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ABSTRACT
Inclusiveness is essential to deliberative democracy, but willingness to participate in deliberation is not well understood. In the case
of deliberative minipublics, which seek to achieve deliberation among a representative selection of citizens, representation is viewed
in terms of demographic or positional features. Thus far, research has focused on political, social and attitudinal variation among
willing deliberative participants. The role of personality in willingness to participate is likely to be important for deliberation, as it
has been demonstrated in other areas of political participation to explain a good deal of variation, as well as being a pre-cursor to
many of the attitudinal variables the deliberative scholars have used in other studies. The role of personality has been explored by
a number of deliberative scholars, but only partially, and based on an incomplete model. I contribute to this research by examining
how personality traits in interaction with situational features influence patterns of deliberative participation. Situations mediate the
impact of personality traits, which is visible in the stated motivations that citizens provide for accepting/declining an invitation to deliberate. Drawing on data from a field experiment — involving a three-day deliberative minipublic in Sweden on the topic of begging
by internal EU migrants — I examine the simultaneous impact of vital features of the situation and personality traits in interaction.
The main finding confirms the relevance of personality as a predictor of who is willing to participate in deliberation and also how the
impact of personality is both situation dependent and related to explicit motivations to participate.
Keywords
Deliberative democracy, representation, inclusiveness, personality niching
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INTRODUCTION
Deliberative democracy at its heart is concerned with connecting citizens to politics, but there is a legitimate concern that not
all citizens can, will, or want to participate in deliberation. Understanding the dynamics of participation is core to the deliberative
project. There is an emerging literature in the field of political psychology dealing with personality and participation that stands to
contribute much to this question.
The ideal of inclusiveness in deliberative democracy (Dryzek 2009) is what grants legitimacy to political deliberation because all
those affected should have the right to make their voice heard and every perspective should be equally considered (Chambers
1996; Dryzek 1990; Morrell 2010; Gutmann and Thompson 1996). This demands that participation extend beyond the privileged,
who tend to be more politically engaged, to marginalized citizens and minorities, and that different views and ideologies be represented in political deliberation (cf. Dryzek and Niemeyer 2006; Young 2000).
But what do we know about citizens’ actual willingness to participate in deliberation? In the case of formal deliberative settings such
as minipublics — which, to date, represent the dominant practice in respect to citizen deliberation1 — citizens appear willing to participate in broad terms (Smith 2012). But the extent of this enthusiasm is strongly contested. A series of recent US studies on participation reveal a mixed picture: two suggesting low willingness to participate in political deliberation (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse
2002; Mutz 2006), while a third is more positive (Neblo et al. 2010). These mixed findings possibly reflect an incomplete model of
the factors that drive deliberative participation.
Much of the empirical research on willingness to participate in minipublic deliberation to date draws on demographic and attitudinal
variables (Curato and Niemeyer 2013; Neblo et al. 2010). Less researched is the role of personality — and particularly its interaction
with context. The influence of personality on more general forms of political participation is well demonstrated (Gerber et al. 2011;
Hibbing et al. 2011; Mondak et al. 2010), producing greater explanatory power than the canonical predictors of education and income (Gerber et al. 2011, 269).
Although personality has been selectively used by deliberative scholars in respect to participation, particularly in relation to conflict avoidance (Mutz 2006; Neblo et al. 2010), there is a lack of comprehensiveness and consistency in approach. Personality is a
multidimensional phenomenon that interacts with contextual and situational moderators (e.g. Gerber et al. 2011) in a manner likely
to impact on participation in political deliberation in ways not accounted for in these studies. Herein, the objective is to fill this gap
via scrutiny of the impact of personality on citizens’ willingness to deliberate, focusing on the interplay between personality and
situational features.

1 Deliberation in a minipublic setting is, defined by Smith (2012), as a broadly representative group of citizens engaged in structured and facilitated deliberation, with a view to impacting on a
decision concerning a collective problem.
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Comprehensiveness is achieved by adopting the complete five-factor model of personality — developed by Costa and McCrae
(1992) — and exploring the interplay between personality and contextual factors resulting in ‘personality niching’ — where personality traits and situations interact via the activation of different motivations to participate (Asendorpf 2009; Blass 1991). The results
bring into question whether it is possible to make universally valid inferences about who is likely to participate in deliberation without
reference to personality (in a more complete sense) and situation.
The effect of personality on willingness to participate is demonstrated in the context of an actual (as opposed to hypothetical) deliberative event — a three-day minipublic (Uppsala Speaks) conducted in Uppsala, Sweden February 2016, on the issue of begging
by internal EU migrants within the Uppsala municipality. Recruitment was conducted via survey responses to invitations randomly
distributed to citizens in the municipality.
The objective herein is to both identify the causes of differential participation, and potential remedies via improving understanding
of the mechanisms that encourage more widespread participation. Underrepresentation by different personality types in particular
contexts is understood via its impact on motivations for different individuals to seek out particular situations.
The findings also have wider implications for deliberative participation and representative claims relating to diversity of attitudes,
or “discursive representation” (Dryzek and Niemeyer 2008) to the extent that personality is antecedent to both willingness to deliberate and political attitudes (Gerber et al. 2011). Additionally, the geographic location of the case study in Sweden expands the
range of existing research on political participation beyond the USA (e.g. Hibbing et al. 2011; Mondak 2010; Mondak et al. 2010).
The paper proceeds by first outlining the ideal of inclusiveness in deliberation. Then, the theory of personality niching is introduced, followed by a detailed presentation of the case study of Uppsala Speaks. After this the situational properties of this
particular case study are used to infer the relative effects of personality niching on citizens’ willingness to deliberate in combination with the likely motivations for doing so. Finally, a general discussion considers the implications of personality niching for
deliberative theory and practice.
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DELIBERATION AND INCLUSIVENESS
Deliberative democracy is supposed to be, at its core, inclusive — in addition to involving deliberative and consequential dimensions
(Dryzek 2009).2 The actual nature of this inclusion is contested in the field, partly because the ideal of having all those impacted
by a political decision deliberate together is empirically impossible (Goodin 2000). However, there is a good deal of convergence
around the idea that a given deliberative exchange should involve a diversity of actors (Dryzek and Niemeyer 2006).
In the case of minipublics — which are the predominant practical embodiment of deliberative ideals — the gold standard of inclusion has tended to be descriptive, such that a given assembly of citizens is demographically representative of the wider population
(Mansbridge 1999). More recent is the argument that a deliberative forum should be “discursively constituted” to include all relevant
discourses or arguments (Dryzek and Niemeyer 2006). Whatever the established criteria, the extent to which citizens are predisposed to participate in deliberation is an important question, as is whether there are systematic factors that influence non-uniform
participatory patterns.
Research on deliberation has discovered patterns of participation related to certain individual level characteristics — primarily demographic and political but also motivational — which tend to distort representation (Neblo et al. 2010). There is a strong argument
that not all kinds of individuals participate to the same extent, and those who do tend to be drawn from the politically privileged,
which means that deliberation might have the unintended effect of magnifying existing political inequalities instead of addressing
them (Sanders 1997; Young 2000).
However, it is possible that these effects pale compared to that of personality, which is some cases is antecedent to these other
variables. Mondak (2010) and Hibbing et al. (2011) stress the relevance of various personality traits on citizens willingness to engage
in political participation. More specifically in relation to deliberation, prior research show that personality traits “play an important
role in shaping the kinds of conversations citizens engage in, the setting for those conversations, and the influence discussion has
on the individual” (Hibbing et al. 2011, 621). In terms of deliberative participation, Mutz (2006) and Neblo et al. (2010) have pointed to the effect of conflict avoidance on individuals willingness to participate specifically in deliberation. These findings suggest a
relevance of personality in deliberative participation. However their findings are limited, particularly in relation to the selective use
of personality traits included in their analysis.

