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Abstract
There is relatively little evidence about the association of
personality to political behavior inmulti-party systems.We
analyze the association of two personality traits to party
support in a multi-party system, where parties are differ-
ently aligned along the economic left-right axis and the
GAL-TAN axis, that extends from green, alternative and
libertarian to traditional, authoritarian and nationalist val-
ues. Machiavellianism refers to a manipulative and cynical
personality, whereas Perspective-Taking is a tendency to
see things from others’ perspective. We ask whether the
left-right or the GAL-TAN axis is more relevant to the asso-
ciation between the personality traits and party support.
We observed that the nationalist and conservative Finns
party supporters score higher on Machiavellianism and
lower on Perspective-Taking in comparison to the envi-
ronmental and liberal Greens party supporters. These two
parties are located at the opposite ends of the GAL-TAN
axis. We do not see corresponding results on parties at the
opposite ends of the left-right axis. The result suggests that
personality traits may be more relevant for supporting par-
ties that are best characterized by their location on the
GAL-TAN axis.
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INTRODUCTION

Explaining party choice is one of the central tasks of research on political behavior. When the
explanatory power of socio-economic factors has diminished, scholars have looked for other
potential accounts. A growing number of studies have found a connection between personality
or personality traits, that is, relatively permanent individual characteristics, and political behavior
(Arvan, 2013; Duspara & Greitemeyer, 2017; Eisenberg-Berg & Mussen, 1980; Hasson et al., 2018;
Jonason, 2014; Schieman et al., 2019; Unnever et al., 2005).
We study the association of Perspective-Taking, a cognitive dimension of empathy, and Machi-

avellianism, a measure of cynicism, to party support in a multi-party system. To measure
personality traits, we use the Interpersonal Reactivity Index’s (IRI) Perspective-Taking scale
(Davis, 1980) and the Machiavellian Personality scale (Christie & Geis, 1970; Dahling et al., 2009).
Perspective-Taking is needed for seeing things from an out-group perspective and reaching across
political divides. Machiavellianism represents cynicism and using others for personal gain, traits
that can be related to an instrumental viewof politics. A broad literature pertains to the association
between empathy and political attitudes (Bäckström & Björklund, 2007; Diáz-Lázaro et al., 2014;
McFarland, 2010; Nicol & Rounding, 2013). Machiavellianism has likewise been observed to be
associated to political attitudes (Anderson & Cheers, 2018; Arvan, 2013; Duspara & Greitemeyer,
2017; Hodson et al., 2009; Hodson et al., 2019; Jonason, 2014; Jones, 2013). Perspective-Taking and
Machiavellianism are likely to be negatively correlated and therefore also differently associated
to political variables.
While it is probable that Perspective-Taking and Machiavellianism are linked to political atti-

tudes, their association to party support remains largely unexplored, particularly in the context of
multi-party systems (Duspara & Greitemeyer, 2017; Hodson et al., 2019). Focusing on Perspective-
Taking and Machiavellianism gives a more nuanced understanding of the relationship between
personality traits and political attitudes compared to the broader Big Five measure (Aichholzer
et al., 2018).
We use Finland as a case of a multi-party system with distinguishable left-right and GAL-TAN

orderings of the parties. Left-right is the traditional economic dimension, whereas the GAL-TAN
axis is based on socio-cultural values and varies from green, alternative and libertarian values
to traditionalism, authority and nationalism (Hooghe et al., 2002; Marks et al., 2006). Our main
observation is that supporting parties in the opposite ends of the GAL-TANdimension, the Greens
and the Finns, have opposite associations to Perspective-Taking andMachiavellianism.We do not
see parallel relations to parties in the opposite ends of the left-right axis.

Literature review

It seems reasonable to assume that the connection between personality traits and party choice
goes via values because values are what parties stand for, and because personality seems to be
related to values. Empirical literature also shows that values are connected to personality traits
(Parks-Leduc et al., 2015; Roccas et al., 2002).
Regarding political attitudes, existing literature is heavily based on the Big Five personality

measures (Aidt & Rauh, 2018; Bakker et al., 2016; Carney et al., 2008; Schoen & Schumann, 2007;
Vecchione et al., 2011; Ziller & Berning, 2021). While the Big Five covers different personality
factors, certain traits are not well covered with the Big Five and focus on lower-level facets can
contribute to amore nuanced understanding of the drivers of political attitudes (Aichholzer et al.,
2018).
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Perspective-Taking is a dimension of empathy, which encompasses cognitive and affective
aspects (Batson, 2009; Cuff et al., 2016). Cognitive empathy involves understanding others, while
affective empathy involves experiencing their emotions (Cuff et al., 2016). Empathic concern,
marked by compassion and care, is often separated from affective empathy (Cuff et al., 2016;
Edele et al., 2013). The affective and cognitive components of empathy are interconnected (Bat-
son, 2009). Thewidely used Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI) contains four sub-scales: Fantasy,
Perspective-Taking, Empathic Concern and Personal Distress that account for different dimen-
sions of empathy (Davis, 1980). Perspective-Taking represents a cognitive and Empathic Concern
an affective aspect of dispositional empathy.We focus on Perspective-Taking, that is, the tendency
to put oneself in others’ shoes and see things from their perspectives. While Perspective-Taking
is limited to the cognitive dimension of empathy, the willingness and motivation to see things
from others’ perspective appears more relevant to politics than the affective components of empa-
thy. Perspective-Taking is composed of abilities people need to engage in constructive discussion,
compromise and agreement essential for political decision-making.
The core idea of linking empathy to ideological orientation is based on values about equality.

