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Abstract 
Deliberative democracy views discussion between lay citizens as a key component of a 
well-functioning democracy. However, previous studies suggest that variations in 
personality may have bearing on how people experience social interaction and respond 
to various stimuli. Our assumption is that certain personalities are better suited for 
deliberation than others are. This paper thus explores the relevance of the Big-Five 
personality traits in relation to public deliberation. It is thus expected, that personality 
traits might be relevant factors in explaining how participants in deliberative mini-publics, 
where social interaction is a central aspect, perceive the deliberation and how they are 
affected by it. The study is based on data from a Finnish experiment in citizen 
deliberation in 2014 (N=187) about the status of the Swedish minority language in 
Finland. We explore how personality traits as independent variables affect citizens’ 
preferences for taking part in deliberation as well as their subjective experience of the 
deliberation—i.e. how they regard their own role in the deliberation as well as how the 
view the group dynamic—when taking part themselves. Early tentative findings suggest 
that personality does have some bearing on the dependent variables. 
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Introduction 

Proponents of participatory and deliberative democracy regard citizen participation as 

crucial for the health of democracy. However, some people are more likely to participate 

than others. This variation has largely been explained by socio-demographics and 

attitudinal dispositions. A related and growing body of research has explored the 

relationship between personality traits and various forms of political participation. 

Relationships have been identified between personality and voter turnout, ideology, 

partisanship, policy attitudes, knowledge and engagement in participatory acts (Caprara et 

al. 2002, 2006; McCrae & Costa 2008; Gerber et al. 2011; Mattila et al. 2011; Cooper et al. 

2013; Bloeser et al. 2015; Fatke 2017; Lindell & Strandberg 2018). Fewer studies have focused 

on personality traits in relation to deliberative activities (Neblo et al.  2010; Weinschenk et 

al. 2019; Jennstål 2018). It is essential to consider the character of various modes of 

participation since different personality traits seek and appreciate distinct participation 

activities (Gerber et al. 2011, 703). 

Uneven participation is a concern. When certain social groups do not participate, 

the decisions made do not fully respond to their concerns and take their viewpoints and 

needs into account. As a result, self-selection may replicate existing inequalities since the 

politically privileged are more prone to take part (Phillips 1995, 13). Actions are often taken 

to include e.g. minority groups, low educated and young people in order to ensure that no 

group is excluded or marginalized. Citizens have different skills, confidence and level of 

political efficacy and it would be important to ensure equality of voice (Smith 2009, 21). 

Research on deliberation has analyzed patterns of participation in terms of individual-level 

characteristics, mainly socio-demographical and attitudinal dispositions. However, 

attention to personality might contribute to a better understanding of political 

participation and political behavior (Caprara et al. 1999; Jennstål 2018). How different 

personalities experience deliberation is important in order to be able to better design 

deliberative events that suit different types of people and not only those that at first glance 

are drawn to such events. This study will begin to fill an important research gap and the 

results can be used to inform both design choices in respect to recruitment and facilitation 

as well as enhance understanding for group dynamics.  

When examining the factors influencing citizens´ willingness to participate in 

deliberation, personality has gained little attention. Few studies analyze actual 
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participation in deliberation – usually opinions on different forms of participatory and 

deliberative acts are analyzed. In a deliberation, participants need to be willing to revise 

their preferences in light of discussion, new information and claims made by fellow 

participants (Chambers 2003, 309). The focus on rationality and reasoning might involve 

conflictual situations when different opinions and arguments are considered. Critics have 

contended that the demands for reason and justification of arguments may marginalize or 

exclude members of disadvantaged groups. It may also exclude certain personality types 

that do not want to engage in this conflictual realm. Mutz (2002) found that mere exposure 

to political disagreements demobilizes people out of even non-deliberative participation. 

Others might be hesitant to participate due to group dynamics and inter-personal relations. 

Sunstein (2009) suggests that people actively avoid exposing themselves to ideas and 

viewpoints with which they disagree. 

Karpowitz et al. (2010) argue that enclave deliberation, i.e. deliberation with 

likeminded, might be a way to include also disadvantaged groups that have difficulties in 

making their voices heard in a deliberative discussion. Their research suggest that women, 

with many times low self-confidence to participate in group discussions, can benefit greatly 

from talking to likeminded citizens. There is a growing scholarly interest in examining 

deliberation in likeminded groups and its role in the public debate (Abdullah et al. 2016). 