2 The deliberative dimension, in broad terms, involves a discursive exchange among affected citizens in respect to a common issue. The specifics of the nature of this exchange is still the subject
of debate in the field (Bächtiger et al. 2010), but there is agreement that the exchange ideally should be open to alternative arguments, non-coercive and capable of inducing reflection on existing
positions. The consequential dimension involves the capacity of deliberation to impact on collective decisions or social outcomes (Dryzek 2009).
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PERSONALITY NICHING: TRAITS, SITUATIONS AND MOTIVATIONS FOR PARTICIPATION
Another weakness with existing literature concerned with deliberative participation is the tendency to (implicitly) treat background,
institutional and cultural settings in respect to deliberation as universal. However, just as there are likely to be differences across
settings in relation to deliberative practices (Sass and Dryzek 2014), so too will there be differences in how practices are perceived
and enacted (Goodin and Dryzek 2006).
In contrast with “one situational context fits all” for explaining deliberative participation, I explore the interaction between personality and situations in activating different motivations to participate. Such interaction renders impossible universally valid inferences
about who is likely to participate. This means, for instance, that deliberative events in the USA and Sweden are likely to result in
different patterns of participation, even from the same personality type, because citizens understandings and expectations of what
a minipublic is will differ across different contexts.
A good approach for understanding these dynamics is that of “personality niching”. Personality niching refers to individuals selectively choosing situations that evoke conduct in line with their dominant personality characteristic, while situations less attuned to
one’s personality are avoided (Asendorpf 2009; Blass 1991; Wagerman and Funder 2009). It helps us understand the impact of
factors such as institutional status of deliberative events and their relationship to certain cultures and political systems, rather than
trying to generalize findings indiscriminately across different contexts.
To determine the impact of personality niching, we must first identify the most relevant domains of personality as well as the most
important situational properties that can provide a structure for the analysis.
Traits: The Five-Factor Model of Personality
The field of personality psychology has converged upon recognition of five traits as capturing the most important characteristics of
individuals’ behaviour, known as the Five-Factor Model (FFM) (Costa and McCrae 1992). The FFM was developed using a lexical
approach (assessing the prevalence of adjectives about individuals’ behaviour) that has been cross-culturally validated (McCrae et
al. 2001). The traits, which capture the most important differences between individuals, have proved to be remarkably stable (Costa
and McCrae 1992; Roberts et al. 2008). In contrast to other kinds of individual characteristics (for instance, belief systems, attitudes
or social dominance orientation), traits are “core” constructs theorized to be causally prior to other individual features (McAdams
and Pals 2006).
The FFM consists of Extraversion, Emotional Stability, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness and Openness. Extraversion (reversed
Introversion) denotes sociable individuals who enjoy social activities and large gatherings but also individuals drawn to stimulating
and exciting activities, who tend to be talkative and assertive in social situations. Emotional Stability (reversed Neuroticism) denotes
calm, even-temperedness and the ability to confront and cope with stressful situations without losing temper. Conscientiousness
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(versus lack of self-control) denotes ability to actively plan, organize and carry out various tasks, delaying gratification, and following
norms and rules. Agreeableness (versus Antagonism) is a continuum between altruism, caring and a positive outlook on others and
hostility, skepticism of others’ intentions, competitive behavior, and indifference to others. Openness (reversed Conventionality/
Conservatism) involves the ability to confront individuals and situations with an open, flexible mind, interested in exploring both
inner and outer worlds and engage in divergent thinking. It infers both an emotional responsiveness and an intellectual curiosity, with
the implication that open individuals often have experiential, and richer lives than others. (Costa & McCrae 1992)
Situations: Situational Properties Determining the Extent and Type of Niching Effects
While the influence of personality on participation in politics more generally is well established (Hibbing et al. 2011), the focus here
is on participation in the context of deliberative situations. Context is particularly important, where the nature of the situation moderates the relationship between traits and political behaviour (e.g. Gerber et al. 2011).
The theory of personality niching posits that certain vital situational properties determine the extent to which personality is influential in the participatory decision and also how/what personality traits motivate participation. Three general situational properties
include degree of autonomy, situational strength and self-awareness. Together these influence the overall relationship between
personality and behaviour, i.e. how situations can leave more/less room for the influence/expression of personality differences
(Blass 1991). In addition, three specific properties of political situations include civic norms, instrumental benefits and interpersonal
dynamic, which influence citizens participatory decisions in relation to given political settings (Gerber et al. 2011). Although I will
draw attention to both the general and specific properties of the particular case study Uppsala Speaks, it is the specific properties
knitted to political situations that will be used as structure for the analysis reported below.
The first general situational property, concerning degree of autonomy, involves the extent to which behavioural norms are externally imposed. At one extreme, obligatory participation renders personality less decisive of behaviour, while a voluntary situation
permits personality to play a greater role in influencing participation. In other words, the effect of personality niching increases with
autonomy. In the case of Uppsala Speaks, the effect of personality niching is expected to be enhanced by the voluntary nature of
participation, which was also explicitly stressed in the letter of invitation.
The next general feature involves situational ‘strength’. A strong situation comes with a clear social script, which implies a pre-existing common understanding of what conduct is expected in a particular situation, thus reducing the influence of personality in
behaviour (Asendorpf 2009). For instance, in an established democracy the act of voting generally involves a highly structured,
strong and clearly scripted process: from entering the polling booth, marking the ballot, entering it into the ballot box and quietly
leaving the polling station. Everyone behaves consistently irrespective of personality. Conversely, weak situations lack definitive
scripts, leaving more room for personal differences to influence behaviour (Blass 1991, 406). Thus, situations with low strength
increase the scope for heterogeneous effects because there is greater room for interpretation by the individual in anticipating what
the situation will involve.
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Overall, Uppsala Speaks involved weak situational strength, arising mainly from the novel nature of minipublics in Sweden. Compared to the US, where national level deliberative minipublics, such as “America Speaks” (Lukensmeyer and Brigham 2005) or
deliberative polling (Fishkin 2003) have been relatively common (albeit still far from institutionalized) there is little comparable
experience in Scandinavia, and even less so in Sweden.3 Being a weak situation is expected to translate into weaker personality
niching effects, with differing interpretations of what the situation entails differentially impacting motivation to participate. Given
these factors, a relatively low acceptance rate to the invitation was expected, which was indeed the case.4
One approach to minimize the problem of situational weakness involved careful attention to the drafting of the invitation letter sent
out to prospective participants for Uppsala Speaks — which was mailed out to 4000 citizens living in the Uppsala region, Sweden. The
invitation included clear cues in relation to what participants might expect of the process in order to further strengthen the deliberative
situation, and thus induce a more consistent niching response. It was noted in the letter that participants were expected to actively
participate in discussions with fellow citizens, under the guidance of experienced facilitators, and that they would have an opportunity
to interact with politicians, civil servants and researchers with expertise in the field of begging by EU-migrants (Jennstål et al. 2016).
The final general situational property concerns to what the extent a particular situation forces the individual to focus on their own
behavior and contributions to the situation, i.e. an increased self-awareness. Increases in self-awareness occur when participants are
expected to perform on stage or give a speech, while it decreases when the situation demands more routinized, concrete activities
(Blass 1991). Returning to the example of voting, in addition to it being a strong situation it does not increase individuals’ self-awareness, given the anonymity and formalized nature of the procedure. The general assumption is that situations structured in a way that
make individuals self-aware, thus strengthening the personality niching effect.
A specific property of political situations is related to the question of self-awareness, namely the kind of interpersonal relationships a
situation that demands of its participants. Interpersonal relationships refer to the potential for exposure to conflict participating in a
certain situation. For deliberative participation, the most notable of these dynamics is the anxiety producing prospect of what Mutz
(2013), refers to as “exposure to cross cutting” deliberation, where conflict avoidance hinders participation.
Conflict avoidance in political settings is likely to be even more pronounced in Sweden, where the dominant culture is consensual
and the tendency is to avoid interpersonal conflict (Rosenberg 2002). Given the consensual culture in combination with the weak
situational strength, it was important to clearly convey to those invited to Uppsala Speaks what was demanded of them and to give
them a sense of the interpersonal dynamic to be expected.
Here, again, the wording of the recruitment letter was important. Using careful language, the letter stressed the pro-social dimension of the
event (citizens coming together) and role of facilitators in managing the group dynamics (thus reducing potential for conflict). However,