Those on the left (liberals) strive for equality, whereas those on the right (conservatives) tend
to accept inequality and put more emphasis on individual responsibility (Schieman et al., 2019).
This inclination can explain why those on the right are not as likely as those on the left to take the
perspective of less well-off people.
Existing studies on the connection between empathy and conservative—liberal (or left—right)

ideology use either IRI’s empathic concern scale (Schieman et al., 2019; Unnever et al., 2005) or
respondents’ self-evaluations about their inclination to feel empathy (Eisenberg-Berg & Mussen,
1980; Hasson et al., 2018). Evidence suggests that liberals (those on the left) are more empathetic
than conservatives (those on the right). Research on more specific political values shows that
low levels of empathy, measured with the whole IRI or its Empathic Concern and/or Perspective-
Taking items, are associated to racial prejudices (Bäckström&Björklund, 2007; Diáz-Lázaro et al.,
2014; McFarland, 2010; Nicol & Rounding, 2013), opposing immigration (Grönlund et al., 2017),
climate change denial (Jylhä &Akrami, 2015) and support for capital punishment (Unnever et al.,
2005). A specific outgroup empathy scale seems to explain a large variety of attitudes towards
minorities (Sirin et al., 2021).
We are aware of one study which examined empathy and party support at the individual level.

In a German study, a low level of compassion, measured with the compassion facet from the Big
Five’s Agreeableness factor, was associated to support for a populist far-right party (Aichholzer
et al., 2018). State-level analysis from the USA showed that Perspective-taking and Empathic con-
cern were lower in states withmore Republican voters (Hodson et al., 2019). Overall, it seems that
liberals have more empathic concern and tendency for perspective-taking compared to conser-
vatives, whereas prejudiced attitudes are more common among those who have lower levels of
empathic concern.
People with a Machiavellian character tend to manipulate and exploit others for personal

gain, behave in a self-interested manner and disregard moral norms (Bereczkei, 2015; Czibor &
Bereczkei, 2012;Monaghan et al., 2018). Machiavellianism ismeasuredwith aMachiavellian scale
(Christie & Geis, 1970). Existing evidence suggests that high Machs are more likely to behave
unethically compared to low Machs (Jones & Kavanagh, 1996; Wolfson, 1981). High Machs are
also less altruistic and less concerned about following social norms, but at the same time they
tend to react to the possibility of getting punished for free riding (Bereczkei et al., 2013; Czibor
& Bereczkei, 2012; Gunnthorsdottir et al., 2002; Spitzer et al., 2007). Machiavellianism is often
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studied in combination with narcissism and psychopathy, which together form the Dark Triad
(Paulhus & Williams, 2002).
Machiavellianismhas been observed to be positively associated to racism and prejudice (Ander-

son & Cheers, 2018; Hodson et al., 2009; Jones, 2013), to conservative value orientation (Arvan,
2013), to right-wing political orientation (Duspara&Greitemeyer, 2017) and to low rates of political
liberalism (Jonason, 2014). Several studies have observed a positive association between Machi-
avellianism and social dominance orientation, capturing the endorsement of group hierarchies
and inequality (Cichocka et al., 2017; Hodson et al., 2009; Jones & Figueredo, 2013).
What does existing literature say about the association between Machiavellianism and

Perspective-Taking? Empathic concern and Machiavellianism seem to be opposite characteris-
tics, whereas Perspective-Taking is not so clearly in contrast with Machiavellianism. Using others
for personal gain requires an ability to understand others’ mental states (Bagozzi et al., 2013). Yet
empirical evidence gives reason to believe that highMachs are not very good in perspective-taking
or in reading others’ minds (Bagozzi et al., 2013; Feldman et al., 2020; Giammarco &Vernon, 2014;
Loftus &Glenwick, 2001). A recentmeta-analysis concludes thatMachiavellianism has a negative
correlation with both affective and cognitive empathy (Blötner et al., 2021).
Overall, results onMachiavellianism and especially perspective-taking suggest that these traits

are more often connected to values that characterize the GAL-TAN axis rather than the left-
right orientation. A vast majority of studies look at the association between political values and
personality traits, whereas party or candidate choice is investigated only in a couple of studies
(Aichholzer et al., 2018; Duspara & Greitemeyer, 2017). More evidence is therefore needed to find
out whether associations to values extend to party preferences. We contribute to the existing lit-
erature by studying the association of Perspective-taking andMachiavellianism to party choice in
Finland where different parties are located at the ends of the left-right and GAL-TAN axes. The
Finnish party system is described in more detail in the Supplementary information.

Hypotheses

We formulate hypotheses on associations rather than causal relations because personality traits
and political attitudesmay co-vary rather than be causally related (Osborne& Sibley, 2020). A lack
of Empathic Concern and/or Perspective-Taking are associated to values such as conservatism,
prejudice and anti-immigration attitudes (Bäckström & Björklund, 2007; Diáz-Lázaro et al., 2014;
Grönlund et al., 2017; McFarland, 2010; Nicol & Rounding, 2013; Unnever et al., 2005) which
appear characteristic to the GAL-TAN, rather than to the economic left-tight, axis. Prejudiced
values may reflect inability or unwillingness to consider others’ perspectives, especially of those
who belong to an outgroup. Supporting parties on the left can reflect a willingness to consider
the perspective of the poor, but leftist parties can also be supported because it serves one’s own
economic interests, for example, acquiring benefits from redistribution. Existing evidence does
not provide direct evidence about the association of perspective-taking to the left- or right-wing
orientation. However, evidence shows that perspective-takers tend to be more liberal (Schieman
et al., 2019; Unnever et al., 2005), which can indicate that they are also left-wing. We assume
that Perspective-Taking is associated to support for parties in the opposite ends of the GAL-TAN
and the left-right axis, although our assumption regarding the left-right axis is more tentative. We
hypothesize that Perspective-Taking is positively associated to support for GAL (left) -end parties and
negatively to support for TAN (right) -end parties (H1).
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Existing evidence shows that Machiavellianism is positively associated to racism, prejudice,
conservatism and right-wing political orientation (Anderson & Cheers, 2018; Arvan, 2013; Dus-
para & Greitemeyer, 2017; Hodson et al., 2009; Jones, 2013) and negatively to political liberalism
(Jonason, 2014). These kinds of values may be based onMachiavellian people’s cynicism and self-
interest, perhaps also a disregard of social norms. It is notable though that aMachiavellian person
with low-income could support redistribution and thereby left-wing parties because that would
serve his/her personal interests. We hypothesize that Machiavellianism is positively associated to
support for TAN (right) -end parties and negatively to support for GAL (left) -end parties (H2).
In addition to party support, we examine how personality traits are related to responders’ self-