Could deliberation with likeminded offer new deliberative opportunities for personalities 

that otherwise dislike conflicts and disagreements, and hence further inclusiveness? This 

study is the first to analyze the relationship between deliberation in likeminded groups and 

personality. We examine both people´s views on deliberation and their experiences of 

taking part in a like-minded deliberation. We analyze whether core personality traits are 

associated with preferences for, and experiences of engagement in deliberation. In other 

words, does personality explain why different people have varying views on deliberation 

and experience taking part in deliberation differently? Is there a deliberative type of 

personality? 

We use the Big Five measurement to assess personality traits since it is widely 

recognized as a standardized measurement on dispositional personality traits. The five 

personality traits included in the Big Five are Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness, 

Conscientiousness and Emotional Stability. Research has demonstrated that the traits are 

shaped by genetic factors and are highly stable over time (Plomin et al. 1990; Weinschenk 
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et al. 2019). The data was collected as part of a large-scale experiment in citizen 

deliberation in 2014. The deliberation concerned the position of the Swedish language in 

Finland and was designed as an experiment in like-minded deliberation. Our analysis 

include n=124. 

 

Personality traits and deliberation 

In this paper, we will look at the preferences for, and subjective experience of engaging in 

deliberation. Based on previous research we know that especially Extraversion and 

Openness are important for political participation (Ha et al. 2013). Extraverts are happy to 

express their opinions and ideas and to develop their arguments and views. People high on 

Openness ought to enjoy the exchange of ideas that happens in politics. Conscientious 

people might view political participation as important if they see it as a norm or obligation. 

Neuroticism (i.e. the opposite to emotional stability) has been shown to be negatively 

connected to politics since they dislike conflictual situations and Agreeable people also 

dislike conflict and enjoy cooperation (Weinschenk et al. 2019). For deliberative activities, 

the amount of interpersonal interaction, the amount of disagreements and conflicts and 

whether there are instrumental benefits might be different than for other types of political 

activities. This might make deliberation attractive for certain personality types but less 

appealing to others. As previous research has stated, it is important to separate between 

different kinds of political participation since various participatory acts involves different 

contexts. In this section, we review the literature with a special focus on the relation 

between personality traits and deliberative activities.  

 

Extraversion 

People high on this trait enjoy social engagement and are likely to participate in events that 

involve interpersonal relations. Extravert people are keen to share their opinions with 

others and are more likely to attend campaign meetings and rallies. They are drawn to all 

kind of group-based political participation and are eager to advocate for their causes 

(Mondak et al. 2010; Mondak & Halperin 2008). Thus, we expect that Extraversion will be 

positively associated with participation in deliberative acts, where they can actively express 

their opinion and talk to others. We also assume that Extroverts will not be sensitive to 
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group dynamics, i.e. experience exclusion or that someone dominated the discussion, since 

they will be fully enjoying the positive effects of social interaction.  

 

Openness 

People high on Openness are happy to be exposed to new ideas. They are thoughtful, 

analytical and possess more knowledge than average. They seek information and 

engagement of all sorts. Because political participation involves new ideas, new knowledge 

and new experiences, Openness will be positively associated with all kinds of participation, 

including participation in deliberative acts (Gerber et al. 2011; Mondak et al. 2010). Since 

they enjoy learning new things, people high in Openness are unlikely to get offended when 

countering opposing arguments and opinions (Weinschenk 2017). Previous studies have 

also found that people high in Openness have high political interest (Weinschenk et al. 

2019). Hence, we assume that Openness is the personality trait that is strongest positively 

related to deliberative discussions where they can encounter new ideas and new 

arguments.  