3 Exceptions include well-established technology assessments/consensus conferences in Denmark (Consensus Conferences 1994), participation in a global ‘Worldwide views’ network of minipublics, which included Norway (Riedy and Herriman 2011), and experience with minipublic experimentation in Finland (e.g. Grönlund et al. 2015). The single example in the literature serves to
illustrates the unfamiliarity in the Swedish context (Svensson 2007).
4 Of the 4000 invitations sent as part of the survey, just over 200 accepted — a 5% acceptance rate being comparatively low compared to the norm (Smith 2012).
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despite these efforts there remained scope for participants to imagine that the Uppsala Speaks event would involve passionate discussion
and potentially outright conflicts between participants, particularly given the controversial topic and existence of extreme views.
The next specific property relating to civic and social norms influences the extent to which citizens perceived participation in Uppsala Speaks as a civic responsibility and/or if they anticipated a punitive social response for abstaining. The weakness of situational
strength discussed above also comes into play here, where the novelty of this kind of political engagement in Sweden precludes
the development of a strong civic norm to participate. Counteracting this weakness is the salience and sense of urgency in relation
to the issue covered by Uppsala Speaks in the wider public debate. Street begging is a problem that has grown exceptionally in
Sweden over the last five years as a result of EU policies of free flow of labor. It is a keenly contested issue, with the effect that a
sense of social responsibility among respondents in relation to the issue induces a civic norm, even in the absence of a norm for
deliberative participation per se.5
In respect to the specific feature of instrumentality of the outcome, Uppsala Speaks involved both direct forms of benefit (e.g. payment
or formal decision) as well as indirect benefits of the type identified by Gerber et al (2011) (e.g. influence fellow citizens or influence
politics). A stipend of 2000 SEK was offered as inducement to participate. The level of political influence was clearly stated in the invitation, insofar as the municipality was engaged with, and interested in, the process and its outcomes — which would be summarized in
a ‘citizens report’, distributed to the electors and for public distribution — but would not automatically translate into decisions.6
In summary, Uppsala Speaks represents both a highly autonomous (voluntary) and comparatively weak situation, potentially increasing the heterogeneity of niching and weakening the effect of specific situational properties. Despite the potentially weak
general effects, personality-niching effects are expected, but only of moderate strength. The specific political situational properties
for Uppsala Speaks are summarized in Table 1 below
Table 1. Political situational features of Uppsala Speaks
Situational
Property

Relevant Features of Uppsala Speaks
Few civic norms of deliberative participation, combined with a consensual, conflict avoidant political culture,

Civic Norms no strong “push” factor for participation. However, the sense of urgency of the topic might lead to a feeling of
social responsibility among citizens to participate.
Interpersonal High anticipated potential for interpersonal conflict in the kind of political discussions, mainly due to the controRelationships versial topic. The expectation of outright conflicts is especially notable in the usually consensual Swedish culture.
Instrumental

Likely impact of forum stated, but not formalized (not instrumental), and there was an economic incentive to
participate.

6 There are relatively few examples of deliberative minipublics directly influencing decisions (Goodin and Dryzek 2006) — and there is good argument about whether this should ever be the case
in respect to political decisions (Lafont 2015).
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Traits and Situations: Expected Personality Niching Effects in Uppsala Speaks
Niching occurs where personality traits influence citizens’ decisions to participate depending on the particular situation of Uppsala Speaks.
Importantly not all personality traits come into play for a given specific situational property (Hibbing et al. 2011; Mondak and Halperin 2008;
Mondak et al. 2010). For example, a strong norm of political participation will more likely induce participation by conscientious individuals,
but this may only occur if a particular issue is salient and important for the individual in question (Mondak et al. 2010).Rather than elaborate
all possible interacting permutations, the following discussion considers in-turn each of the main political situational features of Uppsala
Speaks and the likely interactional influences motivating participation by particular personality types, based on findings from the existing
literature. A summary of this discussion can be found in Table 2.
Civic Norms
Most affected by the presence or absence of civic norms of political participation is the personality trait of Conscientiousness
(Mondak et al. 2010; Gerber et al. 2012, 853), which connotes responsibility and dutifulness. Conscientious individuals are most
likely to conform to social norms and regulations, and when it come to civic duties, contributing to their fair share to the communal
workload. While this suggests a strong positive relationship with political participation, the evidence is very mixed. Some studies
have shown a weak positive association, while others show a negative relationship (Mondak et al. 2010).
One weakness with prior studies is that they do not fully control for the effect of the prevailing normative expectations associated
with a given context. If there is no normative basis for deliberative participation (i.e. it is not part of popular expectations), then
there is no norm for conscientious individuals to comply with. For the Uppsala Speaks case study, the novel nature of deliberative
participation in a Swedish context and absence of a normative basis for participation in this particular event suggests a negative
a correlation between Conscientiousness and participation. Conscientious individuals are expected to explain their abstention by
reference to other possible normative standpoints (such as ‘politics is private’ or the ‘irrelevance of the topic’) because it is important
to them to being able to relate their decision to a higher-order principle of some sort.
There is one potential interacting variable modifying the expected negative relationship between willingness to participate and
Conscientiousness. If a conscientious individual has a well-developed sense of Civic Duty then there is an internal normative motivation to participate (Mondak et al. 2010, 97).7
Thus, overall the results are expected to be mixed and dependent on conscientious individuals’ sense of Civic Duty. Apart from
Conscientiousness, the other traits are not directly affected by contextual norms but influenced by the other specific features of
interpersonal dynamics and instrumental dimensions.