placement on the left-right axis. If people who tend to take others’ perspective, are also likely to
see things from the perspective of people with low-income, it can be assumed that perspective-
takers tend to have a left-wing political orientation. Machiavellians, in turn, may be more likely
to have a right-wing orientation, if they support the view that people should be responsible of
their own fortune. Evidence shows that perspective-takers tend to be more liberal (Schieman
et al., 2019; Unnever et al., 2005), which can indicate that they are also left-wing. Machiavel-
lians in turn appear to be right-wing (Duspara & Greitemeyer, 2017). We therefore hypothesize
that Perspective-Taking is positively associated to left-wing orientation and Machiavellianism to
right-wing orientation (H3). However, we acknowledge that the basis for this hypothesis is some-
what weak because evidence on the association of values that characterize the left-right axis to
Perspective-Taking or Machiavellianism is not extensive.

Materials and methods

We analyse two survey data sets collected in connection to larger research projects.1 The first data
is based on a survey mailed to a random sample of 6000 Finnish citizens, and it was collected in
2014 (n = 1699, response rate 28%, median age = 56, 54.4% females).2 The respondents filled in a
survey with 53 items, including the Perspective-Taking scale. The survey included age and gender
that are used as controls in the regression model. The second data is based on a panel of respon-
dents, and it was collected in June 2018.3 The sample is representative in terms of age, gender and
residential area (n = 1600, median age = 47 years, 50.7% females). The respondents filled in an
online survey with 29 items, including the Machiavellian scale. The survey included age, gender
and the level of education that are used as controls in the regression model. Frequencies of party
supporter groups, gender and age among respondents in the two data sets are represented in Table
S1.
We use a self-report measure of empathy because of the possibility to include it in a survey.

Five items from the Perspective-Taking subscale of Davis’s (1980) Interpersonal Reactivity Index
(Table S2) were include in the survey. To measure Machiavellianism, we used the Machiavellian

1 The studies are reported in Strandberg et al. (2019) and in Herne et al. (2022). The present study was not pre-registered.
2 The data was collected in connection with a deliberative mini-public experiment. The data used here consist of an inde-
pendent survey assigned to a quasi-control group that was not aware of the deliberative mini-public experiment and did
not took part in it. Data available at http://urn.fi/urn:nbn:fi:fsd:T-FSD3101.
3 The data was collected in connection with a survey experiment. After having completed tasks related to the survey exper-
iment, not related to personality measures, respondents answered to several survey questions including theMachiavellian
scale. Themean scores of theMachiavellian scale, and shares of party support are not different in the four treatment groups
(F= .324, p= .808 (Mach); χ2 = 25.13, p= .399 (party support)). Data available at http://urn.fi/urn:nbn:fi:fsd:T-FSD3587.3.

http://urn.fi/urn:nbn:fi:fsd:T-FSD3101
http://urn.fi/urn:nbn:fi:fsd:T-FSD3587.3
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Personality scale (Table S3) (Dahling et al., 2009), which is an updated version of Christie and
Geis’s (1970) original scale. The new scale was developed to improve certain shortcomings of the
original index: inconsistent reliability, an ambiguous factor structure and the inclusion of several
poor items. The items of the newMachiavellian Personality scale use formulations more familiar
to contemporary people and excludes the old test’s reference to a celebrity not well-known in
Finland. The analysis was conducted using SPSS Statistics (IBM Corp, 2019).

Results

Both Perspective-Taking (α = .833) and Machiavellian Personality (α = .848) scales show satis-
factory internal consistency giving basis for their further use in analysis. Table 1 represents the
mean values of Perspective-Taking andMachiavellianism for the Finnish parties. The table shows
that the Swedish People’s Party supporters have the lowest and the Greens supporters the highest
mean score of Perspective-Taking. The Finns party supporters’ mean Perspective-Taking score is
the second lowest and rather close to the Swedish People’s Party supporters’ score.4 Furthermore,
the Finns party supporters have the highest meanMachiavellianism score, whereas the Christian
Democrats supporters have the lowest score. One-way ANOVA test shows a statistically signifi-
cant difference between the parties in terms of the personality scale scores: Machiavellianism (F
= 7.411, p = .000), Perspective-Taking (F = 7.268, p = .000).
To study further the associations between party support and personality, we used multinomial

regression models with party supporter groups as dependent variables and personality traits as
independent variables along with controls. We used gender, age and the level of education as
controls because earlier research have established their connection to party support in Finland
(Suuronen et al., 2020). The control variables are also associated to some of the personality mea-
sures we use: Men tend to score higher on Machiavellianism compared to women (Jonason &
Webster, 2010), whereaswomen tend to havemore empathy (Baron-Cohen&Wheelwright, 2004).
Moreover, Machiavellianism and cognitive empathy tend to be decreasing with age (Beadle & de
la Vega, 2019; Götz et al., 2020).
Table 2 presents results on the association of Perspective-Taking and party support in the 2014

