table

are continued here. The radicalism-conservatism dimension fails to produce
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much differentiation in two of three cases. The F-scale, once again,
displays the theoretically uﬁinterpretable results of higher correlations
for the trait-irrelevant group than for the trait-relevant group in two
of the three instances at hand.

As before, the social desirability scale produces the most consistent
positive results. The higher the score on the social desirability scale,
the more likely is the trait-relevant individual to vote. For the trait-
irrelevant group, the effect is negligible or slightly negative. Once
again, we have a strong indication that. the underlying trait which is re-
flected in the participatory behavior of voting has to do with a need
to conform, rather than with radicalism-conservatism, or authoritarianism.

There are other patterns worthy of note in this second segment of
Table 2. Most notably, the locus of control scale shows nearly the
same result as the social desirability scale: those for whom this trait
is relevant are more influenced than those for whom it is not (the more
internal the control, the greater the likelihood of voting). This con-
“forms entirely with the conceptual meaning of locus of control. Those

who feel they are the masters of their fates are more likely to attempt

to control the political envirorment by voting than those who are not.

Here too, the relevance of the trait is shown to be meaningful. Those’

for whom the locus of control trait is not reievant, in two of three cases,
show very little tendency to link their trait scores with voting turnout,
while the trait relevant group displays one correlation (with a vote
in the 1970 general election) of .27.

In sum, we feel that this evidence regarding the contribution of
traits to turnout produces a significant increment to our understanding

of the latter phenomenon. The link with the locus of control trait ties
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in with a good deal of prior work which links feelings of efficacy with
political behavior (e.g., Campbell, et al., 1960). Also of intérest in
this regard is the finding that of the six traits tested here, the socia’
desirability motive appears to pradoninate. This leads to the idea that
voting turnout, far from being an ideological act for the aggregate of
the electorate, Is instead a.socially-motivated one. We tend to vote if
that is seen as the thing to do within the relevant group. This view Is
corroborated once again by the failure of the radical-conservative trait
-éé differentiate voters from non-voters.
Moving to the third segment of Table 2, we encounter four measures
of non-electoral participation. Three of these involve the standard Items
of opinion leadership and political persuasion. The fourth determines
whether the individual ever participated i n anti-war activities. Twenty~-four
correlation pairs are produced by these variables. The pattern expected
by the application of the Bem and Allen criteria, that trait-relevant

-

correlations will be stronger than trait-irrelevant correlations, occtrs
‘in 14 of these 24 cases. However, these confirmations are concentrated

in an intriguing way. Six of them are produced by the measure of anti-war
activity. For the remaining 18 pairs, ten fail to conform to expectations.
Furthermore, for these 18 pairs, the highest trait-relevant correlation

is -=.14. In sum, the attempt to link political discussion and opinion
leadership to underlying traits does not produce satisfactory results.

This may be because these measures deal with the interaction of individuals
with others. To the extent that this interaction arises from the behavior
of those other individuals, it will tend to be random from the perspective

of the tested subjects. Whether this behavior is indeed idiosy ..ratic,

or is socially, rather than crait determined, it seems reasonable to conclude
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that our analysis has failed to show interpretabie links between the six
tested traits and these three criterion measures.

The anti-war activity measure presents a different profile entirely.
Here, not only are there satisfactory patterns of association ia the case
of all six pairs, but we find two traits in which the trait relevant
group relates to the two variables reasonably strongly. These two traits
are radicalism-conservatism and machiavellianism (the F-scale is also
strongly related, but there is not much difference between the trait-
relevant and the trait-irrelevant groups). |

It is immediately apparent that these are not the same traits whirh
we found to be most relevant in the case of voter turnout. Rather, we
discover that the individual who takes the side of change on the radicalism
scale is, not surprisingly, the one who tends to report anti-war activity.
A similar tendency can be seen among those who reject the manipulative
posture of the tvpical machiavellian. These results indicate that the'
sort of behavior embodied in the act of protesting the war-differs in
‘its basic moti. ational profile from the measures of turnout. We feel
intuitively that this should be true; these results provide an empirical
demonstration of the case.

The final segment of Table 2 collects three variables which fall
under the rubric of ideology and partisanship. They include an index
of political ideology, two measures of party identification (the second
omits Independents), and the presidential preference in 1968. Among
these 24 pairs of correlations, 21 satisfy the requirements that the
trait-relevant correlation be direct and stronger than the trait-irrelevant

one (although the latter may be stronger in the inverse direction).

42



33

Although the number of acceptable pairs is high in this final segment
of Table 2, a glance at the magnitude of the coeffii.ents shows that the
actual results are less impressive. Numerous of thase are so low as to
be meaningless and others (as, for instance, the pair involving social
desirability and 1968 presidential choice) yield the questionable pattern
of a stronger, but inverse, correlation for the trait-irrelevant group.