 

Agreeableness 

People high in Agreeableness are cooperative, sympathetic towards others, altruistic and 

kind. They are concerned about other people´s wellbeing, especially people they care 

about. Agreeableness is associated with conflict avoidance and shying away from conflicts, 

which might imply that they do not like politics (John & Srivastava 1999, 121; Weinschenk 

2017, 1409). Findings concerning Agreeableness and political participation are at best 

mixed, and significant effects are seldom found. Agreeable people tend to show low levels 

of political interest, political opinionation and attention to politics (Mondak & Halperin 

2008; Mondak et al. 2010; Gerber et al. 2011; Ha et al. 2013). Agreeable people like to 

surround themselves with likeminded discussion partners to avoid conflictual realms 

(Mondak et al. 2010, 14-15). Thus, we expect that people high in Agreeableness would not 

enjoy taking part in deliberative discussions since they are not prone to share their opinions 

with others and they dislike disagreements. However, they would be a bit more 

comfortable deliberating with likeminded people with similar opinions. Facilitators 

managing the group dynamics might also reduce the potential for conflict. Since Agreeable 

people dislike interpersonal tensions, they are strongly sensitive to group dynamics.   
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Emotional stability 

Emotional stability is connected to the absence of anxiety, depression and negative 

emotionality. People high in Emotional Stability are calm, relaxed, adaptive, stable and not 

easily upset. Sometimes its reverse Neuroticism is used instead to describe a tense and 

nervous personality (Mondak et al. 2010, 3; Gerber et al. 2011, 696; Weinschenk 2017, 1410). 

Previous findings regarding the relationship between Emotional stability and political 

participation are mixed (Gerber et al. 2011, 696). However, people who are emotionally 

stable and self-confident might be prone to take part in politics and are prepared to deal 

with disagreements and conflicts (Weinschenk 2017, 1410). Thus, we assume that Emotional 

Stability is positively related to engaging in deliberation, including enjoying expressing their 

opinions and taking other´s opinions into account. 

 

Conscientiousness  

Conscientious people are described as reliable, hardworking and organized. They value 

duty and focus on things they find important. They might vote since they see this as a civic 

duty, but not necessarily participate in a deliberation - if they do not consider it important. 

However, they are instrumental and would like to participate in politics if there are personal 

payoffs involved or if they find it important (Gerber et al. 2011, 696). Since the deliberation 

(in this study) had no formal impact on political decision-making, it is unlikely that they 

would consider participation in this event as a civic duty or find it important. Thus, we 

assume that people high in Conscientiousness would not value deliberation in general. The 

impact of citizen deliberation is often uncertain and it is often an ad hoc event without 

direct influence on politics.  Conscientious people would want to devote their time to 

things that they actually can change. If they get involved in deliberation, they might find it 

frustrating.  

Our expectations of how the five personality traits relate to deliberation are 

summarized in Table 1. Due to the largely mixed findings in previous research, our 

expectations are more tentative than clear-cut and we have an explorative approach. A 

plus-sign in Table 1 indicates that we assume a positive relationship, a minus-sign indicates 

a negative relationship and zero (0) indicates that no relationship is hypothesized. 
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Table 1: Summary of expectations 

 General view/ Own activity Experiences of group dynamics 

Extraversion + + 
Openness + + 
Agreeableness - (+ if with likeminded) - 
Emotional stability + + 
Conscientiousness - - 

 

Methods and data 

We conduct our analyses using linear regression, where the five personality traits enter as 

predictors of the dependent variables. The regressions also include a set of individual-level 

control variables such as sociodemographic traits and indicators of political competence. 

Thereby, we assess the independent impact of the personality traits on the three sets of 

dependent variables: views on deliberation, own role in deliberation and group dynamics. 

 

Measures of personality 

The indicators of the Big Five are derived from self-rating data in which respondents assess 

the extent to which they possess a series of attributes (Mondak & Halperin 2008, 341). The 

respondents are asked to characterize themselves on a 1-7 scale, where 1 means strongly 

disagree and 7 means strongly agree and 4 indicates neither disagree nor agree. Two 

adjectives were presented for each of the personality trait.  

 

Table 2: Components of the Big Five 

Personality factor   Scale mean (SD) Pearson's r Number of cases 

Openness to new experiences .64 (.17)  **.25 127 
127 
127 
126 
126 

Conscientiousness  .68 (.19)  ***.35 

Extraversion  .69 (.22)  ***.54 

Agreeableness  .59 (.15)  .02 

Emotional stability  .59 (.22)  ***.45 

 

The adjectives used in Big Five are: for Extraversion (extravert, impulsive / reserved, quiet- 

reverse coded), for Openness (open to new experiences, multidimensional / conventional, 

stick to the familiar- reverse coded), for Conscientiousness (dependable, self-disciplined / 

disorganized, careless- reverse coded), for Emotional Stability (calm, emotionally stable / 

anxious, easily upset- reverse coded), for Agreeableness (generous, warm / critical, 

quarrelsome- reverse coded). Each component was recoded to range from 0 to 1 and then 
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two pairs were summarized and standardized to run from 0 to 1. The indicators and the 

average values are depicted in Table 2. 