7 See appendix (Table III) for measurement of Civic Duty.
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There are two interacting variables potentially strengthening the positive effect of Extraversion. The prosocial behavior of extroverts drawing them to deliberative participation is likely to be enhanced by interaction of Need for Judgment, together with a
developed sense of Political Efficacy, both of which increase a natural enthusiasm and assertiveness in social encounters (Mondak
and Halperin 2008, 344), even despite the potential for conflict (Gerber et al. 2012, 863).8
Similar to Extraversion, Openness is related to membership of large social networks and a proclivity for interpersonal political interactions (Mondak and Halperin 2008) — including political discourse and civic engagement (Gerber et al. 2011; Mondak 2010; Vecchione and Caprara 2009). Open individuals are motivated to participate because of ‘enjoyment’ of discussions; but also because
a curious, creative disposition makes them perceive of it as a ‘learning opportunity’. And, just as for extroverts, open individuals do
not abstain because of reasons such as ‘lack of knowledge’ or ‘impossible to discuss’ with others because they are naturally disposed
towards seeking new information and encounter discussion with a positive attitude.
Prior studies have found a positive association between Emotional Stability and participation in social and collective activities (Caspi et al. 2006; Vecchione and Caprara 2009). It is also associated with engaging more frequently in cross cutting political discussions
(Gerber et al. 2012; Hibbing et al. 2011, 619). Hibbing find that “emotional stability helps individuals overcome a natural tendency
towards discussing politics [only] with likeminded individuals and leads to more conversations with casual acquaintances and individuals holding differing viewpoints” (2011, 619). This is anticipated to extend to participation in Uppsala Speaks, where a more
“easy-going” disposition is not deterred by the potential for interpersonal conflicts to override the potential enjoyment associated
with participation. Emotionally stable individuals have a relaxed attitude and do not get stressed easily which means that whether
they participate or not is not a big deal for them, therefore I expect them to be motivated by the ‘enjoyment’ of participating, while
other interpersonal considerations should not be of relevance to their decision to participate.
Finally, Agreeableness encapsulates a dimension of ambivalence when it comes to political participation where agreeable individuals are driven by “a taste for participation and a possible distaste for politics” (Mondak and Halperin 2008, 346), which is enhanced
where there is a risk of interpersonal tension (Antonioni 1998; Gerber et al. 2011). Earlier studies show Agreeableness to be negatively associated with engagement in political discussion (Gerber et al. 2011; Mondak and Halperin 2008; Mondak et al. 2010) and
in this specific case, I expected that the rather controversial nature of the topic increases the perceived risk of interpersonal conflicts,
which will deter agreeable from participating. However, to the extent agreeable individuals want to participate it is not because they
are motivated by the ‘enjoyment’ of participating or that they see it as a ‘learning opportunity’. In other words, the interpersonal
aspect is a demotivating factor for agreeable individuals.
Finally, conscientious individuals are not concerned with the interpersonal situational features in relation to participation. This is
expected to result in similar patterns as for agreeable individuals when it comes to those conscientious that actually do accept the
invitation that they are not motivated by the ‘enjoyment’ or ‘learning opportunity’.
8 See appendix (Table III) for description of measurements of Need for Judgement and Political Efficacy.
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Thus, Extraversion, Openness and Emotional Stability are expected to positively relate to willingness to participate in this type of
interpersonal setting (motivated by ‘enjoyment’ and ‘learning’), while the inverse is expected for Conscientiousness and Agreeableness (not motivated by ‘enjoyment’ and ‘learning’).
Instrumental
The instrumental dimension of the deliberative situation involves both direct and indirect forms of benefit.9 The instrumental dimension most affects conscientious individuals because they tend to be meticulous, goal-directed and most sensitive to the opportunity costs of participating. Although, purely economic incentives are not expected to influence conscientious individuals’, they are
potentially motivated by the informal benefits (formal decision). Given the rather vaguely defined outcome of the process (in terms
of actual influence in politics), there is reason to believe conscientious individuals to be wary of participating. This means that those
who accept the invitation, are neither motivated by the ‘payment’ nor potential for ‘influencing politics/peers’ because the prospects
of actually making a concrete impact seems unlikely.
Extraverted individuals are not particularly instrumentally oriented, but they do have a disposition toward influencing their peers
(Mondak and Halperin 2008, 357). This should be relevant in respect to Uppsala Speaks, insofar as extroverts are attracted to this
type of situation (see above), they will perceive of it as an opportunity to influence their peers in a social setting. Furthermore, as
noted above, Extraversion is related to also being high on Political Efficacy and Need for Judgment which makes it likely that extraverts are also motivated by the prospects of ‘influencing politics’ more broadly.
Those who exhibit Emotional Stability are not expected to be swayed by instrumental considerations. However, there is one factor
that confounds this general rule. Opinion Strength is expected to negatively interact with Emotional Stability and willingness to
participate.10 Although neurotics are expected to stay away from this type of social event due to their social anxiety, those neurotics
who feel strongly about the issue at stake might overcome their participatory aversion. Driven by intense feelings of frustration and
anger, the invitation to Uppsala Speaks might be perceived as an opportunity to express their frustration and influence peers in a
small, less hostile, setting compared to traditional politics, which may override their potential aversion to the situation.
Both the anticipated effect in respect to each of the situational properties (together with motivations) and the overall effect on
participation for each of the five personality traits are summarized in Table 2. The expected general effects are similar to those hypothesized by Gerber et al (2011) in respect to participation in local politics, particularly for the case of Extraversion being strongly
associated with involvement in deliberative participation. Also, a positive relationship between participation and the traits Openness
and Emotional Stability is expected, albeit for different reasons. The anticipation of potential conflict suggests a low association
between deliberative participation in Uppsala Speaks and Agreeableness. And the relative absence of strong normative signals
translates into a low anticipated acceptance rate for Conscientiousness.

9 There are relatively few examples of deliberative minipublics directly influencing decisions (Goodin and Dryzek 2006) — and there is good argument about whether this should ever be the case
in respect to political decisions (Lafont 2015).
10 See appendix (Table IV) for description of measurement of Opinion Strength.
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Table 2. Motivations to Participate in the Situation Uppsala Speaks
Trait Hypotheses on personality niching effects on willingness to participate

Interacting Individual variables (which
changes either the sign or the strength
of the effect)

Extraversion

Civic Norms (no effect)
The positive effect of Extraversion on

Interpersonal
Extraversion is positively related to participation because the motivation:

participation can be understood as an

Enjoyment

interaction effect with:

Instrumental

Need for Judgment

Extraversion is positively related to participation because the motivations:

Political Efficacy

Influence peers, Influence politics

Openness

Civic Norms (no effect)
Interpersonal
Openness is positively related to participation because the motivation:
Enjoyment, Learning opportunity
Instrumental (no effect)

Conscientiousness

Civic norms
Conscientiousness is negatively related to participation because:
Politics is private, Uninterested in topic

Conscientiousness is positively related to
participation when it interacts with:

Interpersonal (no effect)
Instrumental
Conscientiousness is generally negatively related to participation but when

Civic Duty

they do participate it is not because:
Payment, Influence politics, Influence peers
Civic Norms (no effect)

Agreeableness

Interpersonal
Agreeableness is generally negatively related to participation but when
they do participate it is not because:
Enjoyment, Learning opportunity
Instrumental
Agreeableness is negatively related to participation because:
Emotional Stability

Lack of time
Civic Norms (no effect)

Neuroticism (low Emotional Stability) is

Interpersonal

positively related to participation when it

Emotional Stability is positively related to participation because:

interacts with:

Enjoyment
Opinion Strength

Instrumental (no effect)
11
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METHOD: PERSONALITY AND MOTIVATION MEASURES
Each of the five personality traits was measured as part of the recruitment survey (see above) using the Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI; see online appendix, Table I). This was chosen over the more detailed NEO-PI-R inventory for its brevity. Despite
the short length of the TIPI, it has proved to have a relatively good internal reliability (Gosling et al. 2003; Romero et al. 2011) —
although the brevity also means there is a need to be cautious when generalizing inferences.
To test the hypothesis in Table 2 pertaining to the situational properties associated with distinct motivations for each trait, twelve
motivational items were implemented as part of the recruitment survey (the items are listed in the online appendix, Table II), which
was attached to the letter of invitation. All respondents were asked to fill in the survey, even if they did not want to participate, and
were given a small economic reimbursement for the completion of the survey. Out of the 4000 invitations, approximately 1200
completed the survey. At the end we had two groups of respondents, those who accepted the invitation and wanted to participate
in Uppsala Speaks and those who declined participation in Uppsala Speaks and only filled in the survey.
This is an important methodological point to keep in mind when viewing the results: there are two different groups of respondents.
First, those who said ‘yes’ to participate and thereafter indicated motivating/demotivating factors for their decision and, second,
those who said ‘no’ to participate and indicated their motivating/demotivating factors. When presenting the results the ‘yes’ and ‘no’
respondents are reported in separate columns, where the results for the ‘yes’ respondents are shown in bold letters and the ‘no’ in
italics. (The results are reported in Table 3 and Table 4 below.)
A set of individual variables assumed to modify the effect of personality traits were also part of the survey. These included Political
efficacy, Need for Judgment, Civic duty and Opinion Strength towards the issue (see online appendix for the measurement). In addition, register variables pertaining to age, gender, education level, income level, number of dependent children, and membership
in political or civil society organizations have been used as control variables for the analysis.

RESULTS
The effect of personality traits on citizens’ willingness to participate in Uppsala Speaks is summarized in Table 3. The results are
broadly as hypothesized in Table 2. Extraversion and Openness are both positively associated with willingness to participate, while
Conscientiousness is negatively associated. The hypothesized negative relationship with Agreeableness was found, although it was
not significant. Also, Emotional Stability was hypothesized to relate positively to willingness to participate, but the results shows a
very weak, slightly positive, association. The effect of traits remains when controlled for income and membership in civil society and
political organizations (see online appendix, Table V). 11

11 It is interesting to note is that the trait effects remain the same also in single model analysis. Hence, the noted risk of ‘cherry-picking’ single traits, while the other trait domains are left unattended, might not be a substantial problem, see appendix, Table VI).
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Table 3. Trait Effects on Willingness to Deliberate
Extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientious-ness
Emotional Stability
Openness

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

0.035***

0.059

-0.049

0.032***

0.034***

-0.041

(0.012)

(0.039)

(0.031)

(0.012)

(0.012)

(0.050)

-0.016

-0.015

-0.005

-0.020

-0.015

-0.004

(0.016)

(0.017)

(0.016)

(0.017)

(0.016)

(0.017)

-0.045***

-0.050***

-0.041***

-0.205**

-0.046***

-0.207**

(0.014)

(0.015)

(0.014)

(0.082)

(0.014)

(0.086)

0.019

0.019

0.017

0.017

0.028

0.027

(0.014)

(0.015)

(0.014)

(0.014)

(0.024)

(0.027)

0.031**

0.032*

0.023

0.031*

0.031**

0.024

(0.016)

(0.017)

(0.016)

(0.016)

(0.016)

(0.017)

Political Efficacy
Interaction E and Political Efficacy

0.009

-0.009

(0.047)

(0.049)

-0.007

-0.003

(0.009)

(0.009)

Need for Judgment
Interaction E and Need for judgment

-0.051

-0.040

(0.047)

(0.051)

0.025**

0.022**

(0.010)

(0.010)

Civic Duty
Interaction C and Civic Duty

-0.135

-0.151

(0.102)

(0.107)

0.035**

0.035*

(0.018)

(0.019)

Opinion Strength
Interaction ES and Opinion Strength

0.009

0.006

(0.013)

(0.014)

-0.001

-0.001

(0.003)

(0.003)

Adj. R2

0.052

0.053

0.088

0.057

0.051

0.092

Obs

1054

988

1032

1007

1054

953

E=Extraversion, A=Agreeableness, C=Conscientiousness, ES=Emotional Stability, O=Openness
Standard errors in parentheses
All models include controls for age, gender and residential municipality (by municipality dummies).
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Overall, personality explains over 5% of the variation in the acceptance of the invitation to participate in Uppsala Speaks. As noted
above, this is a comparatively weak situation in the Swedish context and a stronger influence would be expected if such events were
more routinized.
Despite the situational weakness of Uppsala Speaks there are specific situational effects that can be observed via the three types
of situational properties (civic norms, interpersonal relationships and instrumental) hypothesized above. Table 4 summarizes the
results of this analysis. These show considerable variation in the ability of specific motivations to explain personality niching. Most
prominent is the expectation of ‘enjoyment’, which is strongly associated with three traits (Extraversion, Openness and Emotional
Stability) and negatively associated with Conscientiousness, explaining 19% of variation.
There are a number of specific effects associated with each of the personality traits that are worth discussing in some detail.

14

Civic Norms

Interpersonal Relationships

Instrumental
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Trait

Important
Issue

Uninterested in topic

Politics is
private

Enjoyment

Learning opportunity

Impossible
to discuss

Lack of
Knowledge

Influence
others

Influence
politics

Payment

Lack of
Time

Already knows
what to do

Extraver-

0.085

-0.133***

-0.050

0.216***

0.015

-0.074

-0.110**

0.125

0.109**

0.018

0.084*

-0.047

sion

(0.085)

(0.042)

(0.043)

(0.051)

(0.039)

(0.047)

(0.044)

(0.099)

(0.055)

(0.089)

(0.048)

(0.053)

Agreeable-

-0.059

-0.016

0.051

-0.033

0.062

0.048

0.180***

-0.131

0.026

0.019

-0.023

-0.045

ness

(0.095)

(0.056)

(0.059)

(0.066)

(0.063)

(0.062)

(0.061)

(0.106)

(0.083)

(0.099)

(0.057)

(0.073)

Conscien-

0.090

0.015

0.054

-0.104**

-0.021

0.044

0.030

0.126

-0.056

0.134

0.013

0.100*

tious-ness

(0.072)

(0.048)

(0.050)

(0.053)

(0.038)

(0.051)

(0.049)

(0.094)

(0.064)

(0.089)

(0.049)

(0.058)

Emotional

0.041

-0.002

-0.140***

0.128**

0.007

-0.158***

-0.039

0.087

0.038

-0.168**

0.130**

0.008

Stability

(0.079)

(0.042)

(0.047)

(0.059)

(0.040)

(0.053)

(0.049)

(0.089)

(0.061)

(0.079)

(0.050)

(0.055)

Openness

0.006

-0.065

-0.176***

0.105*

0.121*

-0.122*

-0.179***

-0.199*

0.055

-0.010

0.062

-0.128*

(0.104)

(0.056)

(0.066)

(0.060)

(0.067)

(0.065)

(0.060)

(0.108)

(0.095)

(0.098)

(0.059)

(0.072)