In spite of these difficulties, two traits do emerge with great clarity
which predict the behavior of the trait-relevant group far more strongly
+har, for the trait-irrelevant group. They are radicalism-conservatism
and machiavellianism. The success of the former trait scarcely comes
as a surprise, of course. Although this scale is not intended to measure
political ideology directly (but rather contrasts taste for change with
a preference for things as they are), the sorts of items which make up
this scale do smack of the political issues of the day. References to
the death penalty, capitalism, socialism and abortion all appear. While
these items may well tap some general personality trait, it is clear -
that at a more superficial level, they are bound to be highly correlated
with ideological position.

This point does attenuate the interest which we might otherwise
show in the very large correlation coefficients of the trait-relevant group’
between radicalism-conservatism and the variables in segment four of
Table 2. There is a3 more meaningful datum here, however; the fact that
large differences in the correlations' magnitudes exist within each pair.
We have here the clearest evidence of the entire table that the division
of the sample into trait-relevant and trait-irrelevant groups is a meaning-
ful and indeed, a necessary procedure. In terms of variance explained,

the radicalism-conservatism trait is between seven and 18 times more
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successful for the trait-relevant group than for the trait-irreleyant
group.

The machiavellianism scale also displays highly satisfactory patterns
of correlation with the ideology and party identification vaiables,
although the magnitudes are not as great as they are in the ¢ase above,
for reasons already discussed. We find that thé machiavellian tends
to be a conservative and a Democrat. This is particularly interesting
and puzzling because, unlike the case of the radicalism trait, here there
s no outward link between the scale items and these dependent variables.
| We note also that the trait-relevant group is decidedly more influenced
than the trait-irrelevant group,with the excepiion of the 1968 presidential

choice variable.

Summnary and Conclusions

To bring together the threads of the discussion which have flowed

from Table 2, we present the following figure.

This figure is intended to give a summary indication of which traits
were on the one hand most strongly related to the group of criterien
variables in question, and on the other hand, showed the greatest
differentiation between the trait-relevant and the trait-irrelevant
groups.

What conclusions can be drawn from these results? We recall first
one of the studies cited earlier in this paper. Milbrath and Klein
(1962) have written that they are unaware "of any study which has isolated

a personality trait which drives people specifically into politics."
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Figure 2

A Schema of the Relevance of Traits to Four
Areas of Political Participation

Non-Electoral

General Voting in Participation ldeology and

Voting Specific Elections (anti-war activity) Partisanship
Tendermindedness
Radicalism- X X
Conservatism
F-Scale X
Social
Desirability X X
Locus of Control X .

X X

Machiavellianism
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Our most basic substantive finding, perhars, is that there are personality
traits which can be linked with various measures of political participation,

The most significant theoretical finding of this paper arises from
the application of the concept of specification of person in the political
realm. Working from Bem and Allen's basic statement (1974), we have
demonstrated--the error of believing that traits can be applied to'all
members of a group. The idea that a trait may be relevant to only some
people represents a fundamental departure from the thinking of earlier
trait psychologists. HNonetheless, in repeated examples we have shown
that this process of specifying persons for whom a trait is relevant
reveals far stronger levels of association than are obtained for the
entire group, or for those who do not find the trait to be relevant,

As to the patterns of association observed, we have revealed informa-
tion both about traits and about the various measures of political
behavior. Regarding traits, we see that the tendermindedness trait, over
the entire range of tests, contributes rather little to our understanding
of political participation. Since this scale was intended to score
extreme radicals and extreme conservatives together (Eysenck, 1954; 1956),
it is no surprise that no discrimination on the ideological and partisan
measures is uncovered. Perhaps this same argument can be applied to
turnout as well. In any case, we have found that such trait eleﬁents
as rationalism, intellectualism, idealism, or optimism, which are subsumed
in the tenderminded-toughminded scale, do not appear to provide a guide
to citizens regarding voter turnout.

The F-scale must also be included as a trait which fails to contribute

greatly to our understanding of these areas of political behavior. We
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make this st.cement not on tﬁe basis of the initial ccrrelations shown in
Table 1, which are, in fact, relatively high. Rather, when we examine
Table 2, we find that the F-scale has consistently failed to reveal results -
which are interpretable from the theoretical framework which we have
adopted. In Table 1, six F-scale-criterion correlations reached the level
of significance. We can see in Table 2 that the first three of these
are produced by the situation where the trait-relevant group shows no
correlation with the criterion variable, and the trait-irre evant group
shows a relatively strong inverse correlation. As we have discussed above,
this pattern has no ready interpretation.

The second triad of the significant correiations produced by the
F-scale in Table 1 shows another deviant pattern. !n these cases, both
the trait-relevant and the trait-irrelevant groups shnw relatively strong
correlations with the criterion variabies. While the trait predicts at
significant levels, the relevance factor once again fails to produce
meaningful patterns.