 

Covariates 

We include two sets of covariates: 1) socio-demographics, including gender, age and 

education 2) political competence, including internal political efficacy and political interest.  

 

Dependent Variables 

We examine three sets of dependent variables. The first set includes general views on 

deliberation and is measured by three survey questions: 1) Discussions for ordinary citizens 

should be organized 2) I would like to take part in political discussions for ordinary citizen  

3) I prefer to discuss politics with people that agree with my opinions. The second set of 

dependent variables comprises own role and activity in deliberation and is measured by the 

following three survey questions: 1) I generally felt that I was part of the discussion group 

2) The discussion topic felt relevant to me personally 3) I think I was active in the discussion. 

The final set includes experiences of group dynamics and to measure this we have included 

five survey questions: 1) All participants had equal opportunity to speak 2) Some 

participants dominated the discussion 3) There was disagreement during the discussion 4) 

The relations between participants were good throughout the discussion 5) Some 

participants provoked others. See Table 4. 

 

Data and measures 

The data was collected as part of a large-scale experiment in citizen deliberation in 2014 

(see Strandberg et al. 2019). The deliberation concerned the position of the Swedish 

language in Finland and it was designed as an experiment in like-minded deliberation. Initial 

invitations to take part in the experiment was sent to a random sample of 35,000 Finnish 

citizens. The invitation was accompanied by a short survey gauging opinions on the 

Swedish language. Based on the responses to those questions (N=7,306), only citizens that 

were clearly opposed or clearly in favor of the Swedish language, and who had expressed 

an interest in taking part, were invited to take part in the actual deliberation (a total of 681 

invitations were sent). Due to a lot volunteers dropping out, the final experiment had a 

total of 245 participants. Although the experiment hade several different experimental 
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treatments, we only analyze the treatment groups that used deliberative rules and 

facilitation in this paper since we are interested in how different personality traits relate to 

opinions on, and experiences of deliberation (not just any type of discussion). This means 

that a total of N=124 citizens from 16 discussion groups with an average of six participants 

in them are analyzed.  Table 3 depicts the background traits of these 124 citizens: 

 

Table 3: Background of the analyzed citizens 

    n % 

Gender    
   Men  74 58 

   Women  54 42 

    
Age    
   18-34  14 15 

   35-54  59 62 

   55-  23 24 

    
Education level   
   Primary  22 17 

   Secondary  74 58 

   Tertiary  31 34 

    
Political interest   
   Very low  3 2 

   Low  14 11 

   High  65 51 

   Very high  46 36 

    
 

In the actual deliberations, all discussions took place among citizens that had the same 

opinion on the Swedish language. Thus, citizens that were in favor of the Swedish language 

deliberated with others that also were positive towards the language and citizens being 

critical deliberated with other critical citizens. We are aware that the like-minded setting 

might have bearing on how personality traits relate to experiences of the deliberations and 

will emphasize this when discussing our findings. Besides the deliberations taking place in 

like-minded groups, the actual deliberations, in each opinion camp, followed the exact 

same script. Thus, each group had a trained facilitator that was tasked with ensuring 

discussions stayed close to deliberative norms. Written rules of discussion were also visible 
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to all deliberating citizens at all time during the discussion. Each deliberation session 

started with the participants answering a survey on their background characteristics. After 

that, participants were handed an information leaflet about the Swedish language which 

they then read at their own pace. After that, the deliberation started and lasted for 2 hours. 