Adj. R2

0.049

0.092

0.14

0.19

0.092

0.079

0.098

0.009

0.049

0.13

0.12

0.089

Number of

216

790

745

220

217

724

787

204

208

209

792

726

cases
† Motivations to participate are in plain type. Motivations to refuse are shown in italics.
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Table 4. Trait effects on acceptance and refusal to participate†
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Extraversion
Overall, the results for Extraversion are broadly as expected, albeit with some exceptions. Extraversion is positively correlated to
willingness to participate in Uppsala Speaks, in line with its association with social behavior (Table 3).
As hypothesized, the prosocial dimension associated with Extraversion features in the anticipated motivation to participate — because of ‘enjoyment’ — can be observed in Table 4. Results for the interpersonal relationship domain are consistent across the board,
although only statistically significant for one other item, where ‘lack of knowledge’ is not a reason to refuse participation. If Extraverts
refuse to participate it is not because they are troubled by self-doubts in respect to knowledge about the issue.
Civic norms were not expected to feature in the motivations of extraverts. However, there is a negative association with the dimension ‘uninterested in topic’ and abstention (Table 4). Extraverted did not abstain because they found the topic uninteresting, which
could be interpreted as an acknowledgment of the social norm promoting urgency of the topic. This interpretation also fits well with
the fact that extraverted tended to decline participation because of ‘lack of time’. I will return to this finding below.
The anticipated relationship with instrumentalism involves a motivation to ‘influence politics’ (Table 4). It was argued that one
reason to why extraverted tend to be positively attuned to social participation is because they also tend to be high on Need for
Judgment and to have a well-developed sense of Political Efficacy. The incentive to influence politics could be interpreted as a sign
of Political Efficacy and Need for Judgment. This assumption is supported in the data where Extraverts high on Political Efficacy
and Need for Judgment were also more likely to participate (Table 3).
Thus, overall, Extroverts were more likely to participate in Uppsala Speaks. And the reasons for doing so were broadly consistent
with those hypothesized. Certainly the social dimension of deliberation is appealing for these individuals but so is the prospect of
influencing politics. Notable is how extraverts who abstain give the reason ‘lack of time’, while they view all other motives as irrelevant to their decision to decline.
Agreeableness
Overall, Agreeableness was expected to be negatively related to participation. This was indeed the case, although it is not significant (Table 3).
The anxiety-raising prospect of interpersonal conflict among agreeable individuals appears to feature as hypothesized, via the
dimension of ‘lack of knowledge’, where those who do not think they have enough knowledge about the issue is related to refusal
to participate (Table 4).
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Conscientiousness
As expected, Conscientiousness is negatively related to willingness to participate (Table 3). The Swedish context was not
expected conducive to onscientious individuals due to the lack of civic norms of deliberative participation. Even though the
expected reasons for refusal (because ‘uninterested in the topic’ and/or ‘politics is private’) are not statistically significant they
do go in the direction hypothesized.
The interpersonal dimension was not expected to feature as a motivating factor for conscientious individuals, which the results
support (Table 4). If a busy conscientious individual is going to participate, then ‘enjoyment’ is unlikely to be a motivating factor.
By contrast, the instrumental dimension was expected to negatively impact on participation, owing to opportunity cost. This did
feature, albeit only weakly via the dimension of ‘already knows what should be done’ in relation to the issue and that deliberation with
citizens proving a waste of precious time (Table 4).
For those conscientious individuals who did participate, as expected, their motivations did not comprise any interpersonal dimension, and certainly not because of anticipated ‘enjoyment’.
Interestingly, why did some conscientious individuals show interest in participating? In prior research, highly conscientious individuals have been shown to act differently depending on the perceived importance of a task. In this case, if an individual values this
kind of political discussions among fellow citizens and think of them as important democratic procedures, it might strengthen the
inclination to participate. When I look at the interaction between Conscientiousness and the variable Civic Duty the negative effect
disappears and it does indeed produce a significant result (Table 3). In other words, when conscientious individuals exhibit a belief in
citizens’ responsibility in politics, the negative effect of Conscientiousness on willingness to participate vanishes. This demonstrates
how Conscientiousness operates in concert with an individual’s attitudes about civic duties.
Emotional Stability
Emotional stability was expected to be positively associated with deliberative participation. Although the results indicate a positive
relationship it is not significant (Table 3).
Turning to the motivations, Emotional Stability is, as expected, associated with ‘enjoyment’ in participating in deliberation. Alternatively the reason to abstain is not because it is ‘impossible to discuss’ with others (Table 4). This was anticipated: emotionally stable
individuals are not averse to potentially difficult interpersonal situations. And although there are no strong push-factors for them to
engage in politics, their easy-going nature make them accept the invitation without too much consideration of the potential interpersonal conflicts and tensions following this kind of social engagement.
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If the interpersonal domain was expected to feature as a positive association between Emotional Stability, the inverse relationship
was expected for the instrumental domain. Neuroticism (reversed Emotional Stability) was expected to also increase participants’
willingness to participate when combined with Opinion Strength. However, the results do not support the hypothesized interaction
(Table 3). This is somewhat surprising, given tentative evidence from another case study of this effect (Jennstål and Niemeyer
2014). More research needs to be done to test this relationship.
What stands out in the instrumental domain is the non-importance ascribed to ‘payment’, which fits with the overall interpretation
of emotionally stable individuals’ rather easy-going nature. Furthermore, a not anticipated motivation for the refusal of emotionally
stable to participate is ‘lack of time’. Time scarcity emerges as a main reason to why emotionally stable individuals refuse to participate, similar for extraverted citizens.
Finally, civic norms were not hypothesized to feature in the motivations to participate in respect to Emotional Stability. However,
emotionally stable individuals who decline participation explicitly state that it is not because they view politics as a private business.
I will return to this finding in the concluding discussion.
Openness
Together with Extraversion, Openness was expected to be strongly associated with participation in Uppsala Speaks, and this is
indeed the case (Table 3).
Open individuals were expected to be mainly motivated by the domain of interpersonal relationships, and Openness stands out as
the trait most sensitive to this dimension of all, with a significant relationship with all the items in this domain (Table 4). Open individuals rated ‘enjoyment’ and ‘learning opportunity’ as the main incentives to participate, while ‘lack of knowledge’ and ‘impossible
to discuss’ with others were not regarded as demotivating factors, which supports expectations.
Neither civic norms nor instrumental factors were hypothesized to directly influence open individuals. In line with this expectation,
the results show that open individuals are not motivated by the prospects of ‘influencing others’. And among those open-minded
individuals that did abstain it was not because they ‘already know what to do’. When it comes to civic norms, open individuals who
refused participation did not do so because ‘politics is private’. Together these findings confirm the pragmatic nature of Openness
and the relatively minor concern given to instrumental and civic aspects.

18

CENTRE FOR DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRACY AND GLOBAL GOVERNANCE