- We naturally hesitate to reject the F-scale from the family of
politically-relevant traits. We have arqued, after all, that it is some-
times valuable to follow our infuitEOn rather than the results of

empirical research, and our intuition certainly tells us that a measure

-of - authoritarianism ought to -elate to politics. We cannot, however,

present an explanation of the failure of the relevance concept to
differentiate. Discovering the reasons underlying the strong correlations
produced by the trait-irrelevant group must await futura work.

Figure 2 shows that four of the six tested traits do produce
theoretically-satisfactory patterns, in varying combinations with the
four groups of dependent variables. These varying patterns allow us

to focus on the differences which exist between the attitudes and behaviors
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measured. One of the salient contributions provided by Verba and Nie
(1972) is the discovery of fouf distinct modes of political zarticipation.
Their methodology employed factor analysis, which ultimately relies on
arbitrary naming of factors in order to draw substantive significance
from the findings.

The present work provides a complement to that approach. We have
presented an alternative way of classifying measures of political
behavior. It has one distinct potential advantage over the factor
analytic method, however. Once the criteria are satisfactorily grouped
according to the trait profiles, there exists a very rich conceptual
and experimental background which can be drawn upon teo attach meaning
to the clusters.

The present results display a high level of crudity, although
even here, an interesting detail or two emerges. The clear division
of the criterion measures into a turnout class and an ideology class
merely corroborates past work, to be sure. The inclusion of the
‘anti-war activity measure with the ideology and partisanship cluster
is likewise self-evident. On the other hand, the fact that the trait
which underlies turnout is predomirantly the scale of social desirability
is one which speaks a bit more strongly to problems of democratic theory.
Is the primary motive to vote one of approval seeking? If so, what
can we predict about the future levels of participation in the American
polity, and what steps will be most effective in maximizing those levels?

The refinement of the present procedures and the pursuit of these
trait profiles constitutes the primary objective for future work. We
must turn our attention as wellﬁto the area of issue opinions, for it

seems clear that traits should be found relevant in that area as well
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{cf. Sniderman and Citrin, 1971). Both in the realm of theory, and in

the realm of new information about political behavior, the study of

traits has a contribution to make., The attention of political scientists
should be rekindled, for this area has been too long ignored, and holds

much potential.
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APPENDIX

Text and Coding for All Variables

ltem Text High Code is: »Low Code is:
Tendermindedness tenderminded toughminded
Radicalism~Conservatism radical conservative
F~-Scale authorjtarian non-authoritarian
Social Desirability higb approval low approval
motive motive
Locus of Control ekterna? internal
Machiavellianism high low

Below is a list of some social and
political activities seen on campus.
Please place a check mark beside
those activities in which you
participated.

Voted in campus elections did vote did not vote

Took part in anti-war
activities (marches, rallies,
demonstrations) took part did not take part

Which of the following kinds of
elections have you voted in,
in the past? (check all correct

responses)

Local have voted » h;ve nqt vqted
State have voted” have not voted
National have voted have not voted
Never Vote have never voted have voted
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Please check all the ways you
were involved in the recent
political campaigns.

Discussing politics with
friends

Voting

Attempting to persuade others
to vote for someone

Did you vote in the primaries
in Georgia last month?

Did you vote in the 1970
general election?

Did you vote in the 1968
Presidential election?

Compared with the people you know,
are you more or less likely than
any of them to be asked about your
views about politics by people

you know?

in dealing with most political
issues, would you say that you are
an ultra-conservative, conservative,
moderate, liberal, or radical?

Generally speaking, do you usually
think of yourself as a Republican,
Independent, or Democrat?

Who was your choice for President
in 1968 (whether you voted or not)?

have discussed

have voted

have attempted’

No
No

No

Less likely

Radical

Democrat

Wallace
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have not discussed

have not voted

have not attempted

Yes

Yes

Yes

More likely

Ultra-Conservative

Republican

Humphrey



FOOTNOTES

IIt should be noted, howéver, that Lasswell did not select the title
of his book inadvertently. He felt that the Impact of the personality
on behavior could be most easily seen in those individuals who displayed
a ‘'pure'' personality type. These individuals, Lasswell reasoned, would
be most readily found in mental institutions, hence the stress on pathology.

2Whether the tendermindedness scale actually clusters Communists and
Fascists is a matter of lively debate. See Christie (1956 a,b); Rokeach
and Hanley (1956).

The items in this scale and all others with the exception of the
Machiavellianism scale are taken from W. A. Owens (1968).

3This scele is located in Christie and Geis (1970; pp. 17-18).
hThe director of this study was William A. Owens, Department of

Psychology, University of Georgia. The data were collected under a

grant from NIH (Grant Number HD-10135).
5

The director of this study was Robert T. Golembiewski, assisted
by Keith R. Billingsley, Department of Political Science, University

of Georgia.

6 . . . . . . .
Remember that the minimum voting age in Georgia has peen 18 since

the 1940's. All respondents are Georgia residents.
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