The session ended with yet another survey in which participants, among other items, 

answered a series of items on how they had experienced the deliberation and how they 

generally felt about deliberation. Table 4 below depicts the operationalizations of all the 

measures used as dependents in this study: 

 

Table 4: Operationalization of dependent variables 

Variable Items   Answer categories 

     
General 
views on 
deliberation 

Discussions for ordinary citizens should be 
organized 

[0]=fully disagree; [1]=Fully 
agree 

  

I would like to take part in political 
discussions for ordinary citizens 

[0]=fully disagree; [1]=Fully 
agree 

  

I prefer to discuss politics with people that 
agree with my opinions 

[0]=fully disagree; [1]=Fully 
agree 

     
Own role 
and activity 
in 
deliberation 

I generally felt that I was part of the 
discussion group 

[[0]=fully disagree; [1]=Fully 
agree 

  

The discussion topic felt relevant to me 
personally 

[0]=fully disagree; [1]=Fully 
agree 

  I think I was active in the discussion 
[0]=fully disagree; [1]=Fully 
agree 

     
Group 
dynamics in 
deliberation 

All participants had equal opportunity to 
speak 

[0]=fully disagree; [1]=Fully 
agree 

  Some participants dominated the discussion 
[0]=fully disagree; [1]=Fully 
agree 

  

There was disagreement during the 
discussion 

[0]=fully disagree; [1]=Fully 
agree 

 
The relations between participants were 
good throughout the discussion 

[0]=fully disagree; [1]=Fully 
agree 

  Some participants provoked others 
[0]=fully disagree; [1]=Fully 
agree 
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Findings 

We present the findings in the order of our three focus points, starting with general views 

on deliberation followed by the views on one’s own role when taking part in a deliberation 

and finally the view on group dynamics in the deliberations. All analyses were carried out 

with linear regressions with two models for each dependent variable; a base model with 

only the personality traits as independent variables and a full model with covariates 

included. We start, then, by looking (Table 5) on the general views on deliberation among 

the participants. 

The personality trait that stands out is Openness to new experiences which is a 

significant positive predictor of all three dependent variables also in the full models with 

covariates. This is in line with the expectations depicted earlier. Regarding wanting to take 

part in political discussions for ordinary citizens, conscientiousness is also a significant 

predictor which is contrary to our expectations. We now turn to looking at how the 

participants felt when they actually took part in the deliberations themselves. Table 6 

presents how the participants’ opinion on their own role in the deliberations is predicted. 

Overall, the personality traits did not emerge as significant predictors of 

participants’ views on their own role in the deliberations. It was only concerning feeling 

that the discussion topic felt relevant that Emotional stability was a significant predictor. 

So, generally, personality traits do not appear important predictors of how a deliberating 

citizen regards their own role and activity in an actual deliberation. Table 7 shows that there 

were some significant findings for personality traits. Agreeableness was a positive 

predictor, also in the full model with covariates, of feeling that all participants had equal 

opportunities to speak.. Regarding feeling that there had been disagreement in the 

discussions, Extraversion, Agreeableness and Emotional stability are all significant 

predictors in the base model. However, only an effect for Extraversion remains when 

covariates are entered into the model. We now present the findings regarding the two final 

items regarding the predictors of views on group dynamics. 

The final aspect of our analyses concerned how participants viewed the group 

dynamics in the deliberations and especially how personality traits explain these views. As 

we used five survey items as dependent variables here, the findings are presented in both 

Table 7 and thereafter Table 8 below. 
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Table 5: Predicting opinions on general deliberative preferences 

    

Discussions for ordinary 
citizens should be 

organized   

I would like to take part in 
political discussions for 

ordinary citizens   

I prefer to discuss politics 
with people that agree with 

my opinions 

    B S.E.   B S.E.  B S.E.   B S.E.  B S.E.    B S.E.  

                   
Extraversion  -.07 .07  -.08 .09  -.02 .08  .05 .09  -.16 .07  -.13 .08 

Agreeableness -.04 .10  .05 .13  -.01 .10  .10 .12  .08 .09  .09 .12 

Conscientiousness .03 .08  .15 .11  .11 .09  *.23 .11  -.05 .07  -.06 .10 

Emotional stability .00 .07  .00 .08  .12 .07  .13 .08  .12 .06  .09 .08 
Openess to new 
experiences *.24 .10  *.27 .12  *.25 .10  *.24 .12  .09 .09  †.23 .11 

                   
Gender      -.11 .04     -.10 .04     .07 .04 

Age     -.09 .03     **-.34 .03     .06 .03 

Education     -.03 .03     .03 .02     .09 .03 

Internal efficacy    -.02 .12     .10 .12     -.07 .11 

Political interest    .16 .03     †.21 .03     -.08 .03 

                   
Constant  ***.70   ***.58   ***.51   **.34   ***.53   ***.43  
N  123   90   123   90   124   90  
R2  .05   .11   .08   .29   .05   .11  
                                      