DISCUSSION
A notable feature of the findings pertains to the fact that those traits positively related to participation – Extraversion, Openness
and Emotional Stability – are also negatively predisposed to the notion that politics is a private business. These individuals do not
decline to participate because they view ‘politics as private’. Conversely, the remaining two traits – Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, which are overall negatively related to participation — exhibit a positive relationship to the “politics is private” proposition.
If we accept the proposition that the item ‘politics is private’ captures a civic norm, it indicates that Extraversion, Openness and
Emotional Stability are rather unaffected by the norm, while Agreeableness and Conscientiousness associates with recognition
that privacy in respect to politics is important. This is possibly indicative of how some traits are comparatively more sensitive to
contextual differences. Agreeable and conscientious individuals seem to be inclined to provide a more normative argument for their
decision to abstain, while instrumental motivations (‘lack of time’) are the best predictors for why extraverted and emotionally stable
individuals chose to decline participation.
Given that Extraversion, Openness and (to a lesser extent) Emotional Stability also come through as the strongest predictors of
political participation in other contexts, mainly the USA, this might indicate that the findings in relation to these three traits are to be
found cross-contextually, hence generalizable to a larger extent. Considering the similarities in motivations among the three traits it
further strengthens this possibility, especially the emphasis they give to practical rather than normative considerations.
The results have some implications for the design of deliberative events in respect to participation. There appears to be sensitivity
to time commitment for otherwise motivated individuals (emotionally stable as well as extraverted) that has implications for the
design of such events in attracting these individuals. In this particular case, the minipublic comprised a 3-day event (first a whole
weekend followed by a Sunday two weeks later) and the expectation was that citizens would be slightly hesitant to devote this
amount of time to political discussions, especially given the novelty of deliberative events in Sweden. This was indeed the case with
an acceptance rate for participating on 5%. However, it should be noted that in other cultural settings, such as Australia, citizens
seems to be more inclined to engage in demanding political deliberation lasting 3-4 days with an acceptance rate upward of 30%
not uncommon (Lubensky and Carson 2013; Niemeyer 2004).
Related to design is the frequency of this type of minipublic event. The novelty of deliberative events in Sweden led to anticipation
of a generally low turnout due to the lack of standardized practices on deliberation. As a result, agreeable and conscientious individuals were expected to show low interest in participating in this new, rather vaguely defined and potentially conflict-ridden political
setting, albeit for different reasons. It is possible that the normalization of deliberative events stands to increase participation by both
these types of individuals. As it was, Agreeableness was related to decline to participate with the motivation ‘lack of knowledge’,
which, ideally, should not be a reason why citizens shy away from deliberation.
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The normalization of deliberative events could counter this image of deliberation as an event for the most knowledgeable citizens
thereby strengthen the perceptions of it as enjoyable and empowering — which, in turn, strengthens the prospects that agreeable
persons become positively attuned to participate.
The routinization of deliberation would also render conscientious individuals more inclined to participate due to their strong sense
of responsibility and to comply with civic norms. This might also address the fact that conscientious individuals tended to decline
participation because they ‘already knew what to do’ about the issue. From the perspective of deliberative democracy, that citizens
abstain from participation, because they already know what should be done, is deeply problematic. It questions the whole purpose
of political discussions, which involves listening to others, openness to change standpoint and the commitment to continued deliberation. In a setting where deliberation is routinized, conscientious individuals will be more inclined to engage in politics, which in
turn might render them more open, and positively attuned, to discussions among fellow citizens. In sum, this is an argument for the
need of giving this kind of event status and making them more frequent in order to be appealing to a wider public.
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CONCLUSIONS
The findings reported above demonstrate the importance of personality for the question of deliberative participation. Personality is
a predictor of deliberative participation in Uppsala Speaks in a manner that is broadly consistent with expectations. There is thus an
argument for paying attention to personality in respect to recruitment strategy on a par with democratic variables such as gender,
age, social and economic status and education. Indeed, to the extent that personality is antecedent to political attitude, it may be
even more important in terms of achieving good representation, particularly from a “discursive representation” perspective (Dryzek
and Niemeyer, 2008). Without attention to personality in deliberative participation, as for political participation more broadly there
is a risk of “creating a politically engaged citizenry whose views are not representative of the broader public” (Gerber et al. 2011,
704). Without attention to personality, the representative claims of particular deliberative designs are more difficult to support.
In respect to representativeness, although the results relative to deliberative participation in Uppsala Speaks are broadly consistent
with broader findings relating to local forms of political participation from other studies (in the US context) there are also important
differences. One involves the lower levels of participation associated with Conscientiousness appear, which appears to be consistent with the hypothesis that the novelty of deliberative participation in the Swedish context (norm inconsistency), except where
conscientious individuals have themselves a strong civic norm. The other is the absence of effect of Emotional Stability.
Generalizing these results should be conducted with caution but to the extent it is possible to generalize about deliberative participation, the role of personality assists with the task. Extroverts and open individuals may be likely to participate in greater numbers
irrespective of the specifics of the deliberative situation. Conscientiousness and Agreeableness, however, are relative sensitive to
surrounding civic and social norms.
Uppsala Speaks involved a weak situation, and it is conceivable that the niching effects would be stronger where deliberative participation is more common — thus resulting in stronger effects in relation to Emotional Stability and Agreeableness.
Additionally, a different cultural context would also likely impact the nature of the niching effects. For example, a change to more
adversarial political culture might be expected to induce an even stronger negative relationship with Agreeableness and deliberative participation. Another contextual change would be a more routinized regime of deliberative participation that potentially could
change the effect of both Conscientiousness and Agreeableness, when the enjoyable aspects of such events become better known
(Curato and Niemeyer 2013). Understanding these dynamics requires future comparative research, for example comparing more
directly the Swedish context to the situational characteristics of deliberative events taking place in other locations, such as the USA.
Nevertheless, despite the early stages of this research, this study demonstrates that a more fine grained analysis that is sensitive to
both the whole suite of personality types and the particular features of deliberative settings needs to be taken into account when
exploring the possibilities for improving and/or institutionalizing deliberative participation.
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APPENDIX
VARIABLES
Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI)
Table I contains the items included in the ten-item personality inventory (both English and Swedish versions. Each item was scored
on a seven-point scale along the dimension Disagree Strongly to Agree Strongly. The introductory text for the survey is as follows:
English version
Here are a number of personality traits that may or may not apply to you. Please write a number next to each statement to indicate
the extent to which you agree or disagree with that statement. You should rate the extent to which the pair of traits applies to you,
even if one characteristic applies more strongly than the other. I see myself as:
Swedish Version
Nedan anges ett antal personlighetsdrag som kanske eller kanske inte passar in på dig. Var snäll och ange i hur hög grad du håller
med eller inte håller med om att påståendet passar in på dig. Du ska ange i hur hög grad de båda orden passar in på dig, även om
ett av orden passar in bättre än det andra på dig

Jag ser mig själv som:

Table I TIPI Items
Item English

Swedish

Corresponding Trait

Value

1

Outgoing, Enthusiastic

Utåtriktad, entusiastisk

Extraversion

1

2

Critical, quarrelsome

Kritisk, grälsjuk

Agreeableness

-1

3

Dependable, self-disciplined

Pålitlig, självdisciplinerad

Conscientiousness

1

4

Anxious, easily upset

Ängslig, lätt upprörd

Emotional Stability

1

5

Open to new experiences, complex

Öppen för nya erfarenheter, komplex Openness

1

6

Reserved, quiet

Reserverad, tyst

Extraversion

-1

7

Sympathetic, warm

Sympatisk, varm

Agreeableness

1

8

Messy, sloppy

Rörig, slarvig

Conscientiousness

-1

9

Calm, emotionally stable

Lugn, emotionellt stabil

Emotional Stability

-1

10

Conventional, uncreative

Konventionell, okreativ

Openness

-1

Motivation to Participate
Table II shows the twelve items used to assess the motivations for participation associated with each of the personality traits. The
table shows which of the motivational types the item is associated with (civic norm, interpersonal, instrumental) and whether it
involves a reason to accept the invitation to participate or to refuse.
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Table II. Motivation for Participation Survey Items
Motivation
Category

Short header

Item

Swedish Version

The begging issue is important

1

Civic Norms

2

Civic Norms

3

Civic Norms

Politics is Private

Politics is a private issue

4

Interpersonal

Enjoyment

I think it would be fun to discuss.

5

Interpersonal

6

Interpersonal

7

Interpersonal

Lack of Knowledge

8

Instrumental

Influence others

9

Instrumental

Influence politics

10

Instrumental

11

Instrumental

12

Instrumental

Important Issue
Uninteresting
Topic

Learning
Opportunity

to me.