data. The reference category for party support is the Greens party. The category was selected to
obtain enough observations in the reference group and to compare the party in the GAL end of the
GAL-TAN scale to other parties.5 Table 2 reveals that apart from Left Alliance and Other (small
parties), all party supporter groups have lower Perspective-Taking levels compared to the Greens.
The biggest negative association is with supporting the Finns (Exp(B) = .329). Other statistically
significant negative associations are with supporting the Christian Democrats (Exp(B) = .348),
Social Democrats (Exp(B) = .534), Center (Exp(B) = .542 and National Coalition (Exp(B) = .627).
The results from this data give partial support to H1 because parties in the opposite ends of

the GAL-TAN axis, the Greens and the Finns, show opposite results on Perspective-Taking. Fur-
thermore, Left Alliance, closest to the Greens in the GAL-end, is not statistically significantly
different from the Greens. Christian Democrats, closest to the Finns in the TAN-end, are also
rather similar to the Finns in terms of their Perspective-Taking score. Regarding the left-right

4 In the 2014 data, there are only seven observations on Swedish People’s Party (SPP) supporters and in regression analysis
they are included in category “other”.
5 If a reference category is too small, odds ratios will have large standard errors and the comparison of the odds ratios
would contain more uncertainty.
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axis, parties closest to the Greens, Social Democrats and Christian Democrats, are not similar to
the Greens, and neither is National Coalition in the right end that much unlike the Greens in
terms of Perspective-Taking. We conclude that the tendency to take others’ perspective increases
the odds for supporting parties in the GAL-end of the GAL-TAN axis, whereas the tendency to
take others’ perspective reduces odds for supporting parties in the TAN-end.
Table 3 showsmultinomial regression results on theMachiavellian personality scale in the 2018

data. The reference category for party support is again the Greens. Regarding the Machiavellian-
ism score, we see a positive association with supporting the Finns (Exp(B) = 3.069), the Social
Democrats (Exp(B) = 2.628), Other (small parties) (Exp(B) = 2.496), the Center party (Exp(B) =
2.090), National Coalition (Exp(B) = 1.618) and the Left Alliance (Exp(B) = 1.595). Other associ-
ations are not statistically significant. Regarding the GAL-TAN axis, we see again that the Finns
supporters are most unlike the Greens supporters, whereas the Left Alliance supporters are most
like the Greens supporters, although in the case of Machiavellianism, their difference to the
Greens is statistically significant. Regarding the left-right axis, the Christian Democrats, who are
closest to the Greens, do not differ from the Greens statistically significantly. National Coalition
supporters are not that much unlike the Greens in terms of Machiavellianism, although they are
the rightmost party. These observations give partial support to H2 because again the GAL-TAN
axis fits rather well with party supporters’ Machiavellianism, whereas the left-right axis does not
seem to fit so well.
Our overall interpretation of these results is that regarding both Perspective-Taking andMachi-

avellianism, especially the Greens and the Finns supporters represent one another’s opposites.
The ability for Perspective-Taking decreases the odds for supporting the Finns, whereas Machi-
avellianism increases the odds for supporting the Finns when compared to the reference party the
Greens. In other words, Perspective-Taking andMachiavellianism are inversely related to support
for parties in the opposite ends of the GAL-TAN axis.
To analyze the association between the personality traits and responders’ self-placement on the

left-right orientation, we used two linear regression (OLS) models. Table 4 shows how theMachi-
avellian personality and Perspective-Taking scores as well as age, gender and level of education
are related to left-right orientation. Model I shows, that Perspective-Taking does not have a statis-
tically significance association to left-right orientation, and Model II that the Machiavellianism
score is positively associated to right-wing orientation. H3 is thereby partly supported.
It is noteworthy that we conducted several models with interaction variables such as

age*personality trait and gender*personality trait. These terms did not show statistically
significant associations and they did not improve the goodness of fit of the models.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We analyzed the association of two personality traits, Machiavellianism and Perspective-Taking,
to party support in Finland. Both personality traits had the clearest associations with supporting
two parties at the opposite ends of the GAL-TAN axis. The ability for Perspective-Taking decreases
the odds for supporting the Finns compared to the Greens. The opposite holds for Machiavellian-
ism, because high Machiavellianism increases the odds for supporting the Finns compared to the
Greens. Regarding responders’ self-placement on the left-right axis, Machiavellianism was posi-
tively associated to right-wing orientation, whereas Perspective-Taking was not associated to the
left-right axis.
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TABLE 4 OLS-regressions on the effect of the Machiavellian Personality scale and Perspective-Taking on
left-right orientation.

Model I Model II

B (SE) B (SE)
(Constant) 6.078 (.348)*** 4.898 (.382)***
Mach .252 (.091)**
Perspective-Taking −.061 (.075)
Age .016 (.003)*** .011 (.003)**
Gender −.043 (.109) −.456 (.107)***
Education
Secondary .259 (.194)
Tertiary .683 (.198)***

Note: Age is measured in years. Gender: male = 0, female = 1; The reference category for education is primary education. .
*p < .05.
**p < .01.
***p < .001.

These results indicate that high Machs and high perspective-takers seem to be one another’s
opposites, which alignswith the types of values these personality traits are associated to. The result
is also in line with studies that have observed a negative association between Perspective-Taking
and Machiavellianism (Giammarco & Vernon, 2014; Loftus & Glenwick, 2001).
It is noteworthy that our results regarding the Machiavellianism of the Christian Democrats

supporters, a centrist party along the left-right axis and rather close to the Finns in the TAN-
end of the GAL-TAN axis, does not seem to align well with the Machiavellianism of the Finns
supporters. It is possible that the Christian Democrats supporters’ religious devotion accounts for
their low Machiavellianism (Tang & Tang, 2010). There is evidence that religiousness can matter.
In an American study, religiousness was observed to moderate the connection between empathy
and conservative-liberal orientation so that highly religious conservatives and liberals were not
different from each other in terms of their empathy levels (Schieman et al., 2019). However, we do
not see the same effect because the Christian Democrats supporters were relatively close to the
Finns in terms of Perspective-Taking.
Our overall conclusion is that personality traits were associated to both party support and to the

left-right ideological orientation. In particular, the Greens and the Finns representing opposites of
theGAL-TANaxis also showopposing results onMachiavellianism andPerspective-Taking. These
observations support the assumption that those who support GAL-parties are inclined to take
others’ perspective, whereas TAN-party supporters are less inclined to do so. Cynicism, manip-
ulativeness and self-interest also appear more characteristic to TAN-party supporters compared
to GAL-party supporters. It is worth pointing out that the Greens and the Finns are also those
two Finnish parties that have most often been connected to identity politics. This is of no surprise
given that the GAL-TAN axis can also be seen to reflect social identities more closely than the tra-
ditional economic left-right axis (Börzel & Risse, 2018). We consider it possible that people whose
social identity is closely related to a support for a certain party, are also more aligned in terms
of their personalities, compared to people who support certain parties because of the material
or economic interests the parties are supposed to deliver. This assumption yet calls for empirical
validation.
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Certain limitations of our study require consideration. First, Perspective-Taking only captures
one dimension of empathy. Further studies could examine whether similar patterns are observed
with different sub scales of empathy. Empathic concern would estimate the potential differences
between party supporter groups to care about and feel sympathy towards others and could pro-
vide an interesting measure for future research. The distinction between intra and intergroup
empathy also seems relevant because different party supporter groups are likely to vary in their
tendency to experience these empathy types. Intragroup empathy may be more relevant to right
wing populists whose tendencies toward closure, order, and stability may turn empathy toward
smaller, ordered, and less permeable social circles (Waytz et al., 2019). Intergroup empathy may
instead be characteristic to liberals who tend to express compassion toward less structured and
more universal entities (Waytz et al., 2019). These two types of empathy are not distinguished
and measured in our research, whereas future research could benefit from a broader selection of
empathy dimensions.
Another possible limitation is the use of self-assessment scales to measures personality traits

because self-assessment can be vulnerable to social desirability. Our results may be biased if
supporters of different parties also tend to react differently to social desirability. Evidence on
social desirability effects is somewhat mixed (Baron-Cohen et al., 2001; Sassenrath, 2020). Fur-
ther research could therefore examinemore closelywhether differentways tomeasure personality
traits influence their observed association to political attitudes.
What about the possibilities to generalize from our observations on Finnish data? While each

country has its specific party system, many western countries also share certain characteristics.
We see no reason to believe that what we see in Finland regarding the radical right Finns party
and the environmental and liberal Greens would not hold in other countries with similar parties,
but empirical validation of this expectation is needed.
What does our main observation—parties in the opposite ends of the GAL-TAN axis seem to rep-

resent different personality traits—imply to politics? What does it say about the possibilities for a
civilized and constructive discussion and decision-making?While the Finnish political landscape
is not as polarized as politics is in many majoritarian systems, polarization seems to be increas-
ing in Finland (Isotalo et al., 2020). If party supporters in the ends of the GAL-TAN axis also
tend to represent different personalities, it may undermine possibilities for these two groups to
trust and understand one another, as well as impede agreement and compromise, essential for
democratic governance in multi-party systems. If personalities play a role in polarization, under-
standing the role of personalities is also essential in trying to find ways to alleviate polarization
tendencies.

AUTH OR CONTRIBUT IONS
The contributions of authors in relation to each of the following: (i) conception, design, and
(ii) data collection: Kaisa Herne; (iii) data analysis and interpretation: Hanna Björkstedt; (iv)
manuscript drafting and revising: Hanna Björkstedt andKaisa Herne; (v) approval of final version
for submission: Hanna Björkstedt and Kaisa Herne.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
This work was supported by the Strategic Research Council of the Academy of Finland (grant
numbers 312671/312675/326662) and the Academy of Finland (grant number 286237).



AREWEWHAT PARTIES WE SUPPORT? 13

DATA AVAILAB IL ITY STATEMENT
The data that support the findings of this study are openly available in Data repository Finnish
Social Science Data Archive, Tampere, at http://urn.fi/urn:nbn:fi:fsd:T-FSD3101and https://urn.
fi/urn:nbn:fi:fsd:T-FSD3587.

ORCID
HannaE.Björkstedt https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4774-6024

REFERENCES
Aichholzer, J., Danner, D., & Rammstedt, B. (2018). Facets of personality and “‘ideological asymmetries”. Journal
of Research in Personality, 77, 90–100. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2018.09.010

Aidt, T., & Rauh, C. (2018). The Big Five personality traits and partisanship in England. Electoral Studies, 54, 1–21.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2018.04.017

Anderson, J., &Cheers, C. (2018). Does the dark triad predict prejudice? The role ofmachiavellianism, psychopathy,
and narcissism in explaining negativity toward asylum seekers. Australian Psychologist, 53, 271–281. https://doi.
org/10.1111/ap.12283

Arvan, M. (2013). Bad news for conservatives? Moral judgments and the Dark Triad personality traits: A
correlational study. Neuroethics, 6, 307–318. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12152-011-9140-6

Bagozzi, R. P., Verbeke, W. J. M. I., Dietvorst, R. C., Belschak, F. D., van den Berg, W. E., & Rietdijk, W. J. R.
(2013). Theory of mind and empathic explanations of machiavellianism: A neuroscience perspective. Journal
of Management, 39(7), 1760–1798. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312471393

Bakker, B. N., Rooduijn, M., & Schumacher, G. (2016). The psychological roots of populist voting: Evidence from
the United States, the Netherlands and Germany. European Journal of Political Research, 55(2), 302–320. https://
doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12121

Baron-Cohen, S., Wheelwright, S., Hill, J., Raste, Y., & Plumb, I. (2001). The “Reading the Mind in the Eyes” test
revised version: A study with normal adults, and adults with Asperger syndrome or high-functioning autism.
Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 42(2), 241–251. https://doi.org/10.1111/1469-7610.00715

Baron-Cohen, S., &Wheelwright, S. (2004). The Empathy Quotient: An investigation of adults with Asperger Syn-
drome or high functioning autism, and normal sex differences. Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders,
34(2), 163–175. https://doi.org/10.1023/b:jadd.0000022607.19833.00

Batson, C. D. (2009). These things called empathy: Eight related but distinct phenomena. In JeanDecety &William
J. Ickes (Eds.)The social neuroscience of empathy (pp. 3–15).MIT Press. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-016-9368-2

Beadle, J. N., & de la Vega, C. E. (2019). Impact of aging on empathy: Review of psychological and neural
mechanisms. Frontiers in Psychiatry, 10, 331. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00331

Bereczkei, T. (2015). The manipulative skill: Cognitive devices and their neural correlates underlying Machiavel-
lian’s decision making. Brain and Cognition, 99, 24–31. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2015.06.007

Bereczkei, T., Deak, A., Papp, P., Perlaki, G., & Orsi, G. (2013). Neural correlates of machiavellian strategies in a
social dilemma task. Brain and Cognition, 82(1), 108–116. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2013.02.012

Blötner, C., Steinmayr, R., & Bergold, S. (2021). Malicious mind readers? A meta-analysis on Machiavellianism
and cognitive and affective empathy. Personality and Individual Differences, 181, 111023. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.paid.2021.111023

Bäckström,M., & Björklund, F. (2007). Structuralmodelling of generalized prejudice: The role of social dominance,
authoritarianism, and empathy. Journal of Individual Differences, 28(1), 10–17. https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-0001.
28.1.10

Börzel, T. A., & Risse, T. (2018). From the euro to the Schengen crises: European integration theories, politiciza-
tion, and identity politics. Journal of European Public Policy, 25(1), 83–108. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2017.
1310281

Carney, D. R., Jost, J. T., Gosling, S. D., & Potter, J. (2008). The secret lives of liberals and conservatives: Personality
profiles, interaction styles, and the things they leave behind. Political Psychology, 29(6), 807–840. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1467-9221.2008.00668.x

Christie, R., & Geis, F. L. (1970). Studies in machiavellianism. Academic Press.

http://urn.fi/urn:nbn:fi:fsd:T-FSD3101
https://urn.fi/urn:nbn:fi:fsd:T-FSD3587
https://urn.fi/urn:nbn:fi:fsd:T-FSD3587
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4774-6024
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4774-6024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2018.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2018.04.017
https://doi.org/10.1111/ap.12283
https://doi.org/10.1111/ap.12283
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12152-011-9140-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312471393
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12121
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12121
https://doi.org/10.1111/1469-7610.00715
https://doi.org/10.1023/b:jadd.0000022607.19833.00
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-016-9368-2
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00331
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2015.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2013.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2021.111023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2021.111023
https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-0001.28.1.10
https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-0001.28.1.10
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2017.1310281
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2017.1310281
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2008.00668.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2008.00668.x


14 BJÖRKSTEDT and HERNE

Cichocka, A., Dhont, K., &Makwana, A. P. (2017). On self-love and outgroup hate: Opposite effects of narcissism on
prejudice via social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism. European Journal of Personality,
31(4), 366–384. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2114

Cuff, B. M. P., Brown, S. J., Taylor, L., & Howat, D. J. (2016). Empathy: A review of the concept. Emotion Review,
8(2), 144–153. https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073914558466

Czibor, A., &Bereczkei, T. (2012).Machiavellian people’s success results frommonitoring their partners.Personality
and Individual Differences, 53(3), 202–206. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.03.005

Dahling, J. J., Whitaker, B. G., & Levy, P. E. (2009). The development and validation of a new machiavellian scale.
Journal of Management, 35(2), 219–257. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308318618

Davis, M. H. (1980). A multidimensional approach to individual differences in empathy. JSAS Catalog of Selected
Documents in Psychology, 10, 85. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.113

Diáz-Lázaro, C. M., Castañeras, C., Ledesma, R. D., & Rand, A. (2014). Right-wing authoritarianism, social
dominance orientation, empathy, and materialistic value orientation as predictors of intergroup prejudice in
Argentina. Salud & Sociedad, 5(3), 282–297. https://doi.org/10.22199/S07187475.2014.0003.00004

Duspara, B., & Greitemeyer, T. (2017). The impact of dark tetrad traits on political orientation and extremism: An
analysis in the course of a presidential election. Heliyon, 3(10), e00425. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2017.
e00425

Edele, A., Dziobek, I., & Keller, M. (2013). Explaining altruistic sharing in the dictator game: The role of affective
empathy, cognitive empathy, and justice sensitivity. Learning and Individual Differences, 24, 96–102. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.lindif.2012.12.020

Eisenberg-Berg, N., & Mussen, P. (1980). Personality correlates of sociopolitical liberalism and conservatism in
adolescents. Journal of Genetic Psychology, 137, 165–177. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.1980.10532816

Feldman, S., Huddy, L., Wronski, J., & Lown, P. (2020). The interplay of empathy and individualism in support for
social welfare policies. Political Psychology, 41(2), 343–362. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12620

Giammarco, E. A., & Vernon, P. A. (2014). Vengeance and the Dark Triad: The role of empathy and perspective
taking in trait forgivingness.Personality and IndividualDifferences, 67, 23–29. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.
02.010

Grönlund, K., Herne, K., & Setälä, M. (2017). Empathy in a citizen deliberation experiment. Scandinavian Political
Studies, 40(4), 457–480. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9477.12103

Grönlund, K. (2019). Party choice. In K. Grönlund & K. Strandberg (Eds.), Voting and public opinion in Finland.
The parliamentary election of 2019. Social Science Research Institute, Åbo Akademi, 8–13.

Gunnthorsdottir, A., McCabe, K., & Smith, V. (2002). Using the Machiavellianism instrument to predict trust-
worthiness in a bargaining game. Journal of Economic Psychology, 23(1), 49–66. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-
4870(01)00067-8

Götz, F., Bleidorn, W., & Rentfrow, P. (2020). Age differences in Machiavellianism across the life span: Evidence
from a large-scale cross-sectional study. Journal of Personality, 88. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12545

Hasson, Y., Tamir, M., Brahms, K. S., Cohrs, J. C., & Halperin, E. (2018). Are liberals and conservatives equally
motivated to feel empathy toward others? Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 44(10), 1449–1459. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0146167218769867

Herne, K., Sipinen, J., Kestilä-Kekkonen, E., Mattinen, L., & Söderlund, P. (2022). The force of the argument source:
The partiality of the source influences the evaluation of political arguments. Frontiers in Communication, 7,
778771. https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2022.778771

Hodson, G., Hogg, S. M., & MacInnis, C. C. (2009). The role of “‘dark personalities” (narcissism, Machiavellian-
ism, psychopathy), Big Five personality factors, and ideology in explaining prejudice. Journal of Research in
Personality, 43(4), 686–690. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2009.02.005

Hodson, G., MacInnis, C. C., & Choma, B. L. (2019). Left-right differences in perspective-taking across US states.
Personality and Individual Differences, 144, 36–39. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.02.028

Hooghe, L., Marks, G., & Wilson, C. (2002). Does left/right structure party positions on European integration?
Comparative Political Studies—COMP POLIT STUD., 35, 965–989. https://doi.org/10.1177/001041402236310

IBM Corp. (2019). IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows (Version 26.0.) [Computer software].
Isotalo, V., Söderlund, P., & Bengtsson, Å. (2020). Polarisoituuko politiikka Suomessa? Puolueiden äänestäjäkun-
tien arvosiirtymät 2003–2019. In S. Borg, E. Kestilä-Kekkonen & H. Wass (Eds.) Politiikan ilmastonmuutos:

https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2114
https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073914558466
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308318618
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.113
https://doi.org/10.22199/S07187475.2014.0003.00004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2017.e00425
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2017.e00425
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2012.12.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2012.12.020
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.1980.10532816
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12620
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9477.12103
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-4870(01)00067-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-4870(01)00067-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12545
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218769867
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218769867
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2022.778771
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2009.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.02.028
https://doi.org/10.1177/001041402236310


AREWEWHAT PARTIES WE SUPPORT? 15

Eduskuntavaalitutkimus 2019. Oikeusministeriön julkaisuja. Selvityksiä ja ohjeita (2020:5, pp. 288–306). http://
urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-259-838-7

Jonason, P. K. (2014). Personality and politics. Personality and Individual Differences, 71, 181–184. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.paid.2014.08.002

Jonason, P. K., & Webster, G. D. (2010). The dirty dozen: A concise measure of the dark triad. Psychological
Assessment, 22(2), 420–432. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019265

Jones, D. N. (2013). Psychopathy and machiavellianism predict differences in racially motivated attitudes and their
affiliations. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 43(S2), E367–E378. https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12035

Jones, D. N., & Figueredo, A. J. (2013). The core of darkness: Uncovering the heart of the dark triad. European
Journal of Personality, 27(6), 521–531. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.1893

Jones, G. E., & Kavanagh, M. J. (1996). An experimental examination of the effects of individual and situational
factors on unethical behavioral intentions in the workplace. Journal of Business Ethics, 15(5), 511–523. https://
doi.org/10.1007/BF00381927

Jylhä, K. M., & Akrami, N. (2015). Social dominance orientation and climate change denial: The role of dominance
and system justification. Personality and Individual Differences, 86, 108–111. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.
05.041

Karvonen, L. (2014). Parties, governments and voters in finland: politics under fundamental societal transformation.
ECPR Press.

Loftus, S. T., & Glenwick, D. S. (2001). Machiavellianism and empathy in an adolescent residential psychiatric
population. Residential Treatment for Children & Youth, 19(2), 39–57. https://doi.org/10.1300/J007v19n02_04

Marks, G., Hooghe, L., Nelson, M., & Edwards, E. (2006). Party competition and European integration in the east
andwest different structure, same causality.Comparative Political Studies, 39(2), 155–175. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0010414005281932

McFarland, S. (2010). Authoritarianism, social dominance, and other roots of generalized prejudice. Political
Psychology, 31(3), 453–477. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2010.00765.x

Monaghan, C., Bizumic, B., & Sellbom, Martin. (2018). Nomological network of two-dimensional Machiavellian-
ism. Personality and Individual Differences, 130. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.03.047

Nicol, A. A. M., & Rounding, K. (2013). Alienation and empathy as mediators of the relation between Social
Dominance Orientation, Right-Wing Authoritarianism and expressions of racism and sexism. Personality and
Individual Differences, 55(3), 294–299. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.03.009

Ministry of Justice (2019). ParliamentaryElections 2019/Results/Whole country. https://tulospalvelu.vaalit.fi/EKV-
2019/en/tulos_kokomaa.html

Osborne, D., & Sibley, C. G. (2020). Does Openness to Experience predict changes in conservatism? A nine-wave
longitudinal investigation into the personality roots to ideology. Journal of Research in Personality, 87, 103979.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2020.103979

Parks-Leduc, L., Feldman, G., &Bardi, A. (2015). Personality traits and personal values: Ameta-analysis.Personality
and Social Psychology Review, 19(1), 3–29. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868314538548

Paulhus, D. L., & Williams, K. M. (2002). The Dark Triad of personality: Narcissism, Machiavellianism, and
psychopathy. Journal of Research in Personality, 36(6), 556–563. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0092-6566(02)00505-6

Roccas, S., Sagiv, L., Schwartz, S. H., & Knafo, A. (2002). The big five personality factors and personal values.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28(6), 789–801. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202289008

Sassenrath, C. (2020). “Let me show you how nice I am”: Impression management as bias in empathic responses.
Social Psychological and Personality Science, 11(6), 752–760. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619884566

Schieman, S., Bierman, A., & Upenieks, L. (2019). Beyond “Heartless conservative” and “Bleeding heart liberal”
caricatures: How religiosity shapes the relationship between political orientation and empathy. Journal for the
Scientific Study of Religion, 58(2), 360–377. https://doi.org/10.1111/jssr.12595

Schoen, H., & Schumann, S. (2007). Personality traits, partisan attitudes, and voting behavior. Evidence from
Germany. Political Psychology, 28(4), 471–498. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2007.00582.x

Sirin, C., Valentino, N. A., & Villalobos, J. D. (2021). Seeing us in them: Social divisions and the politics of group
empathy. cambridge studies in public opinion and political psychology. Cambridge University Press. https://doi.
org/10.1017/9781108863254

Spitzer, M., Fischbacher, U., Herrnberger, B., Grön, G., & Fehr, E. (2007). The neural signature of social norm
compliance. Neuron, 56(1), 185–196. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2007.09.011

http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-259-838-7
http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-259-838-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019265
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12035
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.1893
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00381927
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00381927
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.05.041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.05.041
https://doi.org/10.1300/J007v19n02_04
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414005281932
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414005281932
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2010.00765.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.03.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.03.009
https://tulospalvelu.vaalit.fi/EKV-2019/en/tulos_kokomaa.html
https://tulospalvelu.vaalit.fi/EKV-2019/en/tulos_kokomaa.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2020.103979
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868314538548
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0092-6566(02)00505-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202289008
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619884566
https://doi.org/10.1111/jssr.12595
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2007.00582.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108863254
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108863254
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2007.09.011


16 BJÖRKSTEDT and HERNE

Strandberg, K., Himmelroos, S., & Grönlund, K. (2019). Do discussions in like-minded groups necessarily lead to
more extreme opinions? Deliberative democracy and group polarization. International Political Science Review,
40(1), 41–57. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192512117692136

Suuronen, A., Grönlund, K., & Sirén, R. (2020). Puolueiden äänestäjät. In S. Borg, E. Kestilä-Kekkonen, & H.
Wass (Eds.) Politiikan ilmastonmuutos. Eduskuntavaalitutkimus 2019. Ministry of Justice, 260–287. http://urn.
fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-259-838-7

Tang, T. L-P., & Tang, T. L-N. (2010). Finding the lost sheep: A panel study of business students’ intrinsic religiosity,
machiavellianism, and unethical behavior intentions. Ethics & Behavior, 20(5), 352–379. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10508422.2010.491763

Unnever, J. D., Cullen, F. T., & Fisher, B. S. (2005). Empathy and public support for capital punishment. Journal of
Crime and Justice, 28(1), 1–34. https://doi.org/10.1080/0735648X.2005.9721205

Vecchione, M., Schoen, H., Castro, J. L. G., Cieciuch, J., Pavlopoulos, V., & Caprara, G. V. (2011). Personality cor-
relates of party preference: The Big Five in five big European countries. Personality and Individual Differences,
51(6), 737–742. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.06.015

Waytz, A., Iyer, R., Young, L., Haidt, J., & Graham, J. (2019). Ideological differences in the expanse of the moral
circle. Nature Communications, 10, 4389. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-12227-0

Wolfson, S. L. (1981). Effects of Machiavellianism and communication on helping behaviour during an emergency.
British Journal of Social Psychology, 20, 189–195. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1981.tb00531.x

Ziller, C., & Berning, C. C. (2021). Personality traits and public support of minority rights. Journal of Ethnic and
Migration Studies, 47(3), 723–740. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2019.1617123

SUPPORT ING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information can be found online in the Supporting Information section at
the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Björkstedt, H. E., & Herne, K. M. (2023). Are we what parties
we support? Personality traits and party support in a multi-party system. Analyses of Social
Issues and Public Policy, 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12366

AUTH OR BIOGRAPH IES

Hanna Björkstedt is a third-year PhD candidate of political science in Tampere University.
Her research focuses on voter’s personality trait associations to political orientation, party affil-
iation and trust behavior. Interested in behavioral economics and game theory she utilizes
mainly experimental and quantitative methods in her work.

Kaisa Herne is a professor of political science at Tampere University. Her research focuses
on political behavior, political psychology, decision-making and deliberative democracy. Her
publications range from political philosophy to empirical testing of theories related to polit-
ical science, economics, and social psychology. In empirical work, she has mainly used the
experimental method.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0192512117692136
http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-259-838-7
http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-259-838-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2010.491763
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2010.491763
https://doi.org/10.1080/0735648X.2005.9721205
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.06.015
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-12227-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1981.tb00531.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2019.1617123
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12366

	Are we what parties we support? Personality traits and party support in a multi-party system
	Abstract
	INTRODUCTION
	Literature review
	Hypotheses
	Materials and methods
	Results

	DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	ORCID
	REFERENCES
	SUPPORTING INFORMATION
	AUTHOR BIOGRAPHIES