†p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. 
Note. Dependent variables are all standardized between values 0 and 1, where 1 corresponds to agreeing fully with the statement. 
Covariates: [Gender]: 0 = Male, 1 = Female; [Age]: three-step scale where 1 = 18–34 years, 2 = 35–54 years, 3 = 55+ years; [Education]: three-
step scale where 1 = Primary education, 2 = Secondary level of education, 3 = Tertiary level of education; [Internal efficacy]: standardized 
sum variable containing three items;  [Political interest]: 4-step scale where 1 = very low interest; 2 = low political interest, 3 = quite high 
interest, 4 = very high interest. 
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Table 6: Experience of own role in deliberation 

   

I generally felt that I was part 
of the discussion group   

The discussion topic felt relevant 
to me personally   

I think I was active in the 
discussion 

    B S.E.   B S.E.  B S.E.   B S.E.  B S.E.    B S.E.  

                   
Extraversion  -.03 .11  -.16 .14  .14 .10  .09 .12  .13 .10  .02 .13 

Agreeableness .07 .15  .11 .20  -.10 .14  -.02 .17  -.05 .14  -.00 .19 

Conscientiousness .03 .13  .03 .17  .01 .11  -.06 .15  -.05 .12  -.04 .16 

Emotional stability .14 .10  .18 .13  **25 .09  †.22 .11  .09 .10  .12 .12 
Openess to new 
experiences -.08 .15  -.01 .19  .02 .13  -.05 .16  .04 .13  .05 .18 

                   
Gender      .06 .06     .12 .05     .04 .06 

Age     -.11 .05     -.17 .04     -.14 .05 

Education     .10 .04     .04 .04     .17 .04 

Internal efficacy    -.02 .18     .16 .16     .01 .17 

Political interest    †.24 .04     *27 .04     .09 .04 

                   
Constant  ***.61   †t.39   ***.49   *.35   ***.61   *.49  
N  124   90   124   90   124   90  
R2  .04   .13   .08   .20   .03   .08  
                                      

†p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. 
Note. Dependent variables are all standardized between values 0 and 1, where 1 corresponds to agreeing fully with the statement. 
Covariates: [Gender]: 0 = Male, 1 = Female; [Age]: three-step scale where 1 = 18–34 years, 2 = 35–54 years, 3 = 55+ years; [Education]: three-
step scale where 1 = Primary education, 2 = Secondary level of education, 3 = Tertiary level of education; [Internal efficacy]: standardized 
sum variable containing three items;  [Political interest]: 4-step scale where 1 = very low interest; 2 = low political interest, 3 = quite high 
interest, 4 = very high interest. 
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Table 7: Views on group dynamics 

    
All participants had equal 

opportunity to speak   
Some participants dominated 

the discussion   
There was disagreement during the 

discussion  

    B S.E.   B S.E.  B S.E.   B S.E.  B S.E.    B S.E.  

                   
Extraversion  -.02 .08  -.03 .10  .05 .09  .15 .11  †-16 .11  **.33 .14 

Agreeableness †.16 .11  *.25 .14  -.02 .13  .02 .16  *-.22 .15  -.16 .20 

Conscientiousness -.03 .09  -.06 .12  -.09 .10  -.09 .14  .05 .12  .14 .17 

Emotional stability -.13 .08  -.11 .09  -.14 .09  -.09 .10  †-.15 .10  -.14 .13 
Openess to new 
experiences -.09 .11  -.04 .13  .10 .12  -.04 .15  .04 .14  -.05 .19 

                   
Gender      .03 .04     -.03 .05     -.01 .06 

Age     -.03 .03     -.04 .04     -.06 .05 

Education     -.06 .03     -.19 .03     -.11 .04 

Internal efficacy    *-.28 .13     -02 .15     .08 .18 

Political interest    †.25 .03     .03 .03     -.14 .04 

                   
Constant  ***.87   ***.84   ***.66   ***.80   ***.64   **.62  
N  124   90   124   90   124   90  
R2  .04   .15   .05   .07   .11   .18  
                                      