Tiggeriproblematiken är viktig för
mig

I'm not interested in the topic

So I can learn something new.

Politiska åsikter är en privatsak

Refuse

Jag tycker att det är roligt att
diskutera
Jag kan lära mig något nytt
Det är omöjligt att ha en rationell

discuss

political conversation with others

politisk diskussion med andra
Jag vet inte tillräckligt mycket om
frågan

To get others to understand the
begging issue.

För att få andra att förstå
problemet med tiggeri

Accept
Accept
Refuse
Refuse
Accept

Jag kan påverka politiken

Accept

For the payment.

Jag får ekonomisk ersättning

Accept

Lack of Time

I don't have time

Jag har inte tid

Refuse

Already knows

Everyone already knows what

what to do

needs to be done

Alla vet redan vad som borde göras

Refuse

Economic
imbursement

So that I can influence politics.

Accept
Refuse

It's not possible to have a rational

topic

Refuse

Jag är ointresserad av tiggerifrågan

Impossible to

I don't know much about the

Accept/

Interaction Variables
Civic Duty, Need for Judgment, Political Efficacy
The interacting variables — Civic Duty, Need for Judgement and Political Efficacy (two items, “a” and “b”) — were measured via
the items listed in Table III. Each item was scored on a five-point scale along the dimension Disagree to Agree — with an addition
option of do not know / no opinion.
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Table III. Interaction Variables
Variable
Civic Duty
Need for Judgement

Political Efficacy (a)

English

Swedish

Every citizen has a responsibility to make Alla medborgare har ett ansvar att se
sure we have a good government

till att vi har en bra regering

It is very important to me to hold strong

Det är väldigt viktigt för mig att ha

opinions.

starka politiska åsikter

I am not able to think clearly about

Jag kan inte förstå och tänka klart om

political issues regardless of how much I

politik oavsett hur mycket jag läser

read about or discuss it with other

om eller diskuterar en fråga

I am capable of participating effectively
Political Efficacy (b)

and contribute to discussions on

Jag är kapabel att delta effektivt i diskussioner om viktiga politiska frågor

important political issues.

Source
(Gastil 1994)
(Neblo et al. 2010)

(Neblo et al. 2010)

(Neblo et al. 2010)

Opinion Strength
The variable Opinion Strength was measured by looking at to what extent respondents gave either high or low scores on 12 questions about their personal opinions about the issue of begging. Table 4 shows the 12 items used to assess overall attitude toward
the issue of begging. Respondents indicated their opinion on a scale ranging from 1 to 7 and an individual’s strength of opinion was
assessed by the mean of their combined scores, where a total score on either 1-2 or 6-7 means to score high on Opinion Strength.
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Table IV. Issue Attitude Items
No.
1
2
3

English Version

Swedish Version

I am responsible for helping the begging Roma in

Jag har inget ansvar för att hjälpa de tiggande EU-med-

Sweden.

borgare som befinner sig i min närhet.

The municipality is responsible for helping the begging

Kommunen har ett ansvar att hjälpa de tiggande

Roma in Sweden.

EU-medborgarna

The Swedish state is responsible for helping the begging Svenska staten är ansvarig för att hjälpa de tiggande
Roma in Sweden.

EU-medborgarna i Sverige

Home countries Romania and Bulgaria are responsible

Hemländer som t.ex. Rumänien och Ungern har ett ans-

for helping the begging Roma in Sweden.

var att förbättra situationen för sin minoritetsbefolkning

The EU is responsible for helping the begging Roma in

EU har ett ansvar att hantera situationen med de tiggan-

Sweden.

de EU-medborgarna som rör sig över gränserna

Our tax money should go to the Swedes not to foreign

Våra skattepengar ska gå till svenskar istället för till

beggars.

utländska tiggare

7

It is good to give money to beggars.

Det är bra att ge pengar till tiggare

8

Begging is part of an organized crime led by a mafia.

4
5
6

9

kriminella nätverk

Begging is caused by widespread poverty and

Tiggeri är orsakat av en utbredd fattigdom och diskrimin-

discrimination against minorities in some EU countries.

ering av minoriteter i vissa EU-länder.

10

The beggars want to go back to Romania.

11

The beggars have it good here in Sweden.

12

Tiggeri är en organiserad verksamhet med kopplingar till

Tiggande EU-medborgare vill egentligen åka tillbaka till
sitt hemland och inte bosätta sig i Sverige
Tiggande EU-medborgare har det bra i Sverige och vill
helst bosätta sig här

If we begin to help those who come here to beg there

Om vi hjälper de EU-medborgare som är här kommer

will soon be even more.

det snart ännu fler
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RESULTS
Table V. Trait Effects and Control Variables
Traits

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Extraversion

0.035***

0.034***

0.034***

0.032***

0.030***

0.029**

(0.012)

(0.012)

(0.012)

(0.012)

(0.012)

(0.012)

-0.016

-0.015

-0.022

-0.014

-0.016

-0.020

(0.016)

(0.016)

(0.017)

(0.016)

(0.016)

(0.017)

-0.045***

-0.046***

-0.037**

-0.044***

-0.041***

-0.035**

(0.014)

(0.014)

(0.015)

(0.014)

(0.014)

(0.014)

0.019

0.018

0.018

0.017

0.021

0.019

(0.014)

(0.014)

(0.014)

(0.014)

(0.014)

(0.014)

0.031**

0.030*

0.032**

0.032**

0.031**

0.032**

(0.016)

(0.016)

(0.016)

(0.015)

(0.015)

(0.016)

Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Emotional Stability
Openness to Experience
Membership civil organisations

0.036

0.010

(0.027)

(0.027)

Membership political organisations

0.250***

0.222***

(0.066)

(0.069)

Adj. R2

0.052

0.052

0.060

0.053

0.073

0.079

Number of cases

1054

1054

1030

1054

1054

1030

Note: Standard errors in parentheses
All models include controls for age, gender and residential municipality (by municipality dummies).
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
Single versus Multiple Traits Models
Table VI shows the predictive models for participation in Uppsala Speaks for each of the traits separate (models 1-5) and together
(model 6). The results show a similar outcome for single versus the five-trait model.
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Table VI. Interplay of Traits and Willingness to Participate
Traits

(1)

Extraversion

0.042***

0.035***

(0.010)

(0.012)

Agreeableness

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

0.006

-0.016

(0.014)

(0.016)

Conscientiousness

-0.032**

-0.045***

(0.014)

(0.014)

Emotional Stability

0.017

0.019

(0.012)

(0.014)

Openness to Experience

0.047***

0.031**

(0.013)

(0.016)

Adj. R2

0.039

0.020

0.027

0.023

0.033

0.052

Number of cases

1061

1059

1064

1060

1059

1054

Interaction Models
Figure I shows the average marginal effect of the variable Need for judgement on the relationship between Extraversion and the
probability of accepting the invitation to participate in Uppsala Speaks. It shows that as Need for Judgement increases, the relationship moves from a negative to a positive association.

Average Marginal Effects of extraversion with 95% CIs

−.05

Effects on Linear Prediction
0
.05
.1

.15

Figure I Interaction between Extraversion and Need for Judgement
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3
Need for judgment
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In the case of the interacting relationship between Conscientiousness and Civic Duty, there is a positive relationship. However, in all
cases Conscientiousness remains negatively associated with participation, although the probability of refusal decreases with greater
Civic Duty.
Figure 2. Interaction between Conscientiousness and Civic Duty

−.3

Effects on Linear Prediction
−.2
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0
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