†p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. 
Note. Dependent variables are all standardized between values 0 and 1, where 1 corresponds to agreeing fully with the statement. 
Covariates: [Gender]: 0 = Male, 1 = Female; [Age]: three-step scale where 1 = 18–34 years, 2 = 35–54 years, 3 = 55+ years; [Education]: three-
step scale where 1 = Primary education, 2 = Secondary level of education, 3 = Tertiary level of education; [Internal efficacy]: standardized 
sum variable containing three items;  [Political interest]: 4-step scale where 1 = very low interest; 2 = low political interest, 3 = quite high 
interest, 4 = very high interest. 
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Table 8: Views on group dynamics (part 2) 

   

The relations between participants were 
good throughout the discussion   Some participants provoked others 

    B S.E.   B S.E.  B S.E.   B S.E. 

             
Extraversion  -.05 .07  -.11 .06  .13 .06  .09 .07 

Agreeableness -02 .09  -.13 .08  †-.15 .08  -.11 .10 

Conscientiousness .06 .07  *.24 .07  .08 .06  -.06 .09 

Emotional stability .03 .06  .14 .05  -.02 .05  -.02 .07 
Openess to new 
experiences .17 .08  *.28 .08  -.09 .07  -.19 .09 

             
Gender      .02 .03     .02 .03 

Age     -.18 .02     .07 .02 

Education     -.08 .02     .06 .02 

Internal efficacy    .07 .08     †.21 .02 

Political interest    -.12 .02     -.06 .02 

             
Constant  ***.84   ***.90   ***.36   **.35  
N  124   90   124   90  
R2  .02   .10   .05   .08  
                          

†p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. 
Note. Dependent variables are all standardized between values 0 and 1, where 1 corresponds to agreeing fully with the statement. 
Covariates: [Gender]: 0 = Male, 1 = Female; [Age]: three-step scale where 1 = 18–34 years, 2 = 35–54 years, 3 = 55+ years; [Education]: three-
step scale where 1 = Primary education, 2 = Secondary level of education, 3 = Tertiary level of education; [Internal efficacy]: standardized 
sum variable containing three items;  [Political interest]: 4-step scale where 1 = very low interest; 2 = low political interest, 3 = quite high 
interest, 4 = very high interest. 
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Both Conscientiousness and Openness to new experiences were significant predictors of feeling 

that the relations had been good between the deliberating citizens. Concerning the final 

dependent variable, none of the personality traits were significant in the full model. 

Agreeableness was a significant negative predictor in the base model, which is according to 

expectations, but that effect vanished in the full model.  

 

Conclusions 

This paper explored whether and how people’s personality traits affect their opinions on 

deliberation and their experiences of taking part in a like-minded deliberation. In the theoretical 

section, we derived some expectations on the effects. The main patterns of the findings are that 

personalities matter but only to some extent, which generally does not support our 

expectations.  First, regarding the modest impact of personality traits, it is important to keep in 

mind that the r-squared values in all the regression models containing only personality traits 

were low, ranging between .2 and .11. Second, for all the indicators of the dependent variables, 

only one or two personality traits ever had any effect.  

 Nevertheless, when looking at the instances when a personality trait had an effect some 

interesting patterns emerge. A rough pattern is that for opinions on deliberation, an expected 

effect of Openess for new experiences was found for all three items. Interestingly, though, when 

looking at the effects for experiences of deliberation, the more ‘contemplating’ traits such as 

agreeableness and emotional stability are the ones that show some positive significant effects. 

The latter observations may have to do with the like-minded setting of the deliberation which 

creates something akin to a ‘safe environment’ in which these people feel comfortable (e.g. 

Karpowitz et al. 2010). A cross-cutting deliberation between citizens of varying opinions may very 

well have been more suited to extroverts and people being open to new experiences. Obviously, 

more studies in varying deliberative settings are needed to confirm whether that is the case.  

 In the introduction of the paper, we discussed how uneven participation might be a 

problem for democracy. Having studied both who wants to deliberate and who enjoys 

deliberating, we arrive at a dilemma: the more cautious personalities enjoy the deliberation 

experience but are less likely to a priori think highly of deliberation and less likely to want to take 

part. Deliberation thus holds a clear promise for creating equal and rational spaces for all types 

of people but its positive effects for democracy would require some mechanism for enticing also 

less eager citizens to take part in deliberating.  